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to face up to the Russians when they threat-
ened to put missiles in Cuba and made them
back out., Unfortunately President Johnson
did not have that kind of guts and after
sending 550,000 American troops into Viet-
nam and with no bombing of supply lines or
of supporting vessels from Russla, he accoms-
plished nothing and worse than nothing!

President Nixon knew that the risk of seri-
ous confrontation was small and that all
sources of these supplies had to be stopped,
while at the same time he was bringing 500,-
000 of the 550,000 troops sent there by Presi-
dent Johnson, back to the States. This actlon
on the President's part has been so effective
that I am convinced and again, also millions
of other Americans, that the present negotia-
tions in Paris for an honorable peace would
have been already successful if you had not
sabotaged this meeting by offering to crawi
to Hanol and beg for the release of our pris-
oners of war, and to bring all American
troops, ete., out in 90 days.

Although I have the greatest sympathy for
the prisoners of war, this is a risk of war
which they fully reallze and I don't think
many of them would subscribe to your sug-
gestion which is a disgrace to the country and
to thousands of men in many wars who have
died for it.

In regard to the rest of your program. I
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don't think anything of it and I am very sure
under that program you could never have
won the Democratic nomination if it had
not been for the Eennedy family and their
intelligent, well-oiled political organization
built up over the years. I think when they
supported you they felt Ted Kennedy would
be the eventual candidate.

Of course the kids and women don’t like
war, but who ever did? Those who were
drafted felt they had honorable responsibili-
ties to their country to serve. As it was, to
give amnesty and recelve back into the coun-
try, honorably, those who ran away and let
others serve in their place, is really a shock-
ing suggestion.

Your principal appeal, besides Vietnam, to
youth seems to be to legalize pot and abor-
tlon so they can have fun and do “their
thing"” and wait for hand-outs from the gov-
ernment to support these pleasures with no
responsibilities to the country or to others.
Manson is an example of what can happen
when this selfish philosophy is condoned. I
assume he is now being comfortably sup=-
ported in jail—perhaps surrounded by his
girl friends—as are many other murderers
who will go on strike if the food and recrea-
tion aren't appealing!

Did you know from the News Media that
in 1069 alone, more Americans were killed in
this country or attacked than have been
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killed or wounded in all the years of the Viet-
nam war up to that date—specifically, 14,-
500 murders, 36,600 rapes and 306,000 cases of
aggravated assault by single individuals and
it is worse today. Yet the “do-gooders” are
concerned about the comfort of the prison-
ers—never mind the victims—so that at
present the fear of prison or any inconveni-
ences that might befall them there, are no
deterrent to crime. They will be well fed,
courteously treated and entertained so tha$
prison is better than home. 5

Now to your economic program. Tax the
hell out of the so-called Rich and Middle
Class and hand it to the so-called Poor. I
am all for helping the really destitute but
not to feed out of my jfifty years of hard
work the insatiable appetite of your con-
stituents whose battle cry is “We want
more, more, more!” When the money is all
pumped out of these who have managed to
save anything. I suppose those “Gimmee
Boys” will have to go to work. I want you
to know I am not rich or even middle class
rich I could easily be on your side for selfish
reasons! I am a veteran of seventeen months
with Rainbow Division in the first World
War and proud of my country! I don't like
hand-outs and welfare but you have ex-
pressed your ideas, so, best of luck.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN LAWRENCE.

SENATE—Friday, September 8, 1972

The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. Harry F. BYRD,
JR., a Senator from the State of Virginia.

PRAYER

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

O God, our Father, whose we are and
whom we serve, grant unto us all through
this day to do not what we like but what
we ought. Grant us the courage to do not
our own will but Thy will as we under-
stand it. Help us to do the right things
even though we do not want to do them
and are disadvantaged in doing them.
Help us to set duty above pleasure and
honor above expediency. Give us a good
conscience and inner lives unafraid of
Thy searching eyes. Grant us to labor
with joyous hearts, never evading work
we ought to do, never avoiding decisions
we ought to make or shirking the respon-
sibilities we ought to carry. So wilt
Thou guide us through this day and at
evening time may we know the deep con-
tentment of work completed and duty
done, through Him whose name is above
every name. Amen,

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D C., September 8, 1972.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. Harey F.
Byep, Jr., & Senator from the State of Vir-
ginia, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

JaMEes O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., thereupon
took the chair as Acting President pro
tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs-
da,y].:l September 7, 1972, be dispensed
with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Housing and Urban Affairs of the
Commitfee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs; the Subcommittee on
Labor of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare; a special subcommittee
of the Committee on the Judiciary; the
Committee on the Judiciary: and the
Committee on Commerce may be author-
jzed to meet during the session of ‘the
Senate today.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. The nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

UNITED NATIONS

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nominations in the United Na-
tions as follows:

Gale W. McGee, U.S, Senator from the
State of Wyoming, to be a representative
of the United States of America to the
27th sesslon of the General Assembly of
the United Nations.

James B. Pearson, U.S. Senator from the
State of Kansas, to be a representative of
the United States of America to the 27th
session of the General Assembly of the
United Natlons.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the nomina-
tions be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions are considered and confirmed en
bloe.

AMBASSADORS

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nominations of Ambassadors,
as follows:

Hermann F. BEilts, of Pennsylvania, a

Foreign Service officer of the class of Career
Minister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the People’s Republic of Bangla-
desh.
Viron P. Vaky, of Texas, a Forelgn Service
officer of class 1, to be Ambassador Extraor=
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to Costa Rica.

Frederick Irving, of Rhode Island, a For-
elgn Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassa~
dor and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to Iceland.

George W. Landau, of Maryland, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Paraguay.

Adm. Horacio Rivero, U.S. Navy, retired,
of California, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Spain.

Frank T. Bow, of Ohio, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenlpotentiary of the
United States of America to Panama.

Joseph A. Mendenhall, of Virginia, a For-
elgn Service officer of class 1, to be Am-.
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentlary
of the United States of America to the
Malagasy Republic.
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Talcott W. Seelye, of Maryland, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassa-
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Republic
of Tunisia,

NOMINATION OF JOSEPH A. MENDENHALL

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, it is with a
great deal of pleasure and a sense of
much satisfaction that I support the
President’s nomination of Mr. Joseph A.
Mendenhall to serve as our Ambassador
to the Malagasy Republic.

While the record of hearings of the
Foreign Relations Committee and the of-
ficial nomination both indicate that Mr.
Mendenhall is a resident of the State of
Virginia, we of Delaware claim him very
much as our own.

Ambassador Mendenhall is a graduate
of the University of Delaware, having re-
ceived his bachelor of arts degree from
our State university in the class of 1940.
He has been a devoted alumnus and the
entire State of Delaware is grateful to
him.

From that time, Joe Mendenhall has
served this country with great devotion
and a pure sense of duty. Indeed, his first
military assignments with the U.S. Army
Air Force were in counterintelligence.

That beginning continued throughout
his career, evolving into his Foreign Serv-
ice officer status.

Today, with the confirmation of his
nomination, he has reached the summit
of service in the Foreign Service—the
rank of ambassador.

Mr. President, the record of hearings
of the committee and the comments of
others will very clearly demonstrate the
great value to the Nation of Joseph
Mendenhall’s prior service.

It is with great pride that I tell the
Senate that his fine career is really just
beginning. Our country will, indeed, be
vl:eﬁ represented by Ambassador Menden-

all.

To end on a personal note, I wish the
Ambassador and his fine family a fruitiul
and pleasant tour of duty at this new
post.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a résumé of
Ambassador Mendenhall’s qualifications,
which indicate his exceptional back-
ground to serve as our Ambassdor to
Malagasy.

There being no objection, the résumé
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

JosEPH A. MENDENHALL

Position for which considered: Ambas-
sador to the Malagasy Republic.

Present position: Forelgn Service Inspec-
tor.

Office address: Department of State, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Born: January 15, 1820, Blue Ball, Md.

Legal residence: Falls Church, Va.

Marital status: Married.

Family: Wife: former Leone Reiber. Chil-
dren: Penelope, Priscilla, Anne.

Home address: Care of Department of
State, Washington, D.C.

Education: A.B. 1040, University of Dela-
ware; 1940-41, attended Harvard Law School;
1945-46, attended University of Pennsylvania,
Korean and Far East Area Studles (U.S.
Army auspices).

Language ability: Fluent French.

Experience:

Military: 1941-46, U.S. Army Air Force,
captain (counterintelligence).
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Government: 1946, Appointed FS0-6; 1946~
49, Commercial/Economic Officer, Istanbul;
1949, FSO-5; 1940-51, Acting Assistant Chief
of ECA Mission, Reykjavik; 1951-565, Eco-
nomic Officer, then from 19853, political offi-
cer, Bern.

1952, FSO-4: 1955-59, Economic Officer,
then from 1867, Officer in Charge of Viet-
Nam Affairs, Bureau of East Asian Affairs;
1959-62, Chief of Political Section, Saigon;
1962, FSO-2; 1962-63, Natlonal War College.

1963-64, United Nations Adviser for Bureau
of East Asian and Pacific Affairs; 1964, FSO-1;
1964-656, Deputy Director, Office of South
East Aslan Afiairs and Chairman Viet-Nam
Inter-Departmental Working Group; 1965-68,
Director AID Mission and Counselor of Em-
bassy for Economic Affairs, Vietiane; 1968-70,
Deputy Assistant Administrator, then from
1969, Acting Assistant Administrator, AID/
Bureau of Vietnam; 1970 to present, Foreign
Service Inspector, Department.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified of the confirmation
of these nominations.

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

, LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the distin-
guished acting minority leader.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr, President, I have
no business at this time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York (Mr.
Javirs) is now recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes.

WHY NOT A WORLDWIDE TREATY
FOR THE PREVENTION OF HI-
JACKING?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
taken the time this morning to call the
attention of the Senate and of the coun-
try to a conference here in Washington
which is taking place right now and has
such a great opportunity to strike a blow
for justice. It could provide the only
memorial that the dead Israeli athletes,
I believe, would want. The signs, at the
moment, are not favorable for the attain-
ment of this very limited objective which
is being sought.

The occasion is the meeting of the
Subcommittee of the International Com-
mittee on Civil Aviation which is an or-
gan of the United Nations and which is
trying to work out a treaty against plane
hijacking.

This week, which has seen the bar-
barous murders in Munich, has also seen
a checkered pattern of national indul-
gence in concerns with interests which
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should be subordinate to the overriding
interest which the world faces in regard
to this matter, so as to leave even the
most ardent believer, like myself, in the
doctrine of international cooperation,
profoundly concerned and even shaken.

Now, Mr. President, what is the meet-
ing trying to accomplish?

The United States and Canada have
proposed to a group of 17 nations a mul-
tilateral agreement, or treaty, which
could be subscribed to by the principal
nations of the world, which are the
communications centers of the world,
saying that any nation would be required
to suspend air service with any other
nation that did not punish or extradite
airplane hijackers or saboteurs.

First and foremost, Mr. President, the
treaty should be expanded to include the
harboring of terrorists, giving them
sanctuary, money, a place to train, and
an opportunity to operate. Indeed, it is
precisely the same kind of piracy which
we encounter in hijacking.

Mr. President, I urge that the United
States and Canada submit these pro-
posals to the 17 nations as an addition
to the treaty or to the proposed multi-
lateral agreement.

What has been the reception, inas-
much as the world has suffered enough
hijacking and the mortal danger to pas-
sengers and property, in many cases al-
ready realized in deaths and destruction
of property, jeopardizing the whole civil-
ized system of transportation for all
mankind?

We see, first, that the Soviet Union
opposes the hijacking pact.

That is the news of September 5, 1972,
“The Soviet Union sharply opposed to-
day,” says the report, “a United States-
Canadian proposal for an international
convention”—and then it goes on to de-
scribe that convention.

What is the reason why the Soviet
Union opposes that convention?

Well, the Soviet Union says that the
sanctions—to wit, cutting off air com-
munications from any such violating na-
tion should be determined by the United
Nations Security Council.

That is just a convenient way of stall-
ing the whole undertaking and making it
meaningless. The Soviet Union knows as
well as we do that a veto by any one na-
tlon in the United Nations Security
Council will kill off any hope of exercis-
ing any sanctions whatever against a na-
tion, no matter how flagrant the
offender.

What is the French and the British
attitude, Mr. President?

How could we possibly believe that
two such great civilized nations as
France and Britain would seek or move
for a nonacceptance of this kind of
agreement? What is the reason for it?

We find the answer, again, in one of
the dispatches, that “Britain is con-
cerned with what might happen to its
airlines in the Middle East,” says the
dispatech.

France is concerned about being forced
to boycott Algeria, which has hosted hi-
jackers, and other African colonies with
which France still maintains strong eco-
nomiec ties.

How quickly mankind can forget the
bloody history resulting from this kind
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of chauvinism reflected by these argu-
ments.

So, Mr. President, it is absolutely es-
sential to speak out against and to con-
demn any such narrow nationalism and
to do one’s best to call the attention of
the people of the world, including the
peoples of these countries, to what is be-

ing done and said in their name.

§ Mr. President, in addition to the other
countries which oppose action, those on
the list in opposition, there is also the
country of Egypt. Mr. President, this is
a nation whose Prime Minister had the
gall to tell the world in connection with
the massacre that occurred at the Lod
Airport outside of Tel Aviv at the hands
of agents of Arab terrorists and to pro-
claim and brag about the fact that this
was their mission. The Prime Minister
applauded the fact that at last a way had
been found to defeat Israel.

Mr. President, what has been found is
a way to destroy mankind's sense of se-
curity and to introduce anarchy into the
affairs of mankind. That is all that has
been found.

So, Mr. President, because I so dep-
recate the loss of the opportunity which
is here presented in this international
subcommittee meeting going on right
now in Washington in which there is still
a week remaining to do something, I urge
the United States to give the utmost con-
sideration to acting unilaterally, if inter-
national action is not possible, to exclude
any country from any communication
with us if that country offends mankind
and morality by harboring or receiving
hijackers or harboring, aiding, or giving
sanctuary to such terrorists in their
countries.

We are a very considerable force in
the world. I think that all of the efforts
to depreciate our importance to the
whole world ultimately turns certainly
toward matters that are economic and
social. That includes mainland China
and the Soviet Union as well.

The fact remains that this country has
50 percent of the production capacity of
all mankind and is so far ahead of the
production of man on earth that it al-
most boggles the imagination. We are a
moral people and a decent people.

Mr. President, it is time that other
nations of the world realized that the
United States is deeply serious about this
matter and that we cannot accept;, even
if somehow other nations strain their
moral fiber to do so, the position of some
of these nations. They must be con-
demned rather than approved by man-
kind and by all the people of the world.

We cannot accept any act of barbarism,
lawlessness, or politics by murder in days
when all sovereign nations subscribe to
the United Nations Charter and seek a
place in the world among civilized men
and women. The countries that take this
position will become accomplices to ter-
rorism.

So, whether my voice is heard or not,
I am expressing myself because that is
the solemn duty and privilege of a U.S.
Senator.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I have
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listened carefully to the remarks of the
Senator from New York. And I subscribe
wholeheartedly to everything he has said.

Political terrorism is on the rise all over
the world. It now manifests itself outside
of the immediate area concerned because
of jet travel and present day communi-
cations. We have seen it in the south and
in Latin America where we have had
political assassinations. It has touched
every continent in the world.

We are a small nation. We are con-
nected with jet travel and communica-
tions to countries all over the world. It
is now obvious, I think, to all of us, as
the distinguished Senator from New
York has pointed out, that the only way
we can tackle this problem is by all na-
tions of the world rising in indignation
and securing agreement to tackle this
kind of act of barbarism and to do some-
thing about it.

I think the Senator has performed a
fine service in bringing this matter to the
attention of the Senate and the world
this morning.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Florida for his kind
remarks,

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, shortly fol-
lowing the atrocity committed at the Lod
Airport outside of Tel Aviv, I introduced
in the Senate a resolution calling for just
such a procedure, not to include just the
hijackers, but within the scope of the au-
thority of this convention to take into
consideration any act of terrorism that
takes place at any international airport
or anyplace where tourists or people
move in free international travel and
who would be subject to this kind of ter-
rorism.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at the conclusion of my re-
marks, a copy of Concurrent Resolution
85, which I submitted on June 19, 1972,
be printed in the REcorb.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I feel that
with the week left this is certainly a most
appropriate time fo take action. I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
New York for once again reminding this
convention that the world is waiting to
see what will happen.

It would be a tragedy if we were to let
this week go by without taking action.

Mr. President, I realize that certain
nations have raised objections now. But
I feel that this Nation, almost two cen-
turies ago, did take unilateral action to
see that the high seas were protected
from piracy. We have a great responsibil-
ity now, as a nation whose international
aircraft probably flies more miles abroad
than any other nation, to see that we
bring every moral force to bear to see
that this problem is resolved. And this is
the time to do it. The times are getting
much worse, not better.

Certainly, we should remind human-
ity that as we move in international co-
operation in so many areas, all men
should have the simple right to move
about the world on international carriers
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without fear. In this regard we must act
in union with the other nations of the
world. Certainly action is called for at
this time.

I commend the Senator for bringing to
our attention and to the attention of the
Nation what our responsibility is at this
moment in history. - -

ExHIBIT 1
S. Con. REs. B5

Concurrent resolution relating to negotia~
tions to prevent acts of terrorism at inter-
national alrports.

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the President should,
at the earllest practicable date, undertake
negotiations with the governments of all
other countries in which international coms=
mercial alrports are located with a view to
achleving an agreement among all such coun-
tries and the United States for the initiation
and carrying out of such actions as may be
necessary and appropriate to protect against
or prevent the commission of acts of violence
or terrorism at international airports which
are related to international civil aviation.

Sec. 2. It i1s further declared to be the sense
of the Congress that the President should,
through official representatives of the United
States, present to appropriate international
organizations for consideration the matter of
acts of violence or terrorism at international
airports which are related to international
civil aviation, including consideration of ap-
propriate actions to protect against or pre-
vent such acts.

Sec. 3. It i1s further declared to be the
sense of the Congress that any agreement or
other arrangement entered into by the United
States and other countries pertaining to acts
of violence or terrorism committed at in-
ternational airports and related to interna-
tional civil aviation should include provisions
reguiring all parties to any such agreement
or arrangement to—

(1) consider such acts as extraditable of-
fenses, but provide that in any case where
extradition is not possible that the trial be
conducted in the country in which the per-
son or persons alleged to have committed
such acts are apprehended;

(2) provide for the immedlate apprehen-
sion and extradition of persons alleged to
have committed such acts to the country in
which such acts were committed; and

(3) afford certain safeguards to insure that
any person accused of committing such acts
will receive a fair trial.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am very
grateful to the Senator from Illinois for
his remarks. I will examine his resolution
with the hope of being able to join with
him.

Mr. President, let us not let such mis-
guided nationalism protect the hijackers.
Let us have no euphoria about the United
Nations. It has a fine purpose. I believe
in it deeply. I have been a delegate to it.
I believe that we should support and serve
it. It has limitations, and one of them is
that it finds it hard to take decisive ac-
tion in these matters which involve the
great superpowers. So, multilateral
agreement is essential. I hope that the
United Nations will take parallel action.
But some action should come out of this
conference going on in Washington right
now.

I believe that if nothing else can help
and if we get no agreement, then, we can
enter into an agreement multilaterally
with other nations of similar mind, even
without a treaty, to cut off communica-
tion with nations harboring hijackers
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and murderers who murder for political
terror.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have certain articles printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 5, 1972]

Sovier Orpposes HIJACKING Pact; OTHERS
HESITANT—BRITAIN AND FRANCE EXPRESS
Berrouvs Dousrs OVER Praw To Curs Air
PIRATES

(By Robert Lindsey)

WasHINGTON, Sept. 4—The Soviet Union
sharply opposed today & United States-
Canadian proposal for a new international
convention that would require signatory na-
tions to suspend air service with any nation
that did not punish or extradite alrplane hi-
jackers or saboteurs.

Britain and France, while professing to be
open-minded on the proposal, said they had
serlous doubts about it, during the opening
day of a conference here of 17 nations con-
vened to write a new international treaty
to deal with air piracy.

On the basis of the reaction of these and
other nations, it was evident that the United
States faced a tough diplomatic battle in its
efforts to win approval of an agreement that
would break considerable new ground in
international law. It would provide for multi-
lateral sanctions by a group of nations
against an individual country, something
that can now be imposed only by the United
Nations Security Council.

WOULD CONSIDER AMENDING

Even Canada, co-author of the proposed
treaty, indicated that she was willing to con-
sider an alternative approach—amending an
existing convention rather than drafting a
new one—despite United States objections
that the alr piracy problem demanded a
specific new treaty and that amending exist-
ing ones could take too long.

The conference was opened by John A.
Volpe, the Secretary of Transportation, who
sald, “We have long recognized that the
elimination of shelters ls essential to the
ultimate control of the hijacking problem.
No nation can do that job alone.”

“Piracy on the high seas came to an end
when the ports of call were closed to the
plunderers of ships. Piracy in the skies will
die the same death when the doors of wel-
come are universally slammed on hijackers
around the world,” Mr. Volpe added.

PUELIC SESSIONS VOTED

The United States won an early round in
the conference when, after a 30-minute de-
bate, the delegates voted 9 to 6 to have the
proceedings conducted In publie. American
delegates hope the public exposure will make
it more difficult for nations to oppose anti-
hijacking measures. The countries that
wanted the proceedings closed were the So-
viet Union, Egypt, Chile, France and Britaln.

Under the proposed convention, a non-
partisan jury of international investigators
would be established to determine if nations
had lived up to the principles of three ex-
isting treaties—the Tokyo, Hague and Mon-
treal Conventions.

These treaties require countries promptly
to return hijacked planes, crewmen and
passengers, and to either punish or extra-
dite individuals involved in hijacking and
aviation sabotage. If the jury concluded that
the treaties had been violated, a second
panel of international representatives would
then decide what sanctions, if any, should
be imposed. A joint boycott of air service
to the country is the maximum penalty pro-

The meeting is being held by a subcom-
mittee of the Legal Committee of the In-
ternational Civil Aviation Organization, an
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agency of the United Nations. It is expected
to last two weeks and is being held at the
State Department. If the delegates agree on
a proposed convention, it would go to the
full legal committee, then the governing
council of the civil aviation group, and finally
to a conference of world nations.

George Vilkov, the chief Soviet delegate,
said his country did not object per se to
requiring extradition of hijackers if such
a provision was attached as a protocol to
one of the existing three treatles. But he as-
serted that the proposed new convention
“would contravene the basis of international
law” and the United Nations Charter and
would be unacceptable—and therefore in-
effective—to the majority of nations be-
cause of the requirements for joint sance
tions.

Alternately stabbing his index finger In
the air and taking off his glasses to wave
them while he made a point, the Russian
diplomat declared that only the United Na-
tions Security Council should have the right
to impose sanctions.

“This would be unprecedented, to take
one convention, set it aside from all the
rest and give it special privileges,” he said.
“If we develop such a convention, it will be
unacceptable to other nations, simply a dead
letter.”

[From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 1972]

ParrLEY REJECTS HITACKING TREATY—UNITED
STATES-CANADIAN PROJECT FOR PENALIZING
NatioNs AmING AR PIRATES REBUFFED

(By Robert Lindsey) -

WasHINGTON, Sept. 5. —Delegates to a 17-
nation conference here rejected today United
States-Canadian efforts to negotiate an in-
ternational anti-hijacking treaty based on a
draft proposed by the two nations.

The move for nonacceptance was led by
France and Britaln and supported by the
Soviet Union and Egypt.

Faced with what appeared to be certain
defeat of the proposed treaty if it came to
a vote, the two North American nations ac-
gquiesced in a French proposal to start writ-
ing a new treaty from scratch, after debates
on what “principles” should be included.

The delegates have eight working days
left before the conference is scheduled to
end.

Israel so far has been the only country to
glve the treaty plan full support. France,
Britain, the Sovlet Union, Brazil, Spain and
Egypt are opposed outright or have deep
reservations to accepting any convention
that would require joint international sanc-
tions.

Bources close to the United States delega-
tlon attributed the resistance to the pro-
posal from France and Britain o unhappi-
ness over what would amount to a funda-
mental departure from current standards
of international law on the matter of sanc-
tions, plus certaln self-interests.

“] think the British are concerned with
what might happen to their airlines in the
Middle East,” one American source sald.

Another said France was concerned about
being forced to boycott Algeria or other for-
mer African colonies with which 1t still
maintains strong economic ties.

The Soviet Union, arguing the joint sanc-
tions should be imposed only by the United
Nations Security Council, offered its own
proposal for dealing with hijackers. This is
& proposed annex to the existing Montreal
and Hague Conventions, which call on' sig-
natory powers either to punish or extradite
hijackers and alircraft saboteurs, that would
require extradition in all cases.

“It’'s nothing, a smokescreen,” an officlal
sald of this proposal. “Anything that would
prevent a nation from giving political asy-
lum in all cases has no chance of getting any
place, and they know it. They’re scared of
anything that would level sanctions outside
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of the United Nations; they don’t want to
give up any sovereignty.”

Today’s rejection was a significant setback
for the United States and Canada, which had
drafted a treaty under which signatory na-
tions would collectively halt commercial air
service to any country that did not punish
or extradite hijackers, or did not promptly
release hijacked planes, crewmen and pas-
sengers.

Instead of discussing the specific provi-
slons of the proposed draft the delegates will
now explore broader questions of how to
deal on a multilateral basis with cases of hi-
jacking and aircraft sabotage. Representa-
tives of several delegations privately forecast
that the discussions could easlly bog down
in rhetoriec.

Sources in the United States delegation
sald they still had hopes that the confer-
ence would produce a draft with a chance
both of belng accepted by other countries
and of being more effective than existing in-
ternational conventions in deterring hijack-
ings. But one official told a reporter, “It's
not going to be easy.”

The proposed convention was first offered
18 months ago at a meeting of a legal sub-
committee of the International Civil Avia-
tlon organization, an agency of the United
Nations. Because of its sensitive, unusual
provisions for taking jolnt international ac-
tion against erring nations, the proposal was
shelved.

But its authors felt it had a better chance
of being accepted now because of intervening
incidents of hijacking and aerial sabotage
and the one-day strike by thousands of in-
ternational airline pilots In June to protest
what they called government Inaction in
dealing with hijackers. The conference was
called by the civil aviation group, largely
as a result of that demonstration.

[From the New York Times, Sept. T, 1972]

Brrramy OFFERS PARTLY MODIFIED PROPOSAL
FOR TREATY AGAINST PLANE HIJACKING
(By Robert Lindsey)

WasaImNGTON, Sept. 6—Britaln offered a
partial formula today for drafting a new
international treaty on hijacking. United
States officials sald that it might help over-
come some of the most difficult diplomatic
hurdles to a new treaty.

Although the proposal provided delegates
to an international conference here with a
new avenue for discussions, several delegates
stressed that there were still major obstacles
in the way of an agreement.

One United States delegate, Franklin K.
Willis, sald:

“This proposal possibly could be a way to
break a two-year logjam; it may provide a
way to bring the group to a consensus. But
there's & lot of work to do.”

Under an alternative draft proposed by the
United States and Canada, International ma-
chinery would have been established by
which nations could collectively withhold air
service to any country that did not live up
to three international treaties dealing with
hijacking—the Tokyo, Hague and Montreal
Conventlons.

THE BRITISH PROPOSALS

Britaln's proposal today suggested elimina-
tlon of wording in the United BStates-
Canadian draft that referred to violations of
the three treaties and inclusion instead of
language that would bring the new treaty
into play whenever there was “a threat to the
safety of international civil aviation.”

In essence, these treaties require nations
elther to extradite or punish hijackers and
others involved in crimes against alrcraft,
and to return with promptness planes, crew-
men and passengers involved in hijackings.

One difficulty in eurbing hijacking in the
past has been that many nations that have
been favored as destinations by hijackers do
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not adhere to these treatles. Thus, they have
been ineffective in cases where these coun-
trles have been used as refuge by hijackers.

One of the most contentlous aspects of
the United States-Canadian draft has been
that it would require signatory countries to
impose sanctions against any other country
that did not punish or extradite hijackers or
otherwise deal sternly with them-—that is,
not just those natlons that sign the treaty.
Some countries have objected to taking ac-
tion against nations for violation of treatles
that they had not signed.

Under this wording, nations could collec-
tively act against a country regardless of
whether it had adhered to the three existing
treaties.

FACT-FINDING BOARD

The British proposal calls for appointment
of a fact-finding board of nations that would
establish whether there was a “threat” to the
safety of international civil aviation. It
stopped short of proposing any further steps,
saylng this could be taken up in later dis-
cussions.

This question delayed until later the dis-
cussion of the sensitive issue of what sanc-
tions would be imposed and how they would
be brought into force.

The Soviet Union and some other coun-
tries are reluctant to accept treaties that
would require them to act agalnst other
countries outside the framework of the
United Nations Charter. Under the Charter,
joint sanctions can be levied only by the
United Nations Security Council, where the
permanent members, including the Soviet
Union, have a veto power.

Seventeen nations were Invited to the
conference here, a meeting of the legal sub-
committee of the International Civil Avia-
tion organization, a specialized agency of the
United Nations.

Although the 1incldents yesterday iIn
Munich involving Arab terrorists dominated
the coffee-break conversatlon of the dele-
gates here, there Is no evidence that it had
speeded up progress on efforts to write a new
treaty. Britain sald it had drafted the pro-
posal before the Munich killings.

ROGERS SPEAKS TO GROUP

At noon today, Secretary of State Willlam
P. Rogers appeared before the group and sald
the “traglc events that occurred in Munich
underscore the necessity for action now" in
drafting the convention.

“At this conference we need to remember
that the Munich attackers sought to com-
mandeer, to hijack, if you will, an alrcraft to
make their escape,”” Mr. Rogers said. "The
international community must take firm
and prompt action to effectively prevent alr
piracy.”

M. R. Mok of the Netherlands, the con-
ference chalrman, when asked what effect
the events in Munich has had on the pro-
ceedings, sald:

*“It's difficult to say, but it certainly will
not have a negative effect. It demonstrated
that such acts of terrorism have not come
to an end. In the past the terrorists acted
against civil aviation; yesterday it was
agalnst athletes; tomorrow, it may be civil
aviation again.”

Several professional airline pllots, whose
one-day work stoppage over much of the
world on June 19 was a major reason for
convening of the conference, have let it be
known privately to reporters here that they
are discussing taking a similar action again
if there is not substantive progress in deal-
ing with hijacking on an international dip-
lomatic basis.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 7, 1972]
HwaceiNg UNCURBED
A consummate example of the fuzzy gov-

ernmental thinking that leaves ordinary peo-
ple vulnerable to fanatic terror the world over

is now unfolding at a seventeen-nation con-
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ference in Washington. Thanks to diplomatic
foot-dragging by the BSoviet Union and
France, & joint United States-Canadian pro-
posal for establishing legal machinery to deal
multilaterally with air hijackers is in danger
of disappearing into the morass of good ideas
that might have been.

The proposed treaty, drafted after nearly
two years of on-again, off-again considera-
tion, provides for international sanctions—
including joint commercial air boycotts—
against any country which harbors hijackers
or which fails to release plane, crew and pas-
sengers promptly and either punish or extra-
dite the perpetrators of any air terrorism.
After all that has happened in the world's air
lanes in the last two years, this treaty would
seem to be the least that responsible govern-
ments owe to their citizens, If anything, the
proposed sanctions are too conditional, too
full of loopholes, to be rellable deterrents.

France's reluctance is born of its chronie
fear of doing anything that might trouble
its Arab friends; and Arab Governments have
long glorified hijacking of unsuspecting air
passengers as an appropriately herolc activity
for their so-called freedom fighters. The So-
viet delegates to the International Civil Avia-
tlon Organization complain that sancilions
can come only from the United Nations Se-
curity Council, with its political weight and
big-power veto privileges.

United States supporters of the proposal
argue that it is precisely because of the po-
litical pressures operating on the Security
Council that air hijacking needs to be treated
as a technical, criminal problem. The touch-
iest cases are the politically inspired hijack-
ings, and these are the ones with which the
Security Council would have the hardest time
coping.

Perhaps BSecretary of State Rogers’ un-
scheduled appeal to the I.C.A.O. meeting yes-
terday, amid the pall of the Munich terror,
will bring the fastidious diplomats to rise
above their narrowly and falsely concelved
national interests. Britain, after early objec=
tions to the United States-Canadian pro-
posal, seemed yesterday to agree that tough
international machinery is needed. . . .

ALLEN J. ELLENDER

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
the some 20 years it has been my privi-
lege to represent the people of Missouri
in the Senate, there was no Senator for
whom I had greater respect and affec-
tion than I did for the late great Sena-
tor from Louisiana, Allen Ellender.

To me Allen was always an inspiration.
The Senate will never be the same with-
out him. His passing is not only a tragic
loss to the Congress and the people of
Louisiana, but also to the citizens of
this Nation and all other nations who
believe that the world’s future rests on
good will and understanding.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of my letter to his son be inserted at this
point in the REcORD.

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

Was=mveToN, D.C.,
September 5, 1972.
Dr, ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
Houma, La.

Dear Dr. ELLENDER: It would be difficult
indeed for me to express to you the sadness
that remains as the result of the loss to the
Senate and the nation of your father, my
colleague and friend.

When I first came to the Senate many
years ago, one could only be immediately im-
pressed with the clarity of his vislon on is-
sues which at that time were far from popu=-
lar—such 1issues as the Importance of re-
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ducing Government spending; also his voice
in the wilderness of that time about the fact
it would be to America’s interest to achieve
& better relationship with the other Super
Power.

How right he was in both cases. 3

Allen Ellender was a statesman in the
finest sense of that word. He was also a host
who represented, in unmatched fashion, the
hospitality of the South he loved.

And he was a true and loyal friend,

Because of the long and outstanding public
service of your father, the United States is a
better land In which to live. His capacity for
hard work, his high character, his often
expressed pride in you and your family, set
standards of what America is all about that
few could equal, and none will ever surpass.

My wife and I were devoted to your father.
She has asked to join me in expressing to
you our deep sympathy in your loss.

Bincerely,
STUART SYMINGTON.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Roeert C. BYrp). Under the previous
order, the Senator from Texas (Mr.

BENTSEN) is recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished majority leader.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A SURVIVOR
BENEFIT PLAN

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate turn
to the consideration of Calendar No. 1032
(8. 3905).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Calendar No. 1032 (8. 3905) a bill to amend
chapter 73 of title 10, United States Code, to
establish a survivor benefit plan, *and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it Is so ordered.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill which had been reported from the
Committee on Armed Services with an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That chapter 73 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended as follows:

(1) The title of the chapter is amended by
adding “; SURVIVOR BENEFIT PLAN" after
“PAY"”, and by Inserting the following after
the revised title:

“Subchapter
“I. Retired SBerviceman’s Family Protec-
tion Plan
“II. Survivor Benefit Plan
“Subchapter I.—Retired Serviceman’s Family
Protection Plan"™

(2) SBubchapter I is amended as follows:

(A) Sections 1435, 1436, 1437, 1438, 1439,
1440, 1441, 1442, 1444 (a) and (c), 1445, and
1446 are each amended by striking out
“chapter” wherever it appears and inserting
in place thereof “subchapter”.

(B) Section 1443 is repealed and the cor-
responding item in the subchapter analysis
for that section is stricken.

(C) Sectlon 1444(b) is repealed and the
catchline and subchapter analysis item for
section 1444 are each amended by striking
out “reports to Congress;”.

Bec.
1431
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(8) The following new subchapter is added
after section 1446:
“Subchapter II.—Survivor Benefit Plan”

“Sec.

“1447.
1448,
1448,
“1450.
“1451.
“1452.
“1453.
“14b4.

Definitions.

Application of Plan.

Mental incompetency of member.

Payment of annuity: beneficiaries.

Amount of annuity.

Reduction in retired or retainer pay.

Recovery of annuity erroneously paid.

Correction of administrative deficlen-
cles.

*“1455. Regulations.

“§ 1447. Definitions

“In this subchapter:

“(1) ‘Plan’ means the Survivor Benefit Plan
established by this subchapter.

“(2) ‘Base amount’ means—

“(A) the amount of monthly retired or re-
talner pay to which a person—

“(1) was entitled when he became eligible
for that pay; or

“(i1) later became entitled by being ad-
vanced on the retired list, performing active
duty, or being transferred from the tempo-
rary disability retired list to the permanent
disability retired list; or

“{B) any amount less than that described
by clause (A) designated by that person on
or before the first day for which he became
eligible for retired or retainer pay, but not
less than $300;
as increased from time to time under section
1401a of this title.

*(3) ‘Widow’ means the surviving wife of &
person who, if not married to the person at
the time he became eligible for retired or
retainer pay—

“(A) was married to him for at least two
years immediately before his death; or

“(B) is the mother of issue by that mar-

riage.

a'a.g(c;) ‘Widower' means the surviving hus-
band of a person who, if not married to the
person at the time she became eligible for
retired or retainer pay—

“(A) was married to her for at least two
years immediately before her death; or

“(B) 1is the father of issue by that mar-

riage.

“(5) 'Dependent child' means a person
who 15—

“(A) unmarried;

“(B) (1) under 18 years of age; (i) at
least 18, but under 22, years of age and pur-
suing a full-time course of study or training
in a high school, trade school, technical or
vocational institute, junior college, college,
university, or comparable recognized educa-
tional institution; or (iil) incapable of sup-
porting himself because of a mental or phys-
ical incapacity existing before his eighteenth
birthday or incurred on or after that birth-
day, but before his twenty-second birthday,
while pursuing such a full-time course of
study or training; and

“(C) the child of a person to whom the
Plan applies, including (1) an adopted child,
and (i) a stepchild, foster child, or rec-
ognized natural child who lived with that
person in a regular parent-child relation-

For the purpose of this clause, a child whose
twenty-second birthday occurs before July 1
or after August 81 of a calendar year, and
while he is regularly pursuing such a course
of study or training, is considered to have be-
come 22 years of age on the first day of
July after that birthday. A child who is a
student is considered not to have ceased to
be a student during an interim between
school years if the interim is not more than
150 days and if he shows to the satisfaction
of the Secretary of Defense that he has a
bona fide intention of continuing to pur-
sue & course of study or fraining in the same
or a different school during the school semes-
ter (or other period into which the school
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year is divided) immediately after the in-
terim. Under this clause, a foster child, to
qualify as the dependent child of a person to
whom the Plan applies, must, at the time of
the death of that person, also reside with,
and receive over one-half of his support
from, that person, and not be cared for un-
der a social agency contract. The temporary
absence of a foster child from the residence
of that person, while he is a student as de-
scribed in this clause, will not be considered
to affect the residence of such a foster child.
“§ 1448. Application of plan

“(a) The plan applies to a person who is
married or has a dependent child when he
becomes entitled to retired or retainer pay
unless he elects not to participate in the
plan before the first day for which he is eligi-
ble for that pay. If a person who is married
elects not to participate in the plan at the
maxmum level, that person’s spouse shall be
notified of the decision. An election not to
participate in the plan is irrevocable if not
revoked before the date on which the per-
son first becomes entitled to retired or re-
tainer pay. However, a person who is not mar-
ried when he becomes entitled to retired or
retainer pay but who later marries, or ac-
quiries & dependent child, may elect to par-
ticipate in the plan but his election must be
written, signed by him, and received by the
Secretary concerned within one year after
he marries, or acquires that dependent child.
Such an election may not be revoked. His
election is effective as of the first day of the
month after his election is received by the
Secretary concerned.

“(b) A person who Is not married and does
not have a dependent child when he becomes
entitled to retired or retainer pay may elect to
provide an anuity to a natural person with
an insurable interest in that person.

“(c) The application of the plan to a per-
son whose name is on the temporary disabil-
ity retired list terminates when his name is
removed from that list and he is no longer
entitled to retired pay.

“(d) If a member of an armed force dies on
active duty after he has become entitled to
retired or retainer pay, or after he has quali-
fled for that pay except that he has not
applied for or been granted that pay, and
his spouse is eligible for dependency and in-
demnity compensation under section 411(a)
of title 38 in an amount that is less than the
annuity the spouse would have received un-
der this subchapter if it had applied to the
member when he died, the Secretary con-
cerned shall pay to the spouse an annuity
equal to the difference between that amount
of compensation and 55 percent of the re-
tired or retalner pay to which the otherwise
eligible spouse described in section 1450(a)
(1) of this title would have been entitled if
the member had been entitled to that pay
based upon his years of active service when
he dled.

““§ 1449, Mental incompetency of member
“If a person to whom section 1448 of this
title applies is determined to be mentally in-
competent by medical officers of the armed
force concerned or of the Veterans' Admin-
istration, or by a court of competent juris-
diction, any electlon described in the first
sentence of subsection (a), or subsection (b),
of section 1448 of this title may be made on
behalf of that person by the Secretary con-
cerned. If the person for whom the Secretary
has made an election is later determined to
be mentally competent by an authority
named in the first sentence, he may, within
180 days after that determination revoke that
election. Any deductions made from retired
or retainer pay by reason of such an election
will not be refunded.
“§ 1450. Payment of annulty: beneficiaries
“(a) Effective as of the first day after the
death of a person to whom sectlon 1448 of
this title applies, a monthly annuity under
section 1451 of this title shall be paid to—
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“(1) the eligible widow or widower;

*(2) the surviving dependent children in
equal shares, if the eligible widow or widower
is dead, dies, or otherwise becomes Ineligible
under this section; or

“(8) the natural person designated under
section 1448(b) of this title at the time the
person to whom section 1448 applies became
entitled to retired or retainer pay, if there
is ?20) eligible beneficlary under clause (1)
or 5

*“(b) An annuity payable to the beneficiary
terminates effective as of the first day of the
month in which eligibility is lost. An annuity
for a widow or widower shall be paid to the
widow or widower while the widow or wid-
ower 1s living, or, if the widow or widower re-
marries before reaching age 60, until the
widow or widower remarries. If the widow or
widower remarries before reaching age 60 and
that marriage is terminated by death, annul-
ment, or divorce, payment of the annuity will
be resumed effective as of the first day of
the month in which the marriage is so ter-
minated. However, if the widow or widower
is also entitled to an annuity under this sec-
tion based upon the marriage so terminated,
the widow or widower may not receive both
annuities but must elect which to receive.

“(c) If, upon the death of a person to
whom section 1448 of this title applies, the
widow or widower of that person is also en-
titled to compensation under section 411(a)
of title 38, the widow or widower may be pald
an annuity under this section, but only in the
amount that the annuity otherwise payable
under this section would exceed that com-
pensation.

“(d) If, upon the death of a person to
whom section 1448 of this title applies, that
person had In effect & walver of his retired
or retainer pay for the purposes of subchap-
ter ITI of chapter 83 of title 5, an annuity un-
der this section shall not be payable unless,
in accordance with section 8339 (1) of title 5,
he notified the Civil Service Commission that
he did not desire any spouse surviving him
to receive an annuity under section 8341(b)
of that title.

“(e) If no annuity under this section is
payable because of subsection (c), any
amounts deducted from the retired or re-
talner pay of the deceased under section 1452
of this title shall be refunded to the widow
or widower. If, because of subsection (c), the
annuity payable is less than the amount es-
tablished under section 1451 of this title, the
annuity payable shall be recalculated under
that section. The amount of the reduction
in the retired or retainer pay required to
provide that recalculated annuity shall be
computed under section 1452 of this title, and
the difference between the amount deducted
prior to the computation of that recalculated
annuity and the amount that would have
been deducted on the basis of that recalcu-
lated annuity shall be refunded to the widow
or widower.

“(f) An unmarried person who elects to
provide an annuity to a person designated
by him under subsection (a)(3), but who
later marries or acquires a dependent child,
may change that election and provide an
annuity to his spouse or dependent child. A
change of election under this subsection is
subject to the rules with respect to execu-
tion, revocation, and effectiveness set forth
in the last three sentences of section 1448
(a) of this title.

““(g) Except as provided In section 1449 of
this title or in subsection (f) of this sec-
tion, an election under this section may not
be changed or revoked.

“(h) Except as provided in section 1451 of
this title, an annuity under this section is
in addition to any other payment to whith
a person is entitled under any other pro-
vision of law. Such annuity shall be con-
sidered as income under laws administered
by the Veterans' Administration.
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“(1) An annulty under this section iz not
assignable or subject to execution, levy, at-
tachment, garnishment, or other legal proc-
ess.

“§ 1451. Amount of annuity

“(a) If the widow or widower 1s under age
62 or there is a dependent child, the monthly
annuity payable to the widow, or widower,
or dependent child, under section 1450 of
this title shall be equal to 55 percent of the
base amount. However, when the widow has
one dependent child, the monthly annuity
shall be reduced by an amount equal to the
mother's benefit, If any, to which the widow
would be entitled under subchapter II of
chapter 7 of title 42 based solely upon service
by the person concerned as described in sec-
tlon 410(1) (1) of title 42 and calculated as-
suming that the person concerned lived to
age 65. When the widow or widower reaches
age 62, or there is no longer a dependent
child, whichever occurs later, the monthly
annuity shall be reduced by an amount equal
to the amount of the survivor benefit, if any,
to which the widow or widower would be
entitled under subchapter II of chapter 7
of title 42 based solely upon service by the
person concerned as described in section 410
(1) (1) of title 42 and calculated assuming
that the person concerned lived to age 65.
For the purpose of the preceding sentence,
a widow or widower shall be considered as
entitled to a benefit under subchapter II
of chapter 7 of title 42 even though that
benefit has been offset by deductions under
section 403 of title 42 on account of work.

“{b) The monthly annuity payable under
section 1450(a)(3) of this title shall be 55
percent of the retired or retainer pay of the
person who elected to provide that annuity
after the reduction in that retired or retainer
pay in accordance with section 1452(c) of
this title.

“(c) Whenever retired or retalner pay is
increased under section 140la of this title,
each annuity that is payable under this sce-
tion, or section 1448(d) of this title, on the
day before the effective day of that increase
ghall be increased at the same time by the
same total percent. The amount of the in-
crease shall be based on the monthly an-
nulty payable hefore any reduction under
section 1448(d) or 14450(c) of this title, or
subsection (a) of this section.

“§ 1452. Reduction in retired or retainer pay
“(a) The retired or retainer pay of a per-
son to whom section 1448 of this title applies
who has a spouse, or who has a spouse and
& dependent child, and who has not elected
to provide an annuity to a person designated
by him under section 1450(a) (3) of this title,
or who had elected to provide such an an-
nuity to such a person but has changed his
election in favor of his spouse under section
1450(f) of this title, shall be reduced each
month by an amount equal to 214 percent
of the first $300 of the base amount plus 10
percent of the remainder of the base amount,
As long as there is an eligible spouse and a
dependent child, that amount shall be in-
creased by an amount prescribed under reg-
ulations of the Secretary of Defense.

“(b) The retired or retainer pay of a person
to whom section 1448 of this title applies
who has a dependent child but does not
have an eligible spouse, shall, as long as he
has an eligible dependent child, be reduced
by an amount prescribed under rgeulations
of the Becretary of Defense.

“(c) The retired or retainer pay of a per-
son who has elected to provide an annuity to
a person d nated by him under section
1450(a) (8) of this title shall be reduced by
10 percent plus 5 percent for each full §
years the individual designated Is younger
than that person. However, the total reduc-
tion may not exceed 40 percent.

“{(d) If a person who has elected to par-
ticipate in the Plan has been awarded retired
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or retainer pay and is not entitled to that
pay for any period, he must deposit in the
Treasury the amount that would otherwise
have been deducted from his pay for that
period, except when he is called or ordered
to active duty for a period of more than 30
days.

“(e) When a person who has elected to
participate in the Plan waives his retired or
retalner pay for the purposes of subchapter
ITT of chapter 83 of title 5, he shall not be
required to make the deposit otherwise re-
quired by subsection (d) as long as that
waiver in in effect unless, in accordance
with section 8339(1) of title 5, he has noti-
fied the Clvil Service Commission that he
does not desire any spouse surviving him to
receive an annuity under section 8341(b) of
title 5.

“(f) Except as provided in sectlon 1450(e)
of this title, a person is not entitled to any
refunds of amounts deducted from retired
or retainer pay under this section unless
the amounts were deducted through admin-
istrative error.

“§ 1458, Recovery of annuity erroneously
paid

“In addition to other methods of recovery
provided by law, the Secretary concerned
may authorize the recovery, by deduction
from later payments to a person, of any
amount erroneously paid to him under this
subchapter. However, recovery is not re-
quired if, in the judgment of the Secretary
concerned and the Comptroller General,
there has been no fault by the person to
whom the amount was erroneously paid
and recovery would be contrary to the pur-
poses of this subchapter or against equity
and good consclence.

“§ 1454, Correction of administrative defl-
ciencies

"The Secretary concerned may, under regu-
lations prescribed under sectlon 1455 of this
title, correct or revoke any electlon under
this subchapter when he considers it neces-
sary to correct an administrative error, Ex-
cept when procured by fraud, a correction
or revocation under this section is final and
conclusive on all officers of the United
States,

“§ 1455. Regulations

“The President shall prescribe regulations
to carry out this subchapter. Those regula-
tions shall, so far as practicable, be uniform
for the armed forces, the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, and the
Public Health Service. Those regulations
shall—

“(1) provide that, when the notification
referred to in section 1448(a) of this title is
required, the member and his spouse shall,
before the date the member becomes entitled
to retired or retainer pay, be informed of the
elections avallable and the effects of such
elections; and

“(2) establish procedures for depositing
the amounts referred to in section 1452(d)
of this title.”

Bec. 2 The chapter analysis of subtitle A
and the analysis of part II of subtitle A of
title 10, United States Code, are each
amended by amending the item relating to
chapter 73 by adding *“; Survivor Benefit
Plan” after “Pay".

Sec. 8. (a) The Survivor Benefit Plan
established pursuant to clause (3) of the
first section of this Act applies to any per-
son who Initially becomes entitled to retired
or retainer pay on or after the effective date
of this Act. An election made before that
date by such a person under section 1431 of
title 10, United States Code, is canceled.
However, & person who initially becomes en-
titled to retired or retainer pay within 180
days after the effective date of this Act may,
within 180 days after becoming so entitled,
elect—
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(1) not to participate in such Survivor
Benefit Plan if he is married or has a de-
pendent child; or

(2) to participate in that Plan, if he is a
person covered by section 1448(b) of title
10, United States Code.

(b) Any person who is entitled to retired
or retainer pay on the effective date of this
Act may elect to participate in the Survivor
Benefit Plan established pursuant to clause
(8) of the first section of this Act before the
first anniversary of that date, However, such
& person who is receiving retired or retainer
pay reduced under section 1436(a) of title
10, United States Code, or who is deposit-
ing amounts under section 1438 of that title,
may elect before the first anniversary of the
effective date of this Act—

(1) to participate in the Plan and con-
tinue his participation under chapter 73 of
that title as in effect on the day before the
effective date of this Act, except that the
total of the annuities elected may not ex-
ceed 100 percent of his retired or retainer
pay; or

(2) to particlpate in the Plan and, not-

withstanding section 1436(b) of that title,
terminate his participation under chapter
73 of that title as in effect on the day before
the effective date of this Act.
A person who elects under clause (2) of this
subsection is not entitled to a refund of
amounts previously deducted from his re-
tired or retalner pay under chapter 73 of
title 10. United States Code, as in effect on
the day before the effective date of this Act,
or any payments made thereunder on his
behalf, A person who is not married or does
not have a dependent child on the first
anniversary of the effective date of this Act,
but who later marries or acquires a de-
pendent child, may elect to participate in
the Plan under the fourth sentence of sec-
tion 1448(a) of that title.

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of the
Survivor Benefit Plan established pursuant
to clause (3) of the first section of this Act,
and except as otherwise provided in this sec-
tion, subchapter I of chapter 73 of title 10,
United States Code (other than the last two
sentences of section 1438(a), section 1443,
and section 1444(b)), as in effect on the day
before the effective date of this Act, shall
continue to apply in the case of persons, and
their beneflciaries, who have elected annul-
ties under section 1431 or 1432 of that title
and who have not elected under subsection
(b) (2) of this section to participate in that
Plan.

(d) In this section,
means—

(1) the monthly retired or retainer pay to
which a person—

(A) 1s entitled on the effective date of this
Act; or

(B) later becomes entitled by being ad-
vanced on the retired list, performing active
duty, or being transferred from the tempo-
rary disability retired list to the perma-
nent disability retired list; or

(2) any amount less than that described
in clause (1) designated by that person at
the time he makes an election under sub-
section (a)(2) or (b) of this section, but
not less than $300;
as increased from time to time under section
1401a of title 10, United States Code.

(e) An election made under subsection (a)
or (b) of this section is effective on the date
it 1s received by the Secretary concerned, as
defined in section 101(5) of title 37, United
States Code.

(f) Sections 1449, 1453, and 1454 of title
10, United States Code, as added by clause
(8) of the first section of this Act, are ap-
plicable to persons covered by this section,

Bec. 4. (a) A person—

(1) who, on the effective date of this Act
is, or within one calendar year after that

“base amount”
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date becomes, a widow of a person who was
entitled to retired or retainer pay when he
died;

(2) who is eligible for a pension under
subchapter III of chapter 15 of title 38,
United States Code, or section 9(b) of the
Veterans’ Pension Act of 1950 (73 Stat. 436);

(3) whose annual income, as de ed
in establishing that eligibility, is less than
$1,400;
shall be pald an annuity by the Secretary
concerned unless she is eligible to receive an
annuity under the Survivor Benefit FPlan
established pursuant to clause (3) of the first
section of this Act. However, such a person
who is the widow of a retired officer of the
Public Health Service or the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
and who would otherwise be eligible for an
annuity under this section except that she
does not qualify for the pension described
{n clause (2) of this subsection because the
gervice of her deceased spouse is not con-
sidered sctive duty under section 101(21)
of title 88, United States Code, is entitled
to an annuity under this section.

(b) The annuity under subsection (a) of
this section shall be in an amount which
when added to the widow's income deter-
mined under subsection (a) (3) of this sec-
tion, plus the amount of any annuity being
recelved under sections 1431-1436 of title 10,
United States Code, but exclusive of a pen-
sion described in subsection (a)(2) of this
section, equals 1,400 a year. In addition, the
Secretary concerned shall pay to the widow,
described In the last sentence of subsection
(a) of this section, an amount equal to the
pension she would otherwise have been eligi-
ble to receive under subchapter IIT of chap-
ter 15 of title 38, United States Code, if the
service of her deceased spouse was considered
active duty under section 101(21) of that
title.

Sec. 5. Section 3(a) (4) of the Act of Au-

10, 1956, chapter 1041, as amended (33
U.8.0. 857a(a) (5) ), and section 221(a) (5) of
the Public Health Service Act, as amended
(42 U.8.C. 213a(a) (B) ), are each amended to
read as follows:

“Chapter 78, Retired Serviceman’s Family
Protection Plan; Survivor Benefit Plan.”

Sgc. 6. Title 38, United States Code, Is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 415(g) (M) is amended to read
as follows:

“(M) payments of annuities elected under
subchapter I of chapter 73 of title 10.”

(2) Section 503(17) is amended to read as
follows:

“(17) payments of annuities elected under
subchapter I of chapter 73 of title 10.”

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators Ar-
ro1T, TUNNEY, MONDALE, and WILLIAMS
may be listed as cosponsors of this legis-
lation.

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

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, this bill
S. 3905 might be termed the “widow’s
equity bill.” What we are trying to do
here and what I think we accomplished
is a phaseout of some of the inequities in
survivor benefits for retired military
service personnel compared to those of
civil servants, S. 3905 was unanimously
reported by the Committee on Armed
Services. A similar survivor benefit bill,
H.R. 10670, has passed the House.

Mr. President, I was chalrman of the
Special Subcommittee on Survivor Bene-
fits, which considered this legislation.
Survivor benefits has been and continues
to be an area of paramount importance
to sareer military personnel. This legis-
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lation, if enacted, will affect over 800,000
present military retirees and their de-
pendents, in addition to all future re-
tirees and their dependents.

One of the first questions one might
ask, when we are faced with a substan-
tial deficit in our budget, is how much it
is going to cost. If we take the cumulative
figures over the first 5 years it will be
found that in the funding of this survivor
benefit for dependents there will be a net
excess of about $400 million savings to
the Government, over the expenditures
for payments to the dependents of re-
tirees. It will be the year 1992 before
there would be a net cumulative cost to
the Government in funding these de-
pendents” benefits. I will discuss the full
cost of 8. 3905 in more detail at a later
point.

SUCCESSFUL HEARINGS

The special subcommittee held hear-
ings on all legislative measures dealing
with this important matter, and received
testimony from the Department of De-
fense, Senator Bearn, and associations
representing military members on active
duty and in retirement. In addition, the
subcommittee recelved a substantial
amount of written testimony on the bill
which was included in the record of the
hearings and which proved to be of great
help to the subcommittee members and
and staff.

I believe that the subcommittee’s hear-
ings were thorough and complete. I
might also add, Mr, President, that the
hearings represented the culmination of
many months of intense preparation on
the part of the committee staff and the
Department of Defense. Some of the ac-
tuarial information, for example, re-
quired more than 7 months to complete
and was received by the committee a
short time ago.

THREE PRESENT SYSTEMS OF SURVIVOR COVERAGE
FOR MILITARY RETIREES

Before proceeding to discussion of the
committee’s recommended changes to
S. 3905, it would be well to point out that
the military retirees may presently be
covered under three survivor benefit sys-
tems: First, social security; second, de-
pendency and indemnity compensation;
and third, retired serviceman’s family
protection plan—RSFPP.

Let me briefly outline what these three
systems include:

First. Social security provides pay-
ments to widows with children under the
age of 18 or age 22 if in school. No bene-
fits under social security are payable
when the widow is under age 62 and has
no dependent children. Generally, social
security payments range from $186 per
month, payable at age 62 for a widow of
an E-5, sergeant, without dependent
children to $599 per month payable at
any age to a widow of an O-2, first lieu-
tenant, who has three dependent chil-
dren.

Second. Dependency and indemnity
compensation.—DIC—is payable to sur-
vivors of a retiree who dies of a service-
connected cause. DIC rates range from
$184 to $469 depending on pay grade.

Third. Retired serviceman’s family
protection plan—RSFPP—is an actuari-
ally sound, that is, self-financing system,
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which permits a retired member under
certain conditions to cover his survivors
for up to 50 percent of his retired pay.
BASIS FOR CHANGE IN MILITARY SURVIVOR
BENEFIT SYSTEM

It should be pointed out that the three
systems discussed above may, in fact, not
cover a large number of survivors of mili-
tary retirees. For example, no social se-
curity payments are payable when a
widow of a retiree is under age 62 and
has no dependent children. Dependency
and indemnity compensation is only pay-
able in those relatively few cases in which
a retiree’s death is determined to be serv-
ice-connected. Finally, the retired serv-
iceman’s family protection plan—
RSFPP—is providing coverage for only
15 percent of military retirees. High cost
and complexity are given by the military
retirees as reasons for not choosing the
RSFPP system which was established in
1954 for existing and future retirees. The
result of the present system of survivor
benefit coverage for military retirees is
that many widows will receive no income
resulting from her husband’s military
retired pay. In many cases, there will be
an income gap from the time the widow’s
last child is no longer dependent until
reaching social security eligibility at age
62.

The foregoing comments have only
summarized the principal elements of
military survivor benefit coverage. There
is available to each member a detailed
committee report setting forth many
tables and analyses relating to this issue.

CIVIL SBERVICE SURVIVOR BENEFIT SYSTEM

Much of the motivation to revise the
military retiree survivor benefit program
stems from a comparison of the military
benefit program with that of the Federal
civil service retiree plan. In point of fact,
8. 3905 along with many of the other bills
introduced on survivor benefits have been
patterned after the Federal civil service
survivor benefit system.

BASIC THRUST OF THE LEGISLATION

In substance, S. 3905 provides that be-
ginning with enactment, a present retiree
would have 1 year to elect into the plan.
All future retirees, that is, those retiring
after enactment, would be automatically
covered unless they elect not to be cov=
ered, In payment, the retiree will have de-
ducted from his retired pay 214 percent
of the first $3,600 of retired pay per year
plus 10 percent of the remainder in order
to provide up to 55 percent of retired pay
coverage.

The amounts to be received by mili-
tary survivors under 8. 3905, the 2%~
percent and 10-percent deduction, and
the 55 percent of retired pay benefit are
identical to the survivor plan for those
in the civil service retirement system. It
should be observed, as I will discuss later,
that although the deductions formula is
the same, the impact on survivors in
terms of cost and benefits will be some-
what different due to the differences be-
tween the civil service and military re-
tirement systems.

The monthly amounts to be received by
survivors will depend, of course, on the
retired pay of the retiree. The monthly
payments to widows would range from
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$143 per month for a widow of an E-5—

sergeant—with 20 years of service to $1,-

237 per month for the widow of an O-

10—general—with 38 years of service.
QOST TO THE INDIVIDUAL

In terms of the cost to the individual,
under S. 3905, the following should be
noted with respect to the extent to which
deductions from retired pay cover the
cost of the benefits. The average mem-
ber who retired prior to January 1, 1957,
pays a smaller percentage of the total
cost of his survivor benefit than does the
average future retiree who begins his
military service after December 31, 1971.
Payments for those retired prior to Jan-
uary 1, 1957, would, on the average, cover
about 22 percent of the cost of the sur-
vivor benefit program with the Govern-
ment assuming the remainder of the cost.
Deductions from the retired pay of mem-
bers who enter on the retired rolls today
will, on the average, cover about 56 per-
cent of the cost of their survivor benefits.
For future retirees, that is, for those be-
ginning military service after December
31, 1971, deductions from retired pay will
cover about 63 percent of the cost of their
survivor benefits.

Thus, Mr. President, in general the
older retiree benefits more under this
survivor benefit program than his
younger counterpart in terms of contri-
butions made and benefits paid.

COST OF THE ENTIRE SYSTEM—DISBEURSEMENT—
ACTUARIAL

There are two basic methods of show-
ing the cost of the proposed survivor
benefit plan.

One method is the disbursement analy-
sis which provides cost data on a year-
by-year basis. This method is sometimes
called the dollar-in-dollar-out system.
The second method involves actuarial
analysis and assigns cost to the year in
which liability is incurred. Since pay-
ments under this program may not be
made for 10, 20, or perhaps 50 years later,
the amount of the payment under the
actuarial analysis is discounted at an
assumed interest rate to express it in
current dollars.

DISBURSEMENT ANALYSIS

Under disbursement cost, the survivor
benefit plan in S. 3905 would result, mak-
ing certain assumptions, in over $1 bil-
lion accumulated savings to the Govern-
ment by 1981. That is, deductions from
retired pay would exceed benefits paid
by that amount. Under the same assump-
tions, by 1992, the cumulative cost to the
Government would be $239 million, that
is, in that year the cumulative amounts
paid into the system would be less than
the benefits paid out—by $239 million.
Again, under the same assumptions, the
net cumulative cost to the Government
by the year 2025 would be $11.3 billion.

ACTUARIAL COST ANALYSIS

In terms of actuarial cost, the Gov-
ernment would incur a $5.2 billion liabil-
ity under the S. 2905 for past military
service costs. Past service costs are de-
fined as future benefits payable which
are attributable to service performed in
the past. This $5.2 billion figure means
that if the Government were to stay cur-
rent with its liabilities, it would have to
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appropriate immediately $5.2 billion and
put this is in a fund earning 3% percent.
This would then be sufficient to cover the
net additional cost of the past service
liability.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO S. 3905

The committee recommends that S.
3905 be changed in three major areas:

Deletion of the attachment provision,

Adoption of the Department of De-
fense recommendation for providing cov-
erage for dependent children, and

Adoption of the Department of De-
fense recommendation concerning mem-
bers who work in and subsequently re-
tire from civil service and waive military
retired pay to increase civil service re-
tirement benefits.

The committee also concluded that
other major provisions of S. 3905 should
be maintained. These provisions are:

The minimum income guarantee of
$2,100 per year for current widows of
retirees,

The method of social security integra-
tion, and

Application of the plan to active duty
personnel who are eligible to retire for
longevity (20 years).

I would like now to review the ra-
tionale for the committee's action on
S. 3905.

ATTACHMENT OF RETIRED PAY

S. 3905 included a provision that the
retired pay of a member of the uni-
formed services shall be subject to at-
tachment of up to 50 percent of retired
pay to comply with the order of a court
of competent jurisdiction in favor of a
spouse, former spouse or children. The
committee recommends deletion of the
attachment provision for two major
reasons:

If the attachmenf provision were in-
cluded in this bill, it would make an ex-
ception of military retired pay by pro-
viding that it alone, among all Federal
pays and annuities would be subject to
attachment. The committee felt that this
would be an unfair and unwarranted dis-
crimination against the military retiree.

An attachment provision is extraneous
to the question of survivor benefit leg-
islation and as such, the attachment pro-
vision and all of its ramifications could
not be evaluated to the extent appropri-
ate or desirable.

The committee believes that, although
the attachment provision may be justi-
fied in many instances, it should be ad-
dressed from the perspective of its appli-
cability to all Federal pays and per-
sonnel.

COVERAGE FOR DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Coverage is provided for dependent
children under S. 3905 in the same man-
ner as for the spouse—at the same
monthly cost and at the same level. How-
ever, when the children reach age 18—or
22 if in school—their eligibility termi-
nates. On the other hand, just as with
the member who covers the spouse, the
member who covers children under
S. 3905 must contribute to the plan for
life, even though, in most cases, the eli-
gibility for the benefits to children would
be limited at most until they reach age
22. The provision in S. 3905 would make
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the application of the plan to the chil-

dren prohibitively costly, with some

members who insure only dependent
children paying over three times the
value of the benefits.

The committee believed the survivor
plan should include a provision for cover-
ing dependent children; however, it be-
lieved the Department of Defense recom-
mendation would be more appropriate as
a method of accomplishing this objec-
tive. The Department recommended that
the basic plan in the bill apply to the
spouse.

For a slight additional charge—above
the charge for spouse coverage—the
member would cover the spouse and de-
pendent children. If the spouse were to
become ineligible, benefits would then
flow to the children. If there were no
spouse, the member could cover the chil-
dren alone. The cost of dependent chil-
dren’s coverage in both cases would be
based on the actuarial cost of providing
benefits and would terminate when the
children were no longer eligible for bene-
fits. Since the plan is based on an ac-
tuarial cost, there would be no cost to
the Government except for the cost of
administering the provision; further, it
would not be prohibitive in terms of
individual member cost.

APPLICATION OF PLAN TO MILITARY RETIREES
WHO LATER RETIRE FROM THE CIVIL SERVICE
Military retirees who after retirement

work in the Federal civil service and sub-
sequently become eligible to retire from
the civil service may waive their mili-
tary retired pay and use their military
years of service to increase their civil
service benefits. S. 3905 would not allow
a duplication of survivor benefits from
the military and ecivil service plans based
on the same years of service. S. 3905 does,
however, require the member to continue
to contribute to the military survivor
benefit plan, but prohibits him from re-
ceiving benefits under the military sur-
vivor benefit plan.

The committee agreed that duplica-
tion of benefits should be precluded, that
is, a member should not be able to re-
ceive survivor benefits from both the
military and civil service survivor bene-
fit plans. On the other hand, the com-
mittee also believes that duplication of
contributions should be eliminated, that
is, that the member continue to pay into
the military survivor plan even though
he could receive no benefits from it. The
committee, therefore, recommended that
S. 3905 be changed to allow a military
retiree, who waives his military retired
pay to increase civil service retirement
benefits, to cease contributing to the
military survivor benefit plan during the
time his waiver of retired pay is in ef-
fect. In this way, a military retiree would
not be required to contribute to a plan
from which his survivors could not bene-
fit.

GUARANTEED INCOME OF $2,100 PER YEAR FOR

PRESENT WIDOWS OF RETIREES

S. 3905 provides a guaranteed income
of $2,100 per year to those who were
widows of retirees prior to enactment of
the proposed legislation. In effect, if the
widow in question had an income from
all sources—both public and private—of
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less than $1,400 per year, the Department
of Defense would supplement her income
up to $1,400 per year; the widow would
then receive a veterans pension from the
Veterans’ Administration which would
bring her income up to $2,100 per year.
The committee believes this is a provi-
sion that is needed now, and it is the
minimum provision that is acceptable in
terms of providing some benefit to these
widows. Using any standard for com-
parison, $2,100 per year can only be
viewed as the lowest payment that would
maintain any kind of livable income.
The commitiee concurred with the House
and the Department of Defense in this
recommendation.
COST OF GUARANTEED INCOME PROVISION FOR
CURRENT WIDOWS

The first year cost of the guaranteed
income provision for widows is estimated
to be $47 million, with approximately the
same yearly cost over the next 5 years.
After that point the costs will be reduced
gradually each year as eligible widows
die until sometime after the year 2000
when the last eligible widow dies. It
should be noted that the cost data on
this program is not precise as very little
is known about present widows who
might be eligible for this program.

SOCIAL SECURITY INTEGRATION

S. 3905 provides that the full amount
of social security attributable to military
service be offset from the 55-percent level
of survivor benefits after widow's age 62.
The Department of Defense advocated
using only one-half of the social security
attributable to military service as the
offset from the widow's annuity.

FULL OFFSET OF SOCIAL SECURITY PROVIDES A
PLAN MORE COMPARABLE WITH CIVIL SERVICE

The committee believes that a plan
more comparable with the civil service
plan is achieved if the full amount of
social security attributable to military
service is offset from the widow's annuity
after age 62.

One of the principal impacts of the
difference between the full and half off-
set of the social security attributable to
military service is shown in the differ-
ence of the cost of the survivor benefit
plan under each of these offsets. Imple-
mentation of a one-half offset of the so-
cial security would result in an additional
cost to the Government of $215 billion
by the year 2000 and over $16 billion by
the year 2020.

In addition, if the portion of the cost
of the survivor benefit plan paid for by
the military member’s contribution is
compared to the portion of the cost paid
by the civil servant for his survivor bene-
fits, the full offset of social security un-
der the military plan provides a more
comparable plan. Under the civil service
survivor benefit plan, the member’s con-
tributions pay for 60 to 62 percent of the
total cost of the benefits under the plan.
Assuming that the military member pays
for one-half of his social security bene-
fits attributable fto military service
through his social security contributions,
the military retiree would pay for 62.7
percent of the cost of the benefits under
the plan if a full social security offset
were taken. If a half offset were taken,
ths member would pay for only 55.8 of
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the cost of benefits. Thus, the full offset
of social security more nearly equates the
military member and the civil servant in
terms of what they pay for the total cost
of their survivor benefits. The commit-
tee urged that the full offset method of
social security integration be retained in

S. 3905. The House strongly endorsed the

full offset method in their report on

H.R. 10670.

APPLICATION OF SURVIVOR BENEFIT PLAN TO
ACTIVE DUTY FERSONNEL WHO ARE ELIGIBLE
FOR RETIREMENT
S. 3905 provides that the spouse of a

service member, who was eligible to re-

tire for longevity—after 20 years of serv-
ice—but dies on active duty, will receive

55 percent of what the member’s retired

pay would have been had he been retired.

This payment will recognize that depend-

ency and indemnity compensation—

DIC—is payable to the spouse of the

member dying on active service by off-

setting the DIC from the 55 percent of
retired pay annuity. For example, the
spouse of a major—O-4—with 21 years
of service would receive $108.89 under this
provision in addition to a DIC payment of
$272 for a grand total of $380.89—which
is what 55 percent of the major’s retired
pay would have been.

RELATION TO CIVIL SERVICE

Although this provision has no coun-
terpart in the civil service plan, it is
generally comparable to the provisions
made for survivors of civil service person-
nel who die on active service. The com-
mittee felt that this provision would elim-
inate the “penalty” to survivors of active
duty personnel who are retirement eligi-

ble vis-a-visa their counterparts who
chose to retire. In other words, under this
provision there would be no penalty to
survivors of members who remained on
active duty after reaching retirement
eligibility.

COST OF RETIREMENT ELIGIBILITY PROVISION

I should be noted that the member
in retirement would pay for his survivor
benefit plan whereas the member on ac-
tive duty would not. The committee was
aware of this but still felt it wrong to
penalize the survivors of members who
remain on active duty after being retire-
ment eligible, The estimated annual cost
of this provision is about $725,000 per
year, increasing thereafter to a maximum
of $20 million per year.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

In addition to these major provisions
of the survivor benefit plan, there are a
number of other changes to improve the
technical quality of the bill and to sim-
plify administration. These changes are
included in the committee’s substitute
draft bill with our report on S. 3905.

A number of changes in the Internal
Revenue Code are also necessary to in-
sure that the tax treatment of contribu-
tions and benefits under the retired serv-
iceman’s family protection plan is appli-
cable to the proposed legislation. These
changes have been sent to the appropri-
ate Senate and House commitiees by the
Department of the Treasury.

CLOSING COMMENT

Mr. President, in closing I would like
to express my appreciation to Chairman
Stennis for appointing me chairman of
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the special subcommittee. In addition, I
would like to thank the other special sub-
committee members, Senators Byrp and
THURMOND, along with the members and
the staff of the full committee for their
very valuable assistance and interest in
this extremely complex and important
subject area.

I urge passage of S. 3905 as amended
by the committee.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GURNEY) also be shown as a cosponsor
of the bill.

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

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. The Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) is nec-
essarily absent from the Senate today.
Had he been here he would have made
a statement on the bill. I ask unanimous
consent that his statement be included
in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR THURMOND

I was a member of the subcommittee which
prepared this legislation and have been a
long time supporter of improved survivor
benefit legislation,

However, since I am a retired officer and it
is possible my family might benefit from this
bill I wish the record to show that on final
passage of the bill, if I had been present and
voting, I would have voted “present.”

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I support
the passage of S. 3905, the survivors’
benefits bill. This bill has been long over-
due in its consideration and passage and
I am gratified that we finally have its
enactment in sight.

Basically, the legislation will provide
for our servicemen the kind of survivors’
benefits members of the civil service
have enjoyed for several years. The hill,
similar to H.R. 10670, allows a service-
man to designate up to 55 percent of his
retirement pay as payment for his wife
and dependents should he die. This pro-
gram is low-cost, compared to earlier
efforts such as the Retired Serviceman’s
Family Protection Plan—RSFF. Its high
cost and complexity resulted in only 15
percent of the military retirees partici-
pating.

I am happy to see that one change was
made in S. 3905 from the comparable
House bill H.R. 10670. The Senate com-
mittee removed the provisions concern-
ing attachment of retired pay from the
bill. The basic rationale was that either
all Federal pay should be subject to at-
tachment or none. I agree that an excep-
tion to current guidelines on attachment
should not be made.

With the passage of S. 3905, the wives
and dependents of our military men can
finally rest secure in the knowledge that
they can be provided for. It is with shame
that we in Congress must admit our past
neglect of the men who defend this Na-
tion. To have allowed this condition to
persist, to have delayed for so long proper
consideration of measures to correct this
neglect, is inexcusable. It is ironic to note
that the very men who defended our Na-
tion bravely cannot themselves defend
the security of their loved ones after re-




September 8, 1972

tirement. They cannot because we have
not let them. The military men of Amer-
ica look to us in Congress to provide for
them and their families. We cannot, we
must not, let them down. We have in
our hands the tools, S. 3905, with which
they can provide for their families after
retirement. It is our duty to give them
that legislation.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
speak not merely to thank:the chairman
of the Armed Services Committee (Mr.
Stennis), the chairman of the special
subcommittee which heard testimony on
the bill to provide survivors benefits (Mr.
BENTSEN), or the author of the amend-
ment which created this legislation, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL), or
for myself, but for all military people in
this country both retired and not retired,
who have always been concerned about
what would happen to their wives and
families should they pass on.

The survivors benefit bill has been a
prayer of every serviceman for years, and
the fact that now that all is required is
the President’s signature to bring this
into being causes a moment of rejoicing
for all those loyal people who have so
well served their country and are serv-
ing. We have reason to be proud of the
Senate today for the action it has taken.

I am particularly pleased with the in-
terest Senator STeENwN1s, as chairman of
the committee, is showing on personnel
matters, because the whole matter of re-
tirement for military personnel needs a
complete review. The system needs a
complete overhaul to modernize it and
to bring it up to the standards that other
civil servants expect and enjoy.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Armed Services be discharged from
further consideration of H.R. 10670 and
that the Senate proceed to the immedi-
ate consideration of that bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the House bill by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill (H.R.
10670) by title, as follows: An act to
amend chapter 73 of title 10, United
States Code, to establish a Survivor
Benefit Plan, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I move
that HR. 10670 be amended by striking
all after the enacting clause and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the text of 8. 3905 as
reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment of the amend-
ment and the third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question, Shall it pass?

The bill (HR. 10670) was passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, how
much time is left under the 15 minutes?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time left.

Under the previous order, the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is recognized
for 15 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Idaho yield not to ex-
ceed 2 minutes to the Senator from
Maryland?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I thank the
majority leader and the Senator from
Idaho for their consideration.

I am sorry I was not aware of the fact
that this particular piece of legislation
was coming up this morning, because I
had had an interest in it and I wanted
to take this opportunity to express to
the Senator from Texas and the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
my appreciation, and the appreciation of
many widows across the country, for
bringing this legislation to the floor to-
day and seeing to it that it was favorably
considered by the Senate.

Senators may remember that some
time ago, when I offered the House-
passed version of the bill as an amend-
ment to the Defense Procurement Act,
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee graciously agreed to the con-
sideration in the committee of the
widow’s equity bill, recognizing that it
was a matter of great importance to
large numbers of people across the coun-
try. As a result of that consideration and
the appointment of the subcommittee, of
which the distinguished Senator from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) was chairman, and
the consideration of the matter by the
subcommittee and by the full Armed
Services Committee, this legislation has
been brought to the floor today, and I
am happy it has been passed, because
my association with this legislation goes
back to the time when I was a Member
of the House of Representatives and
served on the original subcommittee ap-
pointed in that body by the late Mendel
Rivers to consider this subject matter.

I am sorry I was not aware of the fact
that the bill was coming up at this ap-
pointed time this morning, but I appreci-
ate this opportunity to make these brief
comments on the legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the tes-
timony I presented before the subcom-
mittee of the Armed Services Committee
on this legislation be printed at this
point in the REcorD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR J. GLENN BEeaLL, JR.,
BEFORE THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES SuB-
COMMITTEE ON SURVIVORS BENEFITS, AU-
GuUsT 8, 1972
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and

the members of the Subcommittee for allow-

ing me to testify on HR 10670. I also want to
congratulate the Chairman of the full Com-
mittee, Senator Stennis, for naming this

Subcommittee to consider this high priority

legislation,

The subject of your hearings today and to-
morrow is of utmost lmpom:me and urgency
to the men and women, both active and re-
tired, of the Armed Forces. This legislation,
often referred to as the “Widow's Equity
Bill”, provides for a permanent survivors
benefit plan for dependents of retired mili-
tary personnel. Retirees under this program
will be able to leave up to 65% of their re-
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tired pay to their survivors. The bill also pro-
vides for a minimum income maintenance
program for present widows, for whom the
new program would come too late and whose
needs in many cases are desperate.

On January 27, 1971, I introduced 8. 325, a
bill similar to H.R. 10670. Forty members of
the Senate cosponsored this legislation with
me. In addition, Senator Bentsen has intro-
duced a bill on the same subject.

The Fleet Reserve Association in April 1969
completed an excellent study entitled
“Widow's Equity”. This study helped to spot-
light the lack of an equitable survivor an-
nuity program for military retirees. Legisla-
tion was introduced in the 91st Congress to
implement the study's recommendations.
This legislative interest and the support of
military and Veterans organizations, as well
a8 the many moving letters received by Mem-
bers of Congress, resulted in the creation by
the then Chairman of the House Armed Serv-
ices Comittee, L. Mendell Rivers, of a Special
Subcommittee on Survivor Benefits under
the capable leadership of Congressman Otis
Pike and the Ranking Minority Member,
Charles Gubser. I was pleased to be named to
this Subcommitte and in my judgment, they
did an excellent job both in analyzing the
problem and in recommending a legislative
solution. The Subcommittee's work included
seven days of open hearings and five days of
executive sesslon.

The final product of the Subcommittee's
careful deliberations was a report issued
October 1, 1970 entitled “Inquiry Into Sur-
vivor Benefits”. An examination of this study
will demonstrate the thoroughness with
which the BSubcommittee examined this
subject.

The Subcommittee’s conclusion was that
the benefits avalilable to survivors of retired
personnel were woefully inadequate.

In January 1971, I introduced 8. 325 on the
Senate side and H.R. 984 was introduced on
the House side to implement the recom-
mendations of the Special Subcommittee.
The House Armed Services Committee again
held hearings on H.R. 984 on August 2, 1971.
As a result of the hearings and the recom-
mendations of the Administration, which
supported the necessity for a survivor bene-
fits program, H.R. 10670, a clean bill, was
unanimously recommended to the fulll House
by the House Armed Services Committee.

HR 10670 was then passed by the House of
Representatives on October 21, 1971 by a vote
of 372 to 0.

I know the Armed Services Committee has
had both a tremendous Committee and Sen-
ate floor work load. Now that the Commit-
tee’s legislation backlog has been cleared, I
urge this Subcommittee and the full Com-
mittee to give this legislation the priority
consideration it deserves and merits. Time is
running ocut. The recess for the Republican
Convention and Labor Day will begin shortly,
the subsequent political campaign and the
heavy agenda of unfinished business will
then face the full Senate.

Because 1 feared the Survivors Benefits
legislation was going to get lost, I introduced
the Survivors Benefits bill as an amendment
to the Military Procurement Ilegislation,
which recently passed the Senate. While I do
not belleve that it is good practice to circum-
vent the normal legislative procedure, I have
made a commitment to the military men and
women in my State and the Nation to do
everything I can to secure Senate action and
final enactment of a Survivors Benefit Pro-
gram this year. As a result of the floor col-
loquy I had with Chalrman Stennis, Senator
Thurmond and Senator Goldwater of the
Senate Armed Services Committee and other
members of the Senate, I did not press the
amendment at that time. I was assured that
hearings would be held and persuaded that
the Armed Services Committee indeed did
plan to move on the legislation. Senator
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Thurmond’s statement that the Subcommit-
tee “will report back to the Committee and
it will be acted to the Senate this year”, was
particularly reassuring. In addition, Chair-
man Stennis said, “If they (the Subcommit-
tee) reports the bill to the full Committee, I
will certainly see that the full Committee has
a chance to pass on it".

The Survivors Benefits Program to be en-
acted, needs prompt action by this Subcom-
mittee.

While I know of the busy schedules of each
of the Members of this Subcommittee, I
strongly urge this Subcommittee to complete
these two days of hearings, proceed to Execu-
tive Session this week In an effort to report
this legislation to the full Committee before
the recess, or certainly no later than the first
week following the reconvening of the Con-
gress., If the Subcommittee does not move
expeditiously, we will risk losing the legisla-
tion this year.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that it would be a
tragedy if after years of examination of this
subject by the various military association;
if after the careful inquiry and report of the
House Special Subcommittee on Survivors
Benefits; if after the further examination
and unanimous recommendations of the
House Armed Services Committee followed by
the unanimous vote by the House of Repre-
sentatives; If after the endorsement by the
Defense Department; and the most recent
endorsement by the President reiterating in
his Older Americans Message of March 23,
1972, that the Senate of the United States
failed to enact this legislation.

The tragedy of our failure to act can be
illustrated by a call I had received in early
1971 from a Maryland constituent.

This lady, the wife of a Navy enlisted man,
called me and expressed her gratitude for my
introduction of S, 326 and conveyed how
much she thought there was a need for such
a measure. In the late Fall of the same year,
the same lady again called my office. This
time, however, she was very distraut. She
told me that little did she know when she
called earlier how important the Widow's
Equity Bill would be for her. She explained
that her husband had a heart attack and was
now lying in a hospital bed in critical condi-
tion. She asked about the status and chances
of early passage of the legislation.

Unfortunately, I had to advise her that,
although the legislation had passed the
House of Representatives, no action would be
taken by the Senate in 1971. In the beginning
of this year this same lady called me advising
me that her husband had passed away and
that the “Widow’s Equity Bill" would be “too
late for her”. I explained that there was a
provision in the bill providing a minimum
income maintenance to present widows. Not-
withstanding the fact that the survivor bene-
fits program was too late for her, she said she
prayed that Congress would act so that other
widows would not find themselves in simi-
lar financial circumstances.

This story indicates why we cannot allow
this year to go by and not act on this legis-
lation. We must make certain that there are
no more military wives and familles for
whom this legislation will come “too late™.

I know that the Administration and the
Defense Department's recommendations are
for liberalization of the House bill. For the
most part, their suggestions are constructive
and I have little, if any, problems with them.
But it is late. If we want a bill, we need to
move and move quickly. If making substan-
tive changes will jeopardize final enactment,
I feel certain that I speak for the military
personnel, both active and retired, when I
urge passage of the House passed bill with
one exception.

I urge deletion of the garnishment pro-
vision. This section provided for the attach-
ment of up to 50% of military retired or
retainer pay in order to compy with court
orders in conjunction with divorces or separa-
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tion proceedings. This is a controversial pro-
vision. It was opposed by the Administra-
tion on the grounds that it was extraneous
to the Survivor Benefit Bill and that “if there
is sufficient reason to attach retired pay, the
same reason undoubtedly exists for attach-
ment provisions applicable to other federal
pays and annuities. Accordingly, the broader
subject of attachment of all federal pays
and annuities for support of dependents may
well deserve Congressional attention as a
matter in its own right".

This is precisely what has happened. As
my colleagues are probably aware, the Sen-
ate Finance Committee has added to HR. 1,
the Welfare Reform Bill, a provision provid-
ing for the attachment of the pay of all
federal employees, including the military,
both active and retired. Thus, HR. 1 would
seem to be the appropriate vehicle for the
Senate to work its will on the attachment
provisions and whatever that will is, it will
be applicable to federal employees across-
the-board.

Most Americans would be surprised, as
were many Members of the Congress, to
learn that the widow of a retired military
man does not automatically receive part of
the earned retirement pension her husband
was receiving at the time of his death. Thus,
for example, should a military retiree pass
away a day after his retirement, the surviv-
ing dependents would not be entitled to a
penny of his retirement pension. The sur-
prise of the American public and the Con-
gress to learn of this situation is minor com-
pared to the shock of the widow of these
cases, many of whom, according to the De-
partment of Defense's testimony, do not
realize that the retired pay stops immedi-
ately upon the death of the military retiree.

In such a situation, the only benefit that
the military retiree’s widow would have, as-
suming that the death was not service con-
nected, that the widow was not yet eligible
for Social Security, and that her husband
was among the 85% of Armed Forces per-
sonnel who do not participate in the retired
serviceman’s protection plan—RSFPP—are
those pald by the Veterans' Administration
program, Under the Veterans Program, the
widow must meet a “needs test”, and if eli-
gible she then would receive only a meager
pension varying from 817 to $87 per month.
This pension is not a special provision for
career servicemen's dependents but is avall-
able to dependents of any Veteran who
served three months or thirty years.

The lack of baslc survivor protection for
retired career personnel is a serious short-
coming in the benefits available for those
who elect to make serving their country
their career. Baslc survivor protection is usu-
ally a standard feature in employee fringe
benefits. The Federal Civil Service employees,
for example, can assure his surviving spouse
65% of his Federal retired pay.

This survivors benefit is automatic unless
the employee in writing elects not to par-
ticipate in the survivor annuity plan. This
lack of survivor benefits is a particularly
serious problem because of the relatively
early retirement of career military personnel.

A military retiree, If he lives the normal
life expectancy, may spend in retirement one
and one-half times the number of years he
served on active duty. Congress has not been
blind to the need of the career military man
to provide a portion of his pension for sur-
vivors. In 1953, Congress enacted the re-
tired serviceman's family protection plan—
RSFPP—an optional, self-supporting, actu-
arially sound, survivor annuity program. The
program has not worked. The most telling
indietment of the RSFPP Program is that
during the 18 years it has been part of our
national laws, and despite the adoption of
seven amendments, only 15 per cent of those
eligible have elected to participate. The par-
ticipation rate of enlisted retiree, who may
need it the most, 1s only 10%. The widows of
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85% of the military retirees have no claim
to a portion of their husband’s retired pay.

The primary reason for this low participa-
tion rate is that the RSFFP FProgram is pro-
hibitively expensive for the serviceman, Un-
like the survivors’ annuity program available
to the Federal Civil Service employees, the
Federal Government does not contribute to
the RSFPP. As a result, the military retirees
have to pay between 2.6 and 5 times for
equivalent survivor benefits as the Civil
Service retiree. I ask unanimous consent that
tables deplcting this disparity be printed at
this point in the Record. (Exhibit A)

In addition to the fact that the retired
serviceman’s family protection plan is too
expensive, the complexities of the program
have also deterred greater participation.
RSFPP then by any yardstick, must be
judged a fallure, It is clear that a new plan
is needed.

Mr. Chairman, the Nation is aware of the
great sacrifices made by the Nation’s career
military men and the great debt we owe to
them. Their dally duty is the defense and
security of the Nation. The country is prob-
ably not as aware of the sacrifices and de-
mands of the military wife.

The old saying that “behind every success-
ful man is a successful woman" has a specilal
truth for military wives. Long separations
and months of loneliness and frequent
changes in duty stations and the necessary
family uprooting that often follows, are
among the many problems with which the
career serviceman's wife must cope. Added
to this is the fear in the mind of the military
wives that their husbands may not return
at all. After standing alongside their hus-
bands throughout their military careers,
these brave and special breed of women are
not presently assured of a single cent of the
retired pay of their husbands.

Mr. President, I am convinced that the
survivor annuity program is important for
the all-volunteer army concept to which the
military has been moving under the leader-
ship of President Nixon and Secretary Laird.
The Congress, and particularly this Commit-
tee, in cooperation with the Administration,
has taken steps to help make the all-volun-
teer army possible by substantially increas-
ing the military pay and other fringe bene-
fits which are necessary preconditions if we
are going to attract and retain sufficiently
skilled manpower for National defense
requirements.

The career military man shares the uni-
versal desire to provide adequately for his
surviving loved ones after his death. The lack
of such survivor benefits is a glaring weak-
ness in the benefits presently available to
the professional soldier. The adoption of a
survivors’ benefit program will help make
the military more attractive as a career, and
thus help move the country toward our goal
of an all-volunteer Armed Forces.

Mr. Chairman, the case of the Maryland
constituent, which I cited earlier, as well as
the inequities of the present program, are
compelling reasons why the Senate must act
this year. This bill will make it possible for
retired military personnel to leave up to 56%
of their retirement pension at a reasonable
cost to their loved ones, so that they might
better enjoy the freedom and prosperity of
this great Natlion for which they and their
spouse are in no small part responsible.

In closing, I want to applaud Chairman
Stennis for creating this Subcommittee and
the Members for assuming the responsibili-
ties for serving on this Subcommittee. The
eyes and hopes of the career soldiers and
sailors, both active and retired, and their
loved ones are on you and the Senate.

‘They are counting on us. They have never
let us down. We must not let them down. I
urge prompt and favorable action on this
priority legislation by the Subcommittee and
the full Committee so that a survivors bene-
fits plan will be signed into law this year.
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TABLE |.—COMPARISON OF COSTS OF RETIRED PERSONNEL SURVIVOR ANNUITY PLANS—MILITARY VERSUS CIVIL SERVICE

Grade service

Survivors tions (op-

annuity

Years at Age at re-  payable
tirement (monthly)

Civit
service
deduction
for the
same
annuity

Military
deduc-

tions 1
and 4

at }9) Grade

Civil
service
deduction
for the
same
annuity

Military

deduc-

Survivors tions (op-

annuitr tions 1

Years at Age at re-  payable and 4
service tirement (monthly) at 15)

Staff sergeant
Technical sergeant.__________.__.._._.
Master sergeant

Do

$36. 42 4 .
120.75 i . Do....
201,88
195.15
191. 46
256,96
330.65

_Do..
Major
General

D

A SRR e o e S

52 $46l.42
60 449,06
65  440.56
54  600.09
56  749.23
60 738.98

TABLE 11.—COMPARATIVE COSTS OF CENTS PER DOLLAR
OF COVERAGE

Dollars cost
per year

Cents per dollars
of coverage

Civil
service

Civil
Annual annuity RSFPP  service  RSFPP

1,548

et gt et

ooy oo
et et gt

P e e BT e
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Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield me 30 seconds?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senate bill 3905
be indefinitely postponed.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. CHURCH and Mr.
NeLsoN when they submitted amend-
ments to be proposed by them to the
Revenue Sharing Act are printed in the
routine morning business section of the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

THE TRUTH ABOUT THE RECORD
OF THE 92D CONGRESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
Wednesday, September 6, the headline
writer for the Christian Science Monitor
put it best: “Nixon Picks His Target:
Democratic Congress.”

With increasing momentum, the Presi-
dent has chosen to take on the Congress
this election year in his drive for a second
4-year term as the head of this Nation’s
Government.

I have seen the reports of these state-
ments, some issued by him personally,
others by various bureaucrats downtown
and all with a single objective—to point
the finger at Congress for the adminis-
tration’s own failings, for its own com-
missions of misfeasance and nonfeasance
in the area of the economy, the environ-
ment, social needs, health and welfare,
and all the rest of the many critical
neglects this Nation still continues to
suffer.

In early 1969, Attorney General John
Mitchell recommended that one “would
be better informed, if instead of listening
to what we say—watch what we do.” 1
hope the American people will follow this
advice. It is a most revealing experience
to compare the platitudes and generali-
ties of the rhetoric with the foot-
dragging, side-stepping and often adam-
ant resistance to any attempt to imple-
ment those stated policies. Between the
sweetness of the statements and the spe-
cifics of their proposals lies the darkest
of shadows—a shadow that at times
bears no resemblance to its original ob-
ject.

I sincerely hope the American people
will take this advice handed by the
former Attorney General and make the
comparison, Back in Montana, our orig-
inal settlers have a characteristically
wise expression about such discrepan-
cies; the Indian refers to this activity
as speaking with a forked tongue. The
charge that Congress has not moved in
the areas of the environment, consumer
protection, health, education, and prob-
lems of the cities is simply without
foundation. In fact, the record shows
that Congress, in the opinion of the ad-
ministration and the President, has
sought to do too much.

With all due respect, it must be said
that the finger has been pointed in the
wrong direction. The neglect for failing
to address promptly and adequately such
vital concerns as health and welfare re-
form, tax reform, recession and inflation,
and environmental needs rests in one
spot and one spot only—at the front door
of the White House.

It is not often that this Senator rises
to answer unfounded allegations. But
never before has it been so justified. The
record of this administration is one mat-
ter. And their positions on the issues
and approaches to the problems of the
country can be held validly and honestly.
But when the position on the environ-
ment is to go slower; when in the field
of education it is to do less; when in the
field of health care and hospital con-
struetion it is to reject Congress as seek-
ing too much, then let this record speak
for itself. To endeavor to conceal the
record as the election approaches and
blame Congress for administration pol-
icies cannot be tolerated and this Sena-
tor cannot sit idly by and permit such
duplicity.

Let us begin with the economy. A good
place to start is the record of skyrocket-
ing costs, increasing unemployment, and
increasing welfare rolis.

It was the Congress that recognized
the dire plight of the economy and en-

acted the authority for proposed con-
trols over prices and wages. It was the
Congress by itself that opened the door
to nearly a million new jobs in the public
sector in the areas where assistance is
needed—policemen, firemen, hospital
workers, and so forth. For more than a
year the President turned his back on
wage and price action. For more than a
yvear the economy continued to stagnate
and suffer. As for jobs, the administra-
tion thought so much of finding new
sources of employment that the Presi-
dent vetoed the bill to put the unem-
ployable to work, a bill designed to keep
the American citizen off the welfare rolls
and on the Nation’s payrolls. And what
has this lack of economic initiative meant
to the American consumer? For one
thing, food prices have risen at a rate of
nearly 5 percent a year—a record for the
century. Rents have been climbing at an
annual rate of about 4 percent—another
record. By the end of 1971 there were
well over 5 million Americans without
work. Still, on June 29th of last year, the
President vetoed the emergency jobs bill
Congress passed, thereby depriving the
willing and able-bodied American from
gainful employment. The jobless situa-
tion remains virtually unchanged today
in spite of the glowing rhetoric.

The recitation of such economic mis-
management could go on and on. But
let us be honest; the congressional ini-
tiatives that in the past received White
House scorn or rejection are today the
only effective tools that are being used
in the fight to shore up this Nation’s ail-
ing economy. Rather than play it with
partisan breast-beating, I would instead
commend those members of the minority
in both the House and Senate who
joined in voting for proposals to help
stabilize the Nation’s financial and eco-
nomic crisis in the face of the adminis-
tration’s unequivocal opposition.

And what about the so-called spend-
thrift label with which this administra-
tion seeks to tag the Congress? No
charge could be more outrageous. This
is a Congress that, in the Nixon years to
date cut a total of $14.5 billion from the
spending requests of this Republican
administration. There is no mistake. For
1970, 1971, and 1972, his administration
requested program expenditure funds of
$458.4 billion. In response the Congress
has granted only $443.9 billion—a differ-
ence of $14.5 billion. No rational Amer-
ican can turn a savings of $14.5 billion
into a spendthrift charge no matter how
hard he tries. What this Congress has
done—and once again in the face of ad-
ministration opposition—has been to de-
vote savings cuts taken from wasteful
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and unneeded military and foreign
spending to vital domestic programs
such as education. Indeed, Congress in-
vested more than $2 billion in the edu-
cation of American youth over and
above what the President sought. In
part, the President vetoed this invest-
ment, saying it was inflationary to spend
such sums on America’s future.

. But it was not inflationary to spend
such sums when the President asked for
a billion dollars to bail out failing and
mismanaged railroad and aircraft com-
panies. Nor was it inflationary for the
administration to ask for billions more
to develop the dubious and unneeded
supersonic transport.

But these are only a few examples of
misplaced priorities on the part of this
administration. There is the environ-
ment. And this issue raises particular
concern to me, simply because it was
just a few days ago that the President
himself was reported to have blamed
the Congress for “inaction” with regard
to the environment saying that:

The Members of the Senate and the House
are simply not keeping pace with the con-
cern of the citizens throughout the nation
for positive action.

This Orwellian charge deserves the
stiffest response. In the interest of fair
play, I hesitate to raise the outlandish
record this administration has compiled
against environmental legislation pro-
posed by Congress. But the President was
surely aware of how steadfast has been
the opposition and resistance of his
agencies.

They have refused outright to spend
millions already authorized and appro-
priated for environmental protection.

Congress appropriated three times
more than the President asked for sew-
age treatment assistance alone.

National water quality standards have
been flatly opposed.

All versions of the Environmental
Class Action Act have been opposed.

The administration sent up a weak
Toxic Substances Control Act and con-
sistently opposed all efforts to strength-
en it. Its opposition to premarket re-
view of new chemical substances has
hurt this legislation badly.

It has opposed new lead paint poison-
ing legislation and has requested pathet-
ically low amounts of money to carry
out the grant authority of existing law.

It has opposed all ocean mammal pro-
tection legislation which has been initi-
ated by Congress.

It opposed original
water legislation.

The administration opposed the goal
of clean water by 1985—1 year beyond
1984.

It opposed the goal of clean auto en-
gines by 1975.

The administration has opposed new
requirements for the FDA to monitor
food for harmful pollutants.

It opposed the tough Port and Water-
ways Safety Act amendments that Con-
gress passed to help insure safer and
cleaner waters, free from obnoxious pol-
lution by steamships and oil tankers.

In short, it is a record of out and out
opposition—a refusal to make industry
clean up for what industry terms prog-

pure drinking
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ress and what in reality has meant pol-
lution—in the air we breathe and in the
water we drink.

Even today, conferees are meeting on
a new and tough water pollution bill
hovering under the veiled threat of an-
other administration veto.

It has been an outrageous record, a
record of administration resistance every
step of the way making what environ-
mental progress Congress finally made
seem enormous by comparison. To en-
deavor now to blame Congress for the
administration’s failings in this area is
simply ludicrous. The hearings were held.
The administration witnesses appeared.
Letters were written. And the record of
opposition has been made.

But protecting privileged corporate in-
terests in the field of the environment
has been minor when one considers this
administration’s resistance to tax reform.

It was Congress in 1969 that conceived
and executed the first major equitable
revision of our tax laws since their in-
ception and the task was performed over
the strenuous opposition of the Nixon
administration. In all, the 1969 Tax Re-
form Act implemented $6.6 billion in tax
reforms and $9.1 billion in cuts, mostly
for taxpayers in the lower and middle-
income brackets.

The law included a 5-percent reduc-
tion in all tax brackets, a low income
allowance to remove 21 million poor fam-
ilies from the tax rolls and an increase
in the personal exemption to $750.

But the tax fairmess Congress at-
tempted to establish by the 1969 reforms
were only to be eroded last year when
the administration changed by executive
fiat the depreciation rules which, in ef-
fect, reduced the corporation tax rate by
a significant percentage. In addition,
business tax credits worth $8 to $9 bil-
lion a year were pushed through last year
under the guise of helping stimulate an
economy that was then only using 75
percent of present capacity.

Tax reform and a more equitable dis-
tribution of the tax burden is simply not
a policy of this administration.

Indeed, the President has expressed
his outright opposition to the proposal
I offered along with WiLsur Miris. It
would have assured the most careful ex-
amination of over 54 tax loopholes
designed mostly to benefit only those in-
dividuals and corporations making the
most money in our society.

For too long, in my judgment, the mid-
dle-income taxpayer has borne too
much of the burden and it is now clear
beyond question that this administration
will refuse to take any steps to correct
that imbalance.

Congress suffers still another misdi-
rected charge raised in recent days. It is
that it has failed to address itself prop-
erly to the administration’s four major
legislative requests—welfare, reorganiza-
tion, health insurance, and revenue
sharing.

The first priority was to be welfare.
Yet, it was the administration and
not Congress that asked that welfare
be set aside to consider first the phase I
proposals last session and then revenue
sharing most recently. Moreover, it has
been members of the President's own
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party who have blocked this measure so
often in committee. So if the welfare
rolls which hgve grown so enormously
during the economic mismanagement of
the past 4 years are to be brought into
check, the administration must exert
more authority and influence over its
own party members.

As for health, the administration rec-
ord is equally indefensible. It has been
written for posterity in the Presidential
veto of four major health bills over 4
years—one for each year of the Presi-
dent’s term. The utter neglect for health
needs was demonstrated first by his veto
of $1.26 billion in funds that were to be
used in large measure for the Nation's
health needs back in 1970. The major
Hill-Burton hospital construction bill
was next vetoed, and but for the willing-
ness of Congress to override the Presi-
dent’s rejection, millions more for health
facilities would have been lost.

In December of 1970, the President
again showed his opposition to health
needs by vetoing the bill that would have
provided $233 million for medical schools
and hospitals. And most recently he
vetoed this year's added appropriations
for the entire HEW health program.
It has been only in the face of total
administration opposition that Congress
has endeavored to provide for those
needs, and any statement otherwise is
to be buried by the President’s own veto
messages on health.

The story for the reorganization pro-
posal is about the same.

The President asked for pie in the sky,
a huge reorganization, which was im-
possible to consider in toto, certainly im-
possible to consider in one Congress. I
say this, approving of what the President
has recommended, but suggesting that
he slice it into pieces and give us a shot
at one particle at a time.

Beyond the rhetoric, I have detected
little interest by the administration in
pushing even its own party members on
this matter. Indeed, I have detected
little genuine interest from any quarter
inside the Government or out. I would
say, also, that if as much pressure for
reorganization were exerted by the ad-
ministration here as it was for aid to
the mismanaged Lockheed Corp., or to
the mismanaged Pennsylvania Railroad,
the result might well be different.

Revenue sharing is now before the
Senate. It will pass.

One cannot have it both ways, making
the difficult decisions that the responsi-
bility of leadership requires.

One cannot seek congressional ap-
proval of the interim agreement in the
limitation of strategic arms—an egree-
ment that can bring sanity to an arms
race that has been out of control for so
many years—and then ignore the effect
of seeking more resources for increased
arms spending.

One cannot advocate the terms of the
agreement and as well advocate support
of an amendment that would undermine
its impact and meaning.

One cannot deplore the deterioration
of the environment and then fail to im-
plement the commitment Congress has
enacted into law to remedy this condi-
tion.
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One cannot advocate a fairer tax sys-
tem in this country and oppose every
effort by Congress to change the pres-
ent system of glaring inequities.

One cannot deplore the inadequate
health services available in our society
and then veto congressional efforts to
meet these needs.

One cannot advocate greater attention
to the education of our youth and then
veto a measure that would rechannel ad-
ditional resources to this great invest-
ment in the future.

One cannot deplore the growing wel-
fare rolls and then veto a measure that
provides hundreds of thousands of jobs in
vitally needed areas of public service em-
ployment, thus putting people to work
and off the so-called dole.

One should not—but apparently one
can—because this is the record of this
administration—an administration es-
pousing economic policies of too little, too
late, that have caused the national debt
to jump by nearly $110 billion since it
has been in office. And it would have been
even higher had Congress not pared back
the budget requests.

So the record is clear. I believe we
should judge this administration by its
own standard; not by its words but by its
actions.

One must realize that in a political en-
rironment just as in an advertising cam-
paign, there is an enormous gulf between
the claim and the product. I hope the
product will be viewed and not purchased
on the basis of the claim alone.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, how
much time do I have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). Six minutes remain to the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will yield as much
of that time to the distinguished Repub-
lican leader as he desires.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished
majority leader and I express my condol-
ences to him for the difficult chore which
he has so valiantly and generously un-
dertaken, of defending an impossible
postulate; namely, how a party which
has been in the majority for 90 percent
of the time over the past 40 years ex-
pects the executive department of the
other party to clean up the stygian mess
in 4 years. There will be and there has
been ample replication to all the state-
ments made by the distinguished major-
ity leader.

He and I have the greatest affection
and mutual respect for each other. He
has to make these statements and I have
to make mine. The issues have to be
made because the distinguished majority
leader’s candidate is totally unable to
make his own or to make them stick.
There is no glue in the candidate of the
opposition, thus someone has to stand up
and try to postulate and establish the
issues.

Mr. President, not 1 cent has been
spent by this administration that a Con-
gress of the other party has not ap-
proved.

Not one program has been enacted
that the majority party has not, some-
how, put its imprimatur upon.

Prior to the beginning of this admin-
istration, none of these things of which
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the distinguished majority leader com-
plains had been done. He now says that
many of them have been done but have
not been done well enough. That, of
course, one must concede because we all
fall short of perfection, especially in di-
vided government.

But this administration has submitted
the broadest possible measures ever sub-
mitted in the history of this Nation to
deal with ecology, to clean up our air,
our waters, and to deal with solid wastes.

This administration has proposed and
has administered and has dealt with the
problems of our veterans, of high-
ways——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3
minutes of the Senator have expired.

Mr. SCOTT. May I ask the distin-
guished majority leader, may I have the
remaining 3 minutes?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.

Mr. SCOTT. This administration has
dealt with the problems of our veterans,
of education, of housing, highways, mass
transit, and of the many other compli-
cated requirements of our citizenry. It
has spent more money for these pro-
grams than any previous administration.

Thus, Mr. President, I think if is
proper to ask, if there was not or is not
today an adequate dealing yet with the
ecology, why did not previous adminis-
trations deal with it at all? Why did it
suddenly become a problem now?

If these matters are so serious, why
did not the previous administrations deal
with them?

If the people of this country have been
deprived of their rights to a wise, benev-
olent, and beneficent Federal Govern-
ment, why did not previous administra-
tions do the things this administration
has done and is doing?

I believe that the answer is, because
the candidate of the opposition is shorn
of issues—perhaps self-shorn of issues—
puttering about the country pattering
nonsense.

It would seem to me that he must have
champions. He could have no better
champion than the distinguished major-
ity leader. Indeed, the construction of the
presentation of the issues is appealing
because it offers to us an opportunity to
reply point by point. Those replies will be
made.

Thus, I congratulate my good friend,
the distinguished majority leader, for
having taken on an onerous chore, a
hopeless task and obligation which no
one is more willing to assume in his
party's service but which, at the same
time, is hardly fair to him, since his party
has had control of the country for most
of the past 40 years.

If the country lies uncured of its ills, it
is because the “physician” has failed to
prescribe the proper remedies.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield?

Mr. SCOTT. Does the distinguished
majority leader mind if I yield to the
Senator from Illinois?

Mr, MANSFIELD. No.

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am sym-
pathetic with the distinguished majority
leader’s impatience with progress, or the
lack thereof, on some of the legislation

29815

before the Senate. I would be the first
to admit that I have on occasion been
critical of some aspects of the adminis-
tration's legislative program and its
handling thereof, but I must rise to
speak on one special point on which I
have specific knowledge, and that relates
to proposals for the executive reorgani-
zation of government.

This administration took the bit in its
teeth. It did what other administrations
simply did not have the courage to do.
It thought through this whole problem
which has been studied since the original
Hoover Commission, followed by the
Heineman Commission report and the
last commission that was appointed by
President Nixon, the Ash Commission,
which sent to Congress four magnificent
pieces of legislation which would
update—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the distinguished majority leader has
expired.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr, President, what is the
situation now?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let us have the
morning hour now,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, AL-
LEN). At this time, in accordance with
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 15
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, on the bill,
I yield myself 5 minutes——

Mr. MANSFIELD. This is morning
business now.

Mr. SCOTT. Oh, yes, morning business.
Mr. President, I ask for recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator
from Pennsylvania allow me to interject
there, before the Senator from Illinois
goes off into the wild blue yonder——

Mr. PERCY. I intend to be quite
specific——

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is what I want
the Senator to do. Just what did the
President do in the way of Government
reorganization? By bureau and by de-
partment.

Mr. PERCY. The President could not
have.been more specific. He has sent us
four separate pieces of legislation deal-
ing with the creation of four new depart-
ments that would consolidate functions
of the executive branch of Government,
modernize and streamline it, and elimi-
nate much of the overlapping and con-
fusion that we now experience.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Specifically, what
would he eliminate?

Mr. PERCY. Many separate uncoordi-
nated functions in the executive branch
as it is now constituted backed up by in-
depth studies by the Ashe Commission.
Specifically the administration has been
practical for instance about the fact that
we cannot create a Department of Eco-
nomic Activity overnight and this ses-
sion, Congress consolidate the Labor De-
partment with the Commerce Depart-
ment because that was proposed by Pres-
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ident Johnson and it was quickly dropped
like a hot potato. So we started out with
& Department of Community Develop-
ment, which has less vested interests
against change. It would combine HUD
and the Department of Transportation,
and take over certain nonfarming activi-
ties from the Department of Agriculture.
The administration sent that legislation
up with three other reorganization bills
and I sponsored them at the request of
the administration. I do so because I be-
lieve in the principle that is behind the
legislative proposals.

The House is way ahead of us as of
today. It has finished its .hearings on
this first bill and has reported it out of
committee. It has asked the Rules Com-
mittee for scheduling. I understand
Chairman HOLIFIELD came over here to
find out what the Senate intended to do.
We have had hearings also. The admin-
istration has testified eloquently. The
administration said that this legisla-
tion was so important, that it would
request Cabinet officers to assign highest
priority on their time for this particular
program. Yet we simply seem unable to
move any further at this stage in the
Senate.

This first bill is one where there is not
a great deal of opposition. It has stream-
lined functions so as to consolidate many
of our present dispersed activities. This
is a very specific piece of legislation. We
can get it under way now. The adminis-
tration has done its part. The House has
done its part. But the Senate has simply
not done its part. There is nothing we
seem able to do at this stage.

As a member of the Government Op-
erations Committee, I can assure the dis-
tinguished majority leader that we have
tried to clear our schedule of other pend-
ing matters. The Government Opera-
tions Committee has had a full schedule
this session; to mention just a part of our
program, reorganization bill No. 1, the
product safety agency bill, the drug abuse
bill, the consumer protection agency bill,
have all been reported out. We are able
now to concentrate on executive reorga-
nization. We have, in the Senate, the re-
sponsibility to move on this now. I must
report to the distinguished majority
leader that the administration in my
judgment has assigned high priority to
executive reorganization. The President
has spoken out for it a number of times.
Cabinet officers, BMB and White House
staff, have been ready and willing to do
anything they can to expedite it. It is the
Senate that stands today as a barrier to
action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Pennsylvania has
expired.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask for
recognition in my own right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would
conclude simply by saying that the rank-
ing minority member of the Subcommit-
tee on Executive Reorganization of the
Committee on Government Operations,
is in the Chamber. I should like to ask
him, on my time, to comment as to
whether anything I have said is not fac-
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tual and get right down to the nitty-
gritty of the problem.

In this case, the administration has
been, I think, exemplary in what it has
done, and the House under Chairman
Holifield's leadership has moved with
great dispatch. Yet the Senate has sim-
ply not been able to get the bill out.

We simply cannot justify now our not
moving ahead on what, as the President
has said, is urgent national business;
namely, to reorganize effectively the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government.

I yield now to my distinguished friend,
the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the fact
is that we have not proceeded to the re-
organization bill in our committee. The
fact is also that we have been thoroughly
occupied with the consumer protection
bill. There may have been an opportu-
nity for a week or two to do something
on this. However, as the Senator from
Illinois says, Members are preoccupied
with conventions and other matters.

If there is a purpose on the part of the
leadership to see that this reorganization
plan or bill goes forward, I would cer-
tainly wish to state that there is nothing
that I know of that stands in the way.
And I will loyally cooperate quickly and
effectively with the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Risricorr), the chairman,
in any hearings or in executive session to
get out a bill within this Congress.

No one knows whether it can be han-
dled. No one knows what Members will
do about it specifically. However, cer-
tainly as far as clearing the decks and
getting ready to go ahead and do it, I am
willing to do so.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would re-
port to the majority leader that it is my
understanding that Representative HoLi-
FIELD’S present frame of mind would be
something along this line:

I have no intentlon of asking the Rules
Committee to act or push this matter to the
floor of the House if the Senate intends to
do nothing about it.

The Senate thus is the barrier at this
time.

In fairness I feel obligated to protect
what I feel is a very fine performance in
this particular area by the administra-
tion and by the House and to a point
on where I think we have fallen down
for the number of reasons that I have
enumerated.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
sympathize with what the distinguished
Senator from Illinois has just said. I can-
not shed any crocodile tears over any de-
lay in the Senate or the House or Con-
gress as a whole for that matter, because
the Senator did not go into all of the
specifics which the President requested
in his reorganization proposals. And the
Senator knows that I am in favor of what
the President has advocated and that
under the best of circumstances it would
be an impossibility to bring about the
type of government reorganization which
this administration has requested.

Does the Senator think that the farm-
ers are going to stand by while the De-
partment of Agriculture is either abol-
ished or merged into ancther new Cabi-
net position? Does the Senator think
that the business men of the country are
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going to stand by—and the Senator from
Ilinois had a fine record as a good busi-
ness man—while the same thing happens
to the Department of Commerce?

The Senator is aware of the pressures
which are put upon the Congress all the
time from those two Departments, just to
mention two out of many that are in-
cluded in the President’s program.

The Senator is very much aware of
the lobbyists who would descend upon
his committee and upon the Congress if
this proposal were to be carried out in
the original context the President advo-
cated.

Let me reiterate. I am 100 percent be-
hind the President’s desire to bring about
an executive reorganization. However, I
am practical enough, I think, and real-
istic enough, I know, to understand that
we cannot take all of this in one fell
swoop and accuse Congress of doing
nothing.

I did not notice any great effort on the
part of the Senator's subcommittee to
face up to this problem. I heard very lit-
tle about this from the administration
over the past 3 years, but over the past
several weeks it has become a part of the
four-part package. There has been too
much protesting, I am afraid, on the Re-
publican side. There has been too much
looking back at the previous administra-
tion rather than at the 4 years of this
administration. And I would suggest that
what we ought to do, even if it is a politi-
cal year, is to get away from the hyper-
bole and the half truths and lay the facts
out for the American people to see.

Mr. President, certainly no better ad-
vice could be followed than that given us
by the former Attorney General of the
United States, Mr. Mitchell, who in early
1969 said and recommended:

One would be better informed if, iInstead of

listening to what we say, watch what we
do.

Mr. President, that is good advice. Let
us lay all the facts on the table, not only
as far as the legislative record of the
Senate is concerned, but also as far as
the record of the Congress and the ad-
ministration both are concerned.

May I tell my friends on the other side
of the aisle that when Congress is at-
tacked, the Republicans are attacked
just as much as the Democrats. We can-
not divide this body. It has 100 Mem-
bers. And many of you helped to pass
legislation which the President vetoed.
Many Senators urged that much more
be done. And I would suggest that before
Republicans attack the so-called Demo-
cratic-controlled Congress—and I use
that word in quotes—they look at the
mote in their own eyes and again just
tell the truth and lay all of the cards
on the table. It will hurt no one and the
country will benefit.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield my 3 minutes to the distinguished
majority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena-
tor from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, following my
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comments, I be permitted to have printed
in the REcorp a chronology of the fac-
tual events with respect to the introduc-
tion of the executive reorganization bills
and a brief summary of those bills and
what the House and Senate has done, so
that we have it clearly on the record and
that we do so in the interest of——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Truth.

Mr. President, I appreciate that. How-
ever, will the Senator make sure that
all the specific recommendations con-
tained in the executive reorganization
proposal are included?

Mr. PERCY. I will most certainly do
s0. I can certainly report that the ad-
ministration recognized that it would be
“pie in the sky” really to ever feel we
could do in one session of Congress the
total job they asked us to do. That is why
I urged the administration to adopt the
concept of breaking the legislation into
parts that were readily discernible, defin-
able, more digestible, and on which spe-
cial hearings could be held. The President
changed his reorganization concept in
one instance as a result of our hearings
and other objections raised, paring out
of the Department of Agriculture only
those things for the Department of Com-
munity Development that involve hous-
ing and related matters, matters that are
not directly related to the economic activ-
ity of the production of foods and fibers
to be resumed to the Department of Ag-
riculture.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Was not that
changed in the past year or so?

Mr. PERCY. In the last 6 months, I
think it has helped to remove certain
objections of farmers.

But I specifically stated at the outset
of my comments and I limited myself to
this particular aspect of the problem of
which I had firsthand knowledge. I am
not attempting to comment on the full
range of broad-based charges against
Congress, because I do feel in certain
areas the administration could have
helped us more, and we do have a joint
responsibility.

I am aware of the day-by-day task the
leadership has, and we would not want
to throw sand into the legislative ma-
chinery at this late date that would get
us involved in a long-winded debate on
anything other than must legislation, but
I feel we could have accomplished more
and we could now accomplish more with
a part of the executive reorganization
problem, and as the Senator from New
York pointed out, pick up that small part
and make some rapid progress. If it
looked as if we were going to move on
the Community Development Depart-
ment bill, then the House would, I think,
take action on that also, because they
have 99 percent of their work finished
on it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect when he suggested taking it seg-
ment by segment because the overall
proposal is too much. Even a boa con-
strictor could not swallow that much.

Mr. PERCY. I thank the majority
leader and I thank the assistant major-
ity leader for generously yielding time.

Mr. President, as I promised the dis-
tinguished majority leader, I ask unani-
mous consent that the following brief
chronology of congressional authority on
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the President’s executive reorganization
proposals be printed in the REcorb:

First, a statement I made on April 1,
1971, 17 months ago, upon the introduc-
tion of these bills in the Senate, as well
as statements by Senators Risicorr and
JAVITS;

Second, a history of Senate committee
hearings on these bills; and

Third, a history of House committee
hearings on these bills.

At the moment the House Govern-
ment Operations Committee has reported
H.R. 6962, the Department of Commu-
nity Redevelopment bill, but the Senate
Government Operations Committee has
not yet gone to markup on this bill. I
think we should and can in the immedi-
ate future.

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

[From the ConGrEssioNAL REecorp, April 1,
1971]
EXECUTIVE REORGANIZATION PROPOSALS

By Mr. Percy (for himself, Mr. Ribicoff,
Mr. Scott, Mr. Grifin, Mr. Javits, Mr. Ben-
nett, Mr. Brock, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Domi-
nick, Mr. Gurney, Mr. Jordan of Idaho, Mr.
Mathias, Mr. Moss, Mr. Mundt, Mr. Roth,
and Mr. Saxbe) :

8. 1430. A bill to promote more effective
management of certain related functions of
the executive branch by reorganizing and
consolidating those functions in a new De-
partment of Community Development, and
for other purposes. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Government operations.

By Mr. Percy (for himself, Mr. Ribicoff,
Mr. Scott, Mr. Griffin, Mr. Javits, Mr. Ben-
nett, Mr. Brock, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Domi-
nick, Mr. Gurney, Mr. Jacskson, Mr. Jordan
of Idaho, Mr. Mathias, Mr. Moss, Mr. Mundt,
Mr. Roth, and Mr. Saxbe) :

8. 1431. A bill to promote more effective
management of certain related functions of
the executive branch by reorganizing and
consolidating those functions in a new De-
partment of Natural Resources, and for other
purposes. Referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr, Percy (for himself, Mr. Ribicoff,
Mr. Scott, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Griffin, Mr.
Javits, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Brock, Mr. Dom-
inick, Mr. Gurney, Mr. Jordan of Idaho, Mr,
Mathias, Mr. Moss, Mr. Mundt, Mr. Roth, and
Mr. Saxbe) :

S. 1432. A bill to promote more effective
management of the executive branch by re-
organizing and consolidating certain related
functions of the Government in a new De-
partment of Human Resources, and for other
purposes. Referred to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. Percy (for himself, Mr. Ribicoff,
Mr. Scott, Mr. Griffin, Mr. Javits, Mr. Bennett,
Mr. Brock, Mr, Dominick, Mr. Gurney, Mr.
Jordan of Idaho, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Mathias,
Mr. Moss, Mr. Mundt, Mr. Roth, and Mr.
Saxbe) :

5. 1433. A bill to promote more effective
management of certain related functions of
the executive branch by reorganizing and
consolidating those functions in a new De-
partment of Economic Affairs, and for other
purposes. Referred to the committee on
Government Operatlons.

Mr. PercY. Mr. President, before proceed-
ing, I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Robert
Vastine, minority counsel for the committee
on Government Operations, be permitted to
be present on the floor of the Senate during
the consideration of this matter today.

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

Mr. Percy. Mr. President, I take great
pleasure in introduecing today specific legis-
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lative proposals to implement the President’s
plans to restructure the executive branch.

I am pleased that my ed col-
league from Connecticut, the Chairman of
the Subcommittee on Executive Reorganiza-
tion of the Government Operations Com-
mittee (Mr. Ribicoff) is joining me as prin-
cipal cosponsor of these four landmark bills.
We welcome the decision of the chairman of
the Government Operations Committee, the
senior Senator from Arkansas (Mr. McClel-
lan), to hold comprehensive hearings on
these bills by the full committee.

I particularly wish to mention the cospon-
sorship of my distinguished colleague, the
Senator from New York (Mr. Javits), who is
ranking member of both the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee and the Executive
Reorganization Subcommittee of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee. Senator Javits
has made the fleld of human betterment and
resources his life work. His expertise and
understanding in this field will be especially
valuable when we consider the bill creating
the Department of Human Resources. I
know that the Senator from New York will
take a leadership role in this legislation.

I wish to note also the cosponsorship of
these four bills by the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss), & member of the leadership as
Secretary of the Senate Democratic Confer-
ence and author of a bill on natural re-
sources, and by the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. ANDERSON), the able chairman of the
Committee on Aeronautical and Space Scl-
ences. The Senator from Washington (Mr.
JacksoN), chairman of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs and second rank-
ing majority member of the Committee on
Government Operations, is cosponsoring the
bill for a Department of Natural Resources.
Their cosponsorship helps insure that this
vital legislation will be regarded as bipartisan
in every sense of the term. I also wish to note
the cosponsorship of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr), the
minority leader; the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GRIFFIN), the assistant minority leader;
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. JorpaN), &
senior member of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs; the Senator from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT), ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Finance; the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. DomINIcK), & senlor member of
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare;
our esteemed colleague the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. Saxee); and every Republican
member of the Government Operations Com-
mittee, including Senators MUNDT, GURNEY,
MatHIAS, RoTH, and Berock, whose cosponsor-
ship indicates that this very high priority
legislation of the President should be as-
sured of receiving expeditious and thoughtful
handling by the Senate.

The need for reorganizing the executive
branch has recelved extensive bipartisan
recognition through the years. A succession
of Presidential advisory commissions on Gov-
ernment organization, serving at the request
of Presidents Roosevelet, Truman, Eisen-
hower, and Johnson, has recommended gov-
ernmental reform. President Nixon is to be
particularly commended for acting on the
recommendation of his council on govern-
mental organization—the Ash Council—in
formulating and submitting to Congress
these bold proposals.

To many these sweeping plans for altering
the structure of Government may seem un-
necessary. We have grown accustomed to
working with departments and agencies that
have seemed almost permanent fixtures of
American Government. We have come almost
automatically to conceive and legislate new
programs, both great and small, within the
framework of the existing departments. We
frequently add new departments and agen-
cles. Rarely do we eliminate any. As a conse-
quence, we have perhaps been too slow to
see that the resulting structures hinder the
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fulfillment of the very programs created to
solve the pressing problems of our society.

This is why we need to rethink our present
governmental structure. Our objective is sim-
ple: We want to make Government work for
people. We want to make sure that Govern-
ment services are actually delivered, that
taxpayers’ dollars are spent well and most
efficiently, that Government works as swiftly
as possible to help people by solving their
problems. Behind the dry prose in which

. these reorganization bills are couched is an
overwhelmingly important, vital purpose: To
show the American people that their Govern-
ment can work effectively to solve the urgent
problems that we see everywhere around us.
If we can achieve this purpose we can answer
positively the great question in the minds of
s0 many Americans about the ability of their
Government to serve them.

In the weeks ahead, we will be exploring
these proposals and alternatives. While I fully
accept the theory and the need for a reorga-
nization along the lines proposed in these
bills, I want to stress that I do not consider
them to be in any sense final. They contain
controversial changes. In hearings on the
bill we undoubtedly will modify, refine, and
attempt to improve these measures.

These bills would create new Departments
of Community Development, Natural Re-
sources, Human Resources, and Economic
Affairs out of seven existing Departments
and five agencies. The theory for the creation
of these four new departments stems from
the management concept that like functions
should be grouped in functionally related
organizations:

The Department of Community Develop-
ment would gather together the broad range
of programs to improve the physical, social
and economic environment of our commu-
nities.

The Department of Natural Resources
would improve conservation and manage-
ment of our natural resources by grouping
together Government programs that are now
widely dispersed.

The Department of Human Resources
would group together programs for the devel-
opment and well-being of people.

The Department of Economic Affairs would
combine Government programs for small and
minority business, major programs for farm
commodities, intercity transportation, and
economic reporting.

Implementation of a reorganization of the
executive branch along the lines proposed In
these bills will bring several benefits.

One of the most significant 1s that Gov-
ernment will be implemented at
levels closer to the people. Under these bills,
regional centers will be established in 10
major cities across the country for each of
the four new departments. A reglonal direc-
tor, responsible to each new Secretary in
Washington, will represent each department
and expedite action on local problems. This
will make it easier for people with problems
to get Government help in solving them.

Another benefit is that decislons can be
made more immediately at lower levels, To-
day too many issues reach the Chief Execu-
tive's desk for decision. By creating more ra-
tional decisionmaking structures, interagency
disputes which now escalate to the White
House for arbitration will be settled more
quickly.

Less costly Government will be another
benefit of this legislation. The reorganiza-
tlon of Government activities proposed in
these bills will not automatically mean a
reduction in Government programs, budgets,
or personnel. In the transfers to the new
departments, most of the present programs
are expected to remain intact. However, merg-
ing related programs will enable them to op-
erate more efficiently. As Roy Ash, chairman
of the President’s Council on Executive Or-
ganization, has noted, more logical consoli-
dation of existing programs may eventually
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lead to a cost saving of at least $5 billion
annually.

Mr. President, I have discussed some of the
potential benefits of these bills. At the same
time, I believe we must face squarely some
of the problems they will raise.

One is the issue of size, since the new de-
partments will be very large. But as Roy Ash
has written:

The manageability of an agency is directly
related to its own Integral structure—the
way authorities and responsibilities are dis-
tributed within it and the means established
for interlinking and controlling these.

Size alone is no detriment of efficiency.
We all know many small agencles are ineffi-
cient; some larger ones are thought to func-
tlon well. For example, many small- and
medium-sized businesses go bankrupt, while
A.T. & T, a company with over 1 million em-
ployees and annual sales of $17 billion In
1970 is soundly and efficlently managed.

Another problem is that of the relocation
of personnel and agencies from the existing
to the new organizational structures. This
raises real human and organizational prob-
lems that we must serlously consider. No one
wants to create needlessly an environment of
insecurity and disorganization; this can re-
sult in demoralization and it can hurt the
Tfunctioning of the existing agencies. I would
point out, however, what I believe to be a
major provision in each bill; that each person
transferred under any of the bills cannot be
separated or reduced in grade or compensa-
tion for 1 year after he is transferred. This
provision should provide a strong measure of
security to the personnel of reorganized de-
partments. It gives ample time to establish
new structures to accommodate existing em-
ployees without separation.

More efficient, more responsive, less costly
Government operation is a compelling need.
I hope that we can respond positively, cre-
atively, energetically, and wisely to satisfying
this need.

Mr. President, I take pleasure In sending
to the desk four bills that will implement
the President’s reorganization of the execu-
tive branch of the Federal Government . . .

Mr. Percy. Mr. President, I am happy to
vield to the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut, who is the chairman of the Bub-
committee on Executive Reorganization of
the Committee on Government Operations
and the principal cosponsor of this monu-
mental measure.

Mr. RiBICOFF. One of the great problems we
face in the executive branch, in Congress
and in the country is that we are so con-
cerned with the day-to-day problems which
press upon us that we give too little atten-
tion to the overwhelming problems that will
confront this Nation in the future. We have
an obligation, since we are proposing such a
monumental reorganization, to assure that we
are setting up a governmental structure that
is suited to handle the problems of the fu-
ture.

I would expect that in the hearings, the
Members of Congress and the public will have
their own ideas as to reorganization and as
to the proper priorities for the country.

Knowing our committee, those of us on it
are most anxious not only to cooperate with
the President but also to assure that inde-
pendently, from our own experiences, we will
come up with proposals that we believe will
move the country forward and accomplish a
much more effective and efficlent Govern-
ment.

I look forward to the hearings, but results
will not come overnight. When we reorder a
government the size of the United States,
there are many things to consider.

I look forward to working with the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois and members
of the executive branch and will try to pre-
sent to this body reorganization legislation
that will be meaningful for the future of the
Nation.

September 8, 1972

Mr. President, I am pleased to join the
senlor Senator from Illinois in cosponsoring
legislation to reorganize the seven domestic
program departments into four new super-
Cabinet posts.

The President deserves great credit for pro-
posing this monumental restructuring of the
executive branch. Never before in our history
has such a massive reorganization of do-
mestic departments been presented.

I have long believed that the Federal Gov-
ernment needs a drastic overhaul. The pres-
ent departmental organization has resulted
in uncoordinated planning, piecemeal pro-
grams, and administrative chaos.

This is a critical time in our Nation's his-
tory. In recent years new programs have been
oversold to the American people, and then
have falled to meet their stated goals. The
public has become disillusioned and dis-
satisfied with Government and lacks confi-
dence that we can solve our soclal and eco-
nomic problems.

Therefore, one of our eentral tasks must
be to restore confidence in Government, Re-
organization of the executive branch is a
vital step in this direction which will allow
us to change the way we do things, and do
do them better.

These bills should be the subject of full
and complete hearings. We will want to ex-
amine not only this legislation, but also
every reasonable alternative. One of these
alternatives, for example, is establishment
of a separate Department of Education. On
Monday, I will introduce a bill for such a
Department which, I believe, deserves seri-
ous consideration.

Undoubtedly, the hearings will produce
many other constructive suggestions for
changes, improvements and substitutes for
the President's legislation. We should con-
slder all these ideas with an open mind.

In the next 30 years, our country will face
a myriad of difficult problems. By reorganiza-
tion, we have an opportunity to structure
our Government to meet these challenges.
We must ensure that the reorganization bills
we adopt will solve the problems of the fu-
ture, not merely correct the mistakes of the
past,

Mr. PErcY. Mr. President, at this time I
yield to my distinguished colleague from
New York.

Mr. JaviTs. Mr. President, there have been
introduced into the Senate today, on behalf
of the administration, the four bills which
constitute the President's proposed reorga-
nization of the Federal executive branch.

I join as a cosponsor of these bills as rank-
ing minority member of the Executive Re-
organization Subcommittee of the Senate
Government Operations Committee.

I am very pleased that these hills are not
on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. They are not
reorganization plans; they are proposed laws.
I have no doubt they will be amended. In-
deed, I reserve my judgment and the right
to introduce amendments, certainly in the
area of human resources.

Our people are rightly concerned about the
failure of our governmental structures to fit
todays needs. Many of the findings of the
President's Commission on Executive Reor-
ganization validate and support that con-
cern.

Therefore, I strongly support the general
objectives of the Commission which simply
and concisely stated is to make our Federal
system work more effectively. Related func-
tlons of Government should indeed be
brought together in order to bring about
more effective and efficlent management of
our Federal programs.

I believe that the President’s proposals will
generate a constructive and far reaching dis-
cussion on the best way to organize the
domestic activities of the Federal Govern-
ment. I therefore intend to reserve judgment
on the detalls of the proposed legislation
especially as to Human Resources, and to
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contribute my own views and amendments
on this subject from time to time.

As ranking minority member of the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare committee, I have
a particular interest in the proposed reor-
ganization of the t of Health,
Education, and Welfare into the Department
of Human Resources. My interest and leg-
islative record in this area has long been
established. I therefore intend to go over
this particular proposal most carefully and
reserve the right to propose such amend-
ments as may be proper.

Certainly, the President has been bold and
proposed & major plan to make the Federal
Government more efficient. It will engender
enormous debate. I have joined in cospon-
soring these bills as the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee because I wish
to stimulate this debate and arrive at a con-
clusion in this matter. The Government very
definitely needs reorganization in several
areas, and that is the central thrust of these
bills.

SENATE HEARINGS ON EXECUTIVE REORGANIZA-

TION ProPOSALS—S. 1430, S. 1431, BS. 1432,

AND S. 1433

B.1430 (Percy and 14 cosponsors)—H.R.
6062 and H.R. 6964:

To promote more effective management of
certain related functions of Exec. Br. by re-
organization and consolidation of functions
in a new Department of Community Devel-
opment.

4/19/T1—comments requested from Chmn.,,
Comm. Agric., Labor, Banking and Sel. Com.
on Sm. Bus.

Hearings—May 25, 26, June 22, Nov. 16, 17,
18, 1971; Apr. 11, 12.

8.1431 (Percy and 15 cosponsors)—H.R.
6959:

Creation of a new Department of Natural
Resources.

4/19/71—comments requested from Chmn,
Armed Ser., Atomic Ener. Interior, Comm.,
Pub. Wks.

Hearings—May 25, 26, June 22, Aug. 5, 1971.

85.1432 (Percy and 14 cosponsors)—H.R.
6961

Creation of & new Department of Human
Resources,

4/19/71—comments requested from Comm.,
Labor, Banking, Finance and Judiciary.

Hearings—May 25, 26, June 22, 1971.

8. 1433 (Percy and 14 cosponsors)—H.R.
6960 and H.R. 6965:

Creation of a new Department of Economic
Affalrs.

4/19/T1—comments requested from Chmn.
Rules, Aero and Space, Interior, Agric., Pub,
Wks,, Labor, Banking and Finance.

Hearings—May 25, 26, June 22, 1971.
House HEARINGS ON EXECUTIVE REORGANIZA-

Ti0N ProrosaLs—H.R. 6059, H.R. 6960, HR.

6961, anp H.R. 6962

Overview hearings on all 4 bills held:

June 2, 3, 7, 8, 14, 16 and July 7, 8, 22,
and 27, 1971.

Hearings on H.R. 6062, Department of
Community Development held:

November 3, 9, 11—1971.

January 25, 27; February 7, 8, 29; March 1,
2, 0,13, 14, 21, 27; April 11, 1872. H.R. 6962 re-
ported by House Government.

Operations Committee May 25, 1972.

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS—PROCEDURE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, on the
time of the assistant majority leader,
may I raise a question on the interim
agreement? I think the record should
show that the distinguished majority
leader and I are giving serious considera-
tion to what we must do next week if we
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cannot have an agreement or time lim-
jtation, and we include the possibility
of cloture. The membership should be so
advised.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect. We have discussed this over the
past few days, and if there is no momen-
tum, if this stalling continues, we will
introduce a joint cloture motion and
hope we can move ahead.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator, be-
cause there is stalling going on.

EXTENSION OF PERIOD FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I be recognized for 3 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for routine morning business has ex-
pired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I hate
to do this, being in this position, but I
ask unanimous consent that the time for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness be extended for 3 minutes.

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

MONTANA, CANCELLATION OF SAFE-
GUARD, AND IMPOUNDED HIGH-
WAY TRUST FUNDS

Mr. MANSFIELLD. Mr. President,
through the alertness of the Montana
Highway Department and my colleague,
Senator METcALF, it has come to my at-
tention that last month the U.S. District
Court for the Western District of Mis-
souri in a case entitled “State Highway
Commission of Missouri against John A.
Volpe, Secretary of Transportation, and
Casper W. Weinberger, Director of the
Office of Management and Budget,” held
that the Secretary could not withhold
highway trust funds obligational author-
ity from the State of Missouri on reasons
related to the prevention of inflation of
wages and prices in the national econ-
omy.

The court stated that the intent of
Congress, as expressed in the Federal Aid
Highway Act, was clear and unambigu-
ous: that these funds could not be with-
held for any reason except as specified
within the act itself.

The distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. BELLMON) has spearheaded
efforts in this body to mandate the re-
lease of impounded highway trust funds.
His bill, S. 3877, to achieve that goal is
currently pending before the Committee
on Finance. Senator MeTcaLr and I have
expressed our interest in obtaining the
release of impounded funds to promote
employment in Montana to offset mas-
sive unemployment following cancella-
tion of construction on the ABM site in
north central Montana.

The Senate should be aware of this
court decision in Missouri because it does
relate to our deliberations of Senator
BerLMon's bill. He proposes to offer the
same intent as an amendment to the
debt ceiling bill if that bill comes before
this body prior to consideration of S.
381717.

In my own State of Montana, the ad-
ministration has withheld authority for
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nearly $50 million in highway funds.
That represents roughly a 35-percent
reduction in the highway construction
program in Montana during the last 2
years, as pointed out by my colleague on
August 3. Since this reduction follows
on the heels of the removal of a commit-
ment for $189 million in construction on
the Safeguard system in Montana over
the next 3 years, the Montana econ-
omy has been dramatically depressed
and unemployment has soared.

It is my understanding that the ad-
ministration has also withheld highway
trust fund authority from other States.
Therefore, I believe my colleagues will
want to know about this recent court de-
cision. It is disappointing that the ad-
ministration should have taken this
action of impounding highway trust
funds solely on the grounds of prevent-
ing inflation. I can think of better ways
for combating inflation. To name but
two, the administration could reduce the
levels of our troop commitments in Eu-
rope or end our costly involvement in
Vietnam.

I hope that in view of this court deci-
sion the administration will reconsider
its attitude and action with regards to
the highway trust fund so that this im-
portant contribution to our national
economy can go forward. Senator MeT-
caLr and I have asked for the release of
$33.7 million in highway trust funds for
Montana; we have asked for the imme-
diate release of $8.5 million for commit-
ment to projects within the five-county
area adversely affected when ABM con-
struction was halted, with the further
release of $13.2 million after the first of
the calendar year also for commitment
in the five-county north central Montana
area. Our requests have been modest. If
this court decision is upheld on appeal,
the administration will have no alterna-
tive to the release of all funds to Mon-
tana and the other States of the Nation.

I ask unanimous consent to place the
findings of the court in the Recorp at this
point as well as recent statements on
this subject made by my distinguished
colleage, Senator LEE METCALF.

There being no objection, the findings
and the statements were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[In the United States District Court for the
Western District of Missouri, Central
Division, Civil Action No. 1616]

THE STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION OF Mis-
SOURI, PLAINTIFF, V. JoHN A, VOLPE,
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION OF THE
UNITED STATES, AND Casper W. WEIN-
BERGER, DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF MAN-
AGEMENT AND BUDGET OF THE UNITED
STATES, DEFENDANTS

FORMAL JUDGMENT CONFIRMING JUDGMENT
FOR PLAINTIFF ORALLY RENDERED AND EN-
TERED JUNE 19, 1972, ISSUING WRIT OF
MANDAMUS, INJUNCTION AND FOR DECLA-
RATORY JUDGMENT
Now on this 19th day of June 1972, this

civil actlon was called for trial on the

amended complaint pursuant to notice and
order setting the action for trial. The plain-
tiff appeared by its counsel, Robert L. Hyder,

Esquire, and Michael McCabe, Esquire. The

defendants appeared by their counsel, Stu-

art E. Schiffer, Esquire, and Kenneth Cran-
ston, Esquire.

Counsel for the defendants suggested the
succession of Casper W. Weinberger to the
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original defendant George Shultz as Director
of the Office of Management and Budget of
the United States. Thereupon on motion of
counsel for defendants, it was ordered pur-
suant to Rule 265(d), F.R.Civ.P., that Cas-
per W. Weinberger be, and he was, in his offi-
cial capacity, substituted as party defendant
for the original defendant George Shultz.

The second, third and fourth defenses of
the answer of defendants were taken up,
submitted and denied. In this connection
it was concluded that (1) the plaintiff does
not lack standing to maintain this action,
(2) the Court does not lack jurisdiction
over the subject matter of the action and
(3) the complaint does not faill to state a
claim upon which relief can be granted.

On the initiative of the Court the unnum-
bered last paragraph of the first defense of
the answer was stricken as redundant, sur-
plusage, and an impermissible form of quali-
fled general denial in the context of the
pleadings in this case.

With approval of the Court the parties
stipulated that the record of the evidentiary
hearing and arguments of June 24, 1971, in
this cause be considered as part of the ar-
gument and evidence offered this day on
the amended complaint without prejudice to
any objection, motlon, argument, legal con-
tentlon and factual contention therein made,
so that it should not be necessary for any
party to reoffer at the trial any evidence
offered on June 24, 1971.

Then this action was called for trial by
the Court, without a jury. Plaintiff and de-
fendants answered ready for trial. Opening
statements were made by counsel for the
plaintiff and defendants. Evidence in chief
of the plaintiff was offered and received. The
plaintiff rested. Then the defendants moved
for dismissal under Rule 41(b) F.R.Civ.P.,
on the ground that on the facts and the law
plaintiff is not entitled to relief, which mo-
tion was denied. The defendants offered evi-
dence in chief and rested. The plaintiff rested
without offering evidence in rebuttal. The
issues were thereupon submitted by the par-
ties for decision. Thereupon the following
findings of fact and conclusions of law were
made by the Court:

JURISDICTION

On the subject of jurisdiction it was found
and concluded that the Court has jurisdie-
tion to hear and determine the issues under
each cf the following statutes independent-
ly:

(1) Section 1361, Title 28, U.S.C.A., relat-
ing to actions in the nature of mandamus
to compel an officer of the United States to
perform a duty owed to the plaintiff.

(2) Chapter 7, Title 5, U.S.C.A., judicial
review of administrative agencies, including
Sections 702, 703, 704, 705 and T06.

VENUE

On the subject of venue it is found that
venue of this action is properly laid in this
district and that the defendants do not claim
lack of venue.

REMEDIES AVAILABLE

The remedies available under Section 1361,
Title 28, U.S. include mandamus, prohibi-
tory injunction, mandatory injunction and
declaratory judgment in the nature of man-
damus.

The remedies availlable under Chapter 7,
Title 5, U.S.C.A. include (1) holding unlawful
and setting aside of agency action that is
arbitrary, an abuse of discretion, or other-
wise not in accordance with law or in excess
of statutory jurisdiction, authority, limita-
tions or short of statutory right (§ 708) and
(2) any form of legal action including de-
claratory judgment and writs of prohibitory
or mandatory injunction (§703). Cf. Citi-
zens to Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe, 401
U.S. 402. 28 L.Ed. 2d 136. 91 S.Ct. 814.

On the question of finality of the agency
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action under review, and exhaustion of ad-
ministrative remedies, it is found and con-
cluded that the agency action under review
is final and that unexhausted administra-
tive remedies exist. Cf. § 704, Title 5, US.C.A.

On the question of adequacy of other reme-
dies at law, it is found and concluded that
plaintiff has no remedies in court at law or
otherwise except those avallable in this
action.

STANDING TO MAINTAIN THIS ACTION

Under federal law, the Constitution of
Missourl and the statutes of Missourl, the
plaintiff has standing to maintain this ac-
tion as the state agency Invested with exclu-
sive and plenary powers and dutles on behalf
of the State of Missouri to receive and ad-
minister all federal highway funds and ap-
portionments. Sections 226.010 to 226.190
R.S. Mo. inclusive, particularly Sections 226.-
020, 226.150, 226.190 R.S. Mo.; Sections 29,
30(a) and 30(b), Article 4, Constitution of
1945; Section 101, Title 23, US.C.A., defining
“State highway department.”

DECISION ON THE MERITS

In order to accelerate the construction of
the Federal-ald highway systems, including
the National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways (“System” hereinafter) and
to provide for the prompt and early comple-
tion of the entire System simultaneously, the
Congress of the United States enacted, and
has from time to time amended, Title 23,
United States Code, a comprehensive Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Act (“Act” hereinafter).
Title 23, US.C.A.

To insure continuing adequate federal-ald
moneys for completion of the System, Con-
gress created the Highway Trust Fund
(“Fund" hereinafter). Historical Note, § 120,
Title 23, U.S.C.A. The defendant Secretary of
Transportation of the United States (“Sec-
retary"” hereinafter) has been given the func-
tions, powers and dutles to administer the
Fund in accordance with the Act, which pro-
vides a comprehensive plan and precise
standards for apportioning the Fund an-
nually, and for obligation of the Fund by
state highway commissions in accordance
with the Act. Sections 101 to 215 inclusive,
Title 23, US.C.A.

Anticipating the possibility of executive
or administrative impoundment or withhold-
ing of the apportioned Fund for legally im-
permissible reasons, Congress undertook to
avoid such unsuthorized action by making
its intent clear and unambiguous in para-
graph (¢) of § 101, Title 23, US.C.A., which
reads as follows:

“(c) It is the sense of Congress that under
existing law no part of any sums authorized
to be appropriated for expenditure upon any
Federal-aid system which has been appor-
tioned pursuant to the provisions of this
title shall be impounded or withheld from
obligation, for purposes and projects as pro-
vided in this title, by any officer or employee
in the executive branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment, except such specific sums as may be
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury,
after consultation with the Secretary of
Transportation, are necessary to be withheld
from obligation for specific periods of time to
assure that sufficlent amounts will be avail-
able in the Highway Trust Fund to defray
the expenditures which will be required to be
made from such fund.”

Paragraph (c¢) is now a part of the Act,
Title 23, US.C.A, and is to be read and
construed in the context of the comprehen-
sive plan for administration of the Fund
and the Act. Even if paragraph (c) were
absent, the intent of the Act would be the
same.

The record establishes without controversy
that the Secretary with the approval of his
co-defendant has from time to time by ad-
ministrative action effectively withheld
from the plaintiff, The State Highway Com-
mission of Missouri (“Missouri" hereinafter),
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the obligation of sums lawfully apportioned
to the State of Missouri from the Fund,
Presently Missourl is forbidden by admin-
istrative action of the Secretary from obli-
gating over 880,000,000 of the apportionment
for the fiscal year 1973. (Apportioned funds
for a coming fiscal year may be obligated in
the preceding fiscal year under the Act.)
The practice of ordering the withholding of
obligation of parts of the apportionments
has continued for a number of years, with-
out reference to any fixed pericd of time.
Often the withholding was done on & quar-
terly basis. Presently the withholding is fixed
on an annual basis.

The effect of this practice, and of the cur-
rent withholding of obligation by Missouri
of prior apportionments and a large part of
its apportionment from the Fund for the
fiscal year 1973, has caused great and inecal-
culable injury to Missourl because of con-
tinuing inflation of highway costs, and inter-
ruption of efficient obligation of the funds
apportioned to Missouri. Missourl has pro-
vided proof of this injury beyond the cus-
tomary burden of proof by a preponderance
of the evidence.

As a part of this proof, Missour! has estab-
lished that it is and has been able, ready and
willing, and desires and has desired, to obli-
gate its apportionment from the Fund but
is and has been prevented from doing so by
the defendant Secretary, with the approval
of his co-defendant Director. In this con-
nection Missourl has proven that presently
and in the past it has developed plans and
projects which would be approved under
the Act, and regulations made pursuant
thereto, except for the withholding of the
obligational authority by the Secretary.
Therefore Missourl is entitled to rellef if the
action of the Secretary in withholding from
obligation is unauthorized, without his dis-
cretion, arbitrary or otherwise illegal.

The Secretary claims that the law invests
in him discretion to withhold from time to
time authority for Missour! to obligate its
unexpended apportionments. The Secretary
concedes that the apportionments can read-
ily be paid by the Fund from the ample
moneys presently therein. If the Secretary
lawfully possessed the discretion he claims
Missourl should be given no rellef. It has
been concluded, however, that the current,
as well as the past and possible future, with-
holding of obligational authority for the rea-
sons relied on by the Secretary has been,
is and will be, unauthorized, and without
the lawful discretion of the Secretary.

The reasons advanced by the Secretary for
the current and past withholding of obliga-
tional authority are foreign to the standards
and purposes of the Act and the Fund. The
reasons relied on are related to the preven-
tion of inflation of wages and prices in the
national economy. These reasons are imper-
missible reasons for action which frustrates
the purposes and standards of the Act, In-
cluding but not limited to those in Section
100, Title 23, U.S.C.A. Therefore it is not
within the discretion of the Becretary to
withhold obligational authority from Mis-
sourl, and judicial relief should be granted
to Missourl. Citizens to Preserve Overton Park
v. Volpe, 401 U .S, 402, 28 L. Ed. 2d 136, 91 S.
Ct. 814, § 708, Title 5, U.S.C.A.

The appropriate rellef to which Missourl is
entitled includes prohibitory or mandatory
injunction, and declaratory judgment. § 703,
Title 5, U.S.C.A. It also includes mandamus.
§ 1361, Title 28, US.C.A. Missouri has no
other adequate judicial or administrative
remedy except this action. Therefore judg-
ment will be entered granting an injunction,
a writ of mandamus and a declaratory judg-
ment.

JUDGMENT GRANTING INJUNCTION

It is therefore

Ordered and adjudged that the defendants
and each of them and their subordinates be,
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and they are hereby, enjoined and restrained
now and in the future from withholding from
Missouri, directly or indirectly, any authority
to obligate its apportionment of Highway
Trust Fund, for the fiscal year 1973 for any
reason or reasons relating to the prevention
or control of inflation in the national, region-
al or local economies, or in wages or prices in
the nation, or any region or locality therein,
or any combination of such reasons.

JUDGMENT GRANTING WRIT OF MANDAMUS

For the foregoing reasons, in addition and
independently, it is hereby further

Ordered and adjudged that the defendant
John A. Volpe, and his subordinates, be and
they are hereby, commanded to annul and re-
voke by official act in writing the current an-
nouncements, orders, directives, limitations,
regulations and other official written and
printed documents and evidences of with-
holding of authority of Missouri to obligate
its apportionment from the Highway Trust
Fund for the fiscal year 1973.

DECLARATORY JUDGMENT

For the foregoing reasons, it is hereby fur-
ther

Declared and adjudged that the currently
effective, and past official actions of the Sec-
retary of Transportation, and his subordi-
nates, in withholding authority from Missouri
to obligate any apportionment from the
Highway Trust Fund for reasons related to
the prevention or control of inflation in the
national, regional or local economies, or in
wages and prices in the nation, or any reglon
or locality therein, is unauthorized by law,
fllegal, in excess of lawful discretion and in
violation of the Federal-Aid Highway Act.

RETENTION OF JURISDICTION

It is further

Ordered that this Court retain jurisdiction
of this action for the purpose of making and
entering such further orders and judgments
and taking other judicial action necessary, or
desirable, to implement and enforce the

judgments herein, and any one or more of
them.

ORDER ON COSTS
It is
Ordered that each party bear its or his own
costs in this Court.
WiLriam H. BECKER,
Chief Judge.
Kansas City, Missouri, August 7, 1972,

PROHIBITION OF IMPOUNDMENT OF
HicawAaYy Trust FUNDS

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I wish to ex-
tend my appreciation to the Senator from
Oklahomsa (Mr. BerumoN) for introducing
S. 3877, a bill to prohibit the impoundment
of funds from the highway trust funds which
have been apportioned and appropriated. I
hope the Committee on Finance can expedite
handling of the bill so0 we may take early ac-
tion upon it. I was prepared to support the
Senator from Oklahoma when he offered an
amendment to the debt ceiling legislation to
achieve the same purpose. I will support his
bill when it is reported to the Senate, and if
need be, I will support his amendment when
the debt ceiling legislation is again under
consideration. However, I fervently hope we
may be able to act upon his bill long before
the debt ceiling legislation is again before us.

My concern for early action is extensive
unemployment in Montana as a direct conse-
quence of Federal actions.

During the last 2 years, the highway con-
struction program in Montana has been re-
duced about 35 percent. The immediate con-
sequences of that employment reduction by
the Office of Management and Budget were
not immediately felt because simultaneously,
additional employment was being created
through construction of the ABM system.

However, this year both events came to-
gether to create an employment crisis in
Montana. The steady reduction in the high-
way construction program is now painfully
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apparent in Montana because of the ABM
construction cancellation, a result of the ad-
ministration’s SALT agreements with the So-
viet Union.

Mr, President, in both of these situations,
unemployment in Montana has been a direct
consequence of Federal programs. When the
orders to cease construction of the ABM
system in Montana were received, over 1,000
workers were dumped into the labor market
with only 1 day’s severance pay. Those 1,000-
plus workers were directly involved in con-
struction of the ABM system, while at least
another 1,000 indirectly involved lost their
jobs in the wake of cancellation of ABM con-
struction.

Employment statistics for one county alone
tell the consequence. In May, Liberty Coun-
ty's unemployment rate was less than 4
percent; 1 month later the unemployment
rate was 9 percent. That increase in unem-
ployment has been similarly felt throughout
the State of Montana.

Many efforts have been made to alleviate
that unemployment crisis. One of the efforts
undertaken is the result of superb coopera-
tion by the Montana Highway Department
and its very able director, Mr, H. J. Ander-
son. Working closely with the congressional
delegation and the Governor’s office, the
Montana Highway Department has identified
highway construction projects for letting this
fiscal year which would entall the release of
$21.7 million in Federal funds within the
five-county area most directly affected by
cancellation of ABM construction. Some of
these projects were scheduled for 1976, but
have been advanced to generate employment
now for the hundreds of workers displaced by
Federal action. It has done so with a con-
siderable investment of manpower and time.
In addition, the Montana Highway Depart-
ment has advanced two projects within the
affected area for a special letting this month
and will fund those with avallable funds.

It is incumbent upon the Federal Gov-
ernment to take action to alleviate the un-
employment crisis in Montana generated by
Federal actions. The Office of Management
and Budget has over $48 million impounded
which has been apportioned and appropri-
ated for Montana. Senator MANSFIELD, Con-
gressman MerLcHEeR, and I have asked for the
release of $33.7 million, which we have been
advised the State could match for immediate
use this fiscal year.

The Office of Economic Adjustment in the
Department of Defense has suggested the im-
mediate release of $8.5 milllon for projects
within the five-county area which can be
let during the rest of the calendar year, with
further reference to the release, after the
first of next year, of an additional $13.2 mil-
lion, for projects which can be let during
the first half of calendar year 1973.

The apparent justification cited by the ad-
ministration for impounding highway con-
struction funds is that such impoundment
serves as a curb to inflation. Regardless of
the figure asked for release to Montana, that
release could not be construed as inflationary.
The ABM construction program would have
entailed the expenditure of $210 million in
Montana during the next 3 years. The imme-
diate release of an additional $8.56 million for
Montana would still leave our highway con-
struction program with less funding than
avallable during the fiscal year. Even the re-
lease of the entire $21.7 million for the five-
county area would leave Montana's total
highway construction program less than it
was 2 fiscal years ago. Indeed, the release of
the $33.7 million the congressional delega-
tion has asked would leave the highway con-
struction program roughly at the level of 2
years ago. The release of the entire $96 mil-
lion allotted to Montana for highway con-
struction is less than the total which would
have been spent on the ABM construction
and the highway construction programs as
proposed by the Office of Management and
Budget.
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In view of these circumstances—an unems-
ployment crisis generated by Federal action
and the fact that the release of additional
highway construction funds to Montana is
noninflationary—I do not understand why
the Office of Management and Budget hesi-
tates to grant the request of the Montana
congressional delegation.

If Senator BELLmMoN's bill were law today,
many hundreds of Montanans would be en-
gaged in productive work, work that is need-
ed for the national interest. It clearly has
been the congressional Intent that these
highway trust funds be committed and used.
The failure of this administration to use
funds duly apportioned and appropriated has
caused economic chaos in Montana and else-
where. The speedy passage of Senator BELr-
mMoN’s bill will greatly reduce that economic
chaos,

Funps FoR HIGHWAY CONTRACT PLACEMENT IN
MoNTANA

Mr. MeTcaLF. Mr. President, the Montana
Senators support the administration in its
efforts to promote world peace, especially
the international agreements entered into by
the President and the Soviet Union, This we
do knowing full well that the cancellation
of the one Safeguard project has created a
tremendous economic impact in our State—
the only area which is immediately affected
by these international agreements.

The administration has a very definite re-
sponsibility in assisting the people and com-
munities of north central Montana. Several
agencies of the Federal Government have al-
ready responded to this need and the people
of the area are most appreciative. The great-
est need is to provide jobs to absorb the un-
employment created by the stoppage of this
huge contract. The most immediate possibil-
ity which has come to the attention of the
Montana delegation is the highway construc-
tion program. The State of Montana has some
$19 million worth of highway projects which
could be placed under contract immediately
if the Department of Transportation would
release the funds to Montana.

Senator MansrIELD and I earlier this month
made an appeal to the Becretary of Transpor-
tation asking that Federal funds be released
to the State either from a reallocation of
funds for this current fiscal year or the re-
lease of moneys held by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. The response from the Sec-
retary of Transportation is something less
than encouraging.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that at this point In my remarks Senator
MaNsFIELD’S and my letter of June 5 and
the Secretary’s response be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the letters were
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as fol-
lows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., June 5, 1972.
Hon. JoHN VOLPE,
Secretary, Department of Transportation,
Washington, D.C.

DzeaAr MR. SECRETARY: The State of Montana
was slow to proceed with the construction of
the Interstate Highway System in the early
years of the program but now advises it is
in a position where they can proceed rapidly
in completing this construction only to find
that they do not have the federal funds with
which to proceed. At the present time, our
State has utilized all 1972 authority obliga-
tions and, if funds were avallable, they could
let contracts for some nineteen million dol-
lars worth of construction before the end of
this fiscal year.

‘We would appreciate knowing if the De-
partment intends to assess the amount of the
federal highway funds unobligated in the
fifty states for a possible reallocation prior
to June 30th. If this is done, we ask that
Montana be given special consideration. The
highway crnstruction program has been of
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considerable economic importance to the
State. It can be an even more important in-
strument in stabilizing the State’s economy
at a time when we are attempting to re-
spond to the economic chaos created by the
recent announcement by the Administra-
tion to suspend construction of the Safe-
guard Project In northcentral Montana. An
accelerated highway construction program
could absorb a considerable number of the
work force which anticipated employemnt
for the Safeguard.

The difficulties created by the suspension
of the Safeguard Project are the respon-
sibility of the Department of Defense and we
belleve that the Administration has a re-
sponsibility to assist the people of Montana
in adjusting to this situation. This assist-
ance can best come from non-military
sources. The release of additional highway
funds to the State of Montana is, in our
estimation, the most immediate source of
financial ald. Your cooperation would be
most appreciated.

With best personal wishes, we are

Sincerely yours,
MixE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate.
LEE METCALF,
U.S. Senate.
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C., June 21, 1972,
Hon, MigE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR MANSFIELD: We are respond-
ing to your letter of June 5, co-signed by
Senator Metcalf, concerning obligation au-
thority available for the Pederal-ald high-
way program in Montana during the fiscal
year 1972.

As you know, the Federal-ald highway
funds authorized by the Congress and ap-
portioned to the States in accord with Title
23, UB.C., are released for obligation in ac-
cord with budgetary requirements and eco-
nomic stablization programs in effect since
1966. Celling limitations for the program are
set by the Office of Management and Budget.

A total of $52.9 million has been made
avallable to Montana for obligation during
the current fiscal year and these funds have
been nearly all obligated. We regret that the
funds avallable for obligation are insufficient
to permit Montana to proceed more rapidly
with completion of its Interstate System as
an offset to suspension of the Safeguard
project.

As discussed In your letter, we are taking
steps to redistribute the fiscal year 1972 ob-
ligation authority that will not be used by
some States. However, we have determined
that all but a very few States will make full
use of thelir funds, as has Montana, and that
the amount available for redistribution will
be very minimal.

We will endeavor to release additional ob-
ligating authority to Montana if it is pos-
sible to do so from the funds available for
redistribution. Otherwise we have no addi-
tional obligating authority that can be made
available to Montana for the fiscal year 1972,

Obligating authority for the fiscal year 1973
is being released to the States In total effec-
tive July 1, 1972. Montana's share of the
total $4.4 billion is $46.3 million, and this
release will permit the State to proceed with
its program more promptly than if the funds
were to be made avallable on a quarterly
basis.

You may be sure that we will make addi-
tlonal obligating authority avallable to
Montana whenever possible.

Sincerely,
JorN A. VOLPE.

Mr. Mercarr, Mr. President, this situa-
tion prompts me to express great concern
about the administration’s handling of the
Nation’s highway program. The Congress has
.consistently increased the authority for high-
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way construction yet the administration,
through the Office of Management and Budg-
et, has reduced the highway program while
highway funds continue to accumulate in the
trust fund. In the current fiscal year, $52.9
million were made available to Montana for
obligations. I am now advised that during the
next fiscal year, Montana's share will be re-
duced to $46.3 million. This reduction comes
at a time when the State could easily expand
its highway construction program.

Senators know, of course, that the motor-
ists of the Nation pay gasoline taxes which
are channeled into the highway trust fund.
These moneys are piling up and are not be-
ing used for their intended purpose. By the
end of fiscal year 1971, the trust fund ac-
cumulated $3.586 billion, by the end of fiscal
year 1972 it will have accumulated $4.391
billlon and it is estimated that by the end
of fiscal year 1973, the fund will contain
£5.128 billlon. The highway trust fund is, in
fact, lending money to the general fund
and collecting #200 million interest, The ad-
ministration is using the highway fund as a
financing device rather than for highway con-
struction. It would seem that the citizens of
the Nation can, with justification, request a
reduction In the gasoline tax if they are not
to realize the benefits for which the tax is
collected.

In addition, I do not like reports I have
been recelving that the Federal highway au-
thorities are placing far greater emphasis on
urban construction at the expense of high-
ways In rural States. I need not remind Con-
gress that in many of our cities, they are
resisting freeway and highway construction.
It would seem that the time has come for
Congress to reassert some of its authority
over the highway construction program.

I respectfully suggest that the Senate
Committees on Public Works, Finance, and
Appropriations have a responsibility to re-
view the wusage of highway construction
funds and the goals of the Nation's highway
program.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. HarrY F. Byrp, Jr.) laid before
the Senate the following letters, which
were referred as indicated:

REPORT OF EMERGENCY LOAN GUARANTEE

BoARD

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the Emergency Loan Guarantge Board, cov-
ering the period August 9, 1971, through
July 31, 1972 (with an accompanylng re-
port); to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing and Urban Affairs,

REPORT OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled “Training and
Equipping the Army National Guard for
Maintaining Order During Civil Disturb-
ances,” Department of the Army, dated Sep-
tember 8, 1972 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, without amendment:

H.R.3786. An act to provide for the free
entry of a four octave carillon for the use of
Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wis.
(Rept. No. 92-1106).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary, without amendment:

H.R., 12638, An act for the relief of Sgt.
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Gary L. Rivers, U.S. Marine Corps, retired
(Rept. No. 92-1101).

By Mr. HRUSKA (for Mr. McCLELLAN),
from the Committee on the Judiciary, with
an amendment:

8. 750. A bill to provide for the compensa-
tion of persons injured by certain criminal
acts, to make grants to States for the pay-
ment of such compensation, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 92-1104).

By Mr. HRUSEKA (for Mr. McCLELLAN),
from the Committee on the Judiclary, with
amendments:

H.R. 15883. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to provide for expanded protec-
tion of forelgn officials, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 92-1105).

By Mr. RANDOLFH, from the Committee
on Public Works, with an amendment:

S. 3822. A bill authorizing the city of
Clinton Bridge Commission to convey its
bridge structures and other assets to the
State of Iowa and to provide for the com-
pletion of a partially constructed bridge
across the Mississippi River at or near Clin-
ton, Iowa, by the State Highway Commission
of the State of Iowa (Rept. No. 92-1102).

By Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, with an
amendment:

5. 3939. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the construction of certain highways in
accordance with title 23 of the United States
00(«;1;. and for other purposes (Rept. No. 92—
1103).

By Mr. RIBICOFF, from the Committee on
Government Operations, without amend-
ment:

8. 3970. A bill to establish a Council of
Consumer Advisers in the Executive Office of
the President, to establish an independent
Consumer Protection Agency, and to author-
ize a program of grants, in order to protect
and serve the Interests of consumers, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-1100).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session, the following
favorable reports of nominations were
submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Frank D. McCown, of Texas, to be U.S.
attorney for the northern district of Texas.

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on
Commerce:

Thomas B. Curtis, of Missouri, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

By Mr. SPONG, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without reservation:

Executive J, 82d Congress, second session,
Protocol Amending the Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs, 1961, signed for the United
States at Geneva on March 25, 1972 (Execu-
tive Report No. 92-33).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. RIBICOFF (for himself, Mr.
Javrrs, and Mr. PERCY) :

8. 3970. A bill to establish a Counell of Con-
sumer Advisers in the Executive Office of the
President, to establish an independent Con-
sumer Protection Agency, and to authorize
a program of grants, in order to protect and
serve the Interests of consumers, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on Government Operations.

By Mr. SCOTT:

5. 3971. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1954 so as to exclude from gross
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income amounts of disaster relief loans can-
celed pursuant to laws of the United States.
Referred to the Committee on Finance.
By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself and
Mrs. EDWARDS) @

S.J.Res. 265. A joint resolution to provide
grants for Allen J. Ellender fellowships to
disadvantaged secondary school students and
their teachers to participate in a Washington
public affairs program. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. SCOTT:

S5.3971. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 so as to exclude
from gross income amounts of disaster
relief loans canceled pursuant to laws of
the United States. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, President
Nixon has recently approved legislation
to grant victims of the floods numerous
benefits, among which is a so-called
“forgiveness” of up to $5,000. The tax
laws have been amended to allow tax-
payers to deduct this year’'s losses from
last year’s taxes, thus generating a re-
fund. However, the tax laws will count
as taxable income any forgiveness
granted pursuant to a disaster loan. For
example, a homeowner who receives a
$10,000 disaster loan must only pay back
the second $5,000—the first $5,000 is, in
essence, a grant; and as such it is tax-
able.

I am, today, introducing a bill to ex-
clude from gross income amounts of dis-
aster relief loans canceled pursuant to
existing disaster aid laws. In this way,
the Government is not placed in a posi-

tion of giving money with one hand and
taking it away with the other. The for-
giveness feature of the law will have its
full impact and the victims of these ter-
rible tragedies will be able to readjust
more quickly.

By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself
and Mrs. EDWARDS) ;

S.J. Res. 265, A joint resolution to pro-
vide grants for Allen J. Ellender fellow-
ships to disadvantaged secondary school
students and their teachers to partici-
pate in a Washington public affairs pro-
gram. Referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

ALLEN J. ELLENDER FELLOWSHIPS FOR
YOUTH

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
throughout my years in public life, I
have believed that one of the key re-
sponsibilities of any public servant is to
see that our system of Government is
open to the participation of young peo-
ple. I believe in this principle not only
because the young deserve this opportu-
nity, but because our Nation surely needs
their talent, their enthusiasm, and the
benefit of their ideas. It is for this rea-
son that I was particularly proud to have
cosponsored the measure that gave 18-
year-olds the right to vote. And, it is for
this reason that I have a very special in-
terest in a program which is aimed
squarely at bringing young people into
close contact with the American govern-
ment system—the Close Up program.
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Close Up is a nonprofit, nonpartisan
forum on the involvement of youth in
government. The basic method of the
program is simple: to bring young people
to Washington to see our government
firsthand; to meet people in govern-
ment; to see government in action. But
the result is the important thing, and the
result is a genuine understanding and ap-
preciation of the nature of our system of
government and its opportunities.

For Close Up is designed to demon-
strate to today's youth that Govern-
ment is not an inflexible, impersonal
machine. Rather, Government is made
up of people who are indeed willing and
anxious to talk to the public which they
serve. Close Up introduces its partici-
pants to the very real chances for effec-
tive and constructive involvement in the
dynamics of Government. And it exposes
the opportunities for constructive change
within the system in the best possible
way: By showing Government as it is,
rather than by asking people to accept
anyone'’s word for it.

With this central theme of under-
standing through involvement and ex-
posure, Close Up has brought to Wash-
ington during its full first year more
than 2,700 students and teachers from
communities throughout the country for
7 days of intensive seminars, dialogs, and
discussions with Senators, Congressmen,
Supreme Court Justices, Government
agency officials, lobbyists, media person-
nel, and many other individuals active in
the Federal Government. It has been my
privilege to have addressed several of
these Close Up programs, and let me tell
yvou that their message is a good message,
a fair message, and a message well
learned. These students are the most in-
teresting, enthusiastic, and vibrant that
I have ever met.

But this is not the most unique aspect
of this Close Up program. If I may quote
the words of our beloved and distin-
guished colleague, Senator Allen J. Ellen-
der, who gave many hours to the develop-
ment and success of this program and its
concept, it can help explain why this
program is so worthy of attention. In a
February 1972 report to his constituents,
Senator ELLENDER said:

The Close Up concept differs from that of
other programs in that a broad cross section
of young people is brought to Washington.
. . . Close Up does not necessarily take the
top scholars from only a few high schools.
Nor do only those who can afford to pay for
the trip participate in Close Up. . . . By award-
ing participation grants to economically dis-
advantaged youths and combining these stu-
dents with those who can afford to pay the
program tuition themselves, a unigque envi-
ronment for learning has been created. . . .
For the first time ever, many of these stu-
dents work together with students of dif-
ferent ethnie, religious, and economic back-
grounds.

During the first year alone, Close Up
has committed and provided 1,050 finan-
cial assistance grants to create this
unique atmosphere. And, in addition, one-
quarter of the remaining 1,700 partici-
pants were involved in a variety of com-
munity efforts to raise their own grant
money.

This alone makes Close Up a unique
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program. But the aspect of the program
that is most intensely significant to me
and I believe to the whole country, is the
fact that this sense of community and
feeling of camaraderie does not end on
the plane trip home. The Close Up experi-
ence moves whole communities. I person-
ally have seen this in the creation and ex-
ecution of the Minneapolis-St. Paul pro-
gram which brought more than 200 Min-
nesotans to Washington.

These were not 200 students from a
special place or a particular school. They
came from virtually every high school—
public, private, and parochial—in the
community area, and just as important,
they came together, to take part in the
Close Up program in Washington. Upon
return home, students and teachers
alike formed committees to look into
community problems, sent delegates to
both State party conventions, and
through such actions and others, began
to make the Close Up spirit the spirit of
the community.

This type of experience did not stop
at the borders of my own State. The same
spirit was created in each city where
Close Up went. Here are some of the
results: *

Houston—a Close Up program pat-
terned after the national program is be-
ing set up within the public school sys-
tem to study State and local government.

Miami—Close Up participants re-
ceived the egquivalent of one credit in
government for their participation in the
program.

New Orleans—several follow-up meet-
ings have taken place. Steering commit-
tees have been appointed; a nucleus of
young people encompassing the entire
metropolitan area has begun to work to-
gether.

Broward County, Fla.—Participants
have formed an action club in which
they hope to donate their services to
needy Americans (particularly in mi-
grant camps) .

Tulsa, Okla.—A new course of study
has been added to a high school curricu-
lum called “American Realities,” which
will encompass a Close Up type of ex-
perience and will culminate in the na-
tional Close Up program.

Atlanta—In the metropolitan Atlanta
Close Up program, 90 high schools
representing 11 public school systems,
private, and parochial schools, worked
together throughout 4 weeks of their
program.

Communities have grasped this con-
cept with enthusiasm, well recognizing
the vital importance today of enabling
young people to build their own sense of
community and country. Large and small
newspapers have responded with gen-
erous words of encouragement. Mayors
have declared Close Up Day and Week
for their city. Businesses, large and
small, have contributed to increase area
or community participation; individuals
throughout a community have helped
make the broad cross section of partici-
pation a reality.

Close Up is more than an educational
experience. It is a human experience,
where all participants are truly equal.
There are no rich and poor; no black
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and white; no shunned minority. There
are only people trying to learn about
people. It is for that reason that I am
inspired by the progress of this organi-
zation and am honored to serve on its
board of advisers. Close Up truly has
done what so many of us are seeking to
do to make this a more humane society.

Let me again quote the man who was
an integral part of the fabric of the
Close Up idea. Said Senator Ellender,
when asked about Close Up:

I have seen the program accomplish its
central theme of understanding through in-
volvement and exposure. By the end of its
first year of operation, 2,500 young people
will have been brought to Washington for a
week-long, intensive look at the govern-
mental system that many of them had
thought to be unresponsive. I think they
have learned that the system is flexible and
that it shall continue to do great things for
America. Close Up has shown them that gov-
ernment is made up of people just like
themselves . . . people have a sincere con-
cern for the future of this country. The
input of our young people into the future
course of the United States is most impor-
tant. Close Up delegates now have Insight
into the problems and promises of American
government. Their contributions in the years
to come will be invaluable in maintaining
what is now the best government that any
nation can offer.

Mr. President, I believe that the most
fitting tribute to Senator Ellender, in rec-
ognition of his outstanding record of
service to his State and the Nation, would
be the establishment of a living me-
morial, the Allen J. Ellender Fellowships,
for the participation of teachers and dis-
advantaged youth in this Washington
public affairs program.

The joint resolution which I am in-
troducing today would establish this fel-
lowship program. The Commissioner of
Education is authorized to make grants—
subject to certain limitations and infor-
mational requirements—to the Close Up
Foundation, a public tax exempt founda-
tion supporting the Close Up program
which is registered in the District of Co-
lumbia as a nonprofit corporation, to pro-
vide up to 1,500 full-cost fellowships to
high school teachers and disadvantaged
students to participate in these nonparti-
san and highly successful educational
forums.

The Foundation, which has no perma-
nent endowment, would continue to en-
courage communities and businesses and
other private sources to provide addi-
tional assistance to students in need,
thereby also promoting total community
involvement in this vital citizenship edu-
cation endeavor.

The modest investment by the Federal
Government, authorized in this joint res-
olution in the name of a distinguished
colleague who devoted his life to public
service, will assure the broad-based par-
ticipation of youth, rather than the se-
lection of the privileged few, thereby
strengthening a fundamental foundation
of American democracy. I believe the
merit of directing Federal assistance to
meet an important national educational
need through a qualified nonprofit or-
ganization has been well established
under other Federal grant programs pro-
viding fellowships to cover educational
travel and conference costs, as for ex-
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ample, for the promotion of the arts and
humanities, for health services research
and to meet special educational resources
needs, and for various educational pro-
grams administered by the Smithsonian
Institution.

Mr. President, the scope of the Close
Up program and the enthusiasm of com-
munities which have sent their young
people to its Washington forums, are
well documented in numerous letters and
newspaper articles which have been
brought to my attention. I ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. President, that the
text of the joint resolution and a selec-
tion of letters and articles be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

I am particularly pleased to announce
that this joint resolution has been co-
sponsored by Senator ELAINE S. EDWARDS,
of Louisiana. I am also inviting a number
of other Senators who have addressed
Close Up groups, or are on the board of
advisers of the Close Up forum, or from
whose States large groups of high school
students and teachers have come to
Washington under this excellent pro-
gram, to join in sponsoring this legisla-
tion to establish the Allen J. Ellender
Fellowships.

There being no objection, the joint res-
olution and material were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

S. Res. 265

Whereas Allen J. Ellender, a Senator from
Louisiana and President Pro Tempore of the
United States Senate, had a distinguished
career in public service characterized by ex-
traordinary energy and real concern for
young people and the development of greater
opportunities for active and responsible
citizenship by young people;

Whereas Senator Ellender provided valu-
able support and encouragement to the Close
Up Foundation, a nonpartisan, non-profit
foundation promoting knowledge and un-
derstanding of the Federal Government
among young people and their educators;
and

Whereas it is a fitting and appropriate
tribute to the beloved Senator Ellender to
provide in his name an opportunity for par-
ticipation, by students of limited economic
means and by their teachers, in the program
supported by the Close Up Foundation: Now,
therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) the Com-
missioner of Education (hereinafter referred
to as the “Commissioner”) is authorized to
make grants in accordance with the provi-
sions of this joint resolution to the Close Up
Foundation of Washington, District of Co-
lumbia, a nonpartisan, nonprofit foundation,
for the purpose of assisting the Close Up
Foundation in ecarrying out its program of
increasing understanding of the Federal
Government among secondary school stu-
dents, their teachers, and the communities
they represent.

(b) Grants received under this joint reso-
lution shall be used only for financial as-
sistance to economically disadvantaged stu-
dents and their teachers who participate in
the program described in subsection (a) of
this section. Financial assistance received
pursuant to this joint resolution by such
students and teachers shall be known as
Allen J. Ellender Fellowships.

Sec. 2. (a) No grant under this joint reso-
lution may be made except upon an applica-
tion at such time, In such manner, and ac-
companied by such information as the Com-
missioner may reasonably require.
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(b) Each such application shall contain
provisions to assure—

(1) that not more than 1,500 fellowship
grants are made to economically disadvan-
taged secondary school students, and to sec-
ondary school teachers, in any fiscal year;

(2) that not more than one secondary
school teacher in each such school participat-
ing in the program may receive a fellowship
grant in any fiscal year; and

(3) the proper disbursement of the funds
of the United States received under this joint
resolution.

Sec. 3. (a) Payments under this jolnt re-
solution may be made in installments, In
advance, or by way of relmbursement, with
necessary adjustments on account of under-
payment or over payment.

(b) The Comptroller General of the United
States or any of his duly authorized repre-
sentatives shall have access for the purpose
of audit and examination to any books, doc-
uments, papers, and records that are per-
tinent to any grant under this joint resolu-
tion.

Sec. 4. For the purpose of this joint res-
olution, the term “secondary school” means
a day or residential school which provides
secondary education, as determined under
State law, except that it does not Include
any education beyond grade twelve,

8ec. 5. There are authorized to be appropri-
ated not to exceed $500,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and for each of the two
succeeding fiscal years to carry out the pro-
visions of this joint resolution.

Tae St. PAvL PuBLic ScHoOOLS,
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT,
St. Paul, Minn., August 7, 1972.
Mr. STEPHEN A. JANGER,
Director of Special Programs, Close-Up
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. Jancer: I have just had the
opportunity to review the comments of a
member from our staff relative to the partic-
ipation in the Close-Up program by students
from 8t. Paul Schools. I am Immensely im-
pressed by his report and by the outstanding
experience given many of our young people.
I know that you and your associates will
appreciate reading the report I have re-
celved from Mr. Donald Sonsalla who coor-
dinated the activities of the Close-Up pro-
gram.,

Please accept the thanks of the members
of our Board of Education and the St. Paul
School District for your very worthwhile
contribution to the education to many of our
students. We look forward to a broader
participation by this community in the com-
ing year and we are pleased to extend our
endorsement and our support.

Once again, you have our special thanks
for all your help.

Sincerely,
GeorGe P. YOUNG,
Superintendent of Schools.
AvecusTt 3, 1972.

The St. Paul Public Schools had an op-
portunity to have students participate in a
program called “Close-Up"” during the 1971-
72 school year. The outcome of our partiei-
pation was far reaching and meaningful.

“Close-up”, a non-profit organization in
Washington, D.C., offered a program of an
in-depth study of the federal government by
high school students. The format on the sur-
face seemed simple. Students spend one week
in Washington, D.C. viewing, talking, dis-
cussing, and living government.

The implemenattion of this seemingly sim-
ple concept of knowing the government by
an in-depth study was masterfully accom-
plished by “Close-Up”, but with the added
dimenslions of practicing human relations.

“Close-Up” presented their program to the
St. Paul schools in the late fall of 1971. The
presentation and offer of participation was
also given to the Minneapolis public school
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system as well as the private and parochial
schools in the St. Paul-Minneapolis area. In
all thirty one high schools were invited to
participate.

The “Close-Up” program was a week in
Washington, D.C. with room, board, and air
fare for a cost of $335.00. “Close-Up" gave
three grants to each school to cover the cost
of one teacher and two students. Students
beyond the two per school paid their own
cost,

The thirty one schools, along with “Close-
Up" representatives, registered students for
the in-depth study of government. When the
students spent the week In Washington,
D.C. the following was noted:

1. Transportation was arranged flawlessly
via reputable commercial airline.

2. Lodging and food was arranged In a
leading Washington suburban motel of in-
ternational fame.

3. “Close-Up” staff consisted of profes-
sional people with advanced degrees and a
masterful knowledge of gover..ment.

4. Preparation was evident; there was no
“Jost” feeling and the agenda for the week
was well-prepared.

Some of the activities for the “Close-Up
Week” in Washington, D.C. were:

1. Meet representatives of foreign nations
r ding international affairs.
e%rm n\fas accomplished at the Johns Hop-
kins School of Advanced International
Studies.

2. Visit the Smithsonian Institute.

3. Discussion with His Excellency Ebe-
nezer Moses Debrah, Ambassador of Ghana.

4. Discussion with Mr. Oberwitter of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

5. Discussion with representatives of the
Department of State.

8. Discussion with Mr. Ted Tetszlaff, As-
sistant Director of the Office of Legal Serv-
ices.

7. Discussion with Congressman Karth.

8. Performance at Ford's Theatre.

9. Discussion with Mr. Joe Ross and Mr.
David Rinziel of the Department of Justice.

10, Visit the F.B.I.

11, Visit Arlington Cemetery.

12. Visit the Pentagon.

13. Discussion with Congressman Frenzel.

14. Discussion with Mr. Del Lewis, Ad-
ministrative Assistant to Congressman
Walter Fauntroy.

15. Discussion with Senator Mondale.

16. Discussion with Senator Humphrey.

17. Discussion with Congressman Fraser.

18, Discussion with Common Cause repre-
sentatives.

19. Discussion with Republican
Democratic party national leaders.

20. Discussion with Mr. Dick Duncan, news
editor of Time Magazine.

21. Observe Congressional Committee
meetings.

22. Observe the House and Senate in action.

The activities called for students and
teachers from the St. Paul and Minneapolis
public and private schools to know and
understand each other. A remarkable thing
happened. Human relations became a reality.
Students of various economic, raclal,
religlous backgrounds and make up joined
together. The joining together did not stop
once “Close-Up” week ended in Washing-
ton, D.C. The true meaning of “Close-Up”
continued. Students had a truer grasp of the
federal government.

Science “Close-Up Week” in Washington,
D.C. ended in March the students have
been meeting once a month, Some of the ac-
complishments have been:

1. Social gathering, just good interplay
between students of different backgrounds,
race, and religion.

2. Become active in political campaigns.

3. Become delegates to thelr parties
conventions.

4. Plan a fund raiser to send more students
in 1972-73 to “Close-Up".

and
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5. Plan a Minnesota “One Day Close-Up”
with political workshops and a Mondale-
Hansen debate.

6. School exchange program where students
spend a day in another school. 4

7. Give volunteer help to social agencies.

“Close-Up"” has made a difference to the
St. Paul School System. Students have had
the opportunity to better know our govern-
ment, but more important, to know each
other since thirty-one public and private
schools participated. The students now
plan programs to help the community.

DONALD SONSALLA,
Principal, Central High School.

SocIAL STUDIES DEPARTMENT,
MoUNT CARMEL ACADEMY,
New Orleans, La., February 1, 1972,
Mr. STEVEN JANGER,
Director, Special Programs, Close-Up, Wash-~
ington, D.C.

DeArR MR, JANGER: On behalf of the Close-
Up participants from the New Orleans area,
let me take this opportunity to thank every
member of the Close-Up organization for a
unique contribution to civic education. The
week in Washington presented a balanced,
informative investigation of the federal gov-
ernment impossible to achleve through con-
ventional schooling.

The Close-Up concept of preserving the
racial and economic balance of the city
within its student groups is particularly
laudable. Many students and teachers men-
tioned to me that they enjoyed this aspect
of the program. Needless to say, this balance
would not be possible without the generous
support you offer in the form of student and
teacher grants.

It was gratifying to all of us that members
of the busy Loulsiana delegation in Congress
would take the time to address the group.
We are especially pleased to note the support
given the Close-Up program by Senator
Ellender.

Please continue your fine efforts in this
area. Those of us in the New Orleans area
look forward to participating Iin a similar
program next year.

Sincerely,
ROBERT L, DUFONT.

METROPOLITAN FOUNDATION OF ATLANTA,
Atlanta, Ga., May 14, 1972,
Mr. STEPHEN A. JANGER,
Director of Special Programs, Close-Up Foun-
dation, Washington, D.C.

DEaR MR. JANGER: Let me take this oppor-
tunity to tell you how pleased we are that
Atlanta could participate in the Close-Up
program this year. Close-Up has s0 many
benefits to bestow, short- and long-range,
that it is hard to say what meant the most
to Atlanta.

I suppose that we got most excited about
a most unique result of our participation—
the building of a sense of community in the
5-county metro Atlanta area, a feeling that
we are all a part of what happens to our area
and to our country. Certainly Close-Up brings
the students of our area into a fertile en-
vironment, into an ethnic and economic con-
glomeration that creates its own excitements
and understandings. On an individual
growth scale on an individual motivation
and interest scale, Close-Up gets results be-
yond expectation.

But for us, Close-Up accomplished the be-
ginning of something we could not begin our-
selves—the personal, individual identifica-
tion of the student with the destiny of his
city and region. We are committed as a foun-
dation to the preservation of a free society,
and we recognize that it all begins with a
cooperation founded in this sense of com-
munity. Some persons call its opposite
“alienation” and we have seen many cities
teeter because of its alienated peoples. Close-
Up makes people feel a part of a meaning-
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ful process. It gives these kids a handle on
their own destinies.

Close-Up glves Atlanta a chance to lick
the urban crisis.

We're looking forward to participating
again next year, and building on these good
beginnings. Thanks, Steve—and thanks to
your excellent staff.

Best personal regards.

FrRANK ROBINSON,
Ezecutive Director.

HoustoN, TEX.,
July 5, 1972.
Mrs. MARGERY KRAUS,
Close Up Program Director,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mrs. Kravus: I would like to take this
opportunity to thank you and all the Close
Up staffl for allowing Houston area high
school students and teachers the opportunity
to see how our government really operates.
I cannot begin to tell you the impact the
program has had on my students.

Close up is a program for all students. It
is truly a rewarding experience for me to see
my average students genuinely interested in
our government. This interest may best be
noted in our students wanting to form a local
Close Up program in Houston. Many students
expressed this desire, and therefore we teach-
ers who participated in Close Up are organiz-
ing such a program in which students will
meet In seminars with governmental leaders
in every phase of our local government. This
local program would have never been con-
ceived without the enthusiastic participation
in Close Up of some 40 high schools in the
Houston area. Certainly the community in-
teraction which resulted from this participa~-
tion has led us to a local program which
hopes to model itself after the national Close
Up program.

It is only in a program like Close Up that
all aspects of the community are “thrown to-
gether”. Students of all backgrounds, both
financially and culturally find themselves
discovering just how our government really
operates, and further find that many of their
interests are the same and that the barriers
are not really so great. It just takes some-
thing to get us all together and Close Up
with its energetic staff and dynamic program
got it “all together” for Houston.

Sincerely yours,
James H. Lyons,
Government Teacher,
Sam Houston Senior High School.

DapE CoUNTY, FLa.,
August 1, 1972.
Mr. STEPHEN A. JANGER,
Director of Special Programs, Close Up,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mn. Janger: In February of 1972,
over 200 students and professional staff per-
sons from Dade County participated as one
of a number of selected communities in a
national CLOSE UP program. During the 2
one-week sessions, the teachers and students
were provided experiences designed to
achieve a greater understanding of a human
as well as operational side of our national
government.

As citizens of this nation, learning gained
from these experlences should prove among
the most favorable and unforgettable which
the participants will have.

In addition to the obvious educational
benefits, it is notable and significant that
some of the students in our community who
otherwise may never have even met, were
provided the opportunity to live, work, and
learn together for a week In our nation’s
Capital. If this alone were the chief gain
of the CLOSE UP program, it would be no
small matter. Also, I personally was quite
pleased and impressed with the manner in
which the three sectors of our educational
community (public, private, and parochial)
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worked together to achieve Miami's partici-
pation.

None of this would have been possible if
it weren't for the three scholarship grants
awarded to each secondary school Our grati-
tude goes out to the CLOSE UP Foundation
for marshalling community resources to ob-
tain financial backing for the scholarships,
and especially for underwriting the balance
of needed funds to cover tuition and trans-
portation costs of all grant recipients.

Dade County response to the 1872 CLOSE
UP program was overwhelmingly favorable:
from school board members, administrators,
teachers, students, parents, and media repre-
sentatives. I earnestly hope that the CLOSE
UP program continues and would be pleased
if 1t becomes possible for the Miami area to
participate again.

Sincerely,
JamEes A. FLEMING,
Social Studies Consultant, Dade
County Public Schools.

[From the Florida Times-Union, Jackson-
ville, Fla., Sept. 30. 1971]

“CrLose-Up” Is EFFECTIVE EDUCATION

The “Close-Up” week of study in the na-
tional capital in which a fortunate group
of students from Duval County public and
private high schools will take part in Novem-
ber will provide a comprehensive, in-depth
look at the functioning of the federal govern-
ment, with some of the key men in its opera-
tions as instructors.

The week of seminars, panel discussions,
lectures and guided individual study, bring-
ing students face to face with those who run
the complex business of government is light-
years removed in purpose and resulte: from
the traditional “spring student tours lim-
fted to cursory visits to points of interest and
having a group picture taken with the dis-
trict's con 3

Most important, participation will not be
limited to those students who can afford the
cost of the trip. Two students and one teach-
er from each participating school will have
their expenses underwritten by the Close-Up
Foundation, which sponsors the program and
hopes to raise the $308 per person cost for
these participants by local subscriptions.

The foundation sponsored students will be
selected by each individual school. In addi-
tion, the program is open to a limited num-
ber of students able to pay their own fee.

The program is still new, having been
launched just a year ago, but its concep-
tion, designed to pack a wealth of meaning-
ful experience in a tight week-long schedule
for the students, has aroused keen enthusi-
asm among educators and students all across
the country.

It provides a learning experience which
could not possibly be more “relevant” to high
school students who more than ever in the
nation’s history are keenly aware of the
urgent national problems dealt with every
day by the men they will meet and talk
with face to face.

It offers not only invaluable authoritative
{nstruction in current affairs, but equally
worthwhile guidance to those students who
take serlously their responsibility of the vot-
ing franchise and the other obligations of
full citizenship on which they are about to
enter.

Finally, the program will bring additional
returns as those who have shared in the pro-
gram return to their schools and share their
experiences with their fellow students.

The plan offers a rewarding, constructive
channel for the intellectual energies of to-
day’s students aware of the nation’s serious
and pressing problems, and eager to make
their own contribution to their solution. It
merits strong public support.
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|From the New Orleans State Item, Nov. 18,
1971]
STUDENTS To DESCEND ON DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA
(By Ray Lincoln)

Notice has been served on Washington,
D.C., officialdom that three battalions of New
Orleans area students, armed with sharp,
guestioning minds and an impenetrable
shield against evasive answers, are preparing
to descend on the nation’s capital in a re-
connaissance mission aimed at the very heart
of the federal government.

The only likely casualties will be youthful
misconceptions about federal machinery and
policy-making and perhaps the composure
of a government bureaucrat or two.

Strategy and logistics for the confronta-
tion will be provided by Close Up, a natitonal
organizattion describing itself as “a non-
partisan nonprofit forum on the involvement
of youth in government."”

The program, now in its second year, will
send delegations of New Orleans area high
schoolers to Washington in three groups for
week-long courses in the substance of na-
tlonal government.

“Substance” is what distinguishes the
Close Up expeditions from run-of-the-mill
student trips to Washington, which typi-
cally settle for a hushed, awe-struck obei-
sance to the mortar-and-stone trappings of
government.

Today's adolescents, of course, have no
reluctance to put the time-honored verities
of American government under their un-
sentimental miscroscopes. Close Up, spon-
sored locally by The States-Item, strives to
increase the magnification and, hopefully,
sharpen the focus.

Beneficiaries of the program in the metro-
politan area, including students from pub-
lie, private and parochial schools in several
parishes, will be divided into three groups.
The first will be in Washington Dec. 5-12, the
second Dec. 12-19 and the third Jan. 9-16.

Approximately 70 area schools have agreed
to participate in the project, which got off
the ground successfully last year with four
communities around the nation taking part.
This year about double that number will be
involved, with the three weeks mentioned
devoted exclusively to the Louisiana dele-
gates.

Participation in each school will vary with
individual ability to pay the $342 total cost
per student, although the national organiza-
tion is providing three financial assistance
grants per school, one of which is used to
send a faculty member.

The other two may be awarded in full to
two students or divided among several ap-
plicants.

Officlals of the bipartisan-supported group
hope to attract as wide a soclo-economic
cross-section of students as possible, but
with limited resources the organization is
counting on local foundations and individual
donors to provide the funds needed to allow
low-income students to make the trip.

Participation is limited to 220 students in
any one week.

The first local delegation, composed of
students from 19 schools, is now being co-
ordinated by Dreux Van Horn II, a teacher
at St. Martin's Protestant Episcopal School
in Jefferson Parish. Van Horn and the 10 or
s0 Bt. Martin’s students who are signed up
for Close Up are drawing up a list of perti-
nent questions for the government officials
effect of the under-21 vote, and they're look-
ing forward to the opportunity to confront
some of the federal officials who help deter-
mine policy in those areas.

In addition to seminars and question-and-
answer sessions with representatives of the
executive branch, students will meet with
senators and representatives, labor and po-
litical party officials, the Capitol press, and
representatives of the judicial branch.
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Bchedules, which will leave little room for
trivial concerns, emphasize two-way com-
munication between the youths and the of-
ficials. Tours of national monuments, build-
ings and sites will be included, but the
standard breezy civics-book discourses on
“how our government works"” will be mini-
mized.

Sponsors feel those are the primary factors
in the enthusiastic student reaction to the
program during its initial stages.

Coordinators of the second and third waves
of New Orleans area students will be Rob-
ert Dupont, Mount Carmel Academy (Dec. 12—
19) and Ken Werther, Brother Martin High
School (Jan. 9-186).

[From the Gwinnett (Ga.) Dally News, Mar.
‘29, 1972]
GWINNETT INDUSTRY, BUSINESS, GOVERNMENT

HeLp: £8,200 Rarsep, Apps 41 StupenTs To

StupYy Tour oF WasHINGTON, D.C.

(By Ed deMotte)

Business, industry and government—com-
bining their efforts through the Gwinnett
Chamber of Commerce—have provided $8,200
to help some 41 high school juniors from the
county get to Washington during the next
two months for a seven-day, closeup look at
government and the people who run it.

These will be an additional eight teachers
and 16 students whose expenses will be paid
by private grants from Close Up, a private,
nonprofit and nonpartisan organization in
Washington which conducts the program to
give young people an intensive, firsthand
look at the U.S. government, its leaders, and
outside forces that affect government.

“The youngsters are up at 7 am. each
day during the week's program,” said Steve
Janger, director of special projects for Close
Up, “and their last session usually ends at
10:30 each night.

“During the long hours we get them to-
gether with congressmen, cabinet members,
lobbyists, newspapermen, government agency
representatives, and a lot more.”

Janger explained that Close Up differs from
other student programs in that it seeks stu-
dents from all levels of both Income and abil-
Ity, even challenging the anti-establishment
student, the one who may hold the govern-
ment in contempt.

“To this kind of student,” he adds, “we say
that contempt before examination is stupid.
If he wants to be a rock-thrower, a hollerer
or screamer, that's fine, but at least be one
who is informed.

“We're asking students to take a look at
government, to do it in their own fashion
and then make up their minds. They don't
just return home and forget their Washing-
ton experience. Kids have formed commu-
nity action groups in some of the cities, and
they are working through the organizations
to achieve certain goals and sponsor special
programs.”

State Senator Jimmy Mason, chalrman of
the Chamber of Commerce Governmental
Affairs committee, observed that such an
experience for a cross-section of Gwinnett
youth should certainly contribute to an in-
formed electorate and is most timely as 18-
year-olds begin to exercise their vote.

Chamber Education Chairman B. B. Har-
ris, who is also principal of the Harris school
in Duluth, commented too on *“the teeth
such a trip will put in normal classroom,
text book and visual aid Instruction we are
offering students in their regular curricu-
lum.”

Local businesses as well as the Chamber
of Commerce, which helped rally the support
to triple Gwinnett’s participation in the pro-
gram, came in for generous praise from J,
W. Benefield, superintendent of education.

“Many of these better-informed young-
sters,” he suggested, “will one day be em-
ployees or at least neighbors of these spon-
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soring firms and the ultimate contribution
to our community and local government is
inestimable.”

At the Chamber’s suggestion, contributing
firms and agencies grouped their support in
the form of $200 partial scholarships to be
applied toward each student's total expense
of $302 for the week in Washington, includ-
ing alr transportation.

The Board of Education and the County
Commissioners each contributed 8500 to the
fund and private businesses which gave full
$200 scholarships are as follows:

Brand's Pharmacy; Brown Lumber Co.;
Clairmont Development Co.; Dolco Packag-
ing, Inc.; Hannon, Meeks & Bagwell; K-Way
Grocery; Lovable Co.; Mason Bros. Construc-
tion Co.; Norcross Supply Co.; Owens of
Georgia; Parsons;

Peachtree Corners; Peachtree Door, Inc.;
Puckett Paving Co.; E, R Snell Contracting;
Sperry and Hutchinson Co.; Warren Con-
tracting Co.; Vantress Farms;

Bank of Duluth, Brand Banking Co.; Bu-
ford Commercial Bank; C&S Bank of Nor-
cross; Pirst National Bank of Lawrenceville;
Gwinnett Federal Savings & Loan; Gwinnett
Bank & Trust Co.; Gwinnett Commercial
Bank; Gwinnett County Bank; Bee Jay
Realty, Caswell Realty, Boyd Duncan & As-
sociates and Jim Hood, Inc.

Combining partial contributions for addi-
tional scholarships were:

Fulton Federal Savings & Loan; Hamby &
Lyle Construction Co.; David H. Kistner;
Saul’s; J. J. Baggett Oll Co.; W. H. Ferguson
& Sons; Reynolds Oil Co.; Central Gwinnett
Motors; Gwinnett Sales & Service, Hayes
Chrysler-Plymouth; Nash Chevrolet; John
Hutchins Realty; Tucker Real Estate Co.;
Proctor Square Realty; Bona Allen Co.; W. N.
Shadburn; Simpson Drugs; and Chicopee
Mills.

[From the Houston Chronicle, Oct. 81, 1971]

CrosE UP To CAPITAL: AREA STUDENTS FIND
GOVERNMENT A Groovy TRIP

(By M. M. Patterson)

Government is turning out to be a groovy
trip for hundreds of Houston high school
students.

A program offering a week-long look at the
federal government in action in Washington,
D.C. evoked so much enthusiasm among,
about 300 participating area students last
year that more than 400 are following in
their footsteps in two sessions, one begin-
ning today and running to Nov. 7, and from
Nov. T to Nov. 14.

$358 PRICE TAG

Apparently nothing, not even the $358
price tag, can stand in the way of the sopho-
mores, juniors and seniors from 40 public,
private and parochial schools here who are
determined to fily to Washington in the Close
Up program based at the capital.

Close Up, which began just last year is a
nonprofit, nonpartisan organization with
such opposing political luminarles on its
board of advisors as U.S. Sens. J. William
Fulbright, D., Ark., and Barry Goldwater,
R, Arlz.

NATIONAL BOARD

Also serving on the national board are
Sen. John G. Tower, R., Texas, Rep. Robert
C. Eckhardt, D., Houston, and a Houston
teacher, Mrs. Nan Dupont of Bellaire High
School.

Money for the students comes from
parents, student earnings, local Industries,
businesses, service clubs and private citizens.
Each young person’s fee pays for transporta=
tion, food, lodgings and activities.

“Some 10 percent of the students going
this year solicited their own sponsors,” said
Miss Judy Maguire, city coordinator for the
program and & teacher at Reagan High
School. “Contributions have ranged from $1
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and $56 donations in door to door efforts to
the 8716 check an oll company gave us.”

TWO FREE TRIPS

She said Close Up donates two free all
expense pald trips for financially deserving
students and one for a teacher in each
participating school. The rest must find their
own funds for what is usually their first visit
to Washington.

The trip, however, is definitely not a sight-
seeing tour, Miss Maguire explained about
the school board approved Close Up program.

“Each day you hit a different branch of
the government,” explalned Mark Nelson,
1523 Helghts Blvd., a senior at Reagan who
went on the trip last year. “The main thing
Is you get to ask questions of senators and
congressmen and people in places like the
State Dept. and the Supreme Court.”

BREAKFAST WITH ARCHER

This year Houston students will meet with
a Washington representative of a labor union
to discuss the wage-price freeze. They also
will attend sessions with officials from the
Office of Economic Opportunity, the Dept.
of Justice and the Pentagon. One morning
they will breakfast with U.S. Rep. Bill Archer
of Houston and hear other Texas representa-
tives and senators. Last year Senator Tower,
Supreme Court Justice Byron R. White and
CES newsman Marvin Ealb talked with the
students.

“When I first went to the sessions last
year, I thought it might be mostly just speak-
ers giving boring lectures,” said Joe Bily of
1620 Airline Dr., another senior at Reagan.
“But they only talked for 15 minutes out of
every hour and we asked questions the rest
of the time.”

INFORMAL SESSIONS

Another Reagan senior who attended last
year, Barbara Hernandez of 1003 Archer St.,
stressed there are no academic requirements
for the program other than passing grades
and that sessions are informal.

Teachers approve the program, too.

“I've been teaching government here for
elght years, but I learned a lot on the trip
myself,” said Miss Maguire, who is going
again this year.

“And students who went before speak up
more in class and explaln to the others.”

At least one former participant is already
getting involved in the political process, she
sald. EKarl Doerner, 18, went on the Close Up
trip last year from Lamar High School. Now
he is running for the Houston school board
in the Nov. 20 city election.

“Some of us are starting a voter registra-
tion project for 1B-year-olds through the
Rotary-sponsored Interact Club at school,”
sald Nelson.

[From the Tulsa Daily World, Jan. 28, 1971]
TuLsans DUE FiesT “CLOSE UP"” LOOK AT
CAPITAL
(By Ronald E. Butler)

A group of Tulsa educators will meet
Thursday to work out plans for citywide par-
ticipation in a new program called “Close Up”
which offers students a week’s intensive study
of American government in Washington.

Instead of just touring the major buildings
at the Capital, the students will be involved
in Seminars with leading government officlals
and the faculty of Johns Hopkins University.

To participate, many students will be asked
to provide their own transportation and tui-
tion costs, about $348 per student. Buf a
campalgn is being planned to raise funds to
provide scholarships for at least three stu-
dents from each Tulsa high school.

The “Tulsa Week” in Washington March
14-21 will lead off Close Up’s series of week-
long sessions and officially open the program's
work.

The Tulsa students will be first to try the
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program because of Steve Janger, coordinator
of special programs for Close Up. A native of
Oklahoma City and a University of Okla-
homa graduate, Janger sald he wanted an
Oklahoma community to be the first and
found Tulsa's educators receptive to the pro-
gram.

The cities of Fort Lauderdale, Fla. (Brow=-
ard County Public Schools) and Houston will
have their weeks after Tulsa.

Janger said Close Up tries to avold the
standard fare students get on tours of Wash-
ington. Instead it is lots of study and inter-
action with those who know government. The
hope is that enough will be learned about the
government to convince young people that
it is possible to activate change within the
"s?stﬂm."

“We want to show that contempt before
examination is pretty stupid,” said Janger.
“The idea is that if you're going to be a rock
thrower, you ought to be an informed rock
thrower.”

The project focuses on high school stu-
dents who are interested in government and
of average ability because it is these young-
sters who could become the college student
rock throwers if they don't know enough
about the true functions of government to
reject the sloganeering of radical organiza-
tions.

Close Up lists a notable and diverse group
of advisers. Included are U.S. Sens. J. William
Fulbright, Frank Church, Barry Goldwater,
John Tower and Birch Bayh, a number of
congressmen and numerous leaders of state
and national government, political parties,
ethnic groups and minorities. Oklahoma Lt.
Gov. George Nigh also is an adviser.

‘“We've got every notch on the political
spectrum represented,” sald Janger. “What
other organization has brought Fulbright
and Goldwater together?

“This meeting Thursday will be our first
big step in the direction of finalizing plans
for Tulsa. The mechanics get started then
to mobilize community support.”

The meeting, set for 4 p.m. at the Edu-
cation Service Center, will be with teachers
from the 13 Tulsa private, public and pa-
rochial high schools, The teachers (and their
principals) will coordinate Close Up at their
respective schools.

The teachers will be asked to organize a
coordinating committee to decide details of
the Tulsa operation. Janger sald it is not
certain how many Tulsa students will go.

Close Up charges a tuition of $225, which
includes meals, lodging and instructional
fees, but not transportation. Janger said that
transportation by charter flight from Tulsa to
Washington round trip will run about $123
per student, for a total cost of $348.

Most of the students going will pay their
own way, but there will be from 39 to 52 stu-
dents making the trip on scholarships to be
provided through a Tulsa fund-raising drive.
The 13 teachers also will go by scholarship.

The scholarship quota at each school will
be one teacher and three students, with one
student as an “alternate” to go along if there
is enough money to finance four at each
school. With four at each school (including
teacher) the total cost would be $18,096, and
with the alternates going the cost would be
$22,620.

Janger sald he met in December with mem-
bers of Tulsa’s business and clvic commu-
nity to seek their support. A public solicita-
tion from the general community may be
chosen as a way to raise additional funds, he
said.

In addition to the students going on
scholarships, any other student whose family
can pay the costs will be able to go. In Fort
Lauderdale about 270 students may be mak-
ing the trip, but Janger stressed that Tulsa
could set any goal desirable.

He said it will be up to the local organizers
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to determine whether the participation is
limited to seniors, juniors or sophomores. Dr.
Gordon Cawelti, superintendent of schools,
has turned coordination of the program over
to W. Leroy Tharp, administrative director of
secondary schools.

Cawelti has endorsed the program heartily.

“It’s kind of a real world experience which
is excellent for students, and I'm hopeful we
can get pretty wide-spread participation,”
Cawelti saild. “It’s better than the typical
tour of the nation’s Capitol in that it affords
& close-in look at the politics of national gov-
ernment.

"We're doing as much as we can to get large
numbers of youngsters from each of the high
schools to participate. We feel there are a
number of families that can support the
program themselves, and there could be a
number of scholarships for students less able
to support the cost.”

Principals at each high school in Tulsa
have further information and application
forms, or will have them soon, said Janger.

Close Up's organizers say America’s future
may depend on how much youngsters really
know sabout their own government before
they leave their hometowns for college, where
they will be exposed to highly vocal views
from every quarter.

The program attempts to equip the young-
sters with hard, incontrovertible information
about the mechanics of this nation’s gov-
ernment. It is hoped that the students will
then share this information with their class-
mates.

“While In Washington, the students will
be involved in head-to-head discussions with
the congressmen, senators, committee staf-
fers, administration figures, judges, lobbyists,
reporters, politicians, ambassadors and plain
concerned citizens who contribute to the
daily complexity that is our government," &
Close Up brochure states,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
8. 2567

At the request of the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. Hruska), the Benator
from Illinois (Mr. PErcY) was added as
a cosponsor of S. 2567, to facilitate pros-
ecutions for certain crimes and offenses
committed aboard aircraft, and for other
purposes.

5. 3410

At the request of the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. ALLoTT), the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. Baker) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 3410, to amend chapter 5,
United States Code, to revise the special
pay structure relating to members of the
uniformed services, and for other pur-
pOSses.

5, 3905

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLorT), the
Senator from California (Mr. TUNNEY),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY),
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
WirrLiams) were added as cosponsors of
S. 3905, to amend chapter 73 of title 10,
United States Code, to establish a sur-
vivor benefit plan, and for other pur-
poses.

5. 3922

At the request of Mr. Percy, the Sena-
tor from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK) was
added as a cosponsor of 8. 3922, a bill re-
lating to employment of inmates in Fed-
eral and District of Columbia penal and
correctional institutions.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 362—RESOLU-
TION TO CONVENE AN INTERNA-
TIONAL CONVENTION TO RE-
SOLVE THE CRISIS OF INTERNA-
TIONAL TERRORISM

(Referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.)

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, in the
wake of the slaughter of 11 members of
the Israeli Olympic team, I am submit-
ting a resolution that would urge the
President to call for an international
convention to deal with the mounting
problem of international terrorism.

Mr. President, this latest episode at
Munich is certainly not the first inci-
dence of international terrorism nor is it
the most bloody. However, because of the
circumstances under which it took place,
it has focused public attention, as never
before, on a problem desperately in need
of resolution. The nations of the world—
America included—cannot afford the
continuation of incidents like the Lod
Airport massacre, the hijacking of air-
craft from one nation to another, or
the slaughter at Munich. Just as one
skyjacking begets another, terrorism, if
unchecked, promotes more terrorism. The
time has come to take action, to spot-
light the problem and do something
about it.

In contemplating the possible con-
sequences of the killing of the 11 Israeli
Olympians, I am reminded of the his-
tory of skyjacking. Up until the 1960’s, it
was practically unheard of. Then a plane
was hijacked and ordered to Cuba—suc-
cessfully. The result was that, almost
before we knew it, the idea caught on
and plane after plane was being taken
to Cuba.

Lately, a new wrinkle has been added—
hijacking involving political or financial
ransom, with the culprit often attempt-
ing to parachute to safety. The first time
it was tried, a hijacker parachuted from
the plane over Nevada and disappeared
with $200,000. Subsequently, there has
been a rash of skyjackings—either for
financial profit or to obtain a political
objective or both. Most of these efforts
have been unsuccessful, but the attempts
continue spurred on by the initial suc-
cess and by the publicity each such at-
tempt generates.

The same trend can be seen in the de-
velopment of terrorist activity. Once an
individual or group perpetrates an act of
terror, achieves an objective, or attracts
wide public attention, other terrorists
seek to get on the bandwagon. We can
see the effects in Vietnam, in the Middle
East, in Northern Ireland, and even here
in the United States. Only when the ter-
rorists realize they will fail, that the pen-
alty will be heavy and that there will be
no easy sanctuary to flee to, or operate
from, will this type of activity subside.
Those nations which condone terrorism,
and which allow terrorists to operate,
unimpeded, from their territory, must
share the responsibility—and the
blame—for the consequences.

It is in the interests of all nations to
curb the growth of international terror-
ism. If lunatics are able to achieve one
objective through planned violence, what
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is to stop them from using the same
tactics for other purposes—such as over-
throwing existing governments or dis-
rupting the economie, social, and politi-
cal life of a nation. The result of un-
checked international terrorism can
only be international anarchy and that
helps no one but the terrorists. A con-
ference to explore ways and means of
reducing the menace can only be of ben-
efit to all concerned.

Just convening such a conference would
put would-be terrorists on notice that
people are no longer going to stand idly
by and permit this terrorism to continue
unchecked.

If, after convening the conference, the
participants agreed to pool their infor-
mation and coordinate their investiga-
tory activities with regard to terrorists,
a great deal more could be accomplished.

And, finally, any steps toward estab-
lishing guidelines for handling interna-
tional terrorism or in deciding how to
deal with nations that provide a sanc-
tuary for terrorists and/or a base for
continuing terrorist activity would con-
tribute greatly toward resolving this
problem.

People around the world have been
shocked by what has happened at the
XX Olympiad. However, if the expres-
sions of shock and remorse are not fol-
lowed up by a resolution to crack down
on such activity in the future, the nations
of the world will be inviting a repeat
performance. In the hope that there is
near unanimity that the time has come
to do something, I introduce this reso-
lution and urge the Senate to pass it as
soon as possible. The sooner we act, and
the nations of the world act, the quicker
we can halt the suffering that interna-
tional terrorism generates.

The resolution reads as follows:

SENATE RESOLUTION 362

Whereas, there exists today an interna-
tional traffic in acts of terrorism, and

Whereas, the injury caused by such acts
is shared by all nations, and

Whereas, this problem must be resolved by
all nations acting in concert: Therefore be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the President request the immediate
convening of an international convention to
resolve the problem of international traffic
in acts of terrorism.

FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING ACT—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 1484

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. NELSON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (H.R. 14370) to provide pay-
ments to localities for high-priority ex-
penditures, to encourage the States to
supplement their revenue sources, and
to authorize Federal collection of State
individual income taxes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1495

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. CHURCH (for himself and Mr.
NEeLson), submitted an amendment in-
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tended to be proposed by them jointly
to the bill (H.R. 14370}, supra.
AMENDMENT NO. 1496

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. NELSON (for himself and Mr.
CHURCH), submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them jointly
to the hill (H.R. 14377), supra.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in the
company of the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON), we are
today submitting two amendments de-
signed to help pay for the revenue shar-
ing bill now before the Senate.

The amendments would accomplish
this through a measure of tax reform
plugging certain loopholes in the Inter-
nal Revenue Code. If enacted, they
would raise nearly $4 billion a year in
additional revenues.

It is nothing less than fiscal folly, Mr.
President, to pass this huge revenue
sharing bill without raising a dime to
pay for it. The Federal Government has
no revenue to share, only mounting
debts. It is foolhardy to go further into
debt, borrowing the billions this bill
would give away to State and local
governments.

The revenue sharing bill would ap-
propriate approximately $29.5 billion for
distribution during a 5-year period and,
in addition, would authorize supplemen-
tal funds totaling $4 billion for an ap-
proximate total of $33.5 billion.,

The Senate will demonstrate an irre-
sponsibility equal to that of the Nixon
administration if we approve this bill
without raising the revenues with which
to finance it.

The budget is already hemorrhaging
out of control; deficit spending is run-
ning rampant; the Federal cupboard is
bare.

During President Nixon's 4 years in
the White House the Federal debt will
have risen by more than $100 billion, an
amount that greatly exceeds the com-
bined increase under our four previous
Presidents, Truman, Eisenhower, Ken-
nedy, and Johnson.

I cannot vote for this revenue-sharing
measure, Mr. President, unless we show
the gumption to pay for it.

Accordingly, I send to the desk, on my
own behalf and that of the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NELsoN), the two amend-
ments, and ask that they be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BENTSEN). The amendments will be re-
ceived and printed, and will lie on the
table.

Mr. CHURCH. I ask unanimous con-
sent, Mr. President, to have printed in
the REcorp a short explanation which
I have prepared of each of the two
amendments.

There being no objection, the explana-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
Recorbp, as follows:

EXPLANATIONS
1. STRENGTHEN THE PROVISIONS OF THE
MINITMUM TAX

Although the Tax Reform Act of 1969
adopted & minimum tax on income derived
from tax preference provisions, it has many
shortcomings. As a result, it is still possible

for the very rich to pay little or no tax. The
minimum tax is defective because 1t contalns
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unnecessary exemptions and because its tax
rate of 10 percent is unreasonably low. The
proposed amendment would make three ma-
jor changes in the tax treatment of the four
major tax preference ltems—stock options,
bad debts, depletion, and capital galn—of
the minimum tax. First, it would repeal the
provision of existing law that allows regular
income taxes to be deducted from these tax
preference items. Second, it would lower the
present $30,000 exemption to $12,000. Finally,
it would increase the minimum tax rate from
10 percent to 50 percent of the regular in-
come tax rate that would otherwise apply.
The tax treatment of the other items of tax
preference in the minimum tax provision
would not be changed. Yield: $1.9-billion.
2. REPEAL THE ASSET DEFRECIATION RANGE SYS-
TEM (ADR) ALLOWING FOR A 20-PERCENT IN=-
CREASE IN DEPRECIATION ALLOWANCE ENACTED
IN 1971
As a result of tax changes approved in 1971,
businessmen can now take depreciation on
their plant and equipment at a rate of 20
percent faster than before, without regard
to the actual useful lives of their assets.
This tax change, which the Administration
first attempted to achieve by quietly chang-
ing tax regulations, will cost the Treasury
27.56 billlon during the decade of the 1970's.
Before 1971, the tax laws already provided
for generous accelerated depreclation allow-
ance. Also, in 1971, Congress restored the
much enacted 7 percent investment tax
credit to stimulate investment. The ADR sys-
tem was, therefore, a costly and unnecessary
tax windfall to businesses using depreciable
assets. Originally, ADR was justified on the
grounds that it would stimulate the economy.
ADR has been in effect for over a year and
the evidence does not support such a con-
clusion. Yield: $1.8-billion.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) has submitted two amendments
on behalf of both of us, one of them re-
lating to the repeal of the asset depreci-
ation range system, and the other relat-
ing to a minimum tax, both of which we
are sponsoring together.

I now send to the desk an additional
amendment in my own behalf respecting
a reduction of the percentage depletion
rates on oil, gas, and certain other min-
erals.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, these
amendments to H.R. 14370 would, if en-
acted responds to the much-pronounced
but little honored call for tax reform.
Also, these amendments offer a means
of paying in large part the presently pro-
posed revenue-sharing program. We must
provide the funds for the revenue-shar-
ing program for otherwise we will be
taking away the money provided by this
bill, by higher taxes or higher interest
rates. Certainly Congress and the Presi-
dent intends revenue sharing to be a
reality, not a ruse.

If we are to provide for a new program
of revenue sharing, we must provide for
its financing. To do less, would be irre-
sponsible. We must provide the money to
pay for this program otherwise we are
deceiving the States and cities and add-
ing to the national debt.

One of the main arguments against
revenue sharing has been that there are
no revenues to share. The fiscal 1972
deficit was about $23 billion. Estimates
for the fiscal 1973 deficit range from $30

29829

to $40 billion. And the recent Brookings
study of the Federal budget concludes
that there will be a substantial budget
gap even when we return to full employ-
ment. Under these circumstances, many
people wonder whether this is the time
to embark on a new program costing the
Federal Government $30 billion over the
next 5 years.

These amendments would meet this
argument head on. They would raise $4.1
billion in 1973, and increasing amounts
thereafter—enough to finance 80 percent
of the revenue-sharing program. It would
allow us to provide funds to State and
local governments without a large in-
crease in the national debt. I would think
that everyone would welcome this oppor-
tunity to stem the growing national debt
without denying funds to students or the
poor.

This approach would greatly reduce
the cost of revenue sharing. For if the
Federal Government borrows the funds
to be distributed to State and local gov-
ernments—as it will have to unless steps
are taken to finance the new program—
there will be a substantial interest charge.
Indeed, it has been estimated that over
the next 5 years the interest cost would
be over $5 billion. Most of this cost is
avoided if the amendments are adopted.

Of course, the argument for tax reform
goes far beyond the question of additional
revenues. It is also a matter of funda-
mental equity.

Tax reform has now become one of the
most important issues in the Nation. The
Federal income tax system is widely re-
garded as a national disgrace. According
to Treasury figures, there were 1,338
Americans who earned $50,000 or more
in 1970 but paid no income tax at all; 106
individuals with adjusted gross incomes
exceeding $200,000 paid no Federal in-
come tax in 1970. Incredibly, three tax-
payers with adjusted gross income of
more than a million dollars each pay no
income tax at all.

In addition, there is a substantial num-
ber of people who do not pay their fair
share of taxes. The same inequity ap-
plies to corporations. More than 40 per-
cent of U.S. corporations paid no Federal
income tax at all in fiscal 1970.

Disclosure of tax loop holes such as
these has led to a new round of popular
protest against tax injustice. Throughout
the country, taxpayers are insisting on
reform to insure that every citizen bears
his fair share of the Nation's taxes.

The Congress owes it to the Nation to
respond. It has the opportunity to enact
meaningful reforms now and thereby lay
the groundwork for the sort of compre-
hensive tax reform that should be our
highest priority next year.

These amendments deal with areas
where the need for reform is greatest:

The first amendment would substan-
tially reduce the depletion allowance
available to the oil industry, which en-
abled the 20 largest oil companies to pay
Federal income taxes at the rate of less
than 9 percent in 1970.

The second amendment would signif-
icantly strengthen the provisions of the
minimum tax, which Congress passed in
1969 to reduce the windfall tax benefits
available to individuals and corporations.
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Finally the third amendment would
repeal the accelerated depreciation speed
up—ADR—passed last year as part of
the Revenue Act of 1971. Even before the
1971 act was passed, a number of the Na-
tion’s largest corporations were already
using accelerated depreciation to reduce
their taxes to the vanishing point. There
is no justification for the additional
speedup enacted in 1971; it should be
terminated now.

I ask unanimous consent that a brief
explanation of the three amendments
and their revenue gain be printed in the
REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the explana-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

SuMMARY OF TAX REFORM AMENDMENTS
TO H.R. 14370 To BE OFFERED BY SENA-
TOR GAYLORD NELSON

1., STRENGTHEN THE FPROVISIONS OF THE

MINIMUM TAX

Although the Tax Reform Act of 1969
adopted a minimum tax on income derived
from tax preference provisions, it has many
shortcomings. As a result, it is still possible
for the very rich to pay little or no tax. The
minimum tax is defective because 1t contains
unnecessary exemptions and because it's tax
rate of 10 percent is unreasonably low. The
proposed amendment would make three ma-
Jor changes In the tax treatment of the four
major tax preference items—stock options,
bad debts, depletion, and capital gain—of
the minimum tax. First, it would repeal the
provision of existing law that allows regular
income taxes to be deducted from these tax
preference items. Second, it would lower the
present $30,000 exemption to $12,000. Finally,
it would increase the minimum tax rate from
10 percent to 24 percent for corporations,
and from 10 percent to half of the regular
income tax rate for individuals. The tax
treatment of the other items of tax prefer-
ence in the minimum tax provision would
not be changed by this amendment.

2. REPEAL THE ASSET DEPRECIATION RANGE
BYSTEM (ADE) ALLOWING FOR A 20-PER-
CENT INCREASE IN DEPRECIATION ALLOWANCE
ENACTED IN 1871

As a result of tax changes approved in
1971 businessmen can now take depreciation
on their plant and equipment at a rate of 20
percent faster than before and without re-
gard to the actual useful lives of their as-
sets. This tax change, which the Adminis-
tration first attempted to achieve by quietly
changing tax regulations, will cost the Treas-
ury 27.5 billion during the decade of the
1970's. Before 1971, the tax laws already pro-
vided for generous accelerated depreciation
allowance, Also In 1971 Congress restored
the much enacted 7 percent investment tax
credit to stimulate investment, The ADR
system was, therefore, a costly and unneces-
sary tax windfall to businesses using de-
preciable assets. Originally, ADR was justified
on the grounds that it would stimulate the
economy. ADR has been in effect for over a
year and the evidence does not support such
a conclusion.

3. REDUCE THE MAXIMUM DEPLETION RATE
FROM 22 TO 15 PERCENT

The present law allows oil producers and
producers of certain other minerals and met-
als to receive 22 percent of the gross income
from their wells or mineral deposits tax-free,
80 long as it does not exceed 50 percent of
the net income. As a result, the cost of the
average well or mineral property is being re-
covered many times. The proposed amend-
ment would merely reduce the maximum de-
pletion allowance to a more reasonable rate.
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1973 Revenue Gains of Senator Nelson’s Taz

Reform Amendments to H.R. 14370
[In billlons of dollars]

1. Strengthening the minimum tax_.._ $1.9

2. Repeal the asset depreciation range
system (ADR)

3. Reduce the maximum depletion al-
lowance from 22 percent to 15 per-

Mr. NELSON. Acceptance of these
amendments will not end the need for
more thoroughgoing tax reform. Earlier
this year, along with 11 other Senators,
I introduced legislation (S. 3378) to close
a large number of other loopholes. But
these amendments to H.R. 14370 can and
should be passed now. The reforms rec-
ommended here have been the subject of
extensive debate in recent years. They
are widely known and understood. They
have received detailed hearings in Con-
gress in connection with the Tax Reform
Act of 1969 and the Revenue Act of 1971.
There is no excuse for not doing at least
this much this year.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the amendments be printed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the amend-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1404
At the end of the bill insert the following:
TITLE IV—INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
AMENDMENTS
SEc. 401, REDUCTION OF PERCENTAGE DEPLETION
RATES ON OIL AND GAS AND CER-
TAIN OTHER MINERALS

(a) Sectlon 613(b)(1) of the Internal

Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to percent-
age depletion rate on oil and gas wells and
certain other minerals) is amended by strik-
ing out “22 percent" and inserting in lieu
thereof “15 percent”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to taxable years beginning
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT No. 1495
At the end of the bill insert the following:
TITLE IV—INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
AMENDMENTS
Sec. 401. REPEAL OF Asser DEPRECIATION
RANGE BYSTEM

(a) Section 167(m) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 19564 (relating to the Asset De-
preclation Range’System) is repealed.

(b) Sectlon 167(a) of such Code (relating
to a reasonable allowance for depreciation)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“Such reasonable allowance shall be com-
puted, subject to the provisions of Revenue
Procedure 62-21 (except for the provisions for
the reserve ratio test) as in effect on Janu-
ary 1, 1971, on the basis of the expected use-
ful life of property in the hands of the tax-
payer.”

(¢) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to property placed in service
after December 381, 1871, The amendment
made by subsection (b) shall apply to tax-
able years ending after December 31, 1971,
but shall not apply to property placed in
service by the taxpayer during the calendar
year 1871 if an election has been made to
have the provisions of section 167(m) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 apply to such
property.
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AMENDMENT No. 1496
At the end of the bill insert the following:

TITLE IV—INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
AMENDMENTS

SEc. 401. MINITMUM TAX FOR TAX PREFERENCES

(a) Sectlon 56 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to imposition of the
minimum tax for tax preferences) s amend-
ed by redesignating subsections (b) and (c)
as (d) and (e), respectively, and by striking
out subsection (a) and inserting in lieu
thereof the following new subsections:

“(a) In GENERAL —In addition to the other
taxes imposed by this chapter, there is here-
by imposed for each taxable year, with re-
spect to the income of each person, a tax
equal to the sum of—

“(1) the tax on such person's category I tax
preference income (computed under section
(b)), and

*(2) the tax on such person’'s category IL
tax preference income (computed under sub-
section (¢) ).

“(b) CaTeEcORY I TAx PREFERENCE Tax.—For
purposes of subsection (a)(1), the tax on a
person’'s category I tax preference income is
10 percent of the amount (if any) by which—

“{1) the sum of the items of tax prefer-
ence set forth in paragraphs (2), (3), (4),
(6), and (10) of section 57(a) In excess of
the category I exemption, is greater than

“(2) the sum of—

“(A) the taxes imposed by the chapter
for the taxable year (computed without re-
gard to this part and without regard to the
taxes imposed by sections 531 and 541) re-
duced by the sum of the credits allowable
under—

“(1) section 33 (relating to foreign tax
credit),

“(11) section 37
income),

T ({i1) section 38 (relating to investment
credit),

“(iv) section 40 (relating to expenses of
work incentive program), and

“(v) section 41 (relating to contributions
to candidates for public office); and

“(B) the tax carryovers to the taxable

year.
For purposes of ths subsection, the category
I exemption is £30,000 minus the amount of
the category II exemption that the taxpayer
elects to use.

‘“{c) CATEGORY II TAX PREFERENCE Tax—
For purposes of subsection (a)(2), the tax
on a person’s category II tax preference in-
come is—

“(1) in the case of a corporation, 24 per-
cent of the amount (if any) by which the
sum of the items of tax preference set forth
in paragraphs (6), (7) (8), and (9) of sec~
tion 57(a) exceeds the taxpayer's category
II exemption, and

“(2) in the case of a taxpayer other than
a corporation, a tax, on the amount (if any)
by which the sum of the items of tax pref-
erence set forth in paragraphs (6), (7), (8),
and (9) of section 57(a) exceeds the tax-
payer’s category I exemption, equal to one-
half of the tax which would be imposed under
section 1 by treating the amount of such
excess as the taxable income for the taxable
year.

For purposes of this subsection, the cate-
gory II exemption is the amount, not ex-
ceeding $12,000, that the taxpayer elects
(at such time and in such manner as the
Secretary or his delegate prescribes by reg-
ulations) to use for the taxable year.”

(b) Section 568 (d) of such Code, as redes-
fgnated by subsection (a) (relating to defer-
ral of tax liability In case of certain net
operating losses), is amended to read as fol-
lows:

(relating to retirement
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“(d) DEFERRAL OF TAX LIABILITY IN CASE OF
CERTAIN NET OPERATING LOSSES.—

*{1) IN cENERAL—If fOor any taxable year
a person—

“{A) has a net operating loss any portion
of which (under section 172) remains as a
net operating loss carryover to a succeeding
taxable year, and

“(B) has items of ax preference taxable
under subsection (b) or (c) for the taxable
year,
then an amount equal to the lesser of the tax
imposed by subsection (a) or 10 percent (or
such percent as may be determined under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
his delegate) of the amount of the net oper-
ating loss carryover described in subpara-
graph (A) shall be treated as tax liability not
imposed for the taxable year, but as imposed
for the succeeding taxable year or years pur-
suant to paragraph (2).

“{2) YEArR OF LIABILITY.—In any taxable
year in which any portion of the net operat-
ing loss carryover attributable to the items
of tax preference described in paragraph (1)
(B) reduces taxable income, the amount of
tax liability described in paragraph (1) shall
be treated as tax liability imposed in such
taxable year in an amount equal to 10 per-
cent (or such percent as may be determined
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary or his delegate) of such reduction.

“(3) PRIORITY OF APPLICATION —For pur-
poses of paragraph (2), if any portion of the
net operating loss carryover described in par-
agraph (1) (A) is not attributable to the
items of tax preference described in para-
graph (1) (B), such portion shall be con-
sidered as being applied in reducing taxable
income before such other portion.”

(e) Section 56(e) of such Code, as redes-
ignated by subsection (a) (relating to tax
carryovers) is amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (2) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

*(2) the sum of the items of tax preference
set forth in paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5),
and (10) of section 57(a) in excess of the
category I exemption for the taxable year,”;
and

(2) by striking out “subsection (a)™ in
the last sentence and inserting in lleu there-
of “subsection (b)".

(d) Section 58 of such Code (relating to
rules for application of the minimum tax)
is amended—

(1) by striking out “#30,000 amount speci-
fled In section 56 shall be $15,000" in sub-
section (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “830,-
000 and $12,000 amounts specified in sectlon
56 shall be $15,000 and £6,000, respectively”;

(2) by striking out *“$30,000 amount” in
subsections (b) and (¢) and inserting in
lieu thereof “$30,000 and $12,000 amounts';

(3) by striking 830,000 in subsection (¢)
and inserting in lieu thereof “$30,000 or
$12,000, as the case may be,";

(4) by striking out subsection (g); and

(5) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(h) Election Not To Claim Tax Prefer-
ences.—In the case of an item of tax pref-
erence whieh is a deduction from gross in-
come, the taxpayer may elect to walive the
deduction of all or part of such item, and
the amount so waived shall not be taken
into account for purposes of this part. In
the case of an item of tax preference de-
scribed in section 57(a) (9), the taxpayer may
elect to treat all or part of any capital gain
as gain from the sale or exchange of prop-
erty which is neither a capital asset nor
property described in section 1231, and the
amount treated as such gain shall not be
taken into account for purposes of this part.
An electlon under this subsection shall be
made only at such time and in such man-
ner as is described in regulations promul-
gated by the Secretary or his delegate, and
the making of such election shall constitute
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a consent to all terms and conditions as
may be set forth in the regulations as to the
effect of such election for purpcses of this
title.”

(e) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1971,

AMENDMENT NO. 1500

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, very heavy
emphasis has been placed, throughout
our discussions of H.R. 14370 and
amendments thereto, on the fiscal plight
of the States and localities. This plight
is made clear by data on State and local
general expenditures, which between
1955 and 1970 rose almost three times in
current dollar terms—from $33.7 billion
to $131.3 billion. During the same period
State and local revenues rose from $31.1
billion to $130.8 billion. This has re-
quired dramatic increases in State and
local taxes—in income taxes, sales taxes,
and, very prominently, in property taxes.

Real property taxes supply the bulk of
local government revenues. Of total local
government tax revenues of $38.8 billion
in 1970, local governments obtained $32.9
billion from property taxes, compared
to only $7 billion in 1950. State govern-
ments received $1 billion from property
taxes in 1970.

The burden of property taxes is
acutely felt throughout the country. Ex-
cessive property taxes are driving our
older citizens from their homes, and
farmers from their farms. The need for
property tax reform is demonstrated by
such entrenched practices as:

Underassessment of large mineral.
commercial and industrial properties;

Unnecessary and unfair exemptions
for certain groups;

Indiscriminate creation of special tax-
ing districts in which all property is free
from tax, or taxed at very low rates;

Federal or State government prop-
erty, including government land or
buildings, which is leased to private
commercial and industrial users, but
which is not taxable by local jurisdic-
tions;

Property owned by local jurisdictions
which is leased for industrial and com-
mercial use but is tax-free because still
owned by the jurisdiction;

Exemptions for classes of homeowners
regardless of the income or assets of such
persons;

Administration of the tax by unpro-
fessional, part-time assessors; and

Fragmentation of States into hun-
dreds, even thousands, of taxing juris-
dictions.

For much too long a time we in the
Federal Government have turned aside
constituent complaints about unfair and
excessive property taxes, considering
them to be purely and irremediably a
local matter. We must now face this issue
directly. We are now in the process of
enacting a really revolutionary program
that will give to the States and the local-
ities large amounts of essentially string-
free money for their use as they see fit.
We have broken, for these States and
localities, the link between revenue rais-
ing and spending. Critics of revenue
sharing have claimed, with some validity,
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that it will foster a spirit of irrespon-
sibility among such local governments:
that there will be no felt awareness by
them that the money they are given to
spend is actually money raised—through
Federal individual income taxes—from
their own citizens.

Thus I think the Federal Government
has a right and an obligation to require
property tax reform. This would help ac-
complish two purposes. First, it would
help eliminate the very substantial in-
equities that exist in property taxation
within the States. Second, it would help
make sure that local governments are
using the fairest, most equitable, and
most efficient techniques by which to
raise local property tax funds.

If reformed, property taxes can be fair,
efficient, and progressive. What is needed
is competent, objective and uniform ap-
plication of the tax in order to broaden
the base, open the system to public scru-
tiny and easy appeal, and establish uni-
form statewide assessment, accounting,
and management systems. I hope and ex-
pect that these reforms will result in
lower property taxes for homeowners.

At the same time we must encourage
States to implement programs of relief
to elderly and other low-income property
taxpayers for whom rapidly escalating
property tax costs have become unbear-
able, punitive burdens.

Thus I am submitting, with Senator
MaTHIAS, an amendment to H.R. 14370 to
create a new title IV to be called the
Property Tax Assistance and Reform
Act of 1972.

This new title establishes a program
of grants to the States, to be adminis-
tered by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, equal to 50 percent
of the amount spent by States as prop-
erty tax relief for elderly and other low-
income homeowners and renters. Several
States, including Wisconsin, Minnesota,
California, Vermont, and EKansas, and
most recently Illinois, have enacted such
State programs. These tax relief pay-
ments are usually called “circuit break-
ers” because they enable the State to step
into the system to assist poor homeown-
ers and renters to meet their tax bills.

Such a program works as follows: For
example, if the property tax bill of an
elderly person exceeds 8 percent of his
income, that person then becomes eligible
for relief in the form of a grant from
the State. Maximum grants would be
limited to $300. Over an income of $3,000,
the maximum grant would drop by $5 per
each additional $200 of income. For ex-
ample, if an elderly property owner has
an income of $3,000 and his property tax
exceeded 8 percent of his income, the
State would pay the excess up to $300.
If the property owner has an income of
$3,200, the maximum State payment
would be $295. An elderly household with
income over $15,000 would not be eligible.

Such a program would also include
renters. About 25 percent of one year's
rent applies to property taxes. Hence,
seniors and other low-income renters
would be eligible for rebates on 25 per-
cent of their rents.

This would not be a tax forgiveness
scheme. The assessment is made, and the
tax is levied, as usual. The citizen then
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applies for a rebate from the State for
the excess amount of tax. Property tax
circuit-breaker programs would in no
way be limited to the amounts stated in
the bill.

In order to qualify for such Federal
grants, however, the States must imple-
ment certain basic tax reforms. Such re-
forms have been proposed by the Advi-
sory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations. Their utility has been asserted
in hearings held by Senator MuskIg, who
as chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
tergovernmental Relations of the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee, has held
several sets of hearings on this issue be-
ginning last May. They are, in my view,
badly needed. Senator MuskIE has as-
sured me and Senator MarHias that he
plans to continue these hearings and that
these proposals will be fully considered.

Essentially, all these reforms are di-
rected at the assessment side of the
property tax collection process, not at the
setting of property tax rates, which
would remain an entirely local preroga-
tive. This title provides that the States
would have to move to implement the
following reforms to be eligible for Fed-
eral grants:

Establish a system of State supervision
of property tax assessment by the coun-
ties and other localities;

Establish a program for training and
certification of those individuals charged
with assessment and administration of
the real property tax in the localities,
in order to develop a highly professional
corps of assessors;

Establish a uniform system of real
property tax assessment rolls, billing
practices, and related administrative
practices and records;

Establish systems under which in-
dividual taxpayers will be supplied with
statements, not later than 60 days before
the date on which payment of that tax is
due, which disclose the assessed value of
the property, the percentage of value at
which the property is assessed, and the
rate of tax at which the property is taxed.
Such statements shall also include the
results of comprehensive assessment
ratio studies of the assessment and taxa-
tion of property in the taxpayer’s neigh-
borhood;

Undertake annual assessment ratio
studies of the average level of assess-
ment, the degree of assessment uniformi-
ty., and overall compliance with assess-
ment requirements for each major class
of real property in each county or other
political subdivision in the State, in order
to insure that property tax evasion is
curtailed; and

Define the base for real property taxa-
tion, and clearly establish what classes
of property are to be exempt from taxa-
tion. Very important is a requirement
that the State determine the total as-
sessed valuation of real property in each
excepted class and make that informa-
tion available to the public, so that, in
many cases for the first time, States will
know how much their exempt properties
are costing real revenue.

A key requirement is that States must
establish a system of appeals from the
determinations of assessors which will
provide for prompt, efficient disposal of
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such appeals. Citizens should be able to
appeal the assessment, rate of tax, or
exemption from tax of their own prop-
erty or any other real property, if he can
demonstrate that the challenged assess-
ment, rate of tax, or exemption adversely
affects him. If such challenges are suc-
cessful, States may be authorized to
assess the property, set the rate of tax,
or provide or withdraw the exemption
without the consent of local officials.

These are the essential reforms re-
quired to insure that States bring their
property tax systems into conformity
with modern standards of equity and
sound administration. The property tax,
apart from the tariff, is perhaps our
oldest tax. In theory, and in practice, it
remains in many, if not most, States in
the same form it took in the 19th cen-
tury. Once intended to be a tax levied
by the States, State governments have
over the years allowed the administra-
tion of the property tax to devolve to the
lowest levels of local government.

In Illinois, more than 1,400 separate
Jurisdictions levy property taxes. There
are rampant disparities of tax between
jurisdictions that are immediately adja-~
cent to each other. This “balkanization”
of tax jurisdictions is one of the reasons
why homeowners are bearing such ter-
ribly high property taxes, while at the
same time we hear reports of industrial,
commercial, and other properties being
exempted from tax, or being grossly
underassessed, and it is a major reason
for this title. More than enough exam-
ples of such abuses have been brought to
light by Senator Muskig’'s subcommit-
tee’s hearings, to which Senator METCALF
has contributed to such a great extent,
to justify the reforms set forth in this
title.

Thus the purpose of this legislation is
double. It is first to glve States an incen-
tive to reform their property taxes. It is
second to give States an incentive to ex-
pand or to implement “circuit breaker”
programs of property tax relief for low-
income homeowners, including particu-
larly the elderly. These are two critically
important objectives.

But we believe that the central justi-
fication for the bill remains the fact that
we now have an obligation, stemming
from the imminent enactment of a major
revenue-sharing program, to ask the
States to implement the best, most equi-
table tax systems, they can devise. We
ask them to modernize rigorously the
management and administration of the
basic tax which finances local govern-
ment operation. The result, we believe,
will be a more equitable real property
tax which ends tax favoritism for the
politically influential, brings more pres-
ently exempt property into the tax base,
and thus enables communities to lower
their property tax rates, particularly for
homeowners.

I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment by the distinguished Senator from
Maryland (Mr. MatHIAS), together with
an insertion, be printed in the REcorb.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MATHIAS

I am pleased to join with the Senator from

Illinois (Mr. PERCY) in submitting an amend-
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ment to the historic revenue sharing bill be-
fore the Senate at this time, The purpose of
this amendment is to encourage and assist
state and local governments to reform their
property tax systems so that they are more
fair, equitable and responsive to the needs
and resources of all Americans.

One of the purposes of revenue sharing is
to improve the overall tax system of the
United States by using the federal income
tax, which is the best tax system we have
yet devised, to finance general projects of
state and local governments. This is in real-
ity fundamental tax reform. Another goal of
revenue sharing is to provide state and local
governments with the funds they need to
adequately respond to the needs and expec-
tations of our citizens.

To reach these goals of revenue sharing,
however, we must look beyond the provisions
of this bill as it stands before us today and
examine other parts of our tax and revenue
system. Most lmportantly, we must examine
the complex system of state and local prop-
erty taxes. Widespread dissatisfaction with
the cwrrent system of property taxes was
brought home very strongly to me last Jan-
uary, when I held public hearings in Towson,
Maryland, on the need for property tax re-
form. Public officials of all levels of govern-
ment and citizens from all walks of life came
forward at those hearings with example after
example of the inadequacy of the current
property tax system, and yet experts told us
that Maryland has one of the best property
tax systems in the United States.

Since those hearings, I have tried to de-
velop legislation which will lead to the re-
form in property taxes which we so urgently
need. The result of those efforts is the
amendment which the Senator from Illinols
and I are introducing today.

This amendment would provide grants to
states to reform their property tax adminis-
tration, would provide relief to low-income
individuals who are burdened with soaring
property taxes, and would enable each tax-
payer in America to know whether the prop-
erty taxes which he pays are his fair share
of the overall tax load.

I think this amendment speaks for itself,
and I hope each of my colleagues will find
the time to read it and will give it the en-
thusiastic support which I firmly believe it
deserves. I add certain material for printing
in the RECORD.

STATEMENT oOF SENATOR CHARLES McC.
MaTHIAS, JR., AT HEARINGS IN TowsoN, Mbp.,
oN PROPERTY Tax REFORM
Mr. MaTHIAS. I have called these hearings

to solielt the advice and counsel of Maryland

citizens and public officlals on a subject which
is Justly receiving increased attention
throughout our country: the very high rate
of local property taxes and the effect of these
taxes on American citizens and on the use of

America’s land.

The tax on land and buildings is the old-
est major tax in America—and one of the
most important. Nationally, these taxes pro-
vide some $38 billion a year to American gov=-
ernments. As a revenue producer, the prop-
erty tax is exceeded only by Federal Income
and social security taxes. It is used by over
70,000 local government units and by 23 state
governments. It produces 40 per cent of the
revenues raised by these governments and
two-thirds of the revenues raised by local
governments,

Throughout America, property taxes fi-
nance b4 per cent of local government costs
for education, 41 per cent of thelr costs for
health care, and 30 per cent of their costs
for welfare.

In the last 15 years, property taxes have
doubled.

Two hundred years ago in an agrarian so-
clety in which an individual's income and
wealth was usually directly related to the
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amount of land he owned, real property
seemed an appropriate basis for taxation
A farmer with a large amount of land could
afford to pay more tax than a farmer with
a small amount of land.

Today, of course, only a small percentage
of Americans derive thelr income and wealth
directly from land or other real property.
And so it should not surprise us that to
many citizens the philosophical legitimacy
of a very heavy tax on real property seems
obscure, while its inequities and inadequacies
seem very clear.

The great Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme
Court, John Marshall, stated in a leading de-
cision 152 years ago, “The power to tax is the
power to destroy”. Today, for millions of our
citizens, soaring property taxes are destroying
the American dream of owning one’s home.

Two letters which I have recently recelved
underscore the urgency of this problem. One
is from Mr. Frederick P. Babcock of 10771
Kinlock Road, Silver Spring, Maryland. He
writes:

“Mrs. Babcock and I heartily agree with
the position taken by President Nixon with
regard to the necessity of tax relief for the
elderly. . . . There is no argument about the
fact that real estate tazes are so high that
they are a great burden upon all taxpayers
and especlally on the elderly. A major reason
for this is the tremendous increase in school
taxes In recent years. . . . We agree that In
the interest of keeping America strong, a
good school system must be maintained, and
therefore everyone should help to pay the
cost. However, we also feel that some serious
consideration should be given to relieving
the elderly of at least a part of the school
X, o 5T

Another letter comes from Mr. and Mrs.
Willlam S. Gossard of 853 View BStreet,
Hagerstown, Maryland. They write:

“At present our family is involved in a
very serious financlal crisis in the form of
an increase of $3,800 property tax assess-
ment that will result in a $15.00 per month
increase in our house payment. This 30 year
old house was purchased in December
1970. . . . At the time of purchase we didn't
even take the optlonal mortgage insurance
because we felt we couldn't afford the addi-
tional expense to our payment.

“We are a family of seven with one wage
earner and a net income in the neighborhood
of $11,000 per year. We purchased this home
one year ago because the price seemed right
for our income and the house seemed suf-
ficlent for our family. In the twelve months
we have occupied this residence we have
faced a constant increase in all utilities in
this area. Needless to say, along with in-
creased rates at local hospital and mediecal
facilitles, clothing expenses, food expenses
and the like, it has been a constant struggle
and an increasing strain on our budget!”

The experiences of these homeowners are
shared by thousands of other Marylanders.

The Governor's Study Commission on Tax
Structure (the Mills Commission) stated in
its report of January, 1971.

“Property taxes Impair citzens' ability to
provide housing, and further increase would
worsen the problem, especially in Baltimore
City where the property iaxes are highest and
housing conditions are among the worst in
the state.”

The burden of the property tax is felt by
the tenant as well as the homeowners—and
by the owners of real property other than
homes.

The public dissatisfaction with the prop-
erty tax stems not only from the amount
of the tax but also from several other fac-
tors. First, the amount of the tax varies ac-
cording to who owns the property, where
it is located, and what it is used for. Prop-
erty owned by any agency or government,
churéhes or certain educational or philan-
thropic foundations is not taxed. In some
cities these exemptions mean that 50 per
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cent of the property within the core area of
the city is tax-free, which means, in effect,
that the tax rate on the remaining property
must be doubled.

In some states, the law provides special re-
lief if the property is owned by senior citi-
zens or veterans or new industries.

In Maryland, we provide that land used for
farming should be taxed at a rate different
from land used for other purposes. The justi-
fication fer this provision is that it prevents
the farmer from being taxed out of business,
that it preserves open green spaces, and ac-
cordingly, that it improves the environment
of the general community. But now some
Marylanders allege that this provision must
be rewritten to prevent abuse by persons who
are not bona fide farmers. Others feel it
should be repealed entirely. Others feel its
provisions should be liberalized to encourage
the preservation of open space by persons
who are not farmers.

The amount of tax varles also between
local jurisdiction, according to the revenue
needs and the resources of the jurisdiction,
the frequency, skill, and fairness of value
assessment, and the diligence of tax collec-
tors,

A number of other criticlsms have been
levelled at the property tax. Economists tell
us that the tax is regressive, that the poor
pay a higher percentage of their income in
property taxes than the affluent. A study by
the Brookings Institution in Washington
showed that taxpayers who earn less than
$4,000 carry twice the burden, in terms of
their avallable resources, as taxpayers who
earn more than §15,000. The regressive nature
of the property tax should be of speclal con-
cern since property taxes have doubled since
the late 1950's.

The soaring rates of the property tax evi-
dences another of its shortcomings. Revenues
from the property tax, unlike revenues from
the income tax, do not increase significantly
A8 OUr economy grows. As a result, govern-
ments which depend on revenues produced
by the property tax must ask for frequent
increases in the rate of the tax to meet their
higher costs of education, welfare, transpor-
tation, parks, and other services.

Recently some Americans have also alleged
that our current system of local property
taxes does violence to land itself. The local
property tax, coupled with local zoning au-
thority, is sald to frustrate county, state, and
regional land use planning, to encourage the
wrong type of development in the wrong
place at the wrong time.

One report based on research conducted
for a BSenate subcommittee recently stated
“Property taxation has a major effect on
patterns of land use and this effect is of
great significance In any effort to revive and
improve the metropolitan environment”. The
property tax, the report states, helps to en-
courage a pattern of development in which
“expanison is irregular and disordered, with
subdivisions, shopping centers, and factories
springing up far from the perimeter of the
urbanized area. . . . Leapfrogging of develop-
ment . . . requires that public improvements
and services be extended to 1slands of settle-
ment far from the city, resulting in increased
costs to both the individuals personally in-
volved and the entire metropolitan com-
munity”.

In summary, the local property tax in
America appears to be inequitable to the
taxpayer, inadequate as a provider of reve-
nue to local governments, and destructive
of any rational planned approach to metro-
politan growth.

Accordingly, a number of alternatives have
been suggested, including reform of property
tax administration, repeal of the current
exemptions from the tax or the granting of
new exemptions, a uniform state-wide prop-
erty tax, replacement of the property tax by
other state taxes or by a federal tax.

It has been suggested to President Nixon
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that he should ask Congress to enact a fed-
eral value-added tax to replace the local
property tax. Revenues from the federal tax
would be given to state and local govern-
ments on the condition that they reduce the
amount of their property tax. Other persons
in Washington have suggested that revenues
from an increase in federal income tax
should be used to offset local property taxes.

There are also a number of bills designed
to foster a better pattern of metropolitan
growth and overcome the adverse effects on
land use of factors such as America’s current
system of local and state property taxes. Last
year, I Introduced the National Land Use
Policy Act, S. 2564. This bill would establish
a systematic and comprehensive national
land use policy which would coordinate the
efforts of local, state, and federal agencies.
The bill recognizes that the primary responsi-
bility for land use planning must continue
to rest with state and local governments, but
it responds to the increasingly evident need
for coordinated, long-term planning. The bill
would provide the Secretary of the Interior,
Rogers Morton, the power to provide grants
to states to aid them in developing acceptable
land use plans and the means and manpower
to implement these plans. Hearings on this
bill have been held by the Senate Interior
Committee and I am hopeful that its pro-
posals will be enacted by the Congress dur-
ing the coming session. I would be happy to
provide any interested person with a copy
of this bill.

Ladies and gentlemen, I appreciate very
much your attendance here this morning
and your willingness to give me the benefit
of your experience in this im t area. I
know that some of you would like to be able
to reflect longer on this complex subject
and gather more information on which to
form your final judgment. But I appreciate
your sharing your current thoughts with me
and I hope that you will continue to keep
me informed in the future.

AMENDMENT NO. 1502

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. TAFT submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H.R. 14370), supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1504

(Ordered to be printed and fo lie on
the table.)

Mr. CHILES submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to House
bill 14370, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1505

Mr. ROTH (for himself and Mr. Tun-
NEY) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by them jointly to the
bill (H.R. 14370), supra.

INTERIM AGREEMENT ON LIMITA-
TION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE
WEAPONS—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1498 AND 1499

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. MUSKIE. I am, for myself and
Senators CransTON, HART, STEVENSON,
and SyMIincTON, submitting two amend-
ments to the Jackson amendment (No.
1406) to Senate Joint Resolution 241,
the interim agreement on offensive weap-
ons systems.

The operative clause of the Jackson
amendment reads as follows:

The Congress recognizes the principle of
United States-Soviet equality reflected in the
antiballistic missile treaty, and urges and

" requests the President to seek a future treaty

that, inter alia, would not limit the United
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States to levels of intercontinental strategic
forces inferior to the limits provided for the
Boviet Union.

As Senator Jackson has explained,
“levels of intercontinental strategic
forces” refers to numbers of ICBM's,
SLBM's, and intercontinental bombers,
taking into account the total payload—
throw-weight—capabilities of such
forces.

While these are vital elements of the
overall strategic balance, they are by no
means the only factor that must be taken
into account in measuring the relative
strength of the United States and the
Soviet Union. There are many other vital
factors such as numbers of warheads,
accuracy, megatonnage, survivability, de-
ployment, technical reliability, geo-
graphic factors, and the overall quality of
weapons systems that must be considered
in any measure of the nuclear balance of
pOwer.

I believe that the objective of our pol-
icy in future arms control negotiations
must be to stabilize the arms race on the
basis of equality in the deterrent capabil-
ities of the United States and the Soviet
Union. It is only on such a basis that
both powers will feel sufficiently secure
to refrain from further strategic arms
build-ups. I cannot imagine a more im-
portant goal of U.S. policy than the
achievement of this kind of equilibrium
that preserves our security, guarantees
the sufficiency of our defense, and frees
us from the dangers and debilitating ex-
pense of a spiraling arms race.

The purpose of each of my amend-
ments is to urge the President to seek
a future treaty that preserves an overall
equality, taking into account all relevant
factors that make up the strategic bal-
ance. It may well be that our negotiators
will want to propose general numerical
parities either overall or in particular
categories of strategic weapons systems,
but I do not believe we should prejudge
the negotiations and require them to do
so. Rather than placing our negotiators
in a sort of straitjacket during the next
round of negotiations, I believe we should
advise them only on the objective of
achieving overall equality in U.S.-Soviet
deterrent capabilities and allow them
flexibility in identifying the means which
will best achieve that objective. Such
flexibility, after all, permitted negotia-
tion of the interim agreement which
clearly serves our interests and preserves
an overall equality during the period of
the agreement even though it does not
provide for numerical equivalents.

My amendments would therefore strike
the language of the Jackson amendment
which reads “not limit the United States
to levels of intercontinental strategic
forces inferior to the limits provided for
the Soviet Union,” and replace this
phrase with language that urges the
maintenance of an overall equality. I
have introduced two amendments with
the same purpose—a short, simple
amendment and a longer one which sets
out the factors that could be consid-
ered in measuring the strategic balance.
The second amendment is an elabora-
tion of the first. I ask unanimous consent
that these two amendments be printed in
the Recorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the amend-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1408

On page 2, line 12, strike out the word
“not" and language following up to and in-
cluding the word “Union” on page 2, line 14,
and insert in lieu thereof: “maintain an over-
all equality between the United States and
the Soviet Union in nuclear strength and
guarantee the sufficlency of U.S. defense”.

AMENDMENT No. 14090

On page 2, line 12, strike out the word
“not" and language following up to and in-
cluding the word “Union” on page 2, line 14,
and insert in lleu thereof: “maintain an over-
all equality between the United States and
the Soviet Union In nuclear strength, taking
into account such components as numbers of
delivery vehicles, numbers of deliverable war-
heads, accuracy, throw-welght, gross and
equivalent megatonnage, technical reliability,
geography, deployment, survivability, overall
quality of weapons systems, and other fac-
tors, recognizing that inequalities In in-
dividual components of the nuclear balance
are acceptable providing that the overall
balance of nuclear power is preserved”.

AMENDMENT NO. 1501

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. SYMINGTON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to amendment No. 1406 to the joint
resolution (S.J. Res. 241) authorizing the
President to approve an interim agree-
ment between the United States and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ACT—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 14897

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. METCALF submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (8. 3529) to prescribe certain
standards and procedures governing the
establishment and operation of advisory
committees in the Federal Government,
and for other purposes.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1972—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1503

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. WEICKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 3939) to authorize appropria-
tions for the construction of certain
highways in accordance with title 23 of
the United States Code and for other
purposes.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AN
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1445

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish
to express my appreciation for the deci-
sion of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY) to join with
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART)
and the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MaTtH1AS) as a chief cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 1445 to Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 241, the resolution of approval of the
interim agreement.
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Senator HuMPHREY long has been one
of the Senate leaders in the area of arms
control and disarmament. He was the
principal author of the Senator resolu-
tion in 1963 encouraging President Ken-
nedy to seek a limit on nuclear testing.

The introduction of that resolution

was followed within weeks by the an-
nouncement of a moratorium on our nu-
clear weapons testing by the President;
and a few short months later, the partial
Test Ban Treaty was ratified by this
body.
It is hoped that the history of this
amendment, urging the President to an-
nounce a moratorium on nuclear testing
and to offer a new proposal to the Soviet
Union for a comprehensive test ban
treaty, will be similar.

Therefore, it is with great appreciation
that I ask unanimous consent to add the
name of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

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

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nomination has been referred
to and is now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Antonin Scalia, of Virginia, to be
Chairman of the Administrative Con-
ference of the United States for a term
of 5 years, vice Roger C. Cramton,
resigned.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in this nomination to
file with the committee, in writing, on or
before Friday, September 15, 1972, any
representations or objections they may
wish to present concerning the above
nomination, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear at
any hearing which may be scheduled.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

KILLING OF MEMBERS OF ISRAELI
OLYMPIC TEAM—LETTER FROM
SECRETARY OF SENATE TO SEC-
RETARY OF STATE TRANSMIT-
TING SENATE RESOLUTION 358

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
submit a letter from the Secretary of the
Senate, the Honorable Francis R. Valeo,
to the Secretary of State, the Honorable
William P. Rogers, transmitting Senate
Resolution No. 358, adopted on Septem-
ber 6, 1972, as directed by the Senate
in this resolution.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

SEPTEMEER 8, 1972,
Hon. WiLriam P. ROGERS,
Secretary of State,
Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am forwarding here-
with Senate Resolution 358, adopted by the
United States Senate on SBeptember 6, 1972,
expressing the profound sorrow and deep
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alarm of the Senate in connection with the
events surrounding the killing of eleven
members of the Israeli Olymple team par-
ticipating In the Twentieth Olympiad at
Munich.

It will be deeply appreciated if you will
arrange for appropriate transmittal of these
sentiments and expressions.

With kindest regards,

Sincerely yours,
Frawncis R. VALEO,
Secretary of the Senate.

SENATOR McGOVERN'S FOREIGN
POLICY

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, in a
shocking departure from reality, Senator
GEORGE McGoVERN is now portrayed as
willing to turn over all of Southeast Asia
to communism without so much as firing
a return shot. This revelation came forth
from a Newsweek interview with Senator
McGovern's chief foreign policy adviser,
Harvard law professor Abram Chayes.

According to Chayes, McGovErN would
tip over friendly governments in Laos,
Cambodia, and South Vietnam, and dis-
mantle our Thai bases on the way out.
And if it comes down to all of Southeast
Asia, Chayes says that is expendable,
too. If this represents Mr. McGOVERN’S
views, then his foreign policy is certainly
the most bizarre of any in recent history.

What Georce McGOVERN proposes is
no less than an Asian Munich—a sur-
render of principles and peoples so cal-
low as to make Neville Chamberlain ap-
pear a latter-day statesman.

The answer to Mr. McGoOVERN is simple
enough. It is that as long as men love
freedom, they are not going to partici-
pate in the wholesale destruction of
sovereign nations. And as long as Amer-
icans have a vote, they will not elevate
to office men whose statesmanship has
been forged on the anvil of surrender.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from the question-
and-answer session between Mr. Chayes
and reporters in Paris, as they appear in
Newsweek for September 11, 1972, be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

WHAT McGOVERN “CAN Live WITH"”

And at a dinner last week in Paris at-
tended by French officials and four jour-
nalists, including Newsweek's Arnaud de
Borchgrave, Chayes presented his pull-no-
punches assessment of the US. role in
Southeast Asia. His blunt words were all the
more significant because they presumably
reflected McGovern's own views—or at least,
the foreign policy advice that the Democratic
candidate is likely to receive from his top
aides. Excerpts from the question-and-an-
swer session between the reporters and
Chayes:

Q. You say you would cut off all military
aid to Saigon as soon as the McGovern Ad-
ministration takes over. But what if the
North Vietnamese also insist that the United
States cease all economic aid to the South
Vietnamese regime before the prisoners are
returned?

A, Well, we'll cut that, too, then, We're
not interested in keeping any presence there
at all.

Q. What if Hanoi then insists that we must
dump Lon Nol in Cambodia and Souvanna
Phouma in Laos—releasing, say, 100 Ameri-
can prisoners to sugarcoat the pill?

A. I don't think Hanol will want Commu-
nist regimes in Cambodia and Laos, at least
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not right away. But if it does, then we'll
have to dump Lon Nol and Souvanna
Phouma, too.

Q. And what happens if Hanol says we
must dismantle all bases in Thailand before
they will release the rest of the prisoners
of war?

A, We can live with that, too. After all,
Thalland is already making deals with Pe-
king.

Q. Are you saying that If he is elected,
McGovern would be prepared to abandon
not only all of Indochina but the other na-
tions of Southeast Asia as well?

A, We don’t belong there.

CENTENNIAL COMMEMORATION OF
NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this year
the Nation celebrates the centennial
commemoration of the national park
system in this country. The celebration
centers around Yellowstone National
Park in northwestern Wyoming—the first
area to be so designated as a national
park.

In a recent edition of the Sunday Star
and Daily News, writer Murray Older-
man masterfully painted a verbal picture
of two national parks in Wyoming—
Grand Teton and Yellowstone.

Wyomingites take great pride in these
two national parks, particularly in the
overwhelming majesty and beauty of the
Jackson Hole country.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Olderman’s article of August 27, 1972, be
printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

NatIoNAL PARK BERVICE 18 RouNDING OuT
A CENTURY

(By Murray Olderman)

JACKSON HoLe, Wyo.—It's 6 o'clock in the
morning when Gary McLaren gets up, and
the first thing he does is head for the living
room in his cottage at Moose Junction.

Through the picture window he looks over
the broad basin of Jackson Hole; then
abruptly rising before his eyes Is the majestic
Grand Teton, the tallest white-encrusted
pyramidal peak of the Teton Range.

The ritual is the same every day. Gary
never tires of the panorama.

“Every time I look,” he says, “it's beau-
tiful. It’s like I want to make sure the moun-
tains are still there. I never take them for
granted. They're still as interesting as the
first time I saw them.”

That was 20 years ago when District
Ranger Gary McLaren first took up his post
at the headguarters of the Grand Teton Na-
tional Park.

Twenty-eight miles to the north of him
on Highway 89, separated only by a narrow
belt of forest land, lies Yellowstone National
Park, the granddaddy of them all. Yellow-
stone was the first national park in the world
and remains essentially 3,400 square miles of
wilderness.

This is the centennial year. The occasion
will be commemorated Sept. 18-27 with the
Becond World Conference on National Parks,
to be held at both Yellowstone and Grand
Teton, with delegates from more than 90
countries attending.

Here one can still drink pure water di-
rectly from the Snake River or glacial-fed
Jackson Lake, through which the Snake
flows.

Here is also where Gary McLaren once
started out in a pickup truck from Moose
Junction and by the time he got to Jenny
Lake at the base of the Grand Teton, seven
miles away, the whole truck was full of dis-
carded beer cans.
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That was 15 years ago. Now 15 to 20 people
do nothing all summer in the park but pick
up roadside litter. Two trucks, in 12-hour
shifts, are out constantly patrolling for waste.

“Now,"” says Gary, “many of the people are
demanding of the country the right to go out
and tear it up.”

Preserving the natural state has been his
life. Gary was born and raised in the Rockies
of Colorado, where his dad was a park ranger
for 36 years.

He has two brothers in the park service,
one at the Grand Canyon, another at Rocky
Mountain Natlonal Park.

Gary, who served with the 10th Mountain
Division in Italy during World War II, has
been a ranger more than half his life, He is
49,

At Grand Teton, he’s In Resources Manage-
ment and Visitor Protection, a euphemism
for a ranger cop. His territory is 310,000 acres.

Through it last year passed 3.2 million
visitors (1972 figures are up 30 percent).

And yet a visit here is the reaffirmation
of nature untrammeled despite the incur-
sion of man.

It is bolstered by the tranquility of a raft
float on calm stretches of the Snake as it
winds through the sagebrush of the Jackson
Hole country in this northwest nook of Wyo-
ming under the serene granite of Mount
Moran with its year-round glaciers, and the
other Tetons.

“Through mistakes made in places llke
Yosemite,” says McLaren, “we've been able
to see what's going on and avoid them. For
instance Yosemite proved to all parks that
people like to have side distance in camp-
ing.”

go the same grounds at Signal Lodge re-
main rustic and secluded.

When the ground is denuded, as at String
Lake, campers are forbidden and the area
reverts to nature.

“The hippies,” says McLaren, “came in
with the idea they would stay all summer and
forced the park to lower camp stays from
30-day to 14-day limits on one site.”

From the window of his small office at the
Visitor Center, Robert Woody can see the
steam rising in progressively bigger puffs.
Through it a spray of water jumps in spurts
ever higher until it reaches a summit of
130 feet.

At 1:05 p.m., Old Faithful has erupted,
just as it has every 65 minutes since an in-
trepid trapper named Johmn Colter, trying to
elude hostile Indians, first stumbled upon
the geyser back in 1810.

It is Yellowstone's most famous phenoms-
enon, one of 3,000 geysers in the park. And
around it has risen virtually a summer urban
community to accommodate the 25,000 daily
visitors who observe its regular gushing.

Woody, a tall, slender, studious-looking
North Carolinian, is the ranger in charge of
the Old Faithful station. He has been here
since last October.

“This park is one of the best examples of
wilderness left in the U.8.A.,"” says Woody,
whose park service has also Included the
Everglades in Florida and the Civil War
battlegrounds of Vicksburg and Antietam.

“People coming here should get away from
the windshield experlence.” Meaning they
should get off the 500 miles of road and onto
the 1,000 miles of trails.

Yet this also leads to one of the hazards
assoclated with national parks. One man has
already been killed by a bear in Yellowstone
while camping at an unauthorized spot.

“There is a reluctance of people to respect
danger associated with wild animals,” says
Woody.

“They'll completely encircle a bull bison.
I can appreciate their enthusiasm, but it's
dangerous.”

For himself, Woody best appreciates the
winter where the snow gets so deep the
roads are closed and the only way into Old
Faithful is by oversized snowmobiles, called
snow coaches.
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Some 25,000 people manage to get into
the park's interior in a winter.

“With the big push in environment aware-
ness,” he says, “people have come to take a
more appreciative view of parklands. All
you've got to do is ride down the highway
and see 1t."

In a day of riding through the park, along
the crest of the Grand Canyon of the Yellow-
stone, through the bubbling mud fiats, past
endless miles of forest and meadow, only one
stray piece of paper was seen.

A ranger who spends all his time here gets
an entirely different perspective of life.

“Where else,” muses Woody, “‘can you walk
outside the front door and see a herd of
elk? Or be late for dinner because there's
a buffalo grazing outside your vehicle and
you have to wait for him to go away?"”

Department of Interior film shown in spe-
cial theaters surrounding Old Faithful closes
on the following note:

“A complete natural experience is what
Yellowstone is all about.”

Nature has its danger for man. Deep in
the Otter Body snow field under the crest of
Grand Teton lies a body entombed forever
because in this country the glaclers cling
to the mountain all year long.

The victim was one of a party of 14 moun-
tain climbers stranded during a surprise
August snowstorm.

There is a ranger force in the Grand Teton
National Park which specializes in moun-
tain rescues.

Last year alone, six people were killed on
the mountain, three of them while glissad-
ing—a hazardous form of skiing down a
glacier, without skis.

Even in the winter when blizzards buffet
the highest crags, hardy souls brave the cli-
mate in climbing attempts.

“We're proposing,” says Glenn S. Ever-
hardt, “that 110,000 acres of our park be
placed in the wilderness mountain range.”

Everhardt is Grand Teton park superin-
tendent. He's not consciously trying to deter
mountain climbers. They’ll keep coming,
for the usual nonreason. The purpose is to
preserve the virginal quality of the land.

“We have,” says Everhardt, a good clean
park.” And people know {t.

Since 1951, when visitor figures were first
compiled, the traffic has risen from 640,000
to more than three million a year.

They have brought attendant problems.

“We have a lot of cars,” says Everhardt.
“Are we going to continue construction of
roads and parking areas, or are we going to
use auxiliary methods, such as busing?”

Busing? Where man is concerned, some
problems, it seems, are universal,

A TRIBUTE TO KURT WEILL, COM-
POSER, ON THE 37TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF HIS ARRIVAL IN THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in the
painful history of persecution and up-
rooting through history, there are many
examples of contributions made by tal-
ented men and women fo the cultures of
their adopted lands. But there are only
a few of those whose creative resources
were of such power that, like giants, they
were able to straddle continents—one
foot on European soil, the other on
American, past and future merged into
their genius, In science one thinks of
Albert Einstein. In music, Kurt Weill—
one of this country’s most distinguished
adopted sons, who first arrived in New
Y;Jrk City, 37 years ago on September 10,
1935.

Considered by many critics to be one
of the outstanding theater composers
of this century, Weill collaborated with
some of the finest lyricists and poets ever
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to write for the musical theater of the
Western world—Bertolt Brecht, Maxwell
Anderson, Paul Green, Langston Hughes,
Ira Gershwin, Ogden Nash, Alan Jay
Lerner. His “Threepenney Opera"” is one
of the most performed musical works in
theater history, and few composers have
so bridged the cultures of the old world
and the new in works ranging from musi-
cal comedies, operettas, and operas to
symphonies, cantatas, and ballets.

Weill was born on March 2, 1900, in
Germany, of distinguished Jewish herit-
age. His musical education was in the
rigorous classical tradition, and by the
time he was 30, he was recognized
as one of Germany's foremost musicians.
But because his art was in open collision
with Nazi ideology, and because of his
Jewish origin, Weill was forced to flee
overnight from Berlin in March 1933.
His scores were publicly burned in front
of the State opera house, and his music
was banned forever by the Third Reich.
Together with his wife, Lotte Lenya—the
eminent interpreter of his songs and an
actress today admired over much of the
world, Weill escaped to France. Two years
later, at the invitation of Director Max
Rinehardt, who had come to America also
to escape the Nazis, Weill and Miss Lenya
came to live in the United States. Weill
spent the remaining 15 years of his
life in his adopted country, becoming a
U.S. citizen in 1943 and making a major
contribution to the American musical
theater.

In the years since his death in 1950,
Kurt Weill’s music has grown in popu-
larity, and, indeed, in recent years his
genius and international stature have he-
gun to be fully revealed and recognized.
At the Eennedy Center last season, a
production of Weill’s last work, “Lost in
the Stars,” a passionate protest against
racism enjoyed both critical and popular
acclaim.

On October 1 a new production will
open at the Theatre DeLys in New York,
paying tribute to Weill's life and genius.
In connection with this production, “Ber-
lin To Broadway With EKurt Weill,” a
series of commemorations are planned,
with the participation of Miss Lenya,
distinguished artists of the theater, the
Christopher Street Association, the
city of New York, and the Federal Re-
public of Germany. I am honored to pay
tribute today to this distinguished
adopted son on the anniversary of his
arrival in the United States 37 years
age.

RICH MINE OF SOCIAL INFORMA-
TION IN FILES OF FEDERAL COM-
MUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a report given to the board
of trustees of the Broadcasting Founda-
tion of America by its president, Mr.
Seymour N. Siegel, who for many years
was head of New York City’s Municipal
Broadcasting System.

Mr. Siegel calls to our attention a rich
mine of soecial information residing in
the files of the Federal Communications
Commission. These files, which are a
public record but largely unused, are ac-
cumulated by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission as broadcasters, in re-
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newing their licenses, conform with the

requirement known as ‘“The ascertain-

ment of community problems, needs, and
interests.”

It is clear from Mr. Siegel’s report that
this mass of information illuminates
what the public itself thinks our Nation’s
major problems are, and by inference in
what areas it demands governmental ac-
tion. These files apparently represent a
reflection of the people’s will and deserve
examination by policymakers and all
those who execute policv.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

WHAT's WroNG WirH NEw YORK?—BROAD-
CASTERS’-EYEVIEW OF THE COMMUNITY THEY
SERVE PROVIDES POTENTIALLY MAJOR SOCIAL
INFORMATION BoNUS DIVIDEND

(By Seymour N. Slegel)

Within the past several months, 54 radio
and television broadcasting stations in metro-
politan New York have been going through,
what was for some, a traumatic process; li-
cense renewal procedures. Part of the prep-
aration for submitting an application for the
renewal of a broadcasting station license to
the Federal Communications Commission is
what is known as “the ascertainment of com-
munity problems, needs and interests.” This
entails eyeball-to-eyeball meetings with nu-
merous community leaders on the part of the
individual program decision-makers at each
broadcasting station. It is an FCC-imposed
requirement that station managers personally
meet with, and talk over community prob-
lems with leaders in education, medicine,
law, the clergy and politics, as well as social,
health and welfare agency managers. This
must be done in the same ethnic mix which
is called for by the census tracts.

It guarantees that the operators of broad-
casting stations have personally exposed
themselves to the views of community leaders
and groups, who in turn, have at least one
opportunity in every three years, to sensitize
managers of the electronic media to the in-
dividual problems, needs and Iinterests of
their constituencies. Community leaders get
to know at least one decision maker at each
station and presumably would call on him or
her, if ever there seemed to be a need for air
time.

As a result of these numerous personal
meetings and conferences, each broadcaster
draws up a profile of what he considers to be
the major problems of New York and the sur-
rounding metropolitan area. He then decides
what programs he will present in the next
three years to meet these community needs
through broadcasting. On the basis of these
promises he may get his license to broadcast
renewed. His promises are subjected to close
scrutiny the next time around, especially by
potentially competing citizen groups. As one
wag has put it “you build yourself a box, and
the Commission nails you into it.”

This procedure must be completed within
the immediate six months prior to the date
to file a renewal application. The first sev-
eral months of 1972 have been busy ones, in-
deed, for New York broadcasting managers,
who had simultaneously to mind the store,
and subject themselves to a kind of masochis-
tic exercise when many of the younger, more
activist, sometimes self-appointed, so-called
community leaders did not hesitate to glve
them the benefit of their ideas.

Many of the broadcasters were happy to
have an opportunity for face-to-face meet-
ings with top community figures. Most sta-
tion managers do not live in the city and do
not vote there. Most of their martini and
luncheon time is spent with their peers and
with advertising agency people in clubs or
posh restaurants or at their desks. Dally
commutation removes a great many of them
from the city's night time 1life, and week
ends in the country preclude getting a handle
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on the core of the city's problems. There is
also a definite pecking order among the sta-
tions, and most broadcasters feel that they
do not enjoy the soclal and political contacts
with the community, which their opposite
numbers on the newspaper side are reputed
to have. Most will tell you they found the
ascertainment process an exhilarating experi-
ence. They learned something about the nuts
and bolts of city life and are making de-
termined efforts and good-faith commitments
to help meet some of these problems.

Though most of the top level of politicians,
educators, professional men and women and
community leaders presumably presented
identical views to different station managers,
the broadcasters place varying values on such
views and made differing judgments on what
is wrong with New York. The results, taken
together, are a concentrate of wurban
pathology. As soclal scientists, the broad-
casters could make their surveys but the
question immediately arises as to how eflec-
tive broadcasting could be in meeting what
are in many instances essentially societal
problems.

Channel 2 (WCBS Television) for example,
considers that there are 15 major problem
areas In the greater New York metropolitan
community. With 13 decision makers in the
station’s management personally interview-
ing almost a thousand community leaders,
the Columbia Broadcasting System flagship
station presented the following problem areas
in alphabetical order, if not in order of
community-expressed priority.

1. Arts and culture. The writer of the sta-
tion’s application considered the problems of
the insuring of the viability and survival
of the arts in the face of New York's repu-
tation as & communications and publishing
capital. He considered the major national
cultural institutions in the city and the need
to strengthen long-term financing of cul-
tural institutions. The effects of crime, pros-
titution and urban blight on the Broadway
Theatre, the public budget crunch and its
effect on the curtailment of library and mu-~
seum services and the general lack of eco-
nomic support for the arts were emphasized.

2. Crime, justice and penology. Drug-re-
lated crimes, especially burglary and mug-
ging was underlined. The increase in law-
lessness and the growing acceptance of petty
criminality and mounting violence is seen as
a heavy tax on the police force. The greatest
frustration seemed to be the inability of the
law enforcement agencies to deal with “crime
in the streets.” The corruption of some of
the police and some public officials and the
clogging of the courts were viewed with
deep concern. The failure to provide equal
justice to the poor and the existence of bru-
talizing conditions in prisons and jails were
considered as fallures of our soclety.

3. The drug epidemic seemed to be the
most alarming problem, as symptomatic of
a broader social malaise. Drug users in the
school population were held responsible for
downgrading of education received by all of
the citizens., The drug traffic 1s seen as per-
vasive and destructive in its effect on the
quality of life for all cltizens. Likewise it is
the facilitative influence in the corruption of
police and other public servants. Many com-
munity leaders, according to the CBS profile,
sought to deal with the drug problem as a
medical, rather than a criminal problem, and
advocated legalization of both hard and soft
drugs.

4. Great concern was expressed about prob-
lems of the economy. Both business and la-
bor leaders are worrled about competition
from abroad and the inability of American
industry to match costs and prices for im-
ported goods. Chronically high unemploy-
ment precludes utilizing the talents of youth,
veterans and minorities. The inordinate pow-
er and restrictive policies of unions were cited
as causative factors. The rise of consumerism
is perceived as meddlesome and irresponsible
by some leaders and seen by others as long
-overdue. Worry was expressed by the growing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

inefficiency of American industry and the
lack of competence in the economy.

5. The educational system was a cause of
great dissatisfaction as many leaders were re-
ported to have pointed to the general societal
misinterpretation of the nature of education
and its role In a democracy. Many doubts were
expressed concerning the quality of educa-
tion provided by the system. The failure to
teach basic skills such as reading and arith-
metic, the failure to motivate students to
participate fully in the life style of the Amer-
ican majority and the rising tax costs of
education were the basis of a taxpayers re-
volt. The declining productivity and the in-
crease of unionization of teachers were items
of great concern. Educational bureaucracy
was considered top-heavy and debilitating.
Political meddling in distriet school boards
has been brought about by both decentrali-
zation and not enough of it. The failure of
teachers to understand the life style and
legitimate aspirations of inner-city students
was cited.

The need for more relevant vocational,
educational emphasis was expressed by
several interviewees. A better relationship
between private and public colleges and uni-
versities was pointed out as a current prob=
lem.

6. Ecological and environmental problems
and needs predominated in a group of com-
munity leaders. Conservation of alr quality
and water resources received a great deal of
attention. An immediate problem of con-
siderable and growing importance was the
matter of solid waste disposal. The mounting
problem to balance energy generating with
consumer needs received a high priority. The
development of manufacturing and transport
in such a manner as to bring about less de-
struction of natural resources was given more
than passing attention. Conservation efforts
in preserving wetlands, seashore and green
belts around the metropolitan area were ob-
jectives of general concern.

7. In the area of government and politics
there was universal concern for how the
structure and financing of the system affect
individuals. The conflicts of interest between
city and state, ambiguities of Federal juris-
diction in urban areas, relationships between
the inner city and the suburbs and the rela-
tionship of political parties to government
and the citizen appeared to be a source of
considerable concern.

A lack of parity in financing and influence
among the political parties, their frequent
failure to delineate issues or to field the
best qualified candidates with a vision ex-
tending beyond personal or parochial, polit-
ical or patronage considerations, were the
concern of most good government people.

The ostensible lack of communication and
coordination among the 1400 disparate politi-
cal entities in the reglon and the consequent
lack of regional planning was highlighted
as an outstanding need.

The mounting costs of government, espe-
cially due to union pressures, was the basis
of considerable concern. New York City’s
Pension Plans were described as highly in-
flatlonary and unduly burdensome on the
taxpayers. Inadequate budgetary controls
over city expenditures and resultant poor
planning was frequently mentioned. A great
many leaders called for local government and
political parties alike, to become more re-
sponsive, more accessible and more account-
able,

A mneed for campalgn-spending reform,
financial disclosure laws and strong conflict-
of-interest statutes was forcefully mentioned.
Coordination at all government ievels was in-
dicated frequently as a matter of concern
and new watchdog structures were called for.
New independent agencies were suggested to
perform the investigative function of regula-
tory agencies and to monitor government
spending,

8. In the field of public health, grave con-
cern was expressed that, despite the much
vaunted leadership of the United States In
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scientific research, its record in the delivery
of health care and medical services to its
citizens rank far below that of many other
industrial nations. In the inner cities, the
Infant survival rate seems to be far below
national averages and disease rates and the
availability of health services are likewise be-
low average. While attention is being paid to
dramatic surgical techniques, such condi-
tions as poor nutrition, inadequate dental
care, preventive medicine, venereal disease,
sickle cell anemia and lead polsoning go al-
most unnoticed. The high cost of medical
services as well as the lack of availability of
hospitals, clinics or private care in many
areas was remarked upon. There is a short-
age of funds and personnel for the care of
the mentally {ll, the retarded, the handi-
capped, the aged and those with long term
ilinesses. Abortion reform laws have already
over-burdened the hospital system and the
costs of abortion must be reduced. The short-
age of physicians, nurses and paraprofes-
sionals as well as the lack of support of bio-
medical research, are Important problems.

9. Housing was perceived as a major prob-
lem throughout the metropolitan area. Low
and middle income housing seems to be in
chronic short supply. The pressures of pop-
ulation, the exodus to the suburbs and the
fallure of the city to establish an effective
program to hold back deterloration were
cited as important. Concern was expressed
over the rent strike movement and the
radicalization of residents of upper income.
The unionization of service employees,
mounting real estate taxes and tenant dis-
affection, all play a role in the increasing
abandonment of existing housing by land-
lords seeking desirable return on their in-
vestments. Fear of low-income public hous.
ing and restrictive zoning practices are fac-
tors inhibiting new housng outside the city.
The lack of overall housing policy for the
city and the region, a need to reconsider
zoning policy, to inhibit unplanned urban
sprawl, to break down de facto segregation in
the suburbs, to provide adequate housing
for the elderly, all were seen to have high
priority.

10. Welfare and poverty were recognized as
critical problems. The inability of the city to
sustain the enormous burden of welfare costs
laid upon it and the negative effect on the
city’s ability to deliver other services all em-
phasized the need to transfer the cost of
welfare as a national problem to the Federal
government,

11. Race relations seem to be the single
most important problem facing the metro-
politan area and the country as a whole. The
growing polarization among the races due to
the rise of the level of expectations on the
part of Blacks and Puerto Ricans in the late
Sixties which was not matched by rapid
enough change, was pointed to as the cause.

The Vietnam war was mentioned by many
leaders as having diverted both funds and
attention from the problems of the cities.
The nation as a whole and its individual citi-
zens lack a sense of long term commitment
to the solution of the problem according to
many community leaders.

Tightened economic conditions have
brought about evidence of White backlash
because of the seeming upward movement of
minority groups which, some community
leaders said, were apparently receiving pref-
erential treatment. The need for a greater
understanding by one group with another
was called for. Specific issues such as busing,
scattersite housing and one acre zoning all
seemed to have a racial component.

12. The panel generally expressea dissatis-
faction with the quality of life in the city.
City 1life was described as abrasive, graceless
and alienated. The apathy of individuals or
groups toward the needs of other segments
of the society was remarked upon. The break-
down of moral and ethical values and the in-
ability of citizens to cope with change were
items of some import. Some leaders spoke of
the necessity to counteract what they de-
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scribed as a growing parochialism and isola-
tionism. They called for a development of the
awareness of the global nature of certain
problems, and of a world outside, consisvent
with New York’s increasing role as an inter-
natlonal center. There was widespread recog-
nition of the need to develop leadership at
the community level to re-connect people
with the institutions which shape their lives
and to work toward the empowerment of the
powerless.
13. With an uncertain economy, the need
for increased governmental services, the bur-
den of welfare and the rising costs In educa-
tion, taxation was perceived as a major prob-
lem. Local taxation sources, chiefiy the prop-
erty tax, and the sales tax seemed to be close
to their limits. Revenue sharing by the fed-
eral government was felt to be essential. Spe-
cific tax reforms to close tax loop holes and
to do away with regressive taxes and to pro-
vide tax rellef for the elderly and for those
who bear the burden of the cost of higher
education was called for. Concern was ex-
pressed over the effect of recent court deci-
sions declaring local property taxes uncon-
stitutional when they result in inequality in
the educational system. The efficacy of alter-
native revenue producing systems such as off-
track betting and city lotterles was ques-
tioned.
14, The need for a coordinated system of
transportation was cited by many. Inade-
quacy of service, maintenance and equip-
ment had an adverse effect on mass transit
and was considered to present a major prob-
lem. Increased fares and the defeat of the
New York State Bond issue generates the ne-
cessity to find alternates to use as & support
of mass transit. Other problems came to the
fore, including airport ground travel inade-
quacies, air traffic control and the necessity
to solve the 4th jet port dilemma, and the de-
cline of the New York waterfront.
15. The liberalization of New York’s Divorce
laws, the effect of abortion reform changes
and attitudes toward the historical role of
the sexes, particularly among the young, and
the increased activity of the Womens' Libera-
tion movement have all tended to increase
the awareness of the necessity for re-examin-
ing the status of women in the society. Com-
munity leaders mentioned the necessity for
assuring equality of employment opportunity
for women, of increasing day care facilities
and for working toward the greater partici-
pation of women in public life.
Channel 4 (WNBC-TV) interviewed only
about 350 Community Leaders, but in addi-
tion employed the R. H. Bruskin Associates
of New Brunswick, New Jersey to conduct a
survey among the public, seeking to ascer-
tain whether a problem was very serious,
serious or no problem at all. The research
firm set forth the followlng categories of
problems from which a statistical sample of
residents of the metropolitan area made
choices:
1. Vietnam.
Air pollution.

. Conservation of natural resources.
Taxes.

. Safety In the streets.
Care of the aged.

. Community health problems.

8. Rent control.

Welfare programs.

10. Drugs in the schools.

11. Quality of education.

12, Adoption and foster care.

13. Consumer information and protection.

14. Employment.

. Womens'’ rights.

. Gun control.

. Juvenile crime and vandalism.
. Non-viclent protests.

. Union wage demands.

. Television service.

21, Strikes by public employees.

22. Cost of medical and hospital care.

23. Rehabilitation of narcotic addiets.

24. Acceptance of Puerto Ricans.

26. Pornography and obscenity.
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26. Cooperation in city and local govern-
ment.

27. Noise pollution.

28, Urban and regional planning.

29. Pollution control.

30. Ghetto living conditions.

As a result of the station’s ascertainment
efforts, the following local, national and in-
ternational problems seem to be of the great-
est concern to the needs and interests of the
public served by Channel 4,

1. In the field of narcotics, the control of
drug traffic, drugs in the schools, rehabilita-
tion of narcotic addicts and the use of mari-
huana were all considered top priority.

2. In the field of urban and regional plan-
ning, items such as transportation, munic-
ipal services, city, state and federal govern-
ment relationships were picked.

3. In the area of crime, juvenile vandalism,
violence, safety in the streets, organized
crime, gun control and the possession of ex-
plosives were mentioned.

4. In the field of health and welfare, ris-
ing medical and hospital costs, care of the
aged, welfare programs, consumer informa-
tion and protection, were highlighted.

5. In the area of ecology and the environ-
ment, the pollution of air, water and noise,
the disposal of garbage and waste and the
conservation of natural resources, were em-
phasized.

6. In the field of the economy, the lack of
job opportunities and unemployment, the
rising cost of living, and taxes were the items
to watch.

7. Costs of education, its quality and the
lack of facilities took most attention in gen-
eral.

8. In the field of housing, the lack of pub-
lic housing, continued existence of ghetto
conditions as well as increased rentals were
the major concerns examined in the survey.

9. Minority employment and business op-
portunities, the very acceptance of minorities,
equal rights, and minority identities all came
up in problems having to do with race or
ethnic divisions.

10. Insofar as Southeast Asia is concerned
the conflict in Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam
a3 well as the prisoners of war issue and the
problems of returning veterans were all
mentioned.

Channel 4 in its program proposals to meet
all of these problems remains, wedded to the
more traditional program breakdown which
was required in renewal applications of past
years.

NBC's proposals to meet community prob-
lems were in the areas of public affairs, in-
structional programming, agricultural, and
religious programming.

In the public affairs sector WNBC-TV will
continue to present “Open Circuit”, with
the Chairman of the New York City Human
Rights Commission, Eleanor Holmes Norton.
There will continue to be presented “Man in
Office”, “Direct Line”, “Speaking Freely”,
“Station to Station”, and “Not for Women
Only”, and the station will continue to pre-
sent documentaries and network originations
such as “Meet the Press”, “Today”, “Com-
ment” and “Chronology”.

In the educational or instructional area
the program proposals to meet community
needs ineclude “Library Lions” (The New
York Publie Library), “Zoorama” (in cooper-
ation with the San Diego Zoo), "“See jfor
Yourself” a children's program (using the
Bank Street College of Education as the con-
sultant). “Take a Giant Step”, “Mr. Wizard”,
and “Watch your Child”.

To meet the needs of agricultural viewers,
“Across the Fence”, offered Saturday morn-
ings, and “Agriculture U.5.A.” produced by
the NBC station in Los Angeles will be offered.

In the religious fleld “TV Sunday School”,
“TV Hebrew School”, “The Maryknoll World”,
and “From Now on” are designed to meet
these needs.

At Channel 7 (WABC-TV) about thirty-
two executives interviewed community
leaders. Everyone from the Vice-President
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and General Manager to Account Executives
were involved in meeting with some 371
leaders. In addition a personal interview sur-
vey was commissioned by a research orga-
nization, community affairs luncheons with
clvic, governmental and minority leaders
were held, and numerous letters were sent
to a cross section of community leaders.
Furthermore, requests were made on the air
to viewers asking that they inform the sta-
tion of community problems of concern.
WABC-TV also pointed out in its applica-
tion that personnel in the station were mem-
bers of local organizations and professional
groups. The station also made an intense
analysis of mail and telephone calls from
viewers.

Local problems in order of priority were
identified by Channel 7 as:

1. Crime.

2, Housing.

3. Drugs.

4. Education.

5. Unemployment.

6. Transportation.

7. Racism.

8. Taxes.

9. Money.

10. Welfare.

11, The environment.

State problems included again, in order
of priority:

1. Finances and Taxes.

2, Education.

3. Welfare.

4. Crime,

5. The relationship between state and city.

6. Revenue-sharing.

7. Drugs.

8. Housing.

9. Mass Transit.

10. Unemployment.

11. Discrimination and racism.

12, Urban affairs.

National problems was headed by:

1. The Vietnam War,

2. New priorities,

3. Welfare.

4. The economy.

5. Revenue-sharing.

6. Raclsm.

7. Urban affairs.
8. Unemployment.

9. Crime.

10. Education.

11. Drug abuse.

12. The credibility gap.

Responses from Blacks and Puerto Rican
leaders were analyzed separately, and sig-
nificant differences in emphasis seemed to be
apparent. These leaders agreed that crime,
drugs, housing, edueation, unemployment
and poverty were the most important prob-
lems in the metropolitan area. White leaders,
on the other hand, felt that these could be
solved with additional resources, mainly,
money. White leaders emphasized revenue-
sharing at State and Natlonal levels and
stressed the need for “reorientation of our
priorities”. The minority leaders character-
ized the important problems as crime, hous-
ing, drugs, education, unemployment and
poverty as surface manifestations of basic
and insidious problems of racism. “The Sys-
tem” is exclusionary and exploltive. Minority
distrust explains. concerted drives toward
“community control” of schools, welfare pro-
grams and other essential services. The more
moderate, pleaded for the establishment “to
give us the resources but let us do it our-
selves”. Among the militants, the statement
became a demand “to rectify historical
grievances” and to do it now. The overriding
concern of inner-city groups revealed a deep
feeling about the problems of the deterio-
rating urban ghettos, including erime, hous-
ing, drugs, education, unemployment and
racism. They feel they are underrepresented
and outvoted in state legislatures.

Insofar as the perception of Natlonal prob-
lems are concerned, the most basic concern
was the Vietnam War, The need for new
priorities, welfare, the economy, and revenue
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sharing are almost equally vehement in the
expression of these leaders.

In the Fall of 1971, Herbert Kay Research
Inc. conducted a survey of the general public
for WABC-TV where some 2200 adults who
were 18 years or older, and were heads of
households, were offered a list of 31 prob-
lems from which to choose what were “espe-
clally serious” problems.

Here an area probability sample was em-
ployed, and the ethnic mix approximated the
census. For example 9% were German Amer-
icans, 8% were Puerto Ricans, 129 were Irish
Americans, 16% were Italian American, 13%
were Jewish, 39 were Polish Americans and
399% were none of these. The most important
national problems from the point of view of
the ethnic groups were listed as the Vietnam
War, inflation and the cost of lving, drugs
and narcotics, race relations, crime in the
streets and unemployment.

Infiation and the cost of living were men-
tioned most frequently by those least likely
to suffer from its effects. Whites and college
graduates singled this out more often than
non-whites or persons of lesser education.

The most important state problems were
listed as taxes, drugs, crime in the streets,
and the high costs and abuses of welfare
followed by unemployment, pollution, race
relations, corrupt politicians, and other
social problems.

In New York City, drugs are most fre-
quently mentioned, followed by crime in the
streets and taxes. Most pressing problem to
the white sample were taxes.

Insofar as local area problems were con-
cerned, drugs, dope, crime in the streets,
high taxes and other social welfare prob-
lems were mentioned.

An interesting subdivision of the study
was a section devoted to the public reaction
to government services. The public was asked
whether or not the government was doing
a job well, poorly or didn’t know. The most
negative public response was in the areas
of welfare, recreation for teen-agers, old-age
care, recreation for the elderly, the courts,
public schools, parking facilities, jails and
subways and buses.

In New York City, only fire-fighting and
parks and museums were considered by this
sample as being handled well by the mu-
nicipality.

WABC's profile of the area's problems
contains considerable dramatic hyperbole.

“Local governments are experiencing grow-
ing inabilities to fund necessary basic serv-
ices locally”, says the report. “Services in
general have deterlorated markedly and there
seems to be a pervasive attitude that the
quality of life has declined significantly. All
major areas of life seem to be affected. Edu-
cational levels in the area schools continue to
drop at a disturbing rate. Unemployment re-
mains high. Drug abuse is reaching epidemic
proportions. Housing is shockingly and dis-
gracefully inadequate. Crime, much of it
drug related, continues to increase. There’s
an increasing tendency on the part of dis-
sident groups to conseciously ignore the or-
derly process of lawful behavior. Mass trans-
portation is inadequate and what exists is
far from acceptable”.

“Pollution, particularly, air pollution is a
serious problem in the metropolitan area.
Area welfare rolls are rising at an alarming
rate. Health care for many residents, particu-
larly the poor and mentally ill are shame-
fully inadequate. Tensions persist among
area minorities. Corruption has been dis-
covered in several sectors of municipal gov-
ernment. All these problems continue to
affect the people residing in the metropoli-
tan area”.

The basic theme which permeates the
thinking of persons from all levels of society
concerns “the quality of life”, In these dif-
ficult times, fundamental soul-searching ap-
pears to be taking place and many people
are asking the questions “Where are we?"
“Where are we going?” “Why?”
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Significantly the answers are often based
on philosophical considerations and are
articulated most often as a need “to re-
organize our priorities as a nation, as a state,
as & city and as individuals”. Specific prob-
lems such as ecrime, drugs, unemployment
and housing are viewed merely as sympto-
matic of a far deeper 1llness.

““As a practical matter it is vislble symp-
toms with which we must often deal, but
in doing so, we cannot lose sight of the fact
that they are all interrelated to, and are
part of an overall and more basic malalse”.

Insofar as drugs are concerned, this is a
two-fold problem. The first aspect is drug
abuse, and the eflects on the individual. The
other dimension is the resultant criminal
activityy of addicts desperately in need of
substantial sums to support their habit. “The
New York City area has the dubious distinec-
tion of being the drug capital of the coun-
try”.
l?"I‘mn Federa]l Bureau of Narcotics estimates
that thefts for lllicit drugs reach billions of
dollars a year. The solution to various di-
mensions of the drug problem must be found
and implemented soon as the price for our
failure both in terms of human suffering
and in crimes committed by drug users is too
high to continue paying for it”.

“The cost of eliminating slums should
not be viewed as a burden”, but rather as an
investment in the health and welfare of all
the people of the community. In view of the
dissension among federal, state and city
housing administrators, the enormous com-
plexity of the problem and the economics of
residential construction in New York, “the
housing situation will undoubtedly get worse
in the New York metropolitan area before
it gets better”, says the WABC report.

“Insofar as education is concerned, the
problems of the educational system must be
solved if the future of our soclety is not to
be jeopardized”. Even more energy must be
expended in coping and remedying the de-
fects in the areas of our educational systems.

““The old method of running transportation
systems in greater New York are not work-
ing, and new ways will have to be found to
keep mass transportation and people on the

0",
g In urban areas fear for one's own personal
safety has become virtually a way of life. The
same fear Is reaching out into suburban
areas. “Crime knows no geographical bound-
arles.”

The rate of unemployment in the New
York City area (6.7% for whites, and 7.6%
for blacks) is considered very serious indeed.
It is interesting to note that of the 570,000
jobs at the three levels of government include
an increase of 160,000 government jobs since
1960. The salary scales for municipal em-~
ployees in New York City have reached or
surpassed their equivalence in private indus-
try, according to the survey.

The funding and taxation avallable to local
government is insufficlent to meet the bills.
There is no doubt that local, state, and gov-
ernment taxes will go higher, but the big
question is how this is spent. The essential
challenge of government is to determine the
priorities in the spending of money.

In order to clean the streams, get pure
drinking water, freshen the air, and dispose
of the trash, 10,000,000 will be needed in the
in the next twenty years which means $25
for each man, woman, and child in the region.

Racial issues are obviously of consider-
able concern. “Equality per se does not now
exist in the metropolitan area’. Hostility and
bitterness toward whites predictably follows.
Increasing militancy is seen from increasing
numbers of black leaders.

“Much needs to be done by men of good
will to rectify real injustices”. The process of
changing the hearts and minds of people is a
long and difficult one. Soclety must change
the actions and outward manifestation of
humean prejudice wherever possible by exam-
ple, normal suasion and the enforcement of
law.
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The financial drain of welfare payments
continues to be a major budgetary problem
for both state and New York City. The prob-
lem is a growing one and solutions must be
found.

“The centralization and creation of super
agencies have resulted in deterioration inso-
far as the response of government is con-
cerned”. Increasing cynicism by the public
toward government is an obvious phenom-
enon.

“The Vietnam War has long been a di-
visive force in the community”.

Infiation in the New York area has ex-
ceeded the national average. The wage earner
is squeezed and sees “no light at the end of
the tunnel".

The WABC report points out that outward
migration {8 not new and population move~
ments from the inner city to the suburbs
seems to have leveled off. The EKerner re-
port on civil disorders warned about two
Americas. “The City is becoming Black and
suburbia becoming predominantly White”.
“New York City", says the report, “is rap-
idly becoming the haven of the very rich
and the very poor. There is no denying that
much business is moving out, adding to the
city’s unemployment problem". Middle in-
come residents face soaring rents, rising
transportation costs, increased taxes of all
types, air and water pollution, and a grow-
ing crime rate . . . “more than a million
on welfare at the present time, and its cost
is a growing burden".

“Traffic throttles city life. Mass transpor-
tation is inadequate and getting worse. Drug
abuse and the resultant increase in crimes
have driven citizens out of the ecity limits.
Serious defects In wurban educational sys-
tems cause consternation among city-dwell-
ing parents. The way of life is the product
of industrialization and consequent urbani-
zation of our society. Urban life is unques-
tionably undergoing a period of neglect".

WNEW-TV (Channel 5) authorized a gen-
eral survey by the Opinion Research Cor-
poration of Princeton, New Jersey. This was
a telephone interview type of survey involv-
ing 2000 individuals in 18 counties. The re-
sults of public choice almost monotonize
what community leaders have been saying to
other stations.

“Hard drugs are moving to the sub-
urbs . . . There is too much drug abuse
.« . Drugs force children to steal . . . There
is too much drug addiction in the area.

Increase in crime and a lot of robberies,
robbing and mugging, breaking into peo-
ple’s homes, juvenile delinguency and an in-
crease in the number of burglaries in the
area were all underlined.

Taxes are too high ... Property and
school taxes altogether too high . .. Tax-
ation is not fair to those who have no chil-
dren in school . . .

Schools are crowded. Not enough money is
available to spend on education; too many
schools for the amount of people and they
want more. A split session in High School is
still not big enough to handle all the chil-
dren. The improvement of scheools is an im-
portant need; financial ald to schools and
school finances are matters of great concern.

Housing has become a problem among
middle class people. The high rents in apart-
ments generally, and there is the complaint
that there is plenty of housing for low-
income families but not sufficlent housing
for middle and high income families.

Insofar as air and water pollution is con-
cerned, the water is getting more and more
polluted . . . There is contaminated water
and it tastes disgusting . . . Water pollution
and the damp burning of refuse is a pair of
ecological problems which bother the pub-
lie.

Public transportation is sadly lacking
where there are no trains or buses. Trans-
portatior needs without an automobile
leaves people lost.
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Garbage collection and sanitation pick-ups
are not carried out neatly. There are in-
adequate facllities, the lack of cleanliness,
and there is the general criticism that the
Sanitation Department is not doing its job.

Unemployment, police protection, the high
cost of living, and racial problems as well as
the high cost of renting, local government
and the need for better administration and
the elimination of political corruption are all
mentioned.

When asked whether or not these various
problems are going to get better, or get worse,
or stay the same, In almost all cases the
majority of respondents felt that the prob-
lems were going to get worse.

A subdivision of a survey was devoted to
youth and young people who are in grade
school and high school. Among these very
young, the top 5 problems were drugs, pollu-
tion, crime, traffic problems and recreation.

WNEW’s community leaders survey in-
volved some T61 leaders from 27 counties.

WNEW-TV set forth a wide varlety of com-
parative computer-generated tables by vari-
ous breakdowns. In essence, the application
is a veritable statistical abstract. There are
41 tables and all sorts of combinations and
permutations. In a way these are ponderous
sets of figures which delineate concerns along
demographic dimensions, but provide ex-
tremely valuable comparisons.

The most serious local problems accord-
ing to the WNEW community leader survey,
are the economy, drugs, crime, housing, ed-
ucation, government, youth, transportation,
ethnic problems, growth, apathy, welfare,
health, communication and ecology.

Economy is the number one problem, and
ranks well above the average, with Blacks
and at the local government level. Drugs
are a significant concern to females, Blacks
and Spanish-speaking communities. Crime is
the major concern of governmental leaders
at all levels. Housing is a major concern of
Blacks and Puerto Ricans. Education is a
major concern of Puerto Ricans. The writer
of the WNEW application emphasizes that
the mounting drug problem compounded
by its move to the suburbs and the ever-
increasing crime rate are the major concerns
of the people and their community leaders.
For the community leaders, the economy
dominates all other considerations. The third
ranking most serious local problem for the
general public is taxes—too many and too
high—and the tax structure.

On problems at the state level, there's a
unanimity of thought on the most important
problems and needs. Taxes are too high—
they are a major concern involved with the
economy. The lack of funds and the plague
of fiscal problems which present a financial
conflict to government is a big frustration.
Drugs, and crime, along with environmental
protection, publie transportation, and schools
stack up as major issues for the general pub-
lic. Women leaders view problems of housing,
welfare and health as far more pressing State
problems than male leaders.

On the National level, the War, of course,
is the major issue. The economy and inflation
rates second.

WNEW-TV proposes to meet most of these
problems through the presentation of “Mid-
day Live” where the general manager of the
station appears regularly. There is a monthly
program entitled, “Alfernatives”.

WNEW will continue to offer “Wonder-
ama”, the “David Suskind Show”, and “You,
The Citizen”, a monthly special.

With regard to the radio stations operating
in the New York metropolitan area, the
community surveys reflect almost a uni-
formity of common concern. A wide range of
problems exist which are by no means re-
stricted to crime, drug addiction and the
usual catalogue. These problems are real and
important and the stations do not minimize
them. There are also great needs culturally
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and in entertainment, which the stations
hope to meet by their programming.

WHN is proposing a one hour a week pro-
gram touching crime, drug abuse, human
relations, environment, economic problems,
health problems of the aged, cultural and
recreational facilities, etc. This program is
planned twice a week Lo be carried at 11 PM
to midnight. The other method started by
WHN is in the form of one minute public
service announcements, five minute reports,
and news reporting.

WADO proposes to continue broadcasting
for the Spanish-speaking community, pri-
marily, and does not Intend to meet the
larger communities’ needs.

WLIB suggests that 1t continue broadcast-
ing primarily to the Black community on
such matters as ghetto resident problems,
Black views, human resources administration
reports, community actlon forum on hous-
ing, problems in public education, telephone
conversation programs, drug abuse and news
specials.

WQXR, the radio station of the New York
Times, proposes a five minute point-of-view
program to broad spectrums of groups, orga-
nizations and interests allowing them to ex-
press their views. Another program proposed
by WQXR is “Insight”, a nightly half-hour
news and public affairs analysis, and it also
proposes to carry the “Casper-Citron Inter-
view” program. The majority of its schedule
will continue to be classical music and news
from the New York Times.

WOR will continue Its current series of
concentrating one day a month for a day
long broadcast on one New York community.
“Rambling With Gambling”, which is a talk
show, “The Martha Deane Show”, “The Me-
Canns At Home"”, “The Arline Francis
Show™” are all interview discussion programs.
Jack O'Brian’s “Critics Circle”, i1s an inter-
view discussion program. The station serves
Long Island with a weekly discussion fea-
turing officials from nearby counties,

WHOM is basically a Spanish-oriented sta-
tion with the theme “The Unique Romantic
Sound”, and it proposes “Unfinished Busi-
ness” where community leaders express their
views on local community problems. It offers
also “Community Billboard”, items of inter-
est to the Latin American community; “The
People’s Voice” where day-to-day prcblems
are discussed; “Moral Rescue”, which is a
youth participation program and; “Puerto
Rican Panorama’, a round table discussion
on the Commonwealth and Puerto Rican
residents in New York.

At WEVD the foreign language program-
ming will continue in Yiddish, Hebrew, Ital-
ian, Japanese, German, Lithuanian, Greek,
Polish, Gaelic, Scandinavian, Turkish and
others. The station proposes to continue
with “Victor Riesel Interviews”, a weekly dis-
cussion with leading National and State fig-
ures on health problems. The station offers
“Ombudsmen”, which is a program of inter-
views on the City conducted by Assembly-
man Seymour Posner of the Bronx, “You and
the Law”, is a bi-monthly series, “Science”,
is a monthly survey; “Speak Out”, i5 a
monthly report under the auspices of the
State Division on Human Rights.

At WABC-Radio, the proposal is for a heavy
diet of top 40 Rock Music, News every half-
hour, and such pr 8s “Report Card
72” and “School Scope” which is a weekly se-
ries of an instructional nature for young
students; “Attention New York”, a 15 minute
weekly program with commentary and in-
terview on minority problems; “Perspective
New York”, a weekly half-hour program re-
porting on significant events. The WABC-
Radio Press Conference where newsmen ques-
tion top newsmakers from the Tri-State area,
and “Conference Call” a three hour Sunday
Night program discussing subjects of con-
cern to young adults provide the public serv-
ice offerings suggested by WABC.
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WNBC-Radio proposes to regularly serve
the need for information on actions of the
National, Legislative, Judicial, and Executive
branches of the Federal Government; United
States Military and Diplomatic action outside
the United States; the activities of the
United Nations; and the exploration of outer
space. The station proposes to devote 8 hours
a week to such topics as are concerned with
the problems of Latin American communi-
ties, the “WNBC Suburban Report”, “These
Are Your Schools”; “The Soul of Reason”,
which is a discussion of Black Urban prob-
lems; and it also proposes a series of Mini-
Docs which are one minute vertical docu-
mentaries. A five minute program on religi-
ous problems is entitled “In Contact”. The
largest percentage of programming projected
seems to feature middle-of-the-road music
and sports.

WNEW-Radio also offers middle-of-the-
road music and news on the half-hour, It
proposes to continue .ts weekly program
“News-Closeup” and offers one minute re-
ports and vignettes on minority problems and
needs. It has an extensive ski reporting serv-
ice and financial reporting service. Short re-
ports on developments in the Arts and
Sciences are contained in a series of programs
entitled, “Yale Reports”.

WOCBS is proposing a continuation of its
continuous News Format. It also proposes to
broadecast “Community Report” which are
short reports five times a week on soclal
problems. It offers a report on the drug scene
which is a three-minute report every day and
it continues its policy of offering editorials
and the broadcast of replies to such edito-
rials. It offers a program entitled “What's New
in Business?” which is a Sunday Morning
Report. It also is proposing two-minute re-
ports entitled, “Consumer Inguiry” and it
will continue to present “Washington Week”,
a weekly review of events from the Nation’s
Capital as well as the “Eric Severeid Analy-
sis”. A program designed for the young wife
and the homemaker is entitled, “Today’s
Woman”.

WMCA is suggesting the continuation of
its telephone talk shows on a wide range of
subjects which permit listeners and radio
personalities to discuss In detaill matters of
concern to those on the phone.

WBNX will continue to offer Spanish pro-
grams including musie, news interviews, and
community affairs as well as Italian programs
and does not suggest any traffic coverage.

WINS will continue to offer its continuous
news from the Assoclated Press, The United
Press International, The Police Wire and
Weather Sources.

WPOW is on a 50 hour a week schedule
because of its limited license and offers
morning religious programs in English while
afternoon houre are devoted to foreign lan-
guage programs, including Polish, Greek,
Czech, Ukrainian and it involves large quan-
tities of musie, talk, interviews and public
affairs.

WWRL will continue to present Soul
Music, Rhythm and Blues, and Jazz, as well
as news and traffic reports Intermittently.

There would appear to be an amazingly
high degree of correlation between the con-
clusions of the broadcasters and the results
of professional studies by academic social
sclentists and soclal workers. For example,
from the conclusions of the latest and deep-
est study under the auspices of the presti-
glous Community Service Society of New
York, the following brief quotation is almost
precisely parallel to the judgments of New
York's broadcasters. It also may provide an
explanation of the results obtained by the
license renewal surveys.

“The primary trend in New York City is
one of increasing deterioration . . . the situa-
tion in New York City is not only a matter of
persons with problems, but rather one of
whole areas with soclal 1lls. Most of those
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ills, for example, the concentration of drug
addiction, of poverty, of separated women,
and high proportions of births out-of-wed-
lock, are not recent in origin . . . such af-
flicted areas have existed for at least twenty
years . . . many of the areas have been badly
afflicted for a longer time . .."”

“The social problems of New York City are
worsening; they are reaching crisis propor-
tions . .. large portions of the city are steadily
deteriorating; more and more children are
being born out of wedlock and entering a
peer environment characterized by drug
abuse and other deviant behavior".

“They enter a school system they fear
and distrust, or what is even worse, they
do not enter the system in any meaningful
way, rarely attending school physically or
mentally. When age, boredom or failure
causes them to break what little commitment
there was to the school system, they go on.
Some try without skills or reading ability to
enter a job market no longer needing un-
skilled workers; some just go to the street
and try to “make it” in other ways.

The problem of residential segregation is
severe in New York Cityv; if there is insuffici-
ent income, the problem of finding a resi-
dence is almost insolvable; without money,
marriage also becomes a luxury. The cycle
begins again and still another generation of
bables will be born out-of-wedlock.”

“The failure and resentments recently seen
in attempts at “community control” and
“participation of the poor” have just begun
to reveal the surface peak of the iceberg
which Is social disorganization.”

“There is a relationship between lack of
political participation in the larger soclety
and poverty ghettolzation. Those neighbor-
hoods with the greatest need do not register
to vote. Non-voting is but a symptom of a
general lack of participation in community
life in ghetto areas. The traditional way into
the system for an ethnic minority is en-
lightened Llock voting, and this traditional
way needs encouragement.”

When the Federal Communications Com-
mission made community needs-ascertain-
ment a requirement for broadcast license
renewal, it wrought much better than it
knew. No other federal agency has created
a social information system of the magnitude
and extent of the timely reports from the
entire country on a continuing basis fa-
thered by the Communications Commission.
No matter how critical one might be about
the details of the procedure, and there are
many reservations about the great duplica-
tion of effort in the major markets, the end
result, If taken together represents a con-
tinuous temperature-taking of American so-
clety not otherwise available.

Most political leaders have created their
own internal communications systems with
their constituencies. The sorrow and pity of
it all however, is that the Congress, the man-
agers of the Presidential political campaigns,
local and state office holders, state and local
governments allow this truly major gather-
ing, tabulation and analysis effort to lie as
a fallow mother lode buried on the sheives
of storage areas in the Federal Communica-
tions Commission in Washington.

What is even stranger is the failure of
normally highly promotional-minded broad-
casters to use the product of this resource
expenditure and this major effort for residual
uses other than license renewal, however
vitally important that is. There appears to
remain a residual reluctance, among station
staffs, at least, to reveal the contents of an
application because of the legitimate fear
of competing strike applications. The easiest
way to have an instant meeting with the
general managers of most stations is to walk
In off the street and request an opportunity
to inspect the public file.

But, the ingenulty of individual broad-
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casters In the ascertainment process, the nu-
merous outside professional surveys and the
overall conclusions as well as the various
combinations and permutations of social sta-
tistics produced by a Metromedia Channel 5
in New York for instance, could be one of
the single most valuable tools for Govern=-
ment, for Legislators, and for those with
power to correct societal problems, No greater
public service could be rendered by broad-
casters, above the use of their facilities to
hammer away with editorials and informa-
tional broadcasting to the community about
the community, then to specifically and af-
firmatively distribute the end products of
their ascertainment surveys to their Legls-
lators, Governors and Social Health and Wel-
fare agencies. For political campalgn issues
and for social research by the academic com-
munity, there would seem to be no greater
untapped, neglected, major soclal-informa-
tion resource than the public files of the
broadcasters of the United States.

THE PETROLEUM INDUSTRY AND
TAXATION

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, a recent
newspaper advertisement entitled “I say
let’s keep the campaign honest. Mobilize
‘truth sguads’ . . . ” ended with an ad-
monishment to “think twice before swal-
lowing all this baloney about large cor-
porations not carrying their fair share
of the tax burden.”

One of the industries most frequently
singled out for not carrying their fair
share of the tax burden is the petro-
leum industry which only 3 years ago
took an added rap of some $600 million
a year under the Tax Reform Act of
1969.

And even as the industry’s net earn-
ings shrink and its total tax load in-
creases, the cry continues for another
pound of flesh.

In view of the growing dependence
of the United States on foreign-produced
oil and gas and the diminishing rate of
domestic exploration and development
for these vital fuels, it is my opinion that
the industry must have more incentives
rather than continual harassment and
the uncertainties of future tax policies.

A study made annually by Chase Man-
hattan Bank says that the industry is not
earning enough to expand toward meet-
ing the world’s energy needs.

The Washington Star recently carried
an article summarizing the Chase Man-
hattan financial analysis of the petro-
leum industry and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

Another most interesting study was
made by the Petroleum Industry Re-
search Foundation, Inc., for the purpose
of providing “an answer to the often
debated question of how the tax burden
of the domestic oil and gas industry com-
pares with that of other U.S. corpora-
tions.”

In addition to computing the com-
parative tax burdens, the scope of the
study was enlarged to include an analysis
of the impact of the Tax Reform Act
of 1969 on the domestic petroleum in-
dustry. This was done through a special
questionnaire in which a representative
group of companies were asked to com-
pute the effects of the new tax legisla-
tio{;. using their 1970 tax return year as
a base.
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Mr. President, the results of that study
clearly refute the charge that the petro-
leum industry is not paying its fair share
of taxes. In fact the industry, as it has
been saying for some time, is paying
more per dollar of revenue in domestic
taxes than any other industry group.

For the 3-year period 1967-69 the pe-
troleum industry paid 6 cents per dollar
of revenue while the average tax burden
for the Internal Revenue Service classi-
fication, “All Mining and Manufacturing
Corporations” was 5.6 cents and the av-
erage for all U.S. busihess corporations
was about 4.7 cents per dollar of revenue.

Without reference to the basic con-
cept of depletion allowance for all min-
erals, it seems clearly evident that the
petroleum industry pays more than its
share of taxes even after depletion
allowance.

Also it must be obvious by now that the
only way this country will avoid the
hazards of foreign control of a substan-
tial percentage of U.S. energy require-
ments will be through a much greater
domestic exploration and development
effort and that effort can succeed only
with a massive infusion of money. Unless
the industry is able to generate such
funds through an improved capital ex-
penditures as related to profits ratio,
there is little likelihood that the declin-
ing trend in domestic exploration and
development and rapidly escalating de-
pendence on insecure foreign sources of
oil and gas will be reversed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the summary of the tax study
made by the Petroleum Industry Re-
search Foundation, Inc. be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

(a) The U.S. petroleum industry's total
tax obligations on its domestic earnings, op-
erations and properties amounted to $3.4 bil-
lion in 1970. Of this, federal income tax obli-
gations represented the largest single item,
amounting to $1.3 billion or 40% of the total.
In addition, domestic excise and sales taxes
on gasoline and other oil products amounted
to £10.5 billion.

(b) Comparable data for other industries
are nct yet available from the Internal Reve-
nue Service for 1970. However, data for the
years 1967-1969 show that while the petro-
leum industry's federal income tax obliga-
tion represented a smaller share of gross
revenue or net earnings than that of U.S.
industry in general, the share of the various
other direct taxes (excluding sales and excise
taxes) was significantly higher for the pe-
troleum industry than for the average of
other U.S. industries.

(c) The U.S. oil industry’s tax burden,
as measured by the ratio of total domestic
taxes (excluding sales and excise taxes) to
total domestic revenues, amounted to 6.0¢
per dollar of revenue for 1970 and averaged
5.8¢ per dollar of revenue for the three year
period 1967-1969. The average tax burden
for the Internal Revenue Service classifica-
tion, “All Mining and Manufacturing Cor-
porations” was 5.6¢ while for the IRS clas-
sification, “All U.S. Business Corporations” it
was about 4.7¢ per dollar of revenue for these
same three years.

(d) The above tax burden ratios show that
the petroleum industry's lower effective in-
come tax rate relative to other U.S. industries
is more than offset by its relatively higher
burden of other direct taxes (exclusive of
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excise and sales taxes), Hence, the total tax
burden carried by the domestic petroleum
industry is above the average for both. All
U.S. Mining and Manufacturing Corpora-
tions and All U.B. Business Corporations.

(e) If excise and sales taxes are added,
the oil industry’s total tax burden rises to
20¢ per dollar of revenue which is consider-
ably higher than the composite total tax
burden, including excise and sales taxes, on
all other industries.

(f) Another meaningful base for measur-
ing the tax burden is Value Added.* In 1967
the domestic oll and gas producing and re-
finding industry paid 16¢ in taxes (exclud-
ing sales and excise taxes) per dollar of
Value Added. This was approximately one-
third higher than the comparable tax burden
for the U.S. mining and manufacturing in-
dustry as a whole.

(g) In addition to the $3.4 billion in direct
domestic taxes and the $10.5 billion in excise
and sales taxes, the U.S, petroleum industry
paid $10 billion abroad in income and operat-
ing taxes and $2.8 billlon in foreign motor
fuel excise taxes. Thus, the total global tax
obligation of the U.S. oil industry in 1970,
including excise and sales taxes, amounted to
nearly $27 billion of which slightly more than
half was incurred in the U.S.

(h) The Tax Reform Act of 1969, by re-
ducing the depletion allowance, instituting
& Minimum Tax and removing the invest-
ment tax credit, has increased the domestic
petroleum industry’s tax burden by approxi-
mately $600 million for the year 1870 from
what it weuld have been in the absence of
the Act. Slightly more than half of the in-
crease was due to the reduction in the deple-
tion allowance. Most of the remainder was
due to the Institution of the Minimum Tax.

BANK Bays Om ProFirs Low

New York.—In its annual financial analy-
sis of the petroleum industry, Chase Man-
hattan Bank says the industry is not earning
enough to expand toward meeting the world’s
energy needs.

Covered in the survey were 30 companies,
representing more than three-fourths of the
non-Communist world's petroleum output,
Chase said.

TAXES SLASH REVENUES

“The direct taxes paid to various govern-
ments absorbed 13.1 percent of the group’s
revenue,” the bank sald, compared with 7.4
percent of revenue that remained as net
income.

The companies’ annual taxes rose T8 per-
cent in the last three years, the analysis said,
while profits rose by only 9 percent.

“Obviously, these are trends that cannot
continue without eventually leading to an
untenable position,” the report commented.

Capital expenditures of the 30 companles
in 1971 were $12.9 billion compared with in-
come of $7.3 billion.

CAPITAL RECOVERY

In addition to its net earnings, the group
used funds derived from provisions for cap-
ital recovery, and money borrowed from the
capital markets to help pay for its capital
expenditures, “but the abllity to recover cap-
ital has recently been restricted and there
are current efforts to impose additional limi-
tations,” the bank said.

It added that “we wonder” how world
governments “think the petroleum compa-
nies can possibly continue to function as
viable organizations, capable of satisfying the
world’s expanding needs for petroleum
energy.”

* The net value of goods created within a
given industry, as opposed to the sales value
which consists of cumulative net values
added.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OLYMPIC TRAGEDY

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, today the
world reels from shock in the wake of the
violence perpetrated by Palestinian
terrorists on members of the Israeli
Olympic team. In yesterday’'s publica-
tion of the Washington Post, the edi-
torial writer rightly condemned the act
as one of “moral depravity’” on the part
of the Palestinian terrorists.

The Olympics have always symbolized
the one event in the world which has
promoted an atmosphere of interna-
tional understanding and brotherhood.
To have violated the sanctity of an event
which has served to bring the countries
of the world together in the spirit of
honest competition and friendship can
only be described as the darkest hour of
mankind. The world has witnessed the
basest of human instincts coming to the
forefront during an event which has
served to foster the best instincts of
mankind.

The Olympics have not only helped to
set countries apart from the violence
that has marked the existence of man-
kind, but they have been that one ray of
light in an almost unending wilderness of
darkness. Now, we have seen the bar-
baric savageness of a handful of men
destroy the one ray with a hail of
bullets.

The events of the past few days can
only serve to shatter many people’s hope
that differences can be resolved in a
peaceful and equitable manner. The tool
of violence exercised in this manner, and
at an event of this nature, only serves to
postpone the day that man can over-
come his worst instincts and solve his
differences in a humane manner.

This incident at Munich reminds us
all that extremism of any form only
promotes mankind’s degradation and its
efforts to find harmony and justice in the
world. Having rejected violence as a
political tool in the United States, we
must also reject the extremism inter-
nationally which uses violence as a means
of resolving differences.

We must not succumb to a chaotic in-
ternational situation in which the rule of
the gun becomes the standard for the
settling of differences. We cannot allow
ourselves to accept barbarous acts as
being the norm of the human condition.

The tragedy of Munich should act as
a catalyst for all of us to work more
diligently in overcoming the acts of
insanity which seem to permeate our
evolution. We should remind ourselves
that man’s capacity for good and justice
far outweighs the acts of extremism to
which he is periodically subjected.

All of the civilized world must neces-
sarily be outraged by the incident at
Munich.

ALASKA INDIAN SUPPORT FOR
TRANS-ALASKA PIPELINE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
received a copy of the resolution passed
by iz Indian members of the National
Council on Indian Opportunity at its
recent meeting in Yakima, Wash.

In their resolution, the Indian mem-

September 8, 1972

bers of the National Council on Indian
Opportunity supported the position of
the Secretary of the Interior in his deci-
sion to issue the right-of-way permit for
the trans-Alaska pipeline as soon as the
litigation associated with the right-of-
way permit has ended. I believe that it
is indeed significant that the Indian
members of this important organization
have made clear their sentiments regard-
ing this matter.

As the other Members of the Senate
will remember, last December Congress
enacted the Alaska Native Claims Settle-
ment Act, which provided for a generous
land and monetary settlement for the
outstanding aboriginal claims of Alaskan
Natives. One-half of the nearly $1 billion
in settlement funds is to be obtained
through a 2-percent overriding royalty
on mineral leases. Thus, these funds will
not begin to go to Alaska Natives until
oil production has begun on the North
Slope. As production increases, greater
amounts of revenue will flow to the Na-
tive population. On the other hand, de-
lays in the production of North Slope oil
will also delay the flow of funds to Alaska
Natives.

These revenues were promised the
Alaska Natives as one of the provisions
of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act. Until production begins on Alaska’s
North Slope and these funds begin to be
channeled to the Alaska Native popula-
tion, the legal obligation of the U.S. Gov-
ernment will not be completely realized.
These funds are urgently needed by the
Alaska Native population to begin de-
velopment of job and training opportu-
nity and in various economic develop-
ment activities. Additional and unneces-
sary delay of the production of oil on
Alaska’s North Slope will only forestall
the ability of Alaska Natives to take con-
trol of their own futures.

Mr. President, I have in the past
pointed out the various economic, envi-
ronmental, and national security reasons
which clearly call for the speedy con-
struction of the trdns-Alaska oil pipe-
line. However, I believe that this resolu-
tion recently adopted by the Indian mem-
bers of the National Council on Indian
Opportunity dramatizes another impor-
tant consideration which requires that
work on the trans-Alaska pipeline sys-
tem proceed.

I ask unanimous consent that the res-
olution be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION

Whereas, the Secretary of the Interior has
been constralned from issuing a permit to
build the Alaska pipeline from Prudhoe Bay
in the Artic Slope to Valdez on the west coast
of Alaska because of a court injunction, and

Whereas, the delay has caused the Alaskan
Natlves to be severly deprived of the revenues
accruing to them under the Alaskan Native
Land Settlement Act, and

Whereas, any alternative plan for the trans-
mission of oil other than the proposed Prud-
hoe Bay to Valdez is wholly unacceptable to
the Alaskan Native position, and

Whereas, until the United States Govern-
ment issues the pipeline permit, its obliga-
tion to the Alaskan Natives—under the Land
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Claims Act—will not be completely realized.
As an effect, the pipeline delay is causing
severe hardships to the Natives in job and
training opportunities and economic develop-
ment activities which compound as time slips
by because of the short construction seasons
in Alaska, and

Whereas, the Alaska Federation of Natives
has testified in Congress to the need for quick
action on a permit to build the pipeline,

Therefore be it resolved, that the Indian
Members of the National Council on Indian
Opportunity strongly support the position of
the Secretary of the Interior whose publicly
declared intent is to issue the pipeline per-
mit as soon as the legal constraints have been
removed, and

Be it further resolved, that the Indian
Members of NCIO recognize and commend
the Secretary of the Interior for his persistent
efforts to resolve the matter with the courts
and issue the pipeline permit.

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION DOES
NOT USURF FREE SPEECH

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, one of
the principal objections raised against
the Genocide Convention is that it might
infringe upon the first amendment guar-
antee of free speech.

Article III of the International Geno-
cide Treaty provides for mandatory pun-
ishment for acts of “direct and public in-
citement to commit genocide.” Critics of
the treaty argue that such an agreement
by the United States would usurp the
right of free speech, guaranteed by the
Bill of Rights.

Mr. President, the first amendment
protects the right of advocacy, not in-
citement. Ratification of the Genocide
Convention would be impossible if it con-
flicted with the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States, for no treaty which would sub-
vert the highest law of our Nation is per-
missible. However, no such conflict exists.
If we substitute “murder” or any other
crime for the word “genocide,” it is ap-
parent that incitement toward criminal
action is already illegal and not protected
by the first amendment.

The Bill of Rights stands as a safe-
guard for the individual against the vicis-
situdes of an evolving society and also as
a protection of society from the malice of
individuals. The Genocide Convention
also represents a vital safeguard to so-
ciety and the individual without endan-
gering the right to lawful free speech.

Mr. President, the Senate should con-
sider the Genocide Convention and rat-
ify the treaty without further delay.

PARTNERS OF THE AMERICAS

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, for many
years Massachusetts has been an active
participant in the partners of the Amer-
icas program.

The Commonwealth has a sister State,
in Antioquia, Colombia, with which we
have maintained an active exchange.

Last year, Mrs. Jesse Sargent, wife of
the Governor of the Commonwealth, rep-
resented Massachusetts on a 10-day tour
of Colombia, and Antioquia province. She
kept a diary, which was subsequently
published in the Boston Globe.

I believe that Mrs. Sargent's findings
and observations will be of interest to
the Senate. I ask unanimous consent that
they be printed in the Recorb.
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There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

COLOMBIA—CHILDREN SCARRED IN LaND oOF
BEAUTY
(By Mrs. Francis W. Sargent)

Recently I stood in an acre of orchids—
totally awed by their tragility and beauty—
at the Seventh World Orchid Conference in
Medillin, Antioguia, Columbia.

I had been invited by the president and
governor of Antioguia to attend as honorary
chairman of the Massachusetts Antiogula
Partners program.

While not an orchid expert, I am an or-
chid enthusiast and I found myself fillled
with nostalgia at the sight of our own Lady’'s
Slippers delicately couched beneath ferns in
areas simulating their natural environment.

The orchids, however, were only an allure-
ment—the rest was work. The Partners has
many continuing and several new exchange
programs. These are exchanges of ideas,
equipment, and people in medicine, music
education and business.

Because of my involvement in Massachu-
setts In services for children, I was deter-
mined to see what Colombia could teach me.
I knew from the start that our problems and
theirs were not comparable.

I knew that Colombia lacked the resources
for solutions that we are fortunate to have
here. But I also knew that problems and
types of solutions are frequently interna-
tional.

Here in the United States, Birch Bayh of
Indiana has estimated that there are more
than 1 million nomadic children. In Antio-
quia the numbers are even more frightening.

I visited one very special orphanage for
girls, Granjas Infantiles, run by two sisters
in the order of St. Francis of the Salls. Situ-
ated about 20 miles outside Medellin, it
nestles cn a grassy slope, surrounded by the
Andes.

The separate small white adobe buildings
were terraced into the side of the mountain,
few of them totally enclosed. In their very
openness, they seemed to create an atmos-
phere where the children could only succeed.

Most of the children had no parents, some
had one parent and some had inadeguate
parents, There were about 160 girls in resi-
dence and an equal number who were day
students from, surrounding areas. These
children weren't problem children, They
simply came from untenable homes.

When Granjas Infantiles first started they
had only three grades of primary education,
starting with girls at the age of 11. Mother
Ramonde realized, however, that without
completing high school these girls would
have little chance of breaking out of the
poverty cycle. She set out to create a pro-
gram where a girl would be trained for a job
when she left.

For many girls, however, the transition be-
tween the security of Granjas Infantiles and
the city is difficult. So for some, the Sisters
had created a halfway house. This is exactly
the same problem we face here in Massachu-
setts when young people, who cannot return
to their homes, prepare to enter a new life.

The Sisters also managed to find available
apartments in Medellin where a group of
the girls could live when out on their own.

The s¢nse of affection generated in Granjas
Infantiles was evident in the faces of the
youngsters and in the attitudes of girls who
had left. The latter frequently returned on
weekends, and all, when they worked, sent
back a small percentage of their salaries. As
sister Jacqueline quietly explained, they felt
as if everything had been glven them by
Granjas Infantiles.

The disintegration of the family in Anti-
oquia is far more acute than in Massachu-
setts, and yet the factors leading to it are
just the same—poverty, overcrowding, mal-
nutrition, flliteracy. Many of the children at
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Granjas Infantiles could not go home on
weekends without traumatic effects and tre-
mendous confusion. So the Sisters encourage
families to come to Granjas Infantiles and
stay with the girls. When this isn't possible
or practical, they send one of the Sisters to
the child's home with the child.

This concern and dedication for the chil-
dren 1is clearly the difference between a pro-
gram which works and one which does not. It
is the people who matter. The people who
make the program.

I also visited the only reformatory for girls
and boys in Antioquia. Separated from each
other by the river, the two reformatories were
again run by the Catholic Church, receiv-
ing large amounts of support from the state.
Both tried to educate the children so that
they could get a job when they left. The chil-
dren supplemented the budget by doing all
kinds of plece work—from textile finishing to
printing and shoe manufacturing, both in-
stitutions felt they had been successful in
their approach, and they estimated their rate
of recidivism at 20 percent.

As in Massachusetts, there Is a crying need
for both programs and places for girls in
trouble. In Antioquia this reformatory was
the only one in the state, and it housed 300
women and girls in all. It is estimated that in
Medellin alone, there are four or five times
that number who need help.

Most of the girls are pregnant when they
enter, and there is a nursery for those who
have no relatives outside to keep the baby.
The mothers see their babies on Bundays, or
when the baby is sick, and in this case they
are allowed to have the infants in their tiny
cells with them.

My last visit on this trip was to one of
Antioquia’s rural hospitals in Fredonia, lo-
cated high in the Andes, north of the city.
This hospital has 256 beds, and the ones that
cost 256 pesos a day (or $1.25) are largely un-
filled—as no one in the village can afford
them.

The distribution of doctors in Colombia is,
on the whole, excellent. Access to qualified
medical attention is rarely a problem. All
doctors have to spend the first year of their
practice In a rural hospital. The problem is
rather in equipment and supplies—there are
none.

I visited the hospital with a young North
American doctor who worked there, unpaid.
There were no tricepts, no catheters, no an-
esthetic equipment—only the most primitive
and elementary equipment.

It is here that I think the Partners Pro-
gram could be a Godsend. Think of the
basements full of used hospital equipment
that we possess and how we let it rust and
disintegrate! Starting with a list from the
hospital, I hope to find in my travels some
of this excess unused material and send it to
Antioquia.

It still haunts me to think of these people
living in misery in one of the world’s most
beautiful countries.

Human life is equally precious in all parts
of the world, but somehow, high In the
Andes, these little lives seem isolated and
lost,

I came home with the feeling that by shar-
ing our knowledge we could not only bring
people together, but grow as individuals and
gain insight into our own problems.

Mgs. SARGENT WRITES OF 10-DaAY Visrr Wrre
“YANQUIS" OF SOUTH AMERICA

Mrs. Jesse Sargent, wife of Gov, Francis
Sargent, has been outspoken in her refusal
to play the traditional role of “gracious lady
pouring tea—standing in front of a mantel-
piece implying status up to the ears—or
lady bountiful handing gifts to the poor
at Christmastime,” as she told the gover-
nor's wives assembled in Puerto Rico for their
husbands’ convention last week.

“4s a wife,” she told the wives, “people
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will talk and listen to me. As a politician's
wife, they feel that I can help them.”

Last month, Mrs. Sargent took her hus-
band’s place on the Massachusetts Partners
of the Americas Committee and traveled to
Antoquia, Colombia—which 1is Massachu-
setts’ sister state under the 10-year-old Part-
ners program. Mrs. Sargent kept a diary
of her 10 days of work with the Massachu-
setts and Antioguian Committees in the cities
of Medellin and Bogota, Colombia’s capital.

The diary does not list all the experis on
the commiitee or log the dozens of bilingual
meetings from which a score of proposed
medical and cultural exchanges emerged. It
is a record of impressions, observations and
reflections about her discovery of another
country “where,” she writes, “surrounded by
an eternity of fertile ground, people still pour
into cities where there are no jobs, no houses
and no real solutions.”

Aug. 25: Arrived in Medellin about on
time and learned, as we touched ground,
that if you miss this airport in your first
try, you don't get another! It is surrounded
by beautiful 5000-foot mountains and a
steady procession of planes—about one every
minute as far as the eye could see.

11 p.m,: I am now sitting by candle light.
Our meeting with the US Consul, Charles
Trover, ended because of a power failure. I
am surrounded by five vases of orchids, but
am too tired even to see who was kind enough
to send them.

I have learned that Medellin, the capital
of Antioquia, has, by its own ingenuity, be-
come Colombia's second largest city—with
only two companies (operating in the city)
that are wholly owned by North American
outsiders.

FAMILY ORIENTED

Aug. 26: I made a courtesy call on the
mayor, Alcalde Uribe, and asked him how
they are attacking their housing problem,
Mayor Uribe sent his urban planner to show
us.
They have built roads and supplied elec-
tricity to the outskirts of the city. They
offer this land to the people and thus begin
to solve the problem of more and more
people coming in from smaller towns to the
city with no jobs, no money and n'o housing.

The difference between these people and
the city migrants at home is that they're so
family-oriented here that if they're given a
shell of a house they'll put all of their money
back into their house. They never want to
move If they have all their family around.

The houses, made from a local form of
cinder block, have one room with a con-
crete floor, a little patio with chickens, a
small garden and a huge barrel of rainwater
that catches anything that blows by. Most
houses looked like they held at least ten
children,

As we left, a 10-year-old girl spoke there
proudly, saying. “You don't have to patron-
ize us.”

They took us there in a bus, and that’s not
the way to visit the ghetto. We stood out-
like sore thumbs. And that's what we're try-
ing to destroy on this whole trip—that image,
that attitude.

I guess the life of a politician's wife never
changes, even In another country. After visit-
ing the slums on the side of the mountain, I
was the guest of honor at a luncheon given
by Senora Calle, wife of the governor of An-
tioguia, where I met many of the leading
ladies of Medellin in a room that was all
beautiful gold leaf.

POLITICIAN'S WIFE

I found Senora Calle’s outlooks, duties and
particularly frustrations of being a governor's
wife so akin to mine—more so, strangely
enough, than any other governor's wife
in the USA Benora Calle feels as strongly as
I do that governor's wives are still considered
by the general public to serve always in an
honorary role, usually with white gloves on.
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10-HOUR DAYS

Senora Calle and I both feel in a unique
position to learn the problems and frustra-
tions that the average citizen feels and yet
relate first hand to those who run the state—
although the tools (or perhaps power) to use
this knowledge are just outside our grasp.

The difference for Senora Calle is that An-
tiogquia has no social security, health insur-
ance or compulsory education. Her life here
is centered on survival for masses of these
wonderfully proud people. She spends 10
hours a day working in the hospital.

Aug. 27. After three days of work on this
joint committee of sister states, I am con-
vinced that people-to-people exchanges on a
modest scale are the way to get things done.

This afternoon, for instance a juvenile
court judge paid me a special, unscheduled
visit to talk about juvenile detention centers,
because he heard through a friend in In-
colda, the Harvard Business School seminar
being held there this year, that our Massa-
chusetts committee was here.

There is only reform school in Colombia,
and Judge Bedoya is trying to set up a sys-
tem of halfway houses.

Judge Bedoya is the kind of man who goes
home every right nearly sick that all these
kids are just out there with no place to go.
Now he wants to come up to Massachusetts
on his next vacation and visit some of our
centers to get some ideas for starting a juve-
nile correction system in Antioguia.

LONG VISTAS

Aug. 29: This was the weekend they
thought we should all have some fun. So we
all piled on a bus and climbed out of the
valley, winding our way through terraced
farms until we slowly reached what seemed
to be the top of the world.

You wonder if the world is really so over-
populated when as far as you can see for
miles and mlles are oranges, bananas, pine-
apples, papayas, coconuts, coffee, cattle, sugar
cane, horses, forests and clean, clean water
falling down sheer slopes.

Today we went in another direction. Leav-
ing the valley through miles and miles of
pulp forests, mostly pines, we took a trip to
Rlo Negro.

Our little group from Massachusetts and
our sister committee from Medellin sat down
in a long room with pure white adobe walls
and dark cedar beams. Our joint committee
was on one side in rows of stiff chairs and
the inevitable city greeters on the other.

They welcomed us formally and cordially
in the exact room in this tiny city 10,000 feet
up in the Andes where the Colombia Con-
stitution was written in 1840. They again
told us of the problems we all face: a huge
housing shortage, decreasing jobs, increas-
ing crime. I think as I look back on my trip
to Colombia, I'll always remember coming
off the street—where the people were stream-
ing into the little city park to sell their wares
in the open market—and walking into this
hall, where all the official records of Colom-
bian history since 1840 remain in rows and
rows of crumbling, crude, leather-bound vol-
umes.

There was something very moving about
this solemn little program. I told them that
we, too, came from very near the cradle of
our nation’s Constitution.

Aug. 30: Back in Medellin, I toured a 125-
bed hospital that is run for the poverty-
stricken people by the Church.

It is full of tiny children with malnutri-
tion who sit on the floor day after day and
rarely even cry. They have a few toys, but
they don't play with them.

NO ROOM FOR SICK

All of them have crippled brains. All I can
think of is where they go back to and how
many thousands there are like them up on
the side of the mountain in all those shacks.

Where there's life, there’s hope. But I must
say I think that every life is just as Impor-
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tant as the next one—and that's what gets
you; when you see these kids standing out-
side those shacks, and they can’'t even get
into the hospital.

The huge, vacant, almost unseeing eyes
I saw today will long linger with me.

The university of Antioqula, which just
opened, had just been closed down by a
student strike. Dr. Rojas, the rector, met all
day with the strikers. When he met us this
afternoon, he hadn't eaten all day and was
exhausted by student confrontations, and
still, he wanted to take time to talk about
setting up a new department of psychiatry.

Harold Martina, the noted pianist and
music director, met with us later, beseeching
us to bring the Boston Symphony Orchestra
to Medellin.

CULTURAL LIFE

Antloquians are called the “Yanquis" of
South America because of their rugged
mountain mercantilism. But llke us Yankees
of the north, their industry supports a sturdy
cultural life—five universities and an annual
series of art and music festivals sponsored
by the two textile factories here.

Aug. 31: We tried to fly to the jungle hos-
pital that Dr. Rojas told us about yester-
day—a hospital of tropical medicine run by
Harvard Medical School and the University
of Antioquia in the small jungle town of
Arpartado. But we couldn't get out because
of a pilot’s strike.

So we became tourists for an hour, We went
into all the tourist traps and met all the
other members of the committee who sneaked
off for their first free hour too.

Sept. 1: Now I have seen all the ways that
Antioquians are trying to solve their housing
problems.

We just can't get enough of this. You look
at your own problems in so much broader a
way when you go away. You see yourself
through others’ eyes a little bit.

I really don't think they can learn much
about housing from us, because there are so
many things—strong family ties especially—
that don’t apply to both places.

I think they're way ahead of us—just be-
cause they're so family oriented.

FACTORIES GIVE MORTGAGES

After our tour of the city barrio (neigh-
borhood) last week, we whipped through a
textile factory Monday morning when they
have set up a revolving fund which makes
it possible for a man to get a 20-year, low-
rate mortgage right from the factory.

The fund holds $150,000; but the figure is
hard to compare, because factory workers
make $500 to $1100 a year,

The factory was providing housing; only
housing. All the city is really doing is provid-
ing roads and electricity. They're just trying
to put roofs over these people's heads.

We've built a lot of housing projects in
the US without the necessary recreational
and community services, and they are chaotic.

But the only way to do it is to do it all
at once—and today, we saw a barrio that the
Church has bullt as demonstration model,
where they are providing housing, recreation
and a community center with a four-room
workshop where mothers can do plece-work
brought from the textile factory.

The Barrio de Jesus—about 80 units—is
the same age as the city barrio, but the peo-
ple have made more improvements to the
cinderblock houses, a fresh coat of paint, a
wrought iron balcony.

There are schools for the kids and home
economics classes for the mothers,

LOCAL REFORM SCHOOL

A lot of the children are barefoot, but
they're clothed better than poor kids in other
parts of the world—perhaps because Medellin
is a textile city.

When I talked to Archbishop Botero on
Monday, it seemed like home. His broad, open
face could well have come from Boston as he
spoke of his belief, which I share, that the
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working poor will build self-respect by build-
ing their own houses, The Church is giving
them bricks to build the houses I saw today,
with hopes that the government will follow
on & larger scale.

This afternoon, I visited the reform school,
which is also run by the Church. It is a
beautiful example of what a reform school
should be.

The main building is an old farmhouse
surrounded by terraces, flowers and Anti-
oguian parrots everywhere. On its facade is
a striking mural of the problems these kids
face—pills, LSD and pot—and the solutions
the school offers them.

The boys are trained to be printers, lathe
operators, carpenters and shoemakers. They
buy the shop machinery from the shoes they
sell or from printing jobs. The Capucians
who run the school pour all the money made
in the shops right back into the school so
they continue to have the most modern
equipment to work with.

The boys spend their weekends at home
with their families until they are 17. And
they really do get jobs in the crafts they are
trained for when they get out, although they
are not paid full wages until they have served
in the army.

Strong Antioquian family ties make the
problem of working with the boys' families
even worse than it is in Massachusetts, how-
ever. Evidently, the families try to hide the
fact that their kid's in trouble and don't
want to cooperate.

RECEPTION FOR 100

In spite of the obstacle of family shame,
the school is way ahead of some of ours. They
have solved many of the problems—of train-
ing and administration—that we are having
to break down some of our big institutions
to solve.

Tonight, the U.S. Consul had a reception
for us. Out of 100 people asked, about 97
came—a great tribute.

The committee asked me to speak for all
of them. I hope I did, when I said that I felt
from the bottom of my heart for any group
50 quick to form such deep respect for one
another as we have in just a week.

Sept. 2: At our last working meeting, we
formally presented 26 proposals for future
projects and exchanges to the Medellin Com-
mittee. They will send their formal reply by
letter before they visit Massachusetts in No-
vember,

It's uncanny how allke we Yankees are
both south and north.

As we flew to Bogota tonight I thought
about those high Andes beneath us, where,
surrounded by an eternity of fertile ground,
people still pour into that tiny city of Rio
Negro where there are no jobs, no houses and
no real solutions. I feel this tiny exchange
is the small beginning of something much,
much larger than any of us.

MEET PRESIDENT

Sept. 3: Our joint committee was received
by Misael Pastrana Borrero, the President of
Colombia, in the Casa de Bolivar.

I was impressed. He had been so well
briefed on our work. Both he and the gov-
ernor of Medellin went way beyond their line
of duty and gave us much more time than
their schedules permitted. They really cared.

But this widening gap between North and
South America is an incredible problem.
We've all worked hard without much rest to
try to narrow it a little.

Having lived through 10 days of mortifica-
tion, not speaking a word of Spanish, I de-
cided on the spot to take two solid weeks of
Spanish before the Antloquian committee
returns our visit in November.

I am more convinced than ever that small
exchanges llke these—run by individual citi-
zens—may well succeed where monolithic
government assistance programs are failing.
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REGULATION OF STRIP MINING ON
FEDERAL LANDS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I invite
the Senate’s attention to an article in
the Washington Post of August 25 con-
cerning the General Accounting Office’s
report on the Department of the In-
terior's failure to enforce strip mining
regulations on Federal lands. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is an extremely serious situa-
tion. The Department of the Interior is
charged with protection of our public
lands in order that all citizens might en-
joy them for decades to come. The De-
partment also has jurisdiction over In-
dian lands held in trust, supposedly to
protect native Americans from exploita-
tion. Now we find that public and Indian
lands are being leased to utility com-
panies for purposes of strip mining coal
and that no attempt is being made to
enforce the weak regulations that gov-
ern strip mining now.

No efforts are being made by the In-
terior Department to insure that strip
mining will not have the same effects on
the public lands in the West that it has
had in the past in Appalachia. Land-
slides, streams ruined by silt and acids
and hills where nothing will grow be-
cause all the topsoil has been eaten
away—all have become a way of life for
the citizens of Appalachia. This need-
less destruction of the environment can
be stopped.

The Interior Department must alter
its bias and seek to protect the lands un-
der its jurisdiction, rather than to
“manage” them for the economic reward
of a few. I am writing a letter to Secre-
tary Morton demanding that he file en-
vironmental impact statements on all the
surface-mined coal leases now on Fed-
eral lands and that he raise the cost of
compliance and performance bonds to
cover the full cost of reclaiming strip-
mined land. I believe that this report
merely serves to demonstrate how much
we need an absolute prohibition against
the strip mining of coal.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle to be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

BroEE OWN RuULEs, GAO Says: MINE BLAME
LAID TO INTERIOR
(By Elsie Carper)

The Interior Department has failed to
carry out its own Stl‘lp min.lng regulatlons
to protect public and Indian lands in the
West, the General Accounting Office said in
a report released yesterday.

The report also said that Interior has not
complied with all of the requirements of the
Natlonal Environmental Policy Act of 1969
for the preparation of environmental impact
statements before granting permits and
leases to coal companies to strip mine the
lands.

Interior controls vast land hoIdlngs in the
West, where seams of coal have been found
near the surface and are dug out with giant
mechanized shovels.

The department estimates that more than
54 million acres of public and Indian lands—
mostly in the west—contain coal. Prospect-
ing permits or mining leases have been
granted for 1.6 million acres of the public
lands and 700,000 acres of Indian lands.
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Strip mining now accounts for half of the
U.S. coal production and so far has been
concentrated in Appalachia and the Midwest,
where it has left a trail of scarred hillsides
and acid and sediment polluted streams.

Growing demand for electric power in the
West has increased the pressure to strip mine
the public and Indian lands to supply coal
for the utility companies.

The report by GAO on how Interior is ad-
ministering these lands was requested by the
House Conservation and Natural Resources
Subcommittee.

In releasing it to the public, Reps. Henry S.
Reuss (D-Wis.) and Guy VanderJagt (R-
Mich.) declared that it raises questions as to
whether the Interior Department is the
proper agency to regulate strip mining.

Legislation is pending in Congress that
would authorize the Interior Department to
set national strip mine standards.

Reuss, the chalrman of the subcommittee,
and VanderJagt, the ranking Republican,
sald in a joint statement that Interior's
“three-year record of inefficiency in the West,
where strip mining is still in its infant
stages, makes it doubtful that Interior will
be any more efficient in the East, where strip
mining is both more complex and wide-
spread.”

In a letter to Russell E. Train, chairman
of the President’s Counecil on Environmental
Quality, they suggest that regulation of
strip mining and restoration of strip-mined
lands be turned over to the Army Corps of
Engineers or to the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency.

Subcommittee members are known to feel
that Interior has a built-in conflict of in-
terest. On the one hand, Interior is engaging
in an active program to promote the leasing
of land for the production of coal; on the
other, it is supposed to protect the environ-
ment.

The GAO report found that Interior was
not complying either with its own regula-
tions set up in 1969 governing surface ex-
ploration, mining and reclamation of public
and Indian lands, or with the National En-
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 requiring the
preparation of environmental impact state-
ments,

The report said that impact study proce-
dures developed by the Bureau of Land
Management, which controls the public
lands, “do not comply” with implementing
guidelines of the Council on Environmental
Quality. The Bureau of Indian Affairs, which
administers Indian lands, “has not devel-
oped any procedures for the preparation of
environmental statements,” GAO reported.

The study covered only permits and leases
issued after Interior established regulations
in 1969. Before then the lands were protected
only by stipulations written into permits and
leases.

Since the regulations were established in
January, 1969, Interior has lssued 258 per-
mits and 38 leases for coal exploration and
mining on public and Indian lands. GAO
reviewed 65 of these permits and leases In
its study.

It found that required technical exami-
nations to determine the effect of strip min-
ing on the environment had not been con-
ducted for 35 of the 65 permits and leases.

The regulations also require that an ex-
ploration plan be filed and approved before a
permit holder starts digging for coal. But
GAO's review “showed that some permittees
were operating without approved explora-
tion plans and that some plans had been
approved without technical examinations.”

The report said that compliance and per-
formance bonds covering reclamation of
strip-mined lands had not been obtalned in
all cases and the amount of the bonds in
others was insufficient to cover reclamation
costs.
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During the period from the time the regu-
lations were issued until last November, ac-
tive operations had started under two leases
and 15 permits. The report said the coal
operators generally failed to submit required
information on such matters as the number
of acres reclaimed and methods of reclama-
tion. Four operators abandoned all or part
of their operations without filing required
reports.

In other findings, GAO said that Interior
lacked procedures for the public to comment
on pending applications and also lacked
procedures for consultations with federal and
state officlals responsible for the environ-
ment, pollution control and health and
safety.

The report covered leases in Arizona, Colo-
rado, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota
and Wyoming. Most were in Wyoming and
Montana.

EXCESSIVE DEPENDENCE ON OIL
AND GAS IMPORTS FROM MIDDLE
EAST

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I was
recently pleased to discover that the
Washington Evening Star, of August 9,
1972, contains a letter to the editor writ-
ten by the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
HanNsSeEN). Senator Hansen's letter was
entitled “The Arab Oil Game.”

I believe that Senator HANSEN's letter
is worthy of study and discussion by
other Members of Congress. He dis-
cusses in his letter the danger of our
Nation’s drifting into a condition of ex-
cessive dependence upon oil and gas im-
ports from the Middle East nations. Be-
cause the political structures of these
nations are often unpredictable and un-
stable and because Arab States are de-
manding more control over the produc-
tion of their oil, they may threaten
strikes and cutbacks on oil exports to
the United States unless more favorable
terms are arranged.

Senator Hansen has wisely pointed out
that these foreign governments are cer-
tainly entitled to follow policies to fur-
ther their own self-interest in regard to
their oil resources. However, the United
States must pay cognizance to these de-
velopments and act in our own self-de-
fense to minimize our dependency on
imported oil.

The Senator’s letter concludes by as-
serting that the most enlightened course
for our Government would be to adopt
policies to enable the search for do-
mestic oil and gas reserves to proceed
as rapidly as possible. This clearly is
the only alternative to prolonged and
perilous dependence on Arab oil. In par-
ticular, the Senator discusses the larg-
est oil field ever to be discovered in the
United States—Alaska’s Prudhoe Bay—
which, when finally delivered to the
Lower 48, will help alleviate this de-
pendence on foreign imports.

Mr. President, the Senator from Wy-
oming clearly understands the difficulties
our Nation faces in acquiring adequate
supplies of energy resources. In my past
association and work with Senator Han-
sEN I have always found him to be most
knowledgeable and aware of the partic-
ular problems in the field of energy. °
certainly commend him on writing this
important letter, which will help to edu-
cate the public regarding this very real
problem.
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I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE ARAB OI1L GAME

Sir: Your recent editorial, “The Changing
Rules of the Arab Olil Game,” deserves com-
mendation as a highly informative discus-
sion of a problem of major importance to the
American people.

Changes in the world petroleum situation
are coming almost too fast for the public to
comprehend. Yet these changes are of par-
amount significance to our nation’s consum-
ers and to the security of the United States
and its allles overseas.

It would be hard to exaggerate the dangers
of drifting into a condition of excessive de-
pendency on oil and gas imports from the
unpredictable and notably unstable lands of
the Middle East. Informed observers have
pointed out that some of the major Arab oil
producing countries are moving into a fi-
nancial position that would enable them to
go on strike against the lands that obtain
oil from them. In other words, some of the
Arab states are building up sufficient cash
reserves to enable them to withhold their oil
from the market until the nations that con-
sume this oil meet their terms.

SYRIAN EPISODE GAVE INDICATION

The havoc in world ofl movement that re-
sulted in 1970 from Syria’s refusal to permit
repair of the Trans-Arabian Pipeline and
Libya’s cutback in production of its ofl, is
a small indication of the impact disruptions
in petroleum supply can cause.

The oil-producing countries, particularly
those In the Middle East and North Africa,
realize that thelr economiles are now based
almost entirely on petroleum production and
that their reserves of this resource—however
vast-—are still finite, This realization has
prompted some of the countries to insist on
exercising more control over the production
of their oil to make their reserves last as long
as possible. This same realization helped to
stilmuate monetary demand that made the
cost of foreign oil rise sharply in recent
years—with no end to this escalation yet in
sight.

In short, these foreign governments are
acting toward their oil resources in a way
that they belleve furthers their own self in-
terest. They are certainly entitled to follow
such policies.

The United States would be less than wise,
in my opinion, if it did not follow the same
course. We should act in self defense to
minimize our dependency on imported oil.

According to an exhaustive survey by the
National Petroleum Council, more than half
of the discoverable oil and gas in the U.S.
still remains to be found. In view of chang-
ing world developments, as described in your
editorial, the most enlightened course for
our government would be to adopt policies
that will enable the search for our domestic
oil and gas reserves to go forward as rapidly
as possible. This is the only near-term alter-
native to prolonged and perilous dependence
on Arab oil.

PRODUCING AT CAPACITY

Your editorial referred to “limits on domes-
tic production.” I am sure you know that
the oil fields of the lower 48 states are now
producing at capacity with no limits im-
posed on production other than those re-
quired to prevent outright waste of reser-
volir energy.

The vast potential of marine oil and gas
production is being limited and held back by
litigation and legal restrictions on operations
in outer-continental shelf areas. In addition,
the largest oll fleld ever discovered in the
United States—Alaska's Prudhoe Bay—is not
yielding a drop of oil to the nation's consum-
ers three years after it was discovered, and
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won't until the way is cleared for comple-
tion of the urgently needed trans-Alaska
pipeline.

We are indebted to a Middle Eastern poet
for the phrase “the moving finger writes.”
This finger is writing now—in large letters—
about the possibility of a fuel supply crisis
in our country, a nation that depends on
oll and gas for three-fourths of its energy.
Such a crisis can be averted if the discov-
ery and development of our domestic petro-
leum resources is pursued in time. But time
is the ingredient that is shortest of all in
this situation. From three to ten years are
required to develop an oil field to full pro-
duction after the initial discovery has been
made,

Positive policy decisions are needed now to
forestall the possibility of an extreme fuel-
supply emergency in the near future. Your
editorial made a contribution to the public
understanding that should lead to such deci-
slons,

CrirForp P, HANSEN,
U.S. Senator.

ZNERGY RESOURCES CRISIS

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the ques-
tion of our energy resources has been
gaining increasing attention of late, par-
ticularly in the news media.

In an article published recently in the
Denver Post, Jean Heller documents the
so-called energy crisis which is increas-
ing with alarming rapidity.

The article points to the need for a
comprehensive energy policy for this
country—the thrust of a bill introduced
by the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. Horrings), which I have
joined in sponsoring.

We are faced with a growing public
opposition to the continuance of un-
controlled environmental degredation in
this country, while on the other hand we
are confronted with skyrocketing energy
needs which often confliet with our en-
vironmental concerns.

The facts spelled out in Jean Heller's
article makes it incumbent upon this
body to act swiftly on legislation estab-
lishing the framework within which an
energy policy can be developed with a
minimum of conflict in our environ-
mental concerns.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the RECORD.

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

BrackouTs, TaANoUTS: ENERGY SCARCITY

WIDENS
(Jean Heller)

WasHINGTON.—In the past several years,
energy crisis has become a household term.

It signifies steamy summer days without
air conditioning, frigld winter nights with-
out heat or light, rising utllity and real
estate costs and a lot of unanswered ques-
tions.

Blackouts, brownouts—and recently in
Michigan something called a tanout—have
become a way of life in much of the nation
during perlods of severe weather.

Why?

The s!mple answer 1s that not enough clean
coal, fuel oil and natural gas is avallable in
the country to meet consumers’ demands,
and many electric utilities don't have the de-
pendable peak needs.

“We've got trouble, trouble, trouble, with
a capital T and that rhymes with E and that
stands for Energy,” Hollis M. Dole, the In-
terior Department’s assistant secretary for
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mineral resources, told a House subcomit-
tee recently.

“We are beginning to feel the pinch on
energy in certain forms,” Dole said. “This
condition of scarcity will widen as time goes
by to include nearly every form and cate-
gory of energy.”

An Assoclated Press study of the natlon’s
energy crisis found:

During July’s heat wave, demand for
electricity along the East Coast far exceeded
electric utlities’ capicity for supply. New
York City and parts of Rhode Island and
Massachusetts temporarily were blacked out.
A heavy demand in Michigan caused a tan-
out, a deliberate reduction of from 1 to 6
per cent in generator power output.

A Federal Power Commission (FPC) sur-
vey at the beginning of the summer showed
that the Southeast and West Cenral areas
of the nation didn’t have sufficlent reserve
electrical generating capacity to meet unex-
pected demands or equipment failures.

In many parts of the nation, including
Washington, D.C., and Chicago, natural gas
supplies were so low that indefinite mora-
toriums were placed on sales to new cus-
tomers. The possibility exists that if the
nation suffers a severe winter, gas service to
some commercial and industrial customers
will have to be cut off in order to maintain
service to resldential customers.

Most of the nation’s coal supply can't be
used because of stringent air-pollution laws,
and not enough fuel oil currently is avail-
able in the nation to fill the gap.

Electric utilitles, paying ever-mounting
prices for fuel, are passing on those increases
to consumers. Wholesale electric rate in-
creases pending at the FPC jumped more
than $20 million during the second quarter
of the year.

In areas where new gas sales have been
curtalled, housing projects awalting service
are standing idle. A spokesman for the Na-
tional Association of Homebuilders estimates
this factor costs a builder about $100 a month
on an average $28,000 home, a cost passed
on to buyers. Moreover, the cost of instal-
ling an oil heat system in an average home
is between $500 and $600 more than install-
ing a gas heat system, another home cost
add-on.

So, how did we get into this sltuation in
the first place, and now how do we get out?

We got in because the nation hasn't yet
learned how to combine progress and con-
servation and make it work. It appears the
only immediate way out is a growing, and
possibly dangerous, dependence on foreign
fuel imports,

“The current energy crisis can probably
be attributed to the tensions and adjust-
ments resulting from attempts to achieve
a proper balance between the duty to pro-
tect and conserve the natural environment
and the equally valid obligation to meet
the growing energy demand necessary for
preserving and improving the total quality
of human 1life,” saild Aubrey J. Wagner,
chairman of the nation's largest electric
utility, the Tennessee Valley Authority.

“It's not anybody's fault, really,” said Ralph
Williams, an Interior Department energy spe-
clalist and Dole’s staff assistant. “It's just
the way the whole darned thing went to-
gether. It all fell on us at once.”

One of the principal factors is a series of
new environmental laws which restrict the
use of dirty fuels.

ONLY GAS CLEAN

Of the three fossil fuels—coal, gas and
oil—only gas is completely clean. Coal, espe-
cially, is high in sulfur content, making it
useless in areas which have stringent air-
pollution restrictions on sulfur emissions.
That means all urban, industrial areas.

Since coal accounts for somewhere be-
tween 70 and 85 per cent of the nation’s
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fuel reserve, a huge reservoir of energy has
all but been eliminated from the market,
at least until an economically feasible way
is found to burn coal cleanly.

Fuel oil, much of which can meet environ-
mental standards, isn't in as short supply as
it was several years ago, but it costs far
more than other fossil fuels. ;

In addition, oil production in the United
States has reached its peak with no drastic
upswing in sight so that fuel oll alone,
which amounts to only 5 to 10 per cent of
every barrel of refined crude oil, never could
fill the coal gap.

As a result, the immediate burden has
fallen on natural gas, which is cheap and
clean.

EXPLORATION DROP

But in the past few years, gas producers
haven't been exploring for new supplies,
clalming government regulation of prices
doesn't provide a big enough profit margin
to encourage the high-risk business of ex-
ploration.

It has been estimated that in 20 years the
demand for natural gas will be 115, times all
the gas discovered In the nation's history.
Yet the number of producing wells drilled
in the country dropped by more than one
half between 19556 and 1968.

In 1960, the nation had a 20-year supply
of natural gas in reserve. By 1970, that re-
serve had fallen to 13 years. Now it's 11.3
years. The natlon is using up the reserves
faster than new supplies are being found. All
current reserves are committed for some
specific future use.

Untll recently, the Federal Power Com-
mission set ceilings on the price natural gas
producers could charge interstate pipeline
companies. In time of plentiful supplies of
gas, the cellings were set low.

COSTS CLOSE IN

As rates of inflation grew, producers costs
for equipment and labor steadily closed in
on profits because the FPC allowed few
price-celling hikes. Gradually producers
stopped looking for new gas supplies be-
cause, they sald, with 80 per cent of all new
wells coming up dry, the FPC ceilings didn’t
allow enough capital to finance high-risk
exploration.

Last month, the FPC announced it was
lifting price restrictions and would allow gas
to find its own price level. The action, ex-
pected for some time, was greeted with
chagrin by consumer groups who clalm the
FPC fell for an industry trick.

The FPC doesn't collect its own data on
gas reserves, relying instead, on a survey
conducted by the American Gas Assoclation
(AGA), a professional representative of gas
producers. Critics charge the AGA and pro-
ducers misrepresented gas reserves just to
force prices up, an allegation the producers
and the AGA vehemently deny.

Whatever the truth, the FPC's action may
indeed spur new gas exploration, but locat-
ing and producing new supplies require a
three-to-five year lead time, and nobody is
optimistic about any quick solutions to the
shortage problems.

“We're unable yet to gauge the effects of
the ruling,” said Charles Krautler, a spokes-
man for the Washington Gas Light Co. “Even
if it helps, it will take several years to de-
velop new supplies.”

NOT MUCH OPTIMISM

“We're very much taking a walt-and-see
attitude on this thing,” sald Robert Wilson,
an official of Peoples Gas Light and Coke Co.,
in Chicago. “It's possible, I suppose, that
this will free up some gas, but I haven't
heard anybody express much optimism.”

Wilson saild Peoples has a walting list of
3.349 customers, many of them big commer-
cial and industrial users, which seek enough
gas to supply 191,000 average single-family
homes.
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What of nuclear energy, once touted as the
solution to power problems of the '70s and
beyond?

The first nuclear generating plants went
into operation in the early 1960s. By the
middle of the decade, there was rising dis-
content over air and water pollution. The
Atomic Energy Commission began predicting
that nuclear plants were the environmentally
sound wave of the future.

Electric utilities seemed to agree. In 1866,
20 new nuclear plants were ordered. In 1967,
another 30 went into the planning stages.
But the following year, problems began. A
shortage of specialized equipment, parts and
trained personnel developed. On construction
sites, crews had difficulty in assembling parts
and keeping them operable.

OBJECTIONS START

And conservationists began raising objec-
tions and ocecasionally filing lawsuits over
plant sites and possible dangerous heat and
radiation emissions.

As problems developed, new plant orders
fell; to 21 in 1968; to seven in 1969. As of
August, 28 nuclear plants were in operation,
49 were in various stages of construction and
67 were still on the drawing boards.

In the midst of all this, the nation’s over=
all demand for electric power is doubling
every 10 years and per-capita demand is
growing five times faster than the popula-
tions. The nation has become so dependent
on electric power that human muscle now
accounts for less than one per cent of the
work done in the nation's factorles.

Ten years ago, electric utilities had the
capacity to generate 30 per cent more power
than customers demanded. By 1970, that
figure had dropped to 15 per cent, a level the
FPC considers the bare minimum needed to
cover unexpected demands or equipment
failure.

This summer, some areas of the country
couldn't meet that minimum.

SMALL RESERVES

The FPC's summer power supply survey
indicated that the Southwest and West Cen-~
tral areas of the nation had only an 11.1 and
11.6 per cent reserve, respectively, at the be-
ginning of the summer.

The Northeast, plagued by power problems,
had a barely comfortable 17.9 per cent re-
serve, but that’s an average. In New York
City, for example, the reserve was under 11
per cent, and power problems have plagued
that city all summer.

In the Southeast region, the Miami area
was getting through the summer on a prayer,
with a reserve of minus 2.1 per cent. The
Cleveland, Ohilo, municipal electric utility
was even worse, with a minus 8 per cent
reserve,

“We have a kind of chain reaction,” said
Willlams. *“We feel the environmental restric-
tions will continue to crowd coal out of the
market. As coal is forced out, that will bring
pressure on alternate fuels. Nuclear power is
late. Gas 1s already past its peak. So the
demand that was met by coal is going to have
to be met by oil. And domestlc oil produc-
tion has fallen off.

“So I think that all the increase in energy
demand in the United States is going to have
to be met by imported oil,"” he said. “For the
most part this is going to be Middle East oil.
We're going to have to try to figure out how
much oil we can produce and how much
more is going to be needed and fill that gap
by letting foreign oil in."”

The import quotas, set out during the
1950s, were intended to protect the United
States from international extortion to pre-
vent the nation from becoming so dependent
on the cheap Middle Eastern oil that Arab
nations could use that dependency to whip=-
saw the country during an international
political crisis,
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THE REAL CASUALTIES

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations (Mr. FuLeriGHT) has written
a perceptive article entitled “The Real
Casualties,” which was published in the
New York Times on Friday, August 25.

Many of the casualties of the policies
of the Nixon administration in its cur-
rent bombing campaign in Vietnam are
innocent “women and children who hap-
pen to be in the target areas’:

Their dylng and their burning take place
beyond the sight—and beyond the psychic
knowledge—of the B-52 crews and their
countrymen across the sea—

Notes Senator FULBRIGHT.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the REcORrD.

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

THE REAL CASUALTIES
(By J. W. Fulbright)

WasmineroN.—Chivalry in warfare, I sup-
pose, 15 an antiquated concept. Such no-
tions are impossible for a B-52 bomber crew
five miles up in the sky. The targets they
drop their bombs upon are like grid squares
on a map; they bear no physical resem-
blance to real cities and farms inhabited by
real people. Now the crew hardly even have
to concern themselves with accuracy; their
“smart bombs' are carried on laser beams.
It is called “surgical” bombing but it is not
s0 “surgical” as to spare the schools and hos-
pitals, and the men, women and children
who happen to be in the target areas.

Their dying and their burning take place
beyond the sight—and beyond the psychic
knowledge—of the B-52 crews and their
countrymen across the sea. Only occasionally
do the sights of war intrude upon our vision,
as in the widely published picture of a little
naked Vietnamese girl, screaming as she ran
toward the camera to try to escape from the
napalm which was burning the skin from
her back.

Such are the sights and sounds of the
Vietnamization program through which the
Nixon Administration has reduced American
casualties to almost none. Appealing to our
weariness and disgust, our leaders have in-
vited us to lose in interest in Vietnam, to
ignore what happens there now that our cwn
sons are no longer dying In large numbers.
They have Invited us to ignore the tragic
fate of the Vietnamese themselves and to
look elsewhere to the President's visits to
Peking and Moscow.

We are told that we must continue such
a policy if we are to remalin a great power
and retain respect throughout the world for
the office of the American Presidency. In his
dealings with the Soviet Union and China
Mr. Nixon no longer engages in ideological
warfare for its own sake; he has ceased to be
a crusader against “godless Communism"
and has become a skilled practitioner of real-
politik in the tradition of Metternich and
Bismarck. But in his continued prosecution
of the war in Vietnam the old Nixon has sur-
vived—Nixon the Redbaiter, Nixon the
battle-scarred veteran of the “warfare of
politics”—to take the term he used in his
book "Six Crises.”

One of the most ironic of the many ironies
of this long and futile crusade 1s that the
Vietnamese Communists themselves have
found it incomprehensible that the mighty
United States could take an obsessive in-
terest in the Internal dissensions of so small
and remote a country. For a short period in
1946, the only official representative of the
United States in Hanol was a young major
in the Office of Strategic Services named
Frank White.
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Ho Chi Minh had formed a Vietnam Pro-
visional Government and had proclaimed the
independence of the state of Vietnam “with-
in the French Union.” On a number of oc-
casions during those turbulent days, White
spoke informally and at length with Ho.

On one occasion Ho “dwelled at some
length on the disposition of Americans as a
people to be sympathetic to the self-deter-
mination of nations and generous in making
contributions to less fortunate states. But
he doubted that the United States Govern-
ment could be counted on to come to the aid
of Vietnam."

For reasons that will likely pugzzle his-
torians for decades to come, just as they
puzzle and dismay ordinary citizens today,
Vietnam has captured and held America's in-
terest beyond Ho Chi Minh's wildest imagin-
ings of 26 years ago. It has caught us in
the grip of a prideful, fearful obsession with
“defeat” and “humiliation.”

Perhaps, as the Nixon Administration has
seemed to suppose, the American people will
tolerate an endless war as long as it is Asians
rather than Americans who are belng
“wasted” on so prodigal a scale. But I do not
think so; I think that the American people
are offended and outraged by the prolonga-
tion of this useless killing even though most
of those now being killed are foreigners.

I think that the American people are dis-
gusted by the obsesslon with victory, even
in its various, euphemistic disguises. I think
that the majority of Americans would now
share the puzzlement and dismay expressed
in a letter which I received back in 1967
from an American soldier In Vietnam. Speak-
ing of the phony propaganda and the savage-
ry of the war, he described the real casual-
ties—"the farmers and their families in the
Delta mangled by air strikes, and the vil-
lagers here killed and burned out by our
friendly Korean mercenaries.”

This young soldier then asked, . . . what-
ever has become of our dream? Where is that
America that opposed tyrannies at every
turn, without inquiring first whether some
particular forms of tyranny might be of use
to us? Of the three rights which men have,
the first, as I recall, was the right to life.
How then have we come to be killing so many
in such a dubious cause?"

PROGRESS IN RHODESIA

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, my
State of Arizona is extremely fortunate
to have as the editor of one of its major
daily newspapers, The Tucson Daily Citi-
zen, a man of great ability and fine rep-
ortorial insight. I refer to Mr. Paul A.
McKalip, who recently returned from a
lengthy tour of South Africa and Rho-
desia—an area he had visited first 7 years
ago. As a result, Mr. McKalip has writ-
ten two excellent articles for the “Per-
spective” section of his newspaper which
mirror his impressions of the country,
the spirit of the people, and the opportu-
nities which abound in those areas for
persons of all cultures. He reports that
great progress is being made, especially
in Rhodesia, in the face of British sanc-
tions.

Mr. President, as the two articles point
out, Rhodesia’s political stability and
economic viability have developed im-
pressively despite the efforts of Britain
and other nations to force their will on
this former British colony.

Where one would except to find Rho-
desia and her people in a kind of hold-
ing operation, attempting to weather the
British sanctions, just the opposite is the
case. Mr. McKalip found Rhodesia far
from stagnant, but in the grip of its
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greatest economic boom. A growth rate
of 11 percent was chalked up by Rhodesia
last year, and 1,600 new industrial enter-
prises have been established in the past
6 years. Home building is going ahead at
a record pace, and much of it is being
put in place for Africans. What is more,
Rhodesia is enjoying a steady rise in both
immigration and tourism and is expe-
riencing a shortage of skilled labor.

All of this points up the wisdom shown
by our government, which took action
last fall to resume the purchase of Rho-
desian chrome. The move was entirely
realistic and practical under the condi-
tions found in Rhodesia by Mr. McKalip.

Because of their interest and impor-
tance to all responsible Americans, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. McKalip’s
articles be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Tucson Dally Citizen, Aug. 1, 1872

SEVEN YEARS AFTER INDEPENDENCE—RHO-
DESIA'S POLITICAL STRUCTURE DEMONSTRATES
ITs STABILITY

(Note.—Paul A. McKalip, editor of the
Tucson Daily Citizen, visited Southern Africa
in 1965 and again this summer. This is the
first of two special articles based on his
observations and findings in the former Brit-
ish colony of Rhodesia, which declared its
independence seven years ago.)

(By Paul A, McKalilp)

“Bad news travels Tast” is an old expres-
slon. In today’s world of Instant communi-
cation, one must add “and far.”

For most of its 80-year history, a place
called Rhodesla in the southern part of Africa
below the equatorial belt was little known
beyond the fact that it was one of the lucra-
tive colonies of the British colonial empire.

For adventurous world travelers and read-
ers of Natlonal Geographic magazine, it was
known also for the world-famous but remote
Victoria Falls on the fabled Zambezl River.

BLACKS, WHITES WORK SIDE BY SIDE

Just seven years ago, Rhodesia became an-
other "hot spot"” on the world geopolitical
map when the minority white government is-
sued its unilateral declaration of independ-
ence from mother England.

UDI, as the action became known, was seen
as the only means by which the quarter-mil-
lion Europeans, mostly of English origin,
could avoid an overnight sellout of Rhodesia’s
long westernized-style development to the
overwhelming majority of African natives
who are still primitive bush dwellers.

The Rhodesian government in power had
seen already the turmoil and chaos which
had resulted from similar grants of inde-
pendence to other colonial holdings of Eu-
ropean nations in black Africa.

In some of them, such as the Congo, am-
bitions and old animosities of rival native
tribes exploded into mass destruction of
property and population.

Nevertheless, the news of Rhodesla’s dec-
laration of independence, after falling to win
an acceptable accommodation with the Brit-
ish government, started political and eco-
nomic repercussions which continue today.

By coincidence more than design, in fact
motivated principally by a long desire to see
the Victoria Falls, I was in Rhodesla in the
spring of 1965, six months before UDI.

I visited Salisbury, the beautiful, modern
capital city, and talked with many persons
in and out of government.

One thing was obvious. The white minor-
ity, far from repressing and exploiting the
Africans, was pursuing a policy of develop-
ment, of education and economic opportu-
nity for all of the nearly five million people
of Rhodesia.
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England, however, was being rebuffed in its
effort to impose Its own political policy for
Rhodesia and could not accept such affront
by the “bad boy” of the British Common-
wealth family.

Eschewing military response to UDI in
the months following November, 1965, when
such response admittedly might have quelled
the rebellion in the fashion of earlier co-
lonial tactics, England sought to strangle the
rebellion by imposing sanctions.

““BRITISH HAVE LOST THE WILL TO SETTLE"”

The United Nations is committed by its
charter to remain aloof from the internal
affairs of nations. It is a proper policy. In
the case of the Rhodesia sanctions proposed
by England, the United Nations approved on
the flimsy, transparent grounds that the
Rhodesian action represented “a threat to
world peace.”

This summer I returned to Salisbury by
deliberate intent born of sustained inter-
est in the problem, the people and the fu-
ture of a land with great resources, attrac-
tions and potential.

Some personal observations were at once
enlightening and reassuring.

The country was obviously peaceful. The
national police force 1s composed of only
4,000 members. Three-fourths of them are
Africans. In the British traditions, the police
do not even carry arms.

Africans and Europeans were going about
their business in trade, industry and agri-
culture side by side. It is true that the black
Africans mostly still are in the ranks of un-
skilled labor, but there is no arbitrary barrier
to their economic advancement.

In the four-star, top-rated Jameson Hotel
in Salisbury, the reception office was staffed
by blacks and whites alike wearing the for-
mal striped trousers and morning coats. The
accounting department was staffed by Afri-
cans.

There were also blacks among the guests
in the hotel, and in the dining room and
in the cocktail lounge. There is no color
barrier in any public place.

At Government House, the residence now
of the Rhodesian state president which for-
merly was occupied by the British colonial
governor, the guard complement, including
officers, is entirely African.

On the political front, likewise, there was
a8 new commitment and determination to
make the best of England’s final rejection
of the independence settlement proposals
which had been negotiated and approved by
representatives of the two governments.

I arrived in Salisbury shortly after the
“bad news” of the British government's of-
ficlal “No" to the bilateral proposals had
been announced, making headlines around
the world.

There was consternation, disappointment
approaching disbelief, but no sense of despair.

It was recognized that some of the more
immediate political galns assured for Afri-
cans in the proposed settlement would be
likely to come more slowly. Their political
progress would be linked to the practical
pace of educational and economic progress.

It was also recognized that the struggle
for economic progress, both industrially and
agriculturally, would have to continue for
both Africans and Europeans under the
added burden of sanctions.

But if the outside world expected restless-
ness or even possibly upheaval in the wake of
the Rhodesian setback, it was nowhere evi-
dent.

If anyone had cause to be despairing or
angry, it might have been most of all the
indomitable Ian Douglas Smith, prime min-
ister and rallying force In the Rhodesian
Front government in the 10 years before and
since UDI.

I was fortunate to arrange a private inter-
view with Smith early in my visit. The seven
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years of challenge and frustration since UDI
had worn on him but lightly.

He is a rather slightly built man whose
strength is reflected in strong features of
face and especially plercing eyes.

“GREATEST ASSET IS HER PEOPLE”

Now only 53 years of age, and looking boy-
ishly younger in some respects, his dedication
to Rhodesia and the future of 5 million peo-
ple is unswerved by adversity.

When I entered his office, he invited me to
sit at the side of his large, well-ordered desk.
He swung his chair sideways to allow him
to stretch out his legs and half recline as he
conversed easily but intently,

Almost at once, without being asked the
obvious question, he volunteered his disap-
pointment at the British “No” to the settle-
ment. He went on to point out that the sanc-
tions had been imposed to force Rhodesia
to negotiate an agreement with the British
government on the territory’s political future.

“This government did negotiate and did
come to agreement with the British govern-
ment. This government approved the agree-
ment and it was the British who finally re-
Jjected it,” he declared.

He made it clear that he felt any legitimacy
for sanctions had been wiped away by the
British and that sanctions in the future
would be less respected by other nations even
though they might remain on the U.N. books.

Smith recognized, as a practical politician,
that the British government could not afford
to allow sanctions to be revoked officially.

It is, of course, that realism which has
allowed Ian Smith to steer the small country
successfully through countless dangerous
shoals during the past 10 years, before and
after UDI. Now he assessed the future this
way:

“I believe any sort of settlement at this
moment would be an embarrassment to the
British government of the United Kingdom.
I believe that at the moment they have lost
there will to settle.

“Therefore, the contract we made has been
closed by the British rejection.”

The prime minister said essentially the
same thing in a public statement a couple
days later and concluded with this exhorta-
tion to Rhodeslans:

“Let us be realistic and accept the fact
that the only practical way forward is to get
on with the job under our existing 1969
Constitution, sanctions and all.”

UNITED “TO MAKE THE BEST OF IT"

The Rhodesia Herald, large national daily
newspaper published in Salisbury, headlined
the prime minister's public statement this
way: “Smith Firm: We Are Not Talking to
U.K."” And a subheadline carried his words in
quotation marks: *“The contract has been
closed . . "

The Rhodesia Herald generally is strong
in ifs opposition to the Smith government
and outspoken in criticism of its policies.
The Herald's editorial comment the next day
on the above news was, therefore, significant:

“We agree with most of Mr. Smith's assess-
ment of the situation . . . There will be no
recognition. Sanctions will continue in offi-
cial force.

*. . . The present situation Is normal, and
will continue to be so for as far ahead as one
can see. The country must make the best
of It.

“And a good best can be made.

*. . . Rhodeslia's greatest asset is her peo-
ple. If her people—all of them—are able to
give of their full potential, then the sky's
the limit."”

There has been substantial evidence that
Rhodesia's people, European and African, are
agreed on the country's potential and on
their dedication to it.

In the face of continulng armed threats
from Communist-trained outside guerrilla
forces to the north, African natives in rural

29849

areas of the country have been quick to join
in reporting and thwarting occasional incur-
sions.

African and white military police share
the duties of border patrol.

One of the most important symbols of the
stabllity of the new government is the office
of president, which has been occupled by
Clifford W. Dupont since the 1969 Constitu-
tion was adopted.

Dupont is a polished gentleman of English
heritage. He was deputy prime minister un-
der Smith before the 19656 independence
move. After the tles with Britaln were
severed, Dupont was first named to the posi-
tion of officer administering the government.
That position was created above and apart

. from politics to take the place of the British

crown's representative.

Now, as president, he also 1s above politics
and parliament and serves principally in a
ceremonial and symbolic capacity. His office
assures the continuity of government as a
viable entity. It is he who officially calls and
opens each parliamentary sesslon.

With Clifford Dupont as the representative
of government and Ian Douglas Smith as
active leader of the government, it is clear
that colonial Rhodesia has produced a breed
of indigenous Rhodesians who are equal to
the challenge of “making the best of it.”

It is too bad that “bad news travels fast,”
probably because it is the most sensational
or alarming kind of news.

A look at the situation in Rhodesla first
hand and In depth reveals the whole truth
about a country which has emerged from
British rule with faith in itself and in its
Tfuture, given only time and opportunity.

[From the Tucson Daily Citizen, Aug. 2, 1972]
WHAT ABOUT THOSE SANCTIONS? EMBATTLED
RHODESIA Is MAKING Goop DESPITE BRITAIN

(By Paul A. McKEalip)

Seeing is believing.

And seeing the progress in Rhodesia, after
seven years of struggle for independence from
Great Britain, is to belleve that the little
country in southern Africa is well on its way
to succeeding.

No shots have been fired by the British
against the Rhodesians as they were in
America’s War of Independence two centuries
ago. In this one, the British government
chose to wage political and economic war.

The cutting off of diplomatic relations with
the rebel government in Sallsbury was awk-
ward, perhaps, because it affected Rhodesian
passports and therefore travel.

The real weapon that was relied upon to
subdue Rhodesia was the sanctions which
Great Britaln imposed with the support of
the United Nations.

‘Well, what about sanctions? How are things
going in the land-locked nation? Things are
going well indeed. I can report that from
firsthand observation, inquiries and inter-
views during my recent visit to Rhodesia.

UNEXPECTED BOOM

Having been there seven years ago, just
before the country announced its unilateral
declaration of independence (UDI), I had a
good basis for comparison.

One would expect to find the country and
its people In a kind of holding operation, but
certainly not in anything like an economic
boom. That's what it is, though.

A growth rate of 11 per cent last year, the
establishment of 1,600 new industrial enter-
prises in the past six years, home bullding at
a record pace and much of it for Africans, a
steady rise in both immigration and tourism,
and a shortage of skilled labor add up to all
the boom the Rhodeslan economy could pos-
sibly stand at this time.

If an American needed an object lesson
which he could understand, and feel, this
was it:

Upon my arrival, a U.S. $10 bill bought 87
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Rhodesian. Before I left, during which time
the British pound had been floated again
and had shaken the international money
market, a U.S. £10 bill was good for only $6
Rhodesian.

The Rhodesian dollar has been strong all
along, and inflation has been controlled.

CARS GALORE

There were other object lessons readily
apparent. Two old friends, Douglas Garner
and Sam Brewer, met my wife and me at
the Salisbury airport. We went out to Brew-
er's automobile for the ride to the hotel.

The car was & brand new Peugeot sedan.
There were plenty of other late-model French
cars on the streets, including Citroens and
Renaults. There were also German BMWs and
Mercedes, and Italian Alfa Romeos. And scads
of Japanese Toyota and Datsun trucks.

The only makes conspicuously missing were
British and American, except for a few very
old ones.

Where did the new wvehicles come from?
Questions such as that kept coming forth,
but not the answers, Understandably. The
“who” and "“how" of import-export trade are
closely held secrets.

As one industrial spokesman sald later,
“We don't like to say we trade with anybody.
That protects everybody.”

As we drove into the city, we passed huge
warehouses. In the early years of sanctions,
they had been buillt to store Rhodesla's un-
sold tobacco crop. Tobacco was the backbone
of the country’s agriculture, and the back-
bone was undergoing strain.

The tobacco’s all gone now, except for the
current crop. Meanwhile, the squeeze forced
a diversification of agriculture which has
proved only beneficial.

Farther on, we drove past a large plant
with the initials “WMI" on the flag flying
over it. Those initials provided a partial clue
to the automobile question. They stood for
Willowvale Motor Industries.

Before 1666, the plant had been occupled
by English Ford. When the English picked
up and left under the sanctions ban, the
Rhodesians turned the facility into an auto-
mobile assembly plant of their own. The
parts get there for assembly—somehow.

CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION

Arriving in downtown Salisbury, which is
the capital and principal city of the coun-
try, the first sights were towering new of-
fice buildings that hadn't been there in 1965.

Two tall construction cranes were busy
in the erection of other mew buildings, one
destined to be an eight-story, 250-room
luxury hotel.

Later on, we took a drive through the resi-
dential suburbs. There were rows of new
houses in European neighborhoods being oc-
cupied by arriving immigrants and whole
subdivisions in areas set aside for Asian
Indians and for Africans.

There are approximately 300,000 urban
Africans who live and work in Salisbury,
together with some 115,000 Europeans. The
racial groups work together at all levels of
commercial enterprise, share all public and
recreational facilities, but live in separate
housing areas.

That is the limited extent of separation
and generally it is preferred that way by the
various groupings. As one minister in the
government put it, “the future will be de-
termined by racial harmony,” which he felt
does exist at present.

AFRICAN LIVING

In the African residential sections, there
are homes ranging from modest single and
duplex rentals to attractive homes being
purchased and luxury residences custom
built in the 50,000 to §100,000 range by
wealthy Africans.

One African bus company operator, for
example, has built a three-story house on a
hillside lot in Marimba Helghts. In the
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African tradition of multiple wives, which is
still prevalent and legal, one of his wives
occuples the second floor of the house and
the other wife has the third floor.

Outside Salisbury is the imposing new
headquarters building for Rhodesia Broad-
casting BService and Rhodesian Television.
Aside from all the latest electronics equip-
ment, some of it imported “somehow,” there
was a beautiful Wilton rug, at least 168 by
30 feet, on the main studio floor,

“Oh, that,” explained Harvey Ward, head
of RBC/TV News Service, “why, slnce sanc-
tions we make our own rugs in Rhodesia.”

There is, in fact, little except for the
heaviest industrial equipment and sophisti-
cated machine tools which isn’t being made
now in the country.

Television sets? Made in Rhodesia. Stereos
and other electronics? Newsprint for the big
newspaper in Salisbury, and other papers?
Made now in Rhodesla, together with tollet
tissue (brand name ‘“Wish") and paper
products which were almost nonexistent in
the early perlod of sanctions.

The list goes on: furniture, from fine
office equipment to high style home furnish-
ings. Pharmaceuticals, made in a spotless
new plant. Dishes and tableware. Steel.
Truck and bus bodies. Clothing for the whole
family.

CHEAPER, BETTER

During an internal air flight, I sat with a
manufacturer of men's clothing from Jo-
hannesburg, South Africa. He told me frank-
1ty that if it were not for import quotas on
Rhodesian clothing in South Africa, he would
be hard put to compete and stay in business.
His customers told him frankly they would
rather buy the Rhodeslan product.

Cheaper, because of cheap labor, but
shoddy in quality? No, admitted the South
African manufacturer, “Rhodesia’s clothing
is not only cheaper but also better.”

J. C. Graylin, chief executive of the Asso-
ciation of Rhodesian Industries, said that
the 1,600 new industrial projects launched
in just six years were equal to what would
have taken 26 years under continued British
authority.

“We're under slege,” he explained the
surge simply. It still isn't easy going.

“The biggest problem is generating capital
for all our development needs,” Graylin said.
“We can't borrow capital abroad.” That's
one pipeline on which the British have been
able to keep the valves pretty well closed.

Imports of critically needed items, mate-
rials and eguipment must, therefore, be con-
trolled carefully to match approximately
with exports.

But even though gasoline, 100 per cent
imported, was rationed & few years back, it is
now pumped without limit at any service
station. One is surprised to see familiar signs
such as Mobil and Shell, plus BP (British
Petroleum), Caltex (a Texaco affiliate) and
Total {French).

The British-owned Rhodeslan Herald
would greatly llke some new presses. The
Herald’s editor, Reese Meier, conceded that
under the circumstances the presses aren’t
as essential right now as other things. His
Rw.nts are far down on the import priorities

St.

OPTIMISM

Rhodesia's minister of foreign affairs, J. H.
Howman, took a position of optimism about
the trade problem. He expressed the opinion
that “sanctions are only a nuisance now"
and would continue to erode slowly.

Since Britain's rejection of the settlement
agreement which the two governments had
worked out, there is “no enthusiasm any-
where for the continuation of sanctions,”
Howman observed.

He noted that informal relations with
much of the world, many nations in Europe,
Asia and Africa, are good. “It is ridiculous
to suggest that Rhodeslia is a non-state.”
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The facts of life—stable government, a
stable dollar, a booming economy, & united
people who have not flinched—seem to bear
our Minister Howman’s contention.

MOVEMENT OF SORED HORSES IN
INTERSTATE COMMERCE

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the pres-
ident and vice president of the American
Horse Protection Association, Mrs. Paul
M. Twyne and Mrs. William L. Blue,
have just returned from Shelbyville,
Tenn., where they attended the 34th
annual celebration, the largest walk-
ing horse show in the Nation. This or-
ganization led the battle for the passage
of Public Law 91-540, the Horse Pro-
tection Act of 1970, which prohibits the
movement of sored horses in interstate
commerce. Mrs. Twyne and Mrs. Blue
were appalled to see a large number of
severely sored horses being shown and
winning the championship classes in
clear violation of the law. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has shown an ob-
vious hesistancy and indifference to en-
forcing the full strength of Public Law
91-540. The walking horse show stand-
ards are established at the celebra-
tion, but again the walking horse in-
dustry has not felt the full strength of
the law. Why has the Department of
Agriculture not submitted their cases
for prosecution to the Department of
Justice?

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp recent newspaper
and magazine articles discussing what
took place at Shelbyville, Tenn., at the
celebration. I also include the special
bulletin of September 1972, published
by the American Horse Protection As-
sociation:

I am asking the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. MacNusoN), chairman of
the Commerce Committee, and other
members of that committee, to join with
me in protesting to the Department of
Agriculture their lack of enforcement of
this act. I would like to call this to the
attention of the chairman and vice
chairman of the Subcommittee on En-
vironment, Senators HarT and Moss, to
urge that the Animal and Plant Health
Service of the Department of Agricul-
ture do all in their power to promote
immediate vigorous legal action. This is
the subcommittee where Public Law 91—
540 was written by our distinguished
former colleague, Senator Joseph D. Tyd-
ings. Public Law 91-540 is a strong law.
It was passed nearly 2 years ago, and
it should be clear enough to the legal
staff of the Department of Agriculture.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Tennessean, Sept. 2, 1972]
USDA AmE: WALKERS SINGLED OUT
(By Kathleen Gallagher)

SHELBYVILLE—A U.S. Department of Agri-
culture spokesman in Washington sald yes-
terday the Tennessee Walking Horse was
singled out specifically by Congress as "a
class"” which had been the particular target
for soring.

On commenting on a statement Thursday
night, issued by the Tennessee Walking Horse
Commission, Dr. C. O. Finch of the USDA
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service,
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sald he would agree with the commission
statement that the breed was singled out.
But he denied the commission’s allegations
that his agency is practicing “gross discrim-
ination" against the Tennessee Walking Horse
National Celebration under way here.

The USDA has approximately 20 employees
here to inspect horses entered in the celebra-
tion for signs of soring, a practice deemed il-
legal under the 1970 Horse Protection Act.

Representatives from the Humane Associa-
tion of America and the Horse Protection As-
soclation are also here making their own in-
vestigations, However, they are complaining
that they are not getting cooperation from
the federal investigators.

Dr. James Naveaux, an equine veterinarian
author of several books on lameness in horses,
is working with both groups.

Frank J. McMahon, director of investigation
for the Humane Soclety of the United States,
sald yesterday that a daylong attempt to get
congressional pressure put on the USDA to
allow Dr. Naveaux into the federal inspection
station was futile.

“There's no question that they are still
working sore horses here,” McMahon said last
night. “Tonight I saw a horse in the exercise
ring bleeding from both front pasterns
(hoofs).

“The situation here is certainly tense. It
wouldn’t take much for the whole thing to
blow up.”

Since the celebration began eight days
ago, the tension has been mounting.

Last night, Wink Groover, a prominent
trainer and an officlal of the trainer’s associ-
ation, had some heated words with the head
veterinarian of the federal inspection team.

Groover told Dr. Robert Thempson, & USDA
veterinarian from Columbia, Tenn., that he
felt the federal inspectors should crack down
on the “real sore” horses but should be more
lenient with those that had just been slightly
doctored.

Groover acknowledged that there are some
sore horses in the celebration while another
trainer kept trying to persuade him to “let’s
just keep this among ourselves.”

However, not all trainers were so unhappy

with the USDA inspectors.
. Tralner Vic Thompson approached Dr.
Thompson after his confrontation with
Groover. Trainer Thompson put his arm
around Dr. Thompson and assured the vet-
erinarian that he would “personally guaran-
tee a clean show.”

Dr. Thompson returned the friendly ges-
ture and placed his arm around Trainer
Thompson and replied:

“I know you will.”

Some horses trained by Thompson were
among those chosen for a spot check by the
federal inspectors after they had been in the
show ring.

Some federal investigators have indicated
that “more than two dozen" violations will
result from soring practices discovered dur-
ing the celebration.

Soring is a practice commonly used to ex-
pedite training of the walking horse by ad-
ministering a chemical blistering agent to the
pastern area of a horse's hoof or the use of
thongs or chains to make the horse step
lively.

This is the first year the federal govern-
ment has been geared up to enforce the regu-
lations. Celebration officials, anticipating the
federal crackdown, hired three veterinarians
to inspect the horses before they entered the
show ring. The USDA investigators examine
the horses after they have participated in the
show ring.

The second night of this year's celebration
saw 35 of 107 horses disqualified by the cele-
bration veterinarians. This immediately re-
sulted in an angry ring protest by disgruntled
trainers who stormed into the center ring and
forced cancellation of the show for the re-
mainder of the night.
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Since then, the celebration has been tinged
with charges and countercharges, and ten-
sion has been running high.

On Tuesday, three U.S. marshals were sent
to the celebration to protect the staff of fed-
eral investigators.

While the Walking Horse Commission is
lambasting the USDA for *gross discrimina-
tion” other groups are complaining that the
federal agency is not being forceful enocugh in
its probe of soring practices.

Yesterday and Thursday, Mrs. Pearl Twyne
and Mrs. Joan Blue of Washington, D.C.,
president and vice president of the American
Horse Protection Assoclation, conducted their
own Investigation of alleged soring practices.

Accompanying them were a photographer
and attorney Robert McCandless of Wash-
ington, and an equine veterinarian, Dr.
James Naveaux, author of several books on
lameness in horses.

McCandless claimed “there were only one
or two horses we saw that had not been
touched up in one way or another, and the
longer they worked them, the more notice-
able it became.

McCandless charged that some horses were
50 sore “they could barely walk on their
hindlegs. We have names of horses which
were stumbling, bleeding. At least a dozen
were bleeding.”

He charged USDA officials, who spot-check
horses after the horses leave the ring, have
not taken down pertinent information on
horses rejected from show participation by
the show veterinarians before each class
begins.

McCandless said owners and trainers or
such excused horses are llable under the law,
since the horses are officially entered in the
show and have had their fees paid before they
come for the inspection. He added:

“If the Department of Agriculture itself
does not prosecute some of these owners and
tralners who have violated the law, we will
have the proof ourselves and will either go
back to Congress or we will go to court in
Washington and mandamus the USDA to
bring forth records and vets who were down
here in Shelbyville.”

[From the New York Times, Sept. 3, 1972]

SORING CRACKDOWN EMBROILS WALKING-
Horse SHOW

SHELBYVILLE, TENN. September 2.—A 18-
man Federal crackdown agalnst alleged cruel-
ty to animals at the big Tennessee Walking
Horse National Celebration here has caused
controversy and consternation among breed-
ers and trainers.

By the time the show ended last night, re-
peated inspections by the 19 Department of
Agriculture employes had created havoc with-
in the lightly knit group of walking-horse
enthusiasts.

At one point, the department dispatched
three United States marshals to the celebra-
tion “to protect our people from hot-headed
horsemen,” according to a department
spokesiman.

The target of the team, working under pro-
visions of the 1970 Horse Protection Act, was
the practice of soring—the use of thongs,
chains or chemical blistering agents on the
horses’ front hooves to give them the lively
walking-horse gait.

Tennessee walking horses are especially
bred and trained for “the big lick"—a high-
stepping gait in which the horse’s weight is
on its hindquarters. Soring the pastern area
of the horse’s front hooves makes the train-
er's task easier.

LITTLE TROUBLE LAST YEAR

The annual walking-horse celebration here
is the nation’s biggest. Although the Horse
Protection Act went into effect in February,
1971, last year's show was staged with little
interference from any agency.

Horsemen apparently expected more of the
same this year, but on Aug. 25—the second
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night of the 10-day show—a team of three
veterinarians employed by celebration offi-
cials "excused"” 35 of 107 entrants for alleged
violations of the new Federal legislation.

This brought an angry protest from train-
ers, who stormed Into the show ring and
forced the remaining four classes on the
night's schedule to be canceled. Owners and
celebration officials met into the early hours
of the following morning, but failed to re-
solve the dilemma.

Dickey Pate, president of the Tennessee
Walking Horse Trainers Assoclation, told the
more than 500 trainers at the meeting that
they would have to “live with the Federal
law,” but then he made a veiled threat that
the trainers would boycott the remaining
days of the celebration.

SOME VIOLATIONS CONCEDED

Finally, the trainers decided to go on with
the show. They did not deny that some of the
horses were probably In violation of some
provisions of the act, but they were protest-
ing the degree to which the letter of the
law was being enforced by the veterinarians.

All the disqualified horses were eliminated
by veterinarians who had been hired by cele-
bration officials. The veterinarians said they
were hired to “relieve the show officials of
possible lHabillty,” since the Federal law
makes it illegal to allow sored horses to per-
form in a show,

The Federal inspectors did not examine the
horses until after they had performed, usu-
ally choosing the top seven winners in eacn
class. The Department of Agriculture veteri-
narians refused to disclose their findings.
They sald they would submit a report to the
department and that attorneys there would
determine if prosecution was warranted.

FINES AND TERMS POSSIBLE

Willful violations of the Horse Protection
Act carry penalties of fines up to $2,000 and
prison terms of up to-six months. Uninten~
tional violations can bring fines of up to
$1,000, levied at Department of Agriculture
hearings.

In addition to the Federal officials, rep-
resentatives of the Humane Assoclation of
the United States and the American Horze
Protection Association of Great Falls, Mont.,
attended the show with their own attorneys,
a veterinarian and a photographer.

The photographer, Alan Kania of Boston,
sald somecne had threatened to take his
camera if he made any photographs in the
barn area.

[From Newsweek magazine, Sept. 11, 1972)
“THE Brec Lick"

At the end of every summer, the small
town of Shelbyville, Tenn., 50 miles south
of Nashville, awakes with hoots and hollers
to clailm its title as “The Walking Horse
Capital of the World.” For ten glorious days,
the Cadillacs and private planes pour into
town, and the pink champagne flows like
water. Last week, it was time for the 34th
renewal of the Tennessee Walking Horse Na-
tional Celebration, and as 1,760 high-strut-
ting steeds pranced through their paces, the
“hot damns” of a delighted multitude echoed
off the rolling green hills.

The Tennessee Walking Horse is a relatively
new breed. The horses were formally desig-
nated as a distinet class only 37 years ago.
The Tennessee is known for three smooth
but showy gaits: the "flat walk,” the “run-
ning walk” and the “rocking-chair canter.”
Head bobbing, neck arched and tail standing
perkily erect, the walking horse 1ifts its front
hooves in a spectacular flourish known as
“the big lick.” To the 50,000 true believers
at the celebration, there Is nothing like a
Tennessee Walking Horse. “When you stride
into that ring and feel the horse swelling up
under you, well, that's all there is,” said
Vickl Lynn Gordon, a 27-year-old rider who
returned to Shelbyville last week after being
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away from the circuit for eight years. “I'll
never leave again,” she added, "unless it's
with my boots in the air.”

PRIZE

The price tag for such thrills is going up
steadily. A top horse can cost $60,000 or more
and stud fees can run to $1,000, When a stal-
lion named Sensational Shadow won the
grand prize at last year's celebration, his
owners promptly raised the insurance on him
from $30,000 to $100,000. “If you get a stal-
lion who wins and he's a good stud,” reported
Mrs. Billy Ellison, the wife of a horseman
from Gainesvilla, Ga., “you've got yoursell
a meal ticket.”

Walking-horse owners themselves are
something of a new breed. Many are rich—
Texas millionaire H. Ross Perot had five
horses entered in the celebration—but there
is a lot of “new money” in the crowd. En-
thusiasts llke to think of themselves as
“down-to-earth"” people, and they scarcely
bother to conceal their scorn for the ultra-
mannered saddle-horse set. “We had galted
horses once,” Norma Gallagher of Wingate,
N.C., told NEwsweEK's Joseph B. Cumming
Jr. and Sunde Smith, “but those people
seemed cold. We found the walking-horse
people just more friendly.”

For all its exuberance and home-spun fun,
the walking-horse business has been under
a cloud for several years now. The problem
arose mainly from the cruel but widespread
practice of “soring.” In order to make their
horses adopt the characteristic galt, trainers
would rub irritating substances, such as oil
of mustard, into the front legs just above
the hooves, making the legs so sore that the
horse would frantically lift his feet higher.
Walking-horse fanciers also resorted, among
other things, to cuff-like boots with knobs
that produce more pain and hence an even
bigger "lick.”

HARSH

Once the horse has been trained to the
gait, his tail is broken to stand up perkily,

and a luxuriant “fall” is often added for the
shows. Although owners claim the horse has
a tender mouth, they use a harsh curb bit
with 6-inch-long shanks, giving the rider
strong leverage to pull and press a chain
against the underside of the jaw.

Faced with growing criticism of these prac-
tices, walking-horse owners began to police
themselves in the mid-1960's, but two years
ago Congress stepped in and passed the Horse
Protection Act, outlawing the use of irritants
and limiting the weight of the boots to 16
ounces each. Among their many complaints
about the Act, trainers insist that large
horses need bigger boots, and that unscrupu-
lous competitors can still sore their horses
by rubbing irritants into the skin and then
wiping off the surface to escape detection.
All the evidence suggests that some illegal
soring Is still going on. On the second night
of this year's celebration, eighteen horses
were “excused” from competition for violat-
ing the regulations. Angry trainers responded
by staging a demonstration that shut down
the horse show for the night. “We've been
bad,” admitted one rider. “But we're about
to break through and we need a good image.”

Image is important to the walking-horse
set. Shelbyville blossomed with bumper stick-
ers proclaiming: “Ride With Pride on a Ten-
nessee Walker.” And ambitious contestants
splashed advertisements onto billboards and
across the pages of a daily walking-horse
newspaper touting the virtues of their
mounts. Trying to make up for her eight-
year layoff, Vicky Lynn Gordon spent $1,000
on lapel buttons and bumper stickers pro-
moting her stallion, Ace’s Black Baron. The
slogan: “He's Black, She’s Black.,” Joelle
Rogers Stern, 34, a wealthy part-time model
from Beaumont, Texas, bought full-page
newspaper ads that showed her sitting at
the controls of a private airplane in which
she later brought her parents, a four-mem-
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ber fan club and her own hairdresser to the
big show at Shelbyville.

But despite all the commercialism, there
was no doubting the audience’'s devotion to
the walking-horse mystique. As the animals
strutted around the ring each night, “work-
ing along the rail” past their adoring fans,
the yelps, whistles and cheers nearly drowned
out the ever-present organ music. “When I
leave for this show,” said Joelle Rogers Stern,
“I tell my friends I'm going to heaven for a
week.”

SPECIAL BULLETIN—SEPTEMBER 1972

Dear Horse Lovers: For the sixth consecu-
tive year, Mrs. Paul M. Twyne, president of
the American Horse Protection Association,
attended the 34th annual Tennessee Walk-
ing Horse National Celebration in Shelby-
ville, Tennessee, August 24-September 2,
1972. She was accompanied by Mrs. Willlam
L. Blue, vice president, and the Association’s
attorney, Mr. Robert McCandless, of Wash-
ington, D.C., equine veterinarian, Dr. James
L. Naviaux of Pleasant Hill, California and
photographer Alan Kania of Boston, Mas-
sachusetts.

There were 1,752 horses entered in the
“Celebration” and for the first time in the
history of this gilant show, Public Law 91-
540, the Horse Protection Act of 1870, was
in effect. The U.S. Department of Agriculture
is charged with the enforcement of this Act,
designed to prohibit the showing of sored
horses in exhibition. Soring is the widespread
practice of using caustic, blistering chemical
agents, heavy chains and other painful de-
vices to Irritate the forefeet of walking
horses to alter their natural gait. This meth-
od of brutal training forces the animal to
1ift its front feet quickly and thrust them
forward to ease the agony, thus achieving the
“sore lick”, beloved by the walking horse
industry. The rewards of soring have become
a billion dollar industry which prevails at
hundreds of horse shows throughout the
United States.

AHP.A. representatives have attended
walking horse shows throughout the current
show season where they have found large
numbers of bleeding, sored horses in the
show ring. To date no violators have been
prosecuted under the Federal law.

On the second night of the so-called
“Celebration”, 35 out of 107 walking horses
were disqualified from the ring by the show
veterinarians for alleged soring violations.
This unprecedented action created angry
protestations from riders, trainers and
grooms, demanding the re-entry of the dis-
missed horses. Police were forced to restore
order in the ring, while a crowd of about
6,000 spectators loudly, cheered the pro-
testors. A Nashville Tennessean photographer
had his cameras forceably taken from him,
and he told A HP.A. representatives that he
was threatened by well-known walking horse
trainer, Viec Thompson, and a crowd of other
tralners. U.S. Department of Agriculture
veterinarians took no part in the controversy
and stated that they were assigned at the
“Celebration” merely “to observe”.

We believe that US.D.A. has wrongfully
delegated some of their most important in-
spection powers when they allow show vetera
inarians to screen out the worst cases of
soring. U.S.D.A. officials on the show grounds
indicated that those horses excused by show
veterinarians would not be pursued further.
If indeed this is true, it would mean that
the worst cases of soring, l.e., the easiest
cases to prove in court, are allowed to escape
Federal inspection and possible prosecution
under the Act,

According to the Nashville Tennessean,
“Wink Groover, a prominent trainer and an
official of the Tennessee Walking Horse
Trainers Assoclation, told Dr. Robert Thomp-
son, US.D.A. veterinarian from Columbia,
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Tennessee, that he felt the Federal inspectors
should crack down on the ‘real sore’ horses
but should be more lenient with those that
had just been slightly doctored. Groover ac-
knowledged that there (were) some sore
horses in the Celebration . . . However, not
all trainers were so unhappy with US.D.A.
inspectors. Trainer Vic Thompson approach-
ed Dr. Robert Thompson after his confronta-
tion with Groover. Trainer Thompson put
his arm around (U.S.D.A.’s) Dr. Thompson
and assured the veterinarian that he would
‘personally guarantee a clean show'. Dr.
Thompson returned the friendly gesture and
placed his arm around Trainer Thompson
and replied: 'I know you will".”

In a letter dated July 18, 1872 to Dr.
Francis J. Mulhurn, Administrator, Animal
and Plant Health Service, U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C., Mrs. Twyne
stated: “To promote any equitable enforce-
ment of the Horse Protection Act at Shelby-
ville (Tennessee) this year, we urge U.S.D.A.
to replace all inspectors who live in the State
of Tennessee with Federal veterinarians from
other states . . . The practice of inspecting
only after the horses have been shown, and
then only (a few) horses in a class in which
the majority are sored, is obviously absurd.
The intent of the law is to stop the soring
of all horses . . . The Horse Protection Act
would be a strong, effective law, but only if
it is strictly enforced. We belleve that neces-
sary enforcement can be achieved, but only
by a realistic and vigorous legal interpreta-
tion of U.S8.D.A's power under the law.”

The full text of this letter was reprinted
in the Congressional Record of August 7,
1972, at the request of Congressman John
Jarman (D.-Okla.). The Congressman stated:
“I was shocked to learn of the above allega-
tions that the provisions of Public Law 91-
540 are not being enforced. My intention,
therefore, is to personally contact Congress-
man Paul Rogers, the present chalrman of
the Public Health and Environment Sub-
committee, to discuss the possibility of hold-
ing oversight hearings on this matter. It is
imperative that the provisions of this law
be enforced.”

Robert McCandless, representing the Amer-
ican Horse Protection Association, Insisted
that in his opinion the majority of the walk-
ing horses he observed in the Championship
stakes at the “Celebration” were sore, some
more severely than others. He contended
that “if the Department of Agriculture does
not prosecute all owners and tralners who
have violated the law, including those ex-
cused from the ring, we will have the proof
ourselves and will either go back to Congress
or we will go to court in Washington and
mandamus U.S.D.A. to bring forth records
and veterinarians who were in Shelbyville.”

We intend to present all our evidence to
an investigatory committee of Congress, and
to pursue every possible legal avenue to put
an end to the barbaric practice of soring. We
strongly urge all our members and friends to
write the editor of their local newspapers to
alert the American public to the vileness of
this “sport.” We need your help now!

LAND-USE PLANNING BY THE U.S.
FOREST SERVICE

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on the
fourth of last month, the Chief of the
U.S. Forest Service, John R. McGuire,
made a presentation to the second Vail
symposium, in Vail, Colo., which he said
he hoped would “challenge the think-
ing” of his audience.

I found his paper interesting and ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the Recorp at the close of my remarks.

I congratulate the Forest Service on its
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recognition of the growing importance
of land-use planning and the necessity
of coordinating the efforts of the Fed-
eral agencies as to their lands with the
land-use planning of the States and lo-
cal governments.

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

A PubLic LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY:
RoLE 1IN LaND-Usg PLANNING

Your Chairman will note that I have
changed the title of my paper from a dis-
cusslon of our role in the age of ecology to
our role in land use planning. The Forest
Service was most pleased with the public's
recent grasp of the broad concepts of the en-
vironment and ecology. We are even more
pleased to see these concepts maturing into
practical concerns such as land use planning.
For it is in this latter process that the phys-
ical and blological capabilities of the land
and their many interactions are blended
with man’s social concerns. It is my conten-
tion that we are now embarking on this
maturation of the environmental movement
and I see public land management agencies
playing a significant role in this effort.

Too often in the past we have made thor-
ough studies of the on-site consequences of
special uses such as skl areas without fully
recognizing potential effects of off-site de-
velopments such as new towns. In the West
we see many examples of the second and
third order effects of limited planning. In
order to predict the full consequences of our
decisions, we must take a broader look at
land use planning than we have in the past.
A change in planning attitude s as critical
or more critical in the East where about half
of the land within the National Forest
boundaries is privately owned. Acquisition
of this sizable inholding is not practical or
even desirable. Here it is especially impera-
tive that we get together on joint planning
efforts with local governments and develop-
ers.

You can see why I am anxious to talk
about the Forest Service role in land use
planning and I welcome this opportunity as
a participant in the Second Vail Symposium.
During the next few minutes, I will sum-
marize Forest Service phllosophies and ac-
complishments in land use planning and try
to challenge your thinking for the discus-
sion periods this afternoon and tomorrow.

Although the Forest Service is responsible
for managing about 22 million acres of Na-
tional Forests and National Grasslands in
the Central Rocky Mountain Region, we
don't see ourselves doing this job alone.
Rather we believe that effective land use
planning requires a coordinated effort among
the citizenry and jurisdictions at the federal,
State and local levels.

Historically throughout the West, econom-
ics have tended to dominate planning cri-
teria. Recreation, wildlife and esthetics have
been unable to compete on a cost/benefit
basis. As Ian McHarg has written, “Economic
determinism is an imperfect evaluation of the
biophysical world.”

A system or balancing mechanism that
would allow intangible values to equally
compete with economic walues has been
needed for a long tlme. The Natlonal En-
vironmental Policy Act has provided balance
by establishing a broad national policy for
environmental quality. Under the guidance
of The National Environmental Policy Act,
environmental values are now being equally
considered with economic and technical
values. The Act has had a greater effect and
impact than perhaps even the sponsors had
hoped. The courts have consistently and
vigorously ruled In favor of the Act. The
National Environmental Policy Act is a logi-
cal complement to the Multiple Use-Sus-
tained Yield Act of 1960, and the Forest Serv-

Its
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ice has and will continue to work in harmony
with both policles.

Last year at the first Vail Symposium, Re-
gional Forester Bill Lucas noted that he was
encouraged by our ability to plan., This in-
tensified planning coupled with a desire to
work together to solve common problems for
the common good is most encouraging. When
I say ‘‘we,” I mean not only the various gov-
ernment agencies but the interested publics
as well.

There is little doubt the public land man-
agers are facing conflicting and competitive
land uses as never before. As the competi-
tion becomes more intense, the public has
become more interested, more informed and
more involved in the planning and decision-
making process. We in the Forest Service
welcome this public participation. However,
we do see a need for better public education
to provide the necessary foundation for in-
formed involvement so essential to the demo-~
cratic process. As this foundation becomes
better established and as land managers con-
tinue to share land management matters with
an informed public, I am certain the public
will be increasingly responsive during the ex-
amination of alternatives and the recom-
mendation of courses of action. I want to
assure you that the Forest Service is com-
mitted to an intensified public involvement
effort and we are trying various involvement
techniques to improve our ability to solicit,
collect and evaluate public comment. As pub-
lic servants, Forest Service officials must be
responsive to public needs and desires, but
as professional land managers we also have
responsibilities to natural resource manage-
ment needs. Public response, although very
important, should be only one of several
inputs into land management decisionmak-
ing. Let's look at a few examples of the com-
plexity of our land use problems.

Located just across the Continental Di-
vide from the populated Eastern Slope of
Colorado, the Eagle Valley seems to be a
fitting place to discuss the Forest Service
involvement in water diversion projects. The
controversy surrounding water diversions
demonstrates that water is fast gaining in
importance as a National Forest resource.

Unfortunately, the high-yleld National

Forest watersheds in Colorado are usually
not adjacent to areas of high water demand.
The basic question then is whether to take
the water to the people or the people to the
water. This question is primarily of concern
to the Colorado Land Use Planning Commis-
sion. However, when the decision is to take
the water to the people and National Forests
are the sources of the water, the Forest Serv-
ice must make some very serious determina-
tions. Because water dlversions frequently
result in large and longlasting environmental
changes, it is essential that each proposed
project be carefully studied and designed to
fit into other programs on National Forest
and related land. The project must be
analyzed for its environmental effects as di-
rected by the National Environmental Policy
Act. It 1s also essential that the project’s op~
portunity for rural stability be assessed.
Other questions that must be addresssed
are:
How much water should be removed? In
other words, what is the optimum flow that
should remain in the stream? An array of
alternatives must be displayed that places a
value not only on water as it comes out of
the pipe but also on the water that flows in
a forest stream.

What methods should be used to transport
the water and at what point should the
water be removed from the streams? Once
again, an array of alternatives must be de-
fined and all the plus and minus factors
must be thoroughly evaluated.

Once a course of action is defined, a set
of rigid stipulations defining the manner in
which the project will be constructed and
used must be developed.
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It’s interesting how many people in land
use planning are relating land quality with
the density of use. This quality-density ratio,
although difficult to specifically determine, Is
becoming increasingly important in deter-
mining the capacity of certain National For-
est areas to support use by people. For exam-
ple, every unit of the National Wilderness
Preservation System has a finite capablility
to support people while retaining its wilder-
ness quality. Every ski area, likewise, has a
finite capacity based upon some predeter-
mined level of skling quality or upon the
capacities of support facilities.

The quality-density ratio wasn't appar-
ent when the ski industry was a babe-in-
the-woods testing its wobbly chalir 1ifts. The
industry has matured. Land suitable for
ski area development sites is limited. Com-
parisons between quality and density can
be useful tools for determining balance and
growth.

The Forest Service has always sought to
balance hill facilities with base area facili-
ties. A close relationship and a common de-
sire among the ski developer, the Forest
Service and the local jurisdiction are needed
to provide balance. Controls that provide an
equal opportunity of use by all segments
of the public while maintaining a quality
skiing experience must be perfected. We've
already seen some attempts to limit the total
number of ticket sales. I believe this will be-
come common in the very near future.

Wilderness management provides another
example of the relationship between quality
and density. When recreatlon use conflicts
with wilderness values, recreation use must
be controlled to protect wilderness quality.
In Oregon and Washington, we recently im-
plemented a permit system for Wilderness
Areas. In the not too distant future, the total
number of permits will also have to be lim-
ited. Can restriction in Colorado be far be-
hind?

Since the intent of the Wilderness Act is
not to provide improvements to handle the
masses, the obvious alternative is to restrict
the number of people that can use Wilder-
ness Areas at one time.

One of the results of having a Natlonal
Wilderness Preservation System is that more
people must be accommodated on land out-
side the System. The designation of back-
country areas is a management alternative
that allows minimal facilities to serve greater
numbers of people while preserving out-
standing scenery. We're finding that back-
country areas meet the expectations of all
but the most demanding and experienced
outdoor recreationist.

We are concerned about the increasing
number of discussions that revolve around
“scorecard acreage tallies” rather than more
substantive natural resource issues, includ-
ing wilderness criteria. There is no magic
in acres per se; size 1s but one of many con-
siderations in wilderness management.

This preoccupation with acreage has led
some groups to believe that Congress, by
passing the Wilderness Act of 1964, issued
a mandate on behalf of the public to classify
all wildlands as wilderness merely because
those lands appear to qualify as wilderness.
We do not accept this viewpoint for the
Wilderness Act did not supersede the Multi-
ple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, although
the latter Act recognizes that the mainte-
nance of wilderness areas is consistent with
multiple use. The Wilderness Act instructs
us to protect qualifying lands as wilderness,
but we are not directed to recommend all
undeveloped lands as units of the National
Wilderness Preservation System. The Muilti-
ple Use-Sustained Yield Act assures that the
need for renewable resources of the National
Forests—wood, water, wildlife, forage, and
outdoor recreation—are also considered dur-
ing the formulation of our recommendations
for additions to the National Wilderness
Preservation System.
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I mentioned earlier that we in the Forest
Service see ourselves as a full partner in
land use planning with the State and local
jurisdictions. In the past, our role frequent-
ly stopped at the National Forest boundary.
The implication was “we’ll take care of the
mountains and the counties and towns can
take care of the valleys.”

Now the Forest Service is asked almost
daily to make decisions having long-term ef-
fects on surrounding lands, as well as on the
National Forests. Our State and county
neighbors also make decisions which affect
the Natlonal Forests. Natural resources on
adjoining lands are interrelated and the for-
mulation of an optimum land use policy
should not stop at man-made boundaries.
Ownerships are intermingled, roles are com-
plementary.

For example, the county approval of a sub-
division adjacent to National Forest land may
compromise National Forest purposes and
lead to the misuse of National Forest re-
sources. On the other hand, a Forest Service
decision to develop a large recreation area
may strain the county’s transportation and
utility system.

It is obvious that no public agency can act
unilaterally without risking compromise of
the public’s interest. Everyone involved in
making land use decisions must develop a
sensitivity for their neighbors who will be af-
fected by that decision. The public is enti-
tled to coordinated action among its various
governmental levels and agencies.

You will be interested in two special proj-
ects dealing with land use planning and
mountain subdivisions being conducted by
the Colorado State Forester as part of our
State and Private Forestry Program. A two-
year pilot project is underway *'to provide
intensified on-the-ground service to land-
owners and local governments, for improved
forest management, increased tree vigor and
protection of forest from fire and pests on
small mountain subdivision ownerships. Also
included is thinning through forest product

sales to achleve fuel hazard reduction and-

creation of fuel breaks, and the planting of
trees for erosion control and beautification.”

This trial work is being carried out in sev-
eral areas of Colorado and we hope that the
results will be applicable to private develop-
ment throughout the State.

A related project is being initiated to pro-
vide specialized assistance, through the
Colorado BState Forest Service, to assist
County planners in integrating plans for all
public-private ownerships.

In addition, we have developed a sample
Agreement for Land Use Planning Coordi-
nation, which is being implemented as a
three-way arrangement, on- a county-by-
county basis, between the Forest Service,
State Forester, and County Commissioners.
Basically, the agreement provides on a formal
basis:

1. That the County Commissioners will
“econsult with the Forest Service prior to
any proposed changes in private land zoning
or land use plans affecting the National
Forest lands within the County. The State
Forest Service will be consulted where
changes will concern State and private
forest lands:"

2. That the Colorado State Forest Service
will “provide the land use and technical
environmental forest management services
for State and private lands within the
County,” and "“act as consultant to the
County Commissioners . . . in development
of private lands with respect to forest man-
agement, fire control, environmental quality
and zoning.”

3. That the Forest Service will “advise the
County . . . of existing Multiple Use policies
and plans for National Forest land uses . . .
and consult with them prior to changes in
these plans.”

We will also “share expertise with the
County in cooperation with the State Forest
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Service, In land use specialities where (we)
have developed particular experience and
skill.”

So far, these agreements have heen
executed in at least five Colorado Counties—
Delta, Mesa, Ouray, San Miguel and Sum-
mit; and the Routt National Forest is work-
ing on some. Land development activity has,
of course, been a factor that pointed to the
need for this kind of cooperation and coordi-
nation.

The rising tempo of year-round outdoor
recreation, second home development, new
town establishment and industry relocation
in the West parallels the recent environ-
mental awareness and concern. The impact
of these developmental activities could de-
stroy the features of the fragile western
environments—scenlic splendor, clean alr,
clear water, abundant wildlife and wide-open
spaces—that attracted development in the
first place.

The problems created by man living in the
Western forest environment are most ur-
gent in the central and southern Rocky
Mountains and the adjacent Great Plains.
In response to this problem, the Forest Serv-
ice and nine Rocky Mountain and Great
Plains universities have united in a cooper-
ative research program called the Eisenhower
Consortium for Western Environmental For-
estry Research. The development of the Con-
sortlum was spearheaded by the Forest
Service through the Rocky Mountain Forest
and Range Experiment Station headquar-
tered in Fort Collins, Colorado. The Con-
sortium’s objectives are to provide solutions
to problems created by man's interactions
with the forest environment and to combine
and coordinate the scientific resources of
the Universities and the Forest Service.

The needs and wants of both permanent
and transient residents must be met while
maintaining the attractive features of the
natural western environments. The scientific
bases of management techniques for alter-
native courses of actlon to meet this ob-
jective must be developed and public under-
standing of these alternatives and their con-
sequences must be sought.

The Eisenhower Consortium will provide
the variety of skills and resources needed to
Increase our understanding of the interac-
tions among ecologic, economic and social
factors involved in man's activities in open-
space environments. Since it is not likely
that all the skill and resources could be
found in any one institution, the Con-
sortium will provide the structure by which
the efforts of a number of institutions can
be coordinated. The Consortium, through its
representatives from the universities and
the Forest Service, will select problems, for-
mulate research programs, soliclt research
proposal to implement the programs and
provide the machinery through which For-
est Service and other funds can be obtained
to support this research.

Research of the Consortium will include
such subject matter areas as: developing
methods of monitoring and controlling en-
vironmental changes; determining the
ecological, social and economic consequences
of recreational, residential, transportation
and industrial developments in forest en-
vironments; estimating future demands for
open-space recreation; and analyzing legal,
political and social constraints on the main-
tenance of high-quality environment.

Exploratory studies already underway in
cooperation with member universities in-
clude: improving waste management on out-
door recreation areas; environmental, eco-
nomic and social effects of urbanization on
mountain watersheds; impact of recreation
use on water quality; future demands for
second homes and their effects on stream and
groundwater quality; ecological effects of
snowmobiling; and effects of timber har-
vesting on wildlife populations.

The Eisenhower Consortium for Western
Environmental Forestry Research will also
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provide a forum for bringing together en-
vironmental research organizations, public
and private land management agencies and
concerned citizens to obtain the public in-
put and understanding necessary for en-
vironmentally sound forest land manage-
ment.

Recognizing the impact of land use not
only on the National Forests of Colorado but
on the total mountain environment and the
State's rural communities as well, the For-
est SBervice is firmly committed to provide its
full cooperation and assist In every appro-
priate way to promote the wise use of the
land resources involved.

We are also committed to an even more
systematic, interdisciplinary, research-based
approach to the development of a dynamic
multiple use program for all of America's
forests. It is in the public interest to seek a
reasonable balance among the conflicting
and competing uses of our forests.

We belleve that our efforts will significantly
contribute to higher quality land manage-
ment and environmental protection on the
National Forests and neighboring lands.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to
participate in the Second Vall Symposium.

PUBLIC LAND SURVEYING IN WYO-
MING EARLY IN THIS CENTURY

Mr. McGEE, Mr. President, the sum-
mer edition of Our Public Lands, a pub-
lication of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, contains an article on public land
surveying in Wyoming during the early
part of this century.

The author of the article is the late
William Roy Bandy, who died last
month. Bandy was a retired cadastral
engineer who was well known to many
westerners.

The article, entitled “Breakfast in the
Big Horns,"” gives a stirring and interest-
ing account of the many obstacles and
hardships which were readily accepted
by Government surveyors of the West at
the turn of the century.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the Recorbp.

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

BREAKFAST IN THE Bic HorN
(By William Roy Bandy)

(NoTE.—Sixty years ago William Roy Bandy
was a freshman bridegroom camping on the
Big Horn Mountains in Wyoming as head of
a cadastral surveying crew. Although Mr.
Bandy was only 27 years old, he was already
a veteran surveyor who had served the Gen-
eral Land Office and other employers in posts
of increasing responsibility since he had been
20 years old. He used his camera to capture
the breakfast scene in which his young bride
was the central figure. The story of how Mr,
Bandy came to take the photograph and
what happened to the pleture ultimately is
the subject of his reminiscences In “Break-
fast in the Big Horns.")

I had been employed by the U.S. General
Land Office to assist in surveying the re-
maining unsurveyed public lands in the out-
lying areas of the mountainous West. Such
8 survey was necessary to enable the home-
steaders to locate the boundary lines of their
clalms and to obtain title to them. That was
a free service furnished to the citizens by the
Federal Government to promote the settle-
ment of the Western States.

The job was a somewhat nomadic one, re-
quiring much moving from one district to
another to meet the needs of new settlers
coming to look for homestead land. My
party consisted of five survey aids, a team-
ster, and a camp cook.
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My wife Inez and I had not been married
very long when I got that survey job. We
saw it would take me away from home for
months at a time, camping throughout the
mountains. Inez wanted to go along, stay in
camp where she could be helpful to me, and
incidently see a lot of new country. Regula-
tions prevented anyone from living in a
government maintained camp unless they
were employees of the Government, so she
volunteered to give the cooking job a try.

I was glad to find her willing and desirous
of sharing in the camp life, which meant
living in a tent with a dirt floor, sleeping on
the ground, with the wind flapping the can-
vas and kicking up dust all day long, together
with many other inconveniences foreign to
a Missourl girl fresh from home!

She was a little dubious as to whether she
could please the men with her cooking, be-
cause she had never cooked before except to
help her mother. I encouraged her by saying
the boys would be easy to cook for because
they were always hungry. The field men took
sandwiches every work day for lunch, and
they put up their own lunches while at the
breakfast table, which made it easier for the
cook.

So I bought her a White House Cook Book
and she was in business. It worked out fine.
She stayed with it for three summers, while
we had no children.

Because she was raised in Missouri, camp
life in a tent on the western Ifrontler
presented many problems she had never
heard of, most of which arose when she was
alone in camp and had to cope as best she
could. A windstorm might swoop in and filat-
ten the tents, or the wind sometimes worked
the stovepipe loose from the stove with a fire
going. At such times she would have to grab
a gunny sack and fit the pipe back on the
stove before the canvas caught fire—soot
flying all over and settling on the table and
dishes. There was seldom a dull moment,
it seemed.

Her most vivid recollection was her first
encounter with a pack rat, which she had
never seen before. One morning while wash-
ing dishes at the stove, she looked back at
the cupboard and spled an animal watching
her over the edge of the ginger snap keg.
She said its big ears, bug eyes, and long
whiskers looked pretty savage to her! We
were all in the field at the time, leaving her
alone in the wild and unknown land. She
remembered the old revolver that I kept
under my pillow. Although she had never
shot a gun, she hurried to get the pistol.

Taking rest on the table, she fired at the
beast. When the smoke from the black
powder shell cleared away, up popped the
head agaln, its eyes glittering and Its tail
slapping the side of the carton. She shot the
remaining shells with no result except to
riddle the messbox. Not to be outdone, she
courageously wrapped a gunny sack around
the ginger snap box and nalled the package
tight in an empty egg crate.

When we returned to camp, she proudly
pointed to the egg crate and asked us to
take a look and name it! She enjoyed telling
that story to her wide-eyed grandchildren.
When a rattlesnake coiled up between the
stove and the sugar sack one day, she knew
how to deal with it. On the plus side, it was
not long before she acquired a pet magpie
that learned to squawk a few words. Later on
she picked up a “bum” lamb that would
stand at the oven door wagging its long tail
for biscuits.

The journey when we camped overnight
on the summit of the Big Horns and I took
the photograph was after we had left the
Martin Ranmael homestead. Mr. Ranmael
had homesteaded about 10 miles southeast
of Cooke City, Montana, not far from the
northeast corner of Yellowstone Park.

When Mr. Ranmael had built his house,
the nearest road to his place was at Cooke
City. He was a man of unusual dexterity, and
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had built his house, unlike the typical home-
steader sod shanty, all with smooth shingles
and weatherboarding, entirely from native
logs, using only a broadax, foot adz, and
handsaw. It was a real show place.

Now we were on a long move overland to
the W. T. Broderick homstead and the Hilton
Lodge in Wyoming, east of the Little Big
Horn River and south of Wyola, Montana.

Although from Coocke City to our destina-
tlon was only about 120 miles, and the
Broderick homestead scant miles from the
Montana-Wyoming border, we had to go as
far south as Cody, Wyoming, and loop back
across the border once to get through the
almost trackless mountains with our wagon
and crew. This made the journey 150 miles
long.

As was the practice in those days, we car-
ried with us food supplies, horse feed, tents,
bedrolls, dishes—everything we needed to live
off the country for weeks at a time. There
were no swank motels or garish hamburger
stands dotting the landscape as there are
now. It was the custom throughout the West
then for travelers to stop overnight wherever
darkness overtook them. They thought noth-
ing of pitching camp on the edge of a town
rather than go to a hotel or rooming house.

Bad mudholes and steep hills sometimes
made the trial almost impassable. Once we
got stuck with the bedwagon and had to
carry a part of the load by hand ahead to dry
ground. In Sunlight we met Forest Supervisor
R. W. Allen, now President of the Shoshine
National Bank of Cody, who gave us helpful
advice about roads.

We passed over Dead Indian Hill, the fa-
mous landmark where one going west must
drag a good sized tree with the limbs still on
it to keep the wagon from getting ahead of
the horses. The first night out we camped on
the head of Pat O'Hara Creek at the foot of
Hart Mountain. There the wolves kept us
awake with their blood-curdling howling.

The second night out we were at the Cody
bridge. There we replenished our supplies and
also soaked ourselves In DeMaris Hot Springs,
the outdoor bathing pool of bubbling sulphur
water located on the bank of the Shoshone
River west of the bridge.

We did not expect to see much of interest
on our trip east from Cody across the Dry
Creek basin, a windwhipped desert of salt-
sage and greasewood. Several native inhabi-
tants of the basin greeted us, however. One
was & happy yellow-breasted meadow lark
with a black spot on this chest, He was sing-
ing from his perch on a greasewood. Another
was a bob-o-link, a black bird with a white
spot on his wings. He did his usual “thing”
by flying straight up 30 or 40 feet high, then
gracefully floating down as he sang his stand-
ard song, which the poet quotes as “bob-o-
link, bob-o-link, spink-spank-spink.” We
saw lots of prairie dogs barking from the side
of their holes, their short talls bobbing with
each effort.

We crossed the Big Horn River at Kane,
Wyoming, and camped at the foot of the
mountain, The next day Inez and I took a
shortcut and walked ahead while the men
doubled up the teams and pulled each wagon
up one at a time. It turned out more of a
climb than we had anticipated.

About noon we got hungry and discovered
that we had inadvertently left our lunches
in the wagons. Seeing a sheep wagon over
by a spring, we swung over to it. There was
no one home, but a part of a mutton hung
in a tree wrapped in a flour sack. It looked
like “manna from heaven” to us. Inez fried
some mutton chops, opened a can of toma-
toes and of corn, and we had a feast. We
left a thank-you note for the nice =heep-
herder. About 4 p.m. we joined up with the
wagons again and climbed aboard joyously.
It was a great relief to settle ourselves in
a spring seat again. We could enjoy nature's
interesting scenes much better from that
comfortable vantage point.
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Our caravan was then travelling north-
ward along the summit of the Big Horn
Mountains, following a deeply-worn trail
which was probably pounded out first in
ancient times by the hooves of those early
road engineers, the American Bison,

Those animals which we know as buffalo
are renowned for their uncanny ability to
choose the most practical route when travel-
ling between grazing grounds. I've read that
the buiffalo inhabited the Eastern States and
that buffalo jumps found there contain bison
bones dating back 10,000 years. Tralls, or
traces, pounded out by those animals are
sald to have led early settlers to the discovery
of famous Cumberland Gap.

My brother, Willis, spotted a covey of
grouse after we rejoined the caravan and
bagged a few of the young birds for our
breakfast with his .22 caliber revolver.

It was getting near sundown before we
found water for an over-night camp. We had
begun to wonder if we would find water
before darkness closed in on us in that
vast solitary wilderness. We were at an
elevation of 9,500 feet above sea level. Then
we saw a big snow drift ahead, which looked
promising.

Earl Suhr, our teamster, pulled down and
parked the wagon on a level spot below the
snow drift by a small trickle of water seeping
from beneath it. Everyone was tired and
hungry, so we lost no time in getting supper
started. We dug the groceries out of the
wagon in a hurry. Some of the party got the
stove out and set it up while others got wood.
Inez peeled potatoes and cut ham.

It was not long before the fragrant smell
of fryilng ham filled the mountain air. We
wiped road dust off of the granite dishes and
supper was ready, with plenty of gravy and
hot biscuits. My wife's tent was put up,
Earl had fed the horses their oats, and after
supper the horses were hobbled, a cowbell
put on one, and all of the animals were
turned loose to graze during the night. The
men slept out beneath the star-studded
dome.

Waking up during the night and hearing
the gentle tinkle of the cowbell, I turned
over and went back to sleep with the com-
fortable feeling that everything was well.
At least we still had a saddle-horse. The
next morning the stream had quit running,
the pools were frozen over, and there was
ice on the water palls I had thoughtfully
filled the night before.

It was a little breezy, so Earl put a plece
of striped canvas under the edge of the
wagon box to protect Inez from the cold north
wind, “the fierce kabbabinokka" of Hiawatha
fame, while getting breakfast.

After breakfast we all went up on the snow
to frolic so the boys could write home about
snowballing in August. The snow was too
hard to make snowballs—it was even hard
to stand up on.

Although we were well above timberline
and it froze ice every night, many alpine
flowers and shrubs were growing along the
edge of the snow bank, struggling to live out
their life cycle in spite of the many handi-
caps. As soon as the snow edge moved slowly
upward, uncovering the dormant plants, the
impatient buttercups, clustering rock asters,
snowdrops, and other alpine flowers lost no
time in doilng their best to brighten their
part of the world.

Even with an inch or more of snow yet to
go, the sun's life-giving rays penetrated the
iey pane, causing the struggling bulb to
push up through the ice, straighten up, and
unfold in all its glory. We stuck some of the
flowers on our hats. How else could those
little flowers get up in the world? That was
their only chance to add their bit. Had it not
been for our visit those beauties might have
lived in vain. They probably would have had
a long, long walt before other visitors came.

The idea to take a picture of the breakfast
scene came to me on the spur of the mo-
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ment as I glanced at the busy camp there
at the foot of the huge bank of last winter’s
snow. As I stood there downwind from the
outdoors kitchen, waiting for breakfast and
enjoying the aromas of frying mountain
grouse and the coffee pot, the rising sun at
my back cast its warming glow over the color-
ful scene ahead.

I then snapped the picture, catching a
perfect view of my wife Inez as she stood,
rosy-cheeked that frosty morning. Standing
between the cook stove and the red and green
painted wagon, she dominated the scene as
the center of attraction, a scene so aptly
emphasized by the skillful artist, With the
stove loaded with frying pans and skillets,
she deftly speared herself a choice plece of
grouse with that ever busy left hand of hers.
So intent was she that my picture taking
went unnoticed. It was that unforgettable
scene that I wished to record for the ad-
miration of future generations,

It was 58 years later in 1970 that my
daughter Zoe and I requested artist Shope
to execute an oll painting of that memorable
scene in nature's unspoiled wilderness. We
have dedicated the painting to the memory
of her mother, that Missouri girl who cheer-
fully braved the rigors of camp life on the
wild frontier to be with her husband and his
nomadic survey party, assisting him and
sharing their exciting experiences and fun.

PETROLEUM INDUSTRY TAXATION

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 6, 1972, the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. ProxMIRE) availed
himself of the opportunity to attack
the petroleum industry again. He beat
the tax reform drum by trying to show
that in 1971 the 18 largest oil companies
paid only 6.7 percent of their net income
in Federal income taxes. While this might
be an accurate arithmetic computation,
it is not an accurate statement of the
tax burden of the petroleum industry.

To achieve a more realistic tax picture,
the statistics which should be compared
are domestic taxes to domestic earnings
or worldwide taxes to the worldwide
earnings. By comparing these figures, a
more accurate tax-burden picture
emerges.

The summary of a 1972 report by the
Petroleum Industry Research Founda-
tion Inc., entitled “The Tax Burden on
the Domestic Oil and Gas Industry” re-
vealed the following statistics:

(a) The U.S. petroleum industry’s total tax
obligations on its domestic earnings, opera-
tions and properties amounted to $3.4 billion
in 1970. Of this, federal income tax obliga-
tions represented the largest single item,
amounting to £1.3 billion or 40% of the total.
In addition, domestic excise and sales taxes
on gasoline and other oil products amounted
to $10.5 billion.

(b) Comparable data for other industries
are not yet avallable from the Internal Reve-
nue Service for 18070. However, data for the
years 1967-1969 show that while the petro-
leum industry’s federal income tax obligation
represented a smaller share of gross revenue
or net earnings than that of U.S. industry in
general, the share of the various other direct
taxes (excluding sales and excise taxes) was
significantly higher for the petroleum indus-
try than for the average of other US. in-
dustrles.

(c) The U.S. oil industry's tax burden, as
measured by the ratlo of total domestic taxes
(excluding sales and excise taxes) to total
domestic revenues, amounted to 6.0¢ per dol-
lar of revenue for 1970 and averaged 5.8¢ per
dollar of revenue for the three year period
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1967-1969. The average tax burden for the
Internal Revenue Service classification, “All
Mining and Manufacturing Corporations”
was 5.6¢ while for the IRS classification, “All
U.S. Business Corporations” it was about 4.7¢
per dollar of revenue for these same three
years.

(d) The above tax burden ratios show that
the petroleum industry's lower effective in-
come tax rate relative to other U.S. industries
is more than offset by its relatively higher
burden of other direct taxes (exclusive of ex-
cise and sales taxes). Hence, the total tax
burden carried by the domestic petroleum
industry is above the average for both. All
U.S. Mining and Manufacturing Corpora-
tions and all U.S. Business Corporations.

(e) If excise and sales taxes are added,
the oil industry's total tax burden rises to
20¢ per dollar of revenue which is consider-
ably higher than the composite total tax
burden, including excise and sales taxes, on
all other industries.

(f) Another meaningful base for measur-
ing the tax burden is Value Added. (The net
value of goods created within a given indus-
try, as opposed to the sales value which con-
sists of cumulative net values added). In
1967 the domestic oil and gas producing and
refining industry paid 16¢ in taxes (excluding
sales and excise taxes) per dollar of Value
Added. This was approximately one-third
higher than the composite total tax burden,
including excise and sales taxes, on all other
industries.

(g) In addition to the $3.4 billion in di-
rect domestic taxes and the $10.5 billion in
excise and sales taxes, the U.S. petroleum in-
dustry pald $10 billion abroad in income
and operating taxes and $2.8 billion in for-
eign motor fuel excise taxes. Thus, the total
global tax obligation of the U.S. oll industry
in 1970, including excise and sales taxes,
amounted to nearly $27 billlon of which

slightly more than half was Incurred in the

U.S8.

(h) The Tax Reform Act of 1969, by re-
ducing the depletion allowance instituting a
Minimum Tax and removing the investment
tax credit, increased the domestic petroleum
industry’s tax burden by approximately £600
million for the year 1970 from what it would
have been in the absence of the Act. Slightly
more than half of the increase was due to
the reduction in the depletion allowance.
Most of the remainder was due to the institu-
tion of the Minimum Tax."

In addition to incorrectly comparing
different statistics, Senator ProxMIre’s
statement also implied that the oil com-
panies are receiving some sort of prefer-
ential benefit by being allowed to credit
taxes on foreign income against domestic
Federal income taxes. In reality, this law-
ful device is available to everyone and
merely prevents these companies being
taxed twice on the same foreign income.
This tax provision has long been recog-
nized as eqguitable.

Isincerely hope that any future tax re-
forms will be based on accurate and un-
slanted statistics and not on misleading
facts.

A FACTUAL LOOK AT HUD'S PER-
FORMANCE IN PROVIDING DISAS-
TER RELIEF FOR AGNES VICTIMS

Mr. ALLLOTT. Mr. President, of late,
we have been deluged with charges and
criticisms aimed at HUD’s inability or
lack of capability to provide disaster re-
lief for victims of tropical storm Agnes
which struck in late June of this year
bringing indescribable destruction in a
six-State area leaving thousands home-
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less. In order to bring “clear skies” to
this “storm” of rhetoric, let us look at
the facts.

HUD was faced with providing a tem-
porary housing program unprecedented
in scope and urgency. Under Secretary
Romney’s dedicated and able leadership,
the Department is rapidly accomplishing
the monumental task of providing more
than 28,000 eligible families with tem-
porary housing, and I might add, with
record results under circumstances worse
than any other previous natural disaster.
Rehousing needs for Agnes victims ex-
ceed by more than 10,000 the total tem-
porary housing assistance undertaken for
all 16 major national disasters of the
past 3 yvears.

Until Agnes struck, Hurricane Camille
in 1969 was HUD’s largest single housing
disaster assistance program. It took 6
months to provide 5,200 Camille victims
temporary housing accommodations,
while 17,585 families in Agnes flood
areas were provided housing assistance
within 9 weeks. In other words, in about
one-third the time, over three times as
much has been accomplished.

For a closer look, let us look at New
York and Pennsylvania where the dam-
age was most extensive.

In Pennsylvania, where a daily aver-
age of 306 families are provided tem-
porary housing, more than 12,500 of some
21,000 approved applicants have been
given housing assistance. In the southern
tier of New York State, 4,103 of the ap-
proximately 5,600 approved applicants
have been housed.

Mr. President, providing relief and as-
sistance to victims of a devastating natu-
ral disaster, such as tropical storm
Agnes, in my judgment, should not be
a partisan issue. I would hope that any
administration would do its utmost to
render assistance. However, because
HUD's performance has been somewhat
obscured by the dialog of the campaign
in recent weeks, I was compelled to rise
today to set the record straight.

HEALTH MAINTENANCE
ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Health has held ex-
tensive hearings concerning the financ-
ing and organization of services in the
health-care industry in the United States
during this Congress. These hearings
have been held across the United States,
and a fact-finding trip has been made
to several European countries to try to
identify solutions to some of the prob-
lems we are experiencing in the deliv-
ery of health care to the American
people.

For the past 2 years, President Nixon
has emphasized the profound problems
currently existing in our health-care
system. Specificially, the President has
proposed three major legislative thrusts
in the area of health in his health mes-
sages of 1971 and 1972. According to
President Nixon's 1971 health message
to Congress, the areas of health man-
power, health insurance, and reorgani-
zation of the delivery system required
legislative action. In response to the
President’s wishes, the Health Profes-
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sions Education Act and the Nurse
Training Act of 1971 were enacted on
November 18, 1971, as Public Law 92—
157 and Public Law 92-158. Congress
fulfilled its responsibility by passing leg-
islation which authorized a substantial
increase in Federal support to schools
of the health professions in order to
stimulate the training of additional
health-care personnel. This the Presi-
dent subsequently signed into law. De-
spite this ample authority, the admin-
istration’s budget request was barely
one-third of the authorized figures. The
administration has failed to put its
money where its mouth is.

The second major thrust which the
President advocated in his health mes-
sages of 1971 and 1972 was a national
health insurance program. True to form,
the administration’s health insurance
program falls far short of its stated goals
of universality and far short of any rea-
sonable concept of equity. Under the ad-
ministration proposal, almost 40 million
Americans would be ineligible for any
federally sponsored health care insur-
ance at all. Those low-income individuals
who would be eligible for the adminis-
tration’s low-income health insurance
plan would have benefits with substan-
tially less value than those under the
mandated employer-employee plan. This
is truly a two-class system of care.

Even though, in February of 1971, Sec-
retary Richardson testified before the
Health Subcommittee concerning the ne-
cessity for and desirability of regulation
of the health insurance industry, in tes-
timony later that year before the House
Ways and Means Committee, the admin-
istration position was revised. Secretary
Richardson then described the adminis-
tration proposal for the Federal role in
regulation of the insurance industry to
be one of backup enforcement only.
Again, there was the characteristic ad-
ministration wafling when the time came
to put their rhetoric into specific terms.

The third major thrust, enthusiasti-
cally advocated in the President’'s 1971
and 1972 health messages to Congress,
was a proposal for support for the crea-
tion of health maintenance organiza-
tions. In his health message to Congress
of February 18, 1971, Mr. Nixon said:

Some seven million Americans are now en-
rolled in HMO's—and the number is grow-
ing. Studies show that they are receiving high
quality care at significantly lower cost. Pa-
tients and practitioners allke are enthusias-
tic about this organizational concept. So is
this administration.

He went on to describe the HMO con-
cept as ‘‘a central feature of my national
health strategy.”

Under title IV of the Health Services
Improvement Act of 1970, signed into law
by President Nixon in 1970, a provision
was included which enables the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to contract with health maintenance or-
ganizations on behalf of Federal em-
ployees for the provision of health serv-
ices to those employees despite restric-
tive State legislation which may exist
which would otherwise prohibit the op-
eration of such health maintenance or-
ganizations. Last October, I engaged in
prolonged correspondence with HEW ob-
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jecting to proposed regulations published
in the Federal Register (42 C.F.R., part
75) governing the law, which would have
subverted the State preemption provision
of Public Law 91-515. Despite explana-
tions from the office of the Secretary
that the proposed language did not sub-
vert the intent of the legislation, the
phrase was deleted from the final regula-
tions.

The administration’s true colors once
again shine. Once again, in response to
pressure from wealthy and powerful in-
terest groups, this administration has
changed its position concerning pre-
emption of State laws which would in-
hibit the development of HMO's. They
now oppose preemption of such laws.
This change of position flatly contradicts
what Secretary Richardson said in testi-
mony before both House and Senate
Health Subcommittees.

A number of bills supporting the ini-
tiation of health maintenance organiza-
tions have been introduced into both
Houses of Congress. The Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare reported S.
3327, the Health Maintenance Organiza-
tion and Resources Development Act of
1972, to the full Senate on July 21, 1972.
After a brief referral to the Committee
on Finance, the bill was placed on the
Senate Calendar on August 1, 1972. The
American Medical Association has op-
posed the enactment of any health main-
tenance organizatioa legislation, except
on a limited experimental basis, irom the
beginning of the extensive investigation
into the subject by the health subcom-
mittees of both the House and Senate.

John Iglehart, an excellent writer for
the National Journal, has recently pub-
lished an article describing the impact
the American Medical Association has
had on the administration’s position
concerning HMO's which has resulted in
a collapse of their support for health
maintenance organizations.

The Senate bill has languished on the
calendar for over a month while the
administration continues to play its shell
game with the American people. The
House bill has been tied up in subcom-
mittee markup. Mr. Iglehart atiributes
much of the failure of progress of HMO
bills in both Houses fo a weakening of
the administration position concerning
HMO's, and a reduction in their sup-
port for health maintenance organiza-
tion legislation.

Once again, we see the pattern which
has developed in the President’s health
manpower proposals and health insur-
ance proposals unfolding with respect
to HMO legislation. Every time mean-
ingful, effective legislation is proposed
to implement the rhetoric of this od-
ministration, they covertly or overtly de-
feat its purpose. Again and again pri-
vate interest groups like the AMA and
their friends in the White House call
the tune, and the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare willingly joins
in the deception.

I believe that the story detailed in Mr.
Iglehart’s excellent article exposes the
empty rhetoric of the President in the
field of health. Just last week the Pres-
ident criticized the Congress for its fail-
ure to act on his remaining health pro-
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posals. The Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare has done its job. It is
now up to the administration to come
through and to prove to the American
people that they are sincere in their
stated desires to provide meaningful
solutions to the problems of health care
delivery in the United States. The ad-
ministration has caved in again and
again to pressures from powerful in-
terest groups, much to the detriment of
the American consumer. The influence of
the health insurance industry and of the
American Medical Association with the
administration is seriously impairing
their ability to support meaningful legis-
lation in the area of health.

I have stated publicly once before that
the administration’s stated commitment
to the development of health mainte-
nance organization is a hoax on the
American people. I would like to chal-
lenge them to prove that it is not by
putting their active support behind the
pending HMO legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Iglehart’s article be
printed in the Recorp.

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

HeaLTE REPORT/INTENSE LOBBYING DRIVE BY
MepicaL Grour Dims PROSPECTS FOR HMO
LEGISLATION

{By John K. Iglehart)

The Administration-initiated drive to be-
gin changing the shape of the health-care
:ielivery system in the United States is falter-
ng.

Legislation to subsidize the creation of
health maintenance organizations—physi-
clans working primarily in prepald group
practices instead of practicing alone for fees
charged after the service is rendered—is in
trouble this year for several reasons:

The American Medical Association, which
fears that the free-enterprise nature of most
medical practice would be subverted by
HMOs, has mounted an intense lobbying
campalgn designed to kill the proposal.

Under pressure from the AMA, particularly
with regard to the sizeable campalign contri-
butions doctors’ groups traditionally deliver
to the GOP, the Administration has toned
down its support for HMOs—support that
was announced in enthusiastic terms by
President Nixon last year.

Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, D-Mass., has
pushed through the Senate Labor and Public
Welfare Committee an HMO bill looking to
establishment of a nationwide system at a
federal cost of more than 85 billion over the
next three years. But Rep. Paul G. Rogers,
D-Fla., who is Kennedy's counterpart as
chairman of the House subcommittee han-
dling health matters, believes that any new
HMO program should be experimental in
nature. This wide variance in approach and
degree of financial commitment will be diffi-
cult to reconcile in the waning weeks of the
92nd Congress.

It appears that only a strong push from
the White House could salvage the legislation
in this congressional session. But that push
is not likely to be made.

Preemption issue: The clearest public re-
flection of the cooler White House attitude
toward HMOs is a reversal in its earlier posi-
tion on federal preemption of state laws
that restrict HMO development. The Ad-
ministration disclosed Aug. 14 in a closed
mark-up session on Capitol Hill that it now
opposes preemption language in an HMO bill.

“Conceptually, the new policy position is
a major retreat,” sald one HEW Department
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official. President Nixon strongly endorsed
the preemption of “archaic laws in 22 states
which prohibit or limit the group practice of
medicine” in his health message to Congress
Feb. 18, 1971. HEW BSecretary Elliot L. Rich-
ardson voliced an equally strong commitment
to federal preemption language in an HMO
bill during Capitol Hill testimony April 11.
EXTENT OF COMMITMENT

The Administration’'s more skeptical atti-
tude toward HMOs is based, in part, on the
shape of Kennedy’'s HMO bill (S. 3327; S. Rept
92-978), which was reported July 21 by the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee
and may reach the floor in early September.

The Eennedy bill would authorize expend-
itures of $5.1 billlon over three years, the
bulk of it in direct federal grants to subsidize
establishment and operation of HMOs around
the nation. Of the total, $1.8 billion would be
earmarked to help finance health care for
poor people who otherwise could not use the
HMO facilitles. The bill also would create a
Commission on Quality Health Care Assur-
ance to check the performance of HMOs.

The magnitude of the Kennedy bill has
upset officlals at the President’s Office of
Management and Budget, whose ever-present
concern is the whopping budget deficit,
which they now estimate at $27 billion for
fiscal 1973. The bill has prompted the OMB
to reexamine the proper federal role in pro-
moting HMO development,

The Administration’s original proposal en-
visioned nationwide establishment of HMOs,
The White House bill projected HMO expend-
itures of $2.1 billion over three years, al-
though only $300 million would be in direct
grants while the rest would consist of feder-
ally-guaranteed loans.

But the White House commitment to HMO
development on that scale is now in doubt.
The platform endorsed by the Republican
National Convention Ilast week mentions
HMOs only in passing—as a worthwhile ex-
periment.

Rep. Rogers' Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Subcommittee on Public Health and
Environment—now the target of heavy AMA
pressure—has endorsed an experimental ap-
proach in mark-up sessions held to date. The
bill would authorize $335.3 milllon over three
years, and Rogers said, “The philosophy of
the House bill is demonstration of the HMO
concept. We want to see if it works before
making a wholesale federal commitment to
the idea.”

AMA LOBBYING

For a time while Mr. Nixon was serving
as Vice President of the United States, Dr.
Malcolm C. Todd was his personal physician.

And Todd's personal and political friend-
ship with Richard Nixon antedates that pe-
riod: he has alded in Nixon campalgns ever
since the bitter battle 22 years ago against
Helen Gahagan Douglas for a U.S. Senate
seat in California.

Now, Todd is a surgeon in Long Beach,
Calif., and is serving as chairman of Physi-
cians’ for the Reelection of the President.

Todd also is an elected official of the
AMA—he is8 a member of the association’s
House of Delegates—and in his dual role he
is acting as a leader of the AMA’s opposition
to the HMO legislation.

In an Interview, Todd frankly sald that
the AMA had brought to bear on the Ad-
ministration *“all the force we could” in op-
position to the HMO leglslation. And he cred-
ited that pressure with causing “some back-
tracking on the part of the White House."

All-out effort: Not since the AMA went
to the well in 1969 to stop the appolntment
of Dr. John H. Enowles an assistant HEW
secretary for health and scientific affairs has
the association devoted so much energy and
money to a Washington issue as it now is
expending on HMOs.

The association is attacking the issue from
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every conceivable direction in an intensive
campaign to kill, or at least forestall, HMO
legislation. And in the absence of strong
countervailing forces, the AMA's drive has
enjoyed some success.

The AMA's efforts in opposition to HMO
legislation extend well beyond Washington-
based lobbying to include letters, telephone
calls, telegrams and personal visits to mem-
bers of Congress from AMA members.

Money: But dollars and cents constitute
the real reason that the AMA now enjoys a
significant degree of leverage over the HMO
issue.

The association's political arm is second
onlyy to organized labor’'s Committee on Po-
litical Education in dispensing campalgn
contributions in an election year.

In 1970, for example, the American Medical
Political Action Committee reported giving
$636,500 In campaign contributions to candi-
dates for the U.S. House and Senate. AMPAC’s
local affiliates contributed an estimated $2.5
million more to Congressional campaigns.
This year, the association presumably will
spend that much or more (For a report on
ANPAC, see Vol. 2, No. 31, p. 1659.)

The AMA recognizes that the duration of
its financial leverage is limited. One associa-
tion official sald privately: "“We're in the
driver's seat now, but once the election is
over it will be a different story. Any com-
mitment we get from the White House to
curb HMOs must be made before Nov. 7.

Meeting, letters: Many AMA physicians
fear the economic consequences of a federal
drive to set up a health delivery system
around HMOs that would compete against
the solo fee-for-service practitioner.

This concern came to a fever pitch last
March 13 when the AMA’s council on legis-
lation engaged HEW Secretary Elliot L. Rich-
ardson in a heated debate over the potential
merits of HMOs.

Richardson and his entourage cited pro-
jections that there would be 1,210 operative
HMOs by 1980. This would give 90 per cent
of the population the option of receiving
health care from an HMO, they said.

The AMA council members balked at fed-
eral HMO subsidies as unfair, but Richard-
son was undeterred. He told the physicians
that if they opted out of the HMO debate by
simply opposing the idea, Congress probably
would shape the system on its own.

The talk was too much for the doctors,
most of whom are Republicans who believe
that their past support for the party entitles
them to better treatment from the Adminis-
ration than creation of a competing health-
care dellvery system.

One physiclan-council member said pri-
vately in an inerview: “I absolutely blew
my damn Hd after Richardson’s comments
at that meeting. I told Todd I would guit
the Physiclans’ Committee (for the Reelec-
tion of the President) if this was all we
could expect from the Nixon Administra-
tion.”

Todd acknowledged that many of the coun-
cil members were upset by Richardson’s
comments. “That meeting sparked a letter
I wrote to the President to air this HMO
thing.”

Todd sald he has written to the President
“geveral times” on HMOs and Mr. Nixon has
replied. “My last letter was written at the
suggestion of (James H.) Cavanaugh (stafl
assistant to the President for health affairs).
And I also have discussed this with Counselor
(to the President Robert H.) Finch.”

Todd declined to specifically discuss his
running dilalogue with the President on
HMOs. But he did say Richardson’'s com-
ments “made a lot of doctors mad.”

HEW vs. White House: According to Todd,
the White House responded to the AMA argu-
ments by directing the HEW Department to
mute its enthusiastic efforts on behalf of
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HMOs. The HEW Secretary since “has called
off the aggressiveness,” Todd said, “and this
is good.”

(In response, Richardson sald, “I am not
aware of any AMA pressure on the White
House. There has been no pressure from the
White House and we haven't backed off.")

As Todd explains it, the HEW Department
is responsible on its own for the grand-scale
projections of federal assistance to hundreds
of HMOs.

“The President was sold this HMO idea on
the assumption that HEW would run some
pilot HMOs to see if they work, not to finance
a whole new delivery system,” said Todd.

“When he gave the signal, all the Wilbur
Cohenites (former HEW Secretary (1968-69)
Wilbur J. Cohen) really went to work.”

Contributions pitch: Todd has colored his
pitch at the White House in political terms,
saying the proposal makes it difficult in ralse
campaign cash from physicians to ald Mr,
Nixon's reelection bid.

“As chairman of the Physicians' Committee
(for the Reelection of the President) I have
a problem in raising money for Nixon because
of this HMO thing,” said Todd.

“The (HMO) thing comes up invariably
with physicians. They say, ‘I don't know
about this HMO thing'" when they are ap-
proached to contribute to the President's
campaign.

Todd also argues that individuals who ad-
vocate changing the health delivery system
through HMOs are not likely to vote for Mr.
Nixon anyway. “HMO advocates never have
voted for Nixon and never will,” he sald.

White House aide: Cavanaugh, the White
House aide, went to the AMA's annual con-
vention in San Francisco June 19 to soothe
the assoclation’s fears that the Administra-
tion was bent on financing the development
of hundreds of HMOs.

“I worked to dispell the notion that the
Administration was seeking to blanket the
country with HMOs,” Cavanaugh sald in an
interview.

AMA chief: The AMA’s hierarchy has
worked in other ways in attempts to sidetrack
a federal commitment to HMOs. Dr. Russell B.
Roth, the assoclatlion’s president-elect, sought
to head off further federal HMO funding from
his position as a member of the HEW regional
medical program’s advisory committee.

At the committee's meeting on June 5
and 6, Roth strenuously objected to the pro-
posed expenditure of $4.2 million in regional
medical program funds for HMO develop-
ment. Despite Roth's objection, the couneil
voted to approve expenditure of the funds
for HMOs.

GOP platform: Another AMA official,
Wayne W. Bradley, assistant director of its
Washington office, worked with the Com-
mittee on Resolutions to the Republican
National Convention in an effort to mod-
erate the Administration’s advocacy of
HMOs.

The Republican platform falls far short,
in its mention of HMOs, of the pralse Mr.
Nixon heaped on the concept in his 1871
health message, and endorses them only as
“innovative experiments.”

Hill lobbying: Two AMA lobbyists, James
W. Foristel and Howard Lee Cook Jr., are per-
forming the bulk of the association's lobby-
ing on Capitol Hill against HMO legislation.

The AMA all but ignored the HMO deliber-
ations of the Senate Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee, figuring that with Eennedy
in control the association's chances of in-
fluencing the shape of the bill were nil.

But the assoclation has sought to slow
down floor consideration of EKennedy’'s bill
by urging Sen. Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., the
majority whip, to delay its placement on the
Senate calendar.

Senate reaction—Kennedy, angered by the
AMA’s tactics, sald Aug. 17 in a news release:
“Almost every member of this body (Senate)




September 8, 1972

has received a communication from his state
medical society, and representatives of the
American Medical Association have ap-
proached the leadership of the Senate in
an attempt to bottle the bill up.”

Eennedy added: “This clumsy effort on
their part is another example of the attempts
of a narrow interest group to influence na-
tional legislation to its own advantage.”

The AMA has been successful in delaying
Senate floor consideration of the HMO bill
since it was reported July 21, but Byrd has
had nothing to do with it. Sen. Peter H.
Dominick, R-Colo., a member of the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Subcommittee on
Health, has refused to make a time agree-
ment for floor debate of the HMO bill,
thus delaying its consideration.

Dominick, who often addresses AMA meet-
ings, objects to the magnitude of the Ken-
nedy HMO bill. In minority views expressed
in the committee's report, he criticized a
number of the bill's provisions, including
the exclusion of medical foundations as
recipients of HMO funds.

Dominick plans to Introduce an amend-
ment to the committee’s bill which would
authorize HEW to fund existing medical
foundations as HMOs. Kennedy strongly op-
poses their inclusion, arguing that they are
nothing more than extensions of AMA-
dominated county and state medical socie-
ties.

Medical foundations are operating or or-
ganizing in 43 states. They reflect attempts
by physiclans to protect the traditional mode
of rendering medical care—individual fee-
for-service practice. The facilities are or-
ganized and controlled by county or state
medical socleties.

Although physicians who practice under
the aegis of a foundation are paid on a fee-
for-service basis, the fees are fixed and pre-
paid. Foundation physicians practice in their
own offices, but they submit their bills to a
central location for scrutiny by fellow physi-
cians who review the claims.

House activity—While the AMA has con-
centrated its time in the Senate on maneu-
vers that could slow down consideration of
HMO legislation, it has directed its efforts in
the House at modifying the substance of the
‘Rogers subcommittee proposal.

Foristel has sought to convince a majority
©of the subcommittee's members to strip the
HMO bill of language that would grant HEW
the power to preempt state laws which re-
strict HMO development.,

Forlstel argued In an Aug. 9 letter to Rep.
Tim Lee Carter, R-Ky., a practicing physi-
«wlian and AMA member, that “it has been
long established policy in this country to al-
low the states to regulate the provision of
health services.”

Foristel noted that a number of states
have laws which restrict or prohibit “certain
forms of practice,” such as HMOs. He argued
that “those states which do contain these
prohibitions would have compelling argu-
ments for them and . .. these arguments,
and therefore these laws, should be allowed
local supremacy. Incidentally, your state
(Eentucky) has such a restrictive law.”

Although the AMA lobbyists are concen-
trating now on seeking substantive modifica-
tions in the House subcommittee's bill, they
also are making contacts with other House
members who could delay or expedite the
measure once Rogers releases it.

Rep. Harley O. Staggers, D-W.Va., chair-
man of the parent Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, is a principal target of
this aspect of the association’s campaign.

The full committee already has a heavy
schedule of legislation before it, including
a power-plant siting bill (HR 11066), which
has tled up the panel in mark-up sessions
for a month with the end nowhere in
sight.

President Nixon has written to Staggers

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and urged him to expedite the power-siting
legislation.

With power-plant siting legislation before
the committee and other major bills also
on the agenda, Staggers could well argue
that a lack of time precludes full committee
consideration of an HMO bill this year.

Relations between Staggers and Rogers
are not the best. Staggers has expressed to
other members of the full committee, in-
cluding Rep. William L. Springer, Ill.,, the
ranking Republican, a lack of enthusiasm
for reporting out HMO legislation this year.

HOUSE MARK-UP

Rogers, well aware of the cross-currents
that are running on the HMO issue, is taking
a cautious course to consensus on a bill
that he hopes his subcommittee members
will back solldly in full committee, on the
floor and in conference.

“We're trying to write a plece of legisla-
tion that can be vigorously supported by
the whole panel,” Rogers said. “We're very
close to that point.”

In moving toward that point, the sub-
committee has placed significant strictures
on the federal role in reshaping the health
delivery system through subsidizing HMO
development.

Provisions: In its fifth and latest bill draft,
the subcommittee provides for total spend-
ing authority of $335.3 million over a three-
year period to plan and develop 150 HMOs.

The bill provides federal grants only for
HMO feasibility studies and initial develop-
ment costs. At the point of initial operation
of an HMO, a sponsor could receive only
direct federal loans (out of the $335.3 mil-
lion) or federally-guaranteed loans. The
subcommittee’s bill provides similar assist-
ance for HMO construction projects.

The program envisioned by the subcom-
mittee as a result of its bill is experimental.
“We are not embarking on anything like the
Administration has stated as its goal—an
HMO option available to 90 per cent of the
population by 1980, Rogers said.

“I think it's premature, a network ap-
proach,” he said. “If we go about this in a
reasonable way, gain some experlence before
trying to shift massive segments of the
population to HMOs, I think this approach
will be more acceptable.”

Members’ views: In seeking to shape a bill
that his entire subcommittee can endorse,
Rogers has had to contend with its members’
widely varying views.

The panel’s chief advocate of strong HMO
legislation of Rep. Willlam R. Roy, D-Ean.,
and his bill (HR 11728), which is similar in
some ways to Eennedy’s, has formed the basis
for the subcommittee’s deliberations. Roy 1s
a physiclan, and a member of the AMA, but
the Kansas Medical Soclety's political action
arm is denying him financial support in his
reelection bid this year, largely because of
his position on HMOs.

Because Roy is a freshman, he has at-
tempted to enlist the support of more senior
subcommittee members for the approach he
favors. But although Democratic Reps. Peter
N. EKyros, Maine, and James W. Symington,
Mo , share Roy's conviction on HMO legisla-
tion, they have not taken vocal roles in the
subcommittee’s mark-up of its HMO bill.

On the other hand, Republican Reps. Car-
ter, Ancher Nelsen, Minn., and Democrat
David E. Satterfield III, Va., strongly object
to approving an HMO bill of the scope fa-
vored by Roy. And reinforced by the AMA’'s
aggressive lobbying, they have pressed their
views in committee.

This has left Rogers in the middle, trying
to fashion a consensus from the widely dis-
parate views of the members on his sub-
committee.

PREEMPTION ISSUE

The single toughest issue that Rogers’ Pub-
lic Health and Environment Subcommittee
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must resolve when it returns to mark-up the
week of Sept. 5 involves the question of pre-
emption of restrictive state laws.

Scope of problem: HEW estimates that
there are 22 states with statutes that would
in one way or another inhibit the develop-
ment of HMOs. The states are Alabama,
Alaska, Georgla, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Eansas,
Eentucky, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mon-
tana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North
Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia
and West Virginia.

But the department is not certain of that
figure. One HEW official said that as many as
49 states may prohibit the development of
one or more forms of HMO. The department
is seeking to determine the actual number
of states.

The most common strictures in state law
are requirements that a medical soclety ap-
prove the incorproation of an HMO; that
physicians constitute all or a majority of its
governing body; that HMOs submit to regu-
lation as an insurer of health-care services,
and medical practitioners cannot advertise.

Approaches to problem: The Senate com-
mittee’s bill provides for the preemption of
all of these strictures. Its report says: “The
committee strongly endorses this section
which will ensure an equal opportunity in all
states for development of HMOs.”

The House subcommittee, in its latest
draft, authorizes the preemption of restric-
tive state laws only for the 150 federally-
sponsored HMOs which the panel would au-
thorize HEW to fund. It would provide no
relief to HMOs developed without federal as-
sistance.

Dr. Paul M. Ellwood Jr., a pediatric neu-
rologist and physiatrist who is generally re-
garded as the architect of the Administra-
tion’s HMO bill, argues that the House ap-
proach to preemption runs counter to this
proposal, at least as originally conceived.

“The House approach would discriminate
in favor of federally-sponsored HMOs, give
these chosen public instruments an unfair
competitive advantage over organizations
that create HMOs without government as-
sistance,

“This Is the opposite of a conservative,
pluralistic, free-enterprise approach and if
they are doing it for the AMA I think it will
work against AMA members who want to
form HMOs,"” Ellwood said.

Walter J. McNerney, president of the Blue
Cross Association, advanced a similar argu-
ment Aug. 22 in & letter to Rep. Staggers,
urging that the bill “be broadened to override
restrictive state laws regardless of whether
the funds derive from the federal treasury.”

Although the House subcommittee has dis-
cussed the preemption issue in executive ses-
sions, the language in its latest draft is by
no means final. Rogers sald: “The basic de-
cision on preemption has not yet been made.”

Carter, Satterfleld and Nelsen are opposed
to the inclusion of preemption language.

The preemption of state laws which, in ef-
fect, give state medical societies veto power
over the development of an HMO in a com-
munity probably will produce the most de-
bate in subcommittee. Rogers has said pri-
vately that he does not believe that medical
socleties should have that power.

Administration’s reversal: When the sub-
committee returns to work on the issue a key
element in its discussion will be the Admin-
istration’s newly-stated opposition to pre-
empting state laws.

The new policy declaration came out of
the Office of Management and Budget on Aug.
10. Lynn M. Etheredge, OMB's budget exam-
iner for the HMO program, relayed the mes-
sage to John 8. Zapp, deputy assistant HEW
secretary for health legislation.

Zapp, In explaining the policy reversal, sald
it had become evident that preemption lan-
guage In the HMO bill could significantly
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slow down congressional movement on the
legislation. And so the Administration de-
cided to scrap its position in the face of polit-
ical realities.

Zapp’s explanation notwithstanding, the
day before the policy switch was made, he
was prepared to explain HEW’s preemption
proposal in the House subcommittee’s mark-
up session. The panel did not get to the sub-
ject that day.

Several members of the House subcommit-
tee speculate that the Administration re-
versed its position as & result of AMA pres-
sure, but they back up their opinions with
no specific knowledge.

One Administration staff member said the
change was more nearly the result of an at-
titude prevailing at the White House that
the federal government should not unneces-
sarily tread on state prerogatives.

In any event, the Administration’s new
preemption policy runs counter to the earlier
stated views of President Nixon and Sec-
retary Richardson.

In his health message to Congress on Feb.
18, 1971, Mr, Nixzon directed HEW “to develop
a model statute which the states themselves
can adopt to correct these anomalies. In
addition, the federal government will facili-
tate the development of HMOs in all states
by entering into contracts with them to pro-
vide service to medicare recipients and other
federal beneficiaries who elect such programs.
Under the supremacy clause of the Constitu-
tion, these contracts will operate to preempt
any inconsistent state statutes.”

At a House HMO hearing April 11, Rep. Roy
asked Richardson how the panel should deal
with state laws which “prohibit or inhibit
HMO development."

Richardson replied: “We think that you
should go as far as, in effect, you think the
traffic will bear.”

OUTLOOK

HMO never has become a household word
among most Members of Congress, And the
AMA’'s drive to kill legislation to subsidize

their development has produced little pub-
licity in Washington.

But the day may come before Nov. 7 when
congressional Democrats will call the Ad-
ministration to account for its commitment
to nurturing HMOs.

This calling could well be prompted by
organizations that are pushing for passage
of HMO legislation this year. Such organiza-
tions have not been vocal in recent months
but efforts by the Group Health Association
of America, Inc. to bring together during
the week of Sept. 3 labor and consumer
groups on behalf of HMO Ilegislation may
change that.

Group Health is a national organization
that represents operating HMOs in Washing-
ton and it enjoys close ties to organized
labor. Group Health has quietly sought to
bring the AFL-CIO into the fight for HMO
legislation in a bigger way and this may bear
fruit in the coming weeks.

Beyond that, Eennedy could well become
vocal on health issues as a surrogate for Sen.
George S. McGovern, S.D., the Democratic
presidential nominee. Kennedy could pursue
passage of his HMO bill by following that
avenue.

Congressional Democrats, on the other
hand, are hardly of one mind on the pre-
scription that is proper to launch the fed-
eral government's first serious attempt to
reshape the health delivery system.

Eennedy is calling for a massive federal
commitment to stimulate the development
of HMOs nationallv. And Rogers feels an
experimental program with no guarantee of
life after three years is the proper course.

Reconciling their differences may take
more time than is avallable this year. In this
event, the AMA will be able to clalm a victory
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for the time being in protecting the solo
fee-for-service practitioner. And the Nixon
Administration, if it gains a second term, will
have an opportunity to rethink its commit-
ment to HMOs free of election-year consid-
erations.

VETERANS' DRUG AND ALCOHOL
TREATMENT AND REHABILITA-
TION ACT OF 1972

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I strongly
support the Veterans’ Drug and Alcohol
Treatment and Rehabilitation Act of
1972 (S. 2108) which passed the Senate
yesterday.

I have long been deeply concerned
about the Veterans’ Administration’s
drug treatment programs. The plight of
the addicted and drug-abusing service-
man has made drug addiction a national
issue.

I was not convinced that the present
VA drug treatment program was doing
enough for the addicted veterans in New
York. I expressed my concern about the
adequacy and capability of the VA to
deal effectively with addicted veterans
in New York to the VA Administrator and
arranged a meeting between senior VA
officials and the Deputy Director of the
President’s Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention with New York City
and State officials to see what more could
be done to aid addicted veterans.

One thing became clear as the result
of that meeting: The need for additional
legislation—as set forth in this bill—
which would provide the VA authority
to contract with approved community
programs for treatment and rehabilita-
tion of addicted veterans. I ask unani-
mous consent that the full text of three
letters I sent to the VA, urging them to
contract with other agencies to provide
drug treatment to all veterans who need
treatment, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

SEPTEMBER 22, 1971.
Hon. DoNnaLp E. JOHNSON,
Administrator,
Veterans’ Adminisivation,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. JoHNsON: Thank you for your
response to my letter concerning the Vet-
erans’ Administration’s plans to increase the
number of specialized drug treatment centers
and to contract or purchase services from
state, city, or community institutions with
expertise in the drug rehabilitation fleld.

Although I believe there are additional VA
hospitals in New York City that should be
utilized to deal with veteran narcotic users,
I am gratified to learn that there are several
in New York City which you have given high
priority for this endeavor.

I am pleased to note your response that
the Veterans' Administration will be “con-
tracting with other agencies to provide drug
treatment to all veterans who apply for and
are determined to be in need of such treat-
ment.” As you know, I am deeply concerned
that the most effective way to respond to
this problem is through contract of services
and as your plans develop, I would greatly
appreciate being kept advised.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
Jacos K. Javirs.
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SEPTEMBER 27, 1971.
Hon. DoNALD E, JOHNSON,
Administrator,
Veterans' Administration,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Me. JoHNsoN: Enclosed is a copy of
my letter of September 22 indicating my
strong support for the Veterans Administra=
tion to contract for or purchase services
from state, city, or community institutions
with expertise in the drug rehabilitation field.

It was my understanding from your letter
of August 3 that the Veterans Administra-
tion will be “contracting with other agencies
to provide drug treatment . . ."” and I am
deeply disturbed by your response of a later
date to Howard Jones, Chairman of the New
York State Narcotics Addiction Control Com=-
mission. In your letter to Mr. Jones you state
“Our experience to date leads us to believe
that we will not require the use of non-VA
facilities in our program in the foreseeable
future.” I would appreciate being advised
how you reconcile this variation in position.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
Jacos K. JaviTs.

JuLy 15, 1971.
Hon. DoNaLp E. JoHNSON,
Administrator,
Veterans’ Administration,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR ADMINISTRATOR JoHNsSON: I was
pleased to receive your communieation of
July 12 concerning the Veterans Administra-
tion's plans to increase the number of
speciallzed drug treatment centers. I am
hopeful that the VA’s response to the in-
creasing drug problem in the military will
prove to be an eflfective countermeasure.

You indicate of the 32 centers projected to
be in operation by Oectober, only one will be
located in New York City despite the mag-
nitude of the narcotics abuse problem. I am
concerned that one New York City center will
not be adequate to effectively deal with vet-
eran narcotics users in the New York metro-
politan area.

I strongly believe that the Veterans Admin-
istration should contract for or purchase
services from State, city or community in-
stitutions with expertise in the drug rehabili-
tation field. These institutions constitute a
reservoir of valuable experience in dealing
with narcotics abuse and could prove to be
of great benefit to the VA's own efforts to
deal with the narcotics problem. I would
appreciate having your views regarding the
plans, if any, the VA has made to secure
these valuable services.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
Jacos K. JAvITs.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, my dis-
tress and concern about VA drug treat-
ment and care for New York's addicted
Vietnam veterans was confirmed by
Howard A. Jones, chairman of the New
York State Narcotic Addiction Control
Commission, and Graham S. Finney,
commissioner of the New York City Ad-
diction Services Agency, and is further
confirmed by the report of the commit-
tee. It ought to be placed in the REcorbp,
so I ask unanimous consent that those
paragraphs of the committee report be
printed at this point in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NEED TO EXPAND NUMEBER OF VETERANS SERVED

The Committee recognizes that the Veter-
ans Administration has very substantially
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upgraded its drug treatment programs and
facilities in the last year. VA figures indicate
that approximately 20,000 drug abusing vet-
erans have been treated by the VA to date.
Present VA plans contemplate the treatment
of approximately 30,000 veterans In fiscal
year 1875.

However, much of this treatment is con-
fined to detoxification and methadone main-
tenance, without any effective rehabilitation
efforts. And significant progress remains to
be made in the numbers treated as well. The
estimated total of veteran addicts in the
country ranges from a low of 60,000 to 100,000
or more. The Committee notes that accord-
ing to Defense Department figures, between
July 1, 1966, and December 31, 1971, over
21,000 servicemen received discharges termed
for “drug abuse.” Unquestionably, a great
many more servicemen discharged during
this period were, in fact then, or at some
point during their service, drug abusers, but
escaped detectlon while in service. The
breakdown by type of discharge is set forth
in the following table:

DRUG ABUSE DISCHARGES FROM THE ARMED SERVICES

Unde-
sirable

Dishon-
orable

Honora-
ble General

Fiscal year Totals

147 8
114
257 :
e 331 2,143
1

1,082 4,725
1st 6 ¢ months of
fiscal year 1972. 4,478 865 2,865

Grand tolal.. 21,086 2,627 11,174

6,951

! Estimates based upon a{:phring 15 of the lotals for calendar
ear 1971 to fiscal year 1971 (added to the actual figure for the
¥s! half of fiscal year 1971) and 16 of such totals to the 1st half of
fiscal year 1972. The tolals available after fiscal year 1970 were
on the basis of calendar years, not fiscal years.

The overwhelming difficulties faced by New
York City alone indicate the continuing se-
verity of the problem. There are between
85,000 and 200,000 heroin addicts in New
York City alone. The Special Action Oiffice for
Drug Abuse Prevention considers 125,000 to
be the best estimate of this addict popula-
tion. The Addiction Services Agency of New
York City estimates that a minimum of ten
thousand of these addicts are veterans, who
have not received any form of treatment.

As recently as June 30, 1972, the VA was
treating only 585 veterans at its drug treat-
ment centers in New York City. At the same
time, local drug treatment programs were
treating an estimated 3,500 veteran addicts;
there were an additional 2,000 addict veter-
ans on non-VA methadone maintenance pro-
gram waiting lists, and an unknown number
of such veterans on waliting lists for drug-
free programs. To meet part of this need, the
Veterans Administration has recently con-
tracted with the New York State Narcotic
Addiction Control Commission to provide
drug treatment services to an additional 1,100
veterans.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the city
and State of New York continue to do all
within their powers, but the Federal Gov-
ernment must pledge itself, through the
VA, to a substantial commitment. If we
are adequately to care for our addicted
veterans, the VA should contract or pur-
chase services from State, city, and com-
munity institutions with expertise in drug
rehabilitation. These institutions con-
stitute a reservoir of valuable experience
in dealing with narcotics abuse and could
prove to be of great benefit to the VA's
own efforts to deal with the narcotics
problem. This bill would accomplish that
result. It seeks a solution to the critical
addicted veteran problem and would pro-
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vide more effective treatment to the
thousands of New York area addicted
Vietnam veterans.

In New York City, there is no question
that thousands of drug-abusing veterans
are already back home and out of uni-
form, adding to the addict ranks of a city
that acknowledges the crisis of its drug
control problem. There is no question
that more action is required to generate
meaningful services for veterans in des-
perate need. The bill will enable us better
to meet our obligations to individuals
who have served their Nation, only to be-
come ensnared in a sickness far more de-
bilitating even than the battleground
wounds usually associated with war.

Mr. President, the bill also focuses upon
the problem of alcoholism. The signing
of the Comprehensive Alcoholism Pre-
vention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation
Act of 1970 into law marked a most his-
toric day in the national struggle against
alcoholism and the end of a legislative
struggle which began in 1966, when I in-
troduced the first alcoholism bill with the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) and
which culminated in the passage of the
bill which I introduced in the 91st Con-
gress with the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHes), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), and more than 50 cosponsors.

I am, therefore, pleased that S. 2108
will authorize the VA to utilize more
effectively its enormous resources in the
stepped up national fight against alco-
holism and reduce the enormous toll
taken by alcoholism and alcohol abuse on
our society.

IN TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HONOR-
ABLE WILLIAM S. HILL

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, it is with
great sadness that I advise the Senate
of the death of the Honorable William 3.
Hill, who served the Second Congres-
sional District of Colorado with dedica-
tion for 18 years. He was first elected
from the district in 1940 and was reelect-
ed every 2 years until his retirement in
1958. His loss to me is the loss of an
adopted member of the family, for Mrs.
Allott and I have known and loved Bill
for so long.

Bill spent his entire lifetime in the
service of others, serving as legislator,
teacher, businessman, and farmer. Dur-
ing his distinguished career in the House
of Representatives, he rose to the chair-
manship of the Select Committee on
Small Business and to a position of high
standing on the Committee on Agricul-
ture

Porn on January 20, 1896, in Kelly,
Kans., he was raised and educated in
Kansas, and after taking as his bride the
former Rachel Trower, they moved to
eastern Colorado where they home-
steaded near Cheyenne Wells. Bill taught
school in Cheyenne Wells, later became
prineipal, and finally superintendent of
schools at Laporte, Colo.

Congress has recently been host to
some bright young people from across
the country, the members of the 4-H
Clubs of America, and to this fine group,
Bill devoted his talents and energies. He
became Colorado’s first fulltime 4-H Club
leader in Larimer County in 1919, and
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in the early 1920’s he served as secretary
of the Colorado Farm Bureau. Between
1924 and 1928, Bill Hill served his adopt-
ed State of Colorado in the Colorado
House of Representatives.

He knew defeat when he lost his first
congressional race in 1939, but those of
us who knew him recall his upward
bound spirit, and in 1940 Bill won the
first of nine consecutive races for Con-
gress.

He was a great friend of mine. In 1954
when I was in particular need of friends
and encouragement, I can remember the
gentle hand of William Hill on my
shoulder all of the way, giving me the
encouragement I needed. The place oc-
cupied by Bill Hill is filled with glowing
memories, and it is with great sadness
that we learn of his death.

Mrs. Allott and I extend our deepest
sympathies to his wife Rachel and all
the members of his family.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent an obituary published in the Wash-
ington Post of September 1, 1972, be
printed in the REcoRrD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

ExX-REPRESENTATIVE Winriam S. Hon or

CoLorADO DIES

ForT CoLLINS, CoLo,, Aug. 31.—Willlam S.
Hill, 86, a former congressman from northern
Colorado who served nine consecutive terms
in the U.S. House of Representatives, died
Monday in a Fort Collins nursing home.

Mr. Hill lost his first congressional race
ifn 1939, but was re-elected eight times be-
fore retiring undefeated in 1958.

Mr. Hill, a Republican, was chairman of
the select Committee on Small Business and
member of the House Agriculture Commit-
tee.

Mr. Hill also served on the House com-
mittees on irrigation and reclamation In-
dian affairs and labor.

Coming from Colorado’s largely agricul-
tural second district, Mr. Hill was primarily
assoclated with agriculture. He was a spokes-
man for federal price supports for farmers.

He headed a subcommittee that studied
the federal crop insurance program in 1947.
He also served on the agriculture livestock
committee in 1953.

He once assalled Maj. Gen. Harry H.
Vaughan, White House military alde under
President Truman, on the House floor for
“hitching” what he termed a free ride to
Paris at the taxpayers' expense.

A vigorous partisan and conservative, he
also took to the House floor in 1851 to
criticlze the State Department for paying
correspondents of the Columbia Broadcast-
ing System to write for the Voice of America.

In his speech he said: “I should mention
that the Columbia Broadcasting System has
the reputation of being through its so-called
news prgorams and commentaries, a strong
supporter of the Truman administration
and of socialistic tendencies generally.”

Mr. Hill was born Jan. 20, 1886, in Kelly,
Ean., and was ralsed and educated in Kan-
sas. On March 25, 1807, he married the for-
mer Rachel Trower in Winchester, Ean.

Shortly after their marrlage, Mr. Hill and
his bride homesteaded in eastern Colorado
near Cheyenne Wells where Mr. Hill taught
school. He eventually became principal and
superintendent of schools in nearby Laporte.

Mr. Hill extended his activities from the
educational field when he became Colorado's
first full-time 4-H club leader with the Ex-
tension Service in Larimer County in 1919.

He was secretary of the Colorado Farm
Bureau during the 1920s, during which time
he and his late brother, Vern, who was later
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a Colorado State representative from Den-
ver, organized a potato grower's organiza-
tion for farmers in Idaho.

Elected to the Colorado House in 1924, Mr.
Hill served in that body until 1928, In 1827 he
bought the Standard Mercantile Co., a farm
supply dealership, in Fort Collins.

Following his first attempt for a Congres-
sional seat Mr. Hill was appointed personal
secretary to Gov. Ralph Carr in 1939.

Along with being a member of the Elks,
Odd Fellows, Rotary Club, and the Presby-
terian Church, Mr. Hill was active in the real
estate and hardware Industry in Fort Col-
lins.

Mr. Hill is survived by his wife, a son, Al-
den T, of Fort Collins; a brother Harry, of
Stinson Beach, Calif.; two sisters, Lela Fis-
cher, of Littleton, Colo., and Mae Brewer, of
Broken Bow, Nev.; and four grandchildren.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe-
riod for the transaction of routine morn-
ing business has expired.

REVENUE SHARING ACT OF 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ArL-
LEN). Under the previous order the un-
finished business, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 241, is to be laid aside and remain
in that status until the close of business
today.

In accordance with the previous order,
the Chair lays before the Senate H.R.
14370, the revenue-sharing bill, which the
clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

H.R. 14370, to provide payments to locali-
ties for high-priority expenditures, to en-
courage the States to supplement their reve-
nue sources, and to authorize Federal collec-
tion of State individual income taxes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1471

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1471.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistance legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with and
that the amendment be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, with-
out objection, the amendment will be
printed in the REcCoRD.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, is as follows:

On page 35, strike lines 13 through 19 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, 7 percent of the Federal Individual
income taxes received in the Treasury dur-
ing such fiscal year; and

“(3) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1874, 31, percent of the Federal individual
income taxes received in the Treasury during
such fiscal year.”

On page 38, line 6, insert “and"” after the
second comma.

On page 38, strike lines 7 through 14 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

**(3) $2,875,000,000, in the case of the
entitlement period beginning July 1, 1973."

On page 39, strike lines 8 and 9 and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “government
for the entitlement period beginning on
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July 1, 1973, shall be reduced by the amount
(L,

On page 40, strike 1ines 15 through 22.

On page 48, line 11, strike *1976" and
insert “1973".

On page 60, strike lines 10 and 11 and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “qual-
ify for any payment under this subtitle for
the entitlement period beginning on July 1,
1973, a State”.

On page 63, beginning with line 25, strike
out through line 3 on page 64 and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “period begin-
ning January 1, 1973, and $500,000,000 for
the entitlement period beginning July 1,
1973.”

On page 67, strike lines 11 through 14 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) The one-year period beginning on
July 1, 1972.

“(3) The period beginning July 1, 1973,
and ending December 31, 1973."

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I apologize to
the Senator for interrupting. It was my
understanding that he was willing to
agree to a limitation of 1 hour on this
amendment.

Mr. BUCKLEY. That is correct.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that time on this amendment be
limited tc 1 hour, to be equally divided
between and controlled by the distin-
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckiLey) and the distinguished man-
ager of the bill (Mr. Long) .

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

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, in sum-
mary, my amendment would reduce the
period of the bill under debate from 5
years to 2 years.

The concept of general revenue sharing
is marvelously appealing—the prospect
of large infusions of no-string attached
money from Washington with which to
rescue our States, counties, and munici-
palities from the brink of fiscal disaster
and all at no cost to their taxpayers. But
every ointment has its flies and I think
we should all be aware of some of those
which are inherent in the State and Local
Assistance Act of 1972 before deciding
whether we should, in fact, institution-
alize general revenue sharing as a new,
long-term approach to the financing of
routine governmental expenditures at the
State and local levels.

General revenue sharing will not, of
course, ease the over-all tax burden on
the American people. Indeed, to the ex-
tent that it will cost something to recycle
personal income taxes collected from in-
dividuals throughout the United States
by the Federal Government for redistri-
bution to the communities in which they
live, to that extent it will add to their
burden; and to the extent that it reduces
pressures for economy in State and local
government, it will be more costly still.
It is true, of course, that in some States
more money will flow in than was con-
tributed by its residents—but this is pos-
sible only because the reverse will be true
in others. Under the formula of distribu-
tion contained in the Senate bill, for
example, New Yorkers will lose a net $460
million over the 5-year life of this bill.
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True, general revenue sharing will re-
duce immediate pressures for increases
in property taxes which have resulted
from the fact that obligations mandated
to counties and municipalities have
grown far more rapidly than has the
principle tax base on which they have
been required to rely. But this suggests
the need not so much for revenue shar-
ing as for a reallocation of governmental
responsibilities and taxing powers with-
in each State. It also suggests a need to
cut back sharply on the bewildering
number of categorical grant programs
which have done so much to distort State
and local priorities and to divert scarce
funds from areas of the greatest need.

If general revenue sharing should be-
come institutionalized—and I have yet
to meet anyone who really believes that
if will be possible to revoke the program
after it has been in effect for 5 vears—
then the inevitable pressures will be to
constantly increase the size of the Fed-
eral contribution as a percentage of
State and local expenditures. This will
make it ever harder for ordinary citizens
throughout the United States to force
restraint in State and local spending. In
the case of my own State, for example,
our citizens have been engaged over the
past 2 years in a reasonably successful
tax revolt. As a result, our State legis-
lators have forced major economies in
State spending rather than assume the
onus for voting higher taxes. This tax-
payers’ rebellion has caused a thorough
reexamination of State and local pro-
grams. Some have been eliminated, pay-
rolls have been trimmed, and the most
costly programs, such as welfare, have
been subjected to the most careful
serutiny in years. I wonder, however,
whether these economies could have
been achieved had general revenue shar-
ing beer enacted 2 years ago.

General revenue sharing will not, in
my judgment, help the cause of responsi-
ble local government or of federalism.
Quite the contrary it will do harm to
both. First of all, the greatest restraint
on public spending is the requirement
that those who authorize expenditures
justify the level of taxation needed to
finance them. While this restraint is
admittedly theoretical at the national
level, it is very real at levels of govern-
ment which must operate in direct view
of the taxpayers. Second, while the pro-
gram has been advertised as a means of
distributing no-strings-attached money
for general use by State and local gov-
ernments, I believe that it is unrealistic
to believe that the Congress will be able
to resist indefinitely the impulse to im-
pose conditions on their expenditure. In
point of fact, significant restrictions are
contained in the House version of the
bill, and the chairman of the Finance
Committee has had to muster all his
great powers of persuasion to prevent
others from being tacked on during the
course of this debate.

There is no doubt as to the severity of
the financial problems which face State
and local governments in New York and
elsewhere across the Nation. But it is our
responsibility to see that these problems
are solved in a way which will preserve
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the fiscal integrity of all levels of govern-
ment without destroying the political
integrity of the federal system. Without
any doubt, general revenue sharing rep-
resents a short-term means for meeting
these problems; but in the longer term,
is it really the way?

As I say, Mr. President, general rev-
enue sharing is definitely a means for
meeting the undoubted fiscal emergency
which affliets too many States and locali-
ties across this Nation today. I do not
feel, however, that it ought to be institu-
tionalized as a permanent way of life for
these governments. The concept of gen-
eral revenue sharing has sprung into
existence from a real sense of urgency.
The underlying crisis which it is intended
to meet, however, is not the result of a
shortage of taxable funds within the
States experiencing the greatest current
difficulties, but rather of a dislocation
which has been allowed to creep into our
system of State and local financing.

It should be kept in mind that there
is no major source of tax revenues avail-
able to Washington which is not also
available to the States; and that, there-
fore, in the longer run, it should not be
necessary to cycle money through the
Federal Treasury in order to arrive at a
long-term solution to the fiscal problems
now plaguing State and local govern-
ments.

We should also keep in mind that
Washington has helped precipitate the
present crisis by generating scores and
scores of categorical grant programs
which have had the effect of forcing
State and local governments to adopt
Washington’s priorities rather than their
own, and to funnel their own resources
into programs which do not meet their
most pressing needs. State governments
have in turn acquired the habit of man-
dating expenditures to county and mu-
nicipal governments without at the same
time expanding the tax bases available to
these jurisdictions for the financing of
these new obligations. General revenue
sharing, if adopted as a long-term meas-
ure, may cope with the results of these
dislocations, but it will do nothing to cure
their causes.

Mr. President, the purpose of my
amendment is to convert the current
legislation from a measure which will in-
evitably become institutionalized into
emergency legislation of a clearly tem-
porary nature in which everyone is
placed on notice of the immediate need
to attack the causes of the current fiscal
crisis. My amendment would do this by
reducing the term of the bill to 2 years.
This should provide a long-enough period
of emergency infusions of cash to allow
lawmakers in Washington and in the
various State capitals to get to the roots
of the problem.

During such a 2-year period, we in the
Congress could declare a moratorium on
any new proposals for categorical grant
programs while we make a searching ex-
amination of existing ones to see which
of them may be dispensed with, which
should be collapsed into special revenue
sharing programs of the kind recom-
mended by the present administration,
and which should be retained.

As I have examined the testimony pre-
sented by Governor Rockefeller and oth-
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ers before the Senate Finance Commit-
tee, and as I have discussed problems of
local financing with county executives,
mayors and other local officials through-
out New York State, I have been struck
by the extent of the blame for their diffi-
culties which these responsible officials
place on the whole system of Federal
categorical grants. Surely the greatest
contribution we can make toward help-
ing State and local governments to re-
order their own priorities in accordance
with their own understanding of their
own most pressing needs; surely the most
effective way in which we can free up
State and local revenues for use in ac-
cordance with those priorities, would be
to move as quickly as possible in the di-
rection of special revenue sharing as a
substitute for a large number of existing
categorical grant programs. If the Con-
gress will only set its mind to it, it could
achieve major reforms in this area within
the 2-year period provided for by my
amendment.

At the State level, the 2-year period
would enable each State to reexamine its
own tax policies and to enact such meas-
ures as will be required to enable them
to bridge the gap in revenues which will
result from the termination of an emer-
gency program of Federal revenue shar-
ing. It is clear that a large number of
States could be doing far more to raise
the funds needed to finance their own
programs. According to the House Ways
and Means Committee report, if the low-
est 40 States in terms of tax effort had
made—in 1969—the same average tax
effort made by the top 10 States, they
would have collected $18.6 billion in rev-
enues for State and local governments.

This 2-year period would also provide
the States with a breathing spell within
which to reexamine their practices for
allocating governmental responsibilities
and tax powers among the various levels
of government within the State. They
could then see to it that each level of gov-
ernment would be provided either with
direct State subsidies or with the taxing
authority required to meet the govern-
mental responsibilities assigned to them
without overstraining any one source of
tax revenues.

Mr. President, I submit that unless we
think in terms of an emergency, we will
never create the climate required for us
to achieve real fiscal reform at every level
of government within this country. If
this bill is enacted as a 5-year measure,
the compelling need to cope with the
root causes of the problems faced by
State and local governments will evapo-
rate. If general revenue sharing is ac-
cepted as a new way of fiscal life, as I
believe will be inevitable if the bill is
enacted in its present form, then the im-
petus will all be in another direction.
All the political pressures will be focused
not on the need for basic reform, but on
Washington as States and localities
reach out for ever-larger handouts while
cultivating the all too pervasive myth
that money doled out from Washington
somehow originates elsewhere than in the
pockets of their citizens.

Mr. President, the committee report
contemplates that at the end of the 5-
year period presently provided for, the
Congress will be free to reexamine the
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program and to decide whether to termi-
nate it or to continue it in one form or
another. I respectfully suggest that the
one option that will not be available to
the Congress, in other than a techniecal
sense, is that of terminating general
revenue sharing. Too many villages,
towns, cities, counties, and States across
the Nation will have become accustomed
to the flow of funds from Washington;
and too many of their officials will rebel
at the prospect of having once again to
recommend and justify levels of State
and local taxation required to support
their programs.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

This amendment would make this a
mere 2-year bill, of which close to 1 year
has expired already, so that it would, in
effect, cut off the revenue-sharing be-
fore the program has had an adequate
chance to be properly evaluated.

It is the view of the committee that the
5-year period is necessary in order to
give this revenue-sharing concept an
adequate test. Consequently, it is the
view of those of us on the committee that
this amendment would provide for the
death of the program before it has had
a fair chance to be tested, and therefore,
Mr. President, I hope this amendment
will not be agreed to.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the distinguished
Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. I think it should be
pointed out, as it was yesterday, that with
respect to the State’s portion of these
funds, the legislatures meet only every
2 years. Many of them will meet next
spring, but they will be asked to try to
readjust their programs to assimilate a
program which would die 6 or 7T months
after they finished their work.

Mr. LONG. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. There would really be
no opportunity, no incentive or back-
ground on which they could act.

I think if you are against revenue
sharing, the thing to do is to vote to kill
it by allowing it to founder around for 1
year and then force it to die. I cannot
believe that those who are really in-
terested in this new concept would want
to strangle it in the cradle before it had
an opportunity to take any permanent
form. I hope the Senate will reject the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am frank to confess that as I was
preparing my remarks this morning, it
occurred to me that my amendment in
its present form did have the deficiency
pointed to by the distinguished Senators
from Louisiana and Utah, in that I had
neglected to gear it to the normal 2-year
cycle of State legislation.

On the other hand, that is something
that can easily be handled. Would the
distinguished chairman accept my
amendment if it were to be expanded to
3 years?
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I regret that
I cannot. I must insist on the 5-year
term.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I would also point out,
of course, that even if my amendment is
agreed to, after conference the end prod-
uct would probably be somewhere be-
tween 2 and 5 years, so that perhaps the
defect of my amendment is not such as to
warrant killing it at this time.

I would ask the chairman a question.
I note that in the committee report, great
emphasis is made of the fact that this is
not intended as a permanent program,
but rather a 5-year program which will
be terminating 5 years hence, and that—

This will automatically provide the Con-
gress with an opportunity to review the pro-
gram when the Initial program expires in
order to ascertain whether it should be con-
tinued or revised. It may be, for example,
that assistance may be needed for only a tem-
porary period of time: until the States are
able to put their own revenue houses in or-
der and until the localities can recover from
the twin hardships of rising costs because of
inflation and the slow growth of revenue
because of the slack in the economy.

The House report has similar language
underscoring the reasons for a 5-year
term. But I ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana, who is a man of long
experience in revenue affairs, if he really
believes that 5 years from now it will be
possible to terminate this program.

Mr. LONG. Well, Mr. President, there
is no way to determine beforehand what
experience would show in 5 years. Many
of us felt that we might be able to de-
vise some sort of tax credit approach
which might achieve the purpose of the
revenue-sharing bill, without having to
require an appropriation by Congress,
with all of the hazards that that involves
of strings that the State and local gov-
ernments would find repugnant.

We were not able to devise any such
arrangements as that and, therefore, we
concluded that the approach taken by
the House of Representatives should be
pursued, except that we ought to reduce
the number of strings and conditions that
the House had put on the revenue-shar-
ing proposal.

It may be that over a 5-year period,
the good minds of able men might very
well work out something that would be
a more attractive proposal, and at that
time, if support were generated for it, I
think it is quite conceivable that we
might want to substitute something for
the present concept.

But it is as impossible for me to tell
the Senator what people are going to sug-
gest, what good ideas will be generated
in the field of government, as it is for
me to tell the Senator whether we will
find a cure for cancer next year. I just
do not know.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Would his amendment
change or alter in any way the sums
to be made available to the States?

Mr. BUCKLEY. It would not alter or
change the sums.

Mr. COOPER. It goes only to the period
of years for which the program would be
imposed, 2 years instead of 5?

Mr. BUCKLEY. That is correct.
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Mr. COOPER. Or has the Senator
changed it to three?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I do not think I need
to, because it would be done in confer-
ence.

Mr. COOPER. Whatever the outcome
of the Senator’s amendment, I think he
has done well to present to the Senate
again this problem of a growing number
of categorical programs which has really
placed great burdens on States in many
instances, I think, rather than benefiting
them. I have been told by the Office of
Education that there are 540 or 560
separate categorical programs. I do not
know whether that is correct, but I be-
lieve it is.

I am familiar with the various prob-
lems in my State that have been raised
by programs dealing with poverty, noble
though the purpose may be. In my view,
in my State they have provided more
food for people, but they have bound and
encircled poverty. They have institution-
alized poverty. It seems in some fields
that those who manage these programs
want to keep them bound in the field of
poverty rather than to lead them out.

I think there is a problem connected
with the programs which the good Com-
mittee on Finance and others—particu-
larly the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare—have to find some way to
solve.

The Senator has done well to raise this
problem.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the distin-
gulshed Senator from Kentucky for his
remarks. I am glad that he shares my
concern with the pernicious effect of
categorical grant programs on the abil-
ity of State and local governments to
decide for themselves where they want
to deploy their own funds.

Of course, technically speaking, they
all are privileged not to participate; but
there is really a political bribery in-
volved, and no elected official could sur-
vive the following election against
charges that all those millions of dollars
were sitting in Washington, available to
him, irrespective of whether those dol-
lars would be spent in a useful way.

I recall an editorial in the Wall Street
Journal a year or two ago which discussed
the special revenue-sharing proposal ad-
vanced by President Nixon. It pointed out
this problem, I thought, in a highly il-
lustrative way. It stated that if Congress
should come up with a program to pay 90
percent of the cost of erecting gold-
plated hexagons in town squares around
the country, within 2 years we would find
every municipality with its gold-plated
hexagon, because otherwise that money
would have stayed in Washington.

I do not want to take any more of the
Senate’s time, Mr. President. It is a ques-
tion of judgment. It is a question of
whether or not we are establishing,
through the enactment of the 5-year
program, a technique for the funding of
State and local governments without re-
quiring State and local responsibility for
the raising of the taxes involved, which
will become so comfortable in so many
areas of the country that we will not
in fact be able to wiggle out of it.

I certainly intend to cooperate with
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
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mittee on Finance in examining any al-
ternative proposals. I have one of my
own which I will offer as an amendment
later in the course of this debate.

I just am deeply concerned about the
long-term implications of this bill if we
consider it as other than emergency leg-
islation with a short enough fuse to cause
a serious effort at every level of Gov-
ernment to cope with the dislocations
which have created such a real crisis.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if time has
expired, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena-
tors yield back their time?

Mr, LONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr, BUCKLEY. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckLEY). On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. Can-
Non), the Senator from California (Mr.
CransTON), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. FurLsricHT), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Sena-
tor from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. MaGeNU-
son), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
McCLELLAN), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoverN), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonToYa), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL),
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HucHES) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MacrNuson) and the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SpargMAN) would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
Dominick), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. Fong), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HatFIELD) , the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. PearsoN), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Saxse), and the Senator from South
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Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) Are necessar-
ily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the Sena-
tor from South Carolina (Mr. THUR-
MonND) . If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Oregon would vote “yea” and
the Senator from South Carolina would
vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 14,
nays 62, as follows:

[No. 404 Leg.]
YEAS—14

Cotton

Curtis

Ervin

Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho

NAYS—62

Gambrell
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hruska
Humphrey
Jackson
Javits
Eennedy

. Long Stevens
Mathias Symington
McGee Taft
McIntyre Talmadge
Metcalf Tower
Miller Tunney
Mondale Weicker
Moss Willlams
Muskie

NOT VOTING—24

Goldwater McGovern
Gravel Montoya
Harris Mundt
Hatfield Pearson
Hughes Pell
Inouye Saxbe
Fong Magnuson Sparkman
Fulbright McClellan Thurmond

So Mr. BuckLEY's amendment (No.
1471) was rejected.

Buckley
Burdick
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.
Cooper

Mansfield
Proxmire
Stennis
Stevenson
Young

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Beall

Nelson

Packwood

Pastore

Percy

Randolph

Ribicofl
th

Ro
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Spong
Stafford

Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brooke

Fannin

Bellmon
Brock
Cannon
Cranston
Dominick
Eagleton

INCREASED CONTRIBUTION OF
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO COSTS
OF HEALTH BENEFITS

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask the
Chair to lay before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives on
H.R. 12202.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12202) to increase the contribution of
the Federal Government to the costs of
health benefits, and for other purposes,
and requesting a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon.

Mr. McGEE. I move that the Senate
insist upon its amendment and agree to
the request of the House for a confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Acting President pro tempore appointed
Mr. McGEE, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. BURDICK,
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Mr. Fong, and Mr. BELLmoN conferees on
the part of the Senate.

REVENUE SHARING ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 14370) to
provide payments to localities for high-
priority expenditures, to encourage the
States to supplement their revenue
sources, and to authorize Federal collec-
tion of State individual income taxes.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1472.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the amend-
ment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 56, beginning with line 7, strike
out through line 16 on page 63.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
would the Senator agree to a 40-minute
limitation on this amendment, to be
equally divided between the Senator
from New York and the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I gladly agree to such
a limitation.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I so request.

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

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the
effect of my amendment is simple. It
would eliminate sections 107 through 110
which, in my judgment, involve the im-
position of strings on funds to be dis-
tributed to State and local governments.

Mr. President, general revenue sharing
was originally conceived of as a means of
providing hard-pressed State and local
governments with a stable source of fi-
nancing, a source which would be totally
free of the cost-imposing and freedom-
restricting attributes of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s categorical grant programs. It
was conceived of as a means of providing
State and local governments with a new
source of “no strings attached” revenues
which would revitalize and strengthen
the Federal system by recognizing and
respecting the autonomy of State and
local governments.

The “no strings attached” principle is
recognized and affirmed again and again
in the Finance Committee’s report. It is
reflected in the committee’s deletion of a
number of the limitations on spending
which were contained in the House bill.
It has been vigorously championed dur-
ing the course of this debate by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee as
he has fought off successive attempts to
tie Federal strings to the funds which
are to be distributed to the States and
localities.

My only quarrel with the committee in
this respect is that it has failed to carry
the principle to its logical end, because
the sections of the bill which my amend-
ment would strike do in fact contain a
number of strings.

While these strings may appear to be
relatively inocuous, they nevertheless
contain the seeds of future trouble. In the
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first place, they do in fact require com-
pliance with a significant degree of
Washington-directed paperwork. In the
second, some of these strings will in time
provide an irresistible temptation for
Federal snooping in State and local af-
fairs in clear violation of the spirit of
general revenue sharing. Finally, and
most importantly, the mere inclusion of
these restrictions and directives will pro-
vide a precedent for future attempts to
place far more stringent controls on the
ability of State and local governments to
use the funds returned to them by Wash-
ington.

Before discussing the specific sections
which my amendment would delete, I
would like to address myself to a fun-
damental problem which is involved in
any attempt to place any kind of re-
striction on the use of general revenue
sharing funds. This problem results from
the fact that money is fungible. If, on
the one hand, elaborate systems of trust
funds and accounting are relied upon to
trace the Federal dollar, any attempt to
place restrictions on its use will represent
nothing more than an indulgence in leg-
islative pieties. For it will take no great
resourcefulness on the part of State and
local officials to allocate the Federal dol-
lar to those items of expenditure which,
like Caesar’s wife, are above reproach.
On the other hand, the fact that restric-
tions imposed on the use of the Federal
dollar can be so easily avoided will in-
evitably lead to the challenge of expendi-
tures of State and local funds regardless
of pedigree on the grounds that they have
been made possible by the infusion of
general revenue money, or that local of-
ficials have indulged in fiscal sleight of
hand to evade the clear mandate of the
Congress. Thus, because of the fungi-
bility of cash, any attempt to attach Fed-
eral strings to the funds distributed un-
der the general revenue-sharing program
will either be an exercise in futility or
an open invitation to attack virtually any
State or local expenditure which is made
in a manner which displeases the Con-
gress.

Mr. President, I will now proceed to a
discussion of the specific sections of the
bill which would be affected by my
amendment, The first of these, section
107, contains a subtle form of Federal
control. It would require each State gov-
ernment and unit of local government
receiving funds under this bill to submit
reports to the Secretary setting forth
the amounts and purposes for which the
funds have been expended or obligated.
Moreover, this section requires explicit
publication and publicity of such reports
by each State government and unit of
local government in a general circulation
newspaper within the geographic area of
that government.

The intent of this section is enfirely
well-meaning, and in almost every other
legislative context it could be a useful
feature. However, this bill purports to
respect State and local autonomy. It is
an unnecessary nuisance; and if its pur-
pose is to allow Big Brother in Wash-
ington to monitor the uses made of
shared revenues, it is a meaningless
nuisance at that because of the freedom
which State and local officials have in
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deploying them into the most innocuous
channels.

Section 108, the nondiserimination
provision, is also inappropriate in the
context of this bill. It is superfluous; and
worse, it is an open invitation for the
most pervasive meddling in local affairs.
It is superfluous because discrimination
has now been clearly outlawed by court
decisions and by state and Federal laws
in every corner of the Republic. Every
Member of this body finds the idea of
discrimination by virtue of race or color
or religion or sex to be abhorrent, as do
the great majority of the American peo-
ple in every State. We do not serve the
cause of equality by incorporating sec-
tion 108 in this bill, however, but we do
do violence to the basic “no strings”
concept which is fundamental to gen-
eral revenue sharing.

Section 108 is an invitation to med-
dling because too many of our Federal
bureaucrats are no longer content mere-
ly to attack discrimination wherever it
appears. Rather, they are now veginning
to demand proof that it does not exist;
and through their demands for so-called
affirmative action statements, they are
seeking to impose an invidious form of
quotas which does violence to the very
concept of human equality. The reten-
tion of this section could make virtually
every State and local activity subject to
this costly, pernicious form of Federal
intervention.

Section 109 prohibits the use of funds
obtained under this bill as matching
funds. It seeks to prevent funds obtained
under the bill from accelerating or fa-
cilitating the ability of State and loecal
governments to increase the amount of
funds they will be able to secure under
Federal matching grant programs. Yet,
as I pointed out earlier, this restriction
can be easily avoided if we consider the
Federal dollar to be traceable; or, in the
alternative, it will subject to challenge
any payment made by State or local gov-
ernment pursuant to a categorical grant
program on the theory that the payment
has been made possible by general rev-
enue sharing. Thus once again we have a
provision which is either superfluous or
mischievous; and one which erodes the
basic “hands off”’ concept of the bill.

Section 110 contains a host of miscel-
laneous provisions which are designed to
provide assurances to the Secretary that
the State and local governments will—

First, establish a trust fund in which it
will deposit all payments it receives un-
der this legislation;

Second, use amounts in such a trust
fund during a reasonable period or pe-
riods “as may be provided in such legis-
lation”’;

Third, provide for the expenditure of
payments received under this subtitle
only in accordance with the laws and
procedures applicable to the expenditure
of its own revenues;

Fourth, insure that the State and local
government will use fiscal accounting,
and auditing procedures which conform
to Federal guidelines;

Fifth, agree to provide reasonable no-
tice and access and the right to examine
such documents that the Secretary or
Comptroller General of the United
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States may require to assure compliance
with this bill; and

Sixth, agree to the maintenance of the
same State or municipal wage and sal-
ary structure as it maintains for other
State and local activities.

Payment may be withheld by the Sec-
retary if a State or unit of local govern-
ment fails to comply substantially with
any provision of this subsection.

The comprehensive language of this
section, concealed as it is in the inocuous
title “‘Miscellaneous Provisions,” provides
means by which the Federal Government
can exercise extensive control over the
activities of State and local govern-
ments. I can only emphasize once again
that this subsection represents a “string”
of the most obvious sort in total conflict
with the philosophy which encouraged
the development of this legislation in the
first instance.

The amendment I have proposed will
insure that revenue sharing legislation
remains faithful to the principle which
encouraged the introduction of such leg-
islation; namely, the establishment of a
new source of revenue for State and lo-
cal governments which are free of Fed-
eral strings.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
proceeds in his amendment to support
what the Committee on Finance itself
believes as a general rule, that is that
there should be a minimum of strings at-
tached to this revenue-sharing program.
Generally speaking members of the com-
mittee share the Senator’s philosophy
that this should be revenue sharing with
no strings attached. But the Senator’s
amendment would strike out those pro-
posals, those conditions with regard to
which no community, no mayor, and no
Governor would have any objection
whatever. For the most part these are
procedural provisions. At the same time
the Senator would leave in the bill the
conditions to which they would object.

For example, the ones to which they
object are the ones which the Senate, in
its wisdom, sought to impose under the
Hartke amendment with relation to the
Davis-Bacon Act. This could be a very
burdensome requirement. That provision
would remain in the bill, even though the
Senator would strike out such innocuous
requirements that the way the money is
spent is to be made public to the citizens
of the community, which is what for the
most part they do now under their pres-
ent procedures. I suppose there may be
some community somewhere that does
not tell its citizens what it does with the
taxpayers’ money, but I know that in my
hometown the city publishes its budget
and discloses how much it spent last year,
what it expects to spend this year and
what for. So that requirement is really
no requirement at all insofar as Louisi-
ana communities are concerned because
they all do it anyway. They report to
their citizens how funds are to be spent.

We had heated discussions and earlier
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in connection with the amendment deal-
ing with appropriations, there was a
great deal of support for the position,
that we do not have adequate safeguards
in this measure as to how the funds are
spent. We poinfed out that local officials
are required to report to the public on
their use of the money. While they are
telling their own people that, we ask that
they send us a copy and they tell us how
they spent the money. We require that
they put it on a standard form so it
would be intelligible, and so that good
accountants would understand how they
claimed they used the money.

Then, the nondiserimination provision
the amendment would strike is one the
Senator favors. I agree that it adds little
because the Constitution will not let
these communities discriminate. They
can be brought into court and prohibited
from discriminating anyway. But since
this is true, there also is little reason to
exclude this provision.

Another provision the Senator would
strike is the prohibition against using
revenue-sharing funds for matching Fed-
eral funds. Under some of these pro-
grams we have 75 percent Federal
matching. We have a $5.3 billion revenue-
sharing bill, or in this case a $6.3 billion
revenue-sharing bill which could be
turned into a $24 billion revenue-sharing
bill if localities could take all the money
they receive and use it to match against
open-ended Federal matching programs.
That is one reason why we are now
trying to extricate ourselves from the
social services grant program.

We believe we take care of the defects
the Senator speaks of by saying they
cannot use this money directly or in-
directly to match Federal funds under a
Federal matching program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 2 additional
minutes. So we would make sure that
there is actually a sharing of revenues
and that we are sharing $6 billion of
revenue and not $24 billion of revenue.
I am sure the Senator shares our ob-
jective although I understand his con-
cern, as he explained it.

The trust fund part of the bill is nec-
essary in order to make it possible to
trace how the funds are actually spent
by the localities.

Then the striking of the auditing re-
quirements by the Treasury, of course,
would serve to eliminate the type of ac-
counting procedures that would make the
reports to us meaningful. We have heard
in the debate yesterday the very strong
arguments, and a great deal of support,
for the position that we ought to require
more surveillance and more careful study
to see that the money was not used im-
properly. As a matter of fact, one of the
so-called strings the Senator would strike
is the requirement that the money be
spent according to State or city or county
budgetary procedure. In other words, it
occurred to the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. Tarmance) that some mayor might
want to add the revenue-sharing funds
to his private kitty, not report it to any-
body, use it as his conscience guided him,
and keep how it was spent between only
himself and his own conscience. The
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Senator’s amendment would reopen that
possibility. It would not happen the way
the bill is drafted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 1 minute.

We have added these provisions to the
bill and we struck out those that we
found were objected to by the States and
communities, and we added those provi-
sions which the Senator seeks to strike
and which we believe would be unobjec-
tionable.

We have not found a single complaint
to the provisions this amendment would
delete. I have not been informed by a
single mayor, a single Governor, or a
single county commissioner that they
would object to complying with the pro-
visions the Senator would seek to strike.
Having done that, this amendment would
leave in the bill the particular procedure
they would object to—that is the one
that was voted on the other night—the
one that would require them to comply
with the minimum wage and the Davis-
Bacon requirements.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator vield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has again expired.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. BENNETT. The last statement,
I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, is not accu-
rate, because, by striking the whole sec-
tion, he strikes the Davis-Bacon provi-
sion. ;

Mr. LONG. Would it do that?

Mr. BENNETT. I asked the Parlia-
mentarian to check that out, and it was
so reported to me. So he is striking what
we did the other day.

Mr. LONG. I ask the Parliamentarian,
would the adoption of the amendment
take with it the Hartke amendment that
would add the Davis-Bacon require-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Par-
liamentarian informs the Chair that the
amendment would strike the section
which the Hartke amendment was added
to. The Hartke amendment would go
with this section if it were stricken.

Mr. LONG. Then I must say, as one
Senator, while I approve the Davis-
Bacon Act in the case of Federal con-
tracts or where most of the money is
Federal money, I did not think it was
fair to impose it under the conditions
under which it is imposed in the bill. At
least, this one objective the Senator’s
amendment would achieve is one I can
agree with, but I would have my doubts
about striking the other requirements
I have referred to.

So I applaud the Senator for his good
intentions in trying to see that there are
no strings attached, but I do believe that
there will be very strong objections to
striking one or the other provisions in-
volved in this particular section, al-
though, frankly, as I have said, I agree
with him on some of the strings he would
like to eliminate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.
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I am delighted that the Senator from
Utah was able to ascertain that the effect
of my amendment would be to eliminate
those accretions which the chairman has
found so damaging to the bill; namely,
the Hartke amendment. It does spare me
the necessity, as I was prepared to do, of
modifying my own amendment to make
it clear that, notwithstanding any other
provision, the act would not impose lim-
itations or directions of any kind on the
use of these funds. The provisions which
we would have striken, by and large, are
necessary if we do not trust State and
local governments. I felt, however, that
one of the underlying purposes of this
legislation was to restore the viability,
the vitality, of State and local govern-
ment, which requires cutting the strings
that are attached to Federal funds
to Washington—Washington directives,
Washington inconvenience, Washington
snooping, and the enormous imagina-
tions which our bureaucracies have
demonstrated in finding new ways to
harass State and local governments.

Mr. President, I have no further com-
ments to make at this time, and if the
chairman is prepared to yield back his
time, I am prepared to yield back my
time.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, before the Senator from New York
yields back his time, will he yield me 4
minutes?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad to yield 4
minutes to the Senator from Virgig.i_g..

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to say that, in regard to
this particular amendment, I have some
doubts about it because of the arguments
presented by the distinguished chairman
of the committee. I think it is important,
if we are going to have so-called reve-
nue sharing of $6 billion, that it not
be proliferated into a much larger sum.
As I understand it, the bill as now writ-
ten seeks to prevent that, but I want to
say to the Senator from New York that
the point he is attempting to develop in
this debate is, in my judgment, a most
valid one.

From its inception when passed by the
House of Representatives, this legisla-
tion contained many strings, even to the
extent of telling the States what tax
system they should have. The Finance
Committee changed that, but there is
no assurance that it will not be changed
back in conference. There is no assur-
ance, even if the bill is passed this year,
that it will not be changed next year or
the year after or 5 years from now and
that the Congress is going to pass this
legislation without strings attached.

I think the Senator from New York 1s
rendering a service in pointing that out,
even though I am not certain I can sup-
port this particular amendment.

I want to say also, in regard to the
previous amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from New York, it seemed to me a
most sensible one. Here we are embark-
ing on a new program, a $30 billion pro-
gram over 5 years, and the amendment
previously offered by the Senator from
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New York said, if we are going to do that,
let us try it for 2 years and see how it
works, rather than put it into effect
today or this year for a 5-year period.
I supported the Senator from New York
on that amendment, and I regret that it
was not adopted.

I think the Senator from New York is
pointing out one of the basic fallacies of
this bill, and that is that, while it pur-
ports to be a flexible program returning
funds to the States without strings, by
the time it gets through the Congress,
and as the years go by, it will be full of
strings, and the Congress of the United
States, we here in Washington, will be
telling the States how they shall be
handiing their public funds.

I yield back to the Senator from New
York the remainder of my time.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I am
very grateful for the comments of the
distinguished Senator from Virginia,
even though he has indicated that he is
not totally in favor of my present offer-
ing.

I do feel that unless we establish a
clear-cut principle at the outset, we will
find more and more proposals being
tacked on this year and next and in the
ensuing years. I have been astonished,
during the brief period that I have had
the honor of serving in this body, at the
assurance I have observed among my col-
leagues that we somehow attain, in Con-
gress, a monopoly on wisdom and mo-
rality, and that somehow State and local
governments cannot be trusted to handle
the affairs for which they are responsible
in a manner which is intelligent, frugal,
fair, and moral.

Yes, we all know that in this county or
that city there has been mischief in
government—cheating, stealing, and the
rest. Such charges can also be made
within the Federal Government. But if
we are to have a Federal system, and if
we believe it is essential to the preserva-
tion of our basic freedoms, as I most cer-
tainly and most heartily do, we must
place confidence, with respect to what we
do in Washington, in the ability of the
people in the States, cities, and counties
to manage their own affairs.

I recognize that particular sections of
the amendment which I would strike are
for the most part innocuous and would
consist only of nuisances; nevertheless, I
think a principle is at stake, which we
are debating and which I believe is worth
fighting for.

Mr. President, if the distinguished
chairman is willing to yield back the re-
mainder of his time, I am willing to yield
back the remainder of mine.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana has
yielded back the remainder of his time.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MEeTcaLF). All remaining time
has been yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment (No. 1472)
of the Senator from New York. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announct
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. Can:
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woN), the Senator from California (Mr.
CransTON), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. FuLsricHT), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGoverN), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MonTOYA), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL), and the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HucHESs) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SparkMaN) and the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. MacNuson) would each vote
unay‘”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. Corron), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DomINIcK), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. Fong), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HaTrFIELD), the Sena-
tor from Kansas (Mr., Pearson), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxse), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) is paired with
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. Har-

FIELD) . If present and voting, the Senator
from South Carolina would vote “yea”
and the Senator from Oregon would vote
thay‘!i
The result was announced—yeas 6,
nays 70, as follows:
[No. 4056 Leg.]

YEAS—6

Curtis
Ervin

NAYS—T0

Gambrell
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hruska
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Harry F., Jr. Eennedy
Byrd, Robert C. Long
Case Mansfield
Chiles Mathias
Church McGee
McIntyre
Metcall
Miller
Mondale
Moss
Muskie

NOT VOTING—24

Fulbright McGovern
Goldwater Montoya
Gravel Mundt
Harris Pearson
Hatfield Pell
Hughes Saxbe
Magnuson Sparkman
McClellan Thurmond

Allen
Buckley

Jordan, N.C.
Stennis

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Percy
Proxmire
Randelph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Spong
Stafford
Stevens
Stevenson
SBymington
Taft
Talmadge
Tower
Tunney
Welcker
Williams
Young

Dominick
Eagleton
Fong
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So Mr. BuckLEY’s amendment (No.
1472) was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 1479

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1479.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 73, after line 3, insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. 144. SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS FOR TAX
REFORM.

(a) Not later than October 31, 1972, the
President shall submit to the Congress pre-
liminary proposals for a comprehensive re-
form of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

(b) Not later than March 31, 1973, the
President shall submit to the Congress final
proposals for a comprehensive reform of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
purpose of the amendment which Sena-
tors Harr, ProxMIRE, Risicorr, and I
have offered is to require the adminis-
tration to submit a comprehensive pro-
gram of tax reform for consideration by
Congress at the earliest possible oppor-
tunity. The amendment contains two
simple provisions. The first would require
the President to submit a preliminary
tax reform plan to Congress no later than
October 31, 1972. The second would re-
quire the President to submit a final plan
by March 31, 1973.

Above and beyond the purpose of the
amendment, however, is the overriding
goal that the American people should be
informed before the election day of where
the administration stands on the critical
issue of tax reform. For months, a tide
has been rising across the country for
such reform. Millions of ordinary men
and women want reform, and it is long
past time that they know where their
leaders stand.

‘We know where Senator Georce Mc-
GoverN stands. In a major address last
week in New York City, he discussed in
detail his plans for comprehensive tax
reform, and laid the groundwork for a
thoughtful and constructive debate in
the weeks ahead.

But we do not know where President
Nixon stands. Indeed, if he stands where
we think he stands, he is for no reform
at all, but simply a perpetuation of the
existing tax system—a system that flouts
the basic principle of our progressive in-
come tax and turns it instead into a
Swiss cheese of loopholes, incentives,
shelters, and safe harbors for the special
interests and the few who have the
wealth and expertise to profit from such
provisions.

The amendment we are offering is an
entirely appropriate addition to the
pending revenue sharing legislation. At
a time when the Federal Government is
about to embark on a major, long-
awaited, bipartisan program of distribut-
ing large amounts of Federal income tax
revenues for use by State and local gov-
ernments, it is especially important that
those tax revenues be collected fairly
from all the people. With this legislation,
new demands of the order of tens of
billions of dollars are being imposed on
the Federal Treasury. To me, there could
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be no more outrageous or unfair distor-
tion of the principle of revenue sharing
than to maintain the many flagrant in-
equities that now exist in the way our
tax laws operate.

Often before, as in the surtax debates
of 1968 and 1969, the goal of tax reform
has been effectively coupled to major
Federal revenue legislation. We can do
no less today, at a time when the need
for reform is now more urgent than ever
before.

In a sense, the amendment we propose
is a token of good faith. Let the debate
on tax reform go on, but let it go on in
an informed and even-handed way, so
that when the 93d Congress convenes in
January 1973, we can begin to write tax
laws that fairly reflect a mandate of our
citizens. Only then will we have a Reve-
nue Code that represents the real inter-
ests of all the people.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
approve the amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if, at this
point, I wanted to defeat this revenue-
sharing bill, I would find some amend-
ment which had appeal and political at-
tractiveness as well to recommend to
the Senate, or have an amendment
agreed to in connection with other mat-
ters, and just keep offering amendments
that were meritorious in their way on
first one thing and then another. Tax
reform is certainly one of the subjects
I would in such a case offer because tax
reform amendments or social security
amendments or welfare amendments
and other amendments to improve condi-
tions under which laboring people work,
or to provide for better health conditions,
are only a few that occur to me that
could be offered.

If such amendments are offered to
this bill, even though thev have merit,
they would complicate and impede the
progress of this piece of legislation. On
the other hand it is my hope that before
the time we adjourn, the Senate will act
on this revenue-sharing bill and give the
President our answer as to what we want
to do. Then, having done that, we will
also pass a debt limit bill. In addition, we
may want to pass a welfare and social
security bill and, somewhere along the
line, I suspect, other measures to satisfy
Senators who would like to bring before
the Senate and have considered measures
which they would not want to be on a
bill which they know the President might
veto, if he were disposed to do so. I
would favor that, wherein Senators could
offer what they thought was appropriate,
and offer us an opportunity to take it to
the House conferees and persuade them,
if we can, to accept them and hope that
the President would sign it.

Senators know that revenue measures
cannot originate in the Senate, that they
originate in the House. Even matters not
revenue matters Senators can initiate
legislation, but it does not necessarily
accomplish anything to send a bill to
the House. They need to put it on some-
thing that will reach the President's
desk. If they could attach it to a House
bill, one the House would then send up
to the President, the bill will have a
better chance when it reaches the Presi-
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dent, because it will also have been
brought to the attention of the House
of Representatives.

On this bill, we know that we are to
be confronted with the possibility of a
group of social security amendments
and also a group of tax reform amend-
ments. That is part of what we may have
to consider. There are other amend-
ments also that Senators may offer.

It would seem to me that if we are to
proceed on the basis of crossing one hur-
dle at a time, that if we can dispose of
revenue sharing, we might say that, at a
minimum, we have one down and two
left to go. If we want then to bring up,
and the Senate wants to consider, some
other general revenue type of bill, or
consider a general revenue measure that
will be two down and one to go; but we
will be that much closer to our objective.

Everyone interested in this revenue-
sharing bill, every Governor, every may-
or, every State legislator, every county
commissioner in the entire United States
will say, “Please do not put these so-
called tax reform amendments on the
revenue-sharing bill.” Everyone who has
been pleading with us says that. I do not
know how other Senators have found it,
but I have found delegations seeking to
meet with me in Louisiana when I went
down there, or bought tickets to come up
here to see me at their own expense to
tell me, “Please pass this revenue-shar-
ing bill. Please do not add H.R. 1 to it.
Please do not add the social security
program to it. Please do not add tax re-
form amendments to it. Please save the
bill for us. We know what happens by
the time it gets loaded down with irrele-
vant proposals. Please pass this bill.
Please do whatever you want to do about
welfare and tax reform but do not do it
on this bill. We come to you to plead for
our bill, but not for welfare or tax reform
at this time. Please keep the bill intact.”

There are at least 100 amendments
that could be offered to this bill involv-
ing things with which the Senate has
previously agreed, so that on their merits,
one could expect the Senate to agree to
the amendments. If we agree to them,
each one prolongs consideration and pro-
longs the period of time before we can
expect to give an answer to the Presi-
dent on whether the Senate wants to
pass a revenue sharing bill or does not
want to do so.

If we had agreed fto the standard
unanimous-consent agreement by now,
that amendments would be limited to a
certain period of time, that non-germane
amendments would not be considered,
this amendment would not now be con-
sidered. But we have no such agreement.

I would hope we would not get into
this field. This is a controversial debate.
I would think that many things will be
said on both sides which are not entirely
correct in that they might reprzsent a
candidate’s point of view but they would
not be necessarily correct in reflecting
the other man’s point of view. Everyone
is for tax reform, of course, because
most people believe that means a tax cut
for them. But if we really want to tell
the people the truth, when we say, “I
am for tax reform,” does that mean that
we are for raising taxes or for cutting
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them, and if so, for whom? Who gets it?
Who pays and who gets it?

The average citizen when one tells him
that he is for tax reform wants to know
what it means to him. When one says
that he is for putting a tax on the man
that drinks a martini for lunch, the
average citizen could not care less
whether we tax the man that drinks a
martini for lunch or not unless we do
something too for him. So, by the time
we determine whether we are for put-
ting a tax on the man who drinks a mar-
tini or not, the average citizen will say,
“I have other things to do, and I will
see you later.”

Tax reform is always the issue. But we
have behind us some substantive amend-
ments. Some say it is tax reform. Some
people say it is not.

We had an amendment introduced
just this morning, while few of us were
present in the Chamber, to repeal the
rapid depreciation writeoff provision im-
plemented by the Treasury. Some say
that is tax reform. Some would say that
it is an unjustified tax increase that
would greatly increase unemployment.

There was a proposal to cut the de-
preciation allowance from 22 percent to
15 percent. Some would say that is tax
reform, and some would say that it is
an unjustifiable tax increase. It cer-
tainly has not been the subject of a
hearing.

There is also submitted a proposal to
increase the minimum income tax, to
what figure I do not know. Obviously
anyone affected by that would think it
is tax reform provided it resulted in a
tax cut for him.

It would seem to me that if we want to
pass a revenue sharing bill, we ought to
stick to germane matters. It is unfor-
tunate for the manager of the bill when
people want to take him into the area of
nongermane amendments. The tech-
nique is to offer one of the most appeal-
ing, the least objectionable, amendments.
And then this is followed with those that
are successively more and more objec-
tionable.

This seems to be the case here. Here is
an amendment that on the face of it no
one would find great objection to. It
would ask the President to give us his
suggestions for so-called tax reforms. I
take it that that means, if I read the
morning’s newspaper correctly, that he
would recommend tax cuts or at least
no more than balancing items. I say this
because I understand that the President
said he is not going to recommend tax
increases. However, this proposes that
we have him recommend what he wants
to do about taxes by October 31.

I hope that the amendment is not
added to the bill. In due course, I would
expect to move to table the amendment.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, is there
anything in the Constitution which gives
Congress the power to mandate the
President fo send the Senate and House
a proposal of any kind?

Mr. LONG. I have not given the mat-
ter much thought.
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Mr. BENNETT, Mr. President, I do not
think the President is required under
the Constitution to submit any kind of
proposal to the House and Senate. I do
not think, therefore, that constitution-
ally we have the right to say to the Pres-
ident that he must submit a proposal as
to what the House of Representatives
and the Ways and Means Committee.
that has the power to originate tax legis-
lation, should do. I do not think the
Constitution requires the President to
tell the Ways and Means Committee on
any particular day what they must or
must not consider.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, Chairman
Mirrs of the House Ways and Means
Committee has stated that he would
make tax reform a matter of priority and
the first order of business next year.

I have indicated that as far as I am
concerned all the different suggestions
made by the majority leader, the Sena-
tor from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), and
by Chairman MrLs in the nature of so-
called tax reform ought to be considered.
I do not know whether the House is go-
ing to send us a bill and offer us an op-
portunity to vote on it. But that does
not call necessarily for those of us in
Congress to try to order the President to
recommend what we should do.

As a practical matter under the Con-
stitution the Founding Fathers more or
less assumed that the Congress would
propose and that the executive branch
would dispose by either signing or veto-
ing a bill.

Many times there is objection to the
President’s insistence that we wait until
he has decided what he wants to do be-
fore we act on a measure. It is not proper
to assume that Congress cannot initiate
a tax reform bill without a recommen-
dation from the executive branch, al-
though it would be appropriate, I would
think, that the executive branch should
recommend and suggest tax changes they
think appropriate.

I do feel, quite apart from the merits
of this proposal, that it should not be on
the bill. It is not germane to it.

When we accept this provision, we set
the stage for the offering of other non-
germane amendments. Senators like to
be consistent. I know that I do. I can
see voting for a tax reform proposal re-
quiring the Executive to recommend or
submit tax reform proposals. However,
as far as agreeing to nongermane amend-
ments, we are no longer consistent if we
proceed to allow this provision to be
added to the bill unless we also allow
other worthwhile nongermane amend-
ments to be added. There are, for exam-
ple, many worthwhile social security
amendments.

I would hope that the Senator would
not insist on adding nongermane amend-
ments. Up to this point the Senate has
indicated it would be willing to pass a
revenue sharing bill and that it would
be willing to consider this bill on its
merits and reject extraneous amend-
ments that are nonrelevant.

The Senate yesterday voted to table
the Humphrey amendment. That is an
amendment that had been approved by a
margin of 42 to 18 at a previous time. It
relates to the impoundment of funds.
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We will have another opportunity to ex-
press ourselves on that matter.

I would be happy if the Senator from
Massachusetts were to put his amend-
ment on some other measure so that we
can ask the President to make his recom-
mendations on tax reform between now
and whatever time we come back next
yvear, so that when the Congress meets
next vear, it can promptly undertake to
move along and consider the President’'s
suggestions. However, I would hope that
the amendment would not be added to
this bill. Because the amendment is.non-
germane in due course I will feel com-
pelled to move to table the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to some of the points that have
been made this afternoon about the con-
stitutionality of this language, it might
refresh the recollection of Members of
the Senate if I recall that essentially this
same language was accepted by the Sen-
ate on a voice vote in 1968 at the time
when the legislation was passed enacting
the 10 percent income tax surcharge. The
bill passed the Congress in June that
year. The amendment offered by the
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs),
required that by December 31, 1968, the
administration should submit a tax re-
form proposal to Congress. And it was
that study which paved the way for the
great tax reform debate of 1969. Those
recommendations were prepared by the
Johnson administration during 1968, in
an excellent and extensive study which
was conducted by Stanley Surrey, who
was then serving as Assistant Secretary
of the Treasury. The proposals were sub-
mitted to Congress and became the basis
for much of the reform in 1969.

So there is a very strong precedent for
the amendment I am offering now. This
very approach was adopted by the Sen-
ate in 1968 on a voice vote. The proposal
had such strong support in 1968 that we
did not even ask for a roll call vote.

Now, suddenly, Members of the Senate
say, “Do we in Congress have the right
to urge the President to make these re-
ports and studies?” Of course we do. We
do it in the Employment Act passed in
1946, requiring the Council of Economic
Advisers to make a report to the Con-
gress. Every year, countless other reports
and recommendations are submitted to
the Congress by the executive branch,
pursuant to the requirements of various
laws. There is nothing new or novel about
this sort of amendment.

Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Massachusetts
for bringing up this proposal which I
have cosponsored. I disagree with the as-
sertion of the distinguished chairman of
the committee that this is not germane.
After all, is it not correct that with this
bill we will be devoting $6.3 billion a year
in revenue taken out of the Federal
budget for the States and cities?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is correct.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In the last 4 budget
years the administration piled up a $76
billion deficit which exceeds the com-
bined deficit of the terms of Presidents
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson, Is
that correct?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect.
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Mr. RIBICOFF. The administration
stated, according to the press, that for
the next 4 years they have no intention
of increasing taxes. Is that correct?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. RIBICOFF. If taxes are not to be
increased and even if we keep the bal-
ance the budget for the next 4 years how
do we start attacking the deficits the
Nixon administration have piled up for
the past 4 years? Therefore, any new rev-
enue must come from tax reform. Does
not the Senator believe it is proper for
the President to tell the people of the
United States where the money is going
to come from to pay the $6.3 billion and
the other expenditures the administra-
tion has recommended?

Mr, KENNEDY. I could not agree more
with the Senator from Connecticut. To
carry further the point of germaneness,
wotuld not the Senator agree that when
we talk about returning revenue to the
States—some $30 billion they will receive
from tax revenues—it is germane to in-
sist that these revenues must be col-
lected fairly and reasonably?

Mr. RIBICOFF'. Not only is that cor-
rect, but we would be less than realistic if
we did not realize that we are now legis-
lating a new concept of governmental
financing, the consequences of which we
cannot anticipate. If it succeeds, there
will undoubtedly be a constant demand
to increase that $6.3 billion to the cities
and States.

Therefore, the question comes: Where
is the money coming from? There is an
obligation on Congress and the executive
branch to tell the people where the
money is coming from. The Senator from
Massachusetts should be commended for
presenting this issue to the Senate. Not
only is it germane, but it could not be
more germane on any bill than it is on
the revenue-sharing bill.

Mr. KENNEDY, I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from Connecticut.
Does the Senator agree that a similar
amendment, put forward by the Senator
from New York (Mr. Javirs) in 1968 at
the time of the enactment of the 10-
percent surcharge, provided the great
wealth of information by which Congress
was able to act on tax reform in 1969 and
eliminate some of the most outrageous
loopholes? Would the Senator agree that
Chairman WiLBur Mirrs has indicated
that he is going to review the Revenue
Code next year as a high priority, so it
would be well for us to know the admin-
istration’s position at the earliest pos-
sible opportunity?

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is cor-
rect. I believe not only the Ways and
Means Committee but the Committee on
Finance and the people of this country
should have this information so we can
go to work when we meet in January
1973. The situation is not going to go
away. We are faced with these deficits.
Heaven knows when we will operate in
the black and not in the red.

Mr. President, I believe the Senator
from Massachusetts has performed a
great service that not only should our
chairman welcome but that should be
welcomed by every Member of the
Senate.
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Mr. KENNEDY. I realize that the
President says he is for reform, but why
does he refuse to tell us what reforms
he is for? What we are trying to elicit
here is at least the preliminary recom-
mendations that are being planned, so
that when the people vote, they will be
fully informed when they go to the polls
and be able to choose intelligently be-
tween the programs that have been pre-
sented. And next year by March 31, un-
der this amendment, whether we have a
Democratic President or a Republican
President, we would have the final pro-
posals for tax reform from the adminis-
tration as we begin our debate in Con-
gress in earnest.

Mr. RIBICOFF., I think the Senator is
absolutely correct. I hope the motion to
table by the distinguished chairman will
be rejected.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, as I under-
stand it, the President announced that
he will have his tax reform recommenda-
tions, whatever they may be, to the Con-
gress by January, so by the first of the
yvear the President does propose to have
his recommendations here.

Mr, President, if you just leave parti-
san politics out of it for a moment I
think you would be willing to agree that
a measure of that significance cannot be
the subject of hearings in the House and
the subject of hearings in the Senate be-
tween now and January, and that a mat-
ter of this importance should be thought-
fully considered.

I recall that in 1969 we worked for a
solid year and we worked very intensely
on the only tax reform measure that
merits that name, because it was a com-
plete revision of the entire Revenue Code.
It takes time. In justice and in fairness
the people are entitled to be considered.
Even at the executive level, before the
Treasury recommends a tax increase for
somebody, those people are entitled to
have some time to adeguately develop
their proposals.

In view of the fact we cannot act on
that measure in this Congress anyway,
what could be the purpose of a resolu-
tion to require that before November the
President must recommend what he ex-
pects to recommend before January? It
has been suggested that it is just politics.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, LONG. I believe the Senator put
it on the basis that Mr. McGOVERN eX-
plained what he stands for and what
tax increases he expected to recommend.
I understand he has done that. But it
does not seem to me that as legislature it
would not be fair for us to get the Presi-
dent to disclose his position at this time.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. LONG. If I may continue, while I
am not sure it was good polities, I think
one has to admire a man for his candor
and forthrightness in stating, as GEorGeE
McGoverN has stated, that he proposes
to completely eliminate the capital gains
tax, and that he proposes to have a
heavy minimum income tax.

That is a pretty courageous thing for
him to do. I am not sure it is good pol-
itics, but I admire him for his courage,
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so the taxpayers can see whether they
are in line with him or not.

When one really gives thought to it,
why should not a candidate submit the
platform that he wants to lay out? If
he wants to say he is not in favor of
a tax increase, let him say that he really
does not have that in mind, but if he
does not want to spell out his tax pro-
posals why should we make him do so.
Should not a candidate be permitted to
say without Congress passing a law to
say to him that, “We want you to spell
out in the utmost detail exactly those
you have in mind when you are talking
about tax reform™?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. EENNEDY. Really, is not that
what the issue is all about? I think all
of us appreciate full well the under-
standing of politics by the Senator from
Louisiana, but really is not that what the
issue is all about? Senator McGOVERN has
revealed his plan for tax reform. He has
revealed his program, and has told the
American people which loopholes he
wants to close and which reforms he
plans. On the other hand, the President
says he is for reform in the abstract, but
he will say nothing specific until Janu-
ary. He has a “secret plan” for tax re-
form. That reminds me of the secret plan
which he had to end the Vietnam war in
1968, and which has left us in such trou-
ble in Indochina these past 4 years. Now,
he is pulling the same maneuver on fax
reform.

Does not the Senator agree with me
that the American people, ought to have
an opportunity to know his plans? If the
President is for reform, should not the
people have an opportunity to express
their will in an informal way on election
day. Should not we in Congress have
that opportunity? Is it not within our
right to make such a request of the
President?

Mr. LONG. What the issue is all about
is that the amendment does not belong
on this revenue sharing bill. I have not
said that I would necessarily vote against
the amendment, at least the principle
involved. I am not wedded to the par-
ticular language, however——

Mr. KENNEDY. I would welcome any
language the Senator may suggest.

Mr. LONG. I am not saying I would
vote against the general suggestions or
that I don't recognize some merit in
what the Senator is offering here, if it
were offered on an appropriate vehicle.
This just happens to be a wvehicle on
which I stood up last night and, to the
best of my ability, moved to oppose an
amendment which I personally favored,
and moved to table it. I told the sponsor
I would agree to go to conference on it
again on an appropriate measure, but
that we were trying to hold ourselves to
a rule of germaneness. On that measure
I felt myself compelled to be in opposi-
tion last evening to an impoundment
proposal which passed the Senate by a
vote of 42 to 18, with the Senator from
Louisiana urging the Senate to vote for it.

I told him I would be happy to help in
that vineyard again if I could, but I did
not want to add it to this bill, because it
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was not germane. Once we start accept-
ing nongermane amendments on this bill,
goodness only knows where we will wind
up.
Senator, if we are going to take the
Kennedy amendment and get into this
area of tax reform, I have some sugges-
tions I would like to have considered in
other areas, not so much in the area of
taxes as in the areas of social security
and public welfare, and so do other Sena-
tors; but I think we would be much better
advised to stay with our intention and
what the Senate has indicated to be its
desire up to this point, and that is to keep
this a revenue-sharing bill. We can then
consider the type of proposals the Sena-
tor is offering, as well as the type of pro-
posal we voted down last evening, which
the Senate so clearly supported, on some
other vehicle.

I am not denying the Senator the op-
portunity to have this proposal voted up
or down on its merits—only not on this
bill. I would, in fact, be happy to co-
operate with him to obtain the judgment
of the Senate on this proposal on some
other vehicle.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I do not think there is
a Member of this body who is more famil-
iar with the intricacies of our tax laws
than the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee. We are now in the
process of advocating the expenditure
here of over $6 billion. Where is that
money coming from, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. LONG. Senator, it is coming out
of the revenues that are being generated
from laws that are on the statute books, 7
percent of that, not to exceed $5.3 billion
in the first year of the program and some-
what over $6 billion in the last year of
the program, is to be earmarked to pay
for this revenue-sharing program. So it
is coming out of revenues that are moving
into the Treasury under existing law.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Does not our distin-
guished chairman agree that we are now
operating in the red to a very substantial
degree, probably in excess of $30 billion
this year?

Mr. LONG. Well, I have not taken a
current look at the figure, but I agree it
is in the red.

Mr. RIBICOFF. 1t is pretty high.

Mr. LONG. Yes.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Close to $30 billion.

Mr. LONG. I would certainly not quar-
rel with that. It probably will be more
than that.

Mr. RIBICOFF. It might be more than
that. Our distinguished colleague, the
chairman of our Finance Committee,
knows that the President, if elected, will
come before us, through his Secretary
of the Treasury, looking for a tax pro-
gram. I assume the chairman will re-
mind him that we had a commitment
from the administration of no tax in-
crease. Where then is the money going
to come from not only for our other re-
quirements, but for the specific program
we now have under consideration, the $6
billion? I still do not know. If the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts is wrong, where
are we going to find the money for the $6
billion?

Mr. LONG. It seems to me the Sena-
tor from Connecticut, and the Sena’or
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from Massachusetts, are assuming things
that are not necessarily correct. For ex-
ample, it seems to me from the position
being taken by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that he is assuming that
Richard Nixon is going to be reelected
President. It is quite possible—at least I
think there is a possibility—that it might
be GEORGE MCGOVERN.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I do not think the
Senator from Massachusetts said that at
all,

Mr. LONG. If it is GEorGE MCGOVERN
who is President, what difference does
it make what Richard Nixon said he
would have done about taxes if he had
been reelected?

I would think, as I have said, that this
whole area of tax reform is something
that we will be considering and study-
ing. We will all have our ideas about it,
and I think that there are no two Sena-
tors out of 100 in this entire body who
agree completely on what they think
about tax reform.

What is a loophole to one man is a
sound, sensible, conservative, reasonable
position to another. So I would hope
that we would look carefully into this
maftter.

Of course, I do not have any doubt
that we will be able to find out what
the Treasury thinks about tax reform,
no matter who is President when the
time comes.

Again let me say I am not even sure I
would want to vote against the amend-
ment on its merits, if it were offered on
a proper vehicle. I might like to offer
an amendment to it to change the date
around or modify the language some-
what. But I say it should not be done on
this bill, because this is clearly a “tax
reform” amendment to a revenue sharing
bill, and there is no tax proposed in this
revenue sharing bill. So, by any strict
rule of germaneness, it is not germane.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp two important articles dis-
cussing this question which appeared in
§g$2Washingbon Post on September 7,

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Pourtics, 1972: CHIEF IssUE—WHAT EKIND oF
NEW TAXES?
(By Charles W. Yost)

On the Assumption that the unnecessary
recession of the last four years is winding
down, the chief pocketbook issue of the cur-
rent election may be what kind of additional
taxes will be imposed by the reelected or the
newly elected administration next year.

Everyone with the most meager compe-
tence in the mathematics of the federal budg-
et knows that taxes will have to be raised.
The only questions are how much and what
kind. It was folly to cut them as much as
they have been cut in recent years, partic-
ularly in the midst of a seven-year war, [The
result has been that a Republican President
halled as the protector of the businessman,
is piling up in his four years budgetary defi-
cits larger than all those of Eisenhower,
Eennedy and Johnson during 16 years.] Even
Republicans enjoying an intoxicating Key
neslan binge will not put up with that in.
definitely, and if they did inflation wou'd
soon have us by the throat once more.
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Indeed the President has already sought
to impose a modest $250 billion budget ceil-
ing in the current fiscal year. However, this
seeming restraint has not prevented him
from asking at the same time large addi-
tional appropriations to accelerate produc-
tion of the new Trident submarine and the
new B—-1 bomber, nor from spending at the
rate of well over a billlon a year for the new
air war in Vietnam. This latter figure in-
cludes the loss of more than 100 planes and
more than 60 helicopters in the past five
months, not to mention about 100 additional
pilots who, since April, have become POW’'s
in North Vietnam. These new expenditures,
moreover, are indulged in despite the stra-
tegic arms limitations agreement with the
Russians and despite a “‘secret plan' for end-
ing the Vietnam war as long as four years
ago.
g?& senior administration official, Charls
E. Walker, Under Secretary of the Treasury,
explained to a recent meeting of the Ameri-
can Bankers Association that the $250 bil-
lon budget ceiling could nevertheless be held
if a number of the so-called “Great Society”
programs enacted in the 1960s were cuf, an
operation which he claimed many of the Re-
publican administrators of these programs
are eager to perform. He added that the im-
position of the budget ceiling would give the
President a “retroactive item veto” over
maintenance of these programs, sweeping
authority which would probably be appre-
ciated neither by the Congress nor by the
millions of Americans for whose benefit these
programs were enacted.

It will almost certainly prove an impossi-
ble feat, even If the budget ceiling should
be theoretically adopted, to maintain it in
the face of congressional determination not
to scuttle hard-won domestic reforms and
the President's determination to add new
military onto old ones and to carry

on his alr war in Vietnam. What is the an-
swer? The answer, is of course, more taxes.
The question is, what taxes? Senator Mc-

Govern, who does not conceal that new taxes
will be required despite his intention to cut
military spending, would first of all close the
yawning loopholes in existing taxes which
favor the rich. At present it is those who
profit most by such loopholes who are most
substantially practicing a “welfare ethic”
rather than a “work ethie.”

President Nixon has not yet made clear
his intentions on this matter, other than a
general aspiration to reduce property taxes,
which would mean that other taxes would
have to be raised correspondingly. Since he
has done little in four years to close tax loop-
holes and most of those now contributing to
his campaign would be violently opposed to
his doing so, it does not take much ingenuity
to figure out that, if reelected, he would most
likely resort ot the so-called “value added
tax”. This is in fact a pyramided sales tax
imposed, to use Anatole France's phrase, with
“majestic impartiality” on rich and poor
alike. To put it more bluntly, a factory
worker, a farmer or a clerk would have
to pay the same markup as a millionalre
on the clothes, the car and the TV set he
bought. Of course another possibility, though
a less likely one, would be to raise current
income taxes without closing present loop-
holes.

The central, though not yet fully exposed,
bread and butter issue of the current elec-
tion is therefore not whether we are more
likely to have a larger GNP or a more boom-
ing stock market or a lower unemployment
rate under Nixon or McGovern. It is whether
the indispensable additional revenues will
be obtained by closing tax loopholes from
which a minority now profit and by cutting
from the defense budget some of the fat
which has for years been allowed to accumu-
late by hawkish Presidents and complaing
CONgresses.
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The outcome of the election may depend
on whether or not a majority of Americans
come to realize by November 7 that this is
in fact the central economic issue that they
will be deciding in 1972.

QUESTIONS FOR NIXON
(By Hobart Rowen)

The last thing that the Nixon Administra-
tion wants to talk about is taxes, although
by its own count, the budget deficit for the
current fiscal year is some $27 billion—and
by the calculations of others, including many
of the big New York banks, the red ink comes
closer to 835 billion.

Yet, the press and other critics who held
Sen. McGovern's feet to the fire when the
arithmetic of his tax-and-welfare program
didn't seem to add up aren’t pushing Mr.
Nixon hard for a similar response.

Why the double standard?

At a recent briefing for the business press
to celebrate the “new" economic policy put
in effect Aug. 15, 1971, Treasury Secretary
George P, Shultz said that “The President is
very concerned about taxes."

Then he continued:

“There has been a great deal of talk about
tax reform. I would say that the first plank
of the President’s Tax Reform Proposal is to
try to keep taxes under control. Don't let
them make taxes go up. Let's keep them
where they are, at least. And this, you have
to attack primarily on the spending side.”

If McGovern had made such a bland, pious
declaration, Charles Colson’s special cam-
paign squad in the White House would have
loosed N.Y. economist Plerre Rinfret to de-
mand “specifics.”

How will Mr Nixon prevent taxes from
going up? How will he meet the deficit in
the national budget? What will he substi-
tute for the property tax that—in his ac-
ceptance speech—he promised to reduce?
What are the real facts about the value added
tax that the Treasury has under study as
& substitute for the property tax?

Is it true, moreover, that if Congress en-
acts a spending celling, the first programs
to be limited will be the manpower training
programs that are designed to give some hope
to blacks and other less-skilled workers who
need jobs? According to the New York Times,
that plan was quietly outlined to a bankers’
meeting by Deputy Treasury Secretary Charls
Walker.

There are plenty of other economic ques-
tions that the Nixon Administration is duck-
ing. Fcr example, everyone knows that 1973
will be a year of increasing inflationary pres-
sures, for two reasons: first, economic expan-
sion will be getting stronger; and second,
there will be the beginning of a new round of
labor wage negotiations.

But will the wage-price control system
(which has enjoyed a measure of success) be
continued or abandoned? The Administration
comes up with only vapid responses, but the
public has a right to know what the various
contingency plans are. The Price Commission,
which shows some independence of thought
and action, is at least studying ways in which
a demand inflation can be controlled next
year, according to a report in the Washington
Post by James L. Rowe Jr.

Whether or not one agrees with Sen. Mec-
Govern's economic planning, he has laid his
cards on the table. He forthrightly calls for a
major reform of the tax system—and spells
out how he would raise $22 billion by plug-
ging loopholes, and another $10 billion a year
for three years in reduced military spending.

What are the Nixon alternatives? Where
would Mr. Nixon get the money for property
tax relief? What did he mean when, at for-
mer Treasury Secretary Connally's Texas
ranch, he promised some new tax prefer-
ences? Is Mr. Nixon In favor of more loop-
holes, instead of fewer tax devices that favor
special interests?
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Why hasn't Mr. Nixon worked harder to get
his Family Assistance Plan passed? Or would
welfare ald suffer treatment from the same
harsh knife that Mr. Walker wants to wield
on manpower training programs?

On the international economic scene, are
we going to cooperate with other nations, or
try to face them down, Connally style, while
the world drifts into competitive trading
blocs?

So far, only McGovern and advisers like
Arthur Okun have been raisinz questions like
these. The Nixon people, naturally, would
rather attack McGovern than come up with
a positive program of their own. But if they
continue to refuse some answers, one could
well believe that they don't have any.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
argument of germaneness is a fickle
thing. We accepted a 20-percent increase
in social security benefits as an amend-
ment to the debt ceiling measure and the
distinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee was intimately involved in
the approval of that amendment. It
seems to me that this proposal has a
great deal more germaneness to revenue
sharing than the social security increase
had to the debt ceiling.

In the same vein, it is not easy to see
how title III, the limit on social services,
is germane to the present Senate bill, but
nevertheless the Committee on Finance
chose to add title III to the bill when the
bill was before the committee. Obviously,
consistency on germaneness is not al-
ways a virtue to the chairman.

I agree with my colleague and friend
from Connecticut that my tax-reform
amendment is intimately involved in the
way that revenues are raised. These rev-
enues will be shared by the States, and
it is important for them to be collected
fairly. For that reason and because of
the precedents which have been estab-
lished in the past, I think this amend-
ment is worthy of acceptance.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, when we
accepted that 20-percent social security
increase amendment, it was admittedly
not germane. We knew it was not ger-
mane, and we accepted it on just exactly
that basis, that we well understood that
it was not a germane amendment. We
knew that the administration did not
want it added onto that bill, one of its
arguments being that it was not ger-
mane.

Mr. KENNEDY. Why did we do it,
then?

Mr. LONG. We did it because at that
particular point we thought we ought to
do it, and we proceeded in that fashion.

At this point, we are trying to stay
within a rule of germaneness. If we are
not going to stay within a rule of ger-
maneness, I think everyone ought to
know it. The Senator is completely
within the rules in offering this amend-
ment, but everyone else who has been
persuaded to withhold amendments by
the Senator from Louisiana and others
on the ground that they are not germane
to this bill, and has been the subject of
pleading and entreaty not to offer his
amendment to this bill, would then be
on notice that he would be well advised
to go back to his office, get his file out,
get his amendment, and bring it over
here,
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For example, I see that the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. TarT) is present. He has
an amendment on Federal withholding
of city income taxes which is very meri-
torious. I would expect to vote for it if
I understand it correctly, but on a proper
vehicle. It deals with a matter of con-
siderable concern in his State, otherwise
he would not have the interest in the
matter that he has been evidencing. I
had indicated to him that on a proper
oceasion I would hope to help him pre-
vail in doing what he is trying to do, but
I hoped he would agree not to offer the
amendment on this bill, and I hope he
will not insist that it be voted on, on
this bill.

Of course, if we are going to make this
the vehicle for everybody’s tax program
and everybody’s social security ideas,
then so be it. I have some amendments
myself, prepared just in the event that
we want to proceed by that rule book.
If the Senators want this, that is all right
with me; I will cheerfully abide by the
result and bring in my social security
amendments, of which I have a consider-
able number. I have about 800 pages of
amendments which are parts of HR. 1
which I think are really not controver-
sial—I think they could well be agreed to
without any more than a few weeks of
consideration here on the Senate floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a very brief comment?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator, quite
rightfully, was not reticent to support
the cause of the elderly by adding the in-
crease in social security benefits to the
debt ceiling bill. I wish he were not so
reticent to support the cause of the peo-
ple who are victims of an unfair and un-
equitable tax system. I wish he were not
so reticent, even if, to his mind, it is not
a germane inclusion. I believe it is
germane.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I appreciate
the Senator’s solicitude. He can be sure
that this Senator is going to do what he
thinks he ought to do to try to see that
those who pay less taxes than their fair
share, pay more. He is also going to try
to see that those who pay altogether too
much, pay less. I would urge others to do
the same. I would hope that the Presi-
dent of the United States, be he a Demo-
crat or a Republican, and his Secretary
of the Treasury would do likewise.

But I do hope the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts would accord to this Senator
the same consideration he would ask
from others, and that is that he would
permit me to decide at what time and
place I wish to advocate an additional
tax on someone, or an additional tax cut
for someone. I wouléd accord him that
privilege, and I hope he would accord it
to me.

Does the Senator from Utah wish me
to yield to him?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I would
like the floor in my own right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. I raised a question
with the Senator from Massachusetts
about this mandating of the President
to submit information to Congress, and
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he quoted a similar provision in a bill in
1968.

There are some interesting differences
between this mandate and that one. That
mandate gave President Johnson until
January 1, 1969, to make his submission.
It did not mandate the submission a week
before election. If the Senator would
like to change his date to January 1, and
bring it in line with the 1968 case, that
would eliminate the charge, which I
think is very obvious on the face of it,
that this is entirely a political setup.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BENNETT, I vield.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thought the Senator
was objecting to our mandating the
President to take any action at all, and
that he was not simply objecting to the
date. Has the Senator from Utah now
shifted from that position?

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator has not
shifted from that position. But I am try-
ing to point out that the precedent that
the Senator from Massachusetts quoted
as a basis for his argument is not in fact
a precedent, because it is not on all fours.
It was not under a similar situation. And
I would also like to point out that Presi-
dent Johnson did not respond to the
mandate. He announced when January
1st came that, since he was no longer
to be President of the United States, he
did not think it proper to submit the in-
formation.

Later, in January, the Treasury quiet-
ly made available to the committees the
detailed work they had done in prepara-
tion for what might have been submitted
had Mr. HuMpHREY been elected Presi-
dent.

So this is no precedent, really. It is not
a precedent in terms of dates. It is not a
precedent in terms of the action of
the President. I think we now see this
thing exactly for what it is—an attempt
to embarrass the President of the United
States.

Really, what we are trying to mandate
is not the President of the United States
but the Republican candidate for the
Presidency, and I do not think that has
any place in legislation.

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr., TAFT. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

I should like to comment on the re-
marks of the Senator from Connecticut
and on the question of relevance as dis-
geussed by the chairman of the commit-

e.

The whole concept of revenue sharing
goes back some years to the Heller-
Pechman report originally, then studied
by the Republican Party under a task
force which I chaired for 3 years. I think
the history and the whole concept of
revenue sharing have been lost here,
and it does relate to the whole question
of the relevance of this amendment.

This amendment could not be more
irrelevant to the whole concept of
revenue sharing. The problem of revenue
sharing arose and came to the attention
of all concerned, I think, because of
the automatic increase in Federal in-
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come tax revenues coming into the Fed-
eral Treasury from the increase in the
gross national product, and the gross
taxable income of the country was bring-
ing about $6 billion more into the Treas-
ury every year. Automatically, because
these funds came into the Federal
Treasury, they were being used for grants
in aid or other Federal programs,

The whole concept of revenue sharing
is to avoid, at least in part, that auto-
matic effect in Federal activity. The
purpose is to enable States and local gov-
ernments to handle problems they can
best handle at that level of government.
To bring in at this point a proviso relat-
ing to the whole guestion of taxes or,
for that matter, of spending seems to me
to be clearly contrary to the whole prin-
ciple of revenue sharing.

The idea of revenue sharing is that
you are going to take some of these
revenues that automatically come into
the Federal Treasury under our revenue
and tax system and make distribution
of them with a minimum of strings
attached, not tied to the automatic
spending pattern of the Federal Govern-
ment, not tied to the overall revenue
pattern of the Government.

This, to me, makes this the most irrele-
vant amendment that could be proposed
and one completely opposed to the prin-
ciple of revenue sharing as I understand
it.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator for
reminding us that the source of this
money—theoretically, at least—is the in-
crease in the gross national product,
rather than further invasion of the reve-
nues needed to operate the Federal
Government.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
prepared to vote. I am going to ask for
the yeas and the nays.

I say to the Senator from Utah that
the purpose of the 1968 act was really
achieved, because the results of the
studies that were made in 1968 were made
public. All of them were made public in
early 1969. Perhaps President Johnson
did not choose to release them formally
himself, but President Nixon did, and
they formed the basis of the debate for
tax reform in 1969. To that extent, the
precedent stands. To the extent that the
public had the basis of the results of the
Treasury study, the precedent stands.
Further, Mr. President, the precedent of
the power of Congress to make this re-
quest stands. It is, in fact, in all four
with my amendments. Only the dates are
different.

I do not know whether the Senator
from Utah was on the floor in 1968 at the
time Senator Javir’'s amendment was ac-
cepted by voice vote, but I wonder wheth-
er the Senator from Utah objected at that
time to asking President Johnson to sub-
mit such a study. The spirit of the 1968
act was fully carried out. The studies
were made, and Congress was given very
able and constructive guidance.

Perhaps President Nixon may choose
not to respond by the October date that
is specified in this amendment. Perhaps
President McGoverN or President Nixon
would choose not to respond next March.
Nonetheless, we in Congress are fulfilling
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our responsibilities, and doing what we
can to see that Congress and the people
are informed.

I fail to understand the reluctance by
my good friends on the other side of the
aisle to bring the reforms the President
says he favors out in the open before the
American people, so that they can make
an effective judgment on election day.

The President says he has a reform
program and that he will submit it in
January. But why January? Why not
before the American people have to make
their judgment? Why should he not sub-
mit his plan at a time when the Ameri-
can people can understand and choose
between Senator McGovern and Presi-
dent Nixon on tax reform?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ate is to vote on this amendment, I would
propose to offer amendments to it, which
I would just as soon not even consider
at this point because of the point I made
in the beginning, that this amendment
should not be added to this bill. I have
had in mind many good amendments that
I think should be added to the bill.

The distinguished occupant of the
chair, the Senator from California (Mr.
TUNNEY), is very much concerned about
an amendment he would like to add to
this bill which is not germane to it and
which involves a subject that certainly
should be considered between now and
the time Congress goes home, and per-
haps even between now and the first of
October.

We do have a number of important
matters that must be passed before Con-
gress adjourns. I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks the whip no-
tice, noting the measures that remain to
be voted upon. These are not all, by any
means, because all sorts of amendments
will be offered to these measures, and
probably other measures will be called
up between now and the time Congress
adjourns. I make this request on condi-
tion that when the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RoBerT C. Byrp) hears of
the request, he not object to it, because
ordinarily the notice is sent to Senators,
indicating what we hope to do for the
day.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, at this
moment it is my best judgment that we
should not become involved in tax re-
form amendments, or tax amendments
generally, on this revenue sharing bill.
We ought to keep it the way it is. If is
also my judgment that we should not
wander astray into the social security
and welfare areas on this bill nor into
any other measure which is not closely
germane to this bill.

It is also my judgment that the splen-
did bipartisanship that has existed in
the consideration of this bill should re-
main intact, to permit both parties,
Democrats and Republicans, to take
credit, as in the beginning, with a Re-
publican and a Democrat sponsoring this
proposal in the Senate. We should now
keep partisanship to & minimum and
confine this legislation to its basic rev-
enue sharing objectives.

I invite the Senator, if he wishes to
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do so, to renew his suggestion in connec-
tion with some more appropriate vehi-
cle.

Therefore, Mr. President, I think it
would be appropriate to see whether we
are going to venture off into this area
and, if so, to consider amendments and
amendments to amendments that have
nothing whatever to do with revenue
sharing in a strictly germane sense,

ExHiBIT 1

WHIP NoTicE: Topay, THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER
7, 1972

DeAr CoLLEAGUE: The Senate will convene
tomorrow (Friday) at 9 a.m.

There will be routine morning business for
not to exceed 156 minutes (3-minute limita-
tion on statements).

At conclusion of morning business (10:00
a.m.), Senate will resume consideration of
the Revenue Sharing Bill, and amendments
thereto will be voted on throughout the day.
Yea and nay votes will occur.

In view of the fact that there will be no
Saturday session this week, it is necessary
that we make as much progress as possible
tomorrow (Friday) on the Revenue Sharing
Bill. Senators will, therefore, please be pre-
pared for a full day of work tomorrow.

SATURDAY, SEPTEMEER 9

No sesslon.

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 11

The Senate will convene at 10:00 a.m. After
a brief period for transaction of routine
morning business (no longer than 30
minutes), the Senate will resume considera-
tion of the Revenue Sharing Bill by 10:30 a.m.
Yea and nay votes will occur on amend-
ments, and every effort will be made to com-
plete action on the Revenue Sharing Bill on
Monday.

Reminder

Yea and mnay votes will occur tomorrow
(Friday) and Monday on the Revenue Bhar-
ing Bill. We will endeavor to complete action
on the Revenue Sharing Bill on Monday. Also,
conference reports can be called up at any
time and may necessitate yea and nay votes.

Note

The unfinished business (Interlm Agree-
ment) is being lald aside through Monday in
the effort to complete action on the Revenue
Sharing Bill. When the Revenue Sharing Bill
has been disposed of, the Senate will again
resume consideration of the unfinished busi-
ness (Interim Agreement) and full time will
be spent upon that measure until it is dis-
posed of.

Note

After the Revenue Sharing Bill and the
Interim Agreement have been disposed of,
the Senate must take up and dispose of the
following measures before sine die adjourn-
ment:

1. Military
Bill.

2. Military Construction Appropriation
Bill.

. Forelgn Ald Appropriation Bill.
. Supplemental Appropriation Bill.

5. Debt Limit Revision and Extension.

6. Conference Reports.

7. Welfare Bill.

Procurement Appropriation

Caveat

This is not to cry “wolf”, but if we are to
adjourn sine die by September 30, all Sen-
ators must be prepared for long daily ses-
sions, rollcall votes daily, and Saturday ses-
sions when necessary from here on out. The
leadership hopes that all Senators will keep
these things in mind and make their plans
accordingly. The leadership also hopes that
all Senators will cooperate to the fullest
with respect to entering into time agree-
ments, ete.

RoBERT C. BYRD,
Extension 5-2158 or 5-2297.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move that
the amendment of the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. EKEennNepy) (No.
1479), be laid on the table.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
TunnNeEY). The motion is not debatable.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Louisiana to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY)
(No. 1479) .

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CanvonN), the Senafor from California
(Mr. CransTON), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FuLBrIGHT), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGoveERN), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MonTOYA), the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL), the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN),
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGeE) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HuGHES) is absent on of-
ficial business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SpArKMAN) would vote “yea.”

Mr. . I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK)
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
CorToN) , the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
Dominick), the Senator from Hawail
(Mr. Fong), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Hatrrerp), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. PearsoN), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. SaxeE), and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. Dominick), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HarrierLp), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 24, as follows:

[No. 406 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Cooper
Curtis
Dole
Zastland
Zdwards
Ervin
Fannin
Gambrell

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible Griffin
Boggs Gurney
Brooke Hansen
Buckley Hollings
Byrd, Hrusksa

Harry F., Jr. Javits
Byrd, Robert C. Jordan, N.C.
Case Jordan, Idaho

Long
Mathias

Miller
Packwood
Fercy
Randolph
Roth
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Spong
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Talt
Talmadge
Tower
Welcker
Young

Chiles
Cook
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NAYS—24

Jackson
Kennedy
Mansfield
McIntyre
Metcall
Mondale
Moss Tunney
Muskie Williams
NOT VOTING—24

Fulbright
Goldwater
Harris
Hatfleld
Hughes
Magnuson
Eagleton MeClellan Sparkman
Fong McGee Thurmond

So Mr. Loxg’s motion to lay Mr. KEn-
NEDY'S amendment (No., 1479) on the
table was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1480

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1480, which is spon-
sored by Senator STEVENs and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHiLEs) . The clerk will report the amend-
ment.

The legislative clerk proceeded to state
the amendment.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the REcorb.

The amendment is as follows:

TITLE IV—VOTER REGISTRATION

Sgc. 401. This title may be cited as the
“Voter Registration Act of 1972",

SEc. 402. (a) Title 13, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new chapter:-

“Chapter 11—VOTER REGISTRATION
“401.
“402.

Nelson
Pastore
Proxmire
Ribicoff
Stevenson
Symington

Bayh
Burdick
Chureh
Gravel
Hart
Hartke
Humphrey
Inouye

Bellmon
Brock
Cannon
Cotton
Cranston
Dominick

McGovern
Montoya
Mundt
Pearson
Pell

Baxbe

Definitions.

Establishment of Voter Reglstration
Administration.

Functions of the Administration.

Grants to defray costs of voter regis-
tration.

Grants to increase voter registration
activities.

Grants to modernize voter registration.

Grants for voter registration by mail.

Tecitmical assistance and fraud preven-
tion.

Applications for grants.

“410. Regulations.

“411. Authorization of appropriations.

““§ 401, Definitions

“As used in this chapter—

“(1) ‘Administration’ means the Voter
Registration Administration;

“(2) ‘State’ means each State of the
United States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any ter-
ritory or possession of the United States; and

“(3) ‘grant’ means grant, contract, or
other appropriate financial arrangement.

*§ 402. Establishment of Voter Registration
Administration

"(a) There is established within the Bu-
reau of the Census, Department of Com-
merce, the Voter Registration Administra-
tion, hereafter referred to in this chapter as
‘Administration.’

“(b) The Administration shall consist of
an Administrator and two Associate Admin-
istrators, who shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. The Administrator and
Associate Administrators shall serve for
terms of four years each, and may continue
in office until a successor is qualified. An in-
dividual appointed to fill a vacancy shall

“403.
“404.

*405.
*406.
“407.
**408.

408,
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serve the remainder of the term to which
his predecessor was appointed. The Associate
Administrators shall not be members of the
same political party.

“(c) Except as otherwise provided, the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Census, until
such time as the members of the Admin-
istration are appointed, is authorized to ex-
ercise the duties and powers of the Admin-
istration created and established by this
chapter.

“g 403. Functions of the Administration

“{a) The Administration shall—

“(1) make grants, in accord with the pro-
visions of this chapter, upon the request of
State and local officials to States and political
subdivisions thereof to carry out programs
of voter registration;

“(2) collect, analyze, and arrange for the
publication and sale by the Government
Printing Office of information concerning
elections in the United States;

“(8) obtain such facilities and supplies,
and appoint and fix the pay of such officers
and employers, as may be necessary to carry
out the purpose of this chapter;

“(4) prepare and submit to the President
and the Congress on March 31 following each
biennial general Federal election a report on
the activities of the Administration and on
voter registration procedures in the States
and political subdivisions thereof, including
recommendations for such additional legis-
lation as may be appropriate; and

“{6) take such other action as it deems
necessary and proper to carry out its func-
tions under this chapter.

“{b) The Administration shall not publish
or disclose any information which permits
the identification of individual voters.

““§ 404. Grants to defray costs of voter regis-
tration activities

“The Administration s authorized to make
grants to any State or political subdivision
thereof for the purpose of carrying out voter
registration activities. A grant under this
section shall not be in excess of 10 cents for
each eligible voter in the State or political
subdivision receiving the grant.

“§ 405, Grants to increase voter registration

“(a) The Administration is authorized to
make grants to any State or political sub-
division thereof to establish and carry out
programs to increase the number of regis-
tered voters. Buch a program may include—

“(1) expanded registration hours and
locations;

“(2) mobile registration facilities;

“(3) employment of deputy registrars;

“(4) door-to-door canvass procedures;

“(5) absentee registration prncedures.

*(6) re-registration p

“{7) public information s,ctlvitles, and

“(8) other activities designed to increase
voter registration and approved by the
Administration.

“(b) A grant made under this subsection
shall be equal to 50 percent of the fair and
reasonable cost, as determined by the Ad-
ministration, of establishing and carrying
out such a program. A grant made under this
section shall not be In excess of 10 cents for
each eligible voter in the State or political
subdivision receiving the grant.

“§ 406. Grants to modernize voter registra-
tion

“The Administration is authorized to make
grants to any State or political subdivision
thereof for planning, evaluating, and design-
ing the use of electronic data processing or
other appropriate procedures to modernize
voter registration. A grant made under this
section shall not be in excess of one-half
cent for each eligible voter in the State or
subdivision receiving the grant, or $15,000,
whichever is greater.
““§ 407. Grants for voter registration by mail

“The Administration is authorized to make
grants to any State or political subdivision
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thereof to carry out a program of voter reg-
istration by mail. A grant made under this
section shall be equal to the fair and
reasonable cost, as determined by the Admin-
istration, of establishing and operating a
registration-by-malil system. Forms available
for registration by mail shall conform to such
regulations as the Administration may pre-
scribe, including the use of bilingual forms
where appropriate. SBuch forms shall be
widely avallable for distribution in post
offices and other public locations and for
distribution by private individuals and
organizations.

“‘§ 408. Technical assistance and fraud pre-

vention

“The Administration is authorized to pro-
vide technical assistance, including assistance
in developing programs for the prevention
and control of fraud, to any State or po-
litical subdivision thereof for improving voter
registration and voter participation. Such as-
sistance shall be made avallable at the re-
quest of States and political subdivisions
thereof, to the extent practicable and con-
sistent with the provisions of this chapter.
““§ 409. Applications for grants

“Grants authorized by section 404, 405, 406,
or 407 of this chapter may be made only upon
application to the Administration at such
time or times and containing such informa-
tion as the Administration may prescribe.
The Administration shall provide an expla-
nation of the grant programs authorized by
this chapter to State or local election officials,
and shall offer to prepare, upon request, ap-
plications for such grants. No application
shall be approved unless it—

“(a) demonstrates, to the satisfaction of
the Administration, that the applicant has
primary responsibility for registering voters
within its jurisdiction;

“(b) sets forth the authority for the grant
under this chapter;

“(c) provides such fiscal control and fund
accounting procedures as may be necessary
to assure proper disbursement of and ac-
counting for Federal funds paid to the ap-
plicant under this chapter, and provides for
making avallable to the Administration, for
purposes of audit and examination, books,
documents, papers, and records related to any
funds received under this chapter; and

*“(d) provides for making such reports, in
such form and contalning such information,
as the Administration may reasonably re-
quire to carry out its functions under this
chapter, for keeping such records, and for
affording such access thereto as the Admin-
istration may find necessary to assure the
correctness and verification of such reports.

“§ 410. Regulations
* “The Administration is authorized to is-
sue such rules and regulations as may be
necessary or appropriate to carry out the
provisions of this chapter.
“§ 411. Authorization of appropriations
“For the purpose of carrying out the pro-
visions of this chapter, there is authorized
to be appropriated the sum of $45,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
for each of the two su fiscal years."”.
(b) The table of chapters of title 13, United
States Code, 1s amended by adding at the
end thereof the following:
*“11. Voter O e e 4017,
Bec. 403. Section 5316 of title 15, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following:
*(132) Administrator and Assoclate Ad-
ministrators (2), Voter Registration Admin-
istration, Bureau of the Census.”.

Mr, EENNEDY. Mr. President, this
amendment is introduced on behalf of
myself and the ed Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENs) to the pend-
ing revenue-sharing legislation.
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The purpose of the amendment is to
provide a voluntary program of Fed-
eral financial assistance to State and
local governments to carry out a program
of voter registration. The issues sur-
rounding this proposal are well known to
every Member of the Senate. Of all the
democratic nations of the Western
World, the United States ranks lowest
in voter turnout. In large part, the prob-
lem is caused by our antiquated system
of voter registration, which makes the
path to the polls an obstacle course for
the voter instead of the easy process it
should be.

We know that many States and local
governments want to register more
voters, but simply do not have the funds
to do so. The amendment we are offer-
ing is an appropriate answer to the prob-
lem. Its principal provisions have already
received extended consideration by the
Senate earlier in this Congress.

The amendment is also an entirely
fitting addition to the revenue-sharing
bill, since it is designed to help State and
local governments expand the most basic
right in our democratic society, the right
to vote. If we desire to provide any as-
sistance at all this year, then we must
do so now.

Mr. President, I do not intend to take
a great deal of time in further explana-
tion of this amendment. Over the pe-
riod of this session of Congress, the Sen-
ate has considered two different ap-
proaches toward voter registration. How-
ever, there are certain points that I want
to emphasize, and hopefully we can move
along to a rapid vote on the amendment
by the Senate.

This is a voluntary program. It is not
a mandatory program. It will be avail-
able to any State that wants to partic-
ipate in it. If they do not desire to par-
ticipate, there is no obligation for them
to do so.

Thus, the program is a voluntary pro-
posal of Federal financial assistance to
State and local jurisdictions in order to
defray the cost of voter registration pro-
grams. First, it would provide a grant
not in excess of 10 cents for each eligible
voter in the State or political subdivision
receiving the grant, to pay part of the

cost of existing registration procedures. -

Second, it provides grants to pay the
cost of programs for voter registration by
mail.

Third, it provides a grant of 50 percent
of the fair and reasonable cost of estab-
lishing and carrying out new types of
programs for registration, such as mobile
registration units.

Fourth, provides grant for computer-
izing registration procedures.

The administration of the program
would be carried out by a Voter Registra-
tion Administration established in the
Bureau of the Census. The Director of the
Census is directed to carry out the pro-
gram until the new administration is ap-
pointed.

The new administration is specifically
authorized to provide technical assist-
ance to the State and local governments
for the prevention and control of fraud.

Finally, there is an authorization of
$45 million a year for each of the fiscal
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years 1973, 1974, and 1975. The spending
lid on this is the sum of $45 million a
Year.

Mr. President, I do not think I have to
review in detail the statistics in the coun-
try concerning the number of nonvoters
in the United States. The best estimate
is that there will be some 56 million non-
voters in 1972, if past projections hold
true.

In 1968, 47 million Americans stayed
home at a time when only 31 million
Americans were voting for each candi-
date. In large part, this shocking low
turnout is caused by the many obstacles
placed in the way of individuals who try
to register.

Great steps have been taken by the
Congress in the last 10 years to expand
the right to vote. The Supreme Court has
also acted to broaden the franchise by
its one-man, one-vote rule, by its decision
abolishing the poll tax, and a long line
of other landmark rulings. Now, we have
the chance to take another important
step.

Finally, I recognize that the question
of germaneness is squarely raised by this
amendment. But, as I have indicated
earlier, the Senate has not always applied
the germaneness rule when important
principles were at stake and I hope it will
not do so now, when we have the oppor-
tunity to expand such a fundamental
right as the right to vote.

In a sense, of course, the amendment
fits easily into the concept of revenue
sharing, since it provides funds for State
and local governments to improve their
registration programs. We know the
hard-pressed financial condition of com-
munities across the Nation. If we do not
help to ease the crisis, there will be no
funds available at all to help with regis-
tration.

In sum, Mr. President, I believe the
amendment is an important one, and I
hope it will be accepted.

Mr, President, I yield to the Senator
from Alaska, who has worked with me
and I with him for many months on this
particular issue, and I join him in intro-
ducing this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I would
like to point out, and I hope the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts already has, that
this amendment is slightly changed from
the amendment as it was offered last
time.

There still is time to provide the as-
sistance the States need to really bring
out the vote for this election and for sub-
sequent elections. I think this is a bipar-
tisan effort. There are no politics in-
volved in it. I know it is a nongermane
amendment, but I hope the Senate will
notice that we have deleted the $1 per
voter concept in the amendment.

I hope we are successful in getting this
authorization through so that we can
fund it and give the assistance to the
States, particularly for this postcard reg-
istration. We now have the postcard reg-
istration system in Alaska, and it has
worked very well. It has made available
to many people who previously had fo
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travel long distances to register the op-
portunity to register from their homes. I
think it would be of substantial benefit
to all the people of the Nation if we had
the Federal Government in the position
of encouraging the States to adopt it.

I am happy to join the Senator from
Massachusetts in this amendment and I
hope that even though it is nongermane
the Senate will give us the opportunity
to put this system into effect this year.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I rise
on behalf of the Committee on Finance
who oppose this amendment.

This amendment would establish with-
in the Bureau of the Census a Voter Reg-
istration Administration. It would not
come within the purview of the Commit-
tee on Finance if it were offered as a bill
for consideration. The committee that
would have jurisdiction would be the
Committee on the Judiciary.

‘We are considering a revenue-sharing
bill. This is not a revenue-sharing
amendment. On the contrary, it deals
with voter registration, a matter that is
handled by the legislatures of the 50
States. Something of this nature, of this
importance, should be considered on its
separate merits and have hearings, where
the Governors of the respective States
could come and testify, and the repre-
sentatives of the legislature would have
the opportunity to be heard. It should
not be sprung on the floor of the Senate
as an amendment to a revenue-sharing
measure, with no notice whatever, a mat-
ter that is totally nongermane to the
subject matter and which would create
a new method of voter registration in
all 50 States of the Union.

I hope the Senate rejects the amend-
ment. In due time I shall move on behalf
of the Committee on Finance to table the
amendment because it is nongermane to
the bill. The amendment is very complex
in nature. It should have exhaustive
hearings; it should go before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary of which the
Senator from Massachusetts is a member
and where he would have ample oppor-
E;mty to pursue it through his commit-

e

If no other Senator desires to speak at
this time, I shall move in due course to
table the amendment.

Mr. President, I move to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator from
Massachusetts. I ask for the yeas and
nays on the motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not a sufficient second.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask
attachés to notify Senators to come to
the Chamber so there will be a sufficient
number of Senators to order the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I re-
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new my motion to lay on the table the
amendment of the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay
on the table the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BEYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CAN-
NoN), the Senator from California (Mr.
CransTON), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. FurerigHT), the Senator
from Oklahomsa (Mr. Harris), the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGovERN), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL), and the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HucHES) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present
_ and voting, the Senator from Alabama

(Mr. SpAREMAN) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. Corron), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. Dominick), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. Foxg), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HaTFIELD), the Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. Pearson), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. SaxsE), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR-
MOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munnt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
Cook) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. PAckwoop) are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. Fonc), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HaTFierp), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 28, as follows:

[No. 407 Leg.]

YEAS—48

Dole
Eastland
Edwards Percy
Ervin Randolph
Fannin Roth
Gambrell Scott
Goldwater Smith
Griffin Spong
Gurney Stafford
Hansen Stennis
Hruska Taft
Javits Talmadge
Jordan, N.C. Tower

. Jordan, Idaho Weicker
Long Young
Mathias
Miller

NAYS—28

Chiles
Gravel
Hart
Hartke

Ajken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible

Nelson
Pastore

Hollings
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
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Kennedy
Mansfield
McGee
McIntyre
Metcalfl
Mondale

Moss Stevenson
Muskie Symington
Proxmire Tunney
Ribicoff Williams
Schweiker
Stevens
NOT VOTING—24
Fong Montoya
Fulbright Mundt
Harris Packwood
Hatfield Pearson
Hughes Pell
Magnuson Saxbe
Dominick MecClellan Bparkman
Eagleton McGovern Thurmond

So Mr. Taumapce’s motion to lay Mr.
KenNEDY's amendment (No. 1480) on the
table was agreed to.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I send to the
desk an amendment and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Does the Sena-
tor request that his amendments be con-
sidered en bloe?

Mr. TAFT. Yes, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be considered
en bloc.

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

Mr. Tarr’s amendment is as follows:

On page 35, line 10, strike out “314” and
insert 3.76".

On page 35, line 14, strike out "“7" and in-
sert “7.33".

On page 35, line 17, strike out “314" and
insert “3.75".

On page 38, line 3, strike out “$2,650,000,-
000" and insert ''$2,837,250,000".

On page 38, line 5, strike out *$5,4560,000,-
000" and insert "*$5,824,500,000".

On page 38, line 7, strike out ''$5,750,000,-
000" and insert “$6,124,500,000".

On page 38, line 9, strike out *“$6,050,000,-
000" and insert “$6,424,500,000".

On page 38, line 11, strike out "$6,350,000,-
000" and insert “$6,724,500,000".

On page 38, line 13, strike out ''$3,325,000,-
000"’ and insert “$3,512,250,000".

On page 38, strike lines 15 through 23, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

(b) Allocation Among States.—

(1) General rule.—There shall be allocated
to each State for each entitlement period
the greater of the amount determined under
paragraph (2) or the amount under para-
graph (3).

(2) Allocation on basis of population.—
The amount to be allocated to any State un-
der this paragraph for any entitlement period
is an amount which bears the same ratio to
the total amount to be allocated as the popu-
lation of such State bears to the popula-
tion of all the States.

(3) Allocation on basis of population in-
versely weighted for per capita income.—The
amount to be allocated to any State under
this paragraph for any entitlement period is
an amount which bears the same ratio to the
total amount to be allocated as—

(A) the population of such State, multi-
plied by a fraction, the numerator of which
is the per capita income of all the States
and the denominator of which is the per
capita income of such State, bears to

(B) the sum of the products determined
under subparagraph (A) for all the States.

Mr. TAFT. I believe the name of the

distinguished Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy) and the distinguished Senator

Bellmon
Brock
Cannon
Cook
Cotton
Cranston
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from Florida (Mr. CHiLES) are on the
amendment. If not, I ask that their
names be added as cosponsors.

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

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the action
of the Senate Finance Committee in
reporting this bill had an effect that I
am not sure was very widely understood.
As compared to the proposals made by
the administration, and as compared to
the bill as it passed the House of Repre-
sentatives, it resulted in a very serious
net loss to a great many States, and par-
ticularly to many of our larger cities.

In order to avoid any misimpression
about this question, because there have
been many figures bandied about with
regard to the effect on the various States,
it has to be pointed out, right at the out-
set, that the Finance Committee, in add-
ing $1 billion in social service funds to.
the revenue-sharing bill, H.R. 14370, may
have obscured for the unwary fact that
many of our States are receiving far less
under the Finance Committee formula
than their fair share would be under A
per capita distribution formula.

Many of the States are shortchanged,
and many of them are among the larger
States, where the problems and ex-
penses are the greatest. It seems to me &
great mistake that such States should
receive less than their fair share under
a straight per capita distribution for-
mula. Policemen in our larger States
must be paid no less than policemen in
other States. Firemen in the large States
need just as much to live, if not more.
How ironie, therefore, I think it is that
we should give less on a per capita basis
to States where urban problems are most
intense, where expenses are high, and
the problems of congestion, decay, crime,
and deterioration are most severe.

The Senate Finance Committee has
also shortchanged some other States in
its reported bill—States like Alaska,
where the land area is great and the cost
of living is high.

In my own State of Ohio it costs just
as much to educate children, to house
prisoners, and to clean up the environ-
ment, as it does in other States. Ohio
should not be victimized by a formula
which rewards high taxes and govern-
mental inefficiency, anu I am afraid that
is exactly what the formula adopted by
the Committee on Finance would do. The
net effect on my own State of Ohio would
be to reduce the $225 million allocation
that would have resulted under the
House version of the hill to approxi-
mately $185 million, for a very consid-
erable net loss—around $40 million.

Across America the migration of rural
poor to our cities has compounded the
problems of crime, congestion, and decay.
Our urban States need massive new fi-
nancial resources if they are to be gov-
ernable. This political power play is an
inexcusable and cruel blow to the hopesg
which we have all had for the revenue-
sharing program as a source of assist-
ance in the solution of these problems.
The committee’s action is eminently un-
fair and the formula which has been
adopted seems contrived and artificial
and not responsive to the needs of our
society. One might well wonder if the
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formula devised by the committee was
not designed as one by which a fair dis-
tribution could finally be accomplished,
but rather a formula with which to arm
the Senate conferees when they go to
conference with the House of Repre-
sentatives on the bill.

Years ago, as a leader of a Republican
research group in the House, I was one of
the authors of the revenue-sharing con-
cept. The committee’s action, conse-
quently, is a blow not only to Ohio but to
me personally.

The committee now, in its second go-
round on the bill, has added a billion dol-
lars in social services funds in an attempt,
I think, to camouflage and obscure the
way in which it has diverted funds from
urban States. This action cannot go un-
challenged. Consequently, I now offer an
amendment to this bill to provide a fair

. distribution formula for dividing the
money between the States. This amend-
ment will not affect the social services
funds in any way. This amendment is
addressed instead solely toward the reve-
nue-sharing dollars in the bill.

Under my formula, each State would
receive the greater of its share of, one,
under a per capita distribution formula
or, two, under a reverse relative income
formula.

It may be said in opposition to the pro-
posal I am making in this amendment
that this is some new gimmick or new
formula. That is not the case. These fig-
ures and these factors were considered
very carefully by the Finance Commit-
tee, and they have before them, prepared
for their use by the Point Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxation, a compari-
son of the possible alternative formulas
for distributing funds to States and lo-
calities under the State and Local Fi-
nance Assistance Act.

I point out that in the first column, the
very first factor for consideration was
population and the third factor was rel-
ative income, out of the 10 general fac-
tors that were considered by the com-
mittee.

I think we must recognize that there
are some States where incomes are rela-
tively low and that they have special
problems in generating funds for State
and local governments. The relative in-
come formula gives poorer States more
money per capita than richer States, and
I believe this is necessary if States which
are largely rural and States which have
incomes below the national average are
to receive sufficient funds to meet ade-
quately their responsibilities toward
their people.

This amendment would give each
State the greater of what it would re-
ceive under a per capita distribution for-
mula or a relative income formula. On
the basis of a $5.3 billion distribution, the
amendment would add some $374.5
million to the bill each year.

I have had placed on the desk of each
Senator today an exhibit showing how
my amendment would affect the alloca-
tion for each State, and I ask unanimous
consent that the exhibit be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the exhibit
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:
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TAFT EXHIBIT B FORMULA.—COMPARISON OF SENATE COM-
MITTEE REVENUE SHARING ALLOCATION WITH PROPOSED
TAFT FORMULA GRANTING TO EACH STATE THE GREATER
OF (A) ALLOCATION UNDER A PER CAPITA FORMULA OR
(B) THE ALLOCATION ON RELATIVE INCOME FORMULA.
ALLOCATIONS ARE BASED ON A $5,300,000,000 LEVEL AND
EXCLUDE SOCIAL SERVICES FUNDS

[In millions of doliars]
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1 30 States and District of Columbia.
2 20 States lose.

Nete: The amendment adds $374,500,000 net at the
$5,300,000,000 level.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, 30 States
and the District of Columbia would re-
ceive more money under my amendment
than they would receive under the Fi-
nance Committee version. No State would
receive less than its per capita fair share.
States where incomes are relatively low
would receive more than their per capita
share.

I have a hard time seeing how any
State can expect to receive any more
than its per capita fair share. Ohio
would receive only its fair share on this
straight per capita distribution basis, and
nothing more. I have a hard time seeing
how the Finance Committee can expect
any States to be content in receiving
anything less,

Under the Finance Committee’s for-
mula, however, 21 States and the District
of Columbia would receive less than they
would receive if the revenue-sharing dol-
lars were divided equally and on a per
capita basis. These States are Alaska,
California, Connecticut, Delaware, Flor-
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ida, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Ne-
vada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Texas, and Virginia. Each of these States,
together with the District of Columbia,
have, in a sense, been shortchanged by
the recommended committee version.
Each of the States would receive less to
fight crime, to fight fire, to fight urban
decay, and to solve social problems than
the national average.

My amendment is premised on the be-
lief that the American people do not
want to shortchange the States where
the problems are often the greatest and
the costs are the highest. But my amend-
ment does not help merely the large
urban States. My amendment assists
States that are small, such as Nevada,
and States that are large, such as Cali-
fornia. It assists States in the South,
such as Virginia, and States in the
North, such as Pennsylvania. It is not
a product of political dexterity but is
merely a product of fairness. It recog-
nizes that population and income are the
only factors which should bear on the
distribution of funds, and it gives each
State the greater amount under either
formula.

The fancy formula that has been sug-
gested in the committee bill will not give
the American people confidence in the.
basic fairness of a revenue-sharing sys-
tem. Consequently, I hope this amend-
ment will be adopted, so that revenue
sharing will not perpetually become a
political power play and a scramble for
funds.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I had not
seen this amendment until it was called
up. I ask the Chair whether the amend-
ment has been printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment has not been printed.

Mr. LONG. This, then, is an amend-
ment not printed, which comes to us at
this point, and we necessarily are not in
a position to adequately inform the Sen-
ate with regard to it; that is, those of us
who manage the bill are not in a position
at this moment to inform the Senate, be-
cause we have not had an opportunity to
study the amendment nor to see what
happens when you compare the distribu-
tion to the States under the committee
bill with the distribution under the pro-
posal by looking at the distribution of the
same amount of money in both cases.

For example, the Senator would change
the formula of distribution and, having
done so, he would add roughly $374 mil-
lion to the amount to be distributed. For
Senators to see whether they would want
to support such an amendment, they
probably would like to know whether the
formula would be more advantageous to
their States if the same amount of money
were in both columns—that is, if the
amount of money added up to the same
amount.

For example, if you take the $5.3 bil-
lion distributed under the Senate com-
mittee bill and raise that figure by $374
million, they would like to know whether
their State then would be better off than
it would be if the other approach of the
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amendment were used. I am not in a po-
sition to say at this time, because the
table with which the Senator provided
us does not provide the information.

Nevertheless, the proposal does show
that although he would increase the cost
of the bill by $374 million, even without
taking the difference in revenue into ac-
count, 20 States would be worse off than
before. Generally speaking, those would
tend to be States with a low per capita
income and a high tax effort or those
with a very high tax effort. One reason
for this is that the Senator, in his for-
mula, leaves out one factor that the ad-
ministration found to be a compelling
factor—that is, the tax effort.

So here is one item that President
Nixon and his advisers felt should be
stressed—that is, the relative tax efforts
people were making to help themselves.
That is the one thing the Senator would
leave out altogether, apparently because
it does not favor the State of Ohio and
States that are similarly situated.

In my judgment, Mr. President, rela-
tive income levels are also a very relevant
factor. The Senator from Louisiana,
coming from a State that is among the
lowest in per capita income, would want
to insist that that item should be consid-
ered. In any event this is only fair be-
cause these are the States with the great-
est need. The Senator’'s amendment per-
mits this factor to be omitted where it
does not work to a State’s advantage.

The administration considered our
argument and saw how our committee
bill would work if applied nationwide and
to communities within each State.
The administration spokesman, Charls
Walker, at the time we concluded our
study, informed the committee and
stated publicly to the press that he was
convinced that what we had achieved
in the committee was a better bill and a
more equitable bill than the bill that was
proposed by the Nixon administration. I
think that is quite a generous concession,
because no effort whatever was made by
any of us on the committee, Republican
or Democrat, to extract such a statement
from the administration representative
who helped to discuss with us the Treas-
ury’s reactions to our suggestions. That
statement made it clear that this was
not something that was done with par-
tisan consideration or with any improper
consideration in mind, certainly no ac-
tivity other than what would be expected
under this form of government, by those
serving on a committee, always mindful
of their duties and responsibilities to the
Nation and also to those who elect them.

So here we find that the Senator would
depart completely from one factor and
partially from another factor which in
combination the Nixon administration
agreed are most important. Of course, to
depart from these factors in determining
how much a State would get enables the
Senator in his amendment to favor the
relatively wealthier State and those
which are not making a large tax effort
at the expense of the relatively poorer
State or the States with high tax effort.

Now under his distribution formula, if
we provided the same amount of money,
our staff which now has had an oppor-
tunity to study the formula tell us that
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26 States would lose and 24 States would
gain, so it would be just about breaking
even as to how he would make the
change if we had the same amount of
money involved.

Under the circumstances, I think
the States should ask themselves, Do we
want to take the relative tax effort into
account? Should we take relative income
levels into account in all cases?

The Senator from Ohio, for reasons
which I think are fairly apparent, would
say, “No, let us not take the relative tax
effort into account and let us only take
income levels into account when it works
to our advantage.” He would like to as-
sume that a poor State which levies
heavy taxes on its people does so because
the State is inefficient. That is not the
way the President looks at it. That is not
the way most other people look at it,
those who do not come from the wealth-
ier States. Most of those having an im-
partial view of it would say that they
levy heavy taxes because there is great
need for social services among the peo-
ple, for roads, for education, for health,
because they have suffered from poverty
and malnutrition and have greater need
for money for such things. They are try-
ing to overcome many hardships of long
standing by taxing themselves heavily.

Thus, if one wishes fo encourage the
States to help themselves, before they
come to Washington to ask for help, we
would want the tax effort to be a part
of this encouragement. That is why we
thought in those terms.

The amendment also will help those
States with relatively high level incomes.
This is by the redistribution of income
from the poor toward the rich. This
occurs since States can base their dis-
tribution on population only and not on
relative income where this works to their
advantage. The view of the Senator is
contrary to the general philosophy, so far
as I am able to determine it, of every ad-
ministration, both Republican and Dem-
ocratie, with regard to a problem of this
kind.

I would think, Mr. President, that the
Senate would not want to change the bill
in this fashion.

Further, I am confident that those who
support the bill across the country, even
a great number of those situated in
States that would do somewhat better
under the Senator’s amendment, would
not want it agreed to, because they be-
lieve that there is basic fairness and jus-
tice in the proposal to which the com-
mittee agreed.

Therefore, Mr. President, I would hope
that the amendment would not be agreed

to.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, several
points have just been made by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNg),
%lrlld I should like to respond briefly to

em.

I intend at a later time to ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment, as
there does not appear to be a sufficient
number of Senators in the Chamber at
the moment.

I do not intend to indulge in any
protracted debate on this measure, but
I note particularly that the distinguished
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Senator from Louisiana mentioned ob-
jection to the fact that the addition of
$374 million under the formula proposed
in the amendment somewhat obscured
what the figure might be with regard to
individual State distributions, if the
amount were cut back to the $5.3 billion
level originally proposed. With regard
to that, that is only one-third of the
amount by which the figure distributed
by the Finance Committee is added to
the distributions of the States involved.

Actually, as I pointed out in first
presenting the amendment, it will result
in a net cut to the major States, because
it involves them, out of the $1 billion in
s;ocial service funds being added in the

und.

I thought it was important at the out-
set, as I indicated, to clear up any mis-
representation in that regard. I have no
desire to misrepresent in any way.

I have already advised Members of the
Senate by letter that I have another
proposed formula, if this one is not
accepted. But I feel that this is a fair
one, based on the per capita of the re-
verse relative income formula; but the
other proposal I made, which seems to
me is the least the committee would be
willing to go along with, is that we take
the committee’s formula but hold harm-
less on a population factor the States
which are cut back under the commit-
tee’s formula. In other words, my other
amendment, which I may or may not
offer at a later time, depending on the
outcome of this amendment, would pro-
vide that no State should receive less
than its percentage allocation on the
basis of a $5.3 billion allocation.

On that basis, the additional amount
that would have to be added to the ex-
penditures under the revenue sharing
bill generally would be about $360 mil-
lion. So that the figure we have here is
related—the $374 million figure—to the
$360 million figure that I think comes in
under the harmless formula, if we went
in that direction rather than the direc-
tion proposed by the pending amend-
ment.

The complaint made by the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana with
regard to the formula that I propose is
that it does not take into effect the tax
effort factor. It is quite true, it does not
take into effect the tax effort factor. Any
tax effort factor formula that gives any
large weight to that item, I think, is
counterproductive, in that it seems to
me it tends to reward the States that
are at a high level of expenditure and
to cut back on the States that try to run
their affairs in their own way. Rather
than to deal with this particular prob-
lem, we would do far better to talk about
the relative income factor.

Many States are assisted by this par-
ticular amendment. There are States in
which the relative income factors are low.
We can act on a more equitable basis if
we use the relevant income factor, and
then let the people of the States in ac-
cordance with the basic principles of
revenue sharing, and the basic prinei-
ples of local governments, make their
determination and not have us make it
for them by rewarding them for high
expenditures, but let them make their
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own determination themselves as to what
level of expenditures their particular
States should have. It seems to me this
is really far fairer and far more equi-
table, I believe, in the long run, and far
more justifiable; and therefore, a more
promising and lasting approach to the
problem than to crank in the formula
which has a large factor relating to the
tax effort involved.

Actually, we can work out a number
of different formulas. The information
before the Finance Committee which we
have here relates to 10 different factors
we can bring into account. Some of them
are related to distribution based on popu-
lation, relative income, income tax col-
lection, general tax effort, or on a per
capita bhasis, based on different bases as
well.

All of those, I feel, we are trying to
make a judgment on as to what a fair
approach to the problem is. It is hard
to argue that a per capita formula, which
at the same time takes into account the
plight of the States which have relatively
low income and, therefore, are not able
to measure up to the national stand-
ards that we wish to provide services for
all our citizens, can be criticized. It is
for that reason that I have offered it to
the Senate at this time.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, would the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield
whatever time the Senator might need
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am very
pleased, together with the Senator from
Florida (Mr. CHILES), to cosponsor the
pending amendment. I commend the
Senator from Ohio for the considera-
tion which he has given to many of the
1p;roble::us that the more populous States

ave.

I would like to urge support of the
amendment for several reasons. First, I
think it is fair to say that no State will
be injured by this.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield, it would take near-
ly 10 percent from the State of Utah.
Maybe that is not injury.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Senator
was speaking of an alternative amend-
ment that I have mentioned which has
not been offered here. In a sense the Sen-
ator is completely right, because I do not
see how any State is injured when we
have a bill which provides that they will
not in any case be given below the per
capita distribution. That is exactly what
the amendment says. I think on that
basis, the statement is a correct state-
ment.

The formula the Finance Committee
adopted, on the other hand it seems to
me, gives a protection to several States
over and beyond that which they are en-
titled to on a per capita formula on vari-
ous bases which do not seem to be as ac~
curate as the approach we have put in
the amendment.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we
worked for days and days on this prob-
lem. We can never get a formula which
will satisfy everyone because everyone
wants to get more than anyone else. I
hate to bring this out, but it is interesting
to me to note that the formula in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

measure before us gives 24 percent of the
total added money to the State of Ohio.

I do not blame the Senator for figur-
ing it out that way.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, that is ex-
actly right. And the Senate Finance
Committee bill took a lot away from the
State of Ohio. It took about that much
percentagewise from the State of Ohio
as compared to the House bill.

Mr. BENNETT. The State of Ohio is
a rich State, and the State of Utah is
a poor State. Ohio is 43d in terms of
tax effort. They should not be getting
anything. In other words, if a State is
not going to raise money locally but just
takes the attitude that they will let the
Federal Government supply more money,
they should not receive that benefit.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am quite
surprised to hear the Senator from Utah,
whom I have always regarded as being
one of the foremost advocators of econ-
omy in government, advocate a bill
that would penalize those who are eco-
nomical in government and give a bonus
to those who are not.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I would
like to read to the Senator the compara-
tive figures for the State of Ohio under
the administrative original proposal,
under the House bill, and under the com-
mittee bill. The administration proposal
would have given $212 million. The House
would have given them $227 million. The
committee gave them $240 million. And
the Senator says that the committee cut
them back.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, this is just
the misleading way in which the figures
have been presented. That $240 million
in effect leaves $185 million to the State
of Ohio, because we have brought up the
$1 billion in the social services fund
which would be given to the States in
any event, and through the use of those
figures, the Senator is obscuring what
the State of Ohio and every other State
would get.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is attempting to cure it by adding
more money to obscure the comparison
further.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, my figure
does not obscure what the States will get.
My figures show what they will get, and
the distribution formula put on the desk
of each Senator shows the States what
the figures are.

The Senator from Utah will perhaps
lose a little in his State. However, I am
surprised to learn that the State of Utah
is & poor State, because if it were a poor
State, it would be protected under the
formula the bill contains.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, could I ask
the Senator for the figure for the State
of Illinois? I have the figure of $251 mil-
lion from the Senate bill. If I remember
correctly, HR. 1 provided about $301
million. Is that correct?

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator is cor-
rect. The original administration pro-
posal was for only $219.8 million. Now
in the House, if the Senator wants to
carry this argument through, the State
of Ilinois was given a real boost over the
administration proposal, nearly 50 per-
cent.

September 8, 1972

Mr. PERCY. That was because of the
demonstrated need.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Illinois want me to
tell him why it was? Let us be honest
with ourselves. In the House of Repre-
sentatives the States are represented on
the basis of population. And the big
States have more Representatives than
the small States. How many Represent-
atives does the State of Illinois have?

Mr. PERCY. The State of Illinois has
24 House Members, equally divided be-
tween Republicans and Democrats, all of
whom realize that Illinois provides 6
percent of the revenue and never gets
back more than a fraction of the money
we send in year after year. When we re-
ceived the increase, it looked to us as if
they were responding not only to where
the revenue came from but also to where
the great need existed.

The Senator from Utah says that
Utah is poor. I am filled with amaze-
ment, because I have travelled the State
of Utah from one end to the other, and
it is filled with the kind of problems that
Illinois does not have. We are filled with
people that have problems. The whole
South has migrated and moved into our
State and other Northern States. We
have not issued engraved invitations to
them. They have come by bus, airline,
and broken down automobiles.

All of those people are Americans. They
are there. They are seeking an opportu-
nity and they are seeking help. This is
our chance to provide the kind of assist-
ance and help in education and training
in the skills that are needed today.

The Taft formula would bring it up to
$289 million, bringing us back up to what
we expected to get under the House bill.
It is certainly a modest figure. If my fig-
ure is correct, it would seem to go a long
ways toward having our people feel that
they have been dealt with more fairly.
The Governor of the State, the legisla-
ture, and everyone else is concerned
about this problem. Certainly all of our
mayors are very unhappy and concerned
with the situation, having thought they
would receive a certain amount from the
House and then finding that they would
receive less from the Finance Committee.

I think that a magnificent job overall
has been done to bring the legislation
here. We are asking for a very little re-
finement in the figures that will give us a
sense of fairness and equity. Many of the
problems are in Illinois. Utah does not
have the problems that Illinois has.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, let me
finish my statement. Illinois has 24 Rep-
resentatives. Utah has two. This will
show the Senator how we stand and 75
percent of the land in Utah belongs to the
Federal Government. So, our tax base is
represented by 25 percent of the land.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would like
to point out to the Senator from Utah
on the basis of the figures that on a per
capita basis Utah would be receiving
more than its per capita share. It would
receive $24.6 million and under our bill
and it would receive $31.3 million, Both
Illinois and Ohio will only get its per
capita share.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Ohio yield?
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Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I do not
have the floor.

Mr. PERCY. I have the fioor. After I
respond briefly I will be happy to yield
to the Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has the floor.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, it is true
that we must take into account the prob-
lems of a State such as Utah in which 75
percent of the land is owned by the Fed-
eral Government.

But I would like to point out that be-
cause of those magnificent facilities,
those beautiful mountains, the people of
Illinois, including me, go out there and
spend time on those ski slopes, bringing
money to the State and increasing its
treasury.

I do not think that argument holds
water in this case. We are trying to put
the money where the people are, because
the people create the problems. I do not
know of any problems in the State of
Utah for which we need revenue sharing.
The fact that so much of their land is
federally owned is a great blessing to the
State and a natural source of income to
the State. Where -we need the money is
where the people are, because that is
where the problems are. We are trying to
get a fair share to meet the national
problems we face and that is what we
should be addressing ourselves to, and
not the parochial problems of Ohio or
Illinois. We must try to put the money
where the people live.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Wyoming but, first, I wish
to make one comment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Senator
from Louisiana made mention of the bill
and I do want to commend him, and I
think I will commend him on the same
point the Under Secretary commended
him on, and that is on the intrastate, in-
side the State distribution formula. That
is preferable to the formula in the ad-
ministration bill or the formula in the
House bill. I complained when the House
bill came from the House. I complained
long and loud about the distribution
formula being unfair to large metropoli-
tan areas, where the money was needed.
That has been readjusted and improved
completely.

I believe the remarks of the Under Sec-
retary of the Treasury were directed to
that virtue of the bill, rather than taking
sides, which we would be wise not to get
involved in, with respect to the distribu-
tion between the States.

I yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senate for yielding. I regret the Sen-
ator from Illinois has left the Chamber.
Perhaps he will return before I complete
my remarks.

The Committee on Finance, when it
was given the responsibility of the reve-
nue-sharing bill, had to come to grips
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with a number of different problems. I
think that under the wise and considered
guidance of the chairman of our com-
mittee, the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. Lonc), we have done &
very commendable job.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield at that point?

Mr. HANSEN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in support
of what the Senator said, I do not say
this in self-adulation because I cannot
claim credit for this. But the fact is, as
the Senator knows, a number of Sena-
tors on the Committee on Finance voted
for the formula we have as a substitute
for what we previously agreed to, even
though it caused their States to lose
money. But I cannot claim it for myself
and I cannot say it for the Senator from
Ohio, who offered an amendment that
would cost $374 million and give 25 per-
cent more to his State. I think his people
would applaud his proposal, but at the
same time, in arriving at his new for-
mula, there was none of this matter of
putting the overall national interest
ahead of the interest of one's individual
State in trying to achieve a community
decision. In other words, the principle
for which the Senator speaks was not
arrived at by every Senator voting for
what would achieve the most for his
State.

In the Finance Committee, there were
several rollcall votes which resulted in a
new formula, which found the distin-
guished Senator from Utah voting for a
situation in which his State would do
somewhat less well than it would have
done had we agreed to the previous for-
mula.

The effort to try to arrive at something
which could be a credit to all the com-
mittee, the administration, the President,
and all of the Treasury, everyone who
had a hand in this matter, was evident
in the committee consideration.

The committee selected a distribution
formula based on three factors: The tax
effort, the relative income, and popula-
tion. That was a formula which showed
itself on paper to be so fair and it worked
out so justly among the States that logic
indicated it should be applied within the
State as well as without the State, which
is something the Senator from Ohio dare
not apply to his formula.

“If you get more money this way, you
have to do it this way, and if you get
more money that way, you have to do it
that way.” That approach was not
adopted by the Committee on Finance.
The formula which the Senate has be-
fore it was consistent "all the way
through among the States and among
the communities within the States. You
get so much and you multiply these three
factors. When it was put on paper, if the
Senators will look within the States, they
will see how well the communities fare
in justice and equity, and it will be seen
that this is a fair way to go about dis-
tributing funds.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. I could not
agree more,

It should be observed, with respect to
the Senator from Utah, the ranking
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member of the committee, that he pos-
sessed the very best motives in trying
to come up with a formula that would
implement the philosophy behind rev-
enue sharing that was endorsed by the
President and supported by the numer-
ous delegations of mayors, county com-
missioners, Governors, and school board
members who make the trek to Wash-
ington to plead for this type of relief.

Had the Senator from Utah been con-
cerned with trying to get as much as he
could for his State, he most certainly
would not have subscribed to the for-
mula which is presented for the consid-
eration of the Senate this afternoon.

This fact was pointed out in the Com-
mittee on Finance during a colloquy be-
tween two of its members. One was criti-
cal of the action of the committee. The
Senator from Utah responded that if he
wanted to be selfish, as he was not, he
would have gone for the urbanized posi-
tion. This took our other colleague, whose
name will remain anonymous for now,
by surprise until the Senator from Utah
pointed out that 80 percent of all the
petople living in Utah reside within five
cities.

So what we are really talking about,
is an attempt to take a real measure of
the ability to pay on the one hand, and
need on the other, and come up with a
formula that is fair not only to Ohio
and Illinois, but also to other States.
That is what we did.

I call the attention of my friend from
Ohio to the fact that the State of Illi-
nois has a per capita income of $3,512.
The State of Ohio has a per capita in-
come of $3,632. On the other hand, the
State of Utah, which is 75 percent fed-
erally owned, has a per capita income of
$2,703. If anyone thinks it is cheap to
try to bring law enforcement, schools,
roads, and to do all the things necessary
in a State where there is Federal owner-
ship of 75 percent of its real estate, they
should go to Utah and talk with the offi-
cials. They will find it is not as easy as
they think. Utah has a per capita in-
come of $2,703 compared with $3,500 for
Illinois, so there is little wonder that the
people of Illinois can afford to go to the
ski slopes of Utah.

Mr. TAFT. What the Senator does not
understand is that the formula in this
amendment does take into account the
relative income of the people in the
State.

Indeed, the Senator's own State, un-
der the formula proposed in the amend-
ment, would receive a greater amount
than it would be entitled to under the
per capita distribution. The same is true
of many other States involved here. I
do not see how anyone can say that a
formula which allocates at least on a
per capita distribution basis is not a fair
formula. The State of Ohio is not getting
the same amount under the per capita
basis, nor are many other States.

There has been a play on figures here
insofar as the States involved are con-
cerned. Let me give a few figures. For
instance, let us take the Senator from
Wyoming. I certainly am not accusing
anyone of having anything except the
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highest national interest in mind, but let
us consider a few of the States that are
involved. Let us take the State of Wyo-
ming. The State of Wyoming, under the
House proposal, would receive only $6.1
million. Under the committee proposal it
receives $11.5 million, but the $11.5 mil-
lion includes in it a share of the social
services, which really should not be in
the committee report, because there, it
will be seen, the actual amount is $10.7
with the social services readjusted out
of it. The amount it would be entitled to,
insofar as per capita income is con-
cerned, would be $8.5 million, whereas
under the amendment proposed here, it
would be $9.1 million.

The same thing is true, and even more
so, as the distinguished chairman of the
committee knows, for the State of Loui-
siana. The same is true of many other
States that are involved.

What it comes down to is that it is a
fairer formula. I say that a formula
which considers the per capita income
and then has a reverse ratio, is a far
fairer formula than that to be deter-
mined by the local governments and
those who think they ought to run their
own business. That is what this formula
is based on.

I have already expressed surprise at
my distinguished colleague from Utah in
proposing an amendment which includes
in it really a reward for more expensive
State services and more revenues. If
there is any Senator here in the Cham-
ber who, in my opinion, is as great, and
perhaps an even greater, paragon in ad-
vocating economy in Government, it is
the Senator from Wyoming. Yet the for-
mula he is arguing for now is a formula
which is, in effect, one that, in order to
take full advantage of it, it has to be a
high expenditure State.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. TAFT. The Senator has his own
time.

Mr. LONG. There is no time limitation
on this.

Mr. TAFT. 1yield.

Mr. LONG. If the Senator really wants
to get it straight in his mind so there
will be no misunderstanding abhout the
matter, about who gets something out of
this that is not justified by logic, let me
explain this to the Senator. The com-
mittee agreed to put three factors to-
gether: The tax effort recommended by
the administration, the per capita in-
come, and the population, and we multi-
plied those three factors. That is the
formula we agreed upon. We agreed on
it for the entire amount of revenue-
sharing funds. It was only after we
agreed on that matter, based entirely on
principle, without any idea of expedi-
ency whatsoever, that we were then con-
fronted with the problem of what we do
about social services. If I do say it, the
wealthier States had been most ade-
quately represented in the committee by
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
Rieicorr). It was felt that in view of the
fact that the wealthier States had been
able to victimize this program most effi-
ciently—California and New York were
able to get out and load up on it; so were
Ohio and Ilinois—they were able to uti-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lize it for social service programs while
States like Texas, Oklahoma, and others
were being told by the divisional offices
in that part of the country that no such
thing could be done.

Does the Senator know who really got
the advantage of departing from what
seemed to us, and those advising us from
the administration, to be appropriate,
logical, and based on principle? It was
the urbanized States. We felt that in
view of the fact that the wealthier States
were able to get to the trough first, we
should distribute funds under this bill
so as to get the genie back inside the
bottle.

Mr. TAFT. If the Senator will yield,
he is laboring under a misapprehension.
Insofar as social services are concerned,
it is irrelevant and it would not be in-
volved in this revenue-sharing formula.
Ohio, as a matter of fact, percentagewise,
did not take very great advantage of it,
and under this proposal I do not think
the figures indicate that we did. There
has been some criticism that we did not
come in as fast as some of the other
States did.

I go along with the able Senator in
saying that we created this problem here
by lax legislation that should be cor-
rected, but it should not be corrected to
the extent of not getting a fair formula,
and a fair formula should take into con-
sideraticn per capita income.

Mr. LONG. I made a generalized state-
ment, but it does apply to the two larg-
est States of the Union, and it applies
to Illinois.

Mr. TAFT. Two of the largest States
in the Union are not included in the
bill, because they would get no benefit.
The State of New York is cut back un-
der the proposal, because of that very
pattern, but also because it has a very
high cost government. That is their
choice, but we should not give them a
benefit because of it.
~ Mr. LONG. I should say to the Sena-
tor that, as to the factor of relevance,
tax effort is, if not the most, certainly the
second most, relevant consideration that
should be taken into account. The Sen-
ator does not agree with that, and I can
understand why.

We feel compelled to resist this
amendment. I think before we vote on
it, those of us who have had a chance to
analyze the presentation the Senator has
made should make available to the Sen-
ate, on a State-by-State basis, the bene-
fits and a showing of who would actually
benefit and who would actually lose un-
der the Senator’s suggestion if it was
based on the same amount of money as
the Finance Committee’s bill.

For example, I know the Senators from
West Virginia would be very disappoint-
ed if they voted for the Senator’s amend-
ment thinking their States would get
more when, actually based on the same
amount of money, their States would get
less, This would also apply to many other
States. I know the Senator would not
want any Senator to be misled into
thinking his State would benefit, vote to
approve the amendment, and then learn
that his State would be hurt.

Mr, TAFT. In voting on this amend-
ment, I might say, on the basis of the
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information distributed, each Senator
would know exactly what his State was
going to get, and that would not be true
of the committee report, because it in-
cludes social services, and insofar as rev-
enue sharing is concerned, that is
irrelevant.

Mr. LONG. If there is any Senator who
does not understand that there has been
$1 billion added to this bill and also
whether his State will be better off un-
der the formula of the committee bill or
under the formula of the administration
or the formula of the House bill, it is
not because we have not tried to make
the information available to him.

For example, one will see the differ-
ences between the administration bill,
the House bill, and the Senate bill, by
comparing the various figures. We have
tried to inform every Senator who is
interested as to what the differences
would be. For example, when the Ribi-
coff amendment was offered, we showed
how it would work out if you take the
same amount of money and apply it as
compared to a different formula.

We certainly would not want to mis-
lead the Senator from Ohio or anyone
else. So I would simply say, if the Sena-
tor feels that the information presented
was misleading, I am sure he would not
W?;lt to engage in the same thing him-
self.

Mr. TAFT. I say to the Senator from
Louisiana that I do not think it is mis-
leading. Under the adoption of this
amendment, each State would continue
to get the amount of social service funds
now provided, but the amount under
revenue sharing would be exactly as set
out here.

Mr. LONG. Before we change the
formula, I will say to the Senator, we
have prepared a chart that will show
Senators how much money each State
would get if you look at the same final
figure, in either event, and that way,
the Senators can be the best judges.

Mr. TAFT. I will say I do not agree with
the Senator from Louisiana. This amend-
ment would add to the money; I am not
making any question about that. This
amendment would add to the revenue
sharing, but not the social service funds,
which they would get anyway. But it
would add to the revenue sharing the
amount shown on the back of this ex-
hibit that has been distributed: The
amount of $374 million.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. I think it ought to be
pointed out that while it can be con-
tended that it is irrelevant to discuss
the extremely abrupt rise in cost of
social services, it is not considered ir-
relevant by President Nixon. He de-
scribed it as a great hemorrhage that,
unless it were stopped, would empty the
Treasury. |

\
Mr, TAFT. I would observe that this is
a terrible problem that should not have
come up, and it should be corrected as
quickly as possible, but it should not be
allowed to divert the attention of the
Senate from what a proper revenue-
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sharing contribution formula ought to
be.

Mr. HANSEN. I cannot agree more
with my colleague from Ohio. All I can
say, Mr. President, is that it had to be
dealt with, and this $1 billion put into
the program was written in there with
the assurance that at the end of either
January 1 or July 1, there would be a
cutoff on this social services program.

One of the States has increased its
anticipated expenditures under the so-
cial services program by 42 percent. I
happen to represent only one of two
States out of all the 50 that did not ex-
pand its expenditures for social serv-
ices. We estimated cutting back 0.17 per-
cent on the expenditures for 1973 as
compared with 1972. This is a very real
problem, and I think the Finance Com-
mittee is to be commended for having
worked out a program for shutting off
this expenditure for social services
which is absorbing more and more of
each State’s revenue. That is exactly
what this bill would do.

Mr. TAFT. I agree with the Senator
from Wyoming 100 percent on everything
he has said with regard to the social
services funds, but that has absolutely
nothing to do with whether or not this
amendment ought to be adopted. Abso-
lutely nothing.

Mr. HANSEN. Then, since we do agree
on that—and I am very happy we are
reaching accord—let me ask my distin-
guished friend from Ohio one further
question. Is it not correct that the for-
mula that he describes, that seemingly
would give more money to my State of
Wyoming than would be received by the
State of Wyoming under the committee
bill, is due not to the formula, but rather
to the fact that more money is to be
distributed?

Mr. TAFT. I do not want to mislead
the Senator. Actually, insofar as the
State of Wyoming is concerned, under
the committee bill, after taking away the
social services distribution factor—and
the Senator has indicated there is none
in this case, although the figures would
seem to indicate that there was some,
because the committee bill indicates a
distribution to Wyoming with social serv-
ices included of $11.5 million, and the
same bill, disregarding that factor, shows
$10.7 million, so there was an increase
rather than a decrease, as the Senator
has indicated—but under the amend-
ment, the Senator from Wyoming would
get only $9.9 million rather than $10.7
million as under the committee bill, but
that would still be in excess of the $8.5
million figure which the State would get
on a per capita basis. So, in effect, the
State of Wyoming, on a per capita basis,
would get more than my amendment
would give it under the committee bill.
I do not want any misunderstanding in
that regard.

Mr. HANSEN. Well, I think, Mr. Presi-
dent, what we have to be concerned with
is not how the State of Wyoming may do
comparing the Taft amendment with the
committee amendment, but rather what
equitable formula will take care of all
50 States, including the District of Co-
lumbia. I submit that that is precisely
what this Finance Committee amend-
ment does do.
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In the first place, it considers three
factors: The population of the State as
compared with the total national popu-
lation, the per capita income, which is a
measure of the ability to support govern-
mental services and, third, the total
tax effort.

When you take all these three factors
together, what we say to all of the States
is this: “We will consider your ability
to raise the necessary revenue.” We do
that by considering the per capita in-
come, which is a measure of the ability
of people to pay for governmental serv-
ices. Then, when we consider the total
tax effort, we make a comparison of
what the State actually does as com-
pared with what other States are doing
to best meet the necessary expenses of
government. On that basis, I say to my
good friend from Ohio, it happens that
my State of Wyoming makes the great-
est effort of all the 50 States in total tax
effort. It collects, through State, county,
municipal, and school district taxes,
about 19.85 percent of the total per
capita income of the State of Wyoming.

You can talk about all sorts of for-
mulas, but I do not believe that the for-
mula that was proposed by the Finance
Committee can be improved upon. It
measures the number of people in the
State as compared with the total number
of people in the Nation, and it measures
the willingness of the people to help
themselves.

I do not see how you could come up
with a formula that is fairer than that,
and that is exactly why the distinguished
Senator from Utah rejected out of hand
a proposal that would have brought more
dollars into the State of Utah. He wanted
to come to this floor in support of a bill
that would be fair to all 50 States and
would merit the support of all 50 States,
rather than the kind of a bill that came
from the House of Representatives. The
big States in the House got together and
contrived a formula that would be self-
serving to those big States and their met-
ropolitan areas, not because it was fair
but because in the House they had the
power to push it through.

I say to my good friend from Illinois
that the reason that the good people
from his great State are able to go to
Utah relatively more often than the
Utah people can go to Illinois or the
Wyoming people can go there is because
their per capita income is slibstantially
greater.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. TAPT. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Vermont.

Mr. ATKEN. I would like to get two
or three things straight before I vote in
this measure.

As I understand, the Taft formula
would increase the total cost of the reve-
nue sharing program by $374 million.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator is correct.

Mr. AIKEN. And of this $374 million,
approximately 60 percent would accrue
to the revenue of four States, and a little
over 80 percent to the revenue of eight
States.

Mr. TAFT. The amounts shown here
would. Of course, the Senator has to
start from the base of what the Finance
Committee did to the House bill or to
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the administration bill, or whatever base
the Senator wishes to start with. How
much it gives to whom depends on what
base we start with that the State was
entitled to in the beginning. We say that
the number of people in the State is the
No. 1 factor that should be considered.

Mr. AIKEN. Unfortunately, the only
figures I have in my hand are the figures
of the Senate bill that is before us and
the Taft formula, which increases the
total amount by $374 million. As I un-
derstand these figures, 60 percent of the
increase will accrue to four States.

Mr. TAFT. The increase the Senator
is talking about is an increase over the
adjustment of the House bill and over
the adjustment of other proposed bills
made by the Finance Committee.

Mr. AIKEN. So that all the States
sharing in this revenue would also be
called to pay taxes to cover the cost,
which amounts to about a 7T-percent in-
crease in the Taft proposal. That means
that assuming that all the States pay
taxes equally on a per capita basis—and
we know they do not by any means, but
we have to assume it——

Mr. TAFT. I come from a State which
pays far more than the per capita share
in taxes. I do not make that assumption
at all.

Mr. ATKEN. But assuming that Ohio
pays T percent of the increased cost, that
would reduce the gain to Ohio. It would
take off about $30 million. It would not
bring the increases to so much as the
table submitted by the Senator from
Ohio indicates. But all the States that
gain revenue will have to pay their share
of the cost.

Mr. TAFT. There is no question that
every State would have to-pay a share of
the cost on the basis of its present share
and the contribution of whatever the na-
tional level might be.

Mr. AIKEN. All the States that lose
revenue will also have to pay their share
of the cost.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator talks about
loss of distribution. The loss of distribu-
tion is based on an imaginary figure that
was set up by the Finance Committee.

Mr. ATKEN. But for the sake of get-
ting information, I have to figure that all
States will pay equally on the 7 percent.

Mr. TAFT. I do not share the Senator’s
conclusion.

Mr. AIKEN. I know that will not hold
true for every State, but that is all I
have to go on. I do not find any figures
showing what the increase for each State
would be. The figures of the Senator from
Ohio show that 20 States will lose reve-
nue by approving his formula. They will
all have to pay increased taxes in some
degree. Some will pay more than 7 per-
cent and some will pay less. I assume that
all the States that gain revenue also will
have to pay taxes.

I have just been going over this, and
it looks to me as though the States of
Alaska, Delaware, Kansas, Nebraska,
Nevada, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and West Virginia, while gaining revenue
on paper, actually would lose revenue or
would come close to losing revenue after
t.clég paid their increased share of the

I am not a mathematictan. I do not
have a pencil and paper handy. I am do-
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ing this in my head, which, as the Sena-
tor knows, is the Yankee style. It looks to
me as though 12 States which appear to
gain by the Senator's tables would actu-
ally lose or come close to losing if they
paid their share of the increased $374
million.

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator is not
correct in his figures.

The point was made earlier by the
Senator from Louisiana that some five
States would gain under the amendment
before the Senate today and would not
gain if we cut the total expenditure back
to $5.3 billion.

Mr. AIKEN. The more populous
wealthy States would not gain after pay-
ing their increased part of the taxes to
the extent indicated by the increase that
the Senator from Ohio has submitted.

Mr. TAFT. I hope that impression is
not given because we are spending more
money. I do not think there is any rela-
tion, not an established relationship, be-
tween the share of the national tax bur-
den being borne by the States and any of
these distribution formulas, for that
matter.

Mr. AIKEN. I said the average would
be 7 percent. Ohio, Illinois, New Jersey,
and Texas might have to pay 10 or 12
percent of the increased cost. I do not
know.

The borderline States as well as the
20 States indicated as losers would al-
most certainly also lose, even though on
paper they appear to gain.

Mr. BENNETT, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. I should like to make
the point that under the Senator’s for-
mula, he is not distributing $375 million;
he is distributing $492 million, $375 mil-
lion of which he raises by an increased
amount and $117 million of which he
raises by taking it away from States that
cannot afford to lose it.

Mr. TAFT. It was given by the Finance
Committee. The Senator is assuming
that those States will not get their fair
share of the per capita distribution, but
they will, under the amendment. That is
the minimum figure to which they could

go.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I op-
pose the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. TarT).

The committee bill provides for the
allocation of funds on a combination of
three criteria: Population, general tax
effort, and inverse income. The pending
amendment drops the factor of general
tax effort, and allocates funds among the
States according to population or inverse
income, whichever produces the greatest
allocation to a particular State.

To offset the harm done by this for-
mula to many States, the pending
amendment inereases the total funds dis-
tributed under the bill by $374.5 million.

Nevertheless, States with a strong gen-
eral tax effort are unfairly prejudiced by
this amendment. A major purpose of
revenue sharing is to reduce the growing
pressure of State and local taxation.
Surely it is unfair to ignore tax effort
in allocating revenue-sharing funds.

My own State of Minnesota would
lose over $9 million under the Taft for-
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mula simply because of its strong tax
effort at the State and local level.

I believe this is grossly unjust. I call
upon the Senate to reject the pending
amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk, and I ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 2, beginning with line 4 strike
out all through line 13 and on line 14, strike
out “for per capita income.—"

On page 2 on line 18, strike out (A) and
insert (1), and strike out lines 22 and 23
and insert:

*(2) the sum of the products determined
under paragraph (1) for all the States.”

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the amendments be
considered en bloc.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this amend-
ment simply seeks to eliminate the dou-
ble standard in the Senator’s amend-
ment. It is the view of some of us on the
Finance Committee that the States
should all be judged on the same basis,
that we should not have one rule for one
State and another rule for another State.
We felt that way so strongly that we pro-
posed that the same formula we applied
for distribution among the States would
also apply within the States.

The Senator departs from that. He
gives the wealthy States the option to
elect to be treated on a population basis
and the option to the poorer States to
be treated on a relative income basis,

I would propose to strike this option,
this so-called double standard. That
would then leave the Senator’s amend-
ment exactly the way I suggested when
I first looked at the House-passed bill,
and that is that we simply judge every-
body on the Hill-Burton formula, which
has much precedent and which should
appeal to the Senate because it has
passed the Senate before. In fact, the
Senate imposed this formula on the
House, and it is in the law. It is well
recognized in practice; and in justice,
equity, and fairness, it has been insisted
upon many times by the Senate with re-
gard to this matter,

As one who has the responsibility for
managing this bill, I think that when
confronted with a challenge by the ad-
ministration to apply a single, honor-
able, and consistent standard among
States, we ought to respond to that in
the national interest, if in conscience
we can. If we are going to deviate from
the formula that the administration rec-
ommended, we ought to have the cour-
age to do it with consistency and apply
it consistently and not favor cne group
over the other. We ought not just elect
to go on one standard or the other, but
be held to a consistent standard. So if
the amendment is to become part of this
bill, I would prefer that it be one single
standard applied uniformly across the
board.

I would prefer to see the committee’s
formula agreed to. But if it should not
be agreed to, I would prefer to have a
straight, across the board relative in-
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come formula because that, again, would
be consistent. It would not let the people
choose to apply a double standard among
the States. I do not think the Senate or
the House will agree to apply that double
standard to the States of this Union.
They will insist, for this type of purpose,
that we be consistent and apply a single
standard.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield at that
point?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. HANSEN. Let me say first that I
have the greatest respect for the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TarT). I know that he is concerned about
trying to do the best job he can in repre-
senting the Buckeye State. But I cannot
help noticing that the total increase—
that is, when we consider the money that
would be added by virtue of his amend-
ment—comes to $360 million. If we add
to that the amount taken away from
other States, it really comes to some-
thing like $477 million. But I note that
of the $360 million increase, the State of
Ohio would receive more than a fourth
of that under the Senator’s formula.

Mr. TAFT. If the Senator will yield at
that point, he is correct, but the reason
is that it depends on what basis we begin
from.

Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate that ob-
servation. I invite the Senator’s atten-
tion to one of the pieces of material we
have before us from the Finance Com-
mitee. It is entitled “State and Local
Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972.” This is a
report which was ordered to be printed
on April 26, 1972. If the Senator happens
to have a copy of it, it will help to look
at page 93.

If the table on page 93 compares each
State’s total personal income with the
general revenue collected from its own
sources for the fiscal year 1970. It then
shows the revenue effort or, as we some-
times refer to it, the total tax effort.

My distinguished colleague from Ohio
may not know that the State of Wyo-
ming, the State I have the honor to rep-
resent, contributes in total taxes 19.85
percent of the total personal income
earned in the State of Wyoming. We are
No. 1 on the list.

Where is Ohio on that list? Ohio hap-
pens to be the last on the list. For the
yvear 1969, Ohio had a total personal in-
come of $40,145 million.

How much does it raise by taxing this
revenue? It raises $4,732.5 million or 11.79
percent.

They do not tax themselves 12 percent
of their total personal income.

As I said, Ohio is last on the list, even
lower than the District of Columbia. The
District of Columbia makes a greater
tax effort than do the people of the
State of Ohio. The District of Columbia
taxes itself 11.93 percent of its total per-
sonal income.

Thus, I do not blame my good friend
from Ohio, in trying to represent his
State for seeking a double-barreled
formula. Ohio gains on the one hand be-
cause it has the least tax effort of all
the States, on the other hand, it would
gain even more under this proposed
formula.
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Mr. President, if this formula is adopt-
ed, I will tell you who will get both bar-
rels. It will be the people of the United
States. That is not fair. No one knows
how it will work. This is an unprinted
amendment. I think we need something
better than that in order to make certain
what the cost will be.

I am embarrassed for my good friend
from Ohio, because I suspect he does not
know how little tax effort the people of
the great State of Ohio have made in
trying to solve their own problems.

In the State of Wyoming, we tax our-
selves nearly 20 percent—19.85 percent—
of our total personal income.

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HANSEN. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I wonder whether the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming could
give us the figure or the percentage of
the total taxes paid by people in Wyo-
ming that come from severance taxes?

Mr. HANSEN. I do not have that right
at the moment, but I will be glad to fur-
nish it.

Mr. TAFT. The reason I asked the
question is that severance taxes are paid
by people from all over the United States.
I am not saying that the Senator is not
being truthful in his representation here.
He is. But the point is, as I said earlier,
each State has its own taxes. Each State
has its own tax problems, The principle
of revenue sharing is that the State
should be able to have that and make its
own decisions as to what level it wants.
The State of Ohio now has substantially
a bigger tax effort involved within its own
State. It should not have to decide how
to determine what its tax structure will
be, or even what its tax level will be, nor
under a general national program such
as this. That is why the per capita formu-
la is important in this situation.

Mr. HANSEN. I will be happy to have
printed in the Recorp the figures the
Senator refers to. I do not happen to
have them before me now. I do have a
bundle of material here, as the present
Presiding Officer of the Senate (Mr.
FanniN) well knows, on the revenue
sharing bill.

I want everyone to have the facts. I
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think the Senator from Ohio deserves to
know those facts. May I say that at least
one of the oil companies operating in
Wyoming happens to be headquartered
in the State of Ohio. I am sure that the
Senator from Ohio can name more. But
as to per capita income, the people in
Ohio who have interests in the State of
Wyoming could do a better job than
they are doing.

If my State were the 51st on the list of
States, including the Distriet of Colum-
bia in total tax effort, I do not think I
would come before this body proposing
to put $350 million onto a program and
then say, “We will get more than 25
percent of that back for the State of
Ohio.”

I do not challenge the Senator from
Ohio at all. The State of Ohio is en-
titled to set up its own tax system. That
is what we have done in Wyoming.

I can tell you something else, Mr. Pres-
ident. In the State of Wyoming we have
a great many people working for the oil
industry and we are proud of that oil
industry. It does a great deal for this
country. It makes certain, for one thing,
that we will all remain free.

1 am glad that the people from the
great State of Ohio are operating some
of the oil businesses out in Wyoiming.
But we have many people who work in
Wyoming whose total income is reflected
in the per capita income of our State,
and we are doing a pretty good job ob-
taining that income. We are No. 1 on the
list in total tax effort.

Until the State of Ohio does a better
job than it is doing and until it moves out
of 51st place, it certainly seems some-
what ill advised to me to come to the
floor of the Senate and say, “Let us adopt
an amendment that is not even printed
and that we cannot figure out.”

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, would the
Senator mind reading off the first six or
eight States which have the highest per
capita rate of taxation?

Mr. HANSEN. I would be happy to.
The first six States are Wyoming, North
Dakota, New Mexico, Wisconsin, Iowa,
and Vermont. Vermont is sixth.

Mr. President, the point that I have
made should be seriously considered.

29885

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that the Recorp might not ade-
quately reflect why Senators felt it de-
sirable not to start changing this for-
mula in the committee bill, I ask unani-
mous consent that there appear in the
Recorp prior to the vote on the Taft
amendment today, two tables prepared
by the staff of the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxation showing how
States would have gained or lost money
by changing the formula:

First, had the Taft amendment as ini-
tially proposed been agreed to; and

Second, had the Senate agreed to the
Long amendment to the Taft amend-
ment and then agreed to the Tait amend-
ment as so amended, which would have
limited the Taft amendment to one uni-
form formula, population weighted by
relative income, to be applied in all States
of the Union. The tables show the com-
parison of these two and the committee
bill based upon the same amount of
money, $5.674 billion. It is only by making
a comparison based on a constant
amount of money that one can say
whether a Senator might have voted for
a State to receive more or less money
under any given situation.

I point out also that no one can be
sure what it would have been had any
one of these alternatives been agreed to,
had we wandered off in that direction,
because, had the original Long amend-
ment to the Taft amendment failed, I
had another amendment in mind which
would have again required uniformity,
but simply distributing the money en-
tirely on a population basis. And that
would have distributed the money on an
entirely different basis. The point being
that there is no way one can determine
what the final result would be once we
started changing the formula and ap-
plying substitute formulas to those in
the bill which the committee had recom-
mended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana?

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,.
as follows:
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TABLE 1.—COMPARISON OF COMMITTEE BILL AND TAFT AMENDMENT, BOTH AT $5,674,000,000t —Continued
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not
think any of these formulas that have
been suggested will improve on what the
committee has done. I therefore move
that the amendment be laid on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Which
amendment does the Senator refer to?

Mr. LONG. I refer to the Taft amend-
ment which would take my amendment
with it in the event the amendment were

to carry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana has not been acted upon.

Mr. LONG. I know. However, can I
not move to table the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio, and does that not
take my motion with it if it is adopted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
would be the effect; the Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move to
table the basic amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to table.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to table.
On this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CAN-
NoN), the Senator from California (Mr.

Note: Compared to the committee bill 27 States gain and 24 lose. Details may not add to totals

due to rounding.

CransTON), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON) , the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Maenuson), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. McCrLeLLAN), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoverN), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MonTOYA), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SpARKMAN), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. Horrings), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT),
and the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
Harris) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HucHES) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SrargMAN) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr, BELLMON),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. Corron), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. Dominick), the Senator
from Hawail (Mr. Fong), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sena-
tor from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) , the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. Saxsg), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MuonpT) Is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HarrieLp) and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
TrHUrRMOND) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 24, as follows:
[No. 408 Leg.]
YEAS—53
Edwards
Ervin
Fannin
Gambrell
Goldwater
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hruska
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
. Javits
. Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Mansfield
MeGee
NAYS—24

Griffin
Hartke
Eennedy
Mathias
McIntyre
Pastore

Schwelker
Scott
Stevenson
Symington
Taft

Tower
Percy Weicker
Ribicoff Williams

NOT VOTING—23
Fulbright Montoya
Harris
Hatfield

Hollings
Hughes
Magnuson
Eagleton MeClellan
Fong McGovern

So Mr. Loxg’s motion to lay Mr, TarT’s

amendment on the table was agreed to.
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I rise in

Bellmon
Brock
Cannon
Cotton
Cranston
Dominick
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support of H.R. 14370, the general reve-
nue-sharing legislation before this body.

I have long supported the concept of
general revenue-sharing legislation. In
1969, and again last year, I introduced
general revenue-sharing bills of my own.
In both of those years, my Subcommittee
on Intergovernmental Relations con-
ducted extensive hearings on general
revenue sharing.

Fifteen months ago, when my subcom-
mittee begin revenue-sharing hearings,
the prospects of enacting this legislation
in this Congress appeared bleak. I did not
share that pessimism then, and I am
pleased that we are now on the thresh-
old of enacting a 5-year program fto
provide general support assistance to
State and local governments.

Much has happened in the interim to
create momentum for revenue sharing.
Most significantly, the record accumu-
lated in hearings in both Houses of the
Congress underscored the urgent need for
general revenue-sharing legislation.

It is unnecessary for me to detail the
fiscal crises in our cities and States.
Mayors and Governors from across the
Nation have consistently detailed their
dilemma of having to run State and local
governments without the necessary reve-
nue. They have made us all aware of cut-
backs they have been forced to make in
essential public services.

The fiscal crisis is particularly critical
in the cities where mayor after mayor
has been forced to lay off city workers
because they cannot afford to pay them.
The harsh reality is that no matter how
hard they try, tliere is no way without
outside help that the cities and States
can raise the kind of money they need to
meet the rising costs of government.

In short, cities have reached the end
of the line. Unless they get help—and get
it fast—city after city in this Nation may
fall into bankruptey.

There are some who would blame the
fiscal crises in our cities on the inability
of urban governments to raise their own
revenue efficiently. There are others who
would point a finger at the States, in-
sisting State governments have too often
denied the cities the power they need to
raise adequate revenues and that the
States have in too many cases shirked
their responsibility to provide cities with
financial help.

But now is no time to assess blame. The
demise of our great cities would not be
just a local or State tragedy, it would be
a national tragedy. That is why it is in-
cumbent upon the Senate to see that that
tragedy is averted.

And that is why it is vital for this
Congress to enact general revenue-shar-
ing legislation.

I believe that the House Ways and
Means Committee bill and the Senate
Finance Committee version are both rea-
sonable and responsible general revenue-
sharing bills. For that reason, I could
support either if it were enacted into
law.

Last year, when I introduced my own
bill, I said that any revenue sharing
legislation enacted by Congress must
meef three criteria.

First, it must channel the most assist-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

ance to those cities and counties which
need it the most.

Second, it must contain adequate in-
centives to the States to improve their
own systems of raising revenue. For the
Congress to pass general revenue-shar-
ing legislation without these incentives
would be to give the State governments
a carte blanche to perpetuate the inade-
quate revenue-raising systems that have
gotten them and local governments into
their current fiscal crises.

Third, it must not gut categorical grant
programs.

To meet those criteria, I incorporated
some new features into my revenue-shar-
ing bill. First, I incorporated a need
factor in the formula for distributing
funds to local governments. Second, my
bill offered a bonus to those States which
utilize the State income tax—a more pro-
gressive means of raising revenue than
the sales tax or the property tax which
most States use to raise revenue. In addi-
tion, my bill offered the States the option
of utilizing the machinery of the Federal
Government to collect State income taxes
for them.

I am pleased that both the House and
Senate versions incorporate the major
thrusts of these provisions.

Most significantly, the bill currently
before the Senate does include a need
factor in its formula of distribution of
shared revenues to State and local gov-
ernments. As a result, under the Senate
bill, the major cities with the greatest
need would receive the greatest shares.
The bill before the Senate corrects the
imbalance that existed under the for-
mula in the administration’s original
revenue-sharing bill that would have re-
sulted in wealthy suburbs receiving two,
three, and four times as much revenue-
sharing funds per capita as the suffering
central cities. I view the inclusion of the
need factor in the formula for distribu-
tion to the States and localities as one of
the most attractive features of this legis-
lation.

Second, the bill before us does include
a provision that would allow the States
to utilize the machinery of the Federal
Government to collect State income taxes
for them. This provision should serve
as an inducement to the State to make
better use of the progressive State in-
come tax.

While the bill we are considering in
the Senate does not include as strong
an income tax incentive as the House-
passed version, the formula for alloca-
tions to the States in the Senate bill
does include the need factor, which the
formula in the House bill does not. As a
result, my own State of Maine, which
has a high-need factor, will receive $34.2
million in the first year under the Senate
Finance Committee’s version, as opposed
to $19.9 million under the House-passed
bill. I wholeheartedly endorse the inclu-
sion of the need factor in the formula
for allocating shared revenues to the
States.

Third, since this legislation is general
revenue sharing legislation it will not
undercut any existing categorical grant
programs. Rather, it will supplement
those programs by providing State and
local governments with the funds they
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need to provide essential services such as
providing police and fire protection and
garbage collection.

Mr. President, the general revenue
sharing legislation before the Senate is
in itself no panacea for the financial ills
of city and State governments. But, if
we are ever to deal effectively with the
fiscal woes on the State and local levels,
it is essential that we in the Congress
begin immediately. Therefore, I offer my
unqualified support for Senate passage
of HR. 14370.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN
AFFAIRS TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT TO FILE REPORT ON S. 3939

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
have until midnight tonight to file its re-
port on S. 3939, to authorize appropria-
tions for the construction of certain
highways in accordance with title 23 of
the United States Code, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BenNeETT). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his
secretaries.

REPORT ON U.S. PARTICIPATION
IN THE UNITED NATIONS—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Tuxnney) laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message from the President of the
United States, which, with the accom-
panying report, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

To the Congress of the United States:

It is a pleasure to transmit to the Con-
gress the 26th annual report on United
States participation in the work of the
United Nations. This report covers the
calendar year 1971.

During the period under review there
were many developments within the UN
framework of importance to the United
States and to other member states. Some
of these events were favorable; others
were not. Among the former:

—The General Assembly decided to
seat the representatives of the Peo-
ples Republic of China, and this was
followed by corresponding action in
the Security Counecil.

—The United Nations established a
Fund for Drug Abuse Control that
will finance a concerted worldwide
action program to assist member
states in reducing both the demand
for and the supply of dangerous

drugs.

—At a plenipotentiary conference in
Vienna sponsored by the United Na-
tions, a Convention on Psychotropic
Substances was adopted, designed to
curb the misuse of such substances
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as the hallucinogens, amphetamines,
barbiturates, and tranquilizers.

—The 26th General Assembly endorsed
two treaties, both sponsored by the
United States, and expressed its hope
for the widest possible adherence to
them. The first was the Convention
on International Liability for Dam-
age Caused by Space Objects; the
second was the Convention on the
Prohibition of Development, Pro-
duction and Stockpiling of Bacterio-
logical (Biological) and Toxin
Weapons and on Their Destruction.

—In December the United Nations
elected a new Secretary General,
Ambassador Kurt Waldheim of
Austria.

—At an international conference in
Montreal sponsored by the Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization,
a Convention for the Suppression of
Unlawful Acts Against the Safety of
Civil Aviation was adopted.

—The UN Economic and Social Coun-
cil was strengthened by the As-
sembly’s decision to adopt and
submit to member states for rati-
fication an amendment to the Char-
ter that will double the Council’s
membership to 54, thereby making
it a more representative body. In
addition the Council created two new
standing committees, one concerned
with review and appraisal of the
progress toward the goals of the
Second UN Development Decade,
and the other concerned with prob-
lems of science and technology.

—The United Nations created the
position of Disaster Relief Coordi-
nator within the UN Secretariat to
assist countries stricken by disasters.

In addition to these favorable develop-

ments there were others that were dis-
appointing.

—The Republic of China, & member
in good standing for many years,
was deprived of representation by
the same resolution that gave rep-
resentation to the Peoples Republic
of China.

This action was extremely regret-
table and was strongly opposed by
the United States.

—Despite determined efforts by the
United States and others, the war
between India and Pakistan demon-
strated again the severe limitations

on the organization’s ability to carry -

out its primary function, the main-
tenance of international peace and
security.

—No progress was made toward resolv-
ing the differences among UN mem-
bers on the organization and conduct
of peace-keeping missions.

—The General Assembly’s effort to
rationalize its organization and pro-
cedures fell far short of our hopes.

—The United Nations made no great
progress toward resolving its difficult
financial problems.

During 1971 the United States Govern-
ment announced its intention to nego-
tiate a reduction in the rate of its UN
assessment to a level no higher than 25
percent. This decision is in line with a
recommendation by the Commission for
the Observance of the 25th Anniversary
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of the United Nations, chaired by
Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, and is
consonant with our belief that an or-
ganization of almost universal member-
ship should not be overly dependent upon
a single member for its financial support.
This proposed reduction in our rate of
assessment does not affect our voluntary
contributions to various UN programs.
Indeed, the Lodge Commission recom-
mended increases of at least correspond-
ing size in voluntary contributions whose
size depends on each nation’s judgment
of its own interests and capabilities.
These and many other topics are
covered in the report. I commend to the
Congress this record of our participation
in the United Nations during 1971.
RicHARD NIXON.
TrHE WHITE HoUsE, September 8, 1972.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presid-
ing Officer (Mr. TunneY) laid before
the Senate messages from the President
of the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
pointed at the end of Senate proceed-
ings.)

REVENUE SHARING ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 14370) to pro-
vide payments to localities for high-
priority expenditures, to encourage the
States to supplement their revenue
sources, and to authorize Federal collec-
tion of State individual income taxes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1459

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment, No. 1459.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:

On page 41, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

(e) Inpran Trises—One-fourth of 1 per-
cent (0.25 percent) of the amount avallable
for allocation among the States under this
section shall be set aside for allocation and
payment to Indian tribes and Alaskan native
villages which perform governmental func-
tions. The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions for the division of the funds among
such tribes and villages which shall gen-
erally reflect the policles embodied in this
subtitle.

Mr., METCALF. Mr. President, this
amendment is cosponsored by the Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate so that
the Senator may be heard on his amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, this
amendment is cosponsored by Senators
MANSFIELD, JACKSON, BURDICK, HARRIS,
HUMPHREY, PACKWooD, GRAVEL, KENNEDY,
Moss, MoNDALE, B1BLE, MUSKIE, CHURCH,
and STeEvENS. In addition, Senator HART
has asked to be named a cosponsor.

Mr. President, our amendment would
provide that Indian tribes, on Federal
or State reservations, and Alaskan na-
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tive villages that perform governmental
functions be included in the units of
government to receive allocations under
the Revenue Sharing Act.

Our amendment is a logical extension
of the recognition given tribal govern-
ments since the passage of the Wheeler-
Howard Act, when we acknowledged the
tribes as quasi-municipal corporations
for purposes of participation in State,
local, and Federal level governmental
activities.

We would provide that one-fourth of
1 percent of the total amount avail-
able for allocation be set aside for alloca-
tion and payment to Indian tribes and
Alaskan native villages which perform
governmental functions. One fourth of
1 percent is the ratio of Indians to
non-Indians. If our amendment is
adopted, the allocations would amount to
approximately $13 million.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. METCALF. Mr, President, in
1960 when I was a Member of the House
of Representatives, Senator MANSFIELD
and I went over to the old Supreme Court
chamber and appeared before Senator
Douglas, who was conducting hearings
on an area redevelopment bill. We
pointed out to him that Indians met
every criteria set up in the bill, multiplied
several times.

We told of the horribly depressed eco-
nomic conditions on the seven Indian
reservations in the State, conditions that
were identical to those found in Ap-
palachia and other areas of the Nation.

The committee recommended and the
Senate agreed that Indian tribes should
be included. The provision was incor-
porated in the bill that finally passed.

And in all bills that have been passed
since then, such as OEO, and Urban Re-
newal, the Indian tribes have been de-
clared eligible to participate on the same
basis as other municipal corporations.

The Indians need the same help today.

According to the 1969 report of the
Special Subcommittee on Indian Educa-
tion, the Indian dropout rate in the Min-
neapolis public schools was 62 percent;
in California it was 70 percent. One-third
of the 123 Yakima Indians in a Wash-
ington school were reading two to six
grades below the median level. In Nome,
Alaska, there was a 90 percent dropout
rate and in an all Indian public school
near Ponca City, Okla. the rate reached
87 percent at the sixth grade.

The direct effect on the future of these
young Indians is graphically illustrated
by the rate of Indian unemployment and
by their average income.

The Joint Economic Committee’s Sub-
committee on Economy in Government
in its print, “Toward Economic Develop-
ment for Native American Communities”
found that among reservation Indians
the average unemployment rate in 1967
was 37.3 percent as compared with 2.3
for non-Indians at the time. Statistics
compiled the year before by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs showed that unemploy-
ment was as high as 79 percent—Fort
Berthold in North Dakota—on some
reservations.
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It stands at 40 percent today, nation-
wide.

We have to remember, too, that much
of the employment on reservations is sea-
sonal. This means, of course, that in-
comes are lower. The report of the Sub-
committee on Economy in Government
said:

The vast majority of reservation Indians
are living in poverty.

In 1964, the income of reservation In-
dians was only 32 percent of that on non-
Indians, $1,800 annually, as compared
with $5,710 annually, for non-Indians.

In 1970 the average Indian per capita
income had dropped to $950 as compared
to 1970 non-Indian income of $3,900.

Despite the desperate circumstances
that the foregoing figures describe, In-
dian tribes are nevertheless performing
governmental functions. There is the
Agricultural Extension Service; the In-
dian Forest Service; these are services
performed under contract with the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs. Then there are
law and order functions including courts
and policemen, there are schools—under
BIA contract using Johnson O'Malley
money—and there is welfare and there
are roads and sewer systems and hous-
ing handled locally where possible.

Out of tribal funds the tribes have
sponsored Headstart, Community Ac-
tion, and other Office of Economic Op-
portunity programs, they have organized
themselves and used tribal funds to
match Federal funds to construct hous-
ing, sewers, and so forth.

While the non-Indian populations en-
joy appropriations for the Agricultural
Extension Service and for substantial
subsidies to agriculture and at all levels
for laws and courts, the Indian tribes as
a community have to finance their pro-
grams out of Federal appropriations,
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or out
of tribunal funds.

So we have a distorted view of how
much we are spending at the present time
on Indian people. If we added everything
we spend for non-Indian government
services, including those that are local
such as police and fire protection, sewer
and water systems, schools and roads,
I think the picture would change sub-
stantially.

When we require Indian tribes to per-
form some of these special functions that
they take over from the Federal agen-
cies and local governmental groups, in
maintenance of law and order, welfare
and other special services that the gov-
ernmental bodies perform, it seems to
me that equity demands that Indian
governments share as do other units of
government, in the Revenue Sharing Act.

Mr. President, we know the desperate
conditions that prevail on Indian reser-
vations respecting employment, income,
and education. We know that the tribal
governments are nevertheless perform-
ing vital government services. Our
amendment to the revenue-sharing bill
would enable them better to perform
their functions for high priority expen-
ditures and place them on an equitable
footing with non-Indian units of gov-
ernment.

I urge the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. President, Senator MansrFIeLD has
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already called our attention to the sup-
port of the National Tribal Chairmen’s
Association for our amendment. I ask
unanimous consent that the endorsement
of the National Congress of American
Indians be printed at the conclusion of
my remarks.

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

NaTIONAL CONGRESS OF AMERICA INDIANS,
August 4, 1972,

Hon. LEE METCALF,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR METCALF: We wish to take
this opportunity to thank you, once agaln,
for your interest in Indian people and for
your attempts to secure a fair shake for our
people in various bills which have been in-
troduced in the Congress. In particular, we
wish to express our appreciation to you and
Senators Mansfield, Jackson, Burdick, Harris,
Humphrey, Gravel and Eennedy for the in-
troduction of Amendment No. 1459 to HR.
14370.

If the revenue sharing legislation becomes
law, it is of extreme importance that Indian
tribes be included in the concept if the prom-
ise of “Self-determination without Ter-
mination” is to have real meaning.

We have corresponded with each of the
members of the Finance Committee of the
Senate asking them to support the adoption
of your amendment and to support its pas-
sage in the final bill.

Again, thank you.

Sincerely yours,
Lo W. Vocu,
Ezrecutive Director.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wanted to ask a
wquestion of my friend. This applies to
Indian tribes, as I understand it.

Mr. METCALF. This applies to every
Indian group that exercises a government
function.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I was wondering
if the measure might be more easily ap-
plied if we confined it to reservations that
come under the supervision, control, or
observation of the Federal Government.
These tribes range in numbers from less
than 20 to 150,000. Twenty-five percent
of all of our Indians belong to the Navaho
Tribe that lives in Arizona, New Mexico,
and Utah. Many tribes are so small that
they have no government, and govern-
ment would be difficult to achieve. The
moneys that would come to them under
the Senator’s amendment I do not believe
would do the good the Senator feels it
would.

I would suggest that if the Senator
changed the word “tribes” to “reserva-
tions,” the measure would be more
readily accepted by those of us who have
lived with this problem all our lives.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. METCALF'. May I yield to the Sen-
ator from California, who has a similar
problem?

Mr. TUNNEY. It is a similar problem,
but I take almost exactly the opposite
tack from the Senator from Arizona. I
was prepared to offer an amendment to
add after the word *‘tribes” a comma
followed by “bands, groups, pueblos, and
communities.” The reason for that is that
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in California, and I am sure in other
States as well, we have a unique problem.
In the 1850’s, the Indians in California
were promised by the Federal Govern-
ment reservation lands. Many Indians
moved from the place of their habitation
in reliance upon the Federal Govern-
ment’s promise of landed areas which
they expected would be reservations. The
Government never gave them reservation
lands except in certain few instances in
the late 19th and early 20th centuries.
But the great majority of our California
Indians were not given reservation land.

We now have approximately 6,000 In-
dians in California living in rancherias
and reservations at least and 25,000 non-
urban Indians not living on rancherias
and reservations. There are approximate-
ly 9,000 urban native California Indians
living in California today, and clearly the
amendment of the Senator from Mon-
tana, as amended by my amendment,
would not apply to them.

With respect to those Indians who live
in bands, groups, pueblos, and communi-
ties and perform governmental services,
and live on rancherias, or otherwise, it
seems only fair that they should be able
to participate in this revenue-sharing bill.

Mr. METCALF. I yield now to the
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am well aware of the problem in Cali-
fornia, and I am not very proud of the
way our Government has acted in that
case. If we made the wording “Indian
tribes,” I do not think it would take care
of the situation. However, if we made it
“reservation,” which I strongly recom-
mend, then I think some language along
the lines the Senator from California
suggests, relating “reservations” to these
peoble who have been terminated, would
be in order. I think it is going to be
extremely difficult to even allocate money
among the hundreds of tribes that we
have, all of whom have different prob-
lems and are located all the way from
the north of Alaska to the tip of Florida.
Each one of these tribes has a different
problem, but if they have no government
I do not know to whom it is going to be
allocated.

I think all reservations—I do not know
of any that does not—have governments.
I think this is a good idea, but I am
worried about the hundreds of tribes
that have no governments that are more
or less family affairs. How are we going
to handle the allocation of those funds
and feel that the good that could come
from them will come? That is what puz-
zles the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. METCALF. May I respond to the
Senator from Arizona by saying that is
why we wrote into the measure those
Indian groups that are exercising gov-
ernmental functions. There are urban
Indians, and may of them live in Los
Angeles, Seattle, Minneapolis, and all
over the Nation, who are members of
tribes, but they do not participate in or
exercise governmental functions. But
there are Indians under the Wheeler-
Howard Act, and there are bands of
Indians with responsibility over sewers
and other services, law and order, main-
taining Indian courts, and those people
exercise the same functions that the mu-
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nicipality nearest them exercises for the
non-Indian population. That is why we
have said, not reservations, but those
groups that are governmental in fact as
well as in law.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, if
the Senator will continue to emphasize
that language, so that when the Bureau
of Indian Affairs deals with this meas-
ure, as they do with everything else—to
the detriment of the Indians, I might
say—there will be no question about it,
then I think he will be performing a good
service.

I understand that language, and I
think it is exactly the kind of language
we should emphasize if we want to make
sure that this money goes to those groups,
tribes, and bands performing a govern-
mental function.

I want to make this perfectly clear be-
cause, frankly, the BIA, like all Govern-
ment agencies, rather scares me as to
what they will do with this well-inten-
tioned piece of legislation after they get
their hands on it.

Mr. METCALF. I certainly concur. I
want to make it crystal clear that the
persons who get the benefits of this bill
are those who perform the same func-
tions that States and municipalities are
filling. They have courts, they have wa-
ter and sewage systems, they have
schools to support, they have jails, and
they have all the problems of other units
of government. This is not a bill for the
relief of individual Indians; it is a bill to
recognize our responsibility to those In-
dian tribes which do some of those jobs
the adjacent communities are doing.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. METCALF. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Kentucky.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, obviously
we do not, in my State, have any of the
problems the Senator is talking about.
The thing that bothers me, and I wish
someone would try to explain it, is that
everything else in this book—the State,
the county, the city—has a boundary.
It is a specific unit of government es-
tablished statutorily, under the respec-
tive sovereignty of the States, according
to the statutory law of the respective
States that established the boundary
lines of the county or the boundary lines
of the city. So we know that there is a
specific legal entity that is established
and created.

The thing I am puzzled about, and
would hope that some language could
be gotten together on—1I must say, in my
own mind, that if in fact there is a unit
of government that is run by an Indian
tribe, that has a school system or a sani-
tary sewer problem, or a health depart-
ment, it has got to be an established
form of government under the respective
laws of the State or those provided by
the Federal Government for a territorial
jurisdiction.

1 wonder whether, somehow or other,
this can be defined that way. I am wor-
ried about this kind of fluid thing, that
could encompass several counties, or
could encompass territories in, let us
say, two different States. That is what
bothers me about this. If there is some
way that it really could be defined, I
think it would be better, because, as
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I said just a minute ago, everything else
that is in this bill is specific to either
a legal or statutorily created unit of
government.

I am just wondering if something can
be found. As a matter of fact, that is
why I thought the word “reservation”
might be appropriate, but I now find it
is not, because that is a specifically de-
fined territory. A metes and bounds de-
scription could be established. It is cre-
ated as a separate unit of government.

I merely present this as a question.
Can it be done that way? Can the dis-
tinguished Senators from Montana, Cali-
fornia, and Arizona come up with some
kind of language, so that we will not
have some kind of a fluid form of gov-
ernment within revenue sharing that is
going to take a percentage of revenue,
so that conceivably we could get into an
argument, on the Arizona-California
border, where some from one State goes
to it and some from another State goes
to it; so that we could get ourselves into
a serious extraterritorial argument?

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. METCALF. I would be delighted
to respond, but I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I express
my appreciation to the Senator from
Kentucky, because he has raised ques-
tions which troubled the committee. The
committee had great sympathy for the
amendment of the Senator from Mon-
tana, but it was very difficult to deter-
mine how it could be applied.

Further to emphasize the great prob-
lem that will accrue to the Secretary who
will be administering this fund is the
language which states that he is sup-
posed to “prescribe regulations for the
division of the funds among such tribes
and villages which shall generally refiect
the policies embodied in this subtitle.”

I understand from the Senator from
Montana that this would be on a per
capita basis. But if it is on a per capita
basis, is it really carrying through with
the intent of this revenue sharing legis-
lation? Because, as the Senator from
California has set out, they may have
problems as far as sewage is concerned
and they may have problems as far as
water systems are concerned. How do
they work that out on a per capita basis?
I would like to pose that question to the
Senator from Montana.

Mr. METCALF'. Let me assure the Sen-
ator from Arizona and the Senator from
Kentucky that while perhaps it is a little
bit easier to say that here is the geo-
graphical boundary of a county or a mu-
nicipality or a city, these are groups of
American Indians who are organized
under Federal statutes, and are exercis-
ing governmental functions. These are
groups of people. Sometimes they are on
a reservation. As far as the Indians in
California are concerned, they are not on
a reservation, but they perform certain
governmental activity.

We have recognized them under urban
renewal, under Headstart, and under
Upward Bound, and we have been able
to administer those programs. When they
come in and say, “Look, we are the same
as any other municipal corporation, and
we want a housing project,” we give them
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a housing project. When they say, “We
want to have a community action pro-
gram,” we give them that,

An Indian tribe is a little more fluid
than, say, a certain specific county, but
it is ascertainable that these Indians,
who are organized under Federal statutes
and participate in organizations—we can
find out what they are doing. If the Sen-
ator from Kentucky had to go into an
Indian court, he would know full well
where the jurisdiction of the court was,
because it is defined, and they do do the
things that the nearby municipalities do.
They have jails, they have courts, they
have law enforcement officers, they have
schools—they have all the things that
governmental units with definite boun-
daries have.

Mr. COOE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. COOK. The Senator mentioned
that they have jails, law enforcement of-
ficers, and schools. Is there a territorial
basis by which they can derive income
for the purpose of maintaining those
facilities?

Mr., METCALF. No; and that is what
is wrong with the way we are treating
the American Indian today. That is
something I am trying to cure by this
legislation. They are being required to
support many of these organizations out
of private income—rental of private
property, sale of private cattle, income on
natural resources such as coal and oil,
and so forth—that, if it were a non-
Indian population, would be distributed
among the owners of a corporation. They
do not have any tax base, and in order to
participate in community action program
benefits, they have to divvy up some of
the money they get from Indian claims
to make up their matching funds.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I com-
pletely concur with what the distin-
guished Senator from Montana has said.

I should like to reiterate to the Senator
from Kentucky that the problem we have
in California, as an example, is that we
have only 6,000 of our 45,000 native Cali-
fornia Indians living on rancheros or
reservations. Actually, we probably have
many more than 45,000 Indians in Cali-
fornia. Recent hearings held there indi-
cate there are at least 90,000.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield.

Mr. COOK. Those who live in Los
Angeles and San Francisco are citizens
of those communities.

Mr. TUNNEY. And they will be treated
as such, as they should be.

We are not talking about them. We
are talking about the rural Indians who
exercise governmental functions. I should
like to emphasize and underline the
phrase “governmental functions.”

I think the distinguished Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) made the
point very clearly that he feels that the
people to be affected should be perform-
ing a governmental function in order to
get any money, and I feel the same way.
I do not think we should be handing out
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this money on a per capita basis to in-
dividual Indians. We are not talking
about that. We are talking about giving
it to a band or a tribe or a group of In-
dians that is legally distinguishable and
which has dealt with the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs in the past as a legal entity.

If the distinguished Senator from
Montana would yield to me for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment to this
amendment, I should like to offer the
amendment at this time.

Mr. METCALF. I yield.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr, President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On line 4 of the first page of the amend-
ment, immediately after the word “tribes”,
insert a comma and the following: “bands,
groups, pueblos, communities,”. On line 2
of the second page of the amendment, im-
mediately after the word “tribe’”, insert a
comma and the following: “bands, groups,
pueblos, communities,”.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I am
delighted to accept that amendment,
provided the record shows and it is
clearly understood today that these
tribes, bands, and other units have to be
performing a governmental function.

Mr. TUNNEY. Absolutely.

Mr. METCALF. Just as the Indians on
a reservation have to be. I think we
should accept the Indians that the Sen-
ator from California wants to have
included. *

We should make it clear that we want
those Indians included in this, but again
let us emphasize the fact that they have
to be doing something that is analogous
to the governmental function of adjacent
communities.

Mr. TUNNEY. Absolutely. It is on that
basis that I offer the amendment.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr,. METCALF. I yield.

Mr. MUSKIE. I have followed the dis-
cussion with interest, because I am a co-
sponsor of this amendment. It applies, as
I understand it, to Indian tribes in Maine.

I am disturbed with respect to the ex-
planation of the Senator from California
of his amendment. I believe it was sug-
gested in the colloquy with the Senator
from Kentucky that this amendment
would apply only to Indian tribes that
are subject to the jurisdiction of the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs.

Mr. METCALF. No.

Mr. MUSKIE. If that is the intent of
the amendment, I am particularly con-
cerned about it, because the two tribes in
Maine that are involved have never been
acknowledged by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs as a trust responsibility. As a re-
sult, they have had difficulty with Fed-
eral agencies over the years in getting the
advantage of programs identified by Con-
gress as intended to benefit Indian tribes
on Indian reservations. I would like it to
be explicitly clear—fo coin another
phrase—that the amendment is designed
to cover such communities of Indians as
well as those that are under the jurisdic-
tion of the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Mr. TUNNEY. There is no question
that my amendment is intended to do
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just as the distinguished Senator from
Maine suggests. It is not circumseribed
to just those Indians that have a legal
identity recognized by the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs. I did not intend to convey
that impression. I was saying that some
of the nonreservation bands in California
who are exercising governmental func-
tions have been recognized by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs. But I was not attempt-
ing to circumseribe the group of Indians
to be covered just to those who have been
recognized by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs. Under the language of my amend-
ment, the Indian tribes in Maine, irre-
spective of whether they have been rec-
ognized by the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
if they are performing governmental
functions, would be included.

Mr. MUSKIE. I was certain that that
was the Senator’s intention.

Mr, METCALF. I say to the Senator
from Maine that that was one of the
reasons why I objected to the proposal
of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
wATER) —that it would be easier just to
say that we will apply this to Indian
reservations. But there are areas and
there are groups and there are bands
and there are tribes that do not come
under the Bureau of Indian Affairs which
do exercise some of these governmental
functions that we are trying to assist the
cities and the towns in carrying out; and
we should assist the Indians who are
exercising analogous functions.

Mr. MUSKIE. I appreciate that ex-
planation. It was my understanding, con-
sistent with my understanding of the
thrust of the original amendment, and
now I am reassured by the Senator from
California. I accept the explanation, and
I appreciate the reassurance.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALSF. I yield.

Mr, FANNIN. I will support the Sen-
ator’s amendment if we can have a clari-
fication as to exactly how it would be
applied.

As I understand the amendment of the
Senator from California, it would have
to be a governmental organization. In
other words, they would be functioning
the same as a municipality. Is that the
understanding we now have? They would
be subject to the same laws as a munici-
pality.

Mr. METCALF. I will give an example,
although it may not cover every aspect.
The Flathead Tribe, which exercises law
and order and performs sewage services,
and so forth, will apply for its per capita
share of this $13 million, and the amount
will be allocated to it for these purposes
under the same provisions that we have
revenue sharing for everybody else.

Some of Senator TunnEY’s bands and
tribes are also definitely ascertainable,
and whether they are under the Bureau
of Indian Affairs or not, we can deter-
mine what they are, and they will par-
ticipate in the per capita distribution.

Mr. FANNIN. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Montana stated earlier that,
under this provision, the same regula-
tions would apply that apply on other
Federal grants that are now being given
to these governmental entities. Is that
correct?
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Mr. METCALF. That is correct. I want
these Indian groups treated exactly the
same as other governmental units.

Mr. FANNIN. So the same rules and
regulations would apply in this regard as
now apply to municipalities.

Mr. METCALF. I assume the same
rules for distribution, and so forth,
would apply. They would have to make
application in the same order.

Mr. FANNIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. One situation here
puzzles me, and perhaps by trying to
suggest an example I can illustrate the
problem as I see it.

Let us say that in Orange County,
Calif., there is a community or pueblo
of a thousand Indians. That is possible,
I suppose.

Mr. METCALF. I cannot visualize that
many “reds” in Orange County.

[Laughter.]

Mr. BENNETT. I will back away from
that one.

Here is this community or pueblo. Un-
der the bill, money is allocated to Orange
County, and then it is divided among the
various organized localities inside the
county. Under the amendment of the
Senator from Montana, would Orange
County get all its money, because the
Indians are counted as population, and
then would the Indians get that much
money on top of it, or would the Orange
County allocation cover the Indians in
Orange County?

Mr. METCALF. I would hate to have
the Senator and others try to determine
that we would deduct from regularly
established county officers and municipal
areas the amount that we allocated here
to the Indians.

There are various problems, as the
Senator from Utah knows, which are
very much involved in a substantial
group of Indians in any specific county.
For example, up in Glacier County,
Mont., the Blackfeet Indians probably
own half the land, all of which is tax-
exempt. They would get a payment under
this allocation. I would not want to say
that Glacier County or the City of Cut
Bank, to use a specific example, would be
deprived of some of its allocation just
because the Indians were given special
treatment. We are talking about $13 mil-
lion, one-quarter of 1 percent. I would
hope that we would not bother about
what would happen in a handful of coun-
ties or municipalities.

Mr. BENNETT. What the Senator is
saying, then, is because half of Glacier
County belongs to the Indians—I do not
know what the population of Glacier
County is, but let us say it is half Indian
for the sake of argument—then Glacier
County will get two such allocations, one
as if the Indians were white, and then
the Indian allocation on top of that.

Mr. METCALF. Yes. I feel that there
are so few Indians in America and the
special problems that they have raised so
far as welfare is concerned, and the prob-
lems they have taken on, so far as law
and order is concerned, warrant that dif-
ferentiation.

Mr. BENNETT. There are no white
people in the United States who will have
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the benefit of—what is it?—$13 million
appropriated?

Mr. METCALF. No. Let us talk about
that. We have an appropriation for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. Some of the
money is appropriated for Indian for-
estry, some for Indian education, and
some for Indian welfare and all of those
things. If we count up the money appro-
priated for the non-Indians, it would be
several hundred million dollars. But we
do not include that. We do not say, for
the people who live in Cut Bank in Gla-
cier County, that we appropriate money
so that they can have a national forest.
That is part of the agricultural program.

Mr. BENNETT. But that is not the
problem here, Senator.

Mr. METCALF. Let us not distort the
issue by saying that we are appropriat-
ing all this money for the Indians, be-
cause we are not appropriating it for
the Indians. We are doing for them a
special job that we are doing for other
people by ordinary appropriations.

Mr. BENNETT. The effect, of course,
with Glacier County and the theoretical
figure we used as an example, will be
that the white people in Glacier County
will get twice as much money as the
white people in any other county be-
cause of the Indians that live in that
county. That is a problem we are going
to have to face, because we have a
county in my State with a heavy Indian
population——

Mr. METCALF. And very heavily In-
dian land owned.

Mr. BENNETT. No. On a reservation.

Mr, METCALF. It is trust land. It does
not pay taxes.

Mr. BENNETT. But in determining the
amount of revenue-sharing funds pro-
vided, it is population that counts in
figuring the population in the county and
the per capita income and everything
else; and then, in addition, on a popula-
tion of Indians basis, the Indians will get
an allowance. As the chairman has just
whispered in my ear, if they get only
what they are entitled to under this
amendment, then we have fixed it so
that the whites in the county will get
twice as much money as the whites in any
other county because of the presence of
the Indians in that county. Because they
get large revenue-sharing funds as a re-
sult of getting credit for the Indian
population in California, they will have
no problem providing any money for the
Indians.

I think this is a problem particularly
with respect to the Indians, perhaps the
small groups in California, living off res-
ervations, and also a real problem for
some areas where the reservation makes
up part of the county. There is a white
population and there is an Indian popu-
lation. I do not think it was the Senator’s
intention to set up that kind of situa-
tion. I am not sure that I know how to
solve it, but the Recorp should show that
the problem is there. I hope that we can
solve it in conference, if we cannot do
it here. Otherwise, while the Senator
is tryving to help the Indians, all this
would mean is, whether they would be
treated as ordinary citizens or not, it
would make it possible for the whites to
have that much more money.
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Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. METCALF, I yield.

Mr. TUNNEY. I have assumed that
in all probability, without the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mon-
tana, Indians who perform a govern-
mental function would not receive any
allocation from revenue sharing.

Mr. BENNETT. No. If they are citizens
of the county and have a governmental
unit and serve the governmental function
under the bill, they would be treated as
ordinary citizens.

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes, but it is my im-
pression that they would not receive the
specific money for the running of their
own governmental structure.

Mr. BENNETT. Oh, yes. If they are
operating as a local government inside
the county, they would receive money
from the county just like a neighboring
community would receive money from
the county.

Mr. TUNNEY. If the county govern-
ment wanted to give it to them.

Mr. BENNETT. No. It is not left to the
county government but is structured into
the formula.

Mr. METCALF, No. It does. An Indian
road is an Indian road, not a county
road. An Indian school is an Indian
school, not a county school. An Indian
court is an Indian court, not a county
court. The county does not contribute
money to that Indian court, the Indian
school, the Indian road, or the Indian
sewer.

Mr. BENNETT. Let me ask the Sena-
tor from California (Mr. TuNNEY) about
one of the bands he talks about, the few
hundred Indians living in a community,
does the county police power stop at the
end of their community, or do they get
protection from the county?

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes; the counties pro-
vide police protection in many respects,
but the affected Indian communities
must provide their own law-enforcement
mechanism in matters over which they
have jurisdiction.

Mr. BENNETT. Are they tried in the
county courts?

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes, but the affected
Indian communities have residual judi-
cial power, such as over hunting and
fishing.

Mr. BENNETT. Does the county build
the road through their community?

Mr. TUNNEY. In some instances, the
roads are built by the county and the
local governments, but only with per-
mission given by the affected Indians
and the Secretary of the Interior. In
many cases, the roads are built by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. But the bands
do exercise governmental functions.
They are recognized by HUD for pur-
poses of housing projects. They are rec-
ognized by HEW for purposes of medical
grants.

Mr. BENNETT. They are recognized
as a community as the non-Indian com-
munity is recognized.

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes; that is correct, but
not as a part of the county government.
They are recognized as a separate body.

Mr. BENNETT. This bill recognizes the
difference between the county govern-
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ment and the government of an indi-
vidual local community. The allocations
are made to the individual communities,
which the county cannot control. It
would be the same thing with an Indian
village if it were a unit of local govern-
ment. I do not think there is any differ-
ence.

Mr. TUNNEY. I wonder whether there
exists any legislative history during the
hearings or in the committee report
which would indicate that the Indians
would be treated as a separate govern-
mental entity. I thought that was the
whole purpose of the amendment offered
by the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. MeTcaLF) to take care of a
unique situation.

Mr., BENNETT. It is unique on the
reservation, but the Indians the Senator
has described, who are given all the privi-
leges and benefits of non-Indian citizens
in that county, are included in the com-
munity ard, under this bill, would be
given their share of the funds as commu-
nities whether non-Indian or Indian. We
are in danger of doubling up on Indians
that live in communities off the reserva-
tions. I think we should be very careful
about that.

Mr. TUNNEY. Unless there is some leg-
islative history indicating that the
Indian bands would be given this money,
I am fearful that in all probability they
would not be, because they would not be
considered a governmental body.

Mr. BENNETT. May I turn it around
and say that if it is discovered that, in
fact, these small groups, small com-
munities off the reservations, under the
bill, do get the same equal and full treat-
ment that would be accorded non-Indian
communities, in that case the Senator
has no intention of doubling that up.

Mr. TUNNEY. I certanily am not.

Mr. BENNETT. That is fine.

Mr. TUNNEY. My purpose is not to
double up. I understand that the Sen-
ator from Montana has, apparently, a
different point of view on it.

Mr. METCALF. No, I do not. My pur-
pose was not, I say to the Senator from
Utah, to double it up. My purpose was
because it is the same with regard to
these areas where the Indian tribes
maintain the roads, provide for the
schools, and take care of the courts, and
the law and order, that they should par-
ticipate in the revenue sharing program.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I will
not quarrel with that. I am glad to have
that inquiry, because it brings out the
possibility of misinterpretation. None of
us want to double it up, either for Indians
or whites.

Mr. TUNNEY. The Senator is correct.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, all we
want to do is to see that they are all given:
equal treatment.

Mr. TUNNEY. The Senator is correct.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I vield
to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, has
the bill been referred to the Interior
Committee at all?

Mr. METCALF'. Mr. President, the spe-
cial provision that I have offered was
referred. I offered an amendment when
the revenue sharing bill came in, and




September 8, 1972

the Parliamentarian and the Presiding
Officer referred it to the Finance Com-
mittee. I appeared before the Finance
Committee and testified in behalf of this
proposal because it was a part of the
revenue sharing bill.

In my statements today I have used
considerable information that has been
elicited as a result of the activities of the
staff of the Interior Committee. However,
this particular amendment was not re-
ferred to the Interior Committee because
they felt it was an amendment fo the
Finance Committee bill.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, has
the matter been referred to the Secre-
tary of the Interior?

Mr. METCALF. I do not know. I do
not know what the procedure is in the
Finance Committee any more. I am not
a member of it at this time. The amend-
ment was submitted long before the
committee revenue bill came out. Then,
as soon as the bill was reported, which
was before the recess, I redrew the
amendment and submitted it in the ordi-
nary course in the Senate. I do not know
whether they submitted it to the Secre-
tary of the Interior or not. He should
have had an opportunity to comment
on it.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think he should
have; yes, indeed. He is especially ac-
quainted with the problems involved. I
appreciate that. I believe that they can
help in matters such as this. He should
examine it carefully.

Mr. METCALF. Certainly if this
amendment is adopted, I am sure the
chairman of the committee and others
will ask for his views. The Senator from

New Mexico is probably on the confer-
ence committee and will ask for the views
of the Secretary of the Interior, and the

Bureau of Indian Affairs, as well as
others.

Mr. ANDERSON. We want to be very
careful about this. It can be very em-
barrassing to him. What the Senator
from California says is quite right in
large part. I do believe we ought to be
very sure that this be clear. Would it be
in 5 years, 25 years? This may be all
right. However, we ought to be very care-
ful about this at the present time.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. METCALF, I yield.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I would
like to mention to the Senator from Utah
that it is my understanding that the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY)
who is not present on the floor at the
present time, is prepared to offer an
amendment.

It would seem to me that the thrust of
the amendment would be to prevent dou-
bling up, to prevent the county from get-
ting a share of moneys not being used
to provide for the needs of the entire
population living in that community,
including the Indian population.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I think
it would be worthwhile if our staff could
look at that language and see if it is in
the best possible shape to produce the
result that we all wish to produce.

Mr. TUNNEY. I certainly agree with
the general thrust of the amendment, as
I understand it. I saw it for the first time
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only a few minutes ago. I have not had an
opportunity to evaluate it very closely.
I think it should go to the staff. I would
hope that the Senate could accept my
amendment to the amendment of the
Senator from Montana, and then accept
the amendment of the Senator from
Montana. I think the issues are very
clear. They have been thoroughly dis-
cussed.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. METCALF. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, permit me
to say that the discussion here has dem-
onstrated very clearly to most Senators
who, like myself, are not experts on In-
dian affairs two things.

The first is that there is merit in try-
ing to further guarantee justice to Amer-
ican Indians in the revenue sharing bill.
We did not do more for the Indians in
this bill for the sole reason that we in
the committee, in the time allotted to us
and with the pressures of other business,
were not able to solve the technical prob-
lems that are dealt with by those who are
familiar with Indian affairs.

Second, with all good intentions and
with a desire to help the American In-
dians whom we have been discussing
here, the Senators who are cosponsoring
the amendment have not been able to
find the answers that we need to make
a determination and completely meet
this problem. In other words, some Sena-
tors, like myself, would look at a situa-
tion here in an area where there are a
number of Indians that have low income.
If those Indians are to be counted for
purposes of arriving at the per capita in-
come of that State, as they are in the bill,
that causes the State to get more money
and the local governmental unit to get
more money, the county and the city, if
those Indians are within a county and a
city or incorporated unit. Then they are
counted in arriving at the population
which again is multiplied by the per
capita income and tax effort factor. And
all of that causes the State and county
and city to get more money. In cases
where the Indians are not in a unit of
local government, the funds coming to
the State and the counties because of in-
cluding the Indians in the population go
to the non-Indian governments. In this
sense the non-Indians may benefit be-
cause of the presence of Indians.

I do not think, through this amend-
ment or otherwise, the Senate would
want to simply provide an additional
benefit in an effort to try to do justice to
Indians which would work out so that it
was not the Indian who was being bene-
fited, but the whites, or non-Indians.

I do not think they are trying to get
an additional benefit for non-Indians
under the guise of helping Indians, so
if we can work this out to efficiently pro-
vide justice to the American Indians I
would be happy to cooperate and lend
my best efforts to it, and I think other
Senators on the committee would do that.

Time is short and if the Senator
accepts the amendment—and I am happy
to take it to conference if the Senator
would permit me to take it to confer-
ence—I would urge Senators to work
with the staff and those on the commit-
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tee to provide us with their best advice
with respect to the technical problems
here involved.

I am advised it does not necessarily
contribute to a solution to this question
to add the Humphrey amendment to the
Metcalf amendment. I am advised by the
staff that we have sufficient latitude in
conference that we could incorporate the
Humphrey amendment into the Metcalf
amendment if that should be necessary
to meet the technical defects. The reason
we have not achieved what is sought by
the Senators from Montana, California,
Utah, and even the Senator from Ari-
zona, who is trying now to get recogni-
tion, as well as the Senator from New
Mexico, has been that we have been
confronted with more technical details
and more considerations than we could
overcome from an intellectual point of
view in the time available to us to work
on this bill.

But I will be happy to support the
amendment and go to conference with it
and try to meet the various purposes that
have been discussed; and I will seek, by
the time we bring the bill back from
conference, to work out a legislative solu-
tion to provide equity here to all and jus-
tice in particular to the American Indian
who, after all, has been probably the vic-
tim of more injustice than any of our
American citizens.

Mr, METCALF. I am delighted to hear
the statement of the Senator from
Louisiana. I am certainly pleased to be
able to accept his statement that he will
take it to conference. I hope we can
submit the amendment as modified by
the Senator from California at this time.

I yield now to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I agree
completely and it is most appropriate
that this should be refined in conference.
I express my appreciation to the Senator
from Louisiana for the expression of
opinion he just made. I think this would
be a benefit to the Indians and the en-
tire country to recognize this problem.
I think the Senator from Louisiana has
been most gracious.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Arizona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding. I do not want
to delay the Senate but I do wish to say
that I agree wholeheartedly with what
the Senator stated.

Perhaps it would be helpful to insert
certain material in the Recorp. There-
fore, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the Governing
Bodies of Federally Recognized Indian
Groups, the Indian Population, as of
March 1972, by State and reservation,
and a worksheet prepared by the Bu-
rean of Indian Affairs showing funds al-
located to these groups in 1972.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

GOVERNING BODIES OF FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED
INDIAN GROUPS (Excz.u-nmo ALASEA)
(Inquiries about Alaska Natives should be

directed to the Bureau’s Juneau Area Office,
Box 3-8000, Juneau, Alaska 99801)
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GOVERNING BODY, TITLE OF PRESIDING OFFICER,
AND ADDRESS

Absentee-Shawnee Business Committee,
Chairman; in care of Shawnee Agency, Fed-
eral Building, Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801,

Acoma Pueblo Council, Governor; P.O. Box
64, San Fidel, New Mexico 87049,

Agua Caliente Tribal Councll, (Palm
Springs), Chairman; in care of Palm Springs
Office, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 509 Indus-
trial Place, Palm Springs, California 92282,

Ak Chin Indian Community Council,
Chairman; P.O. Box 22, Marlcopa, Arizona
85239.

Alabama-Quassarte Creek Tribal Town,
Chief; in care of Okmulgee Agency, P.O. Box
6871, Okmulgee, Oklahoms 74447,

Arapahoe Business Council, (Wind River),
Chairman; Arapaho Tribal Office, Ft. Wash-
akie, Wyoming 82314.

Assiniboine and Sioux, (See Fort Peck).

Bad River Tribal Council, Chairman; in
care of Great Lakes Agency, Ashland, Wiscon-
sin 548086.

Bay Mills Executive Council, President; in
care of Great Lakes Agency, Ashland, Wiscon=-
sin 548086.

Big Pine. (See Owens Valley.)

Bishop. (See Owens Valley.)

Blackfeet Tribal Business Council, Chair-
man; Blackfeet Tribal Office, Browning,
Montana 58417,

Burns-Pailute Business Committee, Chair-
man; in care of Warm Springs Agency, Warm
Springs, Oregon 97761.

Cabazon Business Committee, Chairman;
in care of Riverside Area Field Office, Bureau
of Indian Affairs, 6848 Magnolia Ave., Suite
8, Riverside, California 825086.

Caddo Business Committee, Chalrman; in
care of Anadarko Agency, Anadarko, Okla-
homa 73005.

Carson Colony Council, Chairman; in care
of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada B89437.

Chehalls Community Council, Chalrman;
in care of Western Washington Agency 3006
Colby Avenue, Everett, Washington 98201.

Cherokee Tribal Council (Eastern Band
of Cherokees), Principal Chief; Cherokee
Council House, P.O. Box 455, Cherokee, North
Carolina 28719.

Cherokee Nation (Oklahoma), Principal
Chief; P.O. Box 119, Tahlequah, Oklahoma
T4464. L &

Cheyenne-Arapaho Business Committee,
Chairman; Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Ok-
lahoma, Concho, Oklahoma 73022,

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribal Council,
Chairman; Cheyenne River Tribal Office,
Eagle Butte, South Dakota 57625.

Chickasaw Nation, Governor; in care of
Ardmore Agency, P.O. Box 897, Ardmore,
Oklahoma T3401.

Chippewa Cree Business Committee
(Rocky Boys), Chairman; Chippewa Cree
Tribal Office, Box Elder, Montana 59521.

Chitimacha Tribal Council, Chalrman; in
care of Chotaw Agency, Philadelphia, Mis-
sissippi 393560.

Choctaw Nation (Oklahoma), Principal
Chief; in care of Tallhina Agency, P.O. Box
187, Talihina, Oklahoma 74571.

Choctaw Tribal Council (Mlississippi),
Chairman; in care of Choctaw Agency, Phil-
adelphia, Mississippi 39350.

Citizen Band of Potawatoml Business
Committee, Chairman; in care of Shawnee
Agency, Federal Bullding, Shawnee, OKla-
homa 74801.

Cochiti Pueblo Council, Governor; in care
of United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box 1667,
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103.

Cocopah Tribal Council, Chairman; in
care of Colorado River Agency, Parker, Ari-
zona 85344,

Coeur d’Alene Tribal Council, Chairman;
Coeur d’'Alene Tribal Office, Plummer, Idaho
B83851.

Colorado River Tribal Council, Chairman:
Tribal Administration Center, Colorado River
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Tribes, Route 1, P.O. Box 23B, Parker, Arizona
85344,

Colusa Indian Community Council (Ca-
chil-Dehe), Chairman; care of Sacramento
Area Office, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800
Cottage Way, Sacramento, California 05825.

Colville Business Counecll, Chairman; Col-
ville Tribal Office, Nespelem, Washington
90114,

Comanche Business Committee, Chairman;
in care of Anadarko Agency, Anadarko, Okla-
homa 73005.

Confederated Salish and Eootenai Tribes
(See Flathead).

Covelo Indian Commnuity Council, Presi-
dent; in care of Sacramento Area Office,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento, California 95825.

Creek Nation, Principal Chief; in care of
Okmulgee Agency, P.O. Box 671, Okmul-
gee, Oklahoma T4447.

Crow Tribal Council, Chairman; Crow
Tribal Office, Crow Agency, Montana 59022.

Crow Creek Tribal Council, Chairman;
Crow Creek Tribal Office, Ft. Thompson,
South Dakota 57339.

Delaware Tribal Council (Absentee), Pres-
ident; in care of Anadarko Agency, Ana-
darko, Oklahoma T73005.

Devils Lake Sloux Tribal Council, Chair-
man; John F. Eennedy Center, Ft. Totten,
North Dakota 58335.

Duck Valley (See Shoshone-Faiute).

Duckwater Tribal Council, (Duckwater
Bhoshone), Chairman; in care of Nevada
Agency, Stewart, Nevada 89437.

Eastern Shawnee Council, Chief; in care of
Miami Agency, P.O. Box 381, Miami, Okla-
homa 74354.

Ely Colony Council, Chairman; in care of
Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada 804837,

Fallon Business Council, (Palute-Sho-
shone), Chairman; in care of Nevada Agency,
Stewart, Nevada 89437,

Flandreau Santee-Sioux General Business
Council, President; Flandreau Community
Bulilding, Flandreau, South Dakota 57028.

Flathead Tribal Council, Chalrman; Flat-
head Tribal Office, Dixon, Montana 58831,

Forest County Potawatoml General Tribal
Council, Chairman; in care of Great Lakes
Agency, Ashland, Wisconsin 548086.

Fort Apache (See White Mountain Apache)

Fort Belknap Community Council, Presi-
dent; Harlem, Montana 59526.

Fort Berthold Tribal Business Council,
Chairman; in care of Fort Berthold Agency,
New Town, North Dakota 58763.

Fort Bidwell General Community Council,
Chalrman; in care of Sacramento Area Office,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento, California 95825.

Fort Hall Business Councll, (Shoshone-
Bannock), Chalrman; Fort Hall Tribal Office,
Fort Hall, Idaho 83203.

Fort Independence General Council, Chair-
man; in care of Sacramento Area Office, Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento, California 95825.

Fort McDermitt Tribal Council, Charman;
in care of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada
B9437.

Fort McDowell (see Mohave Apache).

Fort Mojave Tribal Council, Chairman;
Fort Mojave Tribal Council Office, Needles,
California 92363.

Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board, (Assini-
boine and Sioux), Chairman; Fort Peck Tri-
bal Office, Poplar, Montana 59255,

Fort 8111 Apache Tribal Council, Chalrman;
in care of Anadarko Agency, Anadarko, Okla-
homsa T3005.

Gila River Indian Community Council,
Governor; P.O. Box 97, Bacaton, Arizona
85247.

Goshute Business Council, Chairman; in
care of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada
89437.

Hannahville Indian Community Council,
Chairman; in care of Great Lakes Agency,
Ashland, Wisconsin 54806.

September 8, 1972

Havasupal Tribal Couneil,
Supal, Arizona B6435.

Hoopa Valley Business Council, Chairman;
P.O. Box 817, Hoopa, Callfornia 95546.

Hopi Tribal Council, Chairman; P.O. Box
123, Oralbi, Arizona 86039.

Hualapal Tribal Council, Chairman; P.O.
Box 168, Peach Springs, Arizona 86434.

Iowa Executive Committee (Iowa of Kan-
sas and Nebraska), Chairman; White Cloud,
Kansas 66094.

Iowa Business Committee (Oklahoma),
Chairman; in care of Shawnee Agency, Fed-
eral Bullding, Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801,

Isleta Pueblo Council, Governor; in care of
United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box 1667, Al-
buquerque, New Mexico 87103.

Jemez Pueblo Council, Governor, P.O. Box
78, Jemez Pueblo, New Mexico 87024.

Jicarilla Apache Representative Tribal
Council, Chairman; Jicarilla Apache Tribal
Office, Dulce, New Mexico 87528.

Kiabab Tribal Council, Chairman; Kaibab
Band of Palute Indlans, P.O. Box 323, Fre-
donia, Arizona 86022.

Kalispel Community Council, Chalrman;
Kalispel Tribal Office, Usk, Washington
£8180.

Kashia Band of Pomo Indians (See Btew=-
art's Point).

Eaw Tribal Council, Chairman; in care of
Pawnee Agency, Pawnee, Oklahoma 74058,

EKeweenaw Bay Tribal Council, President;
in care of Great Lakes Agency, Ashland, Wis-
consin 54806.

Kialegee Creek Business Committee, Town
King; In care of Okmulgee Agency, P.O. Box
671, Okmulgee, Oklahoma 74447,

Kickapoo Tribal Council (Kansas), Chair-
man; in care of Horton Agency, Horton,
Eansas 66439.

Kickapoo Business Committee (Okla-
homa), Chairman; in care of Shawnee Agen-
cy, PFederal Building, Shawnee, Oklahoma
74801.

Eootenal Tribal Council, Chairman; in care
of Northern Idaho Agency, Lapwai, Idaho
83540.

Lac Courte Oreilles Governing Board,
Chairman; Route 2, Stone Lake, Wisconsin
54876,

LaJolla Tribal Council, Chalrman: in care
of Riverside Area Field Office, Bureau of In-
dian Affairs, 6848 Magnolia Ave. Buite 8.
Riverside, California 82506.

Lac du Flambeau Tribal Council, Presi-
dent; Lac du Flambeau, Wisconsin 54538.

Laguna Pueblo Councll, Governor; Laguna
Pueblo Office, P.O. Box 194, Laguna, New
Mexico BT026.

Las Vegas Colony Council, Chairman; in
care of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada
B9437.

Laytonville Executive Committee, Chair-
man; in care of Sacramento Area Office, Bu-
reau of Indian Affalrs, 2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento, California 956825.

Lone Pine (See Owens Valley).

Lovelock Tribal Council, Chairman; in care
of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada B9437.

Lower Brule Sioux Tribal Council, Chair-
man; Lower Brule Tribal Office, Lower Brule,
South Dakota 57548.

Lower Elwha Tribal Community Couneil,
Chairman; in care of Western Washington
Agency, 3006 Zolby Avenue, Everett, Wash-
ington 98201

Lower Siux Indian Reservation, Com-
munity Coancil of (Morton), President; in
care of Minnesota Agency, P.O. Box 489,
Bemidji, Minnesota 56001.

Lummi Business Council, Chairman; Lum-
mi Tribal Office, Marietta, Washington 98268,

Makah Indian Tribal Council, Chairman;
Makah Tribal Office, Neah Bay, Washington
98357.

Manchester Community Couneil, Chair-
man; in care of Sacramento Area Office, Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento, California 95825.

Maricopa (See Ak Chin).

Chairman;
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Mescalero Apache Tribal Council, Presi-
dent; Mescalero Apache Tribal Office, Mesca-
lero, New Mexico 88340.

Miami Business Committee, Chief; in care
of Miaml Agency, P.O. Box 391, Miami, Okla-
homa T4354.

Miccosukee Business Couneil, Chairman;
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, 6477
S. W. 8th Street, Miami, Florida 33144.

Minnesota Chippewa Tribal Executive
Committee—Bois Fort (Nett Lake), Fond du
Lac, Grand Portage, Leech Lake, Mille Lac
and White Earth, President; 420 Federal
Bullding, Bemidji, Minnesota 56601.

Mission Creek Band Council, President; in
care of Riverside Area Field Office, Bureau of
Indian Affairs, 6848 Magnolia Ave., Suite 8,
Riverside, California 925086.

Moapa Business Council, Chairman; in care
of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada 89437.

Mohave Apache Community Council (Fort
McDowell), President; in care of Salt River
Agency, Rome 1, P.O. Box 510, Scousdale, Ari-
zona 85257.

Mole Lake (See Sokaogon Chippewa).

Muckleshoot Indian Tribal Council, Chair-
man; in care of Western Washington Agency,
3006 Colby Avenue, Everett, Washington
98201.

Nambe Pueblo Council, Governor; in care
of United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box 1667, Al-
buquerque, New Mexico 87103.

Navajo Tribal Council, Chairman; The Na-
vajo Tribe, Window Rock, Arlzona 86515.

Northern Cheyenne, The Tribal Council of
the, President; Northern Cheyenne Tribal
Office, Lame Deer, Montana 50043,

Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee,
Chairman; Nez Perce Tribal Office, Lapwal.
Idaho 83540.

Nisqually Community Council, Chairman;
in care of Western Washington Agency, 3006
Colby Avenue, Everett, Washington 98201.

Oglala Sioux Tribal Council, (Pine Ridge),
President; in care of Pine Ridge Agency, Pine
Ridge, Bouth Dakota 57770.

Omaha Tribal Council, Chairman; Omaha
Tribal Office, Macy, Nebraska 68039.

Oneida Executive Committee, Chairman;
in care of Great Lakes Agency, Ashland, Wis-
consin 54806.

Osage Tribal Council, Principal Chief; in
care of Osage Agency, Pawhuska, Oklahoma
74056,

Otoe-Missouria Tribal Council, Chairman;
in care of Pawnee Agency, Pawnee, Oklahoma
74058.

Owens Valley Board of Trustees, Chalr-
man; P.O, Box 791, Bishop, California 93514.

Pala General Council, Chairman; in care
of Riverside Area Field Office, Bureau of In-
dian Affairs, 6848 Magnolia Ave., Suite 8,
Riverside, California 92506.

Palm Springs (See Agua Caliente).

Papago Council, Chairman; Papago Tribal
Office, Sells Arizona 85634.

Pawnee Business Councll, President; in
care of Pawnee Agency, Pawnee, Oklahoma
'74058.

Picuris Pueblo Council, Governor; Picuris
Pueblo Office, P.O. Box 228, Penasco, New
Mexico 87553.

Pine Ridge (See Ogala Sioux).

Pojoaque Pueblo Council, Governor; Po-
Joaque Pueblo Office, Route 1, Box 222A,
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501.

Ponca Business Committee (Oklahoma),
Chairman; in care of Pawnee Agency, Paw-
nee, Oklahoma 74058.

Port Gamble Community Council, Chalr-
man; in care of Western Washington Agency,
3006 Colby Avenue, Everett, Washington
98201.

Prairie Band of Potawatomi Business Com-
mittee, Chairman; in care of Horton Agency,
Horton, Kansas 66430.

Prairie Island Community Council, Presi-
dent; in care of Minnesota Agency, P.O. Box
480, Bemidji, Minnesota 56601.

Paumsa Band Business Committee, Chair-
man; in care of Riverside Area Fleld Office,
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Bureau of Indian Affairs, 6848 Magnolia Ave-
nue, Suite 8, Riverside, California 92506,

Pueblos (See individual listings).

Puyallup Tribal Counecil, Chairman; in care
of Western Washington Agency, 3006 Colby
Avenue, Everett, Washington 98201.

Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribal Council,
Chairman; in care of Nevada Agency, Stew=-
art, Nevada B9437.

Quapaw Tribal Business Committee,
Chalirman, in care of Miami Agency, P.O.
Box 391, Miami, Oklahoma 74354.

Quechan Tribal Council, President; in care
of Colorado River Agency, Parker, Arizona
85344,

Quileute Tribal Council, Chairman; in care
of Western Washington Agency, 3008 Colby
Avenue, Everett, Washington 98201. -

Quinault Tribal Council, Chairman;
Quinault Tribal Office, Taholah, Washington
98587,

Red CIliff Tribal Council, Chairman; in
care of Great Lakes Agency, Ashland, Wis-
consin 54806.

Red Lake Tribal Council, Chairman; Red
Lake, Minnesota 56671.

Reno Sparks Tribal Council, Chairman; in
care of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada
89437.

Rincon San Luiseno Business Committee,
Chairman; in care of Riverside Area Field
Office, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 6848 Mag-
nolia Ave., Suite 8, Riverside, California
92508.

Rocky Boys (See Chippewa Cree).

Rosebud Sioux Tribal Council, President;
Rosebud Tribal Office, Rosebud, South Da-
kota 57570.

Round Valley (See Covelo).

Sac and Fox Tribal Council (Sac and Fox
of the Mississippl In Towa), Chief; in care of
Sac and Fox Area Pield Office, Bureau of
Indian Affairs, Tama, Iowa 52339,

Sac and Fox Business Committee (Okla-
homa), Prineipal Chief; in care of Shawnee
Agency, Federal Building, Shawnee, Okla-
homa 74801.

Sac and Fox Tribal Couneil (Eansas and
Nebraska), Chalrman; in care of Horton
Agency, Horton, Eansas 66439,

Saginaw-Chippewa Tribal Council (Isabel-
la), Chief; In care of Great Lakes Agency,
Ashland, Wisconsin 548086.

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Community
Council, President; Route 1, P.O. Box 907,
Scottsdale, Arizona 85257.

San Carlos Council, Chairman; San Carlos
Apache Tribe, SBan Carlos, Arizona 85550.

San Felipe Pueblo Council, Governor; in
care of United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box
1667, Albugquerque, New Mexico 87103.

San Ildefonso Pueblo Council, Governor;
Pueblo Office Building, Route 1, Box 315A,
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501.

SBan Juan Pueblo Council, Governor; in
care of United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box
1667, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103.

Sandia Pueblo Council, Governor; in care
of United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box 1667, Al-
buquerque, New Mexico 87103.

Santa Ana Pueblo Council, Governor; in
care of United Pueblo Agency, P.O. Box 1667,
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103.

Santa Clara Pueblo Council, Governor; in
care of United Pueblo Agency, P.O. Box 1667,
Albugquerque, New Mexico 87103.

Santo Domingo Pueblo Council, Governor;
Pueblo Office, CAP Hdqtrs., Santo Domingo
Pueblo, New Mexico 87052.

Santa Rosa Business Committee, Chair-
man; in care of Riverside Area Field Office,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 6848 Magnolia Ave-
nue, Riverside, California 92506.

Santa Ynez Business Couricil, Chairman;
in care of Riverside Area Fleld Office, Bureau
of Indian Affairs, 6848 Magnolia Avenue,
Riverside, California 92506.

Santee-Sioux Tribal Council (Nebraska),
Chairman; Santee-Sioux Tribal Office, Nio-
brara, Nebraska 68760.

Seminole Tribal Council (Florida), Chair-
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man; SBeminole Tribe of Florida, 6073 Btirling
Road, Hollywood, Florida 33024.

Seminole General Council (Oklahoma),
Chairman; in care of Wewoka Agency, P.O.
Box 1060, Wewoka, Oklahoma 74884.

Seneca-Cayuga Tribal Business Commit-
tee, Chief; in care of Miami Agency, P.O.
Box 391, Miami, Oklahoma T4354.

Bhohone-Banock (See Fort Hall).

Shoshone-Business Council (Wind River),
Chairman; Shoshone Tribal Office, Ft. Wash-
akie, Wyoming 82514.

Shoshone Palute Business Council (Duck
Valley), Chairman; in care of Nevada Agency
Stewart, Nevada 89437.

Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribal Council,
Chairman; in care of Sisseton Agency, Sisse-
ton, South Dakota 57262.

Skokomish Tribal Council, Chairman; in
care of Western Washington Agency, 3006
Colby Avenue, Everett, Washington 98201.

Sokaogon Chippewa Tribal Council (Mole
Lake), Chairman; in care of Great Lakes
Agency, Ashland, Wisconsin 54806.

Southern Ute Tribal Council, Chairman;
Tribal Affalrs Building, Ignacio, Colorado
81137.

Spokane Business Councll, Chairman;
Spokane Tribal Office, Wellpinit, Washing-
ton 99040,

Bquaxin Island Tribal Council, Chairman;
in care of Western Washington Agency, 3006
Colby Avenue, Everett, Washington 98201.

Standing Rock Sioux Tribal Council,
Chairman; in care of Standing Rock Agency,
Fort Yates, North Dakota 58538.

St. Croix Council, President; in care of
Great Lakes Agency, Ashland, Wisconsin
548086,

Stewart's Point Rancheria Community
Counecil (Eashia Pomo), Chairman; in care
of Sacramento Area Office, Bureau of Indian
Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, Cali-
fornia 95825.

Btockbridge-Munsee Tribal Council, Pres-
ident; in care of Great Lakes Agency, Ash-
land, Wisconsin 548086.

Summit Lake Palute Council, Chairman;
in care of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada
89437.

Sugquamish Tribal Counecil, Chairman;
in care of Western Washington Agency, 3006
Colby Avenue, Everett, Washington 98201.

Swinomish Indian Senate, Chairman;
Swinomish Tribal Office, La Conner, Wash-
ington 98257

Taos Pueblo Counecil, Governor; Pueblo
Office, P.O. Box 258, Taos, New Mexico 87571.

Te-Moak Western Shoshone Council,
Chief; in care of Nevada Agency, Stewart,
Nevada B9437.

Tesugque Pueblo Council, Governor; in care
of United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box 1667,
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87108.

Thlopthlocco Creek Business Council,
Town King; in care of Okmulgee Agency, P.O.
Box 671, Okmulgee, Oklahoma T4447.

Tonkawa Tribal Council, President; in care
of Pawnee Agency, Pawnee, Oklahoma 74058,

Trinidad Rancheria Community Council,
Chairman; in care of Sacramento Area Office,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento, California 98525,

Tulalip Board of Directors, Chalrman;
Tulalip Tribal Office, Star Route, P.O. Box
870, Marysville, Washington 88270.

Tule River Tribal Council, Chairman; P.O.
Box 589, Porterville, California 93258.

Toulumne Rancheria Community Council,
Chairman; in care of Sacramento Area Office,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento, California 98525.

Turtle Mountain Tribal Counecil, Chair-
man; Turtle Mountain Community Center,
Belcourt, North Dakota 58316.

Ulntah and Ouray Tribal Business Com-
mittee, Chalrman; Ft. Duchesne, Utah 84026,

Umatilla Board of Trustees, Chairman;
;:l?ng\émllla Tribal Office, Pendleton, Oregon
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United Keetoowah Council, Chief; in care
of Tahlequah Agency, P.O. Box 459, Tahle-
gquah, Oklahoma 74464,

Upper Sloux Board of Trustees (Granite
Falls), Chairman; in care of Minnesota

Agency, P.O. Box 489, Bemidji, Minnesota
56601.

Ute Mountain Tribal Council, Chairman;
Office Building, Towaoc, Colorado

Tribal
81334.

Walker River Palute Tribal Councll, Chair-
man; in care of Nevada Agency, Stewart,
Nevada 89437.

Warm Springs Tribal Council, Chairman;
Warm Springs Tribal Office, Warm Springs,
Oregon 97761.

Washoe Tribal Council, Chairman; in care
of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada 89437,

White Mountain Apache Tribal Counecil,
(Fort Apache), Chalrman; Whiteriver, Ari-
zona 85941.

Wichita Council,
Anadarko Agency,
T73005.

Wind River (See Arapahoe and Shoshone),

Winnebago Tribal Council, Chairman; in
care of Winnebago Agency, Winnebago, Ne-
braska 68071.

Winnebago Business Committee, Chairman;
in care of Great Lakes Agency, Ashland, Wis-
consin 548086.

X-L Ranch, Board of Directors, President;
P.O. Box T63, Alturas, Callfornia 96101.

Yakima Tribal Council, Chairman; Yakima
Tribal Office, Toppenish, Washington 98948,

Yankton Sioux Tribal Business and Claims
Committee, Chairman; Route 3, Wagner,
South Dakota 57380.

Yavapal Apache Community Counecil,
(Camp Verde), Chairman; in care of Truxton
Canyon Agency, Valentine, Arizona 86437.

Yavapali Board of Directors (Prescott),
President; In care of Truxton Canyon Agency,
Valentine, Arizona 86437.

Yerington Paiute Tribal Council, Chair-
man; in care of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Ne-
vada B9437.

Yomba Tribal Council, Chairman; in care
of Nevada Agency, Stewart, Nevada 89437.

Zia Pueblo Council, Governor; Pueblo
Office, San Ysidro, New Mexico 87053.

Zuni Tribal Council, Governor; in care of
United Pueblos Agency, P.O. Box 1667, Albu-
querque, New Mexico 87103.

President:
Anadarko,

in care of
Oklahoma
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ARIZONA

Ak Chin Indian Community Council.

Cocopah Tribal Council.

Colorado River Tribal Council,

Gila River Indlan Community Council.

Havasupal Tribal Council.

Hopl Tribal Council.

Hualapai Tribal Council.

Mohave Apache Community Counecil.

Navajo Tribal Council.

Papago Council.

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Community
Council.

San Carlos Council.

White Mountain Apache Tribal Council.

Yavapal Apache Community Council
(Camp Verde).

Yavapal Board of Directors (Prescott).

CALIFORNIA

Agua Callente Tribal
Springs).

Cabazon Business Committee.

Colusa Indian Community Couneil (Cachil-
Dehe).

Covelo Indian Community Counecil.

Ft. Bidwell General Community Council.

Ft. Independence General Council.

Ft. Mojave Tribal Council.

Hoopa Valley Business Council.

La Jolla Tribal Counecil.

Laytonville Executive Committee.

Manchester Community Counecil.

Mission Creek Band Council,

Council (Palm
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Owens Valley Board of Trustees.

Pala General Council.

Pauma Band Business Committee.

Quechan Tribal Council.

Rincon San Luiseno Business Committee.

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians.

Santa Rosa Business Committee.

Santa Ynez Business Council.

Stewart’s Point Rancheria Community
Council (Kashia Pomo).

Trinidad Rancheria Community Council.

Tule River Tribal Couneil.

1Toulesumne Rancheria Community Coun-
cil.

X-L Ranch, Board of Directors.

Washoe Tribal Counecil.

COLORADO

Southern Ute Tribal Council.
Ute Mountain Tribal Council.

FLORIDA

Miccosukee Business Council.
Seminole Tribal Council (Florida).

IDAHO

Coeur d’Alene Tribal Council.

Ft. Hall Business Council (Shoshone-Ban-
nock).

Kootenal Tribal Council.

Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee,

IOWA

Sac and Fox Tribal Council (Sac and Fox
of the Mississippi in Iowa).

KANSAS

Citizen Band of Potawatomi Business Com-
mittee.
Iowa Executive Committee (Iowa of Ean-
sas and Nebraska),
Kickapoo Tribal Council (Eansas).
Prairie Band of Potawatomi Business Com-
mittee.
Bac and Fox Tribal Council (Eansas and
Nebraska).
LOUISIANA
Chitimacha Tribal Council.
MICHIGAN

Bay Mills Executive Council,
Hannahville Indian Community Council.
Eeweenaw Bay Tribal Council (L'Anse).
Saginaw-Chippewa Tribal Council (Isa-
bella).
MINNESOTA

Community Council of Lower Sioux Indian
Reservation (Morton).

Minnesota Chippewa Tribal Executive
Committee—Bois Fort (Nett Lake), Fond du
Lac, Grand Portage, Leech Lake, Mille Laec,
and White Earth.

Prairie Island Community Council.

Red Lake Tribal Council.

Upper Sioux Board of Trustees (Granite
Falls).

MISSISSIPPI

" Choctaw Tribal Council (Mississippi).
MONTANA

Blackfeet Tribal Business Couneil.

Chippewa Cree Business Committee (Rocky
Boys).

Crow Tribal Council.

Flathead Tribal Council.

Fort Belknap Community Council,

Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board (Assini-
boine and Sioux).

Tribal Counell of the Northern Cheyenne.

NEBRASEKA

Iowa General Tribal Council.
Omaha Tribal Council.
Sac and Fox Tribal Council.
Santee-Sioux Tribal Counecil.
Winnebago Tribal Council.

°  NEvADA
Carson Colony Council.
Duckwater Tribal Council

Shoshone).

Ely Colony Council.
Fallon Business Council.

(Duckwater
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Fort McDermitt Tribal Council.
Goshute Business Council.
Las Vegas Coloney Council.
Lovelock Tribal Council.
Moapa Business Council.
Pyramid Lake Palute Tribal Council.
Reno Sparks Tribal Council.
Shoshone Palute Business Counecil (Duck
Valley).

Summit Lake Palute Counecil.
Te-Moak Western Shoshone Council.
Walker River Palute Tribal Council.
Washoe Tribal Council.
Yerington Paiute Tribal Council.
Yomba Tribal Council.

NEW MEXICO

Acoma Pueblo Couneil.

Cochiti Pueblo Council.

Isleta Pueblo Couneil.

Laguna Pueblo Couneil.

Jicarilla Apache Representative Tribal
Council,

Laguna Pueblo Council.

Mescalero Apache Tribal Council,

Nambe Pueblo Council.

Navajo Tribal Couneil.

Picuris Pueblo Couneil.

Pojoaque Pueblo Council,

Ban Felipe Pueblo Council.

San Ildefonso Pueblo Council.

San Juan Pueblo Council.

Sandia Pueblo Council.

Santa Ana Pueblo Council.

Santa Clara Pueblo Couneil.

Santo Domingo Pueblo Couneil.

Taos Pueblo Council.

Tesuque Pueblo Council.

Zia Pueblo Council.

Zuni Tribal Counecil.

NORTH CAROLINA

Cherokee Tribal Council (Eastern Band
of Cherokees).
NORTH DAKOTA

Devlls Lake Sloux Tribal Counecll.
Fort Berthold Tribal Council.
Standing Rock Sioux Tribal Couneil.
Turtle Mountain Tribal Council.

OELAHOMA

Absentee-Shawnee Business Committee.

Alabama-Quassarte Creek Tribal Town.

Caddo Business Committee.

Cherokee Nation (Okahoma).

Cheyenne-Arapaho Business Committee.

Chickasaw Natlon.

Choctaw Nation (Oklahoma).

Citizen Band of Potawatomi Business Com-
mittee.

Comanche Business Committee,

Creek Nation.

Delaware Tribal Council (Absentee).

Eastern Shawnee Council.

Fort Sil1 Apache Tribal Council.

Iowa Business Committee (Oklahoma).

Eaw Tribal Council.

Kialegee Creek Business Committee,

Kickapoo Business Committee
homa).

Miami Business Committee.

Osage Tribal Council,

Otoe-Missouria Tribal Council.

Pawnee Business Council,

Pon'ca Business Committee (Oklahoma).

Prairie Band of Potawatomi Business
Committee (Oklahoma).

Quapaw Tribal Business Committee.

Sac and Fox Business Committee (Okla-
homa).

Seminole General Council (Oklahoma).

Seneca-Cayuga Tribal Business Committee.

Thlopthloceo Creek Business Council.

Tonkawa Tribal Council.

United Eeetoowah Council.

Witchita Council.

OREGON

Burns-Paiute Business Committee.
Umatilla Board of Trustees.
‘Warm Springs Tribal Council.

(Okla-
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SOUTH DAKOTA

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribal Council,
Crow Creek Tribal Council.
Flandreau Santee-Sioux General Business

Council.

Lower Brule Sioux Tribal Council.
Oglala Sioux Tribal Council (Pine Ridge).
Rosebud Sloux Tribal Council.
Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribal Council.
Standing Rock Sioux Tribal Council.
Yankton Sioux Tribal Business and Claims
Committee.
UTAH
Uintah and Ouray Tribal Business Com-
mittee.

WASHINGTON
Chehalis Community Council.
Colville Business Council.
Ealispel Community Council.
Lower Elwha Tribal Community Council.
Lummi Business Council.
Makah Indian Tribal Council.
Muckleshoot Indian Tribal Council.
Nisqually Community Council.
Port Gamble Community Council.
Puyallup Tribal Council.
Quileute Tribal Council.
Quinault Tribal Council.
Skokomish Tribal Council.
Spokane Business Council.
Bquaxin Island Tribal Council.
Suquamish Tribal Counecil.
Swinomish Indian Senate.
Tulalip Board of Directors.
Yakima Tribal Council.

WISCONSIN

Bad River Tribal Council.
Forest County Potawatomi General Tribal

Council.

Lac Courte Oreilles Governing Board.

Lac due Flambeau Tribal Council.

Onelda Executive Committee.

Red CUff Tribal Council,

Sokaogon Chippewa Tribal Council.

8t. Croix Council.

Stockbridge-Munsee Tribal Council.

Winnebago Business Committee.
WYOMING

Arapahoe Business Council (Wind River).

Bhoshone Business Council (Wind River).

[Resident Indian Population, labor force,
unemployment (Tabulation of selected
item as reported by Agencies) ]

Indian population, March 1972, by State and
Reservation—Population on and adjacent
to Reservation

BIA grand total population.

533, T44

Population reported but not labor

force status

Total in labor force survey. 4084, 5656
Alaska (Includes all Indians and
Natives) Juneau area

Anchorage Agency

Bethel Agency

Fairbanks Agency

Nome Agency

Boutheast Agency --

Navajo area:

Navajo Reservation
Estimated Arizona part
(56.5%)

Phoenix area: Colorado River
Agency, part (see also
Calif,) ;

Cocopah
Colorado River
Fort Yuma (Incl. Calif. part) -
Estimated Arizona
(3%)

Fort Apache Agency

Fort McDowell Agency.

Hopl Agency:

Kalbab

Hopl -

Papago Agency:

San Xavier
Pima Agency:
Ak-Chin (Maricopa)
Glla River
Salt River Agency
San Carlos Agency
Thruxton Canyon Agency:

California, total population
Population reported but not labor
force status
Total in labor force survey
Phoenix area: Colorado River
Agency, part (see also Arlz.):
Chemehuevi
Fort Mohave
Fort Yuma (Incl. Ariz. part) -
Estimated California part
(97%)
Nevada Agency, part (see also
Nev.) Woodfords Community
Sacramento California
Agency:
Alturas 5
Cachil Dehe (Colusa) 5
Cedarville 5
Fort Bidwell 5
Grindstone Creek 4
Round Valley 4
Santa Rosa 4
Stewart's Point 4
Sulphur Band 4
Susanville 4
Tule River 4
Tuolumne 4
Other California
Hoopa Area Fleld Office:
Hoopa Valley
Other Hoopa
Riverside Area Field Office:

area,

Pechanga 4
San Manuel 4
San Pasqual 4
Santa Rosa 4

Sycuan 4

Other Riverside
Palm Springs Office
Callente)
Colorado
Albugquerque area:
Southern Ute Agency
Ute Mountain Agency (Incl.

Estimated

Southeast: Miccosukee

Phoenix area: Nevada Agency,
part (see Nav.):
Duck Valley (incl. Nev. part) -
Estimated
(26%)
Portland area: Fort Hall Agency,
part (see also Utah) Fort Hall___

264
7,078
707

2568
8, 321
2,470
4,772

693
370

969
105

(1,374)

1,085
1,511

430
343
308

430
b, 068

(877)

219
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Northern Idaho Agency, part (see
also Wash.) :
Coeur d'Alene

Nez Perce (Lapwal)
Iowa: Minneapolis area—Sac &
Fox Area Fleld Office

Anadarko area: Horton agency,
part (see also Nebr.) :
Iowa (incl. Nebr. part) 5----
Estimated Eansas part
(683%) 5
Kickapoo 5
Potawatoml 5
Sac & Fox (Incl. Nebr. part) 5.
Estimated Eansas
(53%)5
Other Indian, non-add
(Eansas City, Lawrence,
Topeka, and Wichita) .-
Louisiana: Total population
Population reported but not labor
force status
Total in labor force survey, South-
east, Choctaw Agency, part (see
Miss.) Chitimacha 2/3/
Michigan: Minneapolis area, Great
Lakes Agency, part
Wis.) :
Bay Mills (Incl.
land)5
Hannahville
Isabella (Saginaw)
EKeweenaw Bay (L'Anse & On-
tonagon)
Minnesota:

Minneapolis area: Great Lakes
Agency, part (see Wis.) Win-
nebago (Incl. Wis. part)
Estimated Minnesota

(%)

Minnesota Agency:

Sugar Is-

Nett Lake (Bois Fort)
Southern Minnesota commu-
nities:
Lower Sioux (Morton)..-.-
Prairie Island (Red Wing) --
Prior Lake (Shakeopee)-_--
Upper Sloux (Granite
Falls)
White Earth
Red Lake Agency
Mississippi
Southeast: Choctaw Agency,
part (see also La.) Choctaw.--
Montana:
Billings area: Blackfeet Agency.
Crow Agency
Flathead Agency
Fort Belknap Agency
Fort Peck Agency
Northern Cheyenne
(Tongue River)
Rocky Boy’s Agency
Nebraska: Aberdeen,

Anadarko area: Horton Agency,
part (see Kans.) Iowa (Incl.
Kans, part)

Estimated Nebraska
(837%)
Sac & Fox (Incl. Kans, part) .
Estimated  Nebraska
(47%)
Nevada: Total population
Population reported but not labor

2,744 Total in labor force survey
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Phoenix area: Nevada Agency,
part (see also Calif., Idaho,
& Utah) :
Battle Mountain & city.

Dresslerville
Duck Valley
part)
Estimated Nevada part

(76%)
Duckwater
Fallon (Palute) & Colony___.

{(Incl. Idaho

Goshute (Incl. Utah part)___
Estimated Nevada  part
(61%)
Moapa River

South Fork (Te-Moak) & Od-

Walker River
Yerington (Campbell Ranch)

(Carson—157,
1056, Lovelock—117, Reno
Sparks—564, Ruby Valley—
40, Summit Lake—1, Winne-
mueca—41, Nev. Publle, Do-
main Allotments—25 2/3___
New Mexico
Albuquerque area:
Jicarilla Agency
Mescarlero Agency
Northern Pueblos Agency6_._
Incl. Nambe, Picuris, Poja-
que, San Ildefonso, San
Juan, Santa Clara, Taos, &
Tesuque.
Ramah (Navajo Community) -
Southern Pueblos Agency:

Isleta

Zuni Agency.
Navajo area:
Alamo (Puertocito)
Canoncito
Navajo Reservation
Estimated New Mexico part
(40.1%)
North Carolina
Southeast, Cherokee Agency.__._

Aberdeen area:
Fort Berthod Agency
Fort Totten Agency
Lake)
Standing Rock Agency (Incl. S.
Dak. part)
Estimated North Dakota part
(47%)
Turtle Mountain Agency
Oklahoma (Represents former res-
servation areas)
Anadarko area, Anadarko Agen-
oy:
Elowa, Comanche & Apache
and Fort Sil1 Apache

(Devil's

Concho
Arapah
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(181, 379)

61, 369
4, 880
4, 880

14,249

1,990
(4, 690)

2,204
7,805

83, 895

(Eaw, Otoe & Missourl, Paw-
nee, Ponca, and Tonka-
wa).

Shawnee Agency:

Iowa

Kickapoo

Potawatomi

Ardmore Agency (Chickasaw)._.
Miami Agency:

(Eastern Shawnee, Miami,
Quapaw, and Seneca-Cayu-
ga):

Okmulgee Agency (Creek)

Osage Agency

Tahlequah Agency (Cherokee).

Talihina Agency (Choctaw) ....

Wewoka Agency (Seminole) ...
Oregon

Portland area

Umatilla Agency______________

‘Warm Springs Agency:

Burns-Paiute

Celilo Village

Warm Springs

South Dakota
Aberdeen area:
Cheyenne River Agency.
Crow Creek Agency
Flandreau School and Reserva-
tion Flandreau Reservation..

(63%)
Yankton Agency
Utah
Albuquerque area:
Ute Mountain Agency (Incl.
Colo. part)
Estimated Utah part (21%)__
Navajo area:
Navajo Reservation
Estimate Utah part (3.4%) -
Phoenix area, Uintah and Ouray
Agency:

Nevada Agency, part (see Nev.):
Goshute (Incl. Nev. part)____
Estimated part
(39%)
Portland
Agency. part (see Idaho),

Portland area:
Colville Agency
Northern Idaho Agency, part
(see Idaho) Kalispel
Spokane Agency
Western Washington Agency:

Nooksack Public Domain__
Puyallup

Quinault
Swinomish

(Small Tribes of
Western Washington) :

15, 177
3,368
21,414
10,840
3,115

2,718
873

130
32
1,683

4,308
1,230

267
701
11,3853
7,488
2,434

(4, 690>
2,486

1,388
6,176

(1,374)
289

(131, 379)
467

62

Squaxon Island
Other STOWW, non-add (Chi-
nook, Cowlitz, Stillaqua-
mish, Suiattle, Jamestown
Clallam, and  Marletta-
Nooksack)
Yakima Agency

Minneapolls area:
Great Lakes Agency, part (see
also Mich. and Minn.) :
Bad River
Lac Courte Oreilles.
Lac du Flambeau

)
g.atlmstved Wisconsin part
(96%)
Wyoming
Billings area, Wind River
Agency
Aberdeen area
Albuguerque area.

Minneapolis area

Muskogee area

Navajo area.

Phoenix area total population.___.

Population reported but not labor
force status

Total In labor force survey.

Portland area

Sacramento area total population.

Population reported but not labor
force status

Total in labor force survey.

Southeast total population

Population reported but not labor
force status

Total in labor force survey.

Alaska

California total population
Population reported but not labor

Louislana total population
Population reported but not labor

Nebraska =
Nevada total population
Population reported but not la-
bor force status
Total in labor force survey-----
New Mexico
North Carolina
North Dakota

September 8, 1972

454
254
25

133, 487
(50, 195)

1,300
48,895
26, 374

(40, 955)
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Fiscal year
1972 BIA
funds
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Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sup-
port the amendment to H.R. 14370 of-
fered by the distinguished Senator from
Montana (Mr. MeTcaLr). I consider his
proposal to be one of the most important
legislative proposals affecting Indian
reservations to come before this body in
many years.

The westward expansion and settle-
ment of the Nation over the years led to
serious disruption and dislocation for
many tribal groups. You know the
story—Indian tribes were ultimately set-
tled on reservations where many con-
tinue to reside today. Their existence is
characterized by abject poverty and all
of its unfortunate social and economic
manifestations.

Although faced with what appears to
be insurmountable problems, Indian peo-
ple today are waging a courageous effort
to improve their well-being. Such efforts
of reservation Indians to improve their
livelihood are centered through their
tribal governments, which are quasi-
municipalities authorized by Federal law.
These efforts, coupled with many of the
social and economic programs author-
ized by landmark legislation enacted by
Congress during the Kennedy-Johnson
era, are beginning to produce positive
results on Indian reservations and in
Indian communities. However, all but a
few of the tribal governments are in dire
need of financial aid to enable them to
fulfill their governmental responsibilities
to their respective members.

We have an opportunity before us to
join with the many dedicated tribal
leaders and officials who are trying ear-
nestly to make their communities a bet-
ter place for their people to live. We can
accomplish this by including tribal gov-
ernments in the revenue sharing proposal
being considered by the Senate.

By including tribal governments in
the revenue sharing program, we will
provide them with additional financial
resources to allow them to perform cer-
tain governmental functions for their
members on the same basis State and
local governments serve other citizens.
It is contemplated that tribal govern-
ments wouid finance the following with
funds from the revenue-sharing pro-
gram:

First. Maintenance and operating ex-
penses for public safety, environmental
protection, and public transportation.

Second. Capital expenditures for sew-
age collection and treatment, refuse dis-
posal systems and public transportation.

In addition, the funds allocated to
tribal governments could be utilized for
general governmental obligations. I con-
sider the Metcalf amendment to HR.
14370 to be an equitable method for in-
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cluding Indian tribes in this important
measure.

The Senate recently approved my bill,
S. 3157, the Indian Self-Determination
Act of 1972. This measure authorizes In-
dian tribes to contract for the control
and management of certain Federal pro-
grams which heretofore have been under
the complete direction of Federal offi-
cials. The inclusion of Indian tribes in
H.R. 14370 coupled with S. 3157 will mean
that our commitment to the concept of
Indian self-government is not merely
rhetoric but that we intend to give
tribal governments the tools to achieve
meaningful self-development.

I am pleased to support Senator MeT-
cALF’s important amendment.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator METcALF in spon-
soring an amendment to the Federal
revenue-sharing bill, H.R. 14370, to as-
sure the allocation of such funds to
American Indian tribes.

My own State of Maine has two In-
dian tribes, the Passamaquoddy and
Penobscot Tribes, which should be per-
mitted to benefit from the much-needed
fiscal relief provided by this bill. The two
tribes, living on three reservations, carry
out many governmental responsibili-
ties—such as excise tax collection, ad-
ministration of schools, law enforcement,
and housing—ecarried out by non-Indian
communities. It would be unfortunate,
indeed, if the tribes were not to be treated
in the same manner as Congress intends
for other units of local government.

Moreover, Maine's Indian tribes con-
tinue to suffer from a particularly bur-
densome form of administrative dis-
crimination at the hands of Federal
agencies. Because the U.S. Department
of the Interior has not yet acknowledged
the same trust responsibility for the
Penobscots and Passamaquoddies that it
exercises with respect to Federal Indian
reservations, all but a few Federal agen-
cies choose not to treat Maine's Indians
on a par with Indians located in other
parts of the country. The failure of the
Federal Government to acknowledge its
obligation has been challenged in the
courts, but a resolution will not be
achieved in the near future.

I am, therefore, pleased that this
amendment will apply equally to all In-
dian tribes which perform governmental
functions, regardless of their present
status with the U.S. Bureau of Indian
Affairs.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sup-
port amendment No. 1357, proposed by
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MEeT-
carrF), and which I have cosponsored.
The amendment would provide for the
allocation of a certain percent of the
revenue-sharing funds to Indian tribes
which perform governmental functions.

The proposed revenue-sharing legisla-
tion now under discussion provides for
the payment of Federal appropriations
to State and local governments through-
out the Nation, As I understand it, the
original goal behind the revenue-sharing
concept was to help States and local gov-
ernments better meet their financial re-
sponsibilities in providing basic social
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services to the citizens of our Nation.

However, both the House-passed bill and

the bill reported out of the Senate com-

mittee have excluded American Indian

gﬁbes from the funding provisions of the
1.

It must not be forgotten that the
present population on Indian reserva-
tions numbers about 488,000 persons. Of
course, this total does not include the
numbers of Alaskan Natives, the vast
majority of which do not live on reserva-
tions, but rather in small villages
throughout the State. Thus, a significant
number of Americans have clearly been
excluded from the beneficial provisions
of this bill.

Federal funds which come onto Fed-
eral reservations from the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs and other Federal agencies
are by and large not administered by lo-
cal tribal governments. Although some
tribes have in recent years been awarded
some BIA contracts for providing some
governmental services, these instances
have been few. In short, Indian self-
government is not today a reality.

States, cities, and counties provide al-
most no government services to Indians
living on Indian reservations within the
boundaries of such entities. Therefore,
these Indians would receive no benefits
from the funds allocated to these local
governments by the revenue-sharing bill.

Congress has recognized the govern-
mental responsibilties of Indians by pro-
viding specific statutory authorization
for the organization of tribal govern-
ments under 25 U.S.C. 476. In addition,
Congress has provided for the eligibility
of tribal governments, along with other
local governments, for participation in a
wide variety of Federal programs, in-
cluding the Economic Opportunity Aect,
the Public Works Economic Development
Act, the Emergency Employment Act of
1971, the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act, and the Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention and Control Act.
Thus, in the past, Congress has clearly
indicated that tribal governments ought
to be considered local governments and
are to be authorized to carry out many of
the same governmental functions as are
the local governments of cities, towns,
and counties.

Furthermore, Mr. President, there are
vast emergency needs on Indian reser-
vations and in Alaskan Native villages
which are not being met today by the
Indian tribes themselves nor by any
other governmental unit. For example,
on the vast majority of tribal reserva-
tions, the respective States lack criminal
jurisdiction except for offenses com-
mitted by one non-Indian against an-
other. Indian tribal governments, on the
other hand, are predominately respon-
sible for enforcing and trying misde-
meanors and petty offenses. This is the
case throughout 96,000 square miles of
reservation territory in the lower 48.

In addition, in my State of Alaska,
there are vast areas, far larger than the
Indian territory in the lower 48, in which
small Native villages are the only func-
tioning local governmental units. Never-
theless, appropriations for reservation
law and order from the BIA for fiscal
yvear 1972 were only $7,729,000. Of this
amount, only $1,336,500 was actually
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made available to tribes to run tribal law
enforcement programs. The BIA itself
has officially recognized that existing law
enforcement programs on Indian reser-
vations do not begin to meet the current
needs and demands for such services—
CoONGRESSIONAL REcorp, February 28,
1969, S. 2105.

Public transportation is another area
in which Indian tribes today lack suffi-
cient funds to meet the pressing needs
for better roads and public transporta-
tion facilities. In 1971 there were only
1,400 miles of bituminous paved roads
and 1,800 miles of gravel surface roads
on reservations—A. Sorkin, “American
Indian and Federal Aids,” 1971.

Mr. President, this body itself recently
confirmed once again its intent to assist
the Indian people of our land. In this
very Congress, the Senate passed S. 3157,
entitled “The Indian Self-Determination
Act of 1972.” One of the basic goals of
this act was to restore to Indian tribes
the ability to govern themselves as much
as possible. However, the continued pov-
erty and lack of financial resources of
the American Indians makes this prom-
ise an empty one.

The unique problems of Alaska’s Na-
tive population must also be considered
in the discussion of this amendment.
Alaskan Natives today number nearly
60,000. The vast majority of these Amer-
icans live in remote villages far from
non-Native cities and towns. Because
they are so removed, Alaskan Native vil-
lages must provide many of the basic
governmental services for themselves. In
addition, there are a few reserves, such
as the Metlakatla Indian Reserve on An-
nette Island, which clearly provide vital
governmental services such as police pro-
tection. Alaskan Native villages are spe-
cifically mentioned in this amendment
and would, therefore, be better able to
provide important governmental services
for themselves, if the amendment is
adopted.

By the provisions of this amendment,
twenty-four one hundredths of 1 percent
of the total amount appropriated under
the revenue-sharing bill would be set
aside for allocation to the Indian tribes
and Alaska Native villages which per-
form governmental functions.

I strongly support this amendment be-
cause it would give Indian tribes and
Alaska Native villages a fair share of the
Federal financial assistance which will
be expended to every other local gov-
ernment in the United States by the
provisions of the bill. In addition, the
incorporation of this amendment into
the bill would recognize and encourage
self-government on the part of Indian
tribes. Thus, the Indian people would be
able to have a greater control over their
own futures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from California to the
amendment of the Senator from Mon-
tana.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Montana as amended
by the amendment of the Senator from
California.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. STEVENS and Mr. BUCKLEY ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I do not
have an amendment but I would like to
ask the chairman a couple of questions.
I shall be very brief.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. STEVENS. I do not have an
amendment prepared but I have been
very interested in the differences in the
House bill, the Senate bill, and the ad-
ministration bill. I wonder if I might ask
my good friend, the Senator from Louis-
iana, if he could enlighten me as to why
the administration bill would give my
State $8.6 million, the House bill would
give my State $6.6 million, and I find
that the committee bill in the Senate
would provide $6.2 million.

The States of Maryland, Delaware, New
York, and the District of Columbia and
my State have the honor of being in the
position where the Senate, while adding
$1 billion, actually would receive less
money than they would under the ad-
ministration bill or the House bill.

I understand this is the intent of some
of the amendments here, but before I add
to the amendments pending I wonder if
the chairman could enlighten me as to
why this would happen in those five juris-
dictions.

Mr. LONG. The difference is not great
as the Senator pointed out, not in the
overall context of the bill. The result oc-
curs by reason of the uniform applica-
tion of a formula wherein in the State
of Alaska the per capita income is rela-
tively high and the tax efforts would ap-
pear to be relatively low. That is a math-
ematical set of figures that come to us
based on the per capita income and it is
also based on the relative tax effort com-
pared to the per capita income.

It may be that Alaska has a peculiar
problem relating to the fact that per
capita income is high, and so is the cost
of living. I know there is a problem in
that regard.

Mr. STEVENS. I understand the Com-
mittee on Finance did not look to in-
come tax but property tax. Our effort on
income tax is one of the highest in the
Nation.

Mr. LONG. We looked at all taxes. It
would even include, I would say to the
Senator, for example, a severance tax
which the State of Louisiana levies on
oil and gas produced in that State. That
would be taken into account just as the
property tax would be taken into account.

Mr. STEVENS. We have similar taxes.
I know our income tax is higher than the
income tax for Louisiana. I cannot un-
derstand it. For example, the District of
Columbia and Maryland end up receiv-
ing less money under the Senate bill than
they would under the administration bill
or the House bill.

Mr. LONG. It is very simple. We take
population and then multiply that by the
relative tax effort. The tax effort is com-
puted by taking the population, accord-
ing to the census figures. If one takes the
total tax that is levied in the State,
divided by the total personal income of
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the citizens of that State, that is the tax
effort. Then you take the per capita in-
come, but you take it in an inverse
fashion, so that the higher the per capita
income the lower is the amount the
State would receive. The lower the per
capita income, the higher the amount
the State would receive. So, that factor
benefits the State of Mississippi more
than any other State because of the mis-
fortune of the State of Mississippi that
the per capita income is the lowest of
any State in the Nation. So, by taking
those factors into account, the tax effort
multiplied by per capita income, and
then multiplying that by the population
of the State, one arrives at the distribu-
tion formula.

Mr. STEVENS. This is one of the rea-
sons I wanted the matter to be specified
by the chairman. It seems to me there
is a problem, and the same is true in the
District of Columbia.

We have a very high cost of living, as
the Senator knows. We have a very high
income to meet that cost of living. In
fact, Federal employees, as the Senator
knows, receive a 25-percent cost-of-living
allowance on top of their salaries.

It seems to me that if one uses these
figures in an area such as Alaska, or,
again, right here in the District of Co-
lumbia, we are bound to end up in an in-
verted ratio because of the fact that we
do have the per capita incomes we have,
and it has no relation, if we are using the
tax effort, to the actual figures of need,
as far as the State or local governments
are concerned. Their needs are higher
than those of a similar size and popula-
tion anywhere else in the country. We
should receive more revenue sharing, be-
cause while our income is greater, the
cost of living is from 25 to 50 percent
greater, and we end up with less.

Mr. LONG. Unfortunately, the cost-of-
living figures are not uniformly available
throughout the United States. We have
them for certain areas, but we do not
have the cost-of-living figures for the
United States uniformly throughout the
States, These cost-of-living figures exist
mostly for certain urban areas across
the United States. Those figures do not
exist in a fashion in which we could ap-
ply them uniformly across the United
States. So those of us on the committee,
and even those of us in the Senate at
this point, are not in a position to use a
set of figures that does not exist. If we
tried to use those figures, we would be in
the unfortunate position of having some
figures for certain places and none for
other places.

It may be that one could find some
cost-of-living index that applied to the
State of Alaska. I regret to say it could
not be applied elsewhere. Even in Alaska,
I am informed, there are localities for
which we would not be able to provide
cost-of-living figures. So it is a fact that
could well be argued for consideration,
but when one seeks to advance it, he can-
not provide the figures within his own
State to put it into application.

Mr. STEVENS. I find it interesting
that, as between the committee bill—and
I am sure the committee has done a very
fine job and has worked hard on it—and
the administration proposal, there are
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only two areas in the country losing
money under the bill. One is Alaska,
which loses $2.4 million, and another is
the District of Columbia, which loses $2.5
million. In other words, the difference
between the administration proposal and
the committee bill, in terms of fairness
throughout the whole country, is $4.9
million to bring about equity. Now, why
should we lose $2.4 million because of the
fact that the committee has brought
about equity for 48 other jurisdictions?

Mr. LONG. I am sure the Senator
knows that the Senate bill contained $1
billion of additional funds beyond that
which was in the House bill, and if we
put the two bills on the same comparable
basis, there are 2 States that would not
gain by comparing one bill with the
other bill, Without the $1 billion for so-
cial services there would be a substantial
number—I think about 17 or 18 that
would not gain. But with the $1 billion
added to it, by uniformly applying the
formula of the committee bill as against
the House bill, there appear to be four
States, plus the District of Columbia,
that would receive less money.

I am not going to argue with the Sen-
ator and support an argument that a
State be assured of as much money as it
received under the House bill, because I
personally think—and I think the Fi-
nance Committee also thinks—that the
formula derived by the House cannot be
supported by any stretch of the imagina-
tion as an amendment to the administra-
tion’s original suggestion.

In other words, if we take the Ad-
ministration’s original proposal, and
look at the way the money has been
shifted in the House, it is my feeling, and
it is the majority view in the committee,
and I am confident it is the majority view
in the Senate, the shifting of funds, as
compared with what the administration
recommended, was a distribution, in
effect, that “those who have get.” It was
a movement to see that the rich get
richer and the poor get poorer. It was a
way to enrich the rich by skinning the
poor. That would also be the logical re-
action of the President of the United
States speaking for the entire United
States, a man who served here as a Sen-
ator from California, who came here
elected as a citizen of New York, two of
those States that would benefit the most.

If we compare the proposal with what
the House did, we see it was a shifting of
money from the poor to the rich, and
that is not in accordance with the way
this Government has traditionally oper-
ated. It has operated on the theory that
the rich should help the poor, rather
than the other way around, so that those
who are most able to pay, pay the most
and those who are least able to pay, pay
the least. That philosophy is justified.

I wish this formula reflected more
funds for the State of Alaska. I do not see
any way in my mind that that logically
can be brought about by any uniform
set of figures or any uniform application
of principles, and I am one who has ob-
jected to the application of the double
standard.

The reason why Alaska would appear
to have less from this particular bill,
Senator, has to do with the fact that the
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average per capita income in the United
States is $3,134, according to the chart
which I have in my hand, and the aver-
age in Alaska is $3,765. That is where the
Senator’s problem is.

Mr. STEVENS. I agree, if the Senator
will yield, but the difficulty is that with
that average of $3,765 of pay, it costs
from 25 to 50 percent more to live in
Alaska than to live in Louisiana. There-
fore the average person is receiving the
equivalent of $2,000 as compared with
the national average of $3,100. The Sen-
ator is taking the per capita income with-
out regard to the cost of living. Even the
additional cost of living allowance is not
deductible and is taxable. So a person
ends up at the high end of income and
the low end of revenue sharing, when it
should be the reverse.

Mr. LONG. I find Alaska did not do
as well in the Senate bill as compared
with the House bill because the House
placed great emphasis on an income tax,
and Alaska has a high income tax rela-
tive to the rest of the States, and the
Senate Committee took the view that we
would simply consider all taxes rather
than singling out any special tax for
consideration.

I would like to have seen Alaska do
better under this bill than it does. There
are a lot of other matters in which
Alaska could fare better. I know the Sen-
ator from Louisiana had the privilege of
serving on the Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee at the time the Alaskan
statehood bill was agreed to, and he
sought to see that Alaska would receive
a very high share of revenues from Fed-
eral lands and also receive a large allo-
cation of lands, as much as anybody
would recommend, within the then Ter-
ritory of Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. If I may say to the
Senator from Louisiana——

Mr. LONG. It is my understanding,
though I am no expert on it, that Alaska
at the present time is holding about $1
billion of funds derived from oil reve-
nues about which there seems to be some
problem, and if we can find a way to
resolve the problem, this Senator would
be happy to cooperate.

In fact, if there were any way I could
do it, I would be happy to forgo any
share of revenue sharing the State of
Louisiana might get if we could just get
as favorable consideration of the oil we
are producing in our tidelands as Alaska
receives with regard to oil being pro-
duced on public lands in the great State
of Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I might say to my
friend from Louisiana, I am sorry that
that is not the case. None of the wells
are even drilled yet because of the law-
suits against them. The money is being
whittled away every year because of de-
mands against it. We do not have $900
million in the bank; we have about $600
million. We cannot lease the lands, due
to the fight over the pipeline.

Mr. LONG. That is just the point I am
getting to. I serve on the Commerce
Committee with the Senator from
Alaska, and I am a Member of this body,
just as is the Senator from Alaska. We
know there are other things that are
important to Alaska that make this dif-
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ference we are talking about in this bill
pale into insignificance. There are prob-
lems involving that great less developed
State, with a group of highly admirable
and courageous frontier citizens who
stand as our first line of defense, in
many respects, against foreign enemies;
and insofar as it is within the capability
of this Senator as a member of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee or any other
committee, or of the Senate generally,
to help solve some of those great prob-
lems, such as those involved in the de-
velopment of the resources of the great
State of Alaska or the transportation of
those resources to markets where they
can be properly used for the overall
economy and to help the Nation's bal-
ance of payments, this Senator stands
ready to cooperate, and certainly will.

I believe the Senator will find that
what those things mean to the State of
Alaska, even if you are thinking only in
terms of revenue to the State govern-
ment, are so enormous by comparison to
the small difference between the House
bill and the Senate bill on this item, that
this difference is really not important.
And frankly, if there is some way we can
work it out in conference, I will take the
highest figure for Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I apologize to the Sen-
ator from New York for the encroach-
ment. I say to the Senator from Louisi-
ana that the difference we are talking
about is $33.7 million out of $6 billion.
We are getting down to the fourth deci-
mal point in percentages of 1 percent, in
terms of the five jurisdictions that are
lower under this bill than under the other
two versions of the bill, but I would hope
there would be some way we could equal-
ize that, so that those of us who want to
support revenue sharing could go home,
look our people in the face, and say, “We
got you as good a deal as any other
State.”

Mr. LONG. I say to the Senator, I
regret to report that Alaska does not
make out as well under this bill as the
others. That is because of the uniform
application of a formula. There is a
different formula in the House bill. We
have to work out some way to reconcile
the differences between the House ap-
proach and the Senate approach. I as-
sure the Senator from Alaska that be-
fore this bill comes back from confer-
ence—and as far as the Senate conferees
are concerned, I think I will be the man-
ager—I shall undertake to see that we
individually consider the Alaskan prob-
lem, to see how any compromise can be
worked out with regard to Alaska, in view
of what the Senator has stated, and the
fact that I knew to begin with that the
facts and figures do not reflect the high
cost of living in Alaska, which exceeds
that of any other State of the Union.
There is probably more equity, as I say,
for increasing the figure on Alaska than
any other State, though I do not see how,
with the formula we have, we can do it.
When we start working out our differ-
ences with the House of Representatives
in conference, if we can work it out, as
I am concerned, so that Alaska winds up
with the House figure rather than the
Senate figure, that will be just fine with
the Senator from Louisiana.
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Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana. I appreciate his com-
ments.

AMENDMENT NO. 1469, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1469. I send to
the desk a copy of the amendment which
contains certain modifications I have
made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment as modified.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

Mr, BuckLEY’s amendment (No. 1469,
as modified) is as follows:

On page 34, beginning with line 18, strike
out through the matter between lines 3 and
4 on page 73, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

“TITLE I—SHIFTING AMOUNTS COL-
LECTED FROM INDIVIDUALS AS FED-
ERAL INCOME TAXES TO THE STATES

“8ec. 101. BHORT TITLE.

“This title may be cited as the ‘Revenue
Shifting Act',

“Sec. 102, CrepIT FOR TAXES To BE SHIFTED

TO THE STATES.

“(a) Part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relat-
ing to credits against tax) is amended by re-
designating section 42 as 43, and by insert-
ing after section 41 the following new sec-
tion:

" ‘SEc. 42. CrEDIT FOR TaxeEs To BE SHIFTED

TO THE STATES.

“‘(a) GENERAL RULE—In the case of an
individual, there shall be allowed as a credit
against the tax imposed by this chapter for
the taxable year an amount equal to 7 per-
cent of the taxpayer's basic income tax.

“*‘(b) Basic INcoME Tax.—For purposes
of this section, the term “basic income tax”
means the tax imposed by section 1, 3, or 1201
(b) for the taxable year, reduced by the sum
of the credits allowable under—

“‘(1) section 33 (relating to foreign tax
credit),

**(2) section 37 (relating to retirement in-
come), and

“*(3) section 38 (relating to investment
credit) .

*“‘(c) ExceprioN.—The credit provided by
subsection (a) shall not be allowed to an
individual for a taxable year for which he is
& nonresident of the United States for the
entire taxable year.'

“(b) The table of sections for such sub-
part is amended by striking out the last item
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“‘Bec. 42. Credit for taxes to be shifted to
the Btates.

* ‘Sec. 43. Overpayments of tax.’

“(c) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1971.

“Sec. 103, SHIFTING OF TaAx COLLECTIONS TO

THE STATES

“(a) Subtitle A of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1054 1s amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new chapter:
"“'CHAPTER T—SHIFTING OF INCOME TAX

COLLECTIONS TO THE STATES

“‘Sec. 1601. Additional tax to be paid over
to States.

“‘Sec. 1602. Payment to the States.

" 'Sec. 1603. Allocation between State and
local governments.

“‘Sec. 1604. Nondeductibility of taxes in
computing taxable income.

September 8, 1972

*'Sec. 1605. Separate designation on in-
come tax return.

“'SEec. 1601, AppiTIONAL Tax To BE Pamp OvVER
TO THE BTATES.

“*(a) IMPOSITION FOR YEARS BEGINNING BE-
FORE JANUARY 1, 1974.—In addition to other
taxes, there shall be imposed for the taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1971, and
before January 1, 1974, on the income of
every individual who is a resident of any
State during the taxable year, a tax equal
to 7 percent of the taxpayer's basic income
tax for the taxable year. If any part of the
basic income tax is allocable to a State which
has requested that a different rate than 7
percent be applied, then the tax on the por-
tion of the basic income tax allocable to such
State shall be computed at such different
rate. Such request for a different rate of tax
shall be recognized only if made by the legis-
lature of a State with the concurrence of the
Governor of such State and notification of
the desired rate is transmitted to the Secre-
tary before the beginning of the taxable years
to which it is to apply.

““‘(b) IMPOSITION FOR YEARS BEGINNING
ArTER DecEMBEr 31, 1973 —In addition to
other taxes, there shall be imposed for any
taxable year beginning after December 31,
1973, on the income of every individual who
is a resident of any State, at the rate re-
quested by such State, a tax on the basic
income tax of such individual for such tax-
able year. Such request for the rate of tax
to be imposed shall be recognized only if
made by the legislature of a State with the
concurrence of the Governor of such State
and notification of the desired rate is trans-
mitted to the Secretary before the beginning
of the taxable years to which it is to apply.

“*(c) Basic INcoME Tax.—For purposes of
this chapter the term “basic income tax"
has the meaning given to such term by sec-
tion 42(b).

**(d) ResmENCE—I{ an individual is a
resident of more than one State during a
taxable year, he shall be treated for pur-
poses of this section as a resident only of the
State in which he resided during such year
for the longer period of time.

“*(e) AssEssMENT.—The additional tax im-
posed by this section shall be assessed and
collected in the manner prescribed In this
title with respect to the tax imposed by chap-
ter 1.

“'SEC. 1602. PAYMENT TO THE STATES

“‘(a) In GeEnNERAL—The Secretary of the
Treasury is authorized and directed fo pay,
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, an amount to each State
equal to the amount of basic income tax col-
lected from residents of that State.

“*(b) PaAYMENTS.—AS soon as feasible after
the close of each calendar quarter, the Sec-
retary or his delegate shall make an estimate
with respect to each State of the amount
collected during the calendar quarter under
section 1601 as basic income taxes allocable
to such State, and the Secretary shall pay
over to such State that estimated amount for
the use and benefit of each State. Proper
adjustment shall be made to amounts sub-
sequently paid over to each State to the ex-
tent prior estimates were in excess of or were
less than the amount actually collected
under section 1601 as the basic income taxes
allocated to each State.

“‘Sec. 1603. ALLOCATION BETWEEN STATE AND
LocAaL GOVERNMENTS

“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—

“*(1) AMOUNTS RECEIVED BEFORE JANUARY 1,
1874.—Under such regulations as the Secre-
tary or his delegate shall prescribe, the State
government shall be entitled to retain for its
own use and benefit one-third of any
amounts received by that State under section
160 of any amounts received by that State
under section 1602 before January 1, 1974,
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and shall distribute the remalning two-
thirds of such amounts to local governments
in accordance with the provisions of this
section.

“*(2) AMOUNTS RECEIVED AFTER DECEM~-
BER 31, 1973.—Amounts received by a State
under section 1602 after December 31, 1973,
shall be distributed in accordance with the
provisions of this section unless the State
provides otherwise by law.

“*(b) ArrocarioN AMONG COUNTY AREAS.—
The amount to be allocated to the units of
local government within a State for any fiscal
year shall be allocated among the county
areas located in that State so that each
county area will receive an amount which
bears the same ratio to the total amount to
be allocated to the units of local government
within that State as—

“*(1) the population of that county area,
multiplied by the general tax effort factor of
that county area, multiplied by the relative
income factor of that county area, bears to

*“*(2) the sum of the products determined
under paragraph (1) for all county areas
within that State.

“*(c) AvLocaTioN To CoUNTY GOVERN-
MENTS, MUNICIPALITIES, TowNsHIPS, ETC.—

**(1) COUNTY GOVERNMENTS.— The county
government shall be allocated that portion
of the amount allocated to the county area
for the fiscal year under subsection (a)
which bears the same ratio to such amount
as the adjusted taxes of the county govern-
ment bear to the adjusted taxes of the
county government and all other units of
local government located in the county area.

"*‘(2) OTHER UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERN-
MENT.—The amount remaining for allocation
within a county area after the application
of paragraph (1) shall be allocated among
the units of local government (other than
the county government and other than town-
ship governments) located in that county
area so that each unit of local government
will receive an amount which bears the same
ratio to the total amount to be allocated to
the units of local government within that
county area as—

“‘(A) the population of that local gov-
ernment, multiplied by the genera. tax effort
factor of that local government, multiplied
by the relative income factor of that local
government, bears to

“*(B) the sum of the products determined
under subparagraph (A) for all units of local
government within the county area (other
than the county government and other than
township governments).

“*(3) TOWNSHIP GOVERNMENTS.—If the
county area includes one or more township
governments, then before applying para-
graph (2)—

“*(A) there shall be set aside for allocation
under subparagraph (B) to such township
governments that portion of each amount
allocated to the county area for the fiscal
year which bears the same ratio to such
amount as the sum of the adjusted taxes of
all such township governments bear to the
aggregate adjusted taxes of the county gov-
ernment, such township governments, and
all other units of local government located
in the county area, and

“*‘(B) that portion of each amount set
aside under subparagraph (A) shall be allo-
cated to each towmnship government on the
same basls as amounts are allocated to units
of local government under paragraph (2).

If this paragraph applies with respect to any
county area for any fiscal year, the remain-
ing portion allocated under paragraph (2) to
the units of local government located in the
county area (other than the county govern-
ment and the township governments) shall
be appropriately reduced to reflect the
amounts set aside under subparagraph (A).

“*‘(A) ENTITLEMENT.—

"“‘(A) In GENERAL—Except as otherwise
provided in this paragraph, the entitlement
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of any unit of local government for any
fiscal year shall be the amount allocated to
such unit under this subsection.

“'(B) MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM FER CAPITA
ENTITLEMENT.—Subject to the provisions of
subparagraphs (C) and (D), the per capita
amount allocated to any county area or any
unit of local government (other than a
county government) within a State under
this section for any fiscal year shall not be
less than 20 percent, nor more than 145 per-
cent, of two-thirds of the amount received
by the State under section 1602, divided by
the population of that State.

“*(C) LimrratioN.—The amount allocated
to any unit of local government under this
section for any entitlement period shall not
exceed 50 percent of the sum of (i) such gov-
ernment’s adjusted taxes, and (ii) the inter-
governmental transfers of revenue to such
government (other than transfers to such
government under this section).

“*‘(D) ENTITLEMENT LESS THAN $200, OR
GOVERNING BODY WAIVES ENTITLEMENT.—If
(but for this subparagraph) the entitlement
of any unit of local government below the
level of the county government—

“*(1) would be less than $200 for any fis-
cal year, or

“*(i1) is walved for any fiscal year by the
governing body of such unit,
then the amount of such entitlement for
such year shall (in lieu of being paid to such
unit) be added to, and shall become a part of
it, the entitlement for such year of the coun-
ty government of the county area in which
such unit is located.

*4(b) ADJUSTMENT OF ENTITLEMENT.—

“‘(A) In GENERAL—In adjusting the al-
location of any county area or unit of local
government, the State shall make any ad-
justment required under paragraph (4)(B)
first, any adjustment required under para-
graph (4) (C) next, and any adjustment re-
quired under paragraph (4) (D) last,

“‘(B) ADJUSTMENT FOR AFPLICATION OF
MAXIMUM OR MINIMUM PER CAPITA ENTITLE-
MENT.—Each State shall adjust the alloca-
tions made under this section to county
areas or to unjts of local government lo-
cated within it in order to bring those alloca-
tions into compliance with the provisions of
paragraph (4) (B). In making such adjust-
ments any necessary adjustments with re-
spect to county areas shall be made before
any necessary adjustments with respect to
units of local government are made.

“*(C) ADJUSTMENT FOR APPLICATION OF
LIMITATION.—In any case in which the
amount allocated to a county government or
to a unit of local government within a coun-
ty area is reduced under paragraph (4)(C)
by the State, the amount of that reduction—

" (1) in the case of a unit of local govern-
ment (other than a county government),
shal]l be added to and Increase the allocation
of the government of the county in which
it is located, unless (on account of the ap-
plication of paragraph (4)) that county
government may not receive it, in which case
the amount of the reduction shall be added
to and increase the allocation of the gov-
ernment of that State; and

“*(11) in the case of a county government,
shall be added to and increase the allocation
of the government of that State.

“ ‘(D) Adjustment for application of min-
imal allocation or walver—In any case in
which the amount of the allocation to a unit
of local government is reduced under para-
graph (4) (D), the State shall allocate that
amount in accordance with the provisions
of that paragraph.

“*{c) GOVERNMENTAL DEFINITIONS AND RE-
LATED RUuLEs.—For purposes of this sectlon—

“*(1) UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The
term “unit of local government” means the
government of a county municipality, town-
ship, or other unit of government below
the State which is a unit of general govern-
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ment (determined on the basis of the same
principles as are used by the Bureau of the
Census for general statistical purposes).

“*(2) CERTAIN AREAS TREATED AS COUNTIES—
In any State where, for part or all of its
geographic area, the next unit of local gov-
ernment below the State government is a city
or other unit, the geographic area of which
unit shall be treated as a county area (and
such unit shall be treated as a county gov-
ernment) with respect to that portion of the
State’s geographic area,

“*(3) TownsHiPs.—The term “township”
includes equivalent subdivisions of govern-
ment having different designations (such as
“towns"”), and shall be determined on the
basis of the same principles as are used by
the Bureau of the Census for general statisti-
cal purposes.

‘“‘(4) UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT LOCATED
IN LARGER ENTITY.—A unit of local govern-
ment shall be treated as located in a larger
entity if part or all of its geographic area is
located in the larger entity.

“*(5) ONLY PART OF UNIT LOCATED IN LARGER
ENTITY.—If only part of a unit of local gov-
ernment 1s located in a larger entity, such
part shal] be treated for allocation purposes
as a separate unit of local government, and
all computations shall, except as otherwise
provided in regulations, be made on the basis
of the ratio which the estimated population
of such part bears to the population of the
entirety of such unit.

““(6) BOUNDARY CHANGES, GOVERNMENTAL
REORGANIZATION, ETC.—If, by reason of bound-
ary line changes, by reason of State statutory
or constitutional changes, by reason of an-
nexations or other government reorganiza-
tlons, or by reason of other circumstances,
the application of any provision of this sec-
tion to units of local government does not
carry out the purposes of this subtitle, the
application of such provision shall be made,
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary or his delegate, in a manner which is
consistent with such purposes.

“‘(d) GenERaL TERms.—For purposes of
this section—

“*(1) PorpuraTioN.—Population shall be
determined on the same basis as resident
population is determined by the Bureau of
the Census for general statistical purposes.

**(2) INncomE.—Income means total money
income received from all sources, as deter-
mined by the Bureau of the Census for gen-
eral statistical purposes.

“*(8) PersoNAL INCOME.—Personal income
means the income of individuals, as deter-
mined by the Department of Commerce for
national income accounts purposes.

“‘(4) DATES FOR DETERMINING ALLOCATIONS
AND ENTITLEMENTS.—EXcept as provided in
regulations, the determination of allocations
and entitlements for any fiscal year shall be
made as of the April 1 immediately preceding
the beginning of such year.

**(6) INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSFERS —
The intergovernmental transfers of revenue
to any government are the amounts of reve-
nue received by that government from other
governments as a share in financing (or as
reimbursement for) the performance of gov-
ernmental functions, as determined by the
Bureau of the Census for general statistical
purposes.

**(6) DATA USED; UNIFORMITY OF DATA.—

“‘(A) GENERAL RULE—Except as provided
in subparagraph (B), the data used shall be
the most recently available data provided by
the Bureau of the Census or the Department
of Commerce, as the case may be.

“*‘(B) UseE oF ESTIMATES, ETC.—Where the
Secretary or his delegate determines that
the data referred to In subparagraph (A)
are not current enough or are not compre-
hensive enough to provide for equitable allo-
cations, he may use such additional data
(including data based on estimates) as may
be provided for in regulations.
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‘“*(e) GeENErRAL Tax ErFFORT FACTOR OF
County Area—For purposes of this section,
the general tax effort factor of any county
area for any fiscal year is—

*“*(1) the adjusted taxes of the county
government plus the adjusted taxes of each
unit of local government within that county
area, divided by

“1(2) the aggregate income (as defined in
paragraph (2) of subsection (d)) attributed
to that county area.

“'(f) GeENERAL Tax EFFoRT OF UNIT OF
Locan GoVERNMENT.—For purposes of this
section—

“‘(1) IN GENERAL—The general tax effort
factor of any unit of local government for
any filscal year is—

“‘(A) the adjusted taxes of that unit of
local government, divided by

"“*(B) the aggregate income (as defined in
paragraph (2) of subsection (d)) attributed
to that unit of local government.

“*(2) ADJUSTED TAXES—

“'(A) In gEnEraL.—The adjusted taxes of
any unit of government are—

“i(1) the compulsory contributions ex-
acted by such government for public purposes
(other than employee and employer assess-
ments and contributions to finance retire-
ment and social insurance systems, and other
than special assessment for capital outlay) as
such contributions are determined by the
Bureau of the Census for general statistical
purposes,

“*(i1) adjusted (under regulations pre-
scribed by the Becretary or his delegate) by
excluding an amount equal to that portion of
such compulsory contributions which 1is
properly allocable to expenses for education.

“*(B) CERTAIN SALES TAXES COLLECTED BY
COUNTIES.—In any case where—

“*(i) a county government exacts sales
taxes within a unit of local government and
transfers part or all of such taxes to such
unit without specifying the purposes for
which such unit may spend the revenues, and

“*(i1) the Governor of the State notifies
the SBecretary that the requirements of this
subparagraph have been met with respect
to such taxes,

then the taxes so transferred shall be treated
as the taxes of the unit of local government
(and not the taxes of the county govern-
ment) .

“*(g) RELATIVE INCOME FacTor—For pur-
poses of this section, the relative income
factor is a fraction—

“*(1) in the case of a State, the numerator
of which is the per caplita income of the
United Btates and the demoninator of which
is the per capita Income of that State;

“*(2) in the case of a county area, the
numerator of which is the per capita income
of the State In which it is located and the
denominator of which is the per capita in-
come of that county area; and

“*(3) in the case of a unit of local gov-
ernment, the numerator of which is the per
capita income -of the county area in which
it is located and the denominator of which is
the per capita income of the geographic area
of that unit of local government.

For purposes of this subsection, per capita

income shall be determined on the basis of

income as defined in paragraph (2) of sub-

section (d).

“'Sec. 1604. NONDEDUCTIBILITY OF TAXES IN
COMPUTING TAXABLE INCOME.

“*(a) The tax imposed by section 1601 to
the extent the rate does not exceed 7 percent
shall not be allowed as a deduction to the
taxpayer in computing taxable income under
chapter 1. To the extent the rate of tax im-
posed by sectlon 1601 with respect to any
State exceeds 7 percent, it shall be deduct-
ible in the same manner and to the same
extent as a State income tax of the type re-
ferred to In section 164.

““(b) If any of the tax imposed on an in-
dividual under section 1601 for a taxable
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year is computed at a rate less than 7 per-
cent, then any income taxes paid by such in-
dividual to such State for such taxable year
shall be disallowed as a deduction in com-
puting taxable income under chapter 1 in
the amount by which the tax under section
1601 for such taxable year was reduced by the
request of such State for a rate lower than 7
percent.

“‘Sgc. 1605. SEPARATE DESIGNATION ON IN-

COME TAX RETURN,

“*Any tax imposed under section 1601 with
respect to any State and collected by the Sec-
retary or his delegate shall be shown on the
same return as the tax imposed by section 1
or section 3 with respect to a taxpayer, but
shall be shown separately on such return and
clearly designated as a tax collected for a
State and not for the United States.’

“(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall
furnish to the Congress not later than 90
days after the date of enactment of this Act
a report setting forth the steps he has taken
to implement the tax shifting program es-
tablished by the amendments made by this
Act, together with recommendations for re-
vising the withholding tables contalned in
section 3402 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to reflect the tax under chapter 7 of
such Code, and such other recommendations,
including recommendations for additional
legislation, as he deems necessary to enable
him to carry out that program.”

On page 112, in the matter appearing after
line 15, strike “sharing with State and local
governments a portion of the revenues de-
rived from Federal individual income taxes"
and insert “the shifting to the States of
Federal income tax collections from
individuals”.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad to yield to
the assistant majority leader.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani-
mous consent that time on this amend-
ment be limited to 1 hour and 15 minutes,
45 minutes to be under the control of the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)
and 30 minutes to be under the control
of the distinguished manager of the bill,
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNg).
That would mean that the vote on this
amendment would occur about 6 o’clock.
Does the Senator wish the yeas and nays?

Mr, BUCKLEY. Yes, I would like to ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It will prob-
ably be necessary to get more Senators
in for that, but we will put them on
notice.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as may be necessary.

My modifications are simple ones. On
pages 2, 3, 4, 18, and 19, I substitute the
figure 7 for the figure 5.64, and the date
December 31, 1971, for the date Decem-
ber 31, 1972. This is in order to make my
amendment conform as closely as possi-
ble with the Senate bill, as I shall explain
later.

This amendment represents an at-
tempt to correct certain deficiencies in
general revenue sharing, while still pre-
serving the essential objectives of this
legislation. President Jackson pointed
out one of the problems inherent in gen-
eral revenue sharing in the following ex-
cerpt from a message which he sent to
Congress in 1833 vetoing a bill which
would have shared surplus funds in the
Federal Treasury with the States:

I am quite sure that the intelligent people
of our several States will be satisfied, on a
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little reflection, that it is neither wise nor
safe to release the members of their local
legislatures from the responsibility of levy-
ing the taxes necessary to support their State
governments and vest it in Congress, over
most of whose members they have no con-
trol.

This goes to the heart of the principle
of accountability. But there is also an-
other larger problem inherent in the bill
now under debate which is of a much
more recent vintage than the days of
President Jackson; otherwise I am sure
that he would have brought it to the at-
tention of Congress at that time. That
has to do with the habit of the Federal
Government of attaching strings any
time it returns funds to the States—of
attaching monumental strings to the
transfers of moneys from the Federal
Treasury, which is another hazard which
is built into the whole concept of general
revenue sharing, though I do appreciate
the extent to which the Finance Com-
mittee has attempted to weed them out.

My amendment seeks to introduce ac-
countability at least at the State level,
while assuring that the immediate avail-
ability of funds contemplated in the
Revenue Sharing Act will in fact be
available to State and local governments.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BUCKLEY. This will be accom-
plished, this providing of direct State
accountability, while at the same time
providing for the funds which are needed
on an emergency-urgent basis by our
besieged State and local governments.
This will be done by substituting the
concept of revenue shifting which is
contained in a bill I introduced in the
Senate in April of last year, now known
as 8. 1577, and substituting the revenue-
shifting features of that earlier bill for
the revenue-sharing features in the hill
now under debate, while preserving the
provisions of the present bill for the
allocation of funds among the various
units of government within a State. In
other words, I preserve in my amend-
ment the pass-through provisions in the
Senate bill.

The basic concept of my alternative
has been adopted for a system now in
effect in Canada for the division of per-
sonal income tax collections between the
dominion and provincial governments.
It involves a substitution of a sharing
of the Federal personal income tax base
and collection facilities for a sharing of
the Federal Government's revenues. Its
effect is to shift to the States a portion
of the personal income taxes now being
collected by the Federal Government. If
combined with the Finance Committee
pass-through provisions, as is the case
with my amendment, the revenue-shift-
ing concept will accomplish the prin-
cipal objectives of the Senate proposal
while avoiding its weaknesses.

The amendment will do so in the fol-
lowing manner:

First, it will effect an across-the-board
reduction in Federal personal income tax
collections by the amount which is to be
shifted from the Federal Government to
State and local governments.

Second, it will at the same time direct
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the Internal Revenue Service to collect
on behalf of each State, from its resi-
dents, an amount equivalent to 7 percent
of the Federal tax collection which in
the aggregate will amount to the approxi-
mate figure which the Senate bill pro-
poses to distribute to State and local
governments.

Third, it authorizes each State to di-
rect the Internal Revenue Service to re-
duce, increase, or eliminate the amount
of the State’s share to be collected on its
behalf.

Fourth, it requires that tax returns for
the Federal and State tax collections be
made on a single or joint form in which
it is clearly indicated which portion of
an individual’s tax is being raised on be-
half of the Federal Government and
which on behalf of the State.

This, Mr. President, is exactly the pro-
cedure which is followed in Canada at
the present time. A single income tax
form is filled out. If you happen to live
in the Province of Ontario, it says that
so much is being collected for the Do-
minion of Canada and so much is being
collected for the Province of Ontario.

I believe that the revenue shifting al-
ternative has the following advantages
over the bill in its current form:

First, because the States have the
power to direct the Internal Revenue
Service to increase, reduce, or eliminate
the amounts to be collected on their be-
half, they retain full responsibility for
and authority over the taxation of their
citizens for State and local needs. No
precedent is set for Federal bailouts for
States which may have overextended
themselves.

Second, because the personal income
tax form filed with the Internal Revenue
Service will specify how much of the tax
is being collected for the Federal Gov-
ernment and how much for the State, the
taxpayer is spared the illusion that
money transferred by the Internal Rev-
enue Service to his State is somehow
Washington’s money and not his own.

Third, the revenue shifting proposal
avoids making the States dependent on
the Federal Government for another sub-
stantial source of income, and therefore
avoids the danger of ultimate Federal
dictation.

Once the plan is in operation, its cost
to the Federal Government will be neg-
ligible, amounting, as it will, to just the
cost of transferring to each State the
amount collected on behalf of the State
and its political subdivisions. Thus, the
system once established would not be en-
dangered by future congressional eco-
nomics.

Mr. President, I want to point out one
final feature about my amendment be-
fore I yield the floor. It comes into imme-
diate effect and it involves what might
be called the presumption that each
State will wish to participate; because
only in this way can we immediately
create the flow of money which is des-
perately needed by many of our State
and local jurisdictions.

However, at the end of 1974—from that
point forward—if the Federal Govern-
ment is to continue to act in the capacity
of agent for collection of the levy against
the citizens of each State, each State
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must take positive action in making the
necessary directions to the Internal
Revenue Service. In other words, this is
not a system which will continue in-
definitely without positive State action.
This, in my judgment, is necessary to
cause the States to examine what is going
on and to cause them to assume full re-
sponsibility for the future operation of
the system.

In sum, therefore, my amendment
would be in the broad context of the gen-
eral revenue-sharing proposal as con-
tained in the Senate bill. It would meet
the emergency situation. It would con-
tain the passthrough provisions to make
sure that municipalities and counties and
other areas of local government have
direct access to the funds involved so as
to meet their pressing problems—all dur-
ing the 2-year period affer this year,
during which time the States and locali-
ties can come to grips with a reordering
of their own internal tax structure to
make sure that each unit of government
has responsibilities and a tax structure
which are mutually compatible.

Finally, it establishes, automatically
and immediately, the piggy-back struc-
ture which is, of course, a feature of the
measure before the Senate. It will ac-
complish all those things, but it will do
s0 in a manner which will preserve full
accountability, in a manner in which the
citizens of each State know they are
being taxed in order to support the gen-
eral needs of their State and local com-
munities.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, what we
have here is a complete substitute for the
revenue-sharing bill. It is an interesting
thought, and it certainly is worth con-
sidering. We on the committee did think
about it, and the general approach was
explored by thoughtful members of the
Ways and Means Committee.

The approach of the Senator is to re-
duce the Federal tax and make it possible
for a State to increase its income tax by
at least the same amount. This, of course,
is not revenue sharing, and the Senator
does not call it that, He would call it
revenue shifting.

Compared to the bill before the Sen-
ate, it has advantages and disadvantages,
one advantage being, of course, that the
State is levying a tax itself and if the
State does not impose the tax the relief
goes to a taxpayer of that State. Under
this plan the State is encouraged to levy
an increase its income tax, so that it
would receive revenue which the Federal
Government loses. In the final analysis,
where this happens its taxpayers lose
nothing.

On the other hand, when one looks at
the disadvantages, it does not permit one
of the advantages of revenue sharing ad-
vocated by the President and by the
Finance Committee and which, so far,
has been supported by the Senate, and
that is the concept that we are one Na-
tion and that the Federal Government is
the wealthiest of any government and has
the greatest capacity to raise revenue of
any government, and that the wealthiest
sections of the Nation should shift some
of their income for the benefit of the
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poorer sections on a revenue-sharing
basis. Where we have revenue sharing
within the States—I know this is how it
is in Louisiana, Maryland, and else-
where—generally speaking, we collect
taxes uniformly on an income tax basis
or on an excise tax basis.

Then the distribution formula usually
tries to favor those who have the greatest
need. Of course, that is not a part of the
Senator’'s proposal, because the States
that have the high per capita income or
the high-income taxes would benefit the
most and, compared to the committee
bill, the States that have the low-income
taxes would benefit the least. We cannot
achieve, with the Senator’s approach, the
one thing, which is revenue sharing.
That is collect the most revenue from
those who are best able to pay and pro-
vide the most help to those who need it
the most. That is not possible under the
Senator's concept.

Also, the proposal is a complete sub-
stitute. I suspect, Mr. President, that if
the Senate wanted to adopt this amend-
ment, which is really in the nature of a
substitute, one might say, if the Senate
were sincere about it and did not want to
kill the revenue-sharing bill but to adopt
the epproach of the substitute, I honestly
believe that the Senate would find, with-
out ever having intended to do so, that it
would kill the bill. I say this because I see
no ground to compromise this in
conference.

If we went to conference with the
House on it, as we know, someone wins
and someone loses. How can the House
in honor surrender a revenue-sharing
bill to a tax-shifting bill?

For that matter, how could the Senate
conferees, in good consecience, vote to sur-
render in conferring a tax-shifting bill
to a revenue-sharing bill?

So that it is simply like trying to cross
cats with dogs or airplanes with oranges.
They are so far apart, there is no way
we can compromise them.

About the only conceivable approach
would be to say, “Well, let us try to make
it half a revenue-sharing bill and half a
tax shifting bill.” I do not think the Sen-
ate would want to do that. The Senate
has about decided, I think, that it will
engage in this 5-year experiment in
revenue sharing. If so, I would think that
the kind of approach the Senator has
here is one that should merit study,
thought, and examination by govern-
mental groups and study groups through-
out the country, and that it should be
considered as an alternative proposal in
the event the country is not satisfied with
revenue sharing after we have had 5
vears of experience with it.

I do not think we should agree to it
as a substitute. It is a tax-shifting bill.
This is a revenue-sharing bill. There-
fore, I believe that the amendment should
not be agreed to.

Mr, BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
yield me 5 minutes?

Mr. LONG. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GamereLL), The Senator from Utah is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, in the
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revenue-sharing bill we are applying to
the States the principle that has been
applied within the States for many years
to the cost of education. In my State, we
call it equalization, a means by which
the school services available in the poor-
est little community are approximately
equal to those available to the metro-
politan centers, which means, inevitably,
that the richer and the larger areas have
to contribute to the income of the poorer
communities.

Now, as I understand the amendment
proposed by our good friend from New
York (Mr. BuckLEY), it says in effect,
“We will give you back a percentage of
what you are willing to tax yourself for.”

In other words, there is no sharing out~
side the boundary of a particular State.
It puts very heavy emphasis on the tax
effort, the higher tax effort, that is, the
more we get back, and it ignores the
other qualifications that we have written
into our formula.

I think that the word “sharing” carries
in it by implication this concept of equal-
ization. The rich will share with the poor.

The chairman indicated some practical
problems. Let me emphasize again that
there are some States in the Union whose
constitutions forbid them to levy on in-
come tax. So, if we adopt the amend-
ment, we will force those States to
change their tax systems. I do not think
that we are prepared to do that.

I agree with the chairman that this
is a different approach. It may be worth
considering as a replacement for revenue
sharing, based on the experience we may
have with it over the next 4 remaining
out of 5 years that the bill covers. But I
do not think it should be written as a
substitute on the floor of the Senate
without any committee hearings, without
the States and communities most directly
affected having an opportunity to meas-
ure the effects of the program on their
States and bringing this information to
the committee.

I think the committee should be aware
of it. I think we should be prepared to
consider it, when it comes time to review
this whole principle again, but I think it
would be tragic to throw away the work
of the Ways and Means Committee of
the House and the Finance Committee
in the Senate, plus the study that has
been given the problem downtown, and
embark on a completely new point of
view.

Mr, President, I should like to under-
line something the chairman said—

I do not know how we could take this to
conference. I do not know what we could do
with it in conference.

Therefore, I think that the Senate
should reject it as a substitute and let us
go forward with the program that we
have so long and so diligently worked to
prepare.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from New York
yield?

Mr. BUCKLEY. How much fime does
the Senator require?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I should
like to ask the Senator from New York
several questions. Say 5 minutes.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Virginia 5 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-
ident, may I ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York whether I have the
proper understanding of his proposal. Is
it correct that the money which the Fed-
eral Government feels it can spare, so
to speak, and send back to the localities
under the so-called revenue-sharing pro-
posal of the Senator from New York,
would go not to the States or to the lo-
calities but would go to the taxpayers of
the various States in the form of a tax
credit or tax reduction unless the legis-
lature of a particular State were to pass
legislation providing that that amount
of money would be taken over by the
State? Is that about what the proposal
of the Senator is?

Mr. BUCKLEY, It is not quite correct.
That would be the long-term effect of
the amendment. However, recognizing
the fact that there is an existing emer-
gency, which I think we are all inter-
ested in trying to help out with, and
recognizing the fact that State legisla-
tures are not in session every year, my
proposal starts out with the presumption
that the States will not have this money
returned to the States unless the States
take positive action to direct the In-
ternal Revenue in the matter, in which
case their revenue would benefit by the
reduction, in this case about 7 per-
cent.

In this connection, I would like to
clear up what I believe is a misconcep-
tion of what I propose.

This is not a tax credit proposal as
that term is usually understood; namely,
one in which there would be an offset
against Federal tax liability up to a cer-
tain amount representing payments paid
to the State. For whatever esoteric rea-
son it involves, the advocates of this
amendment would seem to be very knowl-
edgeable in income tax affairs. They felt
that the word “credit” would be appro-
priate to use rather than “income tax
deduction.” And that is automatic, it
goes across the board, irrespective of
what may or may not be paid to the
State.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The T-per-
cent credit or reduction which would be
a special term used——

Mr. BUCELEY. We should call it a
T-percent reduction of the Federal per-
sonal income tax rate.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The T7-per-
cent reduction in personal and corporate
income tax rate——

Mr. BUCKLEY. Not corporate, just
personal. They would have to compute
the rate under the present schedule and
reduce that by 7 percent.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Under the
Senator’s proposal, the taxpayers would
have an opportunity to obtain a T-per-
cent reduction in their taxes.

Mr. BUCKLEY. If their States did not
request this money to be collected on
their behalf. However, if the States did
request that it be collected on their be-
half, or failed to take initial action, then
clearly the State has got the responsi-
bility for that 7 percent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.
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Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I would
be glad to yield the Senator an additional
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. So, the
choice that the able Senator from New
York has given the Senate today, as I
see it, is whether the money which the
Federal Government will send back to
the States will go to the individuals of
that State or to the State itself.

Mr, BUCKLEY. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The choice
would be left to the State legislature to
determine.

Mr. BUCKLEY. That would be the
effect.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sen-
ator from Virginia regards this as a very
interesting and novel approach and one
that is well worth considering, If the
Federal Government has so much money
and is in such good shape that it can take
an average of $6 billion a year and send
it back to the localities and the States,
then, if we are going to do that, it seems
to me that what we ought to do is to
send it back to the source from which it
came; namely, the individual taxpayers
of the States.

The Federal Government’s permitting
a reduction of 7 percent in the income
taxes to be paid the individual citizens
would mean that the States that are in-
deed in need and those States whose
legislatures are willing to vote a 7-per-
cent tax, would have an opportunity to
that 7 percent itself and use it for State
purposes. However, if a State does not so
act, the money would go to the benefit of
individual citizens in the State.

I like the approach of the Senator from
New York. I personally do not feel that
there is enough money in the Federal
treasury to be sending it back to the
localities and the States. However, if a
majority of the Congress feels—and evi-
dently it does—that we are so running
over with funds and that our financial
position is in such wonderful shape that
we can dispense with 7 percent of the
tax take, then I prefer to see that 7 per-
cent go back to the source from which it
came; namely, the individual taxpayers.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from New York. I shall support the
proposal.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
would the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I would be glad to
yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
most of the witnesses who appeared be-
fore the Finance Committee during our
hearings said that the Federal Govern-
ment had preempted the tax sources by
their highly progressive income taxes.
Many of them said, as has been stated
here, that they have constitutional pro-
hibitions against a State income tax.

Is it not true that the proposal of the
Senator from New York would offer to
the State the Federal income tax as a
vehicle and the Internal Revenue Service
as a collection agency to overcome their
chief objection; namely, the fact that the
Federal Government has preempted the
tax sources with their highly progressive
income taxes?
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Mr. BUCKLEY. The Senator is com-
pletely correct. The Federal Government
would in effect be sharing the personal
income tax base and the collection fa-
cilities. The highly efficient collection fa-
cilities of the Internal Revenue Service
would enable the States which were to
participate in this program to save them-
selves the cost if they are on an income
tax base of duplicate services.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
I thank the Senator. We had one or two
witnesses who testified that they were
forced to come to the Federal Govern-
ment for relief. One State had a referen-
dum on revenue. Measures which were
passed by the legislature were defeated
by referendum of the people, because the
people were not willing to vote more
taxes for themselves at the State and
local level. They had no recourse but to
come to the Federal Government.

Does the Senator believe that is good
government?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I believe quite to the
contrary that this is an attempt to run an
end run around the people most directly
concerned with the levels of government
and services within a given State.

Actually, within my own State, we
have been having a successful tax revolt.
Taxes have risen to a point where the
State legislature has forced a reexamina-
tion of State programs and forced very
meaningful economies rather than go
through the onus of raising taxes. I think
under the credit proposal which is advo-
cated strenuously by officials across the
State, New Yorkers will over a 5-year
period be paying to Washington in per-
sonal income taxes $450 million more
than they will be receiving back.

My proposal is totally neutral between
the have-nots and the haves, and it
would enable the citizens of New York
to make that decision, but more impor-
tantly, it would say that this shell game
could not be placed on them. They would
know the exact amount of money they
are paying for State and local services.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I like the
aspect of the Senator’s bill that provides
some State responsibility and some flexi-
bility in the State as to the amount of
piggy-back taxation they choose to levy
on themselves. I think it goes without
saying that all of the 50 States and the
38,000 political subdivisions of govern-
ment can find a use for all of the money
that is given to them with no strings at-
tached. Does the Senator have any doubt
about that?

Mr. BUCKLEY. None whatever.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I think the
Senator brought out a very worthwhile
suggestion. It is quite altogether differ-
ent than revenue sharing because it is,
as the Senator described it, revenue
shifting. It has much to commend it. The
one fault I would find is that it provides
no sense of equalization whatever.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad the Sen-
ator raised that point because it is a
point that was raised earlier by the
chairman. I was going to discuss it my-
self and I might as well do so now. We
all understand that because of the differ-
ences that do exist in the relative af-
fluence of Americans, some States may
not have the capacity to raise the reve-~
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nue needed to make sure their children
have, for example, an equal educational
opportunity, as those in more affluent
States. I believe these differences are
more than adequately coped with
through our system of categorical grant
programs, and in the proposed system
of special revenue sharing, where we
take areas of special concern and utilize
the revenue sharing procedure in order
to shift money from the “have” States to
the “have not” States.

But for whatever reason, those States
in the Union which today feel the great-
est sense of urgency and need happen to
be the more affluent States. I have a
feeling this has resulted in part because
of so many dislocations resulting from
the categorical grant programs which
have mandated all kinds of responsibili-
ties which have been particularly heavy
on industrial States, and this is a load
which will only become worse under the
Senate distribution formula.

But I believe general revenue sharing
should be neutral while other special rev-
enue sharing and categorical grant pro-
grams will be the method for equaliza-
tion, which my friend from Utah men-
tioned earlier.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Many wit-
nesses who appeared before the com-
mittee testified that grants in aid were
the reason for their downfall. The fact
is there are 400 or more specific grants
in aid having to be matched at the State
and local levels and the State and local
levels have become impoverished to the
point and to the extent they were not
able to raise any more revenue.

But the question I ask the Senator is:
Is there anything in his bill—I know
there is nothing in the bill of the Com-
mittee on Finance—that would repeal or
cut back any of the 400-odd specific
grant-in-aid programs?

Mr. BUCKLEY. No, nothing in my bill
would accomplish that. But I am anxious
that this bill come to grips with the spe-
cial revenue proposal, which would have
the effect of collapsing many of those
programs into a broad program, which
would not have the effect of forcing them
to spend money for a project which in
their opinion they felt was inferior.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. What I like
about the Senator’s proposal is that it is
not likely to be escalated over the years
to come, except as States initiate the
program. What is $5 or $6 billion in this
session will be $20 or $25 billion 10 years
from now. That is the way these things
have of growing, but it seems to me the
Senator’s proposal would for all time put
a stop to that kind of escalation that
there is in the proposal we have before
us.
Mr. BUCKLEY, I agree with the Sen-
ator that that would be the effect. Ac-
countability would be maintained and
people would know who is responsible.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield to me for 4
minutes?

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
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ator from New York has 15 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I am delighted to yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. HARRY F, BYRD, JR. Mr, Presi-
dent, in 1950, as a member of the Virginia
Senate, I introduced legislation which
subsequently became known as the
automatic tax reduction law. The
principle of that, it seems to me, is
somewhat similar to the principle of the
revenue shifting proposal offered by the
Senator from New York.

The principle of the Virginia auto-
matic tax reduction law is this. The
legislature may appropriate however
much money it deems necessary to
operate the State government, but if it
takes from the taxpayers more than is
necessary to operate the government,
then after leaving a reasonable cushion
in the State treasury the additional
amount over and above the amounts
necessary to run the government would
then be automatically returned to the
taxpayers in the form of a tax reduction,
and that tax reduction, if it occurred,
would be automatic in the next year’s
tax bill on a percentage basis.

Under that law the Virginia taxpayers
for 4 years received a reduction in taxes.
I do not remember the exact figures, but
in 1 year it was as high as 20 percent, in
another year it was 12 or 14 percent, in
another year it was 8 or 9 percent, and in
another year it was around 10 percent.
That was when the State government
took from the taxpayers more money
than the legislature said was necessary to
operate the government.

Now, we come to the present situation
which is almost similar to the one I
reported in Virginia 22 years ago, but
the difference is that the Federal Gov-
ernment is not running a surplus. In-
deed, it is deeply in debt, and not only
is it deeply in debt but it is running heav-
ily in smashing deficits. But that does
not deter me from supporting the Sena-
tor's proposal when I have to compare
it with what would be done if his pro-
posal is not adopted, because if his pro-
posal is not adopted, despite all of these
deficits, despite the heavy debt, then the
same amount of money; namely, 7 per-
cent of the total tax collections, will be
sent back to the States and the localities.

I do not think the Government is in
a financial position to do that, but if we
are going to do it I think it should go
back to the people themselves, the indi-
vidual taxpayers, the same as it would
have under the Virginia automatic tax
reduction law. It occurred to me a few
minutes ago that there is a similarity
between the proposal offered by the able
Senator from New York and the one
which the Virginia Legislature enacted
some years ago. I think there is a con-
siderable similarity between the two, and
I certainly like the approach that if the
Federal Government says that we have
too much money and are going to give
some of it back to the States and locali-
ties, then the place to give it back is the
place from which it came; namely, from
the pockets of the hard working men and
women of our Nation.
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I thank the Senator.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator
for his remarks.

I certainly believe that, at the least,
if my proposal does not create the way
for more cutbacks, it will prevent future
proposals for automatic increases, so the
taxpayers would end up in the same
place.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. That would
be a great improvement over what we
have today.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, how
much time do I have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 11 minutes remaining.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

First of all, I should like to address
myself to some remarks made by the
chairman of the committee, the Senator
from Louisiana, and the Senator from
Utah.

As I explained earlier in my colloquy
with the Senator from Idaho, my pro-
posal is totally neutral as between the
States on the matter of distribution. As
I said earlier, I believe that the other
legislation which we have at the Federal
level—the categorical grant programs,
and later, hopefully, the special revenue
programs—has the effect of recognizing
that the poorer States are not in the
same position to provide essential qual-
ity services as are the wealthier and the
more affluent States, and therefore the
idea of the use of the Federal Govern-
ment as a means of that redistribution
is perhaps totally valid. But we are not
talking about money for education in
this bill or money for necessary sewer
systems or money for urban development.
We are talking about revenues to be
distributed for general governmental
services.

Second, it was mentioned that the
constitutions of some States do not per-
mit the imposition of income taxes, and
that my proposal would force those States
to enact income tax legislation of their
own. Quite the contrary. If any State
does not feel it wants to impose an in-
come tax on its own citizens directly or
indirectly, it is totally free to advise the
Internal Revenue Service that it does not
wish to participate in revenue shifting,
in which event its citizens will have the
direct benefit of a T-percent reduction in
their Federal tax payments, which would
leave a certain amount of cash in the
State to be collected in the form of sales
tax, use tax, or some other form of taxa-
tion which that particular State finds to
be preferable.

I certainly appreciate the argument by
the distinguished Senator from Utah that
the revenue sharing proposal proposes to
do at the Federal level what States them-
selves are doing, namely, the process of
equalization, subsidizing the poor areas,
so that there would be approximately the
same amount spent for education of a
child irrespective of where he goes.

I would like to make two comments
with respect to that, namely, that the
Federal Government is in the process of
equalizing, through the categorical grant
programs, and, second, one of my con-
cerns about the general revenue-sharing
proposal as a long-term institutionalized
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device is the remoteness of the Federal
Government from the taxpayer and the
voter. The kind of accountability that
makes sense, that is in fact operable in
terms of pressures which citizens can
mobilize to hold the line on expendi-
tures or hold the line on increases in
taxes, can be applied at the State level
even if some of the State money is going
to subsidize their local municipalities,
but these same pressures cannot be mo-
bilized at the Federal level.

With respect to the problems which
the adoption of my amendment might
pose in conference, I would like to point
out that it does incorporate two prin-
cipal features of both the House and the
Senate bills, namely, a system of alloca-
tion of funds to be distributed as between
the State and local levels of government,
and, second, a so-called piggy-back
structure. These two proposals in the
House bill could certainly be modified to
accommodate the revenue shifting pro-
posal.

In summary, Mr. President, I would
just like to recite my principal points.
We are in process of enacting a brand
new approach to the financing of State
and local governments which sets aside
the principle of accountability by remov-
ing the taxing authority too far from the
eyes of the voters to enable them to apply
the necessary judgment to determine
whether or not they are willing to tax
themselves in order to pay for local
bridges, roads, paths—you name it.

Second, we do have a state of emer-
gency, and my proposal would end up in
distributing the same amount of money
to the States and localities as would the
Senate version. Admittedly, mine does
not provide any redistribution from so-
called rich States to so-called poor
States, but I would expect that if one
goes to the testimony given before the
Finance Committee, he will find many of
the requests were coming from those
from the richer States, not the poorer
States. It is a question of reallocation; it
is not a question of basic availability of
funds with which we need to cope.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired. The Senator
has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. BUCKLEY, Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may need to con-
clude.

I recognize that in this concept there
is a significant departure from the basic
concept enshrined in legislation before
us. However, it accomplishes the same
things, but in a manner that will not be
as disruptive of the concept of feder-
alism. I, therefore, urge the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, as I said
before, the proposal offered by the Sen-
ator from New York would, I believe, be
repugnant to those States that do not
have an income tax. It seeks to coerce
them into enacting an income tax which,
so far, these States have steadfastly in-
sisted they should not be coerced into
adopting or be required to levy an income
tax unless, in the judgment of its citi-
zens, they should decide to do so.

Furthermore, the proposal would tend
to benefit many States that do have
income taxes, the States with a higher
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than average per capita income, and it
would tend to penalize States with less
than the average per capita income.

Furthermore, and probably worse, I
feel that we would have no revenue-
sharing bill, because, in my judgment,
as the Senator from Utah has pointed
out, there is nothing to compromise.

If we go to conference with the House
of Representatives with the bill they
adopted and the Senate sends over an-
other, that is a complete substitute, that
is not even a distant cousin to it, there
is just nothing to talk about, nothing to
compromise on. It would be like trying
to say that one goes to the conference
table with a dog and the other goes to
the conference table with a cat, so the
one says, “The only logical way we can
make this thing work is just to chop these
two in half and put the hind end of the
cat on the front end of the dog, and that
:vay come up with a cross between the
wo.”

The difficulty is that the animals are
so far apart in nature that by the time
you put a part of one on a part of the
other, they are necessarily in conflict.

I think, Mr. President, that if this
amendment were agreed to, and those of
us in the Senate conference were true to
our duty to the Senate, which would be
to bring in a bill which is not a revenue-
sharing bill but a tax-shifting bill, and
the House conferees were true to the
House of Representatives in their duty
to bring back a revenue-sharing bill,
there would probably be no bill. I think
there is that much difference between
the two approaches.

So I hope, Mr. President, that this sub-
stitute will not be agreed to.

It lacks one basic factor that even
Governor Rockefeller proudly proclaimed
when he appeared before the committee,
and that was that the States with the
highest per capita income—and he was
testifying for a State which had a rela-
tively high per capita income—like New
York would not get back as much as they
were putting out. The amendment would
change that, although Governor Rocke-
feller, of the same State represented by
the able and distinguished Senator,
would be first to concedée that it was fair
that New York should be willing to con-
tribute more than it took back.

That would not be the case under this
type of proposal. The effect of distribut-
ing income in such a fashion that the
poor get some help at the expense of the
rich would be dispensed with under this
proposal, and that phase of it, I think,
would not even appeal to the Governor
of the great State from which the Sen-
ator hails.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. It seems to me there
is another difficulty here that has been
touched upon but not spotlighted. That
is that under this proposal, the State
legislators, and let us add the Governors,
would have to say to the people of the
States, “There is a potential 7-perecent
reduction in your income tax, but we
have to take it away from you.”

The revenue-sharing bill is based on
the idea that money can come to the
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States with a minimum of difficulty for
the State tax collecting and State spend-
ing units. But under this proposal, I
think Senators would find the greatest
political difficulty you can conceive of
in going to the State legislatures and
saying, “You vote to take this tax cut
away from the people.” I do not think
they would get away with it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this type
approach could not have escaped the at-
tention of the administration of Presi-
dent Nixon in considering the possibili-
ties of what could be done to help the
States along this line, because this is very
similar to the Canadian system.

I would say this: If we can make rev-
enue sharing work, it has far more jus-
tice, fairness, and equity about it if you
believe, as most of us believe, that the
wealthier should lend a hand to those
who are less wealthy.

If we cannot make revenue sharing
work, then it may very well be that we
would have to dispense with that con-
cept. But I would like to try revenue
sharing, to see if it can be made to work,
and I hope this amendment will be
rejected.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I was
extremely interested in the spotlight
thrown by the Senator from Utah,
which was to say, “Let us make it easier
to take; let us not let the people know
exactly where this money is coming
from."”

I would say that the maximum of diffi-
culty is consistent with the maximum of
accountability. I think one of the prob-
lems we have run into in this country is
that we have found devices like with-
holding, and so on, which make too few
citizens realize exactly how much they
are paying for the governmental serv-
ices they are receiving.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. LONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GamsrerLL). All remaining time having
been yielded back, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment (No. 1469),
as modified, of the Senator from New
York (Mr. BuckLEY). On this question,
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
ANDERSON), the Senator from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN), the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Burpick), the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CanNoN), the Sena-
tor from California (Mr. CRANSTON),
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLE-
TOoN), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
EastLaND), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FuLeriGHT), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HoLr-
LINGS), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. EKennNepy), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Macnuson), the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
McGoverN), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MonTova), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from Maine (Mr. Muskie), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PasTOorRE), the
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Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL),
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
RanporLrH), and the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SpARKMAN) are necessarily
absent.

I also anneunce that the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HueHES) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MacNusoN), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PasTorRE), the Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RaNDOLPH),
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SparRkMAN) would each vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL-
moN), the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. Corron), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. Fownc), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. Hartrierp), the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. Pearson), the Sena-
tor from Ohio (Mr. Saxse), and the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR-
MOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

Also the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
Arrort), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. BEALL) the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. Hansen), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MiLLer), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. TarT), the Senator from Connecti-
cut (Mr. WeEIckeR), and the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. Younc) are neces-
sarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MiLLER) and the Sena-
tor from South Carolina (Mr. THUR-
monD) would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. HatFierLp) is paired with the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ArrorT). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon would vote “yea” and the Sena-
tor from Colorado would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 6,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 409 Leg.]
YEAS—6

Dominick
Goldwater
Jordan, Idaho

NAYS—55

Gravel
Griffin
Gurney
Hart
Hartke
Hruska
Humphrey
Incuye
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson
Case Javits
Chiles Jordan, N.C.
Church Long
Cook Mansfield
Cooper Mathias
Curtis McGee
Dole McIntyre
Edwards Metealf
Fannin Mondale
Gambrell Nelson

NOT VOTING—39

Fong Moss
Fulbright Mundt
Hansen Muskie
Harris Pastore
Hatfleld Pearson
Hollings Pell
Hughes Randolph
Eennedy Saxbe
Magnuson Sparkman
MecClellan Taft
McGovern Thurmond
Miller Weicker
Montoya Young

Buckley
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.

Roth

Aiken
Allen
Baker
Bayh
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke

Packwood
Percy
Proxmire
Ribicofl
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Spong
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Tower
Tunney
Wwilliams

Allott
Anderson
Beall
Bellmon
Bentsen
Brock
Burdick
Canncn
Cotton
Cranston
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
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So Mr. BuckLEY’s amendment was re-
jected.

AMENDMENT NO. 1490

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk which I ask the
clerk to report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment.

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment will be printed in the REcorbp.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

On page 84, line 3, after the comma fol-
lowing the word “State”, add the following
phrase: “or in the case of a transportation
employee subject to the provisions of sub-
section (f)(8) such tax applies only if more
than 50 percent of such individual’s wage or
other business income for the taxable year
is derived from sources within such State,”

On page 92, line 7, after the word “tax.”
add the following new sentences: “Determi-
nation of whether an employee earns more
than 50 percent of his compensation for
withholding purposes may be based upon a
declaration filed for such purposes by an em-
ployee with his employer. Reliance by the
employer upon said declaration shall relieve
sald employer of payment of any and all
taxes, penalties, and interest that may be im-
posed for failure to withhold on the com-
pensation of such employee.”

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, this
amendment deals with the question of
transportation employees. It reaffirms the
position taken by the Senate heretofore
on how transportation employvees would
have their withholding taxes handled.

The chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee and the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) see no objection to the amend-
ment. It is germane. It is in conformity
with the general principles enunciated by
the Senate heretofore.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the amend-
ment is germane to title IT of the bill.
It is a problem that we would probably
have taken care of in committee had the
Senator raised it at that point.

In view of the fact that it is germane
to the purposes of the bill and that the
Senate has passed it before and there is
undoubted merit to it, and we do not
want transportation workers to be taxed
on their income in four different States.
Therefore in an effort to resolve this
problem I would be happy to support the
amendment and I hope that the Senate
will agree to it.

I have discussed this with the Senator
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the ranking
member on the committee who is neces-
sarily absent at this moment, and he
agrees that this is an amendment we
should take to conference and try to per-
suade the House to accept it.

Mr. HARTKE. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GamBreLL) . The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , No. 1490.

_ The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, in
his 1971 State of the Union address Pres-
ident Nixon rather grandly proclaimed
a new American Revolution. General
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revenue sharing, we learned, was to be
the first shot in that revolution. But it
is not a revolution; it is not even a new
idea.

In 1837 Congress voted to distribute a
surplus in the Federal Treasury to the
States according to their electoral vote.
President Jackson sent a strongly
worded protest in which he said:

If the necessity of raising taxes be taken
from those who make the appropriations and
thrown upon a more distant and less respon-
slble set of public agents, who have the
power to approach the people by an indirect
and stealthy taxation, there is reason to
fear that prodigality will soon supersede
those characteristics which have thus far
made pride and confidence to the state gov-
ernments as the mainstay of our Union and
liberties.

Jackson did not prevail. The revenue
was shared, and much of it was
squandered.

State and local officials are as a group
as responsible as Federal officials. Jack-
son simply recognized that to separate
tax raising from tax spending invited
political profligacy.

One hundred years after President
Jackson’s message, President Eisenhow-
er’s prestigious Commission on Intergov-
ernmental relations—the Kestenbaum
Commission—reexamined the concept of
revenue sharing and found it wanting for
the same reason. The Commission stated:

On the state and local side, a policy of
unconditional subsidies with no matching
requirements would be likely to undermine
the sense of financial responsibility. The ten-
dency would be for states and localities to
look more and more to the national govern-
ment to perform the disagreeable task of
extracting money from the taxpayer.

Never before this time has revenue
sharing even been considered in times
of high Federal deficits. The most recent
surge of interest began in 1964 when
Walter Heller, the chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Council of Economic Advisers,
proposed it as a means of combating
fiscal lag, Dr. Heller feared that economic
growth would provide the Federal Gov-
ernment with ever-increasing tax reve-
nues for which it would have insufficient
uses. The result would be a growing Fed-
eral budget surplus acting as an unneces-
sary and undesirable break on the econ-
omy. So Dr. Heller proposed revenue
sharing as the remedy. Now the remedy
is proposed for a disease which does not
exist. It is the automatic budget deficit
rather than the budget surplus which
now threatens a rational economic policy.

Revenue sharing today is promoted as
a means of bailing out State and loecal
governments that are hard-pressed for
funds. As a former State legislator and
former State treasurer, I concede to no
Member of this body a greater concern
for the financial welfare of State and
local governments, nor do I concede to
any Member a larger determination to be
of assistance.

But general revenue sharing is not the
best way to aid State and local govern-
ments. For many years the Federal Gov-
ernment has used its pervasive and, on
the whole, progressive Federal tax sys-
tem to help State and local governments
cope with their problems. The States, in
fact, already receive about 22 percent
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of their revenues from the Federal
Treasury.

General revenue sharing would scatter
Federal aid among all States and local
governments with little regard to need.
But all States and localities do not have
the same needs. The financial crisis falls
primarily upon our major cities. Actually,
when compared to the cities, the Nation's
other municipalities and the States are
in relatively good financial shape as a
group. The Brookings Institution esti-
mates that by fiscal 1976 all States and
local governments will spend only $9.4
billion more than they take in. With the
cities in serious condition, that must
mean that most other local jurisdictions
are in relatively good condition. And col-
lectively they are in better financial con-
dition than the Federal Government
which ran a deficit of about $23 billion
in:fiscal 1972 and faces a deficit of $38
billion for fiscal 1973.

In this situation the Federal Govern-
ment is a rather frail-looking Santa
Claus. It has no revenues to share; only
a large deficit.

If one had to generalize about which
level of government is most in need and
hardest hit by rising demands against
its resources—for health, environmental
protection, education, child development,
welfare reform, defense—it might well be
the Federal Government. $30 billion in 5
yvears spent for general revenue sharing
is $30 billion more in taxes, or more in
deficits, or less in spending for national
needs, including many which would be of
direct benefit to the States and localities.

The Federal Government has a duty to
set national priorities for the expendi-
ture of Federal funds. It must seek the
highest return for the Federal dollar. It
cannot do that under general revenue
sharing. Revenue sharing would set no
priorities at all—it would abrogate that
responsibility of the Federal Government,
and of Congress in particular. It is par-
ticularly ironic that revenue sharing
should be seriously considered at a time
when the call for reordering our national
priorities is being increasingly heard.

The $5.3 billion for general revenue
sharing in the first year might better be
used to fund a federally administered
and financed welfare program. Welfare
reform would be of tremendous financial
benefit to the States. It could save as
much as $1 billion a year in administra-
tive costs alone. And it could also help
cope with a national affliction. It could
help stem the continuing migration from
rural America into an already crowded
urban America.

Or $5.3 billion could fund a new pro-
gram of general aid to education, con-
ditioned upon effective State plans to
equalize educational opportunity, and
take up the burden from local property
taxpayers.

It could fund a comprehensive national
child development program. It could go
a long way toward combating the pollu-
tion of our rivers, or funding a national
program for the support of health main-
tenance organizations.

The sum of $5.3 billion for general rev-
enue sharing scattered willy nilly across
the political landscape, with precious
little regard to need or purpose, will ac-
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complish none of these things. And it will
be a drop in the bucket so far as provid-
ing fiscal relief to State and local govern-
ments is concerned. It will not bring
relief from State and local taxes. Total
State and local spending amounts to
some $150 billion a year. At that level,
$5.3 billion will have all the impact—
to quote our late Senator Dirksen—*"of
a snowflake falling upon the mighty
bosom of the Potomac.” The $5.3 billion
would be soaked up instantly, with no
appreciable effect on local tax rates, nor
on the quality of State or local services.
Spent on welfare reform, to cite one ex-
ample, it would mean financial relief for
those States most in need—and for hu-
mans most in need.

I would not be so concerned if I
thought it was only a temporary program
for the financial relief of States and lo-
calities. But I know better. General rev-
enue sharing is the camel getting its nose
under the tent. We would not be seriously
considering general revenue sharing to-
day if it were not for the election year
pressures of thousands of mayors, county
officials, Governors, and the administra-
tion. If the Congress starts revenue shar-
ing under such pressures, it will not be
able to stop it against even greater pres-
sures. The States and localities will be
dependent upon the Federal Treasury.
Mayors and Governors will be able to
spend the taxpayers' money at will with-
out accepting the political responsibility
for collecting the taxes. That responsibil-
ity will be left to the Federal Govern-
ment. Who can doubt that mayors and
Governors able to spend the Federal
Government's revenues will look to it for
more and more? Indeed, who amongst us
could expect them to look to the taxpay-
ers for revenues when they can look to
the Federal Government instead? Al-
ready we are confronted with amend-
ments aimed at increasing the revenues
shared with States and localities. They
are only the beginning.

It is said that revenue sharing will re-
store power to the people. That slogan—
more power to the people—has been pro-
claimed by such unlikely bedfellows as
Richard Nixon and Abbie Hoffman. It
deserves some scrutiny.

In our system the real power which the
people bring to bear is applied at the bal-
lot box. It is a power which the people
use intelligently and well. It is a power
which politicians thoroughly understand
and respect. It is a most apparent, real
and essential power of the people—to
hold their public servants clearly ac-
countable. It is a power which will be di-
luted, not strengthened, by revenue
sharing. The taxpayer could not get a
straightforward accounting for all of his
Federal dollars. I believe the Federal
Government has an obligation to account
for each and every dollar which it raises
by taxing the income of American fami-
lies. Providing Federal tax dollars to
other governments to use for any pur-
pose is plainly inconsistent with that
duty of accountability.

The people will be robbed of power at
the State and local level, too. Without
the need to collect all the taxes they
spend, State and local officials will not
have the same incentive to justify their




September 8, 1972

spending. And under this plan the States
and localities will become increasingly
dependent upon the Federal Government
for their financial sustenance. As they
became more dependent, they would be-
come, not revitalized, but more vulner-
able. Though I doubt the Federal Gov-
ernment could, as a practical matter,
ever exercise the power, it would have a
stranglehold over State and local gov-
ernments. As they look increasingly to
the Federal Government for funds rather
than to their own initiative, they will
become increasingly impotent.

If there are any goals that fill me with
enthusjasm they are the goals of bring-
ing new strength and vitality to State
and local governments, eliminating waste
and redtape, maintaining the account-
ability and therefore the integrity of
public officials. Revenue sharing flies in
the face of those goals. Redtape is as
much, or more, an affliction at State and
local levels. Revenue sharing provides no
incentive to reform State and local gov-
ernment, It provides every incentive to
spend for the sake of spending. It would
embalm the status quo at a time change,
by all accounts, is much in order.

I do not question the integrity, the
conscience and ability of State and local
officials. But if I have learned anything
in government, it is that there are many
problems mere money cannot solve. For
all the preoccupation of politicians with
money—more money to solve more prob-
lems—money just isn't enough. What is
needed is not just money, but ideas and
decisions and reforms, and actions to in-
sure that we use our money well. At best,
revenue sharing would subsidize business
as usual, and that would be a disservice
not only to the governments in question
but to the taxpayers who foot the bill. At
worst, in the case of governments which
function badly, revenue sharing would be
like presenting a fast new car to a
motorist with a history of reckless driv-
ing.

There are better ways—far better
ways—to help State and local govern-
ments than through general revenue
sharing. First and most obvious, the Fed-
eral Government could aid State and
local governments most effectively by
promoting economic vitality. A full em-
ployment economy would yield to the
States and localities an increase in re-
venues far greater than revenue sharing
would bring. But like other diminished
national responsibilities, general revenue
sharing would diminish the power of the
Federal Government to effectively man-
age the economy. As the Federal revenues
committed to general revenue sharing
rise inexorably with the demands and
the needs of State and local govern-
ments, the Federal Government would
surrender its control over the expendi-
ture of more of its revenues. To the ex-
tent it does so, it would also diminish
its ability to carry out a sound fiscal
poliey. ,

The Congress could restructure and ex-
pand Federal aid programs in ways that
encourage State and local reform, and
at the same time meet national respon-
sibilities. I have already mentioned gen-
eral ald to education, welfare reform,
pollution from the air and water which
cross State and local boundaries and in-
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centives to child development centers and
HMO'’s.

We could take the best from revenue
sharing and from the grant-in-aid ap-
proach. We could learn from the past,
not reject it. And make no mistake about
it, that's what we are faced with. We are
asked to reject grant-in-aid across the
board. These are not the new revenues
for general revenue sharing President
Nixon promised. As the Federal Govern-
ment gets into general revenue sharing
it will get out of the grant-in-aid pro-
grams. Already OMB is impounding
grant-in-aid funds in anticipation of
revenue sharing. Mr. Ehrlichman is talk-
ing about dismantling great society pro-
grams as revenue sharing takes effect,
mentioning Model Cities by name. The
administration tried to substitute rural
revenue sharing for some 11 successful
Federal programs for rural America, in-
cluding the Extension Service. With high
expenditures, high deficits and a promise,
repeated yesterday, of no new taxes, it
would have no choice but to phase the
Government out of grants for model
cities, water and sewer facilities, mass
transit, law enforcement, and schools, as
it phases the Government into revenue
sharing.

I would be the last to strenuously de-
fend all present grant-in-aid programs.
Too often they are unnecessarily com-
plex. Many of them are less effective
than they could be. But they can be
changed for the better, waste and red
tape eliminated. We could encourage lo-
cal initiative and innovation and, at the
same time, permit far more local discre-
tion. We could at the same time maintain
our Federal responsibilities, provide the
States and localities with incentives to
reform, as well as with money. This may
sound like pie in the sky. It is not. The
Senate has already done it in the case of
the community development title of the
1972 housing bill. Grant-in-aid programs
were consolidated into a new single block
grant community development program.
What was done then could be done in
other cases.

I find little support among the people
for general revenue sharing. Its support
is from mayors and local officials and the
Nixon administration. I sympathize with
those officials and want to help in ways
that are consistent with my obligations
to uphold the Constitution and serve the
people. I cannot help by supporting gen-
eral revenue sharing, and I fully expect
the wrath of the people when they find
that the Federal Government has in-
creased their taxes, or the Federal debt,
to give away $30 billion for which it can
no longer account. The wrath will be felt
everywhere, but especially in needy
States like my own which is already se-
verely shortchanged by the Federal Gov-
ernment. In per capita Federal expendi-
tures Illinois ranked 48th among the 50
States and the District of Columbia in
fiscal 1971—the most recent year for
which figures are available. Under reve-
nue sharing, the citizens of Illinois would
contribute $365.7 million to the Federal
Government in order to receive back only
$250.9 million. That is not a very good
bargain. And it would not be much better
under the administration’s formula or
the House formula.
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The bargain for Illinois and other
needy States is made worse by the reduc-
tion of the Federal grants for social serv-
ices. To compensate for its reduction the
Finance Committee added $1 billion to
the annual $5.3 billion in revenue shar-
ing to make an annual total of $6.3 bil-
lion. Of the additional $1 billion Illinois
would receive $65.25 million, but the re-
duction in grants for social services will
cost Illinois $151.5 million for a net loss
of $86 million. That means the total net
loss to Illinois from this revenue-sharing
bill will be $201.3 million each year—
$114.8 million from the ex-zess of Illinois
taxes over revenue-sharing receipts and
$86 million from the loss of social service
grants. We deserve better in Illinois from
a Federal Government to which we gen-
erously contribute—and so do many
other States.

In summary, general revenue sharing
will not give power back to the people.
It will rob the people of power. It will
not eliminate redtape, because the Fea-
eral Government does not monopolize
redtape. It will not reduce taxes; it more
likely will increase taxes and drive the
Federal Government further into debt. It
will not help us to solve problems; it will
diminish the ability of government at
every level to meet our real needs ac-
cording to rational priorities. It is not
temporary; it will become a permanent
and evergrowing drain upon the Federal
revenues. Far from encouraging local
initiative and innovation, it will dis-
courage it. It would maldistribute Fed-
eral funds, shortchanging the needy
and rewarding the others. And besides,
and to say the very least, there are better
ways to help State and local govern-
ments.

A well-functioning federal sytem de-
mands that the Federal Government as-
sume the costs of services which are es-
sentially national in character. It is such
costs—particularly in welfare and edu-
cation—that are now breaking the backs
of some State and local budgets. It is
time to move forward with welfare re-
form and general aid to schools. It is time
to help the States and localities with
ideas and incentives, as well as with
money. It is always time to be responsible
for the expenditures of the taxes we col-
lect. If the Federal Government raised
revenues beyond its needs, then it would
be time to cut Federal taxes and make it
easier for State and local governments
to raise theirs, but not, even then, to give
away the Federal revenues.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of the distinguished
acting majority leader, I should like to
inquire of him what the program will be
for the remainder of the day and the re-
mainder of the week.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, in response to the distinguished
Senator from Florida, there will be no
more rollcall votes today. The Senate
will complete its business shortly and
will go over until Monday.

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield so that
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I might ask a further question in that
respect?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I am happy
to yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. BAEKER. I wonder whether the dis-
tinguished acting majority leader could
give me any more information about
when we might expect to proceed with
consideration of the antibusing bill which
passed the House on August 18.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The distin-
guished majority leader addressed him-
self to that matter last evening and, I
think, quite thoroughly. He indicated at
that time that it was the intention of the
joint leadership to continue with the
revenue sharing bill until it was com-
pleted and then to stay with the interim
agreement until disposed of. The interim
agreement is the unfinished business, and
it will be temporarily laid aside on Mon-
day and will remain in a temporarily laid
aside status throughout the day. It is
hoped that by coming in at 10 am. on
Monday, beginning with the revenue
sharing bill by 10 minutes after 10, let
us say, and going until reasonably late
in the day, the Senate will complete ac-
tion on the revenue sharing bill. If it does
not complete action on the revenue shar-
ing bill on Monday, it will be the inten-
tion of the leadership to temporarily lay
aside the interim agreement on Tuesday
until such time as the revenue sharing
bill is disposed of.

It will be the intention of the leader-
ship, following disposition of the revenue
sharing bill, to make the interim agree-
ment the first and second track items
until that measure is finally disposed of.

Now the distinguished majority lead-
er made that clear on yesterday. He in-
dicated a clear understanding of the feel-
ings of Senators on both sides of the
question which has again been raised by
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see. The distinguished majority leader
also indicated that the joint leadership
would strive to find some way to negoti-
ate this matter. He suggested that the
bill be referred to the appropriate com-
mittee, the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare for, say, a period of 1
week, after which it would be reported
back to the Senate.

The distinguished Senator from New
York (Mr, Javirs) indicated a willing-
ness to discuss the proposal with the
chairman of the committee, the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
Wirriams) . The Senator from New York
indicated, however, that he would not
want to discuss this with the chairman
of that committee until the interim
agreement and the revenue-sharing bills
had been disposed of.

May I say, in summation, that I can
add nothing to what the distinguished
majority leader has said, except to reit-
erate what he said. I have done that, for
the most part.

I am sure that once the revenue shar-
ing bill has been disposed of and the In-
terim Agreement bill has also been dis-
posed of, the distinguished Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits) will contact his
associates on both sides of the aisle to
see if they can reach some understand-
ing on the proposal the distinguished
majority leader has advanced.
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May I say further that the distin-
guished majority leader and I have
talked with the proponents of the bill
and we have found them to be willing to
enter into a unanimous-consent agree-
ment as to time on the bill. The Senator
from New York indicated that he would
talk with his associates to see whether
they would be willing to enter into a time
agreement. But, as I have stated, he has
since made it clear that he cannot reach
any understanding with them until these
t}pro main measures have been disposed
of.

I know that the distinguished major-
ity leader will do everything possible that
he can to atcommodate all Senators, as
he always does.

The pressures are great upon the
leadership at this time. An effort is being
made to adjourn sine die by September
30, 1972. The leadership fully under-
stands that the Senator from Tennessee
and his associates want action taken on
the bill before the Senate adjourns sine
die; but beyond saying that the revenue
sharing bill will be disposed of first and
the interim agreement next, I can add
nothing, except to recall the words of
the distinguished majority leader on
yesterday, that he had not, at that point,
discussed the matter with the distin-
guished Republican leader, but it was his
intention to do that. I know that if he
has not done so, even at this hour, he will
vet get toit.

The leadership is mindful, of course,
of the eagerness of the proponents of
the bill to get some action on the bill.
Speaking as a Senator from the State of
West Virginia and not as a member of
the leadership, I favor the bill. However,
I have additional responsibilities. And I
would like to see orderly procedures fol-
lowed. I would be in favor of sending the
bill to a committee and hoping that it
would be reported back within a reason-
able length of time. However, I am not
birjlﬁéng myself to that procedure at this
point.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I take this
opportunity to thank the distinguished
acting majority leader for his very help-
ful information on what the activities of
the Senate will be for the next several
days. I must say that on yesterday I
found it necessary to be in Tennessee
and was not present to hear the colloquy
between the distinguished assistant Re-
publican leader and the majority leader.
I have read that very carefully in yes-
terday’s Recorb. I think that progress is
being made in trying to find some way
to make H.R. 13915 the pending business
before the Senate.

In any event, I very much hope so. I
will not belabor the issue nor prolong
this colloquy very long. I merely want to
say that I think that this is an extremely
important issue. It is important that we
have our day in the Senate to consider
this matter. I hope that no one thinks
we are engaging in parliamentary gam-
bits for the sake of advantage. Rather,
it is solely for the purpose of getting our
opportunity to consider this antibusing
bill, H.R. 13915, in the Senate on its
merits.

Mr. President. I might say that this
morning I had an opportunity, together
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with the Senator from Texas (Mr.
ToweRr), to visit with the President on
this and other issues. At that time the
President indicated to me that he under-
stood and fully approved of our effort
to have a chance to vote on this issue in
the Senate now, or at least before sine
die adjournment.

The President authorized me to re-
peat what he said. He said that it is im-
perative that the Senate turn to the con-
sideration of this bill before the Senate
adjourns sine die.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr,. President,
the distinguished assistant Republican
leader on yesterday stated that the ad-
ministration fully supports this bill. And
I think that this should indicate to Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle that this
is a joint leadership responsibility, not
a responsibility that falls solely on the
majority leader or his assistant. It is a
joint leadership responsibility. I think
that Senators should direct their ques-
tions from time to time concerning this
matter to the leadership on the other
side of the aisle also.

The majority leader suggested, more-
over, on yesterday that the bill might
possibly be referred to a committee with
the proviso that it be reported back to
the Senate and made the pending busi-
ness as of November 10, immediately
following the election. There were ex-
pressions of objection to this suggestion
from both sides of the aisle. I say this
just to reiterate that the majority leader
on yesterday made at least two proposals
whereby some way might be found to get
this bill before the Senate utilizing or-
derly procedures and that the Senate
might then work its will. e

The majority leader is striving his best
to reach some agreement. I emphasize
that it is a joint leadership matter. And
the majority leader has indicated that
he intends to talk with the minority
leader. And he will do that. But he has
indicated that we must Jnish the reve-
nue-sharing bill and the joint resolution
on the Interim Agreement before we go
on to anything else.

The minority leader is cognizant of the
pressures coming from both sides of the
aisle on this bill. I know that he will do
whatever he can. However, I think he
fully covered the prospects yesterday.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the acting majority leader.

I would like to say quickly two things
and then I will yield to the Senator from
Texas who was also present at this con-
ference.

I compliment the joint leadership for
their efforts to find accommodation in
this respect. I hope that they will con-
tinue their efforts in this respect to try
to find a way to bring the matter before
the Senate in an orderly way rather than
trying to motion it up or offer it as an
amendment or follow some other pro-
cedure. It is proof of our good faith in
this respect.

I recognize that this is a joint leader-
ship effort. And I am sure that the Sen-
ate realizes that we will try as long as
there is hope to find some accommoda-
tion.

It ought to be a further measure of
our good faith in this respect that the
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President was willing to declare, as he did
today, his support of the effort to bring
this matter before the Senate and his
support for the bill, HR. 13915.

This is in no way a criticism of the
leadership. It is simply my supplication
that we continue to try to do this, and
it is my hope that we find an orderly
way in which to bring this matter before
the Senate.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BAKER. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Tennessee for bringing
this matter up. I certainly associate my-
self with his remarks. I was privy to the
President’s conversation this morning.
And the President said the same thing to
us, both jointly and separately and in-
dividually, which indicates to me his level
of concern, which I think is very posi-
tive and very emphatic, to the effect that
this bill should be completed by the Sen-
ate before we adjourn sine die.

I would like to say for my part, and
this is not to imply a criticism of the
leadership at all, but we want to empha-
size our deep and abiding interest in this
so that we have assured the leadership
that this is a matter on which we want
to have our day in court, and I address
myself in that regard to the minority
leadership as well as the majority leader-
ship, that it is really something that is
of such deep concern to people in the
country that we would be remiss and,
I think, would be derelict if we failed
to consider this matter before we ad-
journed sine die.

Mr. BAKER. I yield to the Senator
from Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding to me. I shall
be very brief. I thank the Senator for
bringing up this matter. I, too, thank
our valuable assistant leader for his very
fine work.

I think this is a matter of priority. We
are trying to get through. I am willing
to cooperate in getting through, but in
getting through I mean to consider these
bills, including the antibusing measure
because we will not be through until we
do.

I do not have any power to bring up
a bill here. We depend on the leadership
and we have very trustworthy leadership.
I believe they will keep on and that they
will get it up.

I cannot recall that I ever voted to
bring up a bill unless a motion was made
by the leadership. I propose to continue
that pattern, if I can. But feeling as I
do, this has priority equal to any item
remaining on the calendar—as absolute
legislation, unless the debt ceiling bill
would outrank it. But as far as I am
concerned, this is a “must” bill.

This is not a threat or anything of
that nature but I would be compelled to
go as far as necessary to make a motion,
but I do not want to do that at all. I
hope we do not have to.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia,

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. BAKER. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator from
Tennessee for yielding to me at this time.
I wish to commend him for the leader-
ship he is exerting in an effort to bring
this bill to a vote, up or down, here in
the Senate. I believe we owe it to the
people of this country that the Senate
and each individual Member of the Sen-
ate should have the opportunity to work
its will on the bill and to express by
voting their views on the bill.

I participated in the colloquy last eve-
ning and I commend the distinguished
assistant majority leader for his fairness
and his support of this hill, and for his
sincere efforts to seek to get the bill up
for consideration in the Senate. The
facts as he outlined them are accurate
in every detail. I would like to add this
further statement, though.

When he spoke of the majority leader
suggesting that the bill be referred to
committee with instructions to report
back in 10 days, and then let the bill
go on the calendar, which would be
exactly where it is now, objection was
voiced at that time by the Senator from
Alabama and other Senators on the floor
because if we had that procedure we
would be where we are now and there
would be no assurance whatever we
would get a vofte. The suggestion was
made on the floor, that would probably
be satisfactory, to refer the bill to a com-
mittee with instructions to report back
in 10 days, provided that at that time
the bill would immediately become the
unfinished business, and the pending
business, because it is believed that in 10
days the Senate will not have disposed
of all of the must legislation that will
have to be passed, and if we could refer
the bill to committee, get it back in 10
days, there would be at least four or five
must bills that would follow this bill, and
in that way we would get a vote.

But the suggestion being made is that
we wait until after revenue sharing is
disposed of and Senate Joint Resolution
21 is disposed of, and then let the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York and
his associates get together to decide what
they might want to do. Time is slipping
away, and the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia, the distinguished as-
sistant majority leader, said we want to
get away from here by the first of Octo-
ber, but if we go the route he is suggest-
ing we will not get action on this bill.

This thought occurs to me and I would
like to propose this to the assistant ma-
jority leader. If the leadership does not
wish to make the motion to bring up the
bill, which I assume would be accepted,
and there would be no debate on it—if
the leadership did not want to give its
prestige, in the virtue of following what
he calls established procedure with re-
spect to bringing bills up for considera-
tion, would be later on possibly, and at
this time take under advisement, the pos-
sibility that the leadership, the majority
leader and the assistant majority leader,
or the Republican leader, might make
the motion to bring the bill up for con-
sideration and state to the Senate the
force and prestige of the leadership, as
such, was not necessarily behind the mo-

29913

tion, but in order to let the majority of
the Senate decide what business the ma-
jority wanted to consider, to give the
Senate an opportunity to express its will
on this important question, it occurs to
the Senator from Alabama that might
be a possible answer to the question.

If a majority of the Senate wants to
consider this bill, I feel sure the joint
leadership would not want to withhold
a bill from consideration by the Senate.
I would like to make that suggestion to
the distinguished assistant majority
leader.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may I say
that I appreciate the response of the
acting majority leader. I am grateful for
the leadership of the Senator from Ala-
bama. I believe the colloquy would be
better served if I yield the floor.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think we ought to clear the air.
There is no evidence of any intention
on the part of the joint leadership to
keep the Senate from working its will
on this bill. I would like to start there.
I think the majority leader yesterday
indicated that, by his proposals, he was
seeking to find a way whereby the Sen-
ate would work its will on the bill. But
it is very, very difficult to find that way.

The proposal to send a bill to a com-
mittee with instructions that it be re-
ported back and placed on the calendar
and made the pending question at a
time specified and then become the un-
finished business was one suggestion
that would be readily objected to. Such
proposal would require unanimous con-
sent, but the leader made the proposal.
On the other hand, a proposal that it be
sent to a committee and reported back
within a week or 2 weeks would be
objected to unless it also carried with
it the concomitant proviso that it be
scheduled for action at a certain time.
So, this puts the leader between a rock
and a hard place. Either way he goes,
he will meet with an objection.

I do appreciate the Senator’'s sugges-
tion that in the event the leadership
would not want to call up the hill, some
other Senator might be designated to do
s0.
Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala-
bama suggested that the leadership make
that motion, showing that the leadership
is not necessarily behind the motion, but
that it is being offered as a vehicle for
the Senate to express its will on whether
or not it wanted to consider this
legislation.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield further?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I believe the
Senator suggests a procedure based on a
premise which I am not yet ready to
concede, that being that the leadership
is unwilling to face up to its responsibil-
ity at some point in time and call a bill
up for action of the Senate. I have never
yvet found the majority leader to be un-
willing, regardless of his own position on
a given issue, to let the Senate have its
way, and I do not think we will find him
unwilling in the future.
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I also appreciate what the Senator
from Mississippi said, that he would be
very, very reluctant to move, in the ab-
sence of a motion by the leadership, to
bring this bill before us. I hope all Sena-
tors will take that suggestion to heart.
I have indicated my support of this bill,
but I would be adamantly opposed to it
if any Senator took it upon himself arbi-
trarily to assume the prerogative of the
leadership and to call this bill or any
other bill up before the Senate. I would
hope that no Senator would do that, be-
cause the leadership has not, by any
word or by any action, indicated an un-
willingness to come to grips with this
matter. But we do have to take things in
their turn.

We have the revenue-sharing bill up
now as a second-track item. We have the
interim agreement up as the unfinished
business. These matters have been
before the Senate for some time, and I
do not think it is unreasonable for the
leadership to expect to complete both
of these matters before pursuing any
other matter except conference reports
and unobjected to items.

My reference to the Senator from
New York, end his contacts with his
associates for their reaction on both of
these matters, was but a reference to
what the Senator from New York him-
self said on yesterday.

So I hope that Senators will not press
the leadership too hard at this point.
The leadership is doing the best it can
do. It is aware of the pressures on Sen-
ators. It is aware of their wishes. It is
aware of the importance of this bill.
It is aware of the controversial aspects
of it. It is aware of the feelings on both
sides of the aisle and on both sides of
the question. The leadership is going to
try to work with all Senators. The ma-
jority leader said he was going to discuss
this with the minority leader. The ma-
jority leader also said he felt there was
room for negotiation, for a way to bring
the bill before the Senate. He can do
no more at this time.

I personally want to see the bill be-
fore the Senate. I want to see the Senate
work its will. As far as I am personally
concerned, the days of extended filibus-
ters are, for the most part, past, but
the days of reasonable debate are still
with us, and should always remain. If
the Senate wants, by motion, to commit
the bill, fine. I may vote against such
motion. If it wants to table the bill, fine.
I would vote against such motion. If it
wants to vote the bill down, fine, al-
though I would not agree with its judg-
ment. I am for the bill, but I also have
responsibilities that I must undertake
to assume here, and I can only speak
as I have, and I do not want to repeat
myself. If Senators will just be patient
and will work together, converse with
their associates, the leadership—the
joint leadership—will do the best it can,
and that is all I can say.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
Senator for his fairness and for his very
obvious desire to get this bill up for con-
sideration, but these matters that he
speaks of here, that he would be glad to
see the Senate work its will on the bill,
that he would be glad to see it given an
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opportunity to table the bill if it desires
to do that, or to pass the bill, or to com-
mit the bill—none of those things can be
done, I submit, unless it is first called up
for consideration. So that is a condition
precedent to taking those actions the
distinguished Senator is talking about.

The Senator from Alabama is just like
the Senator from Mississippi in being re-
luctant, from the floor, to move to pro-
ceed to the consideration of this bill, and
that is the reason why he and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Baxer), and the distinguished Senator
from Texas (Mr. Tower), and the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRrIFFIN) , and the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. SteEnnis), and
many other Senators have been urging
the leadership to state that they are go-
ing to call this bill up before we adjourn.

Now, if it is made to appear that the
only way the bill is going to be called
up is if a unanimous-consent agreement
can be reached with respect to it, I think
we might just as well forget about its
being called up, because there is not go-
ing to be a unanimous-consent agree-
ment. That is why I brought this up. I
feel that way in view of the attitude of
the distinguished Senator from New York
in wanting to wait until other business
is disposed of before he even starts con-
ferring on the matter of whether or not
unanimous consent will be obtained to
have a vote, and, of course, there is no
possibility whatsoever that a unanimous-
consent agreement will be reached.

I think at some point the leadership is
going to have to decide whether it is
going to be willing to call up this bill
for consideration, and call it up ahead
of certain of the “must” bills that are on
the calendar. Otherwise there would be
no occasion for calling it up, because
it is quite obvious that it would be fili-
bustered to death.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

Mr. BAKER. I have only one brief word
to add to the colloquy at this time to
further clarify my point so that the lead-
ership understands I am not impugning
their motives or intentions or desire to
have the Senate proceed in an orderly
way to consider the bill.

One of the things that has disturbed
me, and I believe others, is the repetition
from time to time in the press and other-
wise that this bill is of low priority. I
do not think this bill is of low priority.
I think it is of the very highest priority,
and I believe the President of the United
States thinks it is of the highest prior-
ity. I believe that the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GrRIFFIN) —who conferred
with the President just this week, as well,
and who spoke eloquently on it, and who
this afternoon is on his way back to
Michigan; otherwise he would be here—
believes it is of the highest priority.

By the same token, I recognize and
understand the burdens of the leadership
and of the joint leadership in trying to
accommodate themselves to a way of
bringing this matter up. I think I can
say that the joint leadership understands
that some of us—the Senator from Ala-
bama, the Senator from Tennessee, the
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Senator from Michigan, and other Sena-
tors—have a very contrary view on this,
and I am sure the Senator from Michigan
has a different view of it. But the Senator
from Tennessee wants to make sure that
the joint leadership understands that, in
our view, this is not a matter of low
priority, but a matter of the very highest
priority, and hope that we will be able,
under the leadership’s arrangement, to
have an early vote on this matter. But,
one way or the other, if it is humanly
possible, it is my intention to see that we
have a vote in some way before this
Congress adjourns.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator from
Tennessee. I agree wholeheartedly with
his remarks. I state again I appreciate
very much the sincerity of the leadership
and appreciate so much the efforts of the
distinguished assistant majority leader
and the distinguished majority leader to
see that the Senate is given an opportu-
nity to vote on this bill prior to adjourn-
ment, prior to the general election. I
thank the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the leadership has not indicated that
this is a matter of low priority. I have
seen nothing to that effect in anything
that the majority leader has stated. I
have heard nothing to that effect in any-
thing that he has stated. I myself have
said nothing to that effect. I do not think
the distinguished Republican leader or
his distinguished assistant has said any-
thing to that effect.

So I think, again to clear the air, it
should be stated that there is no feeling
on the part of the leadership that this is
a matter of low priority.

In listing the must bills in yesterday
day’s Whip Notice, it may be that I gave
the impression that all measures not so
listed were not of high priority. But
that list of seven measures, including
conference reports, was not meant to
exclude all others.

For example, the HEW appropriation
bill was not listed, yet, I consider that
a must bill also.

The administration places a high
priority on this bill to which the Sen-
ators have been addressing themselves.
The leadership is aware of their feeling,
and I personally would hope—though I
realize that Senators are acting within
their rights, and I know that they are
greatly concerned lest time run its course
and no action be taken on this bill, and
I will be just as cooperative and patient
as I can as often as they wish—but I
would hope we would not have to have a
daily repetition of this dialog, Mr.
President.

The leadership is going to do every-
thing it can to find some way to accom-
modate all Senators in all important
matters. The majority leader, in propos-
ing various unanimous-consent proce-
dures yesterday did not mean to imply
that those were only avenues that the
leadership would consider. He was, how-
ever, seeking to find a way that everyone
could agree upon. If unanimous consent
cannot be obtained, the majority leader
will understand that, and the leadership
will act accordingly.

But we all recognize the difficulties
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that are involved in getting this measure
to the floor, feelings being what they are
on both sides of the question. If some
way can be found by unanimous-consent
to come to grips with it, I do think that
is the better course. If no way can be
found, that is something else. But even
a motion to call the bill up would be de-
batable, unless it were made at the close
of morning business and before the
morning hour has closed, yet, if there
were other unfinished business, such un-
finished business would displace this bill
and it would again go back on the calen-
dar at the close of the morning hour.
If there were no unfinished business,
and this antibusing bill were motioned
up during the morning hour, it could be
done without debate, and of course, it
would keep its place and, at the close of
the day, would become the unfinished
business.

Once it is brought up, the motion to
refer the bill would be debatable. In fact,
only a motion to lay it on the table would
not be debatable. So there are many
roadblocks along the way. I know all Sen-
ators recognize this, but I think it should
be stated for the record as to why the
majority leader was probing, seeking to
find a way, that might meet with the ap-
proval of all Senators, to get this bill to
the committee and then get it back on
the calendar.

Mr. ALTEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. ALLEN. This has been, I believe,
the fourth straight day that the leader-
ship has been guestioned as to its plans
with respect to the bill. I believe on the
first occasion the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. BAKer) made in-
quiry, and the distinguished majority
leader pointed out at that time that the
bill had just been ordered to the calendar
and was not yet on the calendar, and
that was certainly a satisfactory answer.

Then the next day the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee again asked the
question, and, as the junior Senator from
Alabama recalls it, the majority leader
stated that he hoped to confer with the
Republican leader, and that some effort
would be made along that line.

Then last evening we had a very friend-
ly and, I feel, satisfactory colloquy as to
the leadership’s plans, and then again
this evening we have had a satisfactory
colloquy.

I can certainly understand that the
leadership does not enjoy being quizzed
each day as to its plans, but I am won-
dering if it would be reasonable to re-
quest or to inquire of the distinguished
assistant majority leader if it would be a
reasonable request to make that after the
revenue sharing bill has been disposed
of, and after some final action has been
taken with respect to Senate Joint Reso-
Iution 241, before any other item is made
the pending business, or would it be un-
reasonable, for those who are interested
in getting this bill up for consideration,
to inquire of the leadership what their
plans might be with respect to the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I do not mind taking my turn at bat in
this regard, and I do not mind doing it
again and again, may I say to the dis-
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tinguished Senator. The only reason I
made the comment that I made was that
the situation today has not changed from
what it was yesterday, when the distin-
guished majority leader indicated that it
was the intention of the leadership to
first complete action on the revenue-
sharing bill and on the Interim Agree-
ment before proceeding to other major
business. That was the only reason why
I suggested, hopefully, that we would not
have to do this over and over again every
day. I did not mean to reflect upon any
Senator, because I understand the con-
cern of the Senators, and, frankly, I feel
just as strongly as they do about this
foolishness called busing to bring about
an arbitrary racial balance in the public
schools. But I see no point in every day,
every day, every day asking the leader-
ship what can be done, because the lead-
ership cannot see any further today than
it could see yesterday. We are no further
along now than we were yesterday, ex-
cept that action has been taken on some
amendments to the revenue-sharing bill.

No, it would not be unreasonable, an-
swering the able Senator from Alabama,
for any Senator to inquire of the leader-
ship at that time or any other time,
whether or not action has been com-
pleted on the revenue-sharing bill.

Mr. ALLEN. But after action has been
completed on the revenue-sharing bill
and the nuclear arms agreement, before
another matter is made the pending
business, would it be unreasonable for
us at that time to make inquiry?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It would not
only not be unreasonable, it would be
appropriate.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I know that
the majority leader will be working with
all Senators, and so will I. We will be
striving to accommodate them. I would
hope, may I say, that the President, hav-
ing stated his support of this measure
publicly and privately, would do all that
he could on his side of the aisle, to bring
the measure to some kind of disposition.
But he has his problems on that side of
the aisle, just as he has sometimes on
this side of the aisle.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the col-
loquy has probably continued as long as
it should at this hour, but I confess that
I cannot resist the temptation to re-
spectfully disagree with the remarks of
the distinguished acting majority
leader to the effect that nothing is dif-
ferent today than it was yesterday.

The President of the United States,
under the constitutional form, is not a
Member of this body and has no vote, al-
though he once did. The President of the
United States has no authority, by
statute or indirectly, over the leadership
on either side of the aisle. The President
of the United States, as far as I know,
did make a new statement that I felt it
my obligation and opportunity to relay
to the Senate of the United States, to the
effect that this bill should be brought
before the Senate and the Senate should
act on it before it adjourns sine die.

The President of the United States has
a very distinet interest in when Congress
adjourns sine die and what functions
and duties it performs before it does so.
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I have no resentment that I find in my
colleagues no sense of distinction be-
tween the situation yesterday and that
today, but it seems to me that there is a
distinction, and a very important one,
and I hope that there is an element of
leadership, not in the generic sense but
in the figurative sense, in the President’s
expression of his support for this bill and
his desire that Congress act before it
adjourns. It is for that reason that I do
not have any apology for once again
inquiring of the status of the matter and
suggesting that this new development
may have some further effect on how we
proceed apace with the consideration of
this matter.

I once again commend the leadership
on both sides of the aisle, especially the
acting majority leader for his patience
and even his endurance, because this
has been a long colloquy. I think we have
established a lot of points of view and a
lot of attitudes. But one thing that has
emerged from it, I believe—and if I am
wrong, I hope I will be corrected—is the
representation that the leadership, in-
sofar as the distinguished acting major-
ity leader can speak for it, and I believe
he can, will continue to attempt to find
an orderly way to present this matter
to the Senate.

Beyond that, these factors also have
emerged:

There is support for this bill by many
Members of the Senate and by the Presi-
dent of the United States. There is a
sense of urgency about this bill which
has now been repeatedly expressed.
There is a keen desire by many of us
and even a determination that it be
heard and disposed of one way or the
other before the adjournment to go
home.

I respectfully believe that all those are
additional developments different and
distinet from the situation as it existed
yesterday.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I will not belabor the discussion longer.
I think it has about run its course so far
as any usefulness is concerned.

However, my reference to there having
been no change was with respect only to
the status of legislative business and the
legislative program. I think that the Sen-
ator will agree with me that there has
been no change in the legislative situa-
tion from what it was yesterday. Yester-
day, we had not finished the revenue
sharing bill. Today, the Senate has not
yvet completed action on that bill, and
the Senate still has before it, down the
road somewhere, the interim agreement.

Second, the President's pronounce-
ment of today was nothing new to me. I
am sure it was nothing new to the Sena-
tor. I thought the President had made
eminently clear a long time ago as to
where he stood on this bill. If this is a new
pronouncement, then I have been read-
ing the newspapers wrong.

Third, I hope I have been helpful but
I do not think I have said anything that
went beyond what the distinguished ma-
jority leader stated on yesterday. I have
tried to state what I think his position
was at that time, and I am sure that that
is what it is still today.

Mr, President, I have nothing further.
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Mr. BAKER. I have nothing further,
except to say to the acting majority
leader that I have great confidence in his
determination to see that we get a vote,
and on that I will rest.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
and the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama. They are both not only persever-
ing but also very patient and cooperative,
and they always are most courteous. The
leadership knows it has their under-
standing as well as the understanding of
other Senators.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS ON
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1972

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day next, after the two leaders have been
recognized under the standing order,
there be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes, with statements therein
limited to 3 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR RIBICOFF ON TUESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 12, 1972

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Tues-
day next, immediately following the re-
marks of the two leaders under the
standing order, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Connecticut (Mr. Risicorr) be
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS ON MONDAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, at the conclusion of the transaction
of routine morning business, the Chair
lay before the Senate H.R. 14370, the
revenue-sharing bill; and that the un-
finished business, the interim agreement,
Senate Joint Resolution 241, be tempo-
rarily laid aside and remain in a tem-
porarily laid aside status until the close
of business on Monday or until the dis-
position of H.R. 14370, whichever is the
earlier.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the program for Monday is as follows:
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The Senate will convene at 10 a.m.
After a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, not to exceed
15 minutes, with a 3-minute limitation
on statements therein, the Senate will
resume consideration of the revenue
sharing bill—by no later than 10:15 a.m.

The interim agreement, being the un-
finished business, will remain in a tem-
porarily laid-aside status throughout the
day, until the close of business or until
the revenue sharing bill is disposed of,
whichever is the earlier.

No time agreement has been entered
into on the revenue-sharing bill or
amendments thereto.

Yea-and-nay votes will occur on
amendments to the revenue sharing bill
throughout the day, and every effort will
be made to complete action on the reve-
nue-sharing bill on Monday. This may
require a reasonably late session, but I
think it important to dispose of this bill,
if at all possible, on Monday, in order
that the Senate may resume its consid-
eration of the unfinished business, the
interim agreement on offensive weapons,
on Tuesday.

Much work lies ahead before adjourn-
ment, and we will have to labor long and
late.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. MON-
DAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1972

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. on
Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:56
p.m. the Senate adjourned until Monday,
September 11, 1972, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 8, 1972:

IN THE CoasT GUARD

The following-named officers of the Coast
Guard for promotion to the grade of lieu-
tenant:

Claude W. Brock Steven E. Hungness
Edward 8. Olszewskl, Richard E. Burke, Jr.
Jr. Christopher G. Kreiler
Michael F. Herman Gregory H. Magee
Randall R. Winn Robert L. Pokress
Wayne R. Gronlund Donald R. Shrader
Timothy J. Cenna James E. Smith, Jr.
Warren E. Colburn, Jr. David D. Frydenlund
Howard C. Waters Jay M. Snyder
James T. Doherty, Jr. John F., Stumpff
Gregory L. Shaw James D. Garrison
Robert W. Henry Stuart N. White
Charles W. More Donald H. Debok
Benjamin B. Peterson John F. McGowan
Paul J. Prokop Frederick N. Wilder
Gerald L. Hale Michael E. Moore
George F. Hetland, Jr. Robert C. Olsen, Jr.
Paul H. Garrity Eric W. Miller
James W. Gynther Joseph J. Clarke
Robert J. Wenzel Charles W. Wadey
William K. Bissell Mark A. Revett
Michael J. Mierzwa James L. Robinson
Alexander J. Hindle, Andrew W. Anderson
Jr. Phillip W. Hawkins
John R. Kissinger, Jr. Larry F. Wheatley
Richard F. Gupman Robert C. Belote
James D. Hull Richard J. Losea
Michael Billingsley Elwood E. Stoeger
David H. Humphreys Danlel L. Carney
Stanley L. Renneker William R. Jurgens
Thomas R. Lynch Dale H. Gebhardt
Daniel D. Ryan III Paul J. Bodenhofer

Richard C. Vlaun
George A. Flanigan
Frederick J. Schmitt
Ronald J. Greto
George M. Williams
Jeffrey E. Robbins
Robert M. Acker, Jr.
Charles A. Huber, Jr.
Joseph F. Flayer
Gilenn P. Obrien
Robert S. Illman
Andrew L. Gerfin, Jr.
Willlam R. Bowen
James E, Hartney
David B. Anderson
Darryle M. Waldron
Peter A. Lenes
Mark D. Present
Bruce D. Wintersteen
Palbo M. Rodriguez
Theodore G. White IIT
Mark L. Lavache
Timothy W. Josiah
Robert C. Gravino
John F, Curtis
Richard C. Barlow
Thomas R. Hamlin
Thomas R. Hamblin
Wenceslaus D. Kinal
John K. Miner
Charles H, Hill
George D. Bond II
Frederick R.
Adamachak
Barry P. Kane
James B. Buckley III
Russell A, Askey
Bruce E. Griffiths
David H. Blomberg
Roderick A. Schultz
Richard L. Hilliker
Donald R. Grosse
George N. Naccara
Chester M. Sprague
James W. Pennington
Gregory J. Labas
James D. Burk
Harold F. Watson
Robert W, Thorne
Robert E. Donnee
Thomas E. Rutenberg,
Jr.
David C. Dubois
Gary L. Pavlik
Fred W. Pryor
Gerald H. Eemp
Bruce A. Bergmann
Robert T. Glynn
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Ronald E. De Mello
Douglas B. Brown
Gerald L. Ranes
Michael L. Duvall
Lee 5. Rumley
Loren J. Chidester
James A, Moon
David A. Desiderio
John H. Nicholson
Robert L. Council
Rodger R. Logan
James P. Wysockl
Eenneth 8. Shepard,
Jr.
Dale K. Priden
Charles D. Phillips
James W. Moon
‘William J. Missal
Michael D. Slovek
Jon W, Hall
Stanley E. Breedlove
William K. Sinn, Jr.
Eckhard E. Magsig
Harold F. Wagner
James W. Smith
Laurence P, Minott, Jr.
Curtis J. Crumpley
Charles L. Fenning
Albert R. Maggard
Willard R. Cox
Newton L. Bennett
Larry W. Fulkerson
James C. Perry
Frank E. Lange
James A. Murphy
Dean G. Roath
Salvador Romo, Jr.
Zacarias S. Chavez
Merritt E. Hall
Franklyn C. Rogers,
Jr.
Ralph O. Deloatche
George J. Whiting
Leo T. Weyenberg
Guy Taylor, Jr.
John Perez
Carl E. Wolcott
Daniel E. Norman
Thomas W. Pearson,
Jr.
Edward J. Beder, Jr.
Michael F. Flessner
Harold W. Henderson
David J. Reichl
James Q. Neas, Jr.
Thomas E. Bernard
Robert E. Pearce

The following-named temporary officers to
be permanent commissioned officers in the

Regular Coast Guard
tenant (junior grade)
Claude W. Brock
Edward S. Olszewskl,
Jr.
Gerald L. Ranes
Michael L. Duvall
Lee S. Rumley
Loren J. Chidester
James A. Moon
David A. Desiderio
John H. Nicholson
Robert L. Council
Rodger R. Logan
James P. Wysockl
Eenneth S. Shepard,
Jr.
Dale K. Friden
Charles D. Phillips
James W. Moon
William J. Missal
Michael D. Slovek
Jon W. Hall
Stanley E. Breedlove
William K. Sinn, Jr.
Eckhard E. Magsig
Harold F. Wagner
James W. Smith

in the grade of lieu-
Laurence P. Minott, Jr.
Curtis J. Crumpley
Charles L. Fenning
Albert R. Maggard
Willard R. Cox
Newton L. Bennett
Larry W. FPulkerson
James C. Perry
Frank E. Lange
James A. Murphy
Dean G. Roath
Salvador Romo, Jr.
Zacarias 8. Chavez
Merritt E. Hall
Franklyn C.

Rogers Jr.
Ralph O. Deloatche
George J. Whiting
Leo T. Weyenberg
Guy Taylor Jr.
John Perez
Carl E. Wolcott
Daniel E. Norman
Thomas W.

Pearson Jr.
Robert E. Pearce

The following-licensed officer of the U.S.
Merchant Marine to be a permanent commis-
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sioned officer in the Regular Coast Guard in
the grade of lieutenant (junior grade):
Richard M. Mushet
The following-named Coast Guard Reserve
officers to be permanent commissioned officers
in the regular Coast Guard in the grade of
lieutenant:
Paul D. Bridges Dennis L. Morrissey
Michael K. Cain Richard L. Murphy
David E. Cole John T. Okon
John R. Huddleston James T. Robertson
Frederick G. Steven R. Sipes
Koehnke David W. Young
IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3066, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of sec-
tion 3066, in grade as follows:

To Be General

Maj. Gen. Alexander Meigs Haig, Jr., [l

Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).
IN THE NAvYy

The following-named officers of the Navy
for permanent promotion to the grades in-
dicated:

Captain
LINE

Abbott, John

Abromitis, William, Jr.

Alderman, Edward Lane

Aldrich, Robert Gene

Allmann, Richard Raymond

Alt, Walter Louis

Alvis, John Hubbard

Anderson, Robert Jay

Arnold, Henry Duff

Arnold, William Stevens M.

Atkins, A. J. Martin

Baird, Orlie Gordon

Bajus, John Clair

Balch, Allen Horace

Balmforth, Stanford Clewort

Barie, Arthur Harper

Barr, Max Danton

Barrow, John Curtis

Bates, Richard Ward

Becker, Jerry Thomas

Beckwith, Reynolds

Benson, Francis Wyse, Jr.

Bernstein, Karl Joseph

Bezore, Eugene

Bilderback, Oral John

Birdwell, Carl, Jr.

Boeing, Charles Edward

Boh, Edward R., Jr.

Bolan, Charles Daniel

Borlaug, Paul Vincent

Bouffard, Edward Normand

Bowdey, Floyd Davis

Bowers, William Warren

Boyd, Richard Charles

Boykin, Rhodes, Jr.

Brady, Robert Edward

Briggs, Edward Samuel

Brozena, John Michael

Brunson, James Sylvester

Bryant, Harry Foster, Jr.

Buckmaster, Albert Taylor

Buechler, Robert George

Butler, Dempsey, Jr.

Butler, James Douglas

Callaghan, William M., Jr.

Campbell, Richard Bruce

Capone, Lucien, Jr.

Charter, Charles Curtis

Castle, Ernest Carl

Chalbeck, John Arvid

Chambers, Horace B., Jr.

Chessman, Samuel Richard

Christensen, Charles S., Jr.

Clark, Glenwood, Jr.

Claytor, Richard Anderson

Cobb, Warrington Crane

Congdon, Robert Newton

Conolly, Robert Carhart, IT

Cook, Karl I'rederick

Coontz, Robert Joseph

Cordray, Richard Palmer
Cornell, Kenneth Eugene
Cowperthwaite, John K.
Crawford, Wayne Halburton J.
Crosby, Howard Sydney
Crumpton, John Rives, Jr.
Cuddy, Thomas William
Daniel, William Allen
Danis, John Farwell

Davis, George Harold
Davis, John Meredith
Davis, Thomas Edwards
Day, Edward Roy, Jr.
Dearolph, David Edwin
Debold, Joseph Francis
Dejarnette, Hugh Malcolm
Demyttenaere, Jules Henry
Derrick, Arthur Calvin
Dixon, John Curtis, Jr.
Donlon, John Michael
Dorenkamp, Kurt Francis
Dotson, William Cole
Drain, John Emery

Duck, John Charles
Duncan, Robert Dewey
Dyer, Gerald Wesley
Eareckson, Frederick Leif J.
Edmundson, James Edward
Egan, Henry William
Ekelund, John Joseph
Emerson, David Frederick
Engel, Paul Huber

Enney, Kenneth Eugene
Ennis, Robert

Erikson, Warren Wilber
Eustace, Robert Joseph
Evans, Delmar Howard, Jr.
Everngam, John Lester, Jr.
Featherston, Frank Hunter
Fenlon, Leslie Knapp, Jr.
Fenno, Eric Neil

Fielding, Teddy Roosevelt
Finke, Eugene Irving
Foster, James Roger
Fowke, Benjamin Bernard
Fowler, Alfred Noel

Fraenke, Fred Augustus W., Jr.

Freytag, David Robert
Fritzke, Herman Ernest, Jr.
Fullinwider, Peter Lansing
Galloway, Richard Earl
Ghormley, Ralph McDougall
Goehring, Bernard Edward
Goldman, Roy Edwin
Gracey, Jack Lynn

Grady, Morris Reed
Graham, Horace Edward
Graham, Warren Curry, Jr.
Grayson, Roy Ray

Guthrie, William Sherrod
Hall, Donald Perry

Hamlin, David Richard
Hamm, Warren Clement, Jr.
Harding, Norton Crew, Jr.
Harris, Wade Hampton
Hart, George Louis
Haskell, William Charles
Hawkins, William Howard
Hays, Ronald Jackson
Henderson, Donald

Hibbs, Alvin Stanley
Hickey, Charles Francis
Hofford, John Labbee
Hofto, Leslie Calvin
Hopkins, Thomas Matthews
Howard, Alfred Mann

Ince, Eugene St. Clair, Jr.
Jacobssen, George Eugene, Jr.
Jenista, James Francis, Jr.
Jenks, Albert Leroy, Jr.
Jepson, John Arthur
Johnston, Richard Carter
Jones, Gerald Robert
Josephson, John Vernon
Kanakanui, William A., Jr.
Karschnia, Paul Theodore
Katcher, Martin Joseph
Kaufman, Norman Lewis
Kay, Howard Norman
Kearney, John Robert
Keller, Harry Stetson, Jr.
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Keller, Jack Elmer

Keller, Robert George
Key, Harry Newton, Jr.
Kilcline, Thomas John
Kint, John Richard
Klapka, Edward John
Klause, Joseph Edward
Klein, Peter Frederick
Klemm, Vernon Paul
Klemm, Wilbur Clayton
Kneale, James Edward
Knoizen, Arthur Kenneth
Koach, John Henry

Koval, Francis Peter
Kraus, Walter John
Kremidas, William Samuel
Kriser, Louis

Krueger, Otto Earll

Lamb Chris Wilson

Laney, Edward Veloras, Jr.
Larson, Norman Oscar
Law, Jason Pierce

Leary, Ramon William
Lebert, William Arthur
Lechner, Thomas Fletcher
Lesperance, Albert Phillip
Linder, James Benjamin
Lindsey, Wesley Elvin, Jr.
Lisanby, James Walker
Loheed, Hubert Bradford
Longino, Hugh Ellen, Jr.
Loomis, Thomas Alvin
Lowry, Charles Hamilton, Jr.
Lynch, William Hanna
Madison, Douglas William
Magee, Jack Edmunds
Mallard, John Boyd, Jr.
Mandeville, Robert Clark, Jr.
Marr, Harold Lloyd
Marshall, John Eno
Martin, Charles Elliott
Martin, William L. IITI
McArthur, Kenneth Vincent
McCallum, Elmer Austin, Jr.
McConeghy, John Knox, Jr.
McCreight, Major Israel III
McDonald, Ewing Raiford
McDonald, Jack Herbert
McDonald, Robert Patrick
McFarland, Milton Clay
McFarland, Ralph Irel
McGinnis, Thomas Patrick
McLain, Roy William, Jr.
McNulty, Gerald

McVoy, James Leonard
Meanix, William Henry, Jr.
Messere, Edward James
Miles, Lee Coulter

Miller, David Bruce
Miller, Edmund Anderson
Miller, Raymond Lee
Miller, Roger James
Mohlenhoff, William
Mohrhardt, Robair Ferris
Monroe, Robert Rawson
Moore, Donald Edsel
Moore, Robert Sheppard
Morgan, Joseph Richard
Morin, James Brendon
Mulligan, James Alfred, Jr.
Mumma, William Leland
Munday, Donald Francis
Murphy, James Francis
Myrick, James Egerton
Neely, Guy Morton, Jr.
Neidlinger, Carl Christian
Nelson, Andrew Gibson
Nelson, Frederick Louis
Newgard, Douglas Lloyd
Nicholson, Richard Earl
Noel, Lionel Maclean
Norman, Robert Dean
Norris, William Joseph
Nugent, Thomas Henry, Jr.
Nutt, Thomas Owen, Jr.
Nystrom, Bruce August
OConnell, William Robert
O’Keefe, Patrick Gordon
Orrill, John William

Otth, Edward John, Jr.
Page, George Leslie

Page, Louis Covington, Jr.
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Palazzolo, Anthony Louis
Paul, Milton Owen

Paulis, Joseph John, Jr.
Peck, Paul Arthur
Pennington, Otis Greene
Platzek, Eugene Hakon
Porter, Eenneth Albert
Post, Harry Junior
Poullot, Jean Raymond
Provost, Robert Delphin
Pstrak, Theodore Wesley
Purdy, Harlan Ralph
Ralston, Wesley Lynn
Read, Willlam Lawrence
Reichert, Herbert Emil
Reid, Charles Eckford, Jr.
Relher, Eugene Joseph
Resch, Earl Frederick
Riedl, Harold Albert
Rigsbee, John Taylor
Ripley, Robert Eenyon
Roberts, Gerald Grey
Robertson, Keith Halvah
Robins, Clarence Oliver
Rogers, Edward Brien, Jr.
Roman, Paul Douglas
Romley, Richard Mansfield
Ross, Donald Scott

Rubey, Ervin Burdett, Jr.
Sander, Richard Elmer
Sanders, Ernest Duke
Sandon, Kenneth Merle
Satterthwaite, Fred Christy
Schaufelberger, Albert A., Jr.
Schnorf, Richard Arthur
Schorz, Ernest Henry
Schwoeffermann, Robert E.
Scott, James Hernandez
Scoville, Jack

Shapiro, Sumner
Shepherd, Burton Hale
Shick, George Barton, Jr.
Shine, Eugene Francis, Jr.
Sisson, Jonathan Anthony
Sizemore, William Gene
Skinner, Glenn Eugene, Jr.
Skinner, William Allan
Sleeper, Sherwin James
Slusser, Richard Cowden
Smith, Carl Ray, Jr.

Smith, Charles Ross, Jr.
Smith, George Francis
Smith, Gerald Francis
Smith, Gordon Hatfield
Smith Homer Leroy

Smith, James Herbert Basil
Smith, Leon Wayne

Smith, Paul Edwin
Snodgrass, Cornelius 8., Jr.
Snyder, Francis Maurice
Somers, Robert Willlam
Sourbeer, Emory Reed, Jr.
Southworth, Harrison Badger
Sparks, Donald Eugene
Spencer, Ralph Glover
Stolpe, Richard Henry
Stringfellow, Reid
Stuyvesant, William Robert
Sundberg, John Paul
Swanson, Charles Albert L.
Swanson, Charles Oscar
Swanson, Peter Scott
Switzer, James Ruppert
Synhorst, Gerald Emmet
Thiele, Karl Revere
Thomson, Alexander Dingwall
Thomson, Richard Gordon
Tissot, Ernest Eugene, Jr.
Tolbert, Robert Red

Townsend, Marland Wesley, Jr.

Tripp, Paul Russell
Vaughn, Robert Edward
Vongerichten, Robert Louis
Vosseler, Warren Paul
Walker, Charles Melvin
Walker, John Robert
Walters, Robert Levi

‘Ward, James Frederick, IT
Watkins, Frank Thomas, Jr.
Webber, James Hamilton
‘Webster, Dean Edwin
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Wentworth, Thomas Foote, Jr.
Whitmore, Charles Abbott
‘Wholey, Lloyd Carter
Whyte, James Darst
Wiener, Richard A.
Wilhite, Alan Shepard
Williams, James Edward
Williams, James Sidney
Wilson, James Creighton
Wilson, Ralph Ensign, Jr.
Wirt, William Otto, Jr.
Wissler, John George

Wold, John Clark

Wolff, John Meyer
Wolford, Richard Stephen
Wood, Thomas Barkley, Jr.
Woodard, David Jackson
Woods, Edwin Elmore, Jr.
Woodworth, Charles Milton
Wynn, James Henry, III
Young, Randall Wayne
Yowell, Grover McClelland
Zettel, Marcus Alvin

SUPPLY CORPS

Anderson, William B., Jr.
Anweiler, Calvin Richard
Bassing, Bernard Edward
Bliss, Roger Crane
Borchert, William Henry
Butler, Herbert Fuller, Jr.
Carmer, Elwood Arthur
Chadwick, William Arthur
Chegin, George Ireneus
Chester, Francis Joseph
Crozier, Wayne Raymond
Culwell, Charles Louis
Daniel, James Cordie
Dasovich, Michael
Dauchess, Edward Geddy
Dunbar, Robert Francis
Emery, William McLeod
Hassenger, Willlam Edward
Herndon, Paul Clifford
Higgins, Everett Chipman
Ingram, Thomas Jackson, III
Eocher, Edwward Mitchell
Eulezycki, Alfred Severin
Levine, Alan Yale
Linthicum, Walter Eugene
Malone, Francis Edward
McEnearney, John Edward
Mehaffey, Donald Colver
Murphy, George Arnold
Murphy, Ralph Frederick, Jr.
Nicol, Robert Glenn
Owens, Andrew Jenkins
Plazza, Thomas Joseph
Puleo, Joseph Andrea
Roberts, Calvin Watkins
Sharp, Herbert Cecil
Smith, Charles McKinley
Tapp, James Garner
Woodworth, Fred Irving, Jr.
CHAPLAIN CORPS

Boyd, George Truett

Carnes, John Harold

Cohill, John William

Doermann, Martin John

Frank, Joseph Aloysius

Hill, Rodger Freeman

Ivers, Victor Joseph

Jones, Edward Stoddard

McDonald, Leo Jones

Metzger, Ernest Walter

Moye, Thomas Edward

O'Connor, John Joseph

Osman, Robert Elwood

Richardson, Edward Lawrence

Saeger, Alfred Robert, Jr.

Selders, Marlin David

Symons, Harold Frederick
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS

Anderson, Richard Ernest
Bartley, Delmar Alexander
Clements, Neal Woodson
Day, Francis William
Dobson, John Frederick
Dunn, Robert Henry Peter
Fluss, Richard Merril

Galloway, James Eugene
Graessle, Howard David, IT
Howe, Charles Marvel
Loomis, Raymond Wesley
Marqguardt, Walter Ernest, Jr.
Nelson, Robert Henry
Parsons, John Emory, Jr.
Swecker, Claude Eugene, Jr.
White, Lawrence Martin
Wittschiebe, Donald Willlam
Wynne, William Edward

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

Andry, Walter Gilbert
Bates, George Marshall
Robertson, John West

DENTAL CORPS

Atkinson, Ray Keith
Baird, Daniel McDade
Bohacek, Joseph Robert
Cowen, Charles Edgar, Jr.
Cullom, Robert Douglas
Davy, Arthur Leroy
Demaree, Neil Clements
Freeburn, Harold Edgar, Jr.
French, Gordon Keith
Garman, Thomas Albert
George, Raymond Eugene
Glasser, Harold Nathanlel
Heinkel, Erwin Jay, Jr.
Hylton, Roscoe Paton, Jr.
Janus, John Tadeus
Lyons, James Junior
McEean, Thomas Wayne
McWhorter, Howard Brooks
Moore, Frank Burgwin
Nolf, Robert Stephenson
Oenbrink, Phillp George
Pennell, Ernest Merle, Jr.
Perand, Steven Willlam
Sazima, Henry John
Shreve, Willlam Burt, Jr.
Smith, Scott McDonald
Thomas, Julian Johnson, Jr,
Thompson, Robert Gene
Tow, Herman Dale, Jr.
Westcott, Maurice Edward
Woody, Wilton Gerald
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Arm, Herbert Gunther
Broulik, Frank
Green, Irving Joseph
McWilliams, Joseph Gleason
Schwab, Albert John
Werner, Gordon Wilfred

NURSE CORPS
Brennan, Mary Patricia
Cornelius, Dolores
Upchurch, Ouida C.

LINE
Commander

Adams, Billy Joe

Adams, John Lewis

Adams, Thomas Curtis
Agnew, William Franklin
Ailes, John William IV
Alderson, Donald Marr, Jr.
Alexander, Howard Wills
Alexander, Sherman George
Alexander, Willlam Howard
Allen, Bill Reed

Allen, Galen Bruce

Allen, John Elton

Allen, Richard Owen, Jr.
Allen, William Dale

Allison, William Rush, Jr.
Anderson, Erng Moses
Anderson, Jerry Paul
Anderson, Richard Willlam
Anderson, Robert George
Andrews, Bobie

Androski, Frank Nicholas
Anthony, Philip David
Apple, John Dubell, Jr.
Arcelle, Mark, Jr.

Arthur, Glenn Neal, Jr.
Artuso, Michael Anthony
Audilet, Garland Ottis
Augustyniak, Edward John
Ausley, Joe Henry, Jr.
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Awbrey, Roy Dale
Baals, John Robert

Bader, Allen Louls

Bailey, Donald Cheney, Jr.
Baker, Robert Cathecart
Baker, Walter Fay
Baldwin, John Ashby, Jr.
Ballinger, Robert MacQueen
Bannon, John Matthew
Barber, James Alden, Jr.
Barnes, James Albert
Barnett, Charles Edward
Barr, Ronald Lloyd
Barrish, Paul David
Bartholomew, James Harold
Bartley, Robert Harold
Bate, Ronald Dick

Bates, Glenn Dale

Bates, Walter Frank
Batzler, John Richard
Bauder, James Reginald
Bauman, John Morton
Bausch, Francis Adam
Beach, Milton David
Bechelmayr, Leroy Robert
Beck, Richard Edward
Benediktsson, Philip Wrenn
Bennett, Raymond D.
Bergstrom, Eenneth Iver
Bethany, Jesse Elroy

Betts, Roger Sherman
Beversdorf, Donald Willlam
Beving, Duane Ubbe

Beyl, David Dean

Biegel, Herbert Karl

Biggs, Robert Randall
Bigney, Russell Everett
Blles, George Emery

Bird, Ralph Gordon
Birdsall, David Milton
Bishop, Michael Edward
Bixby, Harry Llewellyn, Jr.
Black, Cole

Blackmar, Fredrik Seward
Blair, Peter Steele

Blanchard, James Williams, Jr.
Blanchard, Ralph William, Jr.

Blandford, James Robert
Blankenship, James M., IT
Bley, John Earl, Jr.

Bloom, Donald Darl
Blount, Donald Wilfred
Blum, Brandon Benn
Blythe, Russell Mark
Bodensteiner, Wayne Dean
Boelter, Dan Alvin

Bolt, Ronald Lee

Bond, John Roger

Booth, Peter Blake
Borden, Archie Daine
Borden, Douglas Hills, Jr.
Boslaugh, David Lee
Bossart, Edmund Belfour, Jr.
Bovey, Paul Elliot

Boyd, Richard Mallory
Brace, Robert Lawrence

Bracken, Leonard Anothony, Jr.

Bradley, Bedford Carlton
Brady, Frederick Leo, Jr.
Brady, Joseph Gerald
Braun, Peter Joseph
Breeding, Leslie Edward
Breland, Edgar Allen
Brennan, John Prancis, Jr.
Brennan, Richard Joseph
Briggs, Donald Rae
Brisbois, Marshall Bartlette
Bronson, Hiram Sherman, ITT

Brooks, Charles Gordon Wayne

Browder, Edward Hughes
Brown, Donald Bruce
Brown, Leo Paul

Brown, Nicholas

Brown, Ora Davls, ITT

Brubaker, Joseph Devenny, Jr.

Brunick, Gerard Patrick
Buck, Harry John

Buck, Wallace Alfred
Bullard, Jerry Lynn
Burch, William Joseph
Burgess, Harold Ernest, Jr.

Burke, Francis Joseph
Burke, Thomas Jerome, Jr.
Burke, Willlam Carter
Burkel, John Faubel
Burns, John Anthony
Burrows, Donn Talbott
Butts, Richard Franklin
Buzzard, Robert Dow
Caccivio, John David
Cajka, Anthony Charles
Camacho, Richard George
Cameron, Jim Foster
Campbell, Richard Hue
Campbell, Ronald Eent
Canada, Donald Edward
Cann, Thomas Peter
Carcaba, John Hubert
Carlson, Dudley Louls
Carlson, Leland John
Carmichael E. Inman
Carr, James McLeod, Jr.
Carre, David Morey, Jr.
Carrigan, Richard Conrad
Carry, Allan Harry
Carson, James Thompson
Carter, Powell Frederick, Jr.
Caruso, Amedeo Brooke
Casey, Ronald Charles
Caston, Terry Glynn
Caswell, David White
Catola, Stanley Guy
Cellar, Charles Joseph, Jr.
Chaney, Conner Francis
Chang Ming Erh
Channell, Ralph Norman
Charneco, Carlos Marlo, Jr.
Chase, Henri Bertram, IIT
Chase, Warren Pritchett
Chatham, Walter Lewis
Chester, Scott Albert
Chitty, Charles Morton, Jr.
Christensen, Howard Earl
Christmas, Walter Barroll
Christopher, Richard Vernon
Chumley, Sylvester George
Clark, Arthur Ray, Jr.
Clark, Robert C.

Clark, Robert Eugene
Clark, William Edward, Jr.
Clausen, Carroll Eugene
Clement, Carl Clarence, Jr.
CUiff, Gene Lee

Clifford, Norman

Cloud, Bruce Larry
Clower, Claude Douglas
Coakley, Stephen Anders
Cobb, Emsley Foster
Cobb, George William
Cockfield, David Wellington
Coffey, Roger Lee

Cole, Charles William, Jr.
Coleman, Charles Louis
Coleman, Douglas Connor
Coll, Willlam Anthony
Colley, Richard Thomas
Collier, Neuland Cralg
Colville, Robert Eugene
Combs, Lawrence Lee
Conley, David Jack
Connell, Earl Wayne
Connell, Philip John
Connelly, James Henry, Jr.
Conway, James McNarney
Cook, Charles Fred

Cook, John Henry, IIL
Cooke, Vincent Edward
Cooley, David Leo

Coons, Henry Albert
Cooper, Daniel Leander
Cooper, Estill Allen, Jr.
Cooper, Ross Ellston
Copeman, Thomas Henry, Jr.
Corcoran, Martin Francis
Corsl, Joseph Anthony
Cotsonas, John Peter
Courtney, Warren Paul, Jr.
Covey, Edward John
Cowles, Robert Roger

Cox, Henry

Crafton, Robert Wiley
Craig, John Edward, Jr.
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Crain, Carroll Owen, Jr.
Crater, George Howard, Jr.
Creech, Worley Yates, Jr.
Crowell, George Thomas, Jr.
Crowson, Christopher Gale
Crummer, James Frederic
Cumming, Richard 8., IIT
Curry, Thomas Hugh

Cyr, Byron Alton

Dage, Jerry Don

Dahill, Edward Everett, IIL
Daloia, John, Jr.

Daniels, Hal Brent
Darling, David Donald
Darnell, Jack

Dartnell, William Howard
Daugherty, Donald Newton
Daus, Rudolph Halouk
Davis, George Wilmot, Jr.
Davis, Harry Leland

Davis, Norman Edward
Davlis, Robert Gene
Dawson, Albert Lee

Day, Earl Franklin

Deal, James William
Dean, Robert Victor

Dean, Ronald Irwin
Deangelo, Mark Jermiah
Dearie, Cyril Glennon
Debroder, Glen George
Dechant, John Abner
Degroff, James Lewis
Delano, George Broughton
Delgiudice, David
Dennison, Daniel Chase
Dennison, James Richard
Denunzio, Nicholas James
Deshler, William Albert
Destelguer, John Rodolph
Devalois, Edwin Watson
Deweese, Everette Dale
Dickerson, Eenneth Alvin
Dietz, Warren Carlton
Diloreto, Lucio

Dingle, James Wesley, Jr.
Dizon, Max Wayne

Doerr, Peter James
Donovan, Ian Eric Michael
Doonan, Robert John
Dopazo, Anthony John
Dore, Stanley Milburn, Jr.
Dorow, William Richard
Dorsey, James Francis, Jr.
Dougherty, Gerald Patrick
Dowd, Gregory Patrick
Duffy, Francis Joseph
Dunbar, Fredric Alan
Dunecan, John Gard
Dunleavy, Richard Michael
Dunmire, Rance Dwalne
Dunn, Joseph James
Dunnam, Willlam Lawrence
Durbin, Robert Henry, Jr.
Earnest, Charles M.
Eason, Willlam Gaberial
Easterbrook, Charles W., Jr.
Eaton, Robert Hamblen
Eaves, James Sylvester
Eckert, John David
Edberg, Walter Olaf
Edmunds, Donald Calhoun
Edson, Charles Thomas
Edwards, James Clifford
Edwards, Leslie Richard
Edwards, William Francis
Egerton, James White
Ehret, James Daniel
Ehrman, Robert Gronau
Elder, Willlam Norman
Elie, Gayle Owen

Elinski, Michael Jr.

Eller, James Borden
Elliott, Charles Paul
Emery, Robert Edward
Emery, Thomas Rogers Merrill
Englert, Robert James
Erie, Carl Richard

Ervin, Billy Maxwell
Eskew, Perry Rogers, Jr.
Estes, Edward Dale
Estocin, Michael John
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Etheredge, Teddy Bryan
Evans, Frederic Hiege
Evans, James Allen
Evans, James Joseph
Evans, Richard Paul
Evans, Ronald Ellwin
Eyler, Armand Tise, Jr.
Fairbanks, Wayne Kent
Fairchild, Joseph Donald
Fall, Robert Henry, ITI1
Fancher, Allen Prude
Fantry, William Thomas, Jr.
Farino, Francis Joseph
Featherston, Rex Willlam
Felkins, Charles Gerritt
Fend, Clarence Edwin, Jr.
Fenzl, George John, Jr.
Ferrarini, Richard Lewis
Fetterman, John Henry, Jr.
Fieser, Arnold Kerp
Fillingane, Hulon Perry
Fink, Stegfried Alfred
Fiore, Adolph Andrew

Fischer, Herman Valentine, Jr.

Fitch, Edward Stephan
Fitzgerald, Maurice Dwight
Fitzsimmons, Eugene Winfield
Fitzsimmons, Harry Stine, Jr.
Fitzwilllam, Peter Eaufmann
Fladager, Myles Edwin
Flanary, Thomas Neale, IT
Flanigan, John Edwin, Jr.
Flather, Charles Randolph
Fleming, James Thomas, JT.
Fleury, Clement Edward
Flick, John Paul
Flight, John Willlam, Jr.
Flory, Richard Lee
Flower, John Richard
Flowers, Walter Raymond
Flynn, John Joseph, Jr.
Flynn, William James
Foley, Harvey Daryl
Foote, Everett William
Ford, James Nolan
Forest, Robert Edwin
Fortenberry, Thomas Nile
Fox, Evarts Cranson, Jr.
Frank, Vernon Eugene
Frangzen, Richard Douglas
Frazier, Donald Lee
Frederick, Peter Griffith
Fredrick, Russell Earl
French, Maynard Delmar
Fries, Charles Leslie
Friichtenicht, Richard Del
Froehlich, Eenneth Ronald
Froid, James Carl
Fudala, Ernest Matthew
Fuld, Charles Louis
Fulk, Gerald Albert
Fullerton, Frank Eugene
Funck, James Richard
Furlong, George Morgan, Jr.
Gaffrey, Leo Joseph
Galinsky, Jerome James
Gallotta, Richard Arnold
Gammell, Clark Morten
Garber, Cecil Erskin
Garman, Glen Ernest
Garrow, Jack Alfred
Gasser, Thomas Albert
Gates, Richard Lee
Gauthey, Jules Richard
Gelke, John Joseph
Gerhan, Charles Frederic, Jr.
Gerl, Neil Dudley
Gilacchino, Louis Frank
Gibson, James Carson, Jr.
Giledzinski, Henry Burton
Gilbert, Donald Bruce
Gilchrist, Cralg Gillis
Gillchrist, Richard Bruce
Gilfry, Mason Clark
Glasgow, Billy Reese
Glasson, William Albert, Jr.
Glenn, William Archer IT
Gluse, Michael Robert
Goben, Robert Dean
Goewey, Lee Edward
Golanka, Stanley Richard
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Goodall, Thomas Alfred
Gooding, Charles Lewis, Jr.
Goodwin, Bruce Gorrell
Gordon, Stewart Raoul
Grady, Michael Thomas
Graf, Howard Frank
Grafius, Guy Albert Boyer
Graham, Joel Howard
Grandjean, Charles Albert
Grant, Edwin Hendrlie, Jr.
Grant, Freeman Augustus, Jr.
Granum, Roger Barnes
Greathouse, Edwin Allen
Green, Gerald Edward
Greenhalgh, William T., Jr.
Greenhaw, Earl Jennings, Jr.
Greco, James Michael
Griffin, James Lloyd
Griffin, Robert Francis
Griffing, Edward Perry
Grimes, Laurence Hill, Jr.
Grove, Ronald Ray
Grozen, Paul Barton
Grunenwald, John William
Guerra, Albert Henry
Gullle, Sherred Leslie
Guimond, Gordon Ray
Hager, Donald Gene
Hague, John Douglas
Hahne, Dayton Roy
Haines, Collins Henry
Hale, Frederick William
Hall, Joe Lee

Hall, Robert Alton

Hall, Roy Vinson

Hall, Thomas Joseph
Hamilton, David Gray
Hamilton, Edward Allan
Hamilton, Harry Dean
Hamilton, Robert Barry
Hamlin George Ames, Jr.
Hamman, Eenneth Ashley
Hammon, Colin Paul
Hammond, Leroy Lawrence
Hanley, William Lester, Jr.
Hansen, Herbert Loye
Hanson, Deroy Lewls
Hanson, Donald Charles
Hanson, Edwin Eugene
Harden, Thad Harold
Harmony, Lee Donald, Jr.

, Elwood Nicholas
Harris, Robert Henry
Harscheid, David George
Hartley, Donald Hugh
Hartsaw, David Randolph
Harvey, Neil Leavitt
Harvey, Richard Morris
Hasch, Ralph Henry
Haskell, Hugh Brasher
Hastoglis, Anthony Anastes
Hatch, Ross Riepert
Hayman, Douglass F., Jr.
Hazle, Hugh Alan
Heath, Edmund Walter
Hebert, Donald Francis
Heckman, Donald Clair
Hendricks, George Harvey
Hendricks, Richard Alan
Hennessey, John Patrick
Henry, Albert Luther, Jr.
Henry, Willlam Frew
Hepworth, Robert Willlam
Hernandez, Diego Edyl
Herring, Paul Everett
Herzog, Louls Landon
Hettinger, Louls Paul
Hickey, John Alan
Hill, Raymond Willard
Hine, Paul Melvin, Jr.
Hine, Raymond William
Hine, William Grigsby
Hinger, Carl Eenneth
Hinton, Robert Marshall
Fodre, Willlam Robert
Hodgkinson, John Thomas
Hodgskiss, William Lawrence
Hoffman, Chauncey Frazier
Hohenstein, Clyde Gilbert
Holderness, Robert Thomas, Jr.
Holland, John Olene

Holland, William Jeremiah, Jr.
Hollandsworth, Paul Firm, Jr.
Hollinshead, William Gerald
Holloway, Lowell John
Holmes, Richard Bevan
Honsinger, Vernon Chapin
Hood, Joseph Williams, Jr.
Hoover, Harry Allen

Horne, Hainyard Liston, Jr.
Hosler, Charles Stone
Hoskins, Perry Don

House, Wayne, Jr.

Howard, Charles Brinson
Howells, David Allen
Hoyes, Donald James
Hudson, Joe Alan
Huggins, Harry Leard
Hughes, John W.

Hughes, Richard McBurney
Huhn, Samuel Peter
Hullander, Robert Arel
Humphreys, David Willlam
Hunley, Charles Carey
Hunt, Herman Lamar
Hutton, James Leo

Hyatt, Robert Gregory
Ives, Clarence Dean

Jaeger, Robert Hamilton
James, Harry Rees, IIT
Janes, Willlam Eastman, Jr.
Jardine, Edward Fell, Jr.
Jarwin, Raymond John
Jaudon, Johns Philips
Jauss, Charles Walter
Jefleris, Lawrence Richard
Jenkins, John Cecil
Jensen, Richard Stanley
Jeremiah, David Elmer
Johannesen, Allen Carl
Johe, Richard Edwin
Johns, Clifford Murdock
Johnson, George Lynn
Johnson, Grant Reed
Johnson, James Edward
Johnson, Jerome Lamarr
Johnson, John Roux
Johnson, Roger David
Johnson, Thomas James
Johnson, Virgil John
Johnson, Willlam James, Jr.
Johnston, Donald Hendrle, Jr.
Jones, Gerald Leon

Jones, Harry Wilson

Jones, Jerry Elmer

Jones, Roycroft Clifton, Jr.
Jourden, Bud Alton, Jr.
Jumper, Eugene Albert, Jr.
Jumper, Vernon Lee
Jurgensen, Kenneth Ivan
Eaag, Willlam Carroll
Kaiser, Donald Stephen
Earlen, James Herbert
Katzman, Marvin Stewart
Eeaney, Mark Joseph
Eeast, Paul Hugh

Eeegan, Arthur Edwin
Eeiser, Robert Burns
Keith, Clyde Robert

Keller, Constantine C., IIT
Eellerman, Donald Wayne
Kelso, Frank Benton, II
Eemp, Ernest Eugene
Kenaston, George Warren
Kennington, Willlam Arthur
Eeough, Edward Patrick
Eerrigan, Robert Joseph
Eetchum, Willlam Harold
Kiefaber, Thomas Gilbert
Kinert, John Henry

King, Ural Wilson
Kingston, Edward Andrew
Eingston, John James, Jr.
Kinney, Ben Jack

Kinney, Charles Herbert
Kirby, Alexander Griswold, Jr.
Kirkpatrick, John Henry
Klein, Harry Lawrence
Klugman, Dale Roger
Knaus, Vincent Leo

Knef, Andrew Leo

Kobler, Robert Henry
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Eoch, Richard Jost, Jr.
Koehler, Robert Lee
Eoester, Earl Courtney, IT
EKohn, Edwin Rudolph, Jr.
Kolaras, Demosthenes Nicolas
Kopfman, Theodore Frank
Kordek, Walter Anthony
Kralik, Simon Cornelius
Kramer, James Bernard, Jr.
Kramer, Rex Willard, Jr.
Krienke, Henry Paul
Krogh, David Eugene
Kronzer, Joseph John, Jr.
Krueger, Richard Gordon
Kruger, Allen Ladon
Kucera, Ronald Cornell
Kuligowskl, Theodore Joseph
Kuplinski, Stanley Joseph
Lacy, William Anthony
Lake, Rodney Dale
Lambert, Russell Gale
Lamotte, Francis John
Langley, Thomas Rhodes, Jr.
Lanning, Richard James
Lapham, Joseph Gregory
Larison, John Dereamer, Jr.
Larsen, James Lawrence
Lattig, Edward Charles
Laurance, James Douglas
Lavalle, William Francis
Lawhon, Eugene Marshall
Lawniczak, George Edward, Jr.
Lawrence, Donald William
Lawson, Ramsay

Layn, Samuel Warren
Leaver, John Murray, Jr.
Leblanc, James Bernard
Lee, Leonard Murray

Lees, Forrest Alexander, Jr.
Lengel, Robert Charles
Leo, Leonard

Leopold, Robert Eoller
Lewey, Ira Dale

Lewin, Theodore Edwin
Lewis, John Robert, Jr.
Lewis, Norman Hunter
Lighton, Paul Guy
Lightsey, James Leroy
Lilienthal, Donald Herman
Lincoln, John Robert
Lindquist, Donald Eugene
Lindsey, Austin Monroe
Linehan, Donald Baldwin
Locke, William James
Lockhart, John Vangundia
Looby, Robert Joseph

Loos, Donald George
Loscavio, John Michael
Lotton, Donald Eugene
Loudon, Richard Southwick
Lowe, Willlam Lee

Lowery, Willis Eugene
Lown, Paul Clinton

Lull, Edward Warren

Lund, Eugene Patrick
Lund, John Robert
Lundquist, Donald Raymond
Lusk, Charles Theron
Lynch, Hugh Francis
Lynch, Robert Benedict, Jr.
Lyons, William Preston
MacCabe, Van Lorin

Mack, John Allen
MacKenzie, Joseph David
Mackin, Louis Berchman, Jr.
MacKinnon, Malcolm III
MacLean, Robert Evers
MacQuarrie, Gary Lincoln
Majors, William Tyree
Maloney, John Joseph
Manes, William Cunningham
Manthorpe, William H. J. J.
Marquis, Ronald Alfred
Marryott, Ronald Frank
Marsh, Lloyd Paul

Martin, Donald

Martin, Donald Lee
Masalin, Charles Ero
Masterson, Leo Sylvester
Mathews, Richard Louis
Matson, Bruce Walter

Matt, George Edward, Jr.
Matthews, John Barry
Matzner, Rudolph, Jr.
Mauldin, James Howard
Mautino, Richard Louis
McBride, Michael Alexander
McCabe, George John
McCaffery, Robert Arthur
MeCann, Joseph Daniel
MecCarthy, Charles Joseph, Jr.
McCauley, Willlam Frederick
McClellan, Gordon
McClenahan, Tom Porter
MeClure, Dale Raymond
MecClure, John Samuel
McCracken, David Jerome
McCrimmon, Douglas Robert
McDaniel, Eugene Barker
MeDermott, John Gregory
MeDivitt, Ronald Merrell
McDonnell, John Richard
McEachen, Angus Douglas, IIT
MeGarry, John Gordon
McHugh, John Thomas
MecIntire, Wilton Henry
McIsaac, Alban Thompson
McEay, Richard Dale
McEenzie, John Henry, Jr.
McEeown, Thomas Joseph, Jr.
McKissock, Donald James
McLaren, Alfred Scott
McLellan, Charles Anthony
McNish, John Edward
McRae, James Francis
McVoy, Robert Paul
Mecaughey, Robert William
Medwedeff, Channing Winn
Meloy, Robert Todd
Melton, Wade Ingzer
Meltzer, Herbert Sidney
Mengle, Eenneth Joseph
Mercer, Willlam Charles
Meyer, J. D.

Meyer, William Frederick
Michaels, Danny James
Mieldazis, Richard Jerome
Miesse, Walter Thurman
Mikitarian, Samson

Miles, Dewitt Charles, Jr.
Miles, Robert Warren
Miller, Forrest Ray

Miller, James Theodore
Miller, John Albert

Miller, Justin Albert, Jr.
Miller, Robert Howard
Miller, Robert Nells

Miller, Wendall Ernst
Milligan, Jack Roland
Minnich, Donald Elsworth
Minton, David Carson, ITI
Mirise, Kerry Winston
Miyagawa, George Robert
Moats, Lewlis Dale

Mobley, Arthur Scott

Montgomery, George Cannon, Jr.

Moody, Dewltt Hugo
Moore, Gene Ronald
Moore, Harold Arthur, Jr.
Moore, Harrison Mathew
Moore, Nelson Eugene
Moore, Paul Michael
Moore, Robert Wendell
Moran, Thomas Joseph
Morano, Anthony
Moravec, Henry Joseph, Jr.
Maorrison, Robert McEay
Mortimer, Edmund Craig
Moss, David Lee

Mozxley, Donald Franklin
Mozier, Richard Anthony
Multer, Richard Philip
Munger, Burton Lorenzo
Munsey, Malcolm Harvey
Munsey, Willlam David
Murray, Frank Sager
Murray, Paul Anthony
Murton, David Blair
Mustin, Henry Croskey
Myers, Charles Elmore
Myers, Robert Upshur
Mpyers, William Eennedy, Jr.
Nagel, L. D.
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Narmi, Ronald Eugene
Nash, Gordon Clifford Jr.
Nelson, Roger Eastman Jr.
Nelson, Sven Donald
Neuhard, Henry Harrison
Newbeglin, Robert G. IV
Newbury, Alfred Covell
Newell, Byron Bruce Jr.
Newman, Alvin Simmerman
Nicholson, Harry Evans
Nicholson, Herbert Henry J.
Nicholson, Robert Cornell
Nixon, Robert Theodore
Nofziger, Larry Blayne
Norrington, Charles Gilbert
North, Henry Carlton Jr.
Notargiacomo, Joseph Mormino
Nyquist, John Walfrid
Oberle, Ronald Joseph
O’'Brien Charles Moulton Jr.
O’'Connell Daniel Edward
O'Donnell, Daniel Tanner
O'Connell, Robert Lee
O’Connor, William Joseph M.
Oehlbeck, Edward William
Ogden, Edward George
O'Kelly, James Robert
Olmstead, Stanley Edward
Olsen, Walter Edwin

Olson, Albert Willlam Jr.
Olson, Ross Stuart
Onhaizer, Jerry Eugene
Ord, Donald Charles

Orrik, David Neil

Osborn, Harold Nelson
Osborn, Oakley Ernest
O’'Toole, Walter Daniel Joseph
Overbay, William Albert
Overman, William Jackson Jr.
Oyler, Donald Richard
Palmer, Philip Maynard
Parker, Elton Council Jr.
Parks, Charles Lowry
Paschall, Allan Porter
Pasquinelll, Francis Chris
Patton, James Matthew
Paul, Roy Chamblee
Peckham, Daniel Edgar
Peek, Robert Franklin
Peirce, Willlam Bernard
Pellock, Lyle Edward
Perlolat, John Joseph
Perry, Albert Joseph
Pesentl, Francls Vincent
Peters, Richard Anthony
Peters, Vernon William
Peterson, John Rodger
Peterson, Earl Lawrence
Peterson, Richard Alan
Petri, Gordon Louis
Petrich, Horst Alfred
Pfeiffer, Paul Nelson
Phillips, George Lincoln Jr.
Phillips, George Sylvester
Phillips, Richard Wayne
Phillips, Ronald Morris
Picciuolo, Stephen A. D.
Plerce, John Taylor

Pillow, George Ellis Jr.
Pirle, Robert Burns Jr.
Pitzen, John Russell

Pizzo, Phillp Jerry
Plowman, Herschel Leigh
Plumly, Charles Moulton
Poe, Benjamin Lewis, Jr.
Pollmann, Eugene Lawrence
Potter, Thomas Benjamin, Jr.
Powell, John Hood

Powell, Wendell Wynne
Powell, William Charles
Powers, Edward Francis, Jr.
Powers, John Bernard
Pray, William Lawrence
Prentice, Gordon Roberts
Presley, Jack Cole

Pressly, George Byrne
Prokop, Phil George
Proper, Vance Devere
Pugliese, William Nicholas
Purdy, Dale Claude

FPyle, Roger Galil
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Quinn, James Edward, Jr.
Quinn, Robert Nicholas, Jr.
Rabuck, Leo Vincent
Radler, David Howard
Ransom, James Patterson, IT
Ratliff, William Earl
Rausch, Leonard Marcene
Rebello, Eenneth Roland
Redhage, James Leroy
Redington, Jerome Joseph
Reed, Calvin Clarke

Reed, Richard Leon

Reese, Russell Robert

Reid, Gerald Eugene

Reise, Thomas Lage
Renard, John Walter
Renner, Lorraine Edward
Rentschler, Richard Lee
Reszetar, Stephen Walter
Rettig, Godfrey Aloysius

Rhodes, Willlam Eennedy, Jr.

Rice, Robert Porter
Rice, Robert Vernon
Rich, Willis Scott

Richardson, Fred Douglas, Jr.

Ricketts, Myron Vernon
Ring, Stewart Andrew
Rinkel, Richard Alton
Roberge, Francis Dee
Roberts, John Willlam
Roberts, Ned Cooper
Roberts, Wilson Jennings
Robins, John Richard
Robinson, Clifford Vincent
Roche, Peter Augustus
Rockwell, William Andrew
Roe, John Emory, Jr.

Rollins, Everett Freemont, Jr.

Roth, James Frank
Ruland, Donald Oliver
Rush, William Herbert
Ruthrauff, Cliford Burns
Ryan, Gerald Frederick
Saavedra, Robert

Sackett, Dean Reynolds, Jr.
Sage, Robert Allen

Salo, Lennart Reino

Saltz, Newell Joe, Jr.
Sample, Chester Gllbert
Samuelson, Charles Roger
Sanders, Carl Herman, Jr.
Saunders, Richard Edward
Saunders, Wesley Whitin
Baville, Robert Earl
Sayers, Samuel Lee
Scarborough, John Roger L.
Schade, Eric Herman, Jr.
Schaedel, Joseph Andre
Schafer, Alfred Edgar
Schaffert, Richard William
Schatz, Robert George
Scheyder, Ernest John
Schilling, George Frederic
Schmitt, Robert Willlam

Schrader, Harry Christian, Jr.

Schreadley, Richard Lee
Schultz, Earl Edward
Schulze, John Milton, Jr.
Schwartz, Robert James
Scott, George Wilkinson
Scott, Gary Lee

Scott, Philip John

Scott, Thomas Paul
Scruggs, Richard Mitchell
Seacat, Ralph Lafon
Searight, Murland Wesley
Seely, James Michael Gleason
Seesholtz, John Richard
Begal, Robert B.

Selbert, Markley Royer
Shafer, Richard William
Shanahan, Thomas Edward
Sheets, James Robert
Shelton, Donald Charles
Shine, Thomas, Jr,

Shinn, Robert Allen
Shipley, Carl Norman
Short, Benjamin Francis
Short, John Sutter
Shulick, John, Jr.
Shumaker, Robert Harper
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Slevert, Robert Gilbert
Sigmond, Arie Christian A,
Silberstein, George William
Sill, John Richard
Simmering, Larry King
Simon, Roger Oscar
Simpson, George Thomas K.
Sirch, Richard Walter F.
Skelly, Arthur Richard

Skorupski, Stanley Sidney, Jr.

Slack, Stephen Roger
Blayton, Marshall Thomas
Sleeman, Charles Frederick
Slingerland, Raymond David
Slough, John Hall
Smetheram, Herbert Edwin
Smith, Barton Leroy
Smith, Charles Robert
Smith, Cyril Philip

Smith, Delvin Wellington, Jr.
Smith, Dickinson Miller
Smith, Edward George
Smith, John Peter

Smith, John Ward

Smith, Marvin Gilford, Jr.
Bmith, Paul David

Smith, Paul John

Smith, Richard John William
Smith, Robert Louis
Smith, Ronald Elmer
Smith, William Cody
Smith, Willlam Dee

Smith, William Logan
Soriano, Joseph Ronald
Sousa, Manuel Benevides, Jr.
Sousae, Jack Frederick
Spellman, Fred George
Spencer, Barry Willlamson
Spencer, Lane Leroy

Spisak, Thomas James
Spoto, Victor Samuel
Btallings, Arthur C., Jr.
Steenstra, George Adam
Stehle, Leroy Robert
Btembel, David Maynard, Jr.
Stephens, Gordon Leroy
Stephenson, Paul Dean
Stetz, Ellas Joseph
Stevens, James Reginald
Stevens, Willlam
Btevenson, Connelly David
Stewart, John Elliott
Btock, Merlyn Luvern
Stocking, Sigurd Irvin
Stoneback, Charles Keith
Stott, George Winfield, Jr.
Strange, Robert Cooper
Stratton, Richard Allen
Straw, Donald George
Streit, John Brent

Striffler, Willard C., Jr.
Stromeyer, Anthony Joseph
Strong, Henry Hooker, Jr.
Stuart, Charles Joseph, Jr.
Stuart, Donald Bennett
Stuntz, Harley Lorraine, IIT
SBullivan, Willlam Eenneth
Sumner, Donald Morbeck
Sutherland, Paul Edward, Jr.
Swan, Willlam Ralph
Swanson, Harlan David, Jr.
Swinnerton, Ronald Hugh

Sympson, William Goebel A., Jr.

Talbert, Joseph Truitt, Jr.
Talbot, Merrill Lee
Tallman, John MacDonell
Tansey, Eugene Albert
Taylor, James Marlin
Taylor, John Edward

Taylor, Lawrence Hammond, Jr.

Taylor, Lewls Holland
Taylor, Patterson Corwin
Taylor, Robert Charles, Jr.
Teachout, David Stanley
Tettelbach, Fredrick Morley
Thearle, Willlam James
Theodorelos, Pete J.
Thomas, Richard Lee
Thomas, Spencer Joseph
Thune, John Renwick
Thurber, John Davis

Thurneysen, Jon Sebastian
Tibbitts, Barrick Frank
Tibbs, John Calvin
Tietgen, Charles Augustus, Jr.
Timberlake, David Winburn
Tinker, Charles Leroy
Titus, Edward Dufour, Jr.
Todd, James Forrest
Tomion, Jack Walter
Toncray, James Roblee
Toupin, Ernest Joseph, Jr.
Tracy, Willlam Kenwood
Treiber, Maurice Lamar
Tsantes, George, Jr.
Tucker, Edwin Byron
Tucker, James Earl

Tucker, James Walter
Tucker, John Edward
Turley, John William
Turner, Edmund Lewis
Turner, Robert Charles
Turner, Warren Dale
Tuttle, Jerry Owen

Ullman, Robert Walter
Underwood, Fred Shurlock
Ustick, Richard Coghlan
Vanmetre, James Merle
Vanoy, Willlam Edsell
Vaught, Gerald Curtis
Vehorn, Raymond Chester
Vestal, Leroy Norwood
Vilhauer, Levern Theodore
Wages, Clarence Jordan, Jr.
Waggoner, Donald Lee
Walden, William Allan
Wales, George Edward
‘Walker, John Alexander, Jr.
Walker, William Edward
Wallace, Richard Jay
Walsh, Lawrence Patrick
Walsh, William Albert
Walter, Dale Jerome
Walter, Joseph James
Waltzer, Jacob

Warburton, Thomas George
Ward, Compton Eugene
Wardell, William Laclair, Jr.
Watson, Jerome Francis
Way, Edward Richard
Ways, Raymond Arthur
Weaver, John Clark *
Weber, Burtland Bane
Weber, Gustave Albert, Jr.
Weber, Richard Michael
Webster, Hugh Larimer
Webster, John Allen, Jr.
Weidman, Russell Howard
Weil, Calvin Marshall
Weir, Richard William
Wernimont, Donald Joseph
Westall, Kenneth Wayne
Westbrock, Donald Herman
Westbrook, Darrel Edwin, Jr.
Wheeler, James Russell
White, Billy Jerl

White, Jack Martin

White, Richard Farrell
White, Robert Clarence
White, Trentwell Mason, Jr.
Whittaker, Robert Leroy
Wicke, James Odum
Wickstrand, Don Raymond
Wiggins, Larry Curtis
Wigley, Lawrence Stewart
Wilkinson, Edward A., Jr.
Wilkinson, Thomas Addison R.
Wilkinson, Wilfred Paul, ITI
Willlams, David Edward
Williams, Forrest Roger
Williams, Gerald George
‘Williams, Richard Ellis
Williamson, John Patrick, Jr.
Willis, James Langley, Jr.
Willson, Billy Joe

Wilson, Gordon Balch
Wilson, John Raymond, Jr.
‘Wlister, Gunnar Finn
Windsor, Arthur David
Winiker, David Ramsay
Winn, John Curtis, Jr.
Winter, Richard Arthur

September 8, 1972



September 8, 1972

Wise, Stephen Ames
Witherspoon, Beverly Wilson
‘Wolfe, Glen Curtiss
‘Wolfe, Robert Eugene
Wolfe, Willlam Fonce
Wolkensdorfer, Daniel Joseph
Wood, Forrest Hester
Wood, John Dillion, Jr.
Woodlief, Frank Lyon
Woods, Herbert Pierson
‘Woolam, John Edson
‘Woolnough, Robert Monroe
Wright, Frederick Edward
Wright, Harry Wallace
Wright, Joseph Martin P., Jr.
Wuthrich, Richard Eli
Wryly, James Robert, Jr.
York, Howard Leslie
Young, Howard Irvin
Young, Leonard Robert
Yurso, Joseph Francis
Zaborniak, Walter John
Zadd, Charles Joseph
Zagortz, Leonard A, Jr.
Zipf, Otto Alfon
Zipperer, William Ray
Zirbel, William Donald
Zseleczky, Emil Jacob
Zwick, Stephen Louls
SUPPLY CORPS
Allen, SBamuel Beverly, Jr.
Ardizzone, Joseph Charles
Ault, William Upshur
Barnett, Andrew Flowers, Jr.
Beals, Donald Abner
Bedenbaugh, Jack Randall
Bedford, Arthur Gordon
Biddison, Ted Allen
Bilka, Joseph Lee
Blake, James Fred, Jr.
Boike, Robert John
Bonnett, Herschel Jullus
Bosco, Clement, Jr.
Brookes, Jack Everett
Brotherton, Curtls William
Brown, Troy Lee
Buehler, Cyril Henry
Bulluck, Edgar Glenn
Burns, Richard Carroll
Causbie, Edgar Shelby
Clark, Bryan Lester, Jr.
Clark Davis Leo
Collier, William George
Cornett, Fred Orville
Crutchfield, Franklin Derry
Davls, Robert Wythe
Dolloff, Robert Henry
Douglass, Jerry Burdette
Eaton, Thomas Edward, Jr.
Ellis, Richard William
Estes, Arthur, Jr.
Fidd, Joseph Adam
Fitzpatrick, Edmond John, Jr.
Flach, Lynn Roger
Frampton, Robert Traylor
Fries, Paul Albert, Jr.
Fulks, Logan Gerald
Gaddis, Carl Kline
Gallaher, James Harley
Gerstenberger, Wayne Walter
Graesle, Ernest Joseph
Hamilton, John Francis
Hamilton, Michael Horace
Harmon, Robert Grant
Hayes, Lester Davies, Jr.
Haynsworth, Hugh Charles, ITI
Higgins, Ernest Carter M.
Hinds, Duane Eldred
Hirschy, Henry Eugene, Jr.
Holder, James Rearick
Hummel, Don Franklin
Hurst, Harvey Richard
Jones, Channing Edenfield
Jones, Rial Cooper
Kalser, Robert Albert
Killoran, Joel David
Kitko, John August
Kruse, Willlam Ernest
Kunkle, John Harrls
Lampton, George Harold
Langer, Gerald Delane

Larsen, Henry Owen

Leal, Miiford Anthony
LeBlane, Joseph Ferdinand, Jr.
LeMay, Jerome Sidney
Locke, Olive Clyde

Loveday, William George, Jr.
Luther, James Robert, Jr.
Mara, Ray Anthony

Martin, William James
McFarland, Wayne Blair
McGarvey, John James
McKinnon, Daniel Wayne, Jr.
MecLaughlin, Richard Barr
Mead, George Whitefleld, ITI
Meyers, Walter Thomas
Miller, David Oliver

Mitts, Joseph Patrick

Moe, Albert Gerhard
Morgan, Richard Escott
Murphy, Joseph John
Murray, Robert Ervin
Newcomb, Frank Norman
Olinger, Richard Stroup
Olson, Gene Paul

Pace, Earl Harris

Perkins, James Oscar
Pistolessl, Vincent James
Prokop, Jan Stuart

Rader, Farrell Jewitt
Ranierl, Richard Anthony, Jr.
Raymond, James Arthur
Reed, Dale Holmes

Rounds, Richard Norman
Ruese, Edward Frederick, IT
Schaaf, Alvin David, Jr.
Shaughnessy, John Michael
Smith, Franklin Dean
Smith, John Allen, Jr.
Sojka, Casimir Emil
Sorensen, Jackie Ray

Speer, John Warren
Stanton, James Michael
Stone, Donald Roben
Sullivan, Patrick Daniel
Szwed, James Alexander
Tannone, Rocco Joseph
Taurliello, Frank Sebastian
Taylor, Robert Roe

Tobin, Isidore Lartigue, III
Tokay, Ronald Nayland
Turcotte, William Eugene
Van Houten, Richard Edward
Vannaman, Thomas Leslie
Virden, Frank Stanley

Vogel, Carl Philip, Jr.
‘Walters, Robert Alan
Washburne, Willlam Eendall
Webb, Carl Ray, Jr.

Webb, James Richard
Webster, John Calvin

White, James Arthur
Whitman, Earl Eenneth
Wildman, John Eugene
Willlams, Robert Louils
Willis, John James

Wilson, Richard Frederick
Wright, Walter Frederick, Jr.
Youngblood, Norbert Vincent

CHAPLAIN CORPS

Alexander, Don Charles
Davis, Lex Lavern

Fallon, Edward Francis
Gately, Robert Emmet
Gaughan, Geoffrey Edward
Goffrier, Robert Read
Haney, John Clifford, Jr.
Jerauld, Philip Eldredge
Eelly, Henry Thornton
Klapperich, Owen Bernard
Lecky, Hugh Franklin, Jr.
MacCall, Harry Franklin, III
Maritato, Victor Joseph
McDermott, Thomas James
McGonigal, Richard Allin
McKee, Billy Jack

Murphy, Michael Andrew
Parker, Joe Howard
Parrish, Whitney Wilkes
Patton, Da-rell Paul
Paulson, Gordon Earl
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Pitts, Charles Harold
Running, Paul Harrisville
Tatum, Robert Dale
Voth, Murray Howard
Westlund, Orville Andrew
Willson, Willlam George

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS

Anrens, Willlam Norman
Andress, Hyneman Miller
Baggs, Charles Chaplin
Bair, William Alois
Bradtmiller, Paul Hart
Brockwell, Sterling M., Jr.
Burdick, William Elton
Burton, Joseph Thomas, Jr.
Cerreta, Ralph Michael, Jr.
Collins, Allan Wayne
Conner, Donald Lee
Crosson, William Edward
Deady, Ralph Earl
Dickpeddie, John Irvine
Dobler, Leland Reed
Donaldson, Jacques Edward
Ford, James Edward
Glover, Willlam Frank
Goodman, Robert Francis
Grinke, Walton James
Groff, James Burton
Kartalis, Andrew

Eeppel, Henry Edward, Jr.
Kramer, Robert Leon

Lowe, Stephen Douglas
MacDonald, Malcolm John
McHugh, Robert Joseph, Jr.
McPartland, Eugene Joseph
Milekush, Matt Clarence
Myers, Russell, Jr.
Newcomb, Frank Miall
Oliver, Phillp, Jr.
Petersen, Norman William
Phenix, Robert Preston
Popowich, Clyde Van Wye
Quinn, Robert Emmet, Jr.
Ruff, Lowell Howard, Jr.
Schade, Robert Ashton, Jr.
Schumann, James Frederick
Shafer, Willard George
Shanley, John Joseph, Jr.
Shumate, James Willlam
Skrinak, Vincent Michael
Smith, Ralph Aubrey, III
Stallman, Thomas Frank
Tate, Thomas Neal

Weir, James Weldon, Jr.
Wels, John Maximilian
Westberg, Robert Joe
Wilson, Robert Burns

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

Abernathy, Eenneth Lee
Ake, Charles Paul
Fasanard, Michael Francis, Jr.
Fulton, Elbert Martin, Jr.
Keeney, David Joseph
McMillan, Edward Webb
Palmer, William Ronald
Pinsoneault, Richard James
Redding, Robert Marshall
Toms, James Edwin

DENTAL CORPS

Albers, Delmar Dean
Anderson, John Willis R.
Box, John Marvin

Butler, William Dickinson
Chapman, Thom Hoffman
Connole, Peter Willlam
Crawford, Benton Earl, Jr.
Crawford, John Danlel
Daughtry, Max Berry
Devos, Brice Jay

Eastwood, Gerald Winston
Foley, John Morrison
Gaston, David Lee
Gourley, James Vincent
Grisius, Richard Joseph
Guarnieri, Lewis John
Hansen, Duane Alan
Harris, Ronald Eenneth
Hart, Gerald Lee

Hatrel, Paul Poincy
Hillenbrand, Ronald Edward
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Johnson, Charles Murphy
Johnson, James Irving
Eellner, Frank Herbert
Kennedy, Paul Thomas
Koch, Robert Wayne
Lindsay, John Sheldon
Mason, Billie Mack
McMurdock, Robert C., Jr.
Montgomery, Steve
Moore, Dorsey Jerome
Morse, Ronald Prescott
Osetek, Edward Marion
Reisman, Paul Joseph
Rochford, Philip
Rudolph, Jerome J.
Shoemaker, O. L.
Smith, David Joseph
Stepnick, Robert James
Stevens, John Theodore
Tracy, Norman Hutchinson, Jr.
Trainor, John Edward
Walkowiak, Gene James
Werning, John Thomas
Williams, John Peter
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
Bailey, Jack Stanford
Barboo, Samuel Harvard, Jr.
Barker, Samuel Dorris
Boone, Harry Melbourne, Jr.
Coulson, Harold Harvey
Devane, James Joseph
Devine, Robert George
Fletcher, Willlam Emory
Floan, Eenneth Franklin
Fowler, Ephraim Everett, Jr.
Fussell, Edsel Martin
Gallagher, Thomas Joseph
Hawkins, Eenneth Lee
Myers, James Ivan
Nichols, Lloyd Barden
Palmer, Jack Junior
Passaglia, Martin, Jr.
Pittington, Francis Calvin
Pribnow, James Frederick
Ramirez, Gale
Sims, John Lawson

Spahn, James Anthony, Jr.
Stallings, Orlando

Tanner, Millard Franklin
Whitlock, William Ellis
Wilcox, James George

NURSE CORPS

Barker, Elizabeth Anne
Bednowicz, Eleonore Ann
Bove, Mary Louise

Butler, Phyllis Ann
Carleton, Ethel Rosalie
Conley, Mary Lewls

Davis, Kathryn Ada
Dunn, Dorothea Jean
Effner, Dorothy Jane
Elsass, Phyllis Jean
Fisher, Mildred Eathleen
Fitzgerald, Helen Maureen
Florence, Mary Elizabeth
Gampper, Mary Elizabeth
Gendron, Marie Marguerite T.
Hanes, Wave Jacqueline
Higgins, Helen Blanche
Hinckley, Colleen

Honish, Josephine Dolores
Humphreys, Regina Benigna
Jacques, Nancy Joann
Jennings, Patricia Slater
Jones, Bernice Elfreda
Jones, Ellen Jane

Jones, Eathaleen Rae
Liakos, Angeline G.

Lorch, Elizabeth Ann
MacDowell, Nancy Ann
Mack, Beverly Theresa
Maznio, Helen Rose
Merritt, Patricia Ann
Nicholson, Anna Beatrice
Nickerson, Lois Elva
Perreault, Madelon Miller
Portz, Patricla Jean
Robichaud, Pauline Helen
Rowe, Constance Helen
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Ryder, Dorothy Jane

Shaw, Joan Sandra
Shemanski, Magdalene Lindsay
Slater, Beverly Jean

Spence, Ruth Gwennell
Steinocher, Anne Marie
Walker, Helen Jean

Walker, Marilyn Jean

Wilson, Ruth Ann

Lieutenant commander

LINE

Abbott, Peter Darby
Abernathy, William Kenneth
Ackley, Frederick Roberts J.
Adams, Lloyd Harlan
Adler, Gerrold Thayer
Ahern, James William
Albrecht, Carl John

Albro, Jimmy Hugh

Alden, Michael Gene
Alexander, Dale Eugene
Alexander, Edward Eugene Jr.
Allen, Robert Alfred
Alverson, William Robert
Amesse, Arthur Paul
Amidon, David Michael
Anckonie, Alex, ITT
Anderson, Carl Allan
Anderson, Donald Ralph
Anderson, Gordon Ray
Anderson, Harlan Dewayne
Anderson, Thomas King
Andrilla, Joseph John
Arner, William Stanley, Jr.
Arnett, Rexford Raymond, Jr.
Arnold, Frederick James
Arnold, James Joseph, Jr.
Art, Raymond John
Asafaylo, Richard James
Ascher, David Clark
Atwood, Barry McFarlin
Austin, David Vedder
Austin, Jack Burger
Austin, Paul Bliven
Bachman, Frank Donald
Backman, Wallace Wayne
Bains, Carroll Duaine
Baker, Robert Ellsworth, Jr.
Balaun, Jack Eugene

Ball, Ronald Fredric

Ball, Stuart Franklin
Barker, Francis Oscar
Barmes, Vernon Travis
Barnaby, Eenneth Allen
Barnes, Fletcher James, ITT
Barnes, John Orville
Barnhart, Don Henry
Barnum, Gary Lee

Barrett, James Henry
Barton, Donald Ira
Battaglia, Carmen Charles
Battaglini, Arnold Robin
Battenburg, John Allen
Batts, Willlam Henry, Jr.
Beasley, Robert Hewett, Jr.
Beaton, Robert Richard
Beatty, Thomas Johnny
Beecher, Norton Julius
Beggs, Richard Eeith

Bell, Joe Latimer

Bell, John Mitchell
Berklite, Ronald Betts
Bessire, Robert Paul
Biddle, Maxwell Douglas, Jr.
Binczak, Joseph Francis
Bishop, David Eing

Black, Donald Lovering
Black, Eugene Henry
Black, Robert Steven
Bleakley, Andrew, Jr.
Blecha, Ferdinand Arthur
Bloch, Vernon Charles
Elose, Larry Eugene
Blount, Charles Walter
Bobst, Larry Sherman
Bockler, James MacCallum
Boissenin, Willlam Charles
Bolinger, Charles William
Boltz, Norman Donald

Bond, Thomas Henry

Borde, Paul Patrick
Boshoven, Robert Lee
Boswell, Lexie Benette
Botkins, Harold Wayne
Bowers, John Martin, Jr.
Bowley, George Andrew
Boyd, David Harry

Boyle, A’onzo Robert

Boyle, Patrick Lawrence
Bozzo, Peter Robert
Eradberry, Benton Lawrence
Bradshaw, Willlam Franklin
Brainerd, George Edward
Branch, Daniel Bernice, Jr.
Breeding, Donald Curtis
Brockhausen, Frederick C., Jr.
Broglio, John Dominic
Brons, John Clemons
Brown, Larry Jay

Brown, Michael Jack
Brown, Robert Cooper
Bruce, Malvin Davidson
Bruce, Rowlett Henry, Jr.
Bryant, Cordis Charles
Bundarin, John Peter, Jr.
Burchett, Jerome Vincent
Burke, Lauren Dean
Burke, Nolan Robert
Burns, John Milton, Jr.
Burns, Thomas Morris, Jr.
Butterfield, John Alden
Byng, Robert Hilliard

Cade, James Allen

Cadow, Willlam Schuyler, Jr.
Cain, Richard Leroy
Camilleri, Terrence Joseph
Camp, William George
Carbone, John Anthony
Carlson, William Clifford
Carlson, Willilam James
Carney, Alvin Ernest, Jr.
Carpenter, Stephen Paul
Carroll, Michael Dale
Carson, Richard Lew
Carter, Frederick Whitton J.
Cartwright, James Peter
Carwin, James Philip
Casey, Richard Joseph
Castle, Robert Wellington J.
Castro, Alexander, Jr.
Castrucei, Richard Francis
Cater, Charles Edward
Ceres, Robert Lawrence
Chandler, Thomas Robert
Chayer, Robert Leon
Cheney, Lynn Francis
Cheston, Daniel Murray, IV
Chidlow, Douglas Oscar
Chidsey, John Warren
Christensen, Keith Lawrence
Christensen, Merle L.
Christian, Richard Allen
Ciboci, John Willlam
Clapper, Gean Paul

Clark, Donald Deford
Clark, Jackson Sutton
Clark, James Robert

Clark, Eent Randolph
Clark, Maurice Eugene
Clautice, Willlam Gunther
Clements, Wilton Raymond
Clift, Thomas Alvin
Cloutler, Adore Henri
Coates, Dannle Richard
Coats, Jack Thomas

Coffin, Robert Harris, Jr.
Colangelo, James Willlam
Colbert, Edward William, Jr.
Cole, Gerald Lee

Colley, Michael Christian
Collins, James Edward
Collins, John Fletcher
Comings, Elmer Cole, Jr.
Comiskey, Michael Richard
Commons, Patrick Michael
Cooper, Michael Bryant
Corbellle, Reginald Claude
Cordell, Glen Davis

Corey, James William, Jr.
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Corlett, Norman John, Jr.
Cormack, James Peter
Corse, Carl Donovan, Jr.
Cottom, Robert Vance
Coulapides, Anthony Chris
Courtney, Wallace Christian
Cover, Donald Lee

Crandall, Joel Lee, Jr.
Crumpacker, John Peter
Cullen, Charles Edward
Cunningham, Forrest T., Jr.
Curling, Fred Boyd

Curtin, James Michael
Cutler, Lee McLean

Dachos, John

Dail, Hubert Lee

Darling, Frank Robert
Davis, Alden Adams

Davis, Charles Edward
Davis, Francis J.

Davis, Grady Washington, Jr.
Davis, Joseph Fleming
Davis, Walter Jackson, Jr.
Dean, Dennis Vale

Deffet, Thomas Lewis
Delaney, Willlam Frederick
Dempsey, Richard Eugene
Dempster, Duncan Ferguson
Depaul, Anthony Willlam, Jr.
Despard, Ronald Arthur
Devore, Roger Clinton
Dewey, John Crosby

Dilley, David

Dillich, Jack Hodgen
Dirvianskis, Arunas

Doan, James Elliott

Doan, Robert Thomas

Doe, Francis Patrick
Donaworth, Jack Morris, Jr.
Donovan, David Anthony
Donovan, John Joseph
Doyle, Ronald Joseph
Drake, James Alvin, Jr.
Drake, William Baker, Jr.
Drew, John James

Dunlop, James Murray
Dunn, James Vincent
Dykes, Robert Andrew

Dziedzic, Walter Theodore, Jr.

Eaton, Donald Richard

Edgerton, Everett Willlam, Jr.

Edgerton, Robert Leon
Edwards, Richard Franklin
Egan, Gerald Edward
Ekstrom, John Simonson
Elkins, Paul William
Elliott, George Milton
Ellis, Gary Hugh

Ellis, Martin Anderson
Engel, Richard Leon
Erskine, George Leroy, Jr.
Estes, Clifford Donald
Estes, John Austin
Etchells, Edward Joseph
Evans, Luclan Charles
Everette, Oliver Glovanne
Ewing, Charles David
Eyer, James Ellsworth
Eyer, Lee Wesley
Featherstone, James F,
Fernow, William Frank
Ferrentino, Peter Stanley
Field, Tylor, II

Finerty, Martin Joseph, Jr.
Finlen, James Rendell

Fiorentini, Walter Eugene, Jr.

Fischer, George Joseph
Fisher, George Edward, Jr.
Fisher, Eenneth Holt
Pitzgerald, Michael Edward
Fitzpatrick, Eugene Edward
Flikeid, Jack Robert
Flynn, Gerrish Cecil
Flynn, Noel Steven

Foberg, Raymond Howard
Fogg, Robert Farman
Fogle, Willlam Jerry
Forbes, Raymond Lloyd, Jr.
Ford, Joseph Patrick Peter
Foster, Ronald Warren
Fox, Henry Willard

Freckmann, Fred Henry
Freedman, Leonard Arthur
Freeman, Melvin Clinton
Freymann, David Gerald
Puqua, James Richard, Jr.
Gaffey, Roger Roberts, Jr.
Galner, Thomas Henry, Jr.
Galbraith, William Ray
Garrett, William Bruce
Garverick, Charles Micahal
Gaskin, Roger William
Gath, Bernard Samuel
Gelst, Gary Quay

Gengler, Willlam Nicholas
Gershon, Jon Jared
Gertner, Charles Adam, Jr.
Gill, David Chaloner

Gillen, Thomas Edward
Gingles, Donald Dimmitt
Glaeser, John Steinmetz
Goldsmith, Albert Lewls, Jr.
Gordon, Robert Carl
Gordon, Samuel James
Gorham, Milton Reid, Jr.
Gorman, Clifford Daniel
Gossner, John

Grace, Allan Dale

Graham, Genie Eeith
Gray, John Rudyard, Jr.
Green, John Harlon
Greenwood, Jack Robert
Greer, Marshall Raymond, Jr.
Greeves, William Joseph
Griggs, Albert Linton, Jr.
Grise, James Edward
Guay, Paul Ernest

Guy, William Eldridge
Habicht, Roland Franz Herma
Haffey, James Michael
Hafford, David Arthur
Hagenlocker, Richard Henry
Hager, Raymond David, Jr.
Hale, Thomas Morgan, Jr.
Haley, Wayne Jackson
Hall, Eugene Mallory
Hallmark, Samuel Neil
Halverson, David Thomas
Hamilton, Griffin Freeman
Hammond, Flaye Maxwell, III
Hansen, Lyle Frank
Hansen, Philip Vane
Hansen, Thomas Peter
Hardle, James Stewart
Hardy, Earl Lee

Hargrave, Paul Ernest
Hark, Donald Lee
Harmuth, Robert Karl
Harnden, Richard Lee, Jr.
Harrison, Joe Pat

Harrison, Robert Glen
Harrison, Willlam Lamar, Jr
Hart, David Austin

Hart, Edward Melvin
Harter, Gary Lee

Harvey, Robert Frank
Hassler, Thomas Andrew
Hawthorne, John Warren
Heegeman, James Walter
Heiges, John Milton

Held, Willlam Earl, Jr.
Henderson, Joseph Clarence
Henderson, Tomas Graham
Hendrickson, Daniel Lucking
Herman, Donald Roy
Herman, Willlam Alex
Heyden, Hanley Edward
Hicks, Graham Herndon, Jr.
Hicks, Willlam Franklin
Higbee, Gerald Mahlon
Hildebrand, Wayne Thompson
Hill, Charles Edward

Hill, Donald Jowitt

Hill, Elven James

Hill, Nordean Thomas

Hilt, John William

Hock, Joseph Thomas
Hoene, Edward Robert
Hoever, Milton Henry

Hoey, John Hugh

Holden, Jerry Brouce
Holds, James Howard
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Hollon, Willlam Ray
Holmes, Donald Devore
Holt, Ben Ford, Jr.

Holt, Thomas Marion
Honadle, William Joseph
Hopcus, Alfred Aloysius
Hopkins, Granville John
Horn, William Charles
Horna, Gerald Francis
Houck, Jack Carlton
Houley, Willlam Purcell
Houston, Jerry Beaman
Howard, Marshall Allen
Howard, Phillip Sheldon
Howell, Terry Lawson
Huebner, Richard Foltin
Hulson, Roger Paul
Hunter, Richard Webster
Hupp, Michael Chilton
Hurd, Robert Charles
Hurley, Michael James, Jr.
Huston, Merle Edward, Jr.
Hutchison, Charles Howard
Hydinger, Robert Marlin
Ilg, Raymond Paul
Inman, Walter Ernest
Israelson, Leroy Dean
Jacanin, James Michael
Jackson, John Peter
Jackson, William Edward
James, Ulysses Samuel
James, Jon G.

Jarvis, Thomas Charles
Jaskolskl, Eenneth Joseph
Jensen, Charles Roy
Jesberg, Ronald Hans
Jessen, Werner Hermann
Jewell, Charles Willlam
Jockel, Joseph Andrew, Jr.
Joe, Lawrence Palmer
Johnson, Bernie Franklin
Johnson, Robert Cecil, Jr.
Johnson, Robert Donald
Johnson, Roland Ralph
Jones, George Baxter
Jones, Gordon Stewart
Jones, Wallace Edward
Jones, Wayne Alton
Jones, William Olmstead
Junker, Delvin Wayne
Eearns, James Francis
Eeay, Earl Leroy

Keeley, Joseph

Keener, Thomas Vernon
Kelly, Andrew Maxwell
Eelly, Thomas Walter, IIT
Eelly, William Harvey
Kennedy, Jerry Fred
Keyes, Bradley Nichols
Kihune, Robert Kalani Ulchi
Kiland, Ingolf Norman, Jr.
Kimble, Charles Donald
Einch, Judson Mieras
King, John Joseph

King, Joseph Francis
King, Philip Martin

Kirk, Robert George

Kirzl, John Edward
Klein, Donald Gilbert
Klementz, Robert William
Kletter, David Martin
Klorig, William Nash
Klosky, Lowell Harold
Enight, Richard Dorsey
Eoehr, James Elmer
Eoke, Herbert Ervin
Eolbenschlag, George Ronald
Eopp, Walter Henry Otto
Korrell, Harry James F., Jr.
KErieger, Charles Bartlett
Krol, Richard Martin
Eromer, Ronald Charles
EKrumm, Theodore George, Jr.
Kruzie, Victor Carl
EKuckelkorn, Josef Simon
Laferty, John Denison

" Lambertson, Wayne Roger

Lampman, Charles Roderick J.
Lanam, Jackson Morris
Langdon, Stewart Douglas
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Langemo, James Carroll
Laning, Clifford Leroy
Larkin, Robert Joseph
Larson, Dale Leslie

Larson, Robert L.

Law, Wilburn Patrick
Lazarchick, Frank Theodore
Leach, John Phillip
Ledbetter, Gary Clifford
Leder, John Francis

Lee, Arthur Rowland

Leeds, John Michael

Leeper, James Reed
Lehmberg, George Russell, Jr.
Leichtwels, Donald Lewis
Leon, Hayden Louis, Jr.
Lewls, Harry Gene

Lewis, John Howard

Lewis, Michael Harlan
Liebmann, John Erich
Lindsay, John Heistand
Link, Kent A,

Lipman, Joseph Robert
Litten, Robert Allan
Logalbo, Salvatore Eugene
Logan, Wallis M.

Long, Thomas Albert, Jr.
Loomis, Eugene Oliver
Loomis, Robert Charles, Jr.
Los, Lawrence Robert

Love, Bonnie Ray

Lovell, Jack Wendell
Lowrey, Donald Farrell
Lowther, Donald Erwin
Lucas, Willlam Elliott
Lyon, Fred Morris
MacDonald, Bridgman Angus
Mace, James Allen
MacFarlane, Byron Noble
MacGillivray, Kenneth Austi
Manning, Sidney Ellwood
Margerum, Gordon William
Markowski, David L.

Marsh, William Burns, Jr.
Marshall, Bruce Cameron
Marshall, Walter Wedford
Martel, Sinclair Smyth
Martin, David Laurence
Marvin, Timothy Haigh
Masch, Edward Bryant
Mason, Albert Thompson
Mathews, James Patrick
Matisoo, Andres

Maynard, Michael Damon
Mayo, Norman Alfred
McAree, Willilam Bernard, IT
McConnell, Gary Donald
McCord, Howard Emmett, Jr.
MecCune, George Burton
McDaniel, Jerry Patrick
McDole, James Eugene
McGanka, Steven William
McGonegal, Willlam Frederic
McGowen, Willlam Rankin
McGrath, Edward Gerard
McGuire, Larry Wayne
McKelvey, Gilbert Harvey
McEenne, Donald Charles
McKinley, Harold Hammond, Jr.
McKinney, Henry Clayton
MecKinney, William Ellsworth
McEnight, Phillip Fielding
McLaughlin, James Francis
MeMillan, Angus Murphy, Jr.
McMillen, Michael Lee
McMurry, Jerry Charles
MecCree, James Daniel
MecVey, Charles John
Mercier, William Ernest
Meredith, Francis Marion, IT
Mervine, Lowrie Russell
Merz, Arthur

Messegee, James Allen
Metteer, Donald Gene
Meyers, Frederick Paul
Michael, Glen Rowell
Mikesich, George Henry
Miles, Bamuel Allen, IT
Miller, Alan Charles

Miller, Alan Samuel

Miller, Charles Perry, III1
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Millican, James Andrew
Milligan, Richard David
Milwee, Willlam Ivon, Jr.
Moellmer, Earl Albert
Mohr, Donald Allen
Monaghan, Charles W.
Monk, Willlam Wade
Montgomery, William David
Montgomery, Willlam Mead
Moon, Henry Reld

Moore, Gary Lee

Moore, James Sylvan
Moran, John Bernard, Jr.
Morgan, Henry Anthony, Jr.
Morgan, Robert Vernon
Moriarty, John Alden

Morr, James Francis
Morrissey, James Richard, Jr.
Mulkern, Eevin Michael
Mullen, Ronald Edward

Murchison, Lyndon Conway, Jr.

Murphy, Arthur Robert
Murray, John Francis
Naylor, Howard William
Neff, Harold Richard
Neish, John Freeman
Nelson, James Rad
Newman, Errett Delano
Newman, Irwin Gerald
Neyman, George Purviance, II
Nicholson, John Woodford
Nield, Van

Nielsen, Emanuel Kevin
Nissler, Charles Louis
Noble, Richard Albert
Nolan, Michael Howard Vance
Nolan, Thomas Edward
Noll, John Frank

Nonni, John, Jr.

Nordeen, Willlam Edward
Nordwall, Bruce David
Noreika, Richard John
Norrington, Giles Roderick
Nourie, John Edward
Nunn, Silas Oscar, IIT
O’Boyle, John Robert, Jr.
O’Connell, Philip J., Jr.
Olemann, Harlan Daryl
O'Hara, Charles Worth
Olds, Frederick Arthur
Oltmann, Eric John
O'Malley, William Joseph
O’Neill, Robert Joseph
Osburn, David Lowell
Ovrom, Allan Alfred, Jr.
Owen, Willlam Edwin
Owens, James Luther
Pafford, John Sharpe
Page, David Anderson
Paine, John Allison, Jr.
Palombo, Robert Alan
Pampel, Alban, ITI

Parks, Tom Harper, Jr.
Patten, John Richard
Patterson, Barry Joseph
Patterson, John Wesley
Pease, Charles Curtis
Peden, Joe Dean
Pederson, Charles Lloyd
Peiguss, John Kenneth
Pellegrini, Charles Augustu
Pemberton, Robert Bliss
Perkins, Grover Stevenson, Jr.
Perkins, Russell Orvis
Permenter, Lawrence Flander
Peters, Glen Edward
Peterson, Charles Everett
Fhelps, Byron Dean
Phillips, Giles Riley
Pickett, Walter Curtis, ITT
Pizinger, Lawrence Clifton
Pommer, Edward Parker
Poole, James Eenneth
Popa, Emil

Porterfield, Glen Charles
Poston, Dwayne Herman
Powell, Richard Allen
Powers, Philip Hemsley
Prendergast, Robert Lewis
Pressler, William Raymond, Jr.
Price, Harold Rogers

Prose, Nelson Mack
Rager, Richard Ronald
Raines, William Albert
Ramsay, Robert Winton, Jr.
Ramsey, James Eugene
Rappe, James Dallas
Raunig, Donald James
Rawcliffe, Leonard Harris
Redden, Edward George
Rees, Elbert Grant

Reeves, Roy Mark
Rehfield, Austin Warren
Reiber, Harry Eugene
Reimann, Lyle Frederick
Render, Ronald William
Renner, Ernest Arnold
Reny, Robert Winston
Reppert, Thomas Charles
Resare, Ronald Albert
Reuther, Clifford Scott
Reynolds, James Guy
Rhinebeck, George C.
Rice, Roy Joe

Richards, Tilden David
Richardson, Daniel Charles
Richardson, Fredric Maury
Richardson, William Edwin
Richmond, Donald George
Richmond, Robert Sutton
Richter, Herbert Bailey
Richter, John Otto, Jr.
Rickman, Wayne Elwin
Riddell, Robert Allen
Riley, Larry Mac

Rliley, Michael William
Riley, Roy G.

Ritchhart, Delbert Arthur
Roberts, James Norman
Robertson, John Stephen
Rogers, George Arthur, Jr.
Rogers, Will, Jr.

Rollings, Douglas Ernest
Roper, John David

Rose, Clifford Allison, Jr.
Rosenberger, Glenn C.
Ross, Lawrence Thomas
Roudebush, Jackie Lee
Roudebush, Loren Keith
Runkle, Roger Eurt
Runnels, James Marvin
Ruppert, Noel Laurenston
Ryals, James Fayne

Ryan, Thomas R., III
Sagehorn, Robert William
Sallada, Robert Velmont
Sanchez, Nick Robert
Sanders, Tommy Louis
Sands, Edward Robert
Santos, Alfred Joseph, Jr.
Santos, Leonard Bento
Bapp, Jerry William
Sawhook, James Leith
Scanlan, Donald Francls
Bcent, Raymond Johanson
Schellhase, Warren Woodrow
Schick, Bruce John
Schiffner, Robert Charles
Schlaff, Richard John
Schmer, Conrad John, Jr.
Schneider, Donald Lewis
Schnelder, Edward Ludwig
Schoneman, Elmer Charles
Schrag, Larry Phil
Schroeder, Donald Lee
Schultz, John Julius
Schultz, Paul Milton
Scott, Lawrence Stuart
Scott, Willlam Michael, Jr.
Seeley, James Ray
Sexton, Harold Patrick, Jr.
Seykowskl, Donald Walter
Shannon, John Patrick
Sharp, Grant Alexander
Shaver, Robert Anderson
Sheler, James Anderson
Shelton, Donald
Sheppard, Furman Ladow, Jr.
Shivik, John Anthony
Siebeking, Paul Frederick J.
Siegel, William Herbert
Siembieda, John
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Sigmund, Samuel Wilson
Simms, Gordon Hastings
Siple, Terrence Eugene
Skaggs, Jerold Frank
Skiles, Jerry Dwaine
Skinner, Frederick James
Slater, Charles Edward
Slaven, John Knowles
Smallwood, Roger Clinton
Smith, Albert Joseph, Jr.
Smith, Archie Duane
Smith, Clyde Christian, Jr.
Smith, Gibson Peter
Smith, Henry Battle
Smith, John Stephen
Smith, Peter Daniel
Smith, Philip George
Smith, Robert Edward
Snuffer, Sanford Joe
Snyder, Stephen Vanhekle
Sobieck, Gerard Alvin
Bolms, William Richard
Somes, Timothy Edmund
Sommer, Douglas Frank
Sortore, Jadwin Frederick
Sprecher, Herbert Edgar
Spruell, Alfred Henry, Jr.
Stanford, David Leland
Stanley, Walter Lane
Starck, Robin Lee

Steiner, Duane Ray
Stevens, Jerry Gordon
Stillwell, Willlam Howard
Stockwell, James Burgess
Stoessl, Leslie

Stokoe, James Henry
Storey, Cecll Truman
Storms, Robert Bruce
Strachwitz, Hubert John
Strache, James Bruce
Stratton, Bobbie Eugene
Stratton, Sylvan Duane
Strohsahl, George Henry, Jr.
Stump, Jerry Dunkin
Stutzer, William Thomas
Sullivan, David Drury
Sullivan, John Loftus
Susag, Gary Robert
Synstad, Wayne Carl
Bzczypinski, Walter 8., Jr.
Talpale, Denis Gary
Tamony, Joseph Michael
Tarpgaard, Peter Thorvald J.
Tate, Kenneth Payden
Taylor, Alec Patton, Jr.
Taylor, Raynor Andrew Kent
Tew, Louls M,

Thomas, Carlysle John
Thomas, Ronald Ralph
Thompson, Alton Eenneth
Thompson, Stanley Paul
Thresher, Alfred Addison IT
Tiedemann, Hollle Joseph, Jr.
Tilghman, Lewis Spottswood
Timby, William Henry
Todd, Bennett Edwards, Jr.
Tolle, Robert Joseph
Tomajeczyk, Charles F., Jr.
Touchstone, Frederick F., Jr.
Toy, George Ervin

Tracy, Leslie Ronald
Trainer, Willlam Perry
Treptow, Harold Clarence
Trollope, Richard Glenn
Trossbach, Ronald Charles
Troungo, Gordon Richard
Troyer, David Dee

Truax, Daniel Mack
Tschida, Robert Matthew
Tuggle, Ralph Edward
Turk, Eugene John
Turner, Tom Dean
Turpin, Thomas Jefferson, Jr.
Ursitti, Gerald Francis
Vanallen, William Maurice D.
Vancuren, Russell Fay
Vanderslice, John Lester
Vaughn, Wendell Dean
Verwers, Robert Andrew
Vigorito, Thomas Victor

Vogt, Larry Gene

Volgenau, Douglas
Walker, Arthur James
Walker, Harry Craig
Walker, John Wimberly
Walls, Robert Gilbert
Walters, Arthur Kirk, Jr.
Wanner, Theodore Michael
Ward, John Philip
Ward, Randall Walter
Wardlow, Louis Bertrand
Warson, Toby Gene
‘Wass, Stanley John
‘Waters, Franklin Delano
‘Webber, Michael Jon
Webster, Edward Charles
Weikert, John Patrick
Welch, Walter Edwin
Wellborn, Raymond Burke
Wells, Gary Alexander
Wendt, George Frederick
Wentg, David Radcliffe
West, James Franklin
Westfahl, Richard Karl
Weston, Robert Meck, Jr.
Weyers, Maynard Roland
Wheaton, William Clarence
Wheeler, George Paine
Wheeler, James Raymond
Whipps, Russell Erwin
White, Anthony Walker
White, Laurence David
White, Steve Carneal
‘Whittle, Delma Hughes, Jr.
Wienandt, Melvin Walter
Wigfall, George H., Jr.
Wilcox, Ronald Chester
Wilder, Richard Lynn
Wilkins, Perry
Williams, Charles Frederick
Willlams, James Edward
Willlams, John Henry, Jr.
Willlams, Robert Allen
Williams, Windell Vance
Williamson, Frederick M.
Willlamson, James Ray
Williamson, Mark Humphrey
Wilson, James Paul
Winarski, Daniel Arthur
Winter, Richard Farnum
Witham, Alan Elroy
With-osky, James Howard
‘Wolin, Ronald Marshall
Woodbury, David Edward
Wright, Perry Wayne
Wright, Rodger Wallis
Wright, Willlam Samuel
Wynn, Walter Pierson, Jr.
Yeutter, Philip Eugene
York, Milton Ward
Young, James Thomas
Young, Vernon Oran
Youngmann, KEenneth Charles
Yow, John Samuel
Zanzot, Warren Leland
Zimmerman, Joseph Gerald
Zucker, Channing Moore
BUPPLY CORPS
Anderson, Floyd Raymond
Arundel, Russell Wayne
Armour, Robert Charles
Billings, Thomas Hadley
Blair, Bryan Edward
Boltz, Jacob
Brand, Herbert Fred
Bruton, Lawrence Layne
Burden, David Greear
Burns, Reuben Donald
Christensen, Thomas Willlam
Christopherson, Duane Arthur
Clark, Richard Melvin
Collette, Royal George Cyril
Cook, Bennle Wayne
Cook, John Morse
Cooper, Donald Reid
Culbertson, Morris Dean
Cunningham, Philip Tracy
Crane, Lee Duane
Dean, Claire Thomas, Jr.
Defrank, Frederick John
Dempsey, Edward John
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Dempsey, Robert James
Desmarais, Normand Donald
Ditmore, Carl Alexander, Jr.
Drinnon, James Willard, Jr.
Eckelberger, James Elton
Endzel, Edward Windsor
Erickson, Roger Charles
Ervine, Donald McClure
Farnsworth, David Lee
Faul, David Charles
Fenwick, Charles Louis
Filiplak, Francis Leonard
Flammger, Jerome Thomas
Fournier, Alexander F., III
Francis, Thomas Marlin
Gartrell, Cecil Eugene

Gau, Lawrence George
Gentile, Ronald Philip
Gibfried, Charles Philip
Goodman, James Clement, Jr.
Greenhalgh, John Edward
Gregorich, Kenneth Joseph
Groom, Robert Wray
Grossman, Stephen Zellg
Hadbavny, John William
Halderman, Jerry Jones
Hamlin, Rudolph Barry
Hardin, Jonathon Jaben, Jr.
Harms, Ralph John, Jr.
Hay, Vernon Milton
Heavener, Richard Wayne
Herberger, Charles Elmer
Hoffmann, Wilbur Edwin, Jr.
Huddleston, Roy Lynn
Hulan, Milton Thomas
Inman, James Edward
Isenhour, Thomas Henry
Jacroux, Paul Edward
Jarman, Cecil Albert, Jr.
Johnson, Jerry Eugene
Jordan, James Clyde, Jr.
Kelly, James Andrew
Kenly, Willilam Richard
Kenney, Thomas Roger
Kirwan, Kevin Carey
Klockow, John Donald
Enachel, Robert Eugene
Knapp, Emmett Jay
Koczur, Eugene

Erieg, Willlam Cecil
Krummel, John Cary
Kubasch, Donley Dale
Leber, Theodore Timothy, Jr.
Ledwig, Donald Eugene
Lee, Richard Henry
Lelsenring, Richard Porter
Ligon, Samuel Joseph, Jr.
Mabie, Marshall Lewis
Machesky, John Michael
Maginniss, Christopher M., Jr.
March, Fréderick William
MecClanshan, John Purl, Jr.
McClurkin, David Eeith
McGee, Bernard James
McGee, Willlam Cozadd
MecGrath, Joseph Gerard, Jr.
Meler, John Douglas
Mikkleson, Jerry Dean
Miles, Darrell Raymond
Mongzsa, Joseph Dominic
Moore, James Charles, Jr.
Moore, Richard Joseph
Morehouse, Stephen Hiram
Murphy, Henry Timothy, Jr.
Noble, Francis Edward
Osborn, James Harold
Parker, Jimmie Roscoe
Paszly, Alexander Karl, Jr.
Percifield, Willlam Lester
Peters, Richard Dale

Piper, James Young, Jr.
Prest, Robert Frank IT
Ransdell, Maurice Gene
Reavis, Peter Augustus, Jr.
Robinson, James Edward
Roth, Jon Biddle

Saldak, Paul Anthony
Scaramogzzino, Emanuel
Schleck, Peter Joseph
Schlenker, Robert Louis
Selgelid, Larry Curtis
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Bhiels, John Morse
Simon, Jack Edward
Bolomon, John Henry
Spage, Basll Andrew
SBpratt, Thomas John
Btaats, Charles Tolbert
Steidle, Robert Earl
Stevens, Steven Karl
Stewart, Robert Brendon
Stigliano, Carmen Nicholas
Talbot, Patrick Joseph, Jr.
Tribbie, Arthur Stewart
Wadsworth, William Theodore
‘Walker, Samuel John
‘Waller, Billy Glenn
Walsh, Martin Joseph
Welsh, Gerald Henry
Willlams, John Preston
Willlams, Wayne Marshall
Withrow, Edward William, Jr.
Wright, Joe Baker
Yeager, Howard Balley
Young, Adrian Ray
CHAPLAIN CORPS

Ammons, James Ellery, Jr.
Anderson, Philip David
Baar, Harold Leroy
Campbell, EI{ Hoke, Jr.
Cox, Joseph Donald
Donoher, Thomas Joseph
Duke, Robert William
Ecker, Robert Joseph
Fitzsimmons, David Harlan
Grubbs, Roy Dale
Hegeman, Arthur Ernest
Holland, Eillan Thomas
Jayne, Edward Eben
Krabbe, Donald Louis
Loughman, Kenneth Michael
Malliett, Lowell Maurice
Mellett, Robert Coleman
Peters, Jack Richard
Purdham, Aldon Elwood
Roberts, Malcome Harold
Turner, Wallace Barry
Walker, John Francis

Whitsell, John Louls
Willard, Melville F., Jr.

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Austin, Donald Ralph
Bell, Warren Miller
Bonham, Paul Windsor, Jr.
Booth, Robert Midgley
Boothe, Allen Perry
Bottorfl, David Elliott
Butler, David Edward
Carricato, Michael Jonathan
Currie, Wayne Lee
Davis, Harry Paul, Jr.
Dettbarn, John Lee
Ellis, William Edward, Jr.
Emsley, Thomas Howard
Fraunces, George David
Gunther, John Albert
Harmon, William Hayne
Hayes, Robert Cunningham
Hendrick, Larry Francis
Horacek, Jerry Lee
Ives, Jon Robert
EKau, Julian Mang Foo
Kintz, John Arthur
Lafond, John Allen
Larsen, Laurits Michael
Lewis, Quentin Edward David
Martin, Roger Gene
Matthews, William Garfield
McCorvey, Donald Laney, Jr.
McGee, George Dale
Monarch, Delmont Jerome, Jr.
Otis, Philip Stewart, Jr.
Patterson, Joe Thomas, Jr.
Poole, Arthur Seeger, Jr.
Preston, Robert Lowell
Ricker, Norman Gibson, Jr.
Ruth, Allen Richard
Schell, William Jack
Short, Roy Eugene

~ Stangl, Herbert Eugene
Strode, James Donald, Jr.

Thomas, Eugene Willlam
Truesdell, Richard Carl
Vasllik, Eenneth John

‘Weir, Charles Edwin, Jr.,
‘Wells, Howard Allison, Jr.
Wilson, Eric Rex, Jr.
Wisenbaker, Richard Yancey

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

Brant, Kirby Ensign

Cronin, George Francis, Jr.
Gormley, Matthew Joseph ITI
Hunt, Roger Wayne
Pichingson, Donald Jay
Schneider, Warren Andrew, Jr.
Vanderlugt, Robert William
Warwick, Howard Roger, Jr.
Ziemniak, Daniel John

DENTAL CORPS

Albright, Jimmy Edward
Barron, Don Morrow
Blake, James Harris
Bollinger, Thomas Edward
Branham, Gerald Brown
Branyan, Carl Edward
Coykendall, Alan Littlefiel
Demeyer, John Hilaire
Dice, James Earl
Emery, Clare Allison, Jr.
Felger, Milton Robbert
Fjerstad, James Harold
Fortman, Kenneth Vernon
Frank, Sam Robert
Hansen, Oloff Lee
Helbel, John Lawrence, Jr.
Hensley, Paul Edwin
Hicks, Morris Lamar
Hirschfeld, Willlam Ernst
Ho, Patrick
Holtan, James Raymond
Julienne, Charles Hunter
Knehans, William Edmund
Imach, William Edward
Lane, Jerry Lee
Mathers, James McClurg
Mowad, Massoud Gazell
Mullins, Harry Charles
Nelson, Ronald Thomas
Oatis, George Willlam Jr
Peru, Charles Blaine
Porter, John Willlam
Richardson, Willlam Goss
Robinson, Gary Charles
Ross, George Robert
Siegal, Don Edward
Streicher, Carl William
Vazzana, Lorenzo Stephen
Wisser, Robert C.
Woodsmall, James T.
Young, Raymond Francis, Jr.
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Anderson, Francis Graham, Jr.
Boyle, John Anthony, Jr.
Butler, Robert Charles
Darr, Eenneth Lee
Delaney, Thomas Jeremiah
Dewey, Willlam Andrews
Faherty, Francis Xaviler
Ferguson, Donald Richard
Fitts, Marvin Lee

Furry, Donald Edward
Garner, Howard Eugene
Godfrey, Walter Albert, Jr.
Hammett, Gene Lee
Harrls, George Stanley
Henderson, Jack Tracy
Hensle, Harold Reynold
Hinds, Robert Bruce
Hines, Eenneth Fearin
Horan, Danlel John, Jr.
Johnson, Ralph Walter
Kennedy, Robert Samuel
Lawson, Charles Willlam
Levandowski, Thaddeus P,
Liming, John Willlam, Jr.
Lucas, John Richard
McCullagh, Robert Francis
Mulrennan, John Andrew, Jr.
Nelson, Jack Arian
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Reeves, Donald Eugene
Roper, Charles Austin
Schroeder, William Henry
Smith, Robert Donald
Stell, James Joseph
Steinberg, Aaron

Teague, Francis Andrew, Jr.
Wentworth, Richard Lee
Zimmerman, Lonnie Victor

NURSE CORPS

Banks, Audrey Estelle
Barbarick, Donna Louise
Chibas, Frances Paula
Dunn, Julle Jeanne
Emal, Janice Ann
Frawley, Shirley Mae
Harris, Nancy Ann
Johnston, Georgia Fay
EKnouse, Susan Eay
Lockwood, Lavon Ruth
Majak, Patricia Loulse
Martin, Eathleen Phyllis
McIntyre, Joan
Merrill, Shirley Elaine
Mills, Arlene Edna
Moyer, Alice Ann
Simmons, Betty Ann
Sovich, Patricla Ann
Spencer, Peggy Ruth
Tuttle, Nancy Lea
‘Wallace, Donna Lea
Lieutenant
LINE

Adair, Hugh Reeves
Adams, Frederick Arthur
Adams, Richard Peerson
Ahlgren, Roy Carl Eric
Aho, Larry Richard
Alexander, Charles Homer
Allen, Wayne Robert
Allman, Stephen Baines
Altergott, Dennis Albert
Alvarez, David Croshy
Amerau, Harold Franeis, Jr.
Amerault, James Frederick
Amidon, Ronald Edwin
Anderson, Allan Walker
Anderson, David Graham
Anderson, David Wiley
Anderson, Jimmy Duke
Anderson, Michael John
Anderson, Russell Frederick
Andretta, Robert Anthony
Andrews, Edward Keith
Argubright, Stephen F., Jr.
Arrigo, Roy Joseph

Asbell, Richard Carroll, IT
Ashby, Elton Truxton
Ashford, Ervin Alvin
Atkins, Raymond Clifford
Authement, Charles Francis
Auxier, Willie Landon, Jr.
Avery, Robert Butner
Babb, Phillip Ray

Baca, Fidel Leroy

Bacon, Robert Peter

Bade, Bruce Charles
Baghby, John English
Balley, David Laurence
Baker, Frederick Edward
Baker, Milton Sumner, Jr.
Baker, Paul Lawrence
Baker, Ronald Boyd
Baker, Ronnie Byrle
Baland, George Arnold
Bancroft, Ronald Mann
Bankson, Rodney Alan
Barker, Bruce William
Barnett, Larry Dean
Barrett, Raymond Thomas
Barry, John Lewis

Barry, Thomas Anthony
Barto, Jonney Lynn
Bartz, Jarold Maynard
Bauman, James Robert
Baumann, Carl Vincent
Baxley, Warren Candler, Jr
Baxter, Peter Crockett
Bayer, Merrick, Jr.
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Beal, Richard Frank
Beam, David Mitchell
Beam, Sherrill Wayne
Beard, Garnet Chapman, Jr.
Beauchamp, Robert Lewis
Becker, Alan Robert
Becker, Alfred Edward
Beckes, Michael Edward
Beery, James Robert
Beeson, Thomas Franklin
Belanger, Ronald Francis
Bell, Robert Alfred
Bendetsen, Brookes McIntosh
Benson, Burton Lee
Benson, Ray Wallace
Beougher, Rolland Ben
Berger, John Harry
Bernard, Alan Christian
Berry, Robert Crist
Betzner, Hugh William
Bieble, Gerald John

Biggs, William Martin
Binford, Benjamin James
Bingham, Clyde Leroy
Birch, Barry Stanway
Bird, Ronald Stanley
Bishop, Ronald Floyd
Blackburn, Lewis Bryan
Blades, Peter David

Blake, David Albert
Blakely, Frederick Martin
Bliss, Larry Dean

Bliss, William Merlin, Jr.
Bloch, Paul Stanley
Bloomer, John Godfrey
Boatright, Billy Carroll
Bock, Carl Frederick
Bodenhamer, Paul

Bolka, David Frank
Bollow, George Edward
Bond, Rogers Anthony
Bontrop, Paul Nichols, Jr.
Borchardt, Curtis George
Borchers, Doyle John, IT
Borcik, Paul Robert
Bordy, Michael William
Boren, Norris Henderson
Bostic, Wayne Huston
Boston, Glenn John
Boswell, Dale Eugene
Boughan, David Alan
Bourbonnais, Charles Robert
Bower, Ammon William, ITT
Bowman, Terry L.

Boyter, James Thomas
Bozlch, Robert

Bradbury, Donald Taylor
Bradley, Charles William
Bradley, Jeffrey Goffe
Bradner, Charles Rawles
Brady, Bruce Milo

Breen, Willlam James
Brenner, William Rush, Jr.
Brewer, Carl Clifford
Bried, Robert Allan
Bright, Charles Norman
Brittain, Albert Russell, Jr.
Brockley, John Patrick
Bromberg, Jonathan Pressman
Broms, Edward James, Jr.
Brouwer, Danlel Conrad
Brown, Charles Joseph, ITI
Brown, David Alan

Brown Michael Thomas
Brown, Raymond William
Brown, Robbins Ely
Brown, Robert David, Jr.
Brown, Stephen Albert
Brown, Wendell Earl
Brown, William Michael
Browne, Joseph Majett
Bruckner, James Winston
Brufiat, Arne Bredo

Brus, Louis Eugene
Brush, Frederick James, Jr.
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Weinel, Thomas Robins
Weisbrod, David Stephen
Weittenhiller, Larry Keith
Welborn, Paul Burney, Jr.
Welch, Glenn Ernest, Jr.
Wendt, William Arthur
Wentzel, Kendrick Wayne
‘West, Franklin Griffith, Jr.
Westmoreland, Jimmie David
‘Wetherell, David Lee
Whitehead, Eenneth Lee
Whiteman, Herman Leroy, Jr.
Whitmore, John Thomas
Wicker, Charles Lewis
Wicks, Guy Weaver
Wieland, Billie Wayne
Wielandt, Frederick Moore
Wiggins, Edwin George
Wiita, Marlin Dale

Wiley, James William
Wilhelm, Glennon James
Wilkes, Marshall Jackson
Wilkins, Frank Scott
Wilkinson, John Palen, ITI
Wilkinson, Raymond Ollon, IT
Will, Thomas Joseph
Willenborg, John William
Willlams, Charles Russell J.
Willlams, Herbert Bateman
Williams, Larry D.
Williams, Paul Richard
Williams, Richard Arthur
Williams, Richard C., IIT
Williams, Walter Dehlwyn, Jr.
Wilson, Francis Edward
Wilson, George Eugene, Jr.
Wilson, John Charles
Wilson, Melvin Arthur
Wilson, Robert Craig
Wilson, Woodrow Owen, Jr.
Winn, James Richard
Winter, Albert William
Winters, Doyle Eugene
Witherspoon, Willlam Wall J.
Wittig, Arthur Walter
Witzenburg, Dennis Leon
Wixom, Robert Frank
Wojclk, Raymond Thomas
‘Wollett, Donald Harley
Wolter, Richard Charles
Wong, Henry Eingsy

Wood, Charles Mills, ITI
Wood, Robin Carder
Woodring, George B., Jr.
Wright, Donald Alexander, IT
Wright, Douglas Scott
Wright, Francis D., III
Wright, John Darwin, Jr.
Wright, Robert Holcomb
Wuthrich, Lawrence Gene
Yearwood, John Fouche, Jr.
Young, Thomas Richard
Young, Willlam Craig
Youngblood, Robert Edward
Zambie, Henry John, Jr.
Zambori, Richard Andrew
Zardeskas, Ralph Anthony
Zayicek, James Stanley
Zettle, Charles Emerson
Zimmermann, Richard Paul
Ziolkowskl, Ronald William
Zschock, Charles Wolfgang
Zuna, Willlam Frank
Zuncich, Joseph Louis
Zunich, Ralph Edward
Zwirschitz, Gary Wayne

SUPPLY CORPS

Adelgren, Paul Wayne
Agnew, James Edward

Anderson, Edward Johnston J.

Artherholt, Michael Lee
Berreth, Donald Maynard
Berzins, Alvars Talis
Biggins, James Alfred
Bishop, Henry Harold, II
Bishop, Phillip Earl
Blaschke, Edwin Henry, Jr.
Brush, William Edward
Burley, Frank Iliffe, Jr.
Cain, John Michael
Camphbell, Robert Ray
Carter, W. J., Jr.

Chase, Dana Chester
Cheney, James Cowser
Christopher, Donald Dominiec
Cicio, John David

Claar, Robert Carroll
Clark, Gerald Duane
Conti, Carmen Daniel
Cook, Frank Cummings, IIT
Cordova, Stephen Malcolm
Cosgrove, Patrick Michael
Curtis, Glen Dale

Dagrosa, Richard Louis
Dahlen, David Gordon
Davies, Christopher Rae
Deloach, Stephen James
Delong, David Loren
Deruiter, Kenneth
Dobkowitz, Richard Paul
Dolores, Gecrge, Jr.
Donato, Robert Casson
Dougherty, Stuart Aloysius
Douglas, Bruce Leroy
Downer, Glenn Ivan
Eager, Donald Richard
Ebbers, Richard Earl
Fabry, Steven Edwards
Figueroa, Ernest Luque
Fitzgerald, Preston Hodges
Fonda, George Andrews
Freeman, James Kirk
Freiberg, Leonard Sander, Jr.
Fuller, John Anson

Fyfe, John Eerr, Jr.
Gaboury, Paul Albert
Gallagher, Patrick Francis
Gayton, Lewle Ernest
Giardina, Joseph Angelo
Gibson, Blair Edwin

Glace, Eenneth William, Jr.
Graeter, William F., IT
Gray, Cameron Rathbone
Griffin, Leonard Carl, Jr.
Gudgen, Richard Abbott
Hall, David William
Hargus, James Willlam
Harper, Charles Henry
Hephner, Patrick Jean
Hiltbrand, Jon Haden
Hobart, Phelps

Holland, Donald Reginald
Jackson, Alfred C., III
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Jacot, Jay Foster

James, William Byrd
Jaquith, Linford Jason
Jarrard, Lamar Joseph
Jones, Bennie Joseph, Jr.
Jordan, Douglas Saunders
Kasse, David Ivan

Kelley, John Robert, Jr.
EKetcham, Richard Dean
Kingston, David Tallman
EKocor, John Casimir
Kohlmann, John Thomas
Eoppenhaver, Larry Nell
KErause, Ben Allen

Erause, Donald Edward
Krejcl, Stanley Leon
Lamm, David Vincent

Lee, Willlam Thomas
Lerner, Eenneth Ward
Lessa, Joseph Gerard, Jr.
Lewers, Freddie Roy
Lewis, Richard Earl
Loeffler, Robert Dixon
Losquadro, Joseph Pasquale
Marino, Stanley, Jr.
Marlin, Frederick Russell J.
Marshall, Terry Lynn
Martin, Eenneth Eugene
Martin, Patrick Edward
Mate, Gerald Edward
Matthews, Winston E. A,
Mayer, Carl Michael
Mayes, Robert David
McCormack, Robert Steele
McCosco, Charles Fred
McGavran, Samuel Brown
McEechnie, Arnold Wilfred J.
McLaughlin, Michael John, Jr.
McLean, Forrest Thomas
McNabnay, James Richard
McNutt, Lee Francis
McPherson, Thomas Dale
Meehan, Clement Thomas, Jr.
Metzger, Douglas Philip
Meyer, Fred Lawls

Miller, Barry James
Modrowski, Richard Walter
Moles, Robert Francis
Molishus, Joseph, Jr.
Monahan, Frank Joseph
Moore, Thomas John
Morgan, Edward Aiken, Jr.
Myers, William Martin
Nelson, Ronald Charles
Norton, Ronald Ward
Outlaw, George Dedrie, Jr.
Paulson, John Jacob
Payne, David Almon
Peiffer, Robert Hurst
Pope, Geoffrey William
Rapp, Carl Arno

Reagan, Joseph Emmett
Robertson, Herbert Milton
Robinson, Richard D.
Ruppmann, Heinz Otto
Saltsgaver, William Burl
Sanchez, Domingo Hall
Sanders, Donald Gene
Santucci, David Michael
SBarfaty, Dennis Paul
Schandel, George Willlam
Schmidt, Carl August, Jr.
Schooley, Robert Allen
Schreiber, Dennis Lynn
Schultz, Thomas Craig
Schutte, Harvey Charles
Bchutte, Robert Joseph
Seufer, Stephen John
Simpson, Raymond Edward
Smith, Roger Joseph
Solatka, Robert James
Stalnaker, Delbert Kenneth
Stawltz, William Ernest
Sutton, Richard Anthony
Sweazey, George Edgar, Jr.
Swenson, Donald Wayne
Tarantino, David Arthur
Tastad, Michael Louis
Thieman, Richard James
Thompson, Robert Fay
Tonkovich, Thomas Marvin
Trimpert, Eugene Charles
Tucker, James Thomas
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Tucker, Thomas Grady
Tuggle, Richard Carl
Turner, Harry Leon, IT
Valenty, Patrick Paul, Jr.
Vanhaaren, Cary Grant
Vigrass, David Harry
Waldron, Andrew John, Jr.
Walton, Willam Heritage, Jr.
Webb, James Michael
Wheaton, Eenneth Walter
White, Gordon Rollins, Jr.
Wiese, Robert Dewey
Williams, Gary Dean
Williams, Michael C.
Williams, Patrick Dale
Winget, William Peter
Wise, Clinton Edwin
Wright, Harry Neil

Yeatts, Ralph Leroy
Zlegler, Lee Alan
Zitzewitz, Robert Frank

CHAPLAIN CORPS

Cary, Peter John
Connelly, Albert P, III
Hannigan, Richard Francis
Lawrence, Archie Virgil
Rothermel, Fred Allen
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Ahl, John Stuart
Anderson, Robert Harris
Ariko, John Gerald, Jr.
Bogert, Richard Paul
Bohning, Lee Robert
Brown, Harry John, Jr.
Cecil, Charles Vinton
Clare, Joseph Francis
Conniff, David Denniston
Conroy, John Francis
Cook, Roy Herbert, III
Corcoran, Anthony Edward
Coston, Oscar Lee, Jr.
Cugowskl, Ralph Marshall
Dames, Thomas Allan
Danielson, Marvin Leroy
Dodson, James William, Jr.
Donnelly, Willlam Patrick
Gagen, Robert Edward
Harada, Theodore Iwao
Hendrickson, Jack Ellis
Hilderbrand, William Casey
Hopper, Mark Andrew
Johnson, Willlam Eugene
Kelley, Timothy Charles
Koski, Willlam Arthur
Krebs, Gary Lynn
Laurance, Richard Bruce
MacDermott, John Theodore
McBride, Robert Norman
McTomney, William Paul
Meeks, Eenneth Wayne
Milkintas, John Clayton
Morris, Henry Minard
Niemeier, Willlam Ray
Off, Louis Scott
Pabarcus, John Russell
Parsons, James Fowler
Reelitz, Eric Vincent
Reynolds, George Bernard
Riggin, Donald Curtis, Jr.
Bargent, Delon Denny
Schlesinger, Francis David
Scott, John Patrick, ITT
Sleight, Leon Jay
Taylor, Ernest Theodore
Vizza, William Eane
Walters, Victor Young
Weston, James Edward
‘Woodhull, Roger Blake
Wright, Hubert Davis, Jr.

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

Barr, Philip Conrad
Decarlo, Nicholas Peter
Fulkes, Duane Sherman
Gerken, Robert Thomas
Granahan, Thomas Francis
Kahn, Thomas Kenneth
Kirkham, Steven Dorsey
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Neutze, Dennis Richard
‘Wylie, Thomas Langford
DENTAL CORPS

Anderson, Denis David
Anderson, William Hart, III
Antimarino, Ronald Francis
Beng, Richard David
Billeaud, George Lawrence, I
Burkey, Richard William
Butler, Lee Mark
Campbell, Larry Gene
Carlson, Curtis Eugene
Chang Ronald Sal Ngew
Clausen, Donald John
Cochran, Michael Alan
Conlon, Thomas Oliver
Fleming, James Gerald, Jr.
Galliani, Robert Edward
Gartner, Richard Ray, Jr.
Glass, Ernest Gilbert
Haasl, Robert James
Hanst, Michael T.
Harper, Richard Huber
Holleen, Michael Charles
Hwang, William Shaoru
Johnson, Jerry Kay
Kennard, John Thomas
Krueger, Frederic
Lewlis, Doyle Martin
Lynde, Thomas Ainsworth
Mathews, David Paul
Mellonig, James Thomas
Provencher, Robert F., Jr.
Pugh, George Spencer
Riemann, Richard Allan
Rizas, John Joseph
Rosenberg, Ronald Maurice
Santucel, Eugene Thomas
Schwan, Robert Mathes
Stauffacher, Richard Karl
Sweet, Phillip Michael
Tontz, Russell Clyde, Jr.
Vosskuhler, Robert Joseph
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
Adams, George Michael
Ashburn, James Henry
Baker, George Franklin
Barr, Kenneth Brian
Bates, James Francls
Berghage, Thomas Eugene
Bondi, Kenneth Robert
Bookout, Thomas Eugene
Boyle, Richard Lee
Carter, Franklin Wood
Clem, Nicholas Jerry
Cobet, Andre Benoit
Collings, Donald Earl
Connors, Francls Simon
Cook, Jimmie Charles
Corley, Richard Annon
Cota, Richard Jesse
Cunningham, William F.
Dalton, James Travis
Danziger, Richard Ellis
Dekrey, Charles Ross
Doptis, Leigh Errol
Dotson, Robert Melvin
Evans, Delbert Eugene
Fisher, Frank D. R.
Fisher, Stephen Todd
Foxx, Stanley Alan
Galbreath, Jerry Dean
Gaugler, Robert Walter
Greear, John Fields ITI
Gregory, George Harry
Hall, David Allen
Herron, Don Montelle
Hilling, Levi Nelson
Hodge, Frederick Allen
Holcomb, Howard Edwin
House, John Francis
Hurder, Richard James
Johnson, Richard Lee
King, Willlam Goodrich
Kouns, David Michael
Lashley, Eenneth Lamar
Levan, Donald Robert
Lewis, Larry Allen
Louy, James Willlam

September 8, 1972

MeCullah, Robert Douglas
McDonald, John Leroy
McManaman, Vincent Leo
McNamara, John Edward ITI
Medlock, Thomas Perry
Milek, Mary Lynn

Miller, Allen Byrd

Moy, Michael William
Mullins, William Franklin
Murray, John Lee

Narut, Thomas Edward
Oglesby, Norman Gabriel
Olson, James Gordon
Palmer, Timothy Trow
Parsons, William Michael
Pepera, Leroy Joseph
Piatt, Austin Eugene
Rausch, Jack Lee

Renfro, Gene F.

Reysen, Richard Harry
Riley, Phillip Truman
Sammons, John Henry
Schinskl, Vernon David
Schubert, Deane Edward
Schultz, Warren Walter
Shaver, Roger Galen
Sholdt, Lester Lance
Sippel, John Edward
Skinner, Howard Lee
Slipsager, Frederick Andrew
Smith, James Leroy
Smith, Lloyd Dean

Socks, James Frederick
Spiliman  Graham B., Jr.
Stafford, Erich Estill
Stefanakos, Thomas Kostas
Strong, Douglas Michael
Thome, Carl Donald
Truman, Patrick Andrew
Uddin, David E.
Vickerman, Raymond Harold
‘Watko, Laurence Philip
Wienkers, Charles Francis
Windholz, Francis Leo
Woodman, Daniel Ralph
Wortendyke, John

Zink, George Arthur

NURSE CORPS

Coffin, Barbara Ellen
Colucei, Michael Joseph
Downs, Robert James
Gangwer, Constance Wray
Hay, Mary Eathryn
Howard, William James
Iwata, Miki

Jackson, Charles Ray
Johnson, Carolyn Ann
Kelly, Sharon K.
Kirkpatrick, Sandra Anthony
Leary, Cornelia Ann
Lindelof, Sandra Sue
Lufkin, Janice Mae
Maffeo, Edith Jane
Mazzone, Nancy Rose Marie
MeCumber, Susan Anne
Murrow, Elizabeth Jean
Polak, Kristen Ann
Ristow, Betty Ann
Snyder, Eilleen Esther
Spanier, Bernice Clare
Spring, Pollyann

Toepke, Nancy Hull

Wilke, Joanne Marie

Stoll, Caroline Jean
Ulschmid, Margaret Mary

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nomination confirmed by the

Senate September 8, 1972.
UnrTED NATIONS

The following-named persons to be Rep-
resentatives of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Twenty-seventh Session of the
General Assembly of the United Nations:

Gale W. McGee, U.S. Senator from the
State of Wyoming.

James B. Pearson, U.S. Senator from the
State of Kansas.
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DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Hermann F. Eilts, of Pennsylvania, a For-
elgn Service officer of the class of Career
Minister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the People's Republic of
Bangladesh.

Viron P. Vaky, of Texas, a Forelgn Service
officer of class 1, to be Ambassador Extraordi-
nary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to Costa Rica.

Frederick Irving, of Rhode Island, a For-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

eign Service officer of class 1, to be Ambas-
sador and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to Iceland.

George W. Landau, of Maryland, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Paraguay.

Adm. Horaclo Rivero, U.S. Navy, retired, of
California, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Spain.

Frank T. Bow, of Ohlo, to be Ambassador
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Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Panama.

Joseph A. Mendenhall, of Virginia, a For-
eilgn Service Officer of Class one, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the Mala-
gasy Republic.

Talcott W. Seelye, of Maryland, a Foreign
Service Officer of Class one, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Tunisia,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

VETERANS’ BENEFITS
HON. JOSHUA EILBERG

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, Sepltember 7, 1972

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, the young
men returning from service in Vietnam
and other parts of the world are having
a tough time finding jobs and making
ends meet if they are going to school.

Part of the problem is the fact that
we have not provided them with the
benefits they deserve. Hopefully that will
be corrected in the near future.

However, there is also a problem of
communication. Many of these veterans
do not know what benefits are available
to them or where to find out what is
available.

Recently,

the magazine “Changing

Times” printed a clear, concise summary
of these benefits, along with the neces-
sary qualifications and advice on how

and where to apply for them.

At this time I enter into the REcorp
this article from the September issue of
the magazine.

VETERANS: DoN'T FORGET THESE BENEFITS

Despite the efforts of the Veterans Admin-
istration, too many benefits go unclaimed
because veterans or the members of their
families don’t know about them. Further-
more, some of the provisions have changed
to include more people since 1870. If there's
any chance you or someone you know might
be missing a rightful benefit, better check
this rundown.

Education. Anyone released after Janu-
ary 31, 1955, who has served 18 months or
more in the armed forces is entitled to 36
months of financial assistance for eduation.
Those with more than 180 days of service but
less than 18 months can get a month and
a half of financial assistance for each month
served.

There are different payment rates if you
g0 to school less than half time or are en-
rolled in a cooperative program, apprentice-
ship or other on-the-job training, farm
cooperative, correspondence course or flight
training. Wives and children of servicemen
missing In action or prisoners of war for
more than 80 days also can get assistance.
Rates of payment depend on the amount of
time spent in study, the types of program
being taken and the number of dependents
you have. As of this writing there are three
major bills pending in Congress that would
increase the allowances.

Veterans released from active duty after
January 31, 1855, have eight years from dis-
charge or until May 31, 1974, whichever is
later, to complete their training.

Employment. Your old job must be given
back to you if you ask for it, provided it was
a fulltime position. If you have been dis-

abled and can't do that job, your employer
must find you another job in the organiza-
tion that's comparable in senlority, status
and pay. All benefits, including automatic
pay raises and promotions that you would
have received, must be given to you. You
must apply within 90 days of separation or
release from hospitalization. If you have
trouble, get in touch with your nearest Office
of Veterans Reemployment Rights of the
Department of Labor.

If you can't find a job, you may be eligible
for unemployment benefits from your state
employment service office.

Life insurance. Your Servicemen's Group
Life Insurance, with its $15,000 maximum, is
good for 120 days after separation, with no
premiums required. It can be converted, re-
gardless of your health, to an individual pol-
icy issued by one of the 600 participating
commercial companies if you apply and pay
the premiums before the end of the 120
days.

Loans. Eligibility for VA-guaranteed home
loans is no longer subject to expiration. Wid-
ows and wives of prisoners of war or those
missing in action also are eligible. Such
loans can be used to buy, bulild, refinance or
improve a home, or to buy a mobile home,
condominium or farm home.

The VA guarantees a maximum of $12,-
500 toward a home loan, which may run for
as long as 30 years. Maximum interest rate
is currently 7%. Ordinarily, the money
doesn’t come from the VA. The government
simply guarantees the lenders repayment of
the amount for which the borrower has qual-
ified. You must find a lender willing to make
the deal.

Mobile homes may be purchased for up to
$10,000 with a VA-guaranteed loan at a max-
imum of 10.76% for 12 years. If the mobile
home purchase includes a developed site,
another $7,500 and a total of 15 years may
be allowed.

Medical care. VA hospitals that have room
will care for a veteran who can't afford
private treatment for nonservice disabill-
ties. The VA may also provide medical care
for those who are about to enter a VA hos-
pital or who have just left it. Private nursing
home care is available in some cases at VA
expense.

Pensions. Wartime veterans who become
totally disabled from causes unrelated to
military duty may be eligible for small,
monthly pensions, depending on yearly in-
come. Wartime veterans 65 years old and
older are eligible for small pensions, de-
pending on their incomes. So are the widows
and children.

State benefits. A number of states have
voted various rights and benefits for Viet-
nam veterans, including pay bonuses and
exemption from some property taxes for pa-
tients convalescing in VA hospitals. Check
with your statehouse.

For personal help. Write, call or visit your
nearest VA regional office. Many states have
a toll-free telephone service to the VA from
communties in the state. Check your di-
rectory or the information operator for the
listing.

PRESIDENT NIXON SPEAKS BEFORE
THE AMERICAN LEGION

HON. HUGH SCOTT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Friday, September 8, 1972

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, President
Nixon recently addressed the 54th An-
nual National Convention of the Ameri-
can Legion in Chicago, Ill. Because I be-
lieve his remarks would also be of inter-
est to those who were not in attendance
that day, I ask unanimous consent that
they be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT TO THE AMERICAN
LEGION

THE WHITE HOUSE.

Commander Geiger, my comrades in the
American Legion, those who are here from
the Legion Auxiliary, all of our very distin-
guished guests, and all of the past Com-
manders and others who are distinguished
guests here on the platform.

It is indeed a very great honor for me to
appear before this convention. It seems that
this is my week to appear before con-
ventions. But having first addressed a Legion
Convention when I was a junior Senator
from the State of California back in the year
1951, I know that we do not discuss partisan
politics, so I will not tell you which party
nominated me.

What I would like to say today is that, first,
I am aware of the magnificent tradition of
the Legion, the fact that we think In terms
of our country; we recognize that partisan
differences really don't matter where the na-
tional defense 1s involved and where the
peace and security of America is involved.
We are not Republicans, we are not Demo-
crats, we are Americans. And that is what
the Legion believes.

My friend Don Johnson, I was saying to
Commander Gelger that he was the tallest
man who had been Commander of the Legion
since Johnson and they are both from Iowa.
That is where the corn grows tall.

But in 1965, when he was the Commander
and I had the privilege of addressing the
convention—incidentally, I appreciated your
invitation to come today when I am serving
as President. I appreciated it even more when
I didn't hold any office in 1965.

Oh that occasion, Don Johnson, as Com-
mander, introduced me. He later, as you
know, has become the head of the Veterans
Administration. Something has happened
that is very important that may not have
come to your notice, that we have appointed
him as a member of the Cabinet Domestic
Council which raises, for the first time in
this country, the status of the man in this
country with the responsibility for veterans
affairs to the position of Cabinet status. That
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