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A. James A. Warren, 55600 Prospect Place,
Chevy Chase, Md. 20015.

B. REA Express Inc., 219 E. 42d Street,
New York, N.Y. 10017.

D. (6) $460. E. (9) $150.

A, Fred Wegner, 1225 Connecticut Avenue
NW., Washington, D.C. 20086.

B. American Assoclation of Retired Per-
sons, National Retired Teachers Association,
1226 Connecticut Avenue NW., Washington,
D.C. 20036.

A. Weissbrodt & Welssbrodt, 1614 20th
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20009.

B. Central Council of the Tlinglt & Halda
Indians of Alaska, Box 529, Juneau, Alaska
99801.

E. (9) $553.67.

P =

A. Bernard J. Welch, 1800 K Street NW.,
‘Washington, D.C. 20006.

B. Pan American World Airways, Inc., 1800
K Btreet NW., Washington, D.C. 20008,

A. Donald F. White, 1616 H Street NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20008.

B. American Retail Federation,
Btreet NW., Washington, D.C, 20006.

E. (9) #750.

1616 H
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A. John C. White, Room 1008, 1101 17th
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 200386,

B. Private Truck Council of America, Inc.,
Room 1008, 1101 17th Street NW., Washing-
ton, N.C.

A. Robert E. Wick, 1800 K BStreet NW.,
Washington, D.C. 200086.

B. Pan American World Airways, Inc., 1800
E Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20008.

A. Harding deC. Williams, 1825 K Street
NW., Washington, D.C.

B. Del Monte Corp., 215 Fremont Street,
San Francisco, Calif.

D. (68) $500. E. (9) #50.

A, John C, Willlamson, 1300 Connecticut
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C.

B, National Associatlon of Real Estate
Boards, 155 East Superior Street, Chicago,
I,
D. (6) $6,000. E. (9) #$13.50.

A. Eenneth Willlamson, One Farragut
Square South, Washington, D.C. 200086.

B. American Hospital Assoclation, 840
North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, Ill. 60611.

D, (6) $390.65. E., (9) $140.04

A. R, J. Winchester, 900 Southwest Tower,
Houston, Tex. 77002,
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B. Pennzoll United, Inc., 900 Southwest
Tower, Houston, Tex. T7002.
D. (6) $1,800. E. (9) $697.28.

A, Burton C. Wood, 1625 L Street NW.,
Washington, D.C. 200386.

B. Natlonal Assoclation of Home Builders
of the United States, 1625 L Street NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036,

D. (6) $13,500. E. (9) $584.80.

A. Willlam E. Woods, 440 National Press
Bullding, Washington, D.C.

B. National Association of Retail Druggists,
One East Wacker Drive, Chicago, I11. 60601,

D. (6) §750. E. (9) $150.

A. Albert Young Woodward, 815 Connec=
ticut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C,

B. The Signal Cos, Inc., 1010 Wilshire
Boulevard, Los Angeles, Calif. 950017,

A, Albert Young Woodward, 815 Connecti-
cut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C.

B. The Flying Tiger Line Inc., Los Angeles
International Airport, Los Angeles, Calif.

A, Nicholas H. Zumas, 1225 19th Street
NW., W n, D.C. 20036.

B. National Music Publishers Association,
460 Park Avenue, New York, N.Y.

D. (6) $500.

SENATE—Monday, September 11, 1972

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. Aprar E. STEVEN-
so:;s III, a Senator from the State of Illi-
nois.

PRAYER

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

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for the
Sabbath of rest and worship when the
spirit is uplifted and the soul renewed.
We beseech Thee to guide Thy servants
in this place as they undertake the tasks
of a new week. Keep their hearts in tune
with Thee, their motives pure, their
methods clean, and their purposes ever to
do Thy will, Help them to work right, to
think right, to speak right, and to live as
befits those who have begun this day
with Thee. Bring them at evening time
undefeated in spirit, at peace with them-
selves, with their colleagues, and at peace
with Thee. For Thy kingdom'’s sake and
in Thy name, we pray. 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 assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,

PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 11, 1972,
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. Aprar E.
SrevEnson ITII, a Senator from the State of
Illinois, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

JaMes O, EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Mr. STEVENSON 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 Fri-
dayi.1 September 8, 1972, be dispensed
with.

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

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE
CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
legislative calendar, under rule VIII, 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 Committee
on Armed Services and the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs may be
authorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier this morning the
Senate granted permission to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs to
meet during the session of the Senate
today. It has come to my attention since
that time that an objection has been
raised. So, I ask unanimous consent that
the request be negated.

I point out, however, that until the
morning business is concluded that all

committees have the right under the
rules to continue to meet.

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 nom-
inations on the Executive Calendar.

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Frank D. Mec-
Cown, of Texas, to be U.S. attorney
for the northern district of Texas for
the term of 4 years.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Thomas B. Cur-
tis, of Missouri, to be a member of the
Board of Directors of the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting for the remain-
der of the term expiring March 26, 19786.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted that the former Representative
from Missouri, my friend Mr. Thomas
B, Curtis, has been confirmed as a mem-
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ber of the Board of Directors of the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting.

Those of us who served with Mr. Cur-
tis were pretty much of the opinion on
our side of the aisle that Mr. Curtis
was perhaps the most thoroughly in-
formed man on more issues of general
importance to the Nation than anyone
serving in that body at that time.

He is a man with a great and impres-
sive command of legislation, not only
fiscal legislation and matters pertaining
to appropriations, but also broadly and
generally in the field of communications.

The Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing is greatly strengthened by the addi-
tion of Mr. Curtis as a member of iis
Board of Directors. I am very much
pleased that he has been confirmed by
the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, along
with the distinguished Republican lead-
er, I also express my high regard for the
appointment, as a member of the Board
of Directors of the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting, of Mr. Thomas B. Curtis
of Missouri, with whom we both served
in the House of Representatives.

As the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania has just said, Mr. Curtis
is a man who has a wide command of
the legislative process.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent 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.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1034 through and including No. 1041.

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

JOHN C. ROGERS

The bill (S. 909) for the relief of John
C. Rogers, was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

S. 909

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That John
C. Rogers of McMinnville, Oregon, is relieved
of all lability for repayment to the United
States of the sum of $135.17, representing
the amount of an overpayment he received
from the United States as the result of ad-
ministrative error in determining the lump-
sum payment for accumulated, unused leave
to which the said John C. Rogers was entitled
upon his discharge from active duty with
the United States Navy. In the audit and
settlement of accounts of any certifying or
disbursing officer of the United States, credit
shall be given for amounts for which lability
is relieved by this section.
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Sec. 2. (a) The Becretary of the Treasury
is authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to the sald John C. Rogers, the
sum of any amounts received or withheld
from him on account of the overpayment
referred to in the first section of this Act.

(b) No part of any amount appropriated
under this section shall be paid or delivered
to or recelved by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in' connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary not-
withstanding. Violatlon of this subsection
is a misdemeanor punishable by a fine not
to exceed $1,000.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 92-1092), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to relieve Mr.
Rogers of liability to the United States in
the amount of $135.17, representing the sum
he received in overpayment as the result of
an administrative error In determining the
lump sum payment for his accumulated leave
upon his discharge from the U.S. Navy.

STATEMENT

Mr. Rogers enlisted in the U.S. Navy on
November 2, 1867, and served on active duty
until October 16, 1068, when he was dis-
charged wunder honorable conditions. Upon
his Mr. was erroneously
pald for 46 days unused leave when he actu-
ally should have been pald for only 16 days
unused leave. This mistake was made due to
an administrative error on the part of the
Navy. Mr. Rogers apparently received this
overpayment in good faith and to require him
to repay this amount would impose an undue
hardship upon him,

The Department of the Navy interposes
no objection to the enactment of S. 909. On
these facts the committee has considered that
relief is appropriate. Accordingly, it is recom-
mended that the bill be favorably considered.

M. SGT. WILLIAM C. HARPOLD, U.S.
MARINE CORPS, RETIRED

The bill (8. 2714) for the relief of M.
Sgt. William C. Harpold, U.S. Marine
Corps, retired, was considered, ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
Master Sergeant Willlam C. Harpold, United
States Marine Corps (retired), is relieved
of all liability for repayment to the United
States of the sum of $2,235.27, representing
the amount of overpayments of retainer and
retirement pay received by him from the
United States Marine Corps during the period
October 1, 1949, through June 30, 1971, as a
result of an administrative error in comput-
ing his years of service for pay purposes, the
United States Marine Corps having erronous-
ly credited him for such purposes with a
period of inactive service from November 27,
1926, through November 3, 1927.

(b) In the audit and settlement of the ac-
counts of any certifying or disbursing officer
of the United States, full credit shall be
given for the amount for which liability is
relieved by this Act.

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury
is authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to the sald Master Sergeant Wil-
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lam C. Harpold (retired), the sum of any
amounts received or withheld from him on
account of the overpayment referred to in the
first section of this Act.

(b) No part of any amount appropriated
under this section shall be pald or delivered
to or recelved by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary not-
withstanding, Any person violating the pro-
visions of this subsection shall be deemed to
be gullty of a misdemeanor and shall be fined
in any amount not to exceed to $1,000.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 92-1093), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to relieve Master
Sergeant Harpold of all liability for repay-
ment to the United States of the sum of
$2,235.27, representing the amount of over=-
payment of retalner and retirement pay re-
celved by him during the period between
October 1, 1949, and June 30, 1971, as & re-
sult of administrative error occurring with-
out fault on his part.

STATEMENT

Department of the Navy records indicate
that M. Sgt. Willlam C. Harpold, U.S. Marine
Corps (retired), was transferred to the Fleet
Marine Corps Reserve on June 30, 1949. At
that time he had completed 25 years, 2
months, and 9 days of service, of which 24
years, 8 months, and 1 day were active serv-
ice. In accordance with section 511 of the
Career Compensation Act of 1949 (63 Stat.
802), he elected to receive, commencing Oc-
tober 1, 1949, retired/retainer pay based on
21; percent of the monthly basic pay of his
grade multiplied by the number of years of
his active service. However, Master Sergeant
Harpold's retired/retainer pay was errone-
ously computed on the basis of completion
of 25 years active service, rather than the
correct basls of 24 years active service. Thus,
he received a multiple of 214 percent more
retired/retalner pay than that to which he
was entitled during the period October 1,
1049, through June 30, 1971. A comprehen-
sive review of his retired pay account re-
sulted in the determination that he was in-
debted to the United States in the amount
of $2,235.27.

Since the indebtedness in this case ac-
crued over & period of almost 22 years at an
average monthly rate of $8.56, it is under-
standable that Master Sergeant Harpold did
not detect the fact that he was belng over-
pald. Moreover, the method used to com-
pute his retired/retainer pay was changed
after his transfer to the Fleet Marine Corps
Reserve. His pay during his retirement has
also been subject to frequent adjustments
as a result of increases In basic pay and in-
creases In the Consumer Price Index. Addi-
tionally, in response to certain questions
raised by him, Master Sergeant Harpold was
advised on several occasions, both by Head-
quarters, U.S. Marine Corps, and the General
Accounting Office, that his retired/retainer
pay was being properly computed. In view
of all these factors, the only conclusion that
can be drawn In this case is that Master
Sergeant Harpold accepted the overpayments
in good faith, without fault or knowledge on
his part.

Since Master Sergeant Harpold's debt ex-
tends unreasonably into the past and there
appears to be no doubt that he accepted the
overpayments in good faith, the Department
ggl ihe Navy supports the enactment of 8.
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The committee agrees with the Navy De-
partment and belleves that legislative relief
is appropriate in this case. Accordingly, it is
recommended that the bill be favorably
considered.

DAVID CAFPPS

The bill (H.R. 1860) for the relief of
David Capps, was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

MAJ. HENRY C. MITCHELL, RETIRED

The bill (H.R. 5299) for the relief of
Maj. Henry C. Mitchell, retired, was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorD an excerpt from the report
(No. 92-1095), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to pay to Maj. Henry C. Mitchell, U.S. Army
(retired) of Tallahassee, Fla, the sum of
$514.15 in full settlement of all his claims
against the United States arising out of his
family’s move (in July 1964, prior to the de-
layed issuance of moving orders) from
Columbia, S.C., to Nashville, Tenn., while
he was on active duty with the U.8. Army.
The claims consist of fees paid to movers, a
travel allowance for his wife and children,
and a dislocation allowance,

ETATEMENT

The facts of this case, as contalned in
House Report 92-876, are as follows:

“The Department of the Army in its re-
port on the bill stated it has no objection
to the bill.

“In its report on the bill the Army stated
that in 1964 Maj. Henry C. Mitchell was as-
signed to duty and occupled Government
quarters with his family in Fort Jackson,
5.C. The Army further advised the commit-
tee that soon after his arrival, he experi-
enced neurotic symptoms and received out-
patient treatment, without improving. Out-
bursts and threats of physical harm to his
wife caused her to leave home on several
occaslons from early 1964 until his hospitali-
zation on June 17, 1964, at the U.S. Army
Hospital, Fort Jackson. On June 20, 1964, he
was moved to Walter Reed Army Medical
Center in Washington, D.C., for further
treatment. The diagnosis of his illness was:
“Neurotic depressive reactions; chronic
severe; manifested by depressed effect, tear-
fulness, and self-doubt, Stress: severe.”

“On June 26, 1964, Mrs. Mitchell took her
five children, ages 3, 9, 10, 12 and 15, to
Nashville, Tenn., to stay with her parents,
but she returned to Fort Jackson. On July 1,
1964, she was informed that Major Mitchell
would be hospitalized for 8 more weeks at
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, and that
he might be hospitalized for a longer period
of time, if he did not respond to treatment.
She consulted with Major Mitchell's com-
manding officer at Fort Jackson, who is a
physician, and with military psychlatrists,
who confirmed the diagnosis of the psy-
chiatrists, at Walter Reed Army Medical Cen-
ter. The commander advised and encouragzed
her to plan to move from the quarters at
Fort Jackson, and he and the post transpor-
tation officer helped arrange for a mover.

“Mrs. Mitchell shipped part of their house-
hold goods from Fort Jackson to Nashville,
Tenn., on July 27, 1064. She pald the mover
with money she borrowed because she did
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not have the needed funds, and because the
Government did not provide her with trans-
portation. She found it necessary to retain
her quarters at Fort Jackson because she did
not have sufficient funds to move all the
household goods at one time.

“On August 3, 1064, Walter Reed Army
Medical Center issued permanent change of
station orders which transferred her hus-
band to that hospital in Washington, D.C.
Mrs, Mitchell relinguished her quarters at
Fort Jackson on August 27, 1964, and her
remaining household goods were apparently
shipped at Government expense.

“On September 4, 1964, Major Mitchell
filed a claim for: (1) reimbursement for
travel on June 26, 1964, of his wife and
children from Fort Jackson, 8.C., to Nash-
ville, Tenn.; (2) dislocation allowance in
connection with that travel; and (3) re-
imbursement for movement of household
goods on July 27, 1964, to Nashville, Tenn.
On May 15, 1965, the General Accounting
Office disallowed the claim for travel and
dislocation because they occurred prior to
issuance of orders, The Chief of Transporta-
tion, Department of the Army, on July 15,
1965, disallowed the reimbursement claim
for shipment of the household goods for the
same reason. In this connection, the Army
in its report stated that an exception could
have been made under the governing regu-
lations (paragraph 7004, Joint Travel Regu-
lations) if the commanding officer of Walter
Reed Army Medical Center had furnished a
certificate that Major Mitchell’s treatment
could be expected to be prolonged, but such
& certificate was not secured.

“The Department of the Army after out-
lining the facts referred to above stated its
opinion that it would be equitable to pay
the claimant as provided in this bill because
the retired officer could have qualified for all
of the allowances and reimbursements in
question if the proper documentation had
been secured in the form of orders or a
certificate of the commanding officer at the
Walter Reed Medical Center. The Army fur-
ther recognized that the omission to secure
these documents on a timely basis is ex-
cusable in the light of the facts of this
particular case. In this connection, the Army
stated:

“*The omisslon to secure these docu-
ments on a timely basis is excusable in the
light of the husband's mental incompe-
tency, and Mrs. Mitchell’s reasonable reliance
upon the advice and encouragement of his
commanding officer.’

“The committee agrees that these circum-
stances justify rellef and recommends that
the bill be considered favorably.”

In agreement with the views of the House
of Representatives, the committee recom-
mends that the bill be favorably considered.

GARY R. UTTECH

The bill (H.R. 5315) for the relief of
Gary R. Uttech was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 92-1096), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to relieve Gary R. Uttech, of Mosinee, Wis.,
of liability In the amount of $312.50, repre-
senting overpayments of active-duty pay re-
ceived by him as a member of the U.8. Navy
for the perlod June 8, 1966, to October 10,
1969, inclusive, as a result of administrative
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errors on the part of Government personnel
who falled to make required deductions in
his pay for authorlzed bond allotments and
leave.

STATEMENT

The facts of this case, as contained In
House Report No. 9§2-877, are as follows:

“The Department of the Navy in its report
on the bill stated that it has no objection to
enactment of the bill. The Comptroller Gen-
eral questioned relief in this instance.

“Gary R. Uttech began his service as a
naval reservist. He enlisted in the U.S. Naval
Reserve on February 8, 1966, and was placed
on inactive duty. He was discharged on June
7, 1966, to immediately reenlist in the U.S.
Navy, and he reenlisted on June 8, 1966. On
October 10, 1969, he was released from active
duty at Naval Air Station, Quonset Point,
RI., and was transferred to the U.S, Naval
Reserve for the duration of his military obli-
gation. At the time of his release from active
duty, Petty Officer Uttech was indebted to the
United States in the amount of $5564.75. Of
this total, $262.50 was due to an accounting
error. The error was that bond allotment
deductions from August 1, 1968, through Sep-
tember 30, 1969, were not recorded in his pay
record. The remaining $202.26 of indebted-
ness arose because Petty Officer Uttech was
charged 19 days excess leave, At the time of
his release from active duty, Petty Officer
Uttech had accrued $211.07 in pay and allow-
ances which was applied to reduce his in-
debtedness to $343.68. On March 5, 1970,
he remitted $31.18 to the Department of the
Navy to reduce his indebtedness to $312.50.

“In indicating that it would have no ob-
jection to enactment of the bill, the Navy
stated:

“‘It is normally the Department of the
Navy’s policy to forgive overpayments of
excess leave where a substantial perlod of
time has elapsed, since such overpayments
are usually the result of administrative error,
Overpayments of bond allotments by failure
to deduct from basic pay is viewed somewhat
differently in that the individual involved
should be aware of his basic pay and should
call to the attention of the proper partles
the fact that he is being overpald. However,
it is recognized that even in the case of
overpayment of a bond allotment the Navy
is partlally at fault because of administra-
tive error.

“‘In view of the foregoing, the incon-
venience caused Mr. Uttech, and the small
amount of his total indebtedness attributa-
ble to the overpayment of the bond allot-
ments, the Department of the Navy inter-
poses no objection to the enactment of HR.
5315."

“The committee has carefully considered
all of the facts of this matter, including
those submitted to the committee as addi-
tional evidence in support of the bill and
also the considerations outlined in the re-
port of the Comptroller General. The addi-
tional information detalls facts which estab-
lish equities which, in the opinion of the
committee, provide a firm basls for rellef as
would be provided in the amended bill. The
difficulties encountered by Mr. Uttech date
back to January of 1960 when he returned
from Vietnam and received an assignment
to the U.S.N.S., Argentina, Newfoundland.
After receiving a 2-week leave he and his
wife went to Davisville, RI., and Gary re-
ported in at the Construction Battalion Cen-
ter enroute to Newfoundland; however, he
did not receive orders until the end of May
1969.

“Upon learning of a mobile home court
near the base in Newfoundland, he contacted
naval authorities to determine if the Navy
would transport a mobile home as he was at
that time an E-5. He was advised that a
mobile home could be transported to New-
foundland at the expense of the Government
and proceeded to borrow money and pur-




September 11, 1972

chased & home. When he went to the House-
hold Effects Office to make arrangement for
shipment, he was then told that the Navy
could ship the mobile home only as far as
the TUnited States-Canadian border—he
would be responsible for shipment from the
border to Newfoundland. Upon learning that
it would cost him $800 to have the mobile
home transported, he purchased a truck for
$900 to move the mobile home himself and he
and his wife would have transportation dur-
ing his tour in Newfoundland.

“Three months after the Uttechs arrival in
Newfoundland, Mrs. Uttech's father passed
away, and again they had to borrow money
for round trip fares to Wisconsin, When they
returned, Mr, Uttech was advised that he was
being released from the service early. With
less than a month to sell his moblle home, he
sold it at a loss. Had he kept the home, he
understood that he would have had to pay
the Canadian Government a $500 import tax.

“After receiving his discharge he was ad-
vised that he had received an overpayment
of $5564.76; $262.60 was an accounting error
as bond allotment deductions had not been
made from his pay record; $292.25 of the
overpayment was caused because of 19 days
of excess leave. However, since he had in-
curred $211.07 in pay and allowances, it was
applied to the debt which was reduced to
$343.68. Mr. Uttech submitted $31.81 to the
Navy which reduced his indebtedness to
$312.50.

“When he returned to Wisconsin, he ob-
tained work and continued his education,
During the summer of 1970 he was laid off,
and could not find another job. In the sum-
mer of 1971, he was again laid off for a month.

“The committee teels that the circum-
stances outlined above demonstrate a case
of obvious hardship for the former service-
man which justifies relief in this instance,
The information given him concerning his
mobile home clearly was a factor in leading
him to elect to buy the home in the first
instance and then inecurring additional ex-
pense to get it to Newfoundland. The loss he
suffered on leaving compounded his finan-
cial difficulties. He is attempting to continue
his education in the face of difficulties in
finding employment. Accordingly, it is rec-
ommended that the amended bill be consid-
ered favorably. The amendment is to delete
section 2 as recommended by the Compftrol-
ler General, so that there will be no provision
for a refund of amounts already repaid.”

In agreement with the views of the House
of Representatives, the committee recom-
mends that the bill be favorably considered.

WILLIAM E. BAKER

The bill (H.R. 10635) for the relief of
William E. Baker was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

RONALD K. DOWNIE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 995) for the relief of Ronald K.
Downie which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary with an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That the Comptroller General of the
United States is authorized to settle and
adjust the claim of Ronald K. Downie, of
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, for the amount
to which he would be entitled under section
5724(a) (4), title V of the United States
Code, and the regulations issued thereunder
without regard to section 4.1d of the Bureau
of the Budget Circular No. A-56, revised
October 12, 1966, representing expenses he
incurred in selling his residence in Virginia
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and buying another in Fremont, California,
incident to his transfer in June of 1967 as
an employee of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration Ifrom Leesburg, Virginia, to Fre-
mont, California, for the convenience of the
Government.

Sec. 2. No part of the amount disbursed
in the first section of this Act shall be paid
or delivered to or received by any agent or
attorney on account of services rendered in
connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating
the provisions of this section shall be deemed
gullty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed-
ing $1,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

GARY WENTWORTH

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 3257) for the relief of Gary Went~
worth, of Staples, Minn., which had been
reported from the¢ Commirtee on the Ju-
diciary with an amendment on page 1,
line 5, after the word “of”, where it ap-
pears the first time, strike out “$346.22"
and insert “$313.22”; so as to make the
bill read:

" Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
Gary Wentworth, of Staples, Minnesota, is
relieved of all lability for repayment to the
United States of the sum of $313.22, repre-
senting the amount of an overpayment re-
ceived by him from the United States Marine
Corps, prior to his discharge from such corps,
as a result of an administrative error in bal-
ancing his pay record.

(b) In the audit and settlement of the
accounts of any certifying or disbursing offi-
cer of the United States, full credit shall be
glven for the amount for which liability is
relieved by this Act.

SEc. 2. (a) The Becretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to the said Corporal Gary Wentworth,
the sum of any amounts received or with-
held from him on account of the overpay-
ment referred to in the first section of this
Act.

(b) No part of any amount appropriated
under this section shall be paid or delivered
to or received by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same is unlawful,
any contract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Any person viclating the provisions of
this subsection shall be deemed gulilty of a
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined in any amount not to exceed
$1,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 92-1091), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT

The purpose of the amendment is to re-
flect the correct amount of Mr. Wentworth's
indebtedness.
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PURPOSE OF THE BILL AS AMENDED

The purpose of the proposed legislation,
as amended, is to relieve Gary Wentworth of
liability for repayment to the United States
of $313.22, which is the amount of an over=
payment received by him from the U.S.
Marine Corps as a result of an administrative
error.

STATEMENT

Department of the Navy records indicate
that Cpl. Gary Wentworth, U.S. Marine Corps,
retired, entered on active duty on July 23,
1968, and served until July 30, 1970, when he
was retired because of physical disability
rated at 40 percent. A postretirement exam-
ination of his pay account revealed that he
had been overpaid $313.22 while on active
duty.

Corporal Wentworth was evacuated from
Vietnam on June 1, 1970, because of gun-shot
wounds involving both legs. Since his per-
manent pay record did not accompany him, &
temporary pay record was prepared on June
19, 1970, to provide pay service until his per-
manent pay record was recovered. It should
be noted that a temporary pay record is not
based on official records but is prepared from
basic data provided by the member. It is
opened as of the date he indicates that he
received his last regular pay. The member is
then paid the pay and allowances to which
it appears he is entitled for the interim pe-
riod, less any partial payments which he may
have received. In this instance, Corporal
Wentworth certified that he had received his
last regular pay on April 1, 1870, and that he
had also received two partial payments total-
ing $108. His permanent pay record, recov-
ered after his release from active duty, re-
vealed that he had actually received his last
regular pay on May 13, 1970, and that he had
been pald partial payments totaling $127.
These mistakes of fact caused an overpay-
ment of $346.22. The fact that Corporal Went-
worth was not paid for 25 days’ leave rations
to which he was entitled, however, resulted in
an adjustment to his account which reduced
his indebtedness to $313.22.

While it may reasonably be assumed that
the mistakes of fact were not Intentional on
the part of Corporal Wentworth, enactment
of 8. 3257 would nevertheless permit him to
retain an overpayment caused by misinfor-
mation provided by him. The Department of
the Navy is of the opinion that under normal
conditions such a benefit would be unwar-
ranted. However, the Department belleves
that Corporal Wentworth’s case is not a nor-
mal case. Corporal Wentworth was wounded
in action, and his wounds were severe enough
to cause his retirement for disability. In view
of the great sacrifice made by Corporal Went-
worth in the service of his country, the De-
partment of the Navy supports enactment of
8. 3257, subject to modification of the
amount of relief to $313.22.

TODAY IS THE BIRTHDAY OF
SENATOR PACKWOOD OF OREGON

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the assist-
ant whip on our side today is the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Packwoob). Today is his birthday. I
want to congratulate him on behalf of all
of us and to say he is one of our most
effective and persuasive Senators. We are
all delighted that he is a Member of this
body

We join him on the occasion of the an-
niversary of his natal day and wish him
long life, long service, and great patience
in this body.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I join
the distinguished Republican leader in
extending felicitations to the distin-
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guished Senator from Oregon
Packwoob) on this his birthday.

(Mr,

LATEST HARRIS POLL SHOWS
INCREASE IN SUPPORT OF PRES-
IDENT NIXON’'S POLICIES IN
SOUTHEAST ASIA

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, since this
is Monday, a day in which one collects
his thoughts and then distributes them,
I am delighted that the current Harris
poll shows a new increase in support of
President Nixon’s policies in Southeast
Asia, which are now approved by a 53-
to 32-percent margin.

This is good news.

Thus, I celebrate three items of good
news this morning without assessing the
priorities because I do not know where I
should fix the priority among God and
country and Yale.

I do know, but I do not know to whom
should be assigned the first priority of
Heaven’s light.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed 15 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 5 minutes.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

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

REPORT ON ProPosep Use oF CERTAIN
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FUNDS

A letter from the Administrator, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, re-
porting, pursuant to law, on the proposed use
of certain research and development funds
appropriated to that Administration, for
modifications to existing Government-owned
contractor-operated facilities at Santa Su-
sana, Calif.,, and Canoga Park, Calif. (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences.

REPORTS ON FINAL DETERMINATION OF
Cramvs oF CERTAIN INDIANS

A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims
Commission, reporting, pursuant to law, on
its final determination relating to Docket
No. 18-T, Minnesota Chippewa Tribe, et al.,
on behalf of the Chippewa Indians of the Mis~
slssippl and Lake SBuperior, plaintiffs, v. The
United States of America, defendant (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee
on Appropriations.
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A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims
Commission, reporting, pursuant to law, on
its final determination relating to Docket
No. 263, the Kikiallus Tribe of Indians, plain-
tiff, v. the United States of America, defend-
ant (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Appropriations,

A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims
Commission, reporting, pursuant to law, on
its final determination relating to Docket No.
278, the Tlingit and Halda Indians of Alaska,
plaintiffs, v. the United States of America,
defendant (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Appropriations.

A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims
Commission, reporting, pursuant to law, on
its final determination relating to Docket
No. 278-A, the Tlingit and Halda Indians of
Alaska, plaintiffs, v. the United States of
America, defendant (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on Appropriations.

A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims
Commission, reporting, pursuant to law, on
its final determination relating to Docket
No. 332-B, the Yankton Sioux Tribe of In-
dians, plaintiff, v. the United States of Amer-
ica, defendant (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE CONFERENCE

A letter from the Vice Chairman of the
Administrative Conference of the United
States submitting its report for 1971-72
(with accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Sen-
ate and referred as indicated:
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. STEVENSON) :
The petition of A. Manihak, of Shoshone,
Wyo., relating to the situation in Vietnam;
to the Committee on Forelgn Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. EAGLETON, from the Com-
mittee on Public Works:

8.3974. An original bill to authorize co-
operative operation, maintenance, and re-
pair of the Chester Bridge, Missourl and Il-
linois, and for other purposes. (Rept. No.
92-1107).

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. BENNETT:

8.3972. A bill for the rellef of Sung Wan
Eim. Referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr, AIKEN (for himself, Mr. TaL-
MADGE, Mr. ALiLEN, and Mr. SPARK-
MAN) ¢

S.38973. A bill to establish a system of wild
areas within the lands of the national forest
system. Referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

By Mr. EAGLETON:

B.3974. An original bill to provide for the
cooperative operation, maintenance, and re-
pair of the Chester Bridge, Missourl and
Illinois. Ordered to be placed on the calendar.

By Mr. BEALL:

S5.3975. A bill for the rellef of Rosa Elena
Veas. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina:

8. 3976. A bill to amend the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act of 1968 by designating a segment
of the New River as a potentlal component
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Bys-
tem. Referred to the Commitiee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ROTH:

5.8977. A bill to impose a statutory limit
on expenditures and net lending during fiscal
year 1973. Referred to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. TOWER.:

8.3978. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 with respect to the treat-
ment of the portion of junior ROTC instruc-
tors’' compensation which is based on armed
services allowances. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

By Mr. METCALF (for himself, Mr.
MaNsrFIELD, Mr., Moss, and Mr. Bur-
DICK) :

S.J. Res. 266. A joint resolution to provide a
temporary moratorium on Federal coal leas-
ing and for other purposes. Referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. JORDAN of North Caro-
lina:

S. 3976. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 by designating
a segment of the New River as a poten-
tial component of the national wild and
scenic rivers system. Referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-

_ fairs.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, Mr.
President, I wish to offer for appropriate
consideration a bill which would amend
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968
to designate a segment of the New River
in northwestern North Carolina and the
southwest section of Virginia for con-
sideration as a possible component of
E‘t;e national wild and scenic rivers sys-

m,

The effect of this legislation would be
to require the Secretary of Interior by
October 2, 1978—10 years from passage
of the original act—to make a study of
the section of the river concerned and
make a determination of whether it
meets the criteria for designation under
the act.

If that segment is determined to be
eligible, the designation would bar the
Federal Power Commission from licens-
ing construction of any dam, water con-
duit or reservoir on, or directly affect-
ing, the section of the river concerned
for so long as the official classification
remains in force or until it is formally
revoked by the Secretary of Interior.

I am proposing the legislation at this
time because an application is pres-
ently before the FPC for a hydroelectric
power project designed primarily for the
benefit of downriver areas of West Vir-
ginia even though having its principal
impact on the North Carolina and Vir-
ginia segment.

Since Congress has already clearly
evidenced its interest in the preserva-
tion of wild and scenic areas, I con-
sider it entirely appropriate that action
be taken to insure that this intent is
not thwarted by alteration of the char-
acter of a river which might now meet
the guidelines of the 1968 act.
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Failure to provide such insurance
would, in my judgment, not only con-
travene congressional intent but at the
same time do injustice to the economic
and environmental interests of the areas
of North Carolina and neighboring Vir-
ginia affected by the project.

For those reasons I hope it will be pos-
sible to have this legislation promptly
referred to committee and reported for
floor action prior to adjournment of this
congressional session.

By Mr. ROTH:

S. 3977. A bill to impose a statutory
limit on expenditures and net lending
during fiscal year 1973. Referred to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I was a little
surprised to read the article by Hobart
Rowan in yesterday’s Washington Post,
on the administration’s spending record
and the prospects for future deficits. Mr.
Rowan wisely observed that both con-
servative and liberally inclined econo-
mists have pointed to the dangers of
further enormous deficits, but he ne-
glected to emphasize the President’s
earnest desire to hold fiscal year 1973
spending under a “no-holes” ceiling of
$250 billion.

I have long been bothered by what
seems to me an uncontrollable budget
process within Congress, and by the
election year spending urge that pre-
dictably rises on Capitol Hill and in the
White House. Several times in the last
year I have introduced legislation which
would have held outlays in line. Regret-
tably, congressional inaction on these
measures has allowed the estimated defi-
cit for fiscal year 1973 to rise close to $35
billion, on the unified basis. Under the
Federal funds calculation, the figure is
close to $42 billion.

Recently, several Members of the
House have introduced similar language,
and I understand they may push to have
it included in the upcoming bill to raise
the debt ceiling. I am certainly hopeful
they will succeed.

Many Senators have asked me what
I plan to do in view of the fact that my
original spending bill (S. 3123) has lan-
guished in the Finance Committee for
over 6 months. That measure received
the endorsement of 49 cosponsors, and
though I have asked that hearings be
held, no action has been taken. In an ef-
fort, therefore, to bring this bill once
again to the Senate's attention, I am re-
introducing the language as a new bill,
updating the budget total to $250 bil-
lion, which is the figure the administra-
tion has requested. If neither the House
nor the Senate Finance Committee in-
cludes this provision in the debt bill, I
will- offer it as an amendment on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, it seems high time that
we put aside partisan feelings on the
budget issue, and realize that everyone,
regardless of his political affiliation, will
be hurt if deficit spending rekindles the
heat of inflation. We could do no greater
disservice to the American public than
force an increase in taxes or wipe out
the hard-won gains which have begun
to restore economic prosperity. A ma-
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jority of the Senate indicated support
for this ceiling last February. We cannot
postpone action on it any longer.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the bill be printed in the Recorp
and that Mr. Rowan’s article from the
Post be included, as well.

There being no objection, the bill and
article were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

S. 3977

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
expenditures and net lending during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, under the
budget of the United States Government shall
not exceed $250,000,000,000.

(b) The President shall, notwithstanding
the provisions of any other law, reserve from
expenditure and net lending, from appro-
priations or other aobligational authority
heretofore or hereafter made available, such
amounts as may be necessary to effectuate
the provisions of subsection (a).

(c) In the administration of any program
as to which—

(1) the amount of expenditures is limited
pursuant to subsection (a), and

(2) the allocation, grant, apportionment,
or other distribution of funds among recipi-
ents is required to be determined by appli-
cation of a formula involving the amount
appropriated or otherwise made available for
distribution,
the amount available for obligation (as de-
termined by the President) shall be substi-
tuted for the amount appropriated or other-
wise made available in the application of the
formula.

DericIT: WHITE HOUSE DUucks IssuE
(By Hobart Rowan)

This is the season for the “early morning
line” on economic prospects for 1973. And
despite the sometimes confusing rhetoric of
the election campaign, there already is a
fairly remarkable unanimity among the fore-
casters on the outlook.

In summary, most economists look for an-
other year of solid gains next year—but with
inflation still enough of a factor to require
continued wage and price controls and a
tough monetary policy. Some respected
analysts, in fact, are talking about another
credit “crunch” with a jump to an 8 per cent
corporate bond yleld by late 1973.

For example, the Wharton school, which
has had a good record of predictions, says the
economy will enjoy a $114 billion gain in
QGross National Product next year to $1,267
billion, but with growth slowing down after
mid-year and the rate of inflation moving up
from 3.5 per cent to 4 per cent.

The Wharton economists see the 5.5 per
cent wage standard erumbling “under pres-
sure of a tighter labor market, high capacity
operations, and a large gamut of expiring
contracts.” This ralses the question of the
probable need for tighter controls, for (as the
Wharton economists says) ‘“the whole con-
figuration of the economic accounts looks
better with the stiffer inflation controls.”

There are varlations on the Wharton
theme, as various “models” are turned out of
the mounting numbers of computers. The
University of Michigan, for example, has a
GNP figure of $1,270 billion.

All see some progress—but not spectac-
ular gains—on the unemployment front,
with the overall-rate moving down from 5.8
per cent in 1972 to 4.6 per cent in 1973, Many
forecasters, however, do not see an unem-
ployment rate below 5 per cent until the final
few months of 1973.

The thread that runs through all of the
forecasts is the possibility that costs and
prices will again accelerate, especially toward
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the end of 1973. And in large part, this is
based on the staggering federal deficit, which
instead of narrowing with the approach of
recovery, is getting bigger.

Raymond J. Saulnier, former Chairman of
the Council of Economic Advisers at the end
of the Eisenhower years, this week told the
annual meeting of the National Association
of Business Economists that “it is an enor-
mous hazard to operate with a succession of
deficits in the neighborhood of $30 billion to
$35 billion, And the risk is amplified when
upwards of $60 billion of short-term liabili-
ties is owed to foreigners.”

If you discount Saulnier as a rather con-
servative Republican economist, listen then
to Murry L. Weidenbaum, until this year an
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, usually
rated a liberal Republican economist.

“To put it simply but accurately, the fed-
eral budget is heading the wrong way . . .
I am worrlied now . . . We have a growing
deficit, in the neighborhood of $35 billion.
Whether you are a practitioner of the New
Economics, the Old Economics, or whatever,
that just does not make sense.”

The Nixon administration used to fend off
talk about rising budget deficits by directing
attention to the *“full employment” budget.
The goal, Mr. Nixon used to say, is a full em-
ployment balance which would limit spend-
ing to the level of recelpts that would accrue
if the economy were operating merrily at a
4 per cent unemployment rate.

But a #35 billion deficit in the regular
budget this year translates to a full employ-
ment deficit of $§12 or $13 billion. “There are
enough potential new spending pressures on
the horizon to make it unlikely that the so-
called ‘full employment budget’ will be close
to balance anytime during the first half of
this decade—unless taxes are raised,” Weid-
enbaum observes.

That’s the prospect that the administra-
tion won't face up to. Treasury Secretary
George Shultz and more recently White House
aide John Ehrlichman have been taking turns
obfuscating this key issue.

Ehrlichman told reporters on Thursday
that “the President will not ask for any in-
crease in federal taxes at all.” But then he
sald that this pledge was ‘“dependent on"
congressional willingness not to exceed the
President’s budget proposals, and further on
a formal celling on expenditures.

And when Elizabeth Drew, on a public tele-
vision interview asked Ehrlichman if the
President’s tax plans shouldn't be made pub-
lic before the election, Ehrlichman said:

“The electlon date is really an arbitrary
date, in terms of this work. ... It would be a
real mistake to accelerate . .. this . . . simply
for the sake of rushing out with some kind
of a campaign slogan.”

The suspicion here is that the administra-
tion can read the tax handwriting-on-the-
wall as well as anyone, but has ordered no one
to talk about it in a meaningful way until
after the election. But Congress—whatever
its complexion next year—won't be rushing
to raise total taxes, which means that the
deficit will continue, the Federal Reserve
Board will be pressured into a tighter money
policy—and that we won't see the end of
wage-price controls for a long time.

By Mr. METCALF (for himself, Mr.
MANSFIELD, Mr. Moss, and Mr.
BURDICK) :

8.J. Res. 266. A joint resolution to pro-
vide a temporary moratorium on Federal
coal leasing and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished senior Senator
from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Burpick), the distinguished
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junior Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss),
and myself, I introduce for appropriate
reference a joint resolution providing for
withdrawal of Federal coal lands pend-
ing final action by the Congress on sur-
face mine reclamation legislation.

Our resolution would direct the Secre-
tary of Interior to withdraw temporarily
from prospecting and exploration, lease
or other disposal subject to valid existing
rights, deposits of coal owned by the
United States which are minable by sur-
face mining methods. The resolution
further would direct the Secretary to sus-
pend pending applications for coal per-
mits and suspend all coal leases for sur-
face mine operations not in actual pro-
duction, pending final congressional
action.

We introduce this resolution and shall
press for its adoption, because of the
dimming hopes for legislation during
these closing days of the Congress.

The House Interior Committee has
completed action on a bill which deals
only with coal lands. The Senate Interior
Committee has had on its agenda for
some time a proposed bill, drafted and
modified after thorough hearings, which
covers other minerals as well,

It was my hope, shared by Chairman
JacksoNn and my colleague from Utah
(Mr, Moss) who is chairman of the Sub-
committee on Minerals, Materials, and
Fuels, that we would finally get to

markup of the bill at the scheduled
executive session this morning. I regret
that this was not possible. We were un-
able to get a quorum. In addition, there
was objection to the meeting of the

committee during the Senate session.

Mr. President, the temporary mora-
torium is necessary in order to protect
the land and water resources of America
that are being defiled by mining tech-
niques now employed and inadequate
administration of present laws.

The story of the rape of Appalachia is
well known. Now the earthmoving ma-
chines are burying the fragile topsoil of
the Northern Plains. I believe the cor-
porate leaders who have directed this
activity have underestimated the feeling
of the American people.

To those who say that we must not
stop this despoilation because of the en-
ergy shortage, I have two comments.
First, ours is a temporary moratorium.
It would be lifted after legislation is en-
acted. Second, if the energy shortage is
so critical, why were more than 22 mil-
lion tons of coal shipped abroad during
the first 5 months of this year? And why
do the major, investor-owned, electric
utilities spend seven times as much on
advertising and sales promotion of their
scarce product as they do on research
and development? Reduction of coal ex-
ports and a switch in R. & D. and ad-
vertising and sales promotion priorities
will help close the energy gap until pro-
tective legislation is approved.

I recognize that legislation is no better
than its enforcement. But the decision
as to who will enforce the laws is to be
made by the voters themselves, rather
than the Congress.

Mr. President, one of the reasons for
our concern deals with the administra-
tion’s failure to keep its promise regard-
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ing regulation of mining on national for-
ests. Two years ago, Senator MANSFIELD,
Senator Moss, and I had discussions with
Forest Service officials regarding damage
to national forests, by mining operations,
in the Stillwater country near Billings,
Mont. The subcommitiee conducted
hearings. We looked over the area. The
Forest Service promised to issue regu-
lations that would insure proper reclama-
tion.

The Forest Service kept its word, inso-
far as it was capable of doing so. I have
a copy of its proposed regulations gov-
erning prospective and mineral develop-
ment. But they have not been issued.
And the reason, I am informed, is that
they were killed, at a White House meet-
ing attended by two Cabinet officers and
a former Cabinet official who is now with
the Committee To Reelect the President.

The latter has not been very communi-
cative since the Watergate caper. He
may not wish to comment on his role.
But, surely, the Secretary of Agriculture,
who is in charge of the Forest Service,
must be held responsible.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the Recorp the text of the joint
resolution.

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

S.J. REs. 266

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, the
Becretary of the Interior be and he hereby
is authorized and directed to withdraw tem-
porarily from prospecting and exploration,
lease or other disposal subject to walid
existing rights, deposits of coal owned by the
United States which are minable by surface
mining methods, and to suspend pending ap-
plications for coal permits and suspend all
coal leases for surface mine operations not
in actual production pending Congressional
action on legislation for the regulation of
surface mining operations.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Montana
yield?

Mr. METCALF. I yield.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I commend
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. MeTcaLr) for introducing this
joint resolution.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Minerals, Materials, and Fuels of the
Senate Interior Committee, I have, dur-
ing both sessions of this, the 92d Con-
gress, conducted many hours of hearings
and flown over thousands of miles of
surface mining operations from one side
of the country to the other.

Hours have been spent in subcommit-
tee meetings with, I might add, the
great and full support of the minority
members of the subcommittee. Three
times in the last 6 weeks, our surface
mining legislation has been on the
agenda of the full Committee of Inte-
rior, but we have been unable to report
the bill. An executive session was sched-
uled for 10 a.m. this morning, but no
one from the minority side was present
at 10 a.m. The minority had filed an
objection in the Senate to the holding of
the committee meeting after termina-
tion of morning business of the Senate.

Surface mining needs controls. The
area disturbed by strip mining climbed
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from 50,000 acres in 1965 to nearly
100,000 acres in 1970 according to the
latest figures of the Bureau of Mines.
The Council on Environmental Quality
put the 1971 estimate at 241,800 acres
and said at least 4,650 acres are being
stripped each week.

I deplore the fact that environmental
legislation seems to have become a poli-
tical football for my Republican friends.
Delay and recriminations of a political
nature will not solve the problems of Ap-
palachia, the mounting environmental
problems of the West, nor those of the
mining industry, fraught with indecision
over whether to invest or not, and of the
environmentalists who have been telling
it like it is for months.

If we are unable to get our Republican
friends to take committee action, and if
we are unable to get the Republican
leadership to refrain from filing objec-
tions to the meetings of the Senate In-
terior Committee to mark up vital, pend-
ing surface mining legislation, other ac-
tion must be taken.

I, therefore, join with my good friends
from Montana in offering a joint resolu-
tion to protect coal lands owned by the
United States and to withdraw such
lands from coal leasing activity until the
Congress acts on surface mining legisla-
tion.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, one
of the gravest issues we face in the West,
is the proper regulation of surface min-
ing, particularly in the vast coal fields of
eastern Montana and hard rock mining
exploration in the Beartooth Mountains.
The Federal Government has a respon-
sibility to take the initiative in establish-
ing strong controls over strip mining on
Federal lands and reclamation of both
Federal and privately owned lands de-
veloped for mineral purposes. This ap-
plies to both coal and hard rock mining.
The people of my State are deeply con-
cerned that indicated accelerated devel-
opment of coal deposits and other min-
erals will leave vast portions of the State
scarred and made useless forever. My col-
league, Senator LEe MercaLF and I do
not want to see a repeat of Appalachia.

These mineral deposits can play an
important economic role in the future
of Montana, Wyoming, and the Dakotas,
but their development cannot be at the
expense of surface landowners and gen-
eral environmental considerations. Sen-
ator METCALF, several other western Sen-
ators and I, have attempted to obtain
action on the part of the Federal agencies
who have responsibility for managing
Federal lands. Over 2 years ago the US.
Forest Service promised that they would
take the initiative in issuing mining
regulations to insure reclamation within
national forests. It now has become quite
apparent that the Forest Service officials
do not intend to do anything about it
until after the election. The situation is
so serious that executive action is im-
perative. We want action now, until such
time that the Congress in cooperation
with the States can develop a uniform
set of regulations affecting both private
and public lands. .

I am pleased by the action taken by the
House Interior Committee in reporting
the Coal Mining Reclamation Act, and it
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had been my hope that the Senate would
also be able to consider the mining
reclamation bill prior to adjournment.
As of today, the prospects for such con-
sideration do not look good. For this
reason, I am pleased to join with the
junior Senators from Montana and Utah,
Mr. MeTcALF and Mr. Moss, in the intro-
duction of a simple joint resolution pro-
hibiting all coal mining exploration and
prospecting on all Federal lands until
such time as a uniform program is estab-
lished. Again, I wish to to state how un-
fortunate it is that the Forest Service has
refused to exercise its authority in imple-
menting a program of mining reclama-
tion. I would hope that this matter has
not been held in abeyance for partisan
reasons. If so, the interests of the West
will suffer needlessly.

It is the time for all parties to pro-
ceed rapidly in setting forth a realistic
set of surface mining regulations and
reclamation requirements. The Federal
agencies have the authority to move now,
and should have done so some time ago.
The Congress must then expand on this
program by enacting laws making recla-
mation.applicable to all lands, private
and public. Let us not stand around
wringing our hands while the West is be-
ing torn apart. Next year, or the year
after, will be too late.

In summation it is important that rec-
ognition be given to the fine efforts made
by the State of Montana in facing up to
its responsibilities with respect to sur-
face reclamation. I wish that the Fed-
eral agencies with responsibility for Fed-
eral lands could be equally compli-
mented. They cannot.

Mr. President, an article appearing in
the September 1 issue of The Independ-
ent Record of Helena, Mont., contains an
excellent summation by Art Hutchinson.
An editorial from the Billings Gazette of
this morning also faces this issue head-
on. I ask unanimous consent to have the
column and editorial printed in the Rec-
ORD, as well as a letter dated August 8,
1972, from the Regional Forester to the
State Land Commissioner, the Land
Commissioner’s letter of August 28, 1972,
to the Governor, and Governor Ander-
son's letter of August 29, 1972, to me.

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

USFS RENEGS ON RECLAMATION
(By Arthur Hutechinson)

The U.8. Forest Service, reneging on nearly
two years of promises, has quietly informed
state officials that they will not make mining
regulations this year to insure reclamation
within national forests.

The new delay in making regulations
covering exploration, development and min-
ing within the forest preserve means that
exploitation of the Stillwater mining area
southeast of Billings may continue under the
1872 Mining Act and ineffective existing
regulations.

The reversal In promised USFS policy,
which stunned the state administration,
came almost a year to the day after USFS
officials came under strong fire from TU.S.
Senators Mike Mansfield, Lee Metcalf, both
D-Mont., and Frank Ross, D-Utah, and the
administration of Democratic Gov. Forrest H.
Anderson.

Tough questions were thrown at the USFS
at the public hearing Aug. 18, 1971, in Bil-
lings by the Senate Subcommittee on Miner-
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als, Materials and Fuels. The hearing fol-
lowed a flight over the Stillwater to show
the senators and committee staff the results
of current exploration and development.

Nearly two years ago, USFS officials at &
meeting in Metcalf’s office promised mining
regulations by early 1971 and in April of
that year sent the state Department of
Lands a copy of the proposed regulations
and the required environmental impact
statement. At the Billings hearing that fol-
lowed, the pledge was repeated.

But earlier this month, state land com-
missioner Ted Schwinden received an al-
most apologetic letter from Steve Yurich,
Missoula, Region One forester.

“We have recently learned that the chief
(of the Forest Service) has considered it best
to temporarily delay regulations for mining
as such regulations would only apply to the
national forests and not the public domain,”
Yurich wrote.

“Congress now has under active considera-
tion legislation which the Department of the
Interior believes it needs in order to issue
regulations applicable to BLM (Bureau of
Land Management) lands,” he said.

“The chlef believes it would be most de-
sirable for mineral development regulations
covering the national forest and public do-
main lands to be as consistent and uniform
as possible,” the letter said. “Should Congress
fail to act on the proposed legislation this
session, the chief will again consider the
promulgation of mining regulations for the
national forest.”

The land commissioner said chances of
pending legislation that would scrap the 1872
Mining Law passing Congress are practically
nil this year considering that Congress prob-
ably will adjourn shortly to campaign this
election year.

Schwinden said he had been told by the
USFS "month after month" that publication
of the regulations was imminent, He sald he
had even been told the number under which
the regulations would be published in the
federal register.

But then, Schwinden said, he began to hear
“rumors” of a switch in USFS policy.

“It is a great disappointment to have you
confirm what has been rumored,” he sald.

“The logic of delay for the sake of uni-
formity of regulations on U.8, lands I consider
faulty,” Schwinden sald. “Would a physician
in good consclence postpone necessary treat-
ment of one twin because his brother was not
treatable?

“As you know, some of the other western
states have evidenced less concern with the
problem of mined land reclamation than has
Montana. I find that regrettable, but not an
excuse for relaxation of our standards,” he
said.

Schwinden told the governor that the
about-face by the USFS “means In effect
that the Department of State Lands, through
its administration of the (1971) Hard Rock
Reclamation Act, will have to go it alone on
the nearly 17 million acres of national forest
in Montana.”

The land commissioner reminded the gov-
ernor of his testimony presented at the Bil-
lings hearing where Anderson complained
that federal inactivity had forced Montana
into a position of leadership in mine recla-
mation.

“However,” Schwinden said, “this depart-
ment simply does not have the resources to
assure that our Montana environment will
be fully protected from mining development,”

(The department has an appropriation of
only $183,600 for two years to supervise min-
ing reclamation.)

The state officials blame pressure from the
top in Washington for the sudden reversal.

“Our cooperation in the whole area of ade-
quate mining regulations and reclamation
standards at the regional U.S. agency levels
has been excellent,” Schwinden told Ander-
son. “At the national administration, we have
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been handed paper and promises, and now
this complete reversal on the Forest Service
regulations.”

He asked the governor to inform the state’s
congressional delegation of “our frustration
with the ambivalence and lack of commit-
ment of the Nixon Administration.”

Schwinden said he was not aware of any
announcement from Washington on the ab-
rupt policy change by the Forest Service.

[From the Billings Gazette Editorial—
Monday, Sept. 18, 1972]
A LaMe Excuse

Smokey the Bear must be hiding his head
in shame these days at the inaction of the
U.8. Forest Service bosses in Washington, D.C.

As a result of their inaction, top brass,
high level, inner-sanctum backing off, the
1872 mining act still prevalls on national
forest land.

What does that mean? Nothing has
changed. Miners may go into the national
forests and do pretty much what they've
done for 80 years—tear it up at their pleasure,
No reclamation required.

For some time the Forest Service used the
excuse that it lacked the authority to require
reclamation of land torn up by mining ex-
ploration.

This claim came to an abrupt halt when
U.S. Senator Lee Metcalf reminded them they
had the authority to establish regulations
controlling the use of forest land. That was
nearly two years ago.

The Forest Service then assured Metcalf
and others it would draw up rules to protect
the forest land.

Now, even after having been shown what
could result in the Stillwater area southwest
of Billings, the Forest Service has reneged on
its promises.

The excuse for delay is a lame one. The
glst is that it is waiting for Congress to adopt
regulations covering all public domalin.

A better name for it is a broken promise.

The U.S. Forest Service, right at the top,
is remiss in its duty to the people of this
Nation. Its job is to protect and make best
use of the forest land.

It has fallen down on the job in not cor-
recting a situation which permits abuse when
it has the power to do so.

STATE OF MONTANA,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Helena, Mont., August 29, 1972.
Hon. MiKE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Office of the Majority Leader,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mixe: On August 18, 1971, I sub-
mitted testimony to the Subcommittee on
Minerals, Materials and Fuels of the Senate
Interior Committee in Billings, Montana. The
previous day, Senators Moss, Metcalf, myself
and varilous state and federal officials had
viewed the Stillwater mining area in south
central Montana.

In my testimony I tried to emphasize the
need for orderly resource development in a
context of environmental quality. I noted
that the Federal Government had failed to
use its authority to promote the best Interests
of Montana and the Natlon. At that time,
however, we were hopeful that the imple-
mentation of new Forest Service regulations
relating to exploration and mining on forest
lands would be of invaluable help.

The enclosed correspondence quite clearly
indicates a drastic change in Administration
policy.

Despite professed federal concern and pro-
longed rhetoric, it appears that my apprehen-
sions in August, 1971, were inadvertently
prophetic . . . “And we will do it alone, if
necessary.”

Best personal regards.

Sincerely,
ForresT H. ANDERSON,
Governor,
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE LAND,
Helena, Mont., August 28, 1972.
Governor ForresT H. ANDERSON,
State oj Montana,
Helena, Mont.

DeaR GOVERNOR ANDERSON: I have just re-
cently learned that the regulations covering
exploration and mining on Forest Service
lands, long promised by the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice, are not to be published!

The attached letter from Reglonal Forester
Service Yurich is self-explanatory. Flease
note that Mr. Yurich had also “. . . expected
that the Forest Service would now have regu-
lations on mining which would achieve good
reclamation practices for minerals mined . . .
on the Natlonal Forest .. .”. (Emphasis
added)

Mr. Yurich states that the delay decision
by the Chief Forester was attributable to
pending federal legislation, and a desire for
uniformity of regulations on all federal land.

You are well aware of the lack of response
at the Washington level to our requests for
help in resolving problems in the develop-
ment of our eastern Montana coal. This deci-
sion to defer promulgation of adequate min-
ing regulations on Forest Service lands means
in effect that the Department of State Lands,
through its administration of Chapter 252,
the “Hard Rock Reclamation Act”, will have
to “go it alone” on the nearly 17 million acres
of National Forest in Montana.

Our cooperation in the whole area of
adequate mining regulations and reclamsa-
tion standards at the regional U.8. agency
levels has been excellent. At the national ad-
ministration level, we have been handed

. paper and promises, and now this complete
reversal on the Forest SBervice regulations.

Nearly two years ago, in the office of Sen-
ator Metcalf in Washington, Forest Bervice
officials pledged that regulations would be
drafted by early 1971. Enclosed is a copy of
the regulations and the Environmental Im-
pact Statement required . . . received by us
in April, 1971. In August, 1971, the Senate
Subcommittee on Minerals, Materials and
Fuels reviewed the Stillwater mining area
of Montana and heard extensive testimony
in Billings. Month after month we were as-
sured that publication of the regulations was
imminent. Now, in late summer of 1972, we
learn that the regulations are indefinitely
postponed.

As you observed in your testimony in Bill-
ings in August, 1971, Montana had been
forced into an unusual position in the Fed-
eral-State system ., . . a position of leader-
ship. When Mr. Wicks and I met with the
Conservation Foundation in Washington in
late July, it was gratifying to find that
Montana's leadership in the area of sound
resource management is nationally acknowl-
edged. However, this Department simply does
not have the resources to assure that our
Montana environment will be fully protected
from mining development. Please communi-
cate to our Congressional delegation our
commitment to sound resource development,
and our frustration with the ambivalence and
lack of commitment of the Nixon Admin-
istration.

Sincerely yours,
TED SCHWINDEN, Commissioner.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Missoula, Mont., August 8, 1972.
Mr. TED SCHWINDEN,
State Land Commissioner, Department of
State Lands, State Capitol, Helena, Mont.

DearR Me. ScCHWINDEN: It is gratifying to
see the progress made the past year in get-
ting better mined-land reclamation in the
State of Montana.

The two new State laws, Chapters 224 and
252 of the Session Laws of 1871 and the good
work your staff has done in the administra-
tlon of these laws really moved Montana
forward.

I am pleased to see the State move in this
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directiou and to be able to apply these laws
where Federal controls are nonexistent.

Our memorandum of understanding on
Chapter 224 has alded our people to work
more closely with the State in getting the
best reclamation possible on the National
Forest under the authority of State law and
in areas where we have little or no control.

We had expected that the Forest Service
would now have regulations on mining
which would achieve good reclamation prac-
tices for minerals mined under the General
Mining Laws on the Natlonal Forest, similar
to the authority which we do have for the
leasable and salable minerals and mineral
materials.

We have recently learned that the Chief
has considered it best to temporarily delay
regulations for mining as such regulations
would only apply to the National Forest and
not the public domain. Congress now has un-
der active consideration legislation which
the Department of the Interior believes it
needs in order to issue regulations applicable
to BLM lands. The Chief believes it would be
most desirable for mineral development reg-
ulations covering the National Forest and
public domain lands to be consistent and
as uniform as possible. Should Congress fail
to act on the proposed legislation this ses-
sion, the Chief will again reconsider the
promulgation of mining regulations for the
National Forest.

We consider the objectives of the State and
the Forest Service are close together in try-
ing to achieve the best mined-land reclama-
tion possible In the State.

There is some overlap in the laws of the
State and the authorities which the Forest
Service does have. This is chiefly in the area
of the common varieties of sand, gravel, clay
and rock, and occurs in some of our road
contracts. In these cases it creates double
administrative responsibilities and leaves the
operator answering to both the State and
the Forest Service for the same apparent
objective. It does add some additional cost.

We believe it would be in the best public
interest of both the State and the Forest
Service to look forward ways of resolving this
situation as soon as possible. However, we
recognize that it may require an amendment
in Montana Open Cut or Strip Mined Rec-
lamation Act, Chapter 224, for clarification
similar to the language as found in section
23 of Chapter 252.

Bob Manchester discussed this overlap
area with you and your staff at the meeting
in your office on July 17.

I would appreciate your review of this sit-
uatlon and your suggestions for resolving it.

Sincerely,
BrevE YUurIicH, Regional Forester,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 750

At the request of Mr. RoserT C. BYRD,
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. Boces)
was added as a cosponsor of 8. 750, a bill
to provide for the compensation of per-
sons injured by certain criminal acts, to
make grants to States for the payment of
such compensation, and for other pur-
poses.

5. 3925

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that Senator Winriam FuoL-
BRIGHT has joined in cosponsoring S. 3925,
a bill to regulate the testimony of news-
men in Federal criminal cases. This bill
was introduced on August 16, 1972, by
Senator JaMEs PearsoN and myself.

5. 3859

At the request of Mr. WiLriams, the
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON)
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was added as a cosponsor of S. 3659, a bill
to establish a commission to develop a
plan leading to the conquest of multiple
sclerosis.

8. 3966 ,

At the request of Mr. MataIAs, the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INoUYE) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 3966, to au-
thorize a Federal payment for certain
additional rapid transit facilities in the
District of Columbia and environs.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZA-
TIONS, 1973—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1506

(Ordered to be printed and referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations).

Mr. BROOKE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 16029) to amend the For-
elgn Assistance Act of 1961, and for
other purposes.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1507

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT (for himself, Mr.
MANSFIELD, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. SYMINGTON,
Mr, AIXEN, Mr. Casg, Mr. CooPER, and
Mr. Javirs) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them jointly
to Senate Joint Resolution 241, the in-
terim agreement on offensive weapons
systems.

FEDERAL REVENUE-SHARING ACT—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. L508

(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) to provide payments to
localities for high-priority expenditures,
to encourage the States to supplement
their revenue -sources, and to authorize
Federal collection of State individual
income taxes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1509

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. INOUYE, for himself, Mr. Fong,
Mr. Graver, and Mr. STEVENS, submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by them jointly to the bill (H.R. 14370),
supra.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1510 AND 1511

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. HARTKE submitted two amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 14370), supra.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF AN
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1505

At the request of Mr. Rorg, the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
Corron), the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BogGs), the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. DoLE), and the Senator from Texas
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(Mr. Tower) were added as cosponsors
of amendment No. 1505, intended to be
proposed to the bill (H.R. 14370) to pro-
vide payments to localities for high-pri-
ority expenditures, to encourage the
States to supplement their revenue
sources, and to authorize Federal collec-
tion of State individual income taxes.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OPEN HEAR-
INGS BY SUBCOMMITTEE ON
PARKS AND RECREATION

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I wish to
announce for the information of the Sen-
ate and the public that open hearings
have been scheduled by the Subcommit-
tee on Parks and Recreation at 10 a.m.
on September 25, in room 3110, New
Senate Office Building, on the following
bills:

S. 666, S. 3618 and H.R. 12996, to des-
ignate certain lands in the Lava Beds
National Monument in California as
wilderness.

S. 667, S. 3618 and H.R. 10655, to des-
ignate certain lands in the Lassen Vol-
canic National Park in California as wil-
derness.

S. 1927 and H.R. 8756, to provide for
the establishment of the Hohokam Pima
National Monument in the vicinity of
the Snaketown archeological site, Ari-
zona, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that today, September 11, 1972, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bill:

S.2069. An act to declare title to certain
Federal lands in the State of Oregon to be
in the United States in trust for the use and
benefit of the Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OPEN HEAR-
INGS BY SUBCOMMITTEE ON
PARKS AND RECREATION

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I wish to
announce for the information of the
Senate and the public that open hear-
ings have been scheduled by the Sub-
committee on Parks and Recreation at
10 a.m. on September 27, 1972, in room
3110, New Senate Office Building, on the
following bill:

8. 3662. Providing for the establishment of

the Tuskegee Institute National Historical
Park, and for other purposes.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

VICTIMS OF CRIME

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I was
pleased to hear that the Committee on
the Judiciary, meeting in executive ses-
sion on September 8, 1972, reported S.
750, a bill which I introduced to com-
pensate the innocent victims of crime.
That bill is now on the calendar, and
I anticipate that it will be scheduled
soon to provide the most expeditious
Senate consideration.

During the course of hearings on S.
750 and related measures, it was learned
that seven States had at that juncture
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similar crime compensation programs
functioning cn a State level. These in-
cluded the States of California, New
York, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Maryland,
Nevada, and New Jersey.

On July 20, the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCrELLAN) chairman of the Sub-
committee on Criminal Law and Proce-
dures and an ardent supporter of the
concept of crime compensation, brought
‘to the attention of this Chamber the
fact that Rhode Island this year enacted
a similar statutory scheme.

Most recently, the State of Alaska has
joined the ranks of those States which
recognize the basic financial needs of
crime victims, bringing the total to nine.
I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the Alaska statute be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

The way is now being cleared for the
most prompt action on 8. 750. I am con-
fident it will receive the overwhelming
support it deserves from the Senate.

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

AN AcT ESTABLISHING A VIOLENT CRIMES CoM~
PENSATION BOARD; AND PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE

Be is enacted by the legislature of the
State of Alaska:

Bection 1. AS 18 is amended by adding a
new chapter to read:

Chapter 67. Violent Crimes Compensation
Board.

Sec. 18.67.010. Purpose. It is the purpose
of this chapter to facilitate and permit the
payment of compensation to innocent per-
sons injured and to dependents of persons
killed as a result of certain serious crimes
or in attempts to prevent the commission of
crime or to apprehend suspected criminals.

Sec. 18.67.020. Criminal Injuries Compensa-
tion Board. (a) There 1s the Violent Crimes
Compensation Board in the Department of
Health and Welfare composed of three mem-
bers to be appointed by the governor. One of
the members shall be designated as chair-
man by the governor. At least one member
shall be a medical or osteopathic physician
licensed to practice in this state.

(b) The term of office of each member of
the board is three years, except that of the
members first appointed one shall be ap-
pointed for a term of three years, one for a
term of two years, and one for a term of
one year, All vacancies, except through the
expiration of term, shall be filled for the
unexpired term only.

(c) Each member of the board is eligible
for reappointment and serves at the pleasure
of the governor.

(d) Each member of the board is eligible
for reappointment and any member of the
board may be removed by the governor for
inefficiency, neglect of duty or malfeasance
in office after due notice and hearing.

(e) Members of the board receive no salary,
but are entitled to per diem and travel ex-
penses authorized by law for other boards.

(f) The board may appoint one or more
hearing officers, who must be licensed to
practice law in the state, to conduct hearings
and take testimony in proceedings under
this chapter, but final determinations of any
matter shall be only by the board. A hear-
ing officer acting under this section shall re-
port his findings of fact and conclusions of
law to the board, together with the reasons
for the findings and conclusions. The board
shall act only after consideration of the re-
port and such other evidence as it considers
appropriate.

(g) The board may appoint and fix the
duties of personnel necessary for carrying out
its functions under this chapter.
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Sec. 18.67.030. Application for compensa-
tion. (a) Any person who may be eligible for
compensation under this chapter may make
application to the board. In a case in which
the person entitled to make application is
a minor, the application may be made on his
behalf by his parent or guardian. In a case
in which the person entitled to make appli-
cation is mentally incompetent, the applica-
tion may be made on his behalf by his parent,
guardian or other individual authorized to
administer his estate.

{(b) In order to be eligible for compensa-
tion under this chapter, the applicant shall,
before a hearing on an application under
this chapter, submit reports, if reasonably
available, from all physicians or surgeons
who have treated or examined the victim in
relation to the Injury for which compensa-
tion is claimed at the time of or subsequent
to the victim’s injury or death. If, in the
opinion of the board, reports on the previous
medical history of the victim, a report on
the examination of the injured victim, or a
report on the cause of death of the victim
by an impartial medical expert would be of
material aid to its determination, the board
shall order the reports and examination.

Sec. 18.67.040. Hearings. (a) Upon applica-
tion made under the provisions of this chap-
ter, the board shall fix a time and place for
a hearing and shall give notice to the appli-
cant,

(b) For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this chapter, the board or its
hearing officer may hold the hearings, sit
and act at the times and places, and take the
testimony that it or he considers advisable.
The board or its hearing officer may ad-
minister oaths or afirmations to witnesses.
The board has full powers of subpoena and
compulsion of attendance of witnesses and
production of documents, but no subpoena
shall be issued except under the signature
of a member of the board. Application to a
court for ald in enforcing the subpoena may
be made in the name of the board only by a
board member. Subpoenas are served by any
person designated by the board.

(c) The applicant and any other person
having a substantial interest in a proceeding
may appear and be heard, produce evidence
and cross-examine witnesses in person or by
his attorney. The board or its hearing officer
also may hear other persons who in its or
his judgment may have relevant evidence to
submit.

(d) Admissibility of evidence is governed
by the Administrative Procedure Act (AS
44.62).

(e) If a person has been convicted of an
offense with respect to an act on which a
claim under this chapter is based, proof of
that conviction shall be taken as conclusive
evidence that the offense has been com-
mitted, unless an appeal or a proceeding with
regard to it is pending.

(f) Orders and decisions of the board shall
be final.

Sec. 18.67.050. Attorney fees. The board
may, as part of an order entered under this
chapter, determine and allow reasonable at-
torney fees, which shall not exceed 15 per
cent of the amount awarded as compensa-
tion under sec. 70 of this chapter, to be paid
out of but not in addition to the amount of
the compensation, to the attorney represent-
ing the applicant. It is unlawful for the at-
torney to ask for, contract for, or recelve a
larger sum than the amount allowed in the
award.

Sec. 18.67.060. Regulations. In the per-
formance of its functions, the board is au-
thorized to make, rescind and amend regu-
lations prescribing the procedures to be fol-
lowed in the filing of applications and pro-
ceedings under this chapter, and other mat-
ters the board considers appropriate.

Sec. 18.67.070. Standards for compensa-
tion. For the purpose of determining the
amount of compensation payable under this
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chapter, the board shall, insofar as practica-
ble, formulate standards for uniform appli-
cation of this chapter and take into consid-
eration rates and amounts of compensation
payable for injuries and death under other
laws of the state and of the United States
and the availability of funds appropriated for
purposes of this chapter.

Sec. 18.67.080. Awarding compensation. (a)
In a case in which a person is injured or
killed by an incident specified in sec. 80(1)
of this chapter, or by any act of any other
person which is within the description of
offenses listed in sec. 90(2) of this chapter,
the board may order the payment of compen-
sation in accordance with the provisions of
this chapter:

(1) to or for the benefit of the injured
person;

(2) in the case of personal injury of the
victim, to any person responsible for the
maintenance of the victim who has suffered
pecuniary loss or incurred expenses as a re-
sult of the injury; or

(3) in the case of death of the victim, to or
for the benefit of any one or more of the
dependents of the victim. :

(b) For the purposes of this chapter, a
person is consldered to have intended an act
notwithstanding that by reason of age, in-
sanity, drunkeness, or otherwise, he was

legally incapable of forming a criminal in-
tent.

(¢) In determining whether to make an
order under this section, the board shall
consider all circumstances determined to be
relevant, including provocation, consent or
any other behavior of the vietim which di-
rectly or indirectly contributed to his injury
or death; the prior case or social history, if
any, of the victim; need for financial aid;
and any other relevant matters.

(d) An order may be made under this
section whether or not any person is prose-
cuted or convicted of an offense arising out
of the act which caused the injury or death
involved in the application. Upon applica-
tion made by an appropriate prosecuting au-
thority, the board may suspend proceedings
under this chapter for a perlod it considers
appropriate on the ground that a prosecu-
tlon for an offense arising out of the act
which caused the injury or death involved
in the application has been commenced or
is imminent.

Sec. 18.67.085. Recovery from collateral
source. (a) The board shall deduct from any
compensation awarded under this chapter
any payments received from the offender or
from any person on behalf of the offender,
or from the United States, a state, or any of
its subdivisions or agencies, or any private
source or any emergency awards under sec.
105 of this chapter, for injury or death com-
pensable under this chapter,

(b) If compensation is awarded under this
chapter and the person recelving it also re-
ceives a collateral sum under (a) of this sec-
tion which has not been deducted from it, he
shall refund to the board the lesser of the
sums or the amount of compensation paid to
him under this chapter. '

Sec. 18.67.090. Incidents and offenses to
which chapter applies. The board may order
the payment of compensation in accordance
with the provisions of this chapter for per-
sonal injury or death which resulted from

(1) an attempt on the part of the applicant
to prevent the commission of crime, or to
apprehend a suspected criminal, or in aiding
or attempting to ald a police officer to do so,
or in alding a victim of a crime, or

(2) the commission or attempt on the part
of one other than the applicant to commit
any of the following offenses: mayhem; in-
decent act with children; kidnapping; mur-
der; manslaughter; rape; assault with intent
to kill, rob, rape, or poison; assault with in-
tent to maim; assault with a dangerous
weapon; threats to do bodily harm; or lewd,
indecent, or obscene acts.
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Bec. 18.67.100. Nature of the compensation.
The board may order the payment of com-
pensation under this chapter for

(1) expenses actually and reasonably in-
curred as a result of the personal injury or
death of the victim;

(2) loss of earning power as a result of
total or partial incapacity of the victim:

(3) pecuniary loss to the dependents of the
deceased victim; and

(4) any other loss resulting from the per-
sonal injury or death of the victim which
the board determines to be reasonable.

Sec. 18.67.105. Emergency compensation. If
it appears to the board that, prior to taking
action on an application, the claim is one for
which compensation is probable, and undue
hardship will result to the applicant if imme-
diate payment is not made, the board may
make an emergency award of compensation
to the applicant pending a final declsion in
the case. However

(1) the amount of the emergency compen-
sation shall not exceed $500;

(2) the amount of the emergency compen-
sation shall be deducted from the final com-
pensation made to the applicant;

(3) the excess of the amount of the emer-
gency compensation over the final amount
shall be repald by the applicant to the board.

Sec. 18.67.110. Limitations on awarding
compensation. (a) No order for the payment
of compensation may be made under sec. 80
of this chapter unless the application has
been made within two years after the date of
the personal injury or death, and the per-
sonal injury or death was the result of an
incident or offense listed in sec, 90 of this
chapter which had been reported to the po-
lice within five days of ifs occurrence or, if
the incident or offense could not reasonably
have been reported within that period, with-
in five days of the time when a report could
reasonably have been made.

(b) No compensation may be awarded if
the victim of;

(1) is a relative of the offender;

(2) is at the time of the personal injury
or death of the victim living with the of-
fender as a member of his family or house-
hold, or maintaining a sexual relationship,
whether fllicit or not, with the person or
with any member of his family;

(3) violated a penal law of the state, which
violation caused or contributed to his in-
jurles or death; or

(4) is injured as a result of the operation
of a motor vehicle, boat or airplane unless
the vehicle was used as a weapon in a de-
liberate attempt to run the victim down.

(¢) No compensation may be awarded
under this chapter in an amount in excess
of £10,000 and all payments shall be made in
a lump sum.

(d) Orders for payment of compensation
under this chapter may be made only as to
injuries or death resulting from incldents
or offenses occurring on and after July 1,
1971.

Sec. 18.67.120. Recovery from offender.
When an order for the payment of compensa-
tion for personal injury or death is made
under this chapter, the board, upon pay-
ment of the amount of the order, is subro-
gated to the cause of action of the appli-
cant against the person or persons respon-
sible for the injury or death and is en-
titled to bring an action against the per-
son or persons for the amount of the dam-
ages sustained by the applicant. If an
amount greater than that pald under the
order is recovered and collected in the ac-
tion, the board shall pay the balance to the
applicant:

Sec. 18.67.122. False claim. A person who
knowingly makes a false claim under this
chapter is guilty of a misdemeanor and
upon conviction is punishable by a fine of
not less than $500, or by Imprisonment for
not more than one year, or by both, and shall
forfeit any benefit recelved and shall repay
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the state for any payment of compensa-
tion made under this chapter.

Sec. 18.67.124. Survival and abatement. The
rights to compensation created under this
chapter are personal and shall not survive
the death of a victim or dependent entitled
to them, except that If the death occurs
after an application for compensation has
been filed with the Violent Crimes Com-
pensation Board, the proceeding shall not
abate, but may be continued by the legal
representative of the decedent's estate,

Sec. 18.67.130. Reports. The board shall
prepare and transmit to the governor and
legislature annually a report of its activi-
ties under this chapter including the name
of each applicant, a brief description of the
facts in each case, and the amount of com-
pensation awarded.

Sec. 18.67.140. Definitions. In this chapter

(1) "“board” means the Viclent Crimes
Compensation Board;

(2) “dependent” means a relative of de-
ceased victim, who was dependent upon the
victim’s income at the time of his death;
children of a victim born after a victim's
death are included;

(3) “personal injury” means actual bodily
harm;

(4) “relative” means spouse, parent, grand-
parent, stepparent, natural born child, step-
child, adopted child, grandchild, brother,
sister, half brother, half sister, or spouse's
parents;

(5) “victim"™ means a person who is in-
Jured or killed by an incident specified in
sec. 90 of this chapter,

*Sec. 2. This Act takes effect on the day
after its passage and approval or on the day it
becomes law without approval.

THE T75TH ANNIVERSARY OF LAT-
TIMER MASSACRE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, Sunday,
September 10, 1972, was the 75th an-
niversary of a very tragic but significant
day in Pennsylvania and American his-
tory. On that day 19 striking workers at
the Lattimer Mines near Hazleton, Pa.,
were senselessly gunned down.

The mineworkers were being under-
paid and forced to work long hours.
Those Polish, Slovak, and Lithuanian
strikers who died that bloody day had
come to the land of opportunity to better
their own lives. Instead they had to give
their lives so millions of others could live
and work under more favorable condi-
tions.

To commemorate the sacrifice of those
19 men, a monument has been erected in
Lattimer, Pa. I feel it is appropriate to
name the men who are mentioned on
that monument: Sebastian Broztowski,
Frank Chrzeszeski, John Fotta, Andrew
Jurecek, George Kulick, Andrew Moni-
kaski, Raphael Rekiewicz, John Tarno-
wicz, Stanley Zagorski, Michael Ches-
lock, Adalbert Czaja, Anthony Grekos,
Stephen Jurics, Andrew Mieczkowski,
Clement Platek, John Skrep, Jacob
Tomashontas, Adalbert Ziemba, and
Adam Zieminski.

May God spare our Nation and the
world future deaths of good men who
only seek to live good lives in peace.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSCIENCE
OF CONGRESS

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, never
could the comparison of Congress and
Nero be more clearly discerned than to-




September 11, 1972

day. For Congress seems surely to be
fiddling while America burns.

As Senators, we, together, embarked
upon this session of Congress with an
environmental conscience and prom-
ised to produce historical antipollution
laws that would enhance the day-to-day
living environment of every American.
Yet, here we are at the 11th hour, still
engaged in political rhetoric with impor-
tant environmental measures pushed to
the back burners. And time passes. Pret-
ty soon, a new session and a new Con-
gress will convene. Will we have to begin
our long legislative journeys on pesti-
cides, water pollution, and land use again
in that Congress? And what about ocean
dumping, strip mining, and coastal de-
velopment?

In some instances legitimate reasons
exist for the slowness in moving these
important items to the floor and out of
conference, but in more instances, I am
afraid, the symptoms of politics and
profits have given Congress a bad case of
fear.

Let us take a look at some of these criti-
cal items. Land use. The Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson) has worked
his committee hard and long to produce
S. 632. It has wide support nationwide. It
will intimately affect Americans across
the country. The Christian Science Mon-
itor editorially discussed S. 632, stating
Monday, July 31, 1972:

In our view, the Congress should deal sep-
arately with the nonfederal and the federal
land portions of this proposed legislation.
(Aspinall and Jackson bills.) And in so do-
ing, it should weigh the words of Senator
Jackson, whose bills are favored by the Nixon
administration: “We must treat land not as
& commodity to be consumed or expended,
but as a valuable finite resource to be hus-
band

The Evening Star, too, editorialized on
Wednesday, July 28, 1972, and stated:

The measure which deserves to be en-
acted is sponsored principally by Senator
Henry M. Jackson of Washington.

And further:

Over in the House, Representative Wayne
N. Aspinall of Colorado is guiding similar
legislation toward a vote, but his version is
weaker and in some respects retrogressive

. We hope that Jackson will stand fast
for his commendable product, and the
House will be bold enough to deny the pow-
erful Aspinall all he wants in this case.

Since those two editorials, weeks have
passed, and still 8. 632 has not come to
the floor of the Senate for a vote. And the
sand is running out.

What about the Clean Water Amend-
ments? Here the story of an environmen-
tally concerned Congress is even more
unbelievable.

In the Senate we passed a very worthy
bill, unanimously. We quite obviously
thought it necessary to provide a pro-
gram based on effluent limitations at the
point of discharge if the national goal of
clean water is to be met. We did not
hastily consider that bill. The Senate
Public Works Committee held some 30
days of public hearings on about 15 bills
and at the close of those hearings, I
understand the committee met in execu-
tive session for some 45 days and drafted
the bill we unanimously passed.
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The House, too, passed a bill—months
ago. And, my friends, those two bills have
been in conference since early spring of
this year. The sand is running out. Will
all of this legislative road have to be
traveled again in the 93d Congress?
Lord, I hope not.

And what about pesticide legislation?
The Agriculture Committee has reported
a bill, and it is on the calendar. But the
Commerce Commiftee has raised some
legitimate and highly important ques-
tions. Undoubtedly, both those respected
groups want an effective pesticide bill.
Then why can we not have a meeting of
the minds on the real questions involved,
and push aside that which would ob-
scure our main purpose for this legisla-
tion? The sand is running out.

Mr. President, I feel a little like the kid
looking in through the window to the
candy shop. For I am on none of the
committees involved in the above-men-
tioned legislation. I am on the outside
looking in. But I am a U.S. Senator rep-
resenting one of the most environmen-
tally concerned States in America. And
my constituents let down all the bars in
reminding me that Congress is failing to
meet its environmental commitment to
Americans. They tell me that environ-
ment knows no political parties, nor so-
cial barriers. It is where we live, where
we are, what we breathe, what we drink,
what we hear, what we see, and what
we do. It needs protecting, restoring,
enhancing, and loving. It needs our un-
divided attention in Congress.

Mr. President, I would be the first to
scream over weak, watered-down en-
vironmental provisions in any of the
aforementioned bills, but please, give me
the chance. Bring them to a vote.

THE PHILADELPHIA PLAN: IT
SHOULD BE ENDED

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the New
York Times reported on September 4
that the administration has decided to
end the practice of employment quotas
for minority employees in the Federal
Government and among Federal con-
tractors.

According to the Times, the adminis-
tration also is reviewing the so-called
Philadelphia plan in light of this new
policy against quotas.

The Philadelphia plan is all too famil-
iar to me. The Judiciary Subcommittee
on Separation of Powers, of which I am
honored to serve as chairman, conducted
hearings on this unwise and unconstitu-
tional plan shortly after it was put into
effect 3 years ago.

As was pointed out at those hearings,
the Comptroller General held that the
Philadelphia plan was unacceptable be-
cause it constituted an illegal racial
quota system in violation of section 703
(j) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

The plan requires prospective contrac-
tors to pledge to meet “affirmative action
goals” of minority employment, which
are written into the specifications sent
out with invitations for bids on each
Federal contract. The goals vary from
contract to contract and apply only to
Federal construction projects with values
of $500,000 or more. The “affirmative ac-
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tion goals” commit Federal contractors
to hire enough minority group workers
to fall within certain percentage “ranges”
which are individually set in each con-
tract’s specifications.

The Comptroller refused to permit any
Federal funds to be spent under the plan.
However, the Department of Labor, sup-
ported by a memorandum from the At-
torney General, contended that the plan
was legal and proceeded to implement it
in the Philadelphia area of Pennsylvania
and New Jersey.

During the summer of 1969, the Phila-
delphia plan became the focal point of
pressures and discontent which reached
not only into Congress, but far into
American society. Disturbances over mi-
nority hiring occurred in the streets of
Chicago, Pittsburgh, and Seattle, tinting
the dispute with violence. The plan was
the basis for “Hometown” hiring plans
in many other cities.

All along the administration contended
that the so-called “goals” or “ranges” of
minority employees required of Federal
contractors in the Philadelphia area were
not “quotas.” This view was sustained by
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third
Circuit in the case of Contractors Asso-
ciation v. Shultz, 442 F.2d 159 (1971),
cert. denied 404 U.S. 854 (1971).

Prior to this holding by the third cir-
cuit, the subcommittee issued a report,
“Congressional Overnight of Administra-
tive Agencies: The Philadelphia Plan
(Department of Labor),” in which it
stated:

There can be no doubt and, in fact, there
appears to be no argument on the subject,
that the Philadelphia Plan cannot be ac-
commodated within the terms of either title
VI or title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
That statute forbids an employer to consider
the race of an actual or putative employee;
the Philadelphia Plan compels him to do so.
The statute forbids imposing employment of
minorities in order to compensate for past
discrimination against such minorities; the
Philadelphia Plan compels it. The statute
forbids imposing employment in terms of
ratios based on race or color; the Philadelphia
Plan compels it.

Furthermore, the subcommittee found
that—

. . . the Philadelphia Plan is an invalid at-
tempt by the Secretary of Labor to engage in
legislation—not merely in an area where Con-
gress has not spoken, but in an area where
Congress has specifically prohibited the ac-
tion which the Secretary desires to take.

In conclusion, the Philadelphia Plan, os-
tensibly designed to ensure egual employ-
ment opportunity in the construction trades,
is in fact a blatant case of usurpation of the
legislative function by the executive branch
of the Government; as such it constitutes a
grave threat to the doctrine of separation of
powers upon which our governmental struc-
ture is based.

Mr. President, I do not intend that
these words be construed to imply that I
support discrimination against any per-
son who applies for employment with the
Government or with private business. To
the contrary, I strongly advocate an
equal opportunity for every person based
on his experience and ability to do the
job. But while I am opposed to discrim-
ination, I am also opposed to “reverse”
diserimination, such as is promoted by
the Philadelphia plan but prohibited by
the Civil Rights Act of 1964.




30024

The administration would be wise to
eliminate the Philadelphia plan or to
revise it in such a way to conform it with
titles VI and VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964. I urge the President to abolish
“quotas” in every respect, for they are
completely contrary both to law and to
what I consider to be the American way
of life.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that three newspaper articles, one
from the New York Times, one from the
Wall Street Journal, and one from the
Washington Post, be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the articles

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 4, 1972]

NmxoN HeLp Lixery To Drop PrOGRAM OF
MiNoriTY JoBs
(By Paul Delaney)

WASHINGTON, September 3.—The Nixon Ad-
ministration has decided to scrap the Phila-
delphia Plan, according to sources in the La-
bor Department and the White House.

The plan, once the Administration’s major
civil rights program, began in the fall of 1969
as a highly publicized effort to place minori-
ties in skilled jobs at federally assisted con-
struction projects in Philadelphia through a
system of gquotas.

It was emulated In at least two dozen clities
in what were called “home town” plans. Un-
like the Philadelphia Plan, the others were
voluntary. The sources reported that these
plans were also threatened.

The sources, along with Arthur A. Fletcher,
the former Assistant Secretary of Labor who
was In charge of administering the plans,
sald the decision to drop the Philadelphia
Plan would be in line with the Administra-
tlon’s new policy of opposing job guotas for
minorities.

Further, they sald, the policy is almed at
attracting support in the election year from
organized labor, which strongly opposed the
plan, designed to force building-trades un-
ions to accept minorities as members.

DENIAL IS MADE

Mr. Fletcher, who resigned from the Nixon
Administration last year and is the executive
director of the United Negro College Fund
in New York, said that friends within the
White House and Labor Department apprised
him of the decision several days ago. A life-
long Republican, he sald he was especially
bitter, and for the first time publicly de-
nounced President Nixon in harsh terms both
in an interview and in a speech today at
Reston, Va.

Secretary of Labor James D. Hodgson in-
sisted today that no decision had been made
to drop the Philadelphia Plan, but he ac-
knowledged that all programs involving
quotas were being reviewed.

“We're reviewing the whole thing in light
of the President's letter about quotas,” he
sald In a statement released through a
spokesman. “We're reviewing everything we
are doing that might be affected by the pol-
icy.

“But we never conceded that we had a
quota system. We always considered them as
goals and timetables. A quota puts a ceiling
and lid on your effort while goals and time-
tables say to contractors that, if you can't
make them, then prove to us you made a
good-faith effort.”

However, Mr, Fletcher and others sald they
felt the decision had been made at a higher
level, in the White House.

“I found it shocking, just shocking,” Mr.
Fletcher remarked in the interview. “This
is an indication that blacks and minorities
are being excommunicated from this so-
ciety. They're moving against the goals and
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timetables of the Philadelphia Plan and, if
it goes, the others [home town plans] will
go too.

“This is definitely a step backwards,” he
continued. “The legality of Philadelphia Plan
was upheld in Federal District Court and
in the Federal appeals court. The Supreme
Court refused to review those decisions.

“President Nixon should reafiirm his sup-
port of the Philadelphia Plan and some kind
of goals and guidelines to assure equitable
employment of blacks. The riots of the sixties
were caused by the frustration of blacks who
saw that a full-employment economy meant
whites were working and blacks were unem-
ployed. The same situation is upon us again.”

Mr. Fletcher was in Reston to address the
fourth annual Black Arts Festival in the
small, integrated community in suburban
Washington. He critlcized both President
Nixon and Senator George McGovern, the
Democratic Presidential nominee, for their
opposition to quotas,

“It is very popular this year to run against
everything black Americans stand for, their
hopes and aspirations,” the former stanch
defender of the Administration said.

“Busing is a code word which means
whites don’t want to have anything to do
with black folks, Opposition to low-cost hous-
ing In the suburbs is a code word for the
containment of blacks. And the new code
word is quotas, and it means whites don’t
want to see any systematic way to deal with
minorities.”

Mr. Fletcher was once the ranking black
official in the Nixon Administration. He had
pursued enforcement of the Philadelphia
Plan with vigor.

The plan, along with the home town plans,
set percentage quotas for the training and
hiring of minorities at the federally assisted
construction sites. Under the plan, contrac-
tors working on the projects were required
to set specific goals within Federal guide-
lines for hiring members of minority groups.

Affected by the plan were such skilled
crafts as ironworkers, steamfitters, sheet-
metal, electrical and elevator workers and
plumbers and pipefitters. Employers were ex-
pected to demonstrate “good-faith” efforts in
meeting minority hiring levels ranging from
4 per cent when the program started to 26
per cent by next year.

The Philadelphia Plan and the home town
plans have recently been criticized as being
ineffective because of the failure to enforce
the guidelines strongly.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 5, 1972]

Easine OF SoME MiNoRITY-HIRING RULES
APPARENTLY BEING PLANNED BY WHITE
House

WasHINGTON.—The Nizon Administration
appears to be moving toward a softening of
its regulations that require employers doing
business with Uncle Sam to meet specific
minority-hiring goals.

In view of President Nixon's repeated at-
tacks on all employment “quotas” in recent
days, & White House source said the “logical”
outcome will be an easing of the minority
hiring standards set for federal contractors
by the Office of Federal Contract Compliance,
or OFCC. A full-scale “review” of all OFCC
policies already is under way in wake of the
presidential condemnation of quotas, accord-
ing to a Labor Department spokesman.

At the Western White House in San Cle-
mente, Calif., however, Ronald Ziegler, the
President's press secretary, sald there aren’t
any plans to abandon the OFCC’s minority~
hiring programs for federal contractors.

The greatest impact on employers would
probably result from an easing of the OFCC's
so-called Order No. 4, which requires all non-
construction contractors doing over 850,000
of business a year with the U.S. to set specific
goals and timetables for hiring minorities.
And the OFCC's already lagging effort to
impose specific hiring goals on construction
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contractors in major citles, as it first did
with the controversial Philadelphia Plan in
1970, could be further slowed.

The whole idea of quotas has been under
severe attack within the White House, ac-
cording to one source there. The source said
the criticism isn't “aimed at the Philadelphia
Plan per se, but at quotas in general.” And he
indicated there is a feeling within the White
House that the OFCC’s “goals and time-
tables” amount to hiring “quotas.”

The administration’s growing criticism of
employment quotas appears to be part of its
election-year effort to woo the traditionally
Democratic union and Jewish vote. Both or-
ganized labor and Jewish groups long have
opposed hiring quotas.

President Nixon, in a Labor Day radio ad-
dress, asserted that “quotas are intended to
be a short cut to equal opportunity, but in
reality they are a dangerous detour away
from the traditional value of measuring a
person on the basis of ability.”

The issue was first raised last month when
the American Jewish Committee asked the
President what he thought about the use of
quotas in hiring federal employes. Mr. Nixon
replied on Aug. 11 that he opposed “numer-
ical goals” applied as “quotas,” or based on
“a concept of proportional representation.”
Subsequently, he injected a con=
demnsation of all quotas into his acceptance
speech at the GOP convention.

Mr., Nixon's opposition to guotas seems
likely to have its most direct effect at the
OFCC and at the Civil Service Commission,
where officials already have pledged to con-
tinue to avold any quotas in hiring federal
employes. But it wasn't immediately clear
what impact his views will have on the inde-
pendent Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, which is responsible for attack=-
ing all kinds of job discrimination under the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Officials at the Labor Department of which
the OFCC is a part, contend that goals and
timetables required by Order No. 4 and the
Philadelphia Plan concept aren't quotas.
“They are intended to be guides and targets”
that a federal contractor must make a “good
faith effort” to meet, sald one official. A con-
tractor can be barred from doing further
business with the government if he doesn’t
make good falth efforts to meet his hiring
goals.

Nevertheless, one Labor Department source
conceded that “it's possible to apply these
things (goals and timetables) in a quota
form."” That's one reason the department is
moving quickly to review all the OFCC’s pro-
grams, he added. “We're wrestling with it”
sald another officlal. This officlal belleved a
key difficulty was the tendency to simply set
goals that reflect the proportional representa-
tion of a particular minority in the commu-
nity, an approach the President has spe-
cifically attacked.

The OFCC’s Order No. 4, issued in Febru-
ary, has forced such glant defense contractors
as McDonnell Douglas Corp. to set specific
hiring goals and timetables for ethnic mi-
norities and women. The order requires non-
construction contractors to make an analysis
of their own situation and set the goals if
there is an “underutilization” of any minor-
ity groups. Underutilization is defined as
“having fewer minorities, or women, in a
particular job classification than would rea-
sonably be expected by thelr avallability.”

The OFCC order is carefully worded to try
to avold linking the hiring goals directly to
the proportion of a minority's population in
a community. Thus, the nonconstruction
contractor setting his goals is directed to
consider eight different factors, including
“the minority population of the labor area™
and “the general availabllity of minorities
having (the) requisite skills.”

But the OFCC's Philadelphia Plan concept
of imposing hiring goals on building con-
tractors preceded Order No. 4 and has re-
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ceived the most attention and criticism. Mi-
nority employment goals actually have been
imposed on only five citles—and none in the
past year—although the agency had vowed
to do so by now in any area where local in-
dustry officials hadn't worked out a voluntary
hiring plan. While the Labor Department
publicly asserts the Philadelphia Plan idea
is working, some officials have conceded re-
cently to union leaders that it isn’t turning
out as well as the government expected.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 7, 1972]

LABOR DEPARTMENT MULLS PLAN To Cur CoN=-
STRUCTION MINORITY QUOTA
(By Jon Katz)

The U.S. Labor Department is considering
a proposal that could sharply decrease the
number of blacks and other minorities the
construction industry has to hire to meet
federal contract requirements.

A Labor Department official said yesterday
the department is considering a major re-
structuring of the controversial Philadelphia
Plan and 55 similar plans for minority hiring
in the construction industry.

The disclosure came two days after the
Nixon administration denied reports that it
has decided to scrap the plan entirely as a
& pre-election gesture to the construction
industry and organized labor, both of which
have bitterly opposed it.

The Philadelphia Plan now requires federal
contractors to establish minority hiring goals
roughly tied to the percentage of blacks and
other minorities in the metropolitan area
covered by the plan.

Similar plans exist in Washington, D.C.,
and St. Louis, but the bulk are voluntary
plans drawn by the construction industry.

Under the proposal being considered, the
hiring goals would be tied to the percentages
of blacks and other minorities in entire states
or regions much larger than simple metro-
politan areas.

“The new proposal would dilute the whole
concept of the Philadelphia Plan,” said the
Labor Department official, who asked not to
be identified. “The percentage of minorities
would be smaller as the plan area grew big-
ger and the construction industry and orga-
nized labor wouldn't have to worry about
meeting those goals.”

For example: According to the U.S. Census
Bureau, employable blacks comprise 24 per
cent of the Washington metropolitan area.
If the Washington Plan were extended to
cover the District of Columbia and all of
Maryland and Virginia, the percentage of
employable blacks would drop to approxi-
mately 18 per cent, according to Census fig-
ures.

The drop would be even sharper in other
areas of the country, since the District itself
is 71 per cent black, one of the highest per-
centages in the nation.

Department officials sald last week the
Philadelphia Plan, and all other departmen-
tal programs were under review following
President Nixon's Aug. 17 directive barring
quotas in hiring minority workers for the
federal government. On Monday, former As-
sistant Secretary of Labor Arthur Fletcher,
who administered the Philadelphia Plan un-
til 1970, told a reporter that he “feared the
concept of the plan'” would be dropped in the
confusion over the ban on gquotas.

The plan was initiated by former President
Lyndon B. Johnson and vigorously enforced
by Fletcher, with what he termed the en-
thusiastic approval of President Nixon.

“He'd be crazy to drop the plan,” sald
Fletcher, “when I, with his (President Nix-
on's) support, fought so hard to support it."

U.S. Labor Secretary James Hodgson said
earlier this week that published reports that
the plan would be scrapped entirely were to-
tally untrue.

“The Labor Department will vigorously
pursue programs to bring about equal em-
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ployment and improvement in the economic
status of minorities,” he sald.

THE PRESIDENT'S ENVIRONMENTAL
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, with
the focus of the Nation over the past
months being on national politics, the
economy, and foreign affairs, little at-
tention has been paid to the administra-
tion’s activities' in the environment.

On September 5, 1972, the White House
released a fact sheet on the President’s
environmental legislative program list-
ing the diversity of environmental prob-
lems for which the administration has
developed legislation. The breadth and
scope of the President’s proposals are a
tribute to the 4 years he has been in
office.

I ask unanimous consent that the fact
sheet be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the fact
sheet was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

THE PRESIDENT'S ENVIRONMENTAL LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

In three Environmental Messages in 1970,
1971 and 1972, thirty-one different environ-
mental legislative proposals have been pro-
posed by the President and transmitted to
the Congress. As of today, only six of these
have been enacted and only one—the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1970—was a major
proposal, The major bills pending before the
Congress are:

1. WATER QUALITY

The Problem: Current law fails to provide
adequate enforcement authority and fails
to provide funds for treatment plants be-
yond fiscal year 1971.

The President’'s Proposal: The President
recommended new water pollution control
legislation for the first time in February
1970 and agaln in February 1971. The 1971
proposal includes:

Six billion dollars authorization over 3
years as the Federal part of a total $12 bil-
lion program;

Revise rigid allocation formula to give spe-
cial emphasis to areas where waste treatinent
facilities are most needed;

Encourage communities to provide for re-
placement and expansion of treatment facili-
ties on a reasonably self-sufficient basis;

Increase enforcement coverage of act to
virtually all U.S. waters;

Establish Natlonal Federal standards for
discharge of hazardous materials;

Authorize fines from $25,000 to $50,000 a
day for violation of standards;

Streamline law to provide for swift public
hearings as a prelude to issuance of abate-
ment orders;

Allow citizens to take legal action against
violation of standards.

Congressional Action: Both the Senate and
House have passed water quality legislation
and it is before a conference committee. The
House, Senate and Administration bills all
differ in many respects. Legislation has been
before the Congress for 21; years.

2. PESTICIDES

The Problem: The current pesticide legis-
lation relies almost entirely on using labeling
to control use, which is unrealistic and in-
effective. Procedures for registering, can-
celling and suspending pesticides are cumber-
soIme.

The President’s Proposal would:

Classify pesticides for “general”, or “re-
stricted” use or for “use by permit only.”
Registered pesticides would be used only by
trained applicators and licensed by the State.
Approval from a licensed consultant would
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be required for use of “permit only” pesti-
cides;

Streamline procedures for cancellation of
registrations;

Authorize stopping the sale or use of, and
to seize, pesticides being distributed or held
in violation of Federal law.

Congressional Action: House has passed
pesticide bill, but no bill has been reported
for action in the Senate. This legislation has
been before the Congress over 11; years.

3. NOISE

The Problem: Except for DOT authority
over aircraft noise, the Federal Government
has no authority to control noise from a wide
variety of sources.

The President’'s Proposal would:

Authorize EPA to set noise standards on
transportation, construction and other equip-
ment;

Require labeling of noise characteristics of
other products.

Congressional Action: House has passed a
noise bill, but no bill has been reported for
action in the Senate. The bill has been be-
fore the Congress for 11, years.

4. OCEAN DUMPING

The Problem: Lack of effective authority
for regulation of ocean dumping by the States
or the Federal Government has created serl-
ous environmental damage in some locations.
Ocean dumping could grow to critical pro-
portions in the future.

The President’'s Proposal would:

Require permits from EFA for the trans-
portation and dumping of any wastes which
originate in the U.S. into estuaries, the Great
Lakes, and the oceans anywhere in the world;
and for dumping by foreign nations in our
territorial waters and In the 12-mile offshore
contiguous zone;

State a national policy banning the un-
regulated ocean dumping of all materials and
placing strict limits on ocean disposal of ma-
terials harmful to the environment;

Instruct the State Department, in cooper-
atlon with the Council on Environmental
Quality to develop international initiatives
to control ocean dumping.

Congressional Action: Ocean dumping
legislation has been passed by both the Ben-
ate and the House, but it has not been re-
ported for final Congressional action. An
international agreement to control ocean
dumping was endorsed at the Stockholm
Conference on the Human Environment,
calling upon governments to convene a con=-
ference before November 1972 to negotiate a
convention for signature by the end of the
year. The ocean dumping legislation has been
before the Congress for over 115 years.

5, TOXIC SUBSTANCES

The problem: Each year, hundreds of new
chemicals are commercially marketed, some
posing substantial health threats. There is a
need to assure adequate testing of such
chemicals to prevent environmental hazards
in the future.

The President'’s Proposal would:

Allow EPA to restrict the use or distribu-
tion of substances which are a hazard to
human health and the environment;

Stop the sale of chemicals that violate this
legislation;

Seek injunctive rellef when use or dis-
tribution of a chemical presents an immi-
nent hazard to health or the environment;

Require tests to be performed on new
chemical substances.

Congressional Actlon: The Senate has
passed legislation to control toxic substances,
but it has not been reported for action in
the House. This bill has been before the Con-
gress for 114 years.

6. NATIONAL LAND USE POLICY ACT AND NATIONAL
RESOURCE LAND MANAGEMENT ACT

(Note: Separate proposals by the Admin-
{stratlon—Congressional Committees are
combining consideration of them)
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National Land Use Policy Act—The Prob-
lem: Haphazard land use decisions create a
host of environmental problems including
destruction of wetlands, development in
hazardous areas, encroachment on open
spaces and aesthetic blight. There is a need
to encourage the States to deal with land
use issues which spill over local jurisdic-
tional boundaries.

The President's Proposal would:

Establish a National Land Use Policy;

Encourage States, In cooperation with local
governments, to plan for and regulate major
developments affecting growth;

Provide funds for State land use programs.

In 1972, the President further proposed
that any State that had not established an
acceptable land use program by 18756 would
be subject to annual reductions of 7 percent
of highway, t and recreation funds.
The funds would be reallocated to States
with acceptable programs.

National Resource Land Management Act—
the Problem: The 450 million acres of pub-
lic domain land are being administered
under laws which were forged when Federal
ownership was expected to be temporary.
There is no currently specific legislation set-
ting forth a policy for management, reten-
tion and disposal of the Nation's public do-
main lands.

The President’'s Proposal would:

Require management of the Nation's pub-
lic lands in a manner to protect environ-
mental quality;

Declare that the retention of public lands
is in the national interest except where dis-
posal would serve important public objec-
tives.

Congressional Action of both bills: Neither
House has taken action on these proposals.
The President’s land use proposal has been
pending 114, years. The public lands bill has
been pending for over 1 year.

7. STRIP AND UNDERGROUND MINING
The Problem: State regulation of the en-

vironmental effects of surface and under-
ground mining have not been adequate. Strip
mining alone now disturbs 4,650 acres of
Iand a week.

The Presidents Proposal would:

Require State programs to regulate the en-
vironmental consequences of strip and un-
derground mining;

Establish Federal requirements and guide-
lines for such State ams;

Authorize Federal regulation of the guide-
lines if States fail to implement programs
after 2 years.

Congressional Action: Nelther House has
acted on this legislation. The President’s
proposal has been pending over 11, years.

8. POWER PLANT SITING

The Problem: Recent power shortages
dramatize the need for timely long-term
planning for the location and construction
of large-scale electric power plants and trans-
mission lines. Without proper planning and
control, power needs cannot be reconciled
with the need to prevent long-term threats to
environmental quality.

The President's Proposal would:

Require establishment of a single agency
in each State or region to assure that en-
vironmental concerns are properly considered
in the certification of specific power sites and
transmission line routes;

Require utilities to identify needed power
facilities 10 years prior to construction;

Require utilitles to identify power plant
sites and general transmission routes five
years before construction;

Require utilities to apply for certification
from the State or regional agency for specific
facilities 2 years prior to construction;

Require that the State or regional agency
give certification prior to construction.

Congressional Action: Nelther House has
taken action on this legislation. The Presi-
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dent's proposal has been pending for over
1Y years.
9, PREDATOR CONTROL

The Problem: The use of highly toxic
chemieal poisons to kill coyotes and other
predatory animals results in unintended
losses cf other animals and in other harm-
ful effects. on the natural environment.

President’s Proposal: By administrative ac-
tion, the President banned the use of poisons
on all public lands, except for emergency
situations. Backing up this action, the Presi-
dent proposed legislation which would shift
the emphasis of the predator control pro-
gram from Federal killing of predators to
one of research and technical and financial
assistance to the States to help them con-
trol predator populations by means other
than poisons.

Congressional Action: Legislation similar
to the President’s Proposal has passed the
House. The Senate has not yet acted on this
legislation,

10. ENDANGERED SPECIES

The Problem: More than 100 specles of
fish and wildlife are on the endangered
species list maintained by the Department
of the Interior. However, under existing leg-
islation, a species cannot be listed and pro-
tected until it is actually threatened with
extinction. Even then, the Federal Govern-
ment has no control over the shooting, trap-
ping or other taking of endangered species.

The President's Proposal would:

Provide for early identification and protec-
tlon of endangered specles;

Allow for protection of species endangered
in one country or area, rather than waiting
until they are endangered throughout the
world;

Make the taking of endangered specles a
Federal offense.

Congressional Action: Action has not been
taken by either House on this legislation.

11, GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

The President’s Proposal would: establish
& Golden Gate National Recreation Area in
and around San Francisco Bay. The proposal
would encompass a number of existing parks,
military reservations, and private lands to
provide a full range of recreation experiences.
Altogether the area would encompass some
24,000 acres of fine beaches, rugged coasts
and readily accessible urban parklands, ex-
tending approximately 30 miles along some
of America’'s most beautiful coastline north
and south of Golden Gate Bridge. Angel and
Alcatraz Islands in the Bay would be within
the boundaries of the National Recreation
Area. The President directed that the Presidio
at San Francilsco be opened for dual military
and civillan recreation uses.

Congressional Action: Neither the House
nor the Senate has taken action on this
legislation.

12. GATEWAY NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

The President’s Proposal would establish a
Gateway Natlon Recreation Area in the
New York City area. Proposed in May 1871, it
would open to a metropolitan region of more
than 14 million people a National Recreation
Area offering more than 14 million people a
National Recreation Area offering more than
23,000 acres of prized beaches, wildlife pre-
serves and historical attractions, including
the Nation's oldest operating lighthouse,

Congressional Action: Legislation estab-
lishing a Gateway National Recreation Area
has passed the Senate. The House has not yet
taken action.

13—14. TOXIC WASTE DISPOSAL AND SEDIMENT
CONTROL (TWO PROPOSALS)

This legislation was transmitted in Febru-
ary 1972 as amendments to the Pederal Water
Pollution Control Act. Title I would require
State programs, including permit systems, to
regulate disposal on or under the land of
those toxic wastes which pose a hazard to
health. Title II would reguire States to es-
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tablish regulatory programs to control sedi-
ment affecting water quality from earth-
moving activities such as bullding and road
construction. Netiher House has taken action
on this legislation.

15. LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND
AMENDMENTS

These amendments would target more of
the State allotments under the Land and
Water Conservation Fund to heavily pop-
ulated and urbanized States. Neither House
has taken action on this proposal.

16. BIG CYPRESS NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

In February 1972, legislation was sub-
mitted to create a Big Cypress National Fresh
Water Reserve. This legislation would em-
power the Federal Government to acquire
the requisite legal interest in 547,000 acres
of the Big Cypress Swamp to help maintain
the water supply of the Everglades. Neither
House has taken action.

17. ENVIRONMENT FINANCING AUTHORITY

Proposed by the President in his 1970 En-
vironmental Message, the Authority would
purchase bonds of communities for waste
treatment plants when such bonds could not
be sold at reasonable interest rates in the
private market. The bill, passed by the House,
is being considered by the Conference Com-
mittee on the water pollution legislation.

18, AUTHORIZATION OF EXPENSES FOR RELOCA=-
TION OF FEDERAL FACILITIES
Proposed by the President in his 1970
Environmental Message, this legislation
would encourage surplus Federal properties
to be returned for local uses by allowing
agencies to be relmbursed for moving ex-
penses when such agencies leave properties
declared surplus. Nelther House has taken

action on this legislation.
19—22. MARINE POLLUTION CONVENTIONS (FOUR
PROPOSALS)

Four international conventions or amend-
ments to existing conventions, all dealing
with oll pollution, are currently before the
Senate for advice and consent. The new
conventions would: .

Set up an International fund for com-
pensation of both Government and private
victims of damages from tanker oil spills;

Establish strict liability on tanker owners
for the costs and damages from oil spills.

Two amendments to a 19564 ofll pollution
convention would:

Tighten limits on the size of tanks in oil
tankers to minimize spills caused by acci-
dents;

Extend a flat, no-discharge requirement
currently in effect for coastal areas to Aus-
tralia’s Great Barrier Reef.

23, OIL POLLUTION AMENDMENTS OF 1872

This legislation would implement 1969 and
1971 amendments to the 19564 international
convention on oil pollution, These amend-
ments would set stricter limits on oll dis-
charges from all ships, set stricter limits on
tank size to minimize spillage from acel-
dents, and Implement the Barrier Reef
amendment, Neither House has taken action
on this legislation.

24, SULFUR OXIDES TAX

The President proposed a tax on sulfur
oxides in his 1971 Environmental Message.
The legislation was transmitted as part of his
1972 Environmental Message. The bill is de-
signed to provide a free market economie in-
centive to reduce harmful emissions of sul-
fur oxides. No action has been taken on this
legislation.

25. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION TAX ACT OF

1972

The major part of this legislative proposal
would restrict applicability of certain tax
benefits when development occurs in coastal
wetlands. This proposal would complement
the National Land Use Policy Act, which de-
fines wetlands as “environmentally critical
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areas.” Also, this legislation includes provi-
sions to encourage charitable donatlons of
land and to take away current incentives to
demolish rather than restore buildings. No
action has been taken on this legislation.

BiLLs PASSED
1. CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1970

All of the President's 1970 alr quality pro-
posals were enacted in the Clean Alr Act
amendments of 1970. These include nation-
wide air quality standards, national emission
standards for new facilities, national emis-
sion standards for hazardous pollutants, as-
sembly line testing of vehicles for emissions,
and regulation of fuels and fuel additives.

2. BRIDGE-TO-BRIDGE TELEPHONES

This legislation requires vessels to have
bridge-to-bridge telephones to prevent accl-
dental collisions at sea—a major cause of oil
spills.

3. PORT AND WATERWAYS SAFETY ACT

This legislation provides the Coast Guard
with greater authority to impose safety reg-
ulations for vessels and to establish harbor
control systems to prevent accidents.

4. AMENDMENT TO THE SURPLUS PROPERTY

ACT

This Act allows State and local govern-
ments to use properties transferred to them
by the Federal Government for revenue-pro-
ducing activities. This measure is expected
to save & number of historic properties which
State or local governments cannot afford to
keep as museums,
5. OIL POLLUTION INTERVENTION CONVENTION

This convention, agreed to by the Senate,
would allow the U.S. and other nations to in-
tervene when a tanker threatens oil pollution.

6. CONVENTION TO REDUCE INTERNATIONAL

OIL DISCHARGES

An amendment to the 1964 oil pollution
convention, agreed to by the Senate, sets
tighter oil discharge limits on all ocean-going
ships, including tankers.

THE OTHER CONSTITUTION

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Fed-
.eral Register of Saturday, August 5,
1972, contains Proclamation No. 4145, by
which President Nixon proclaims Sep-
tember 17 as Citizenship Day and the
week of September 17 as Constitution
Week.

In keeping with appropriate Acts of
Congress, the President has designated
these periods, in the words of the proc-
lamation:

To inspire our citizens to rededicate them-
selves to the services of their country and
to the support and defense of the Constitu-
tion so that they may have a better under-
standing of the Constitution and the rights
and responsibilities of United States citizen-
ship.

I should like to suggest respectfully
that the President heed his own words,
for the Constitution this administration
knows apparently is different in some
respects from the document drafted in
1787 by the Founding Fathers.

As was pointed out in the New York
Times on August 5 by Arlie Schardt, the
associate director of the Washington
national office of the American Civil
Liberties Union, there have been an
“unusual number of serious misunder-
standings between the administration
and Congress” over just what the Con-
stitution says.

In his article, Mr. Schardt gives em-
phasis to Executive Order 11605—which
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he says was “voted in, 1-0” by the Pres-
ident on July 2, 1971—that purported to
expand the powers of the Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Board. I have said on a
number of occasions that Executive
Order 11605 was an unconstitutional
usurpation of the legislative functions
of the Congress by the President—in ef-
fect, that he took legislative action on
his own without consulting the Con-
gress, much less getting its approval.

Citizenship Day and Constitution
Week should be observed by every
American in keeping with the advice
issued by President Nixon in Procla-
mation No. 4145, especially by the mem-
bers of the administration who con-
cocted Executive Order 11605. They
might begin by reviewing the doctrine
of separation of powers.

Mr. President, I. ask unanimous con-
sent that the article entitled “The Other
Constitution,” written by Mr. Arlie
Schardt, and Proclamation No. 4145, en-
titled “Citizenship Day and Constitu-
tion Week, 1972, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the New York Times, Aug. 5, 1972]
THE OTHER CONSTITUTION
(By Arlie Schardt)

WasHINGTON.—As this legislative year
staggers through the humid months of sum-
mer, it has become obvious that the unusual
number of serious misunderstandings be-
tween the Administration and Congress is the
result of & minor oversight by the Adminis-
tration.

The Administration simply forgot to share
with Congress—and the rest of us—its copy
of the Constitution, which is obviously dif-
ferent from the one we all studied in history
class.

If the Administration would only take a
moment to make public its copy of the Con-
stitution, hundreds of man hours would be
saved because countless nitpicking disputes
would no longer arise. Everyone would be on
the same ground.

The present set-up, known to some scholars
as the Dual Constitutional System, is favored
by those who feel it is more democratic to
offer citizens a choice.

However, it is now clear after three and
one-half years' experience that the Govern-
ment will run more smoothly by using just
one Constitution, not two.

For example, by failing to share its copy
of the Constitution during the fights over
Supreme Court nominees Haynsworth and
Carswell, the Administration confused those
Senators who somehow thought the Senate
has a volce in these matters. We all know
the result: debates that took up weeks of
the Senate's valuable time, when the whole
wrangle could have been avoided if both
branches had access to the same rules,

Explaining the arrest of 13,000 people in
Washington's 1971 Mayday demonstrations,
the Administration revealed the doctrine of
“qualified martial law.” No other constitu-
tional scholars had ever heard of this doc-
trine, but its author was quickly promoted
to the Supreme Court, where he will presum-
ably find it for them.

The current school integration battle is
another example. During recent hearings on
the President's antibusing bills, witnesses
from the Justice Department had members
of the House Judiciary Committee absolutely
stroking their chins in confusion.

A few members finally admitted that their
law schools were apparently deficlent, because
they were learning things that morning about
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the Constitution they had never known be-
fore, such as the business about Congress
having the right to deprive citizens of con-
stitutional rights. Or the revelation that con-
stitutional rights could simply be suspended
because the Administration was considering
some new laws.

And then there’'s been all this fuss over
the war. Even now, after all these years of
patient explaining, there are still Senators—
and lately even a few Representatives—who
insist that at least one of our constitutions
says something about Congress having &
voice in setting off wars.

Another problem, less publicized but very
important, involves that little matter of
who gets to make the laws. Last summer, in
fact, Senator Sam Ervin got so exercised
about the whole thing that he made an emo-
tional speech, in which he insisted (all the
time waving around a copy of the old Con-
stitution, just as if it was the only one),
that only Congress had the power to pass
legislation.,

Well, the Administration could have made
short shrift of that kind of uneducated talk
by sending Senator Ervin a copy of you-
know-what, But they made a tactical error.
They just went right ahead with their new
law (they called it Executive order 11605 in-
stead of calling it an actual law), so the en-
tire argument was exacerbated and a bunch
of equally nalve Senators all jumped in,

Executive order 11605 was voted in, 1-0,
by the President last July. Its purpose is to
expand the powers of the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Board. The board was created
by the Internal Security Act of 1950. Its
purpose was to help Joe McCarthy and other
patriots expose subversives, The original
sponsor of the act was Representative Rich-
ard M. Nixon, so you can understand why the
Administration feels especially warm about
the constitutional principles involved here.

The board's primary trouble has been that
ever since it was created, practically every-
thing it has done, except draw salaries, has
been declared unconstitutional.

A long campaign to persuade Congress to
abolish the board by eliminating its funds
is gaining momentum. Even if it should fall
short of final victory this year, we will at
least have lived to see the ultimate novelty:
that unigque moment when Congress ap-
proves funds for an Executive order which
usurps Congress's own authority—and which
is sure to be ruled unconstitutional anyway.

[From the Federal Register, Vol. 37, No. 162—
Saturday, Aug. 5, 1973]
TITLE 3—THE PRESIDENT, PROCLAMATION 4145;
CrtrzeNsHIP DAY AND CONSTITUTION WEEK,
1972

(By The President of The United States of
America) <
A PROCLAMATION

One hundred and elghty-five years ago a
group of determined and purposeful men as-
sembled in Philadelphia and signed the Con-
stitution of the United States. They gave
form to our ideals of self-government, and
laid the foundation for a community of free
people in which the inalienable right to life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness could
flourish.

The world has changed greatly since then.
But their work has endured, as a source of
strength to America and of inspiration to
the world. As a representative democracy, the
United States has prospered beyond man's
wildest dreams and has become a shining
symbol of freedom for men and women every-
where. Within the framework of this funda-
mental law, our people enjoy the rights, the
freedoms and the exercise of responsibilities
to which people everywhere aspire.

The Constitution of the United States is
no mere impersonal doctrine. It is an instru-
ment of our people. Its vitality and mean-
ing depend upon the purpose and the energy
of all of our citizens.
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President Grover Cleveland said: “I in-
dulge in no mere figure of speech when I say
that our nation * * * lives in us—in our
hearts and minds and consciences. There it
must find its nutriment or die, This thought
more than any other presents to our minds
the impressiveness and responsibility of
American citizenship. The land we live in
seems to be strong and active. But how fares
the land that lives in us?" Today it is the
land that lives in us which will determine
the course of this Natlon.

On February 29, 1952, the Congress ap-
proved a jolnt resolution (66 Stat. 9) set-
ting aside the seventeenth day of Septem-
ber of each year as Citizenship Day in com-
memoration of the signing of the Constitu-
tion of the United States on September 17,
1787, and in recognition of all who, by com-
ing of age or by naturalization, had at-
tained citizenship during the year. On Au-
gust 2, 1956, the Congress approved a second
joint resolution (70 Stat, 932), requesting
the President to designate the week begin-
ning September 17 of each year as Consti-
tution Week.

Now, therefore, I Richard Nixon, Presi-
dent of the United States of America, direct
the appropriate Government officials to dis-
play the flag of the United States on all Gov-
ernment buildings on Citizenship Day, Sep-
tember 17, 1972. I urge Federal, State, and
local officials, as well as all religious, civie,
educational, and other interested organiza-
tions to make arrangements for impressive,
meaningful pageants and observances on
that day to inspire all other citizens to
rededicate themselves to the service of
their country and to the support and defense
of the Constitution.

I also designate the period beginning
September 17 and ending September 23,
1872, as Constitution Week; and I urge the
people of the United States to observe that
week with appropriate ceremonies and activ-
ities in their schools and churches, and in
other suitable places, to the end that our
citizens, whether they be naturalized or
natural-born, may have a better under-
standing of the Constitution and of the
rights and responsibilities of United States
citizenship.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand this third day of August, in the
year of our Lord nineteen hundred seventy-
two and of the Independence of the United
States of America the one hundred ninety-
seventh.

RicHARD NIxon.

MRS. JEWEL LAFONTANT, OF CHI-
CAGO, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE TO
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the nomi-
nation of Mrs. Jewel Lafontant, of Chi-
cago, to be a representative of the United
States to the 27th session of the United
Nations General Assembly is an out-
standing nomination. Mrs. Lafontant,
whom I have known and admired for
many years, will bring a brilliant record
of experience in civic and public life to
this assignment.

A distinguished attorney in private
practice, and a member of the board of
directors of several of America’s greatest
businesses, Mrs. Lafontant has also been
a member of the U.S. Advisory Commis-
sion on International Educational and
Cultural Affairs since 1969 and a member
of the Illinois Advisory Committee to the
U.8. Civil Rights Commission since 1958.
She is a trustee of Lake Forest College
and Provident Hospital and Training
Bchool Association, and is a director of
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the Harvard-Saint George School. She
nas been secretary of the Nationa. Bar
Association, treasurer of the Cook Coun-
ty Bar Association, and a member of the
Board of Managers of, the Chicago Bar
Association.

As important as this broad experience
is Mrs. Lafontant’s understanding of
public issues and her deep concern for
justice both in the United States and
throughout the world. This understand-
ing and this concern may be expected to
bear significantly on the work of the
United Nations General Assembly which
will open in New York on September 19.

RIGGED VOTER REGISTRATION

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the Wash-
ington Post for Sunday, September 10,
contains an excellent article concerning
the obstacles which confront the eligi-
ble voters in this Nation. As the writer
of the article pointed out:

It is generally belleved that manipulating
votes went out with the payoffs of old-
time political machines . . .

The fact 18 that instead of machine pay-
offs, our more modern politiclans have sub-
stituted sophisticated use—or non-use—of
the voter registration process which will ef-
fectively strip the vote from millions of the
less advantaged. . . .

The writer calls for the implementa-
tion of a national voter-registration sys-
tem—a proposal which I have offered in
the form of legislation, but which the
Senate has failed to approve.

The points raised in the article are
worthy of conscientious consideration by
the Senate, as one example after another
is cited as proof of partisanship on the
part of registration agents to the detri-
ment of the eligible voter.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle, written by Alice Lynn Booth, be
printed in the REcorb.

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

How To Ric Vores WiTHOUT BUYING
(By Alice Lynn Booth)

It is generally believed that manipulating
votes went out with the payoffs of old-time
political machines. It did not. It is widely
thought that making the voting booth in-
accessible to the poor is an exclusive weapon
of Southern segregationists against blacks.
It is not. It is broadly assumed that the 26th
Amendment to the Constitution meazns all
those 18 to 21 years old will now be eligible
to vote on Nov. 7. They will not.

The fact is that Instead of machine pay-
offs, our more modern politicians have sub-
stituted sophisticated use—or non-use—of
the voter registration process, which this year
will effectively strip the vote from millions
of the less advantaged in the North as well
as the South—including nearly half of our
newly enfranchised working youth. All this
will become clearer not on Nov. T but about
a month earlier, when registration books are
closed in most states.

The chief reasons why these millions will
lose their right to vote are not very complex.
In the absence of a national registration sys-
tem, city and county election officials are
given virtual hegemony over voter sign-ups
by the states. Whether appointed or elected,
these officials are generally Indebted to the
party that put them in their jobs. They are
not likely to go out of their way to register
voters who might upset party leaders.

In fact, they sometimes go to some lengths
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to erect barriers to these voters. This was the
case in many college towns across the coun-
try after the 26th Amendment was ratified.
Seeing the new student voters as a threat to
the established powers, election officials sub-
jected the youths to excessive interrogations,
demanded unusual proof of residency, and
initially turned many away. At the University
of Illinois at Champalign-Urbana, for exam-
ple, many students were actually asked where
they planned to be buried before they could
register to vote. At the University of Mary-
land at College Park, some officlals falsely
implied that students who signed up to vote
there might have their auto insurance rates
ralsed.
THE REGISTRATION MAZE

The students fought these tactics and
usually won, either in court or in rulings by
state attorneys general. While only six states
permitted students to register at campus ad-
dresses in 1971, more than 40 states now treat
them like any other residents. (New York,
with over 800,000 college students, still does
not permit campus registration; a court case
on this issue is now pending.) As a result,
about 80 per cent of the nation's 6 million
college students are llkely to be registered
this year.

But non-student youth, who outnumber
the students by more than 3 to 1, have not
been as fortunate. By March 1, according to
the Gallup Poll, only 40 per cent were on
the rolls. By June 1, only 1 per cent more
were added. August polls indicate the tally
now is about 44 per cent. The registration
rate over the past six months suggests that,
at most, 53 per cent of potentially eligible
working youth will be allowed to vote. That
means nearly 8 million of these 19 million
youths will lose the ballot, in all likelihood
significantly distorting November's election
returns.

Registering college students has been a
relatively easy task because of their concen-
tration in large groups and their high polit-
ical awareness. But non-student youths,
dispersed among the general population, were
thrown into the same pot that traditionally
disenfranchised voters have been left to stew
in since registration became widespread in
the early 1900s to curb ballot box stuffing
and other frauds. Less knowledgeable polit-
ically and feellng an urban-fed alienation
and mistrust of institutions, they confront a«
registration system which, as the League of
Women Voters has put it, Is "an administra-
tive maze through which the average citizen
must painstakingly grope in order to exer-
cise his fundamental right to the franchise."

Chief among the elements of the maze is
the inaccessibility of registration. In the
South, there is the continuing problem in
rural areas of the county courthouse often
being the only place to register. “If you are
poor and live 60 miles, round-trip, how do
you get there?” remarks John Lewis, whose
Voter Education Project conducts registra-
tion drives in the South. “Election officials
continually refuse to make moblile registra-
tlon and deputy registrars available, so regis-
tration is left to VEP and other organizations
who can provide transportation.”

In Stewart County, Ga. Lewis says, the
election administrator closed the courthouse
on the day of a VEP registration drive, fore-
ing its cancellation. “We have called the
Justice Department and sent telegrams, but
received no answers to our requests” for fed-
eral registrars to go out in mobile vans to
sign up voters. Under the Voting Rights Act
of 1965, such federal ald can be given when
less than 50 per cent of voting age residents
in a political subdivision are registered.

But inaccessibility is by no means limited
to the South. “Normal” registration in North-
ern areas usually takes place in a central
location during working hours. “Expanded”
registration often means police stations or
libraries—places not generally frequented
on a voluntary basis by the less educated,




September 11, 1972

and often consciously avoided. “Branch’ reg-
istration usually is done at ward polling
places and other city buildings or schools.
And all of this is often accompanied by little
publicity or canvassing of unregistered
voters.

The consequences are clear. About the time
of this spring's primary elections, for ex-
ample, the overall registration rate in the
cities was about 656 per cent. But in the
South End of Boston, only 56 per cent of
black and Spanish residents were signed up;
in a youth ward near Boston's Beacon Hill,
the rate for such potential voters was 51
per cent. In the District of Columbia at the
time, registration was 44 per cent lower in
one black Northwest ward than in a typical
upper-middie-class white area. In Newark,
registration figures for largely black wards
were about 15 per cent lower than in sur-
rounding white suburbs.

In New York City only last month, 58
per cent of all eligible voters had been signed
up—but among 1B-to-21-year-olds the rate
was only 33 per cent, with the heaviest con-
centrations of those left out living in lower-
income areas.

In fact, the case can be made that regis-
tration progress in the North is now lagging
behind that of some areas in the South. In
Dallas County, Ala—wnere Selma is the
county seat—about 68 per cent of blacks are
now registered. This compares with only 2.1
per cent in 1964, when black registration in
Selma was embroled in the agonies of inti-
midation, beatings and literacy tests that
even college professors could not pass. The
Dallas County black rgeistration rate now
exceeds the 58 per cent of all voters in New
York City.

“Black people In the South fought for
their right to vote and won—they are deter-
mined to use it,” explains John Lewis.

THE SINCERELY MISGUIDED

The Inaccessibility of registration is no
chance happening. It stems from several

causes. One is the sincerely misguided atti-
tude many election officials still cling to
that voting is a privilege, rather than the
right it has clearly been established to be. In

Milwaukee, for example, elections board
member Rose Borjanac says: “Voting is a
great privilege—you can't just give things to
children if you expect them to value any-
thing.” The Milwaukee board this year cut
back on registration sites, eliminating both
a welfare center and a department store.
And despite a city attorney's opinion sup-
porting door-to-door registration, plus an
offer of volunteers by a coalition of voter
registration organizations, Milwaukee will
not allow door-to-door registration.

The board chalrman there, Lawrence Carl-
son, reasons: “I don't think we should grab
people to register them. Some effort must be
made by the people themselves. Those peo-
ple have wheels. They can go an additional
six or seven blocks to a police station or li-
brary if they really want to register.”

But “those people” are understandably not
eager to visit police stations or libraries. And
there is no good reason why they should have
to. If voting is not a privilege, eligibility to
vote is certainly not one either. It is an ab-
solute right for almost all citizens 18 or older.
It is the government’s job to ensure that this
right is not taken away or made difficult to
exercise.

Many local governments, however, do not
see it that way—and not only because some
view voting as a gift they are bestowing.
Rather, they take palns to register voters
when it suits them politically and ignore
them when it does not.

“POLITICAL REGISTRATION"

Consider, for example, the case of Boston.
In last September’'s mayoral primary, Thomas
Atkins, a black and a former Democratic clty
councilman, was among incumbent Eevin
White's opponents. (Atkins is now BState
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Secretary for Communities under Republican
Gov. Frances Sargent.) The other opposition
to the moderately liberal White consisted of
two other liberals plus conservative Rep.
Loulise Day Hicks.

Says Atkins: “The mayor made a political
Judgment concerning registration. If he ex-
panded registration, the net addition to the
rolls would be black, Spanish and students—
people who would vote disproportionately for
me. Therefore, the election office was slow In
instituting registration procedures. After the
primary, when White faced Hicks alone, the
election department instituted extraordinary
procedures to register voters. It represents a
fairly cynical and manipulative view of the
democratic process. I don't want to give the
impression that what the mayor did was
unique. But that doesn't make it any leas
immoral.”

Then, before both this spring’s presidential
primary and this month’'s state primary, the
Boston board refused requests for mobile
registration and deputy registrars. “We can’t
afford moblles,” sald mayoral aide Ann Lewis.
“But with little city halls and other ward
sites, we're registering people.”

However, Leon Rock, head of Boston’s
Black Student Union, has a different view.
He says that only 500 young people were reg-
istered before the books closed for this
month’s state primary, and that “the real
reason they wouldn't expand registration was
their fear of allenating Loulse Day Hicks.
Since she was running against a black for
her seat in Congress, they didn't want to
increase registration of young people, par-
ticularly blacks.”

Now, with state primary registration over,
the city is again adding money to the elec-
tion office budget, mysteriously finding that
it can expand to mobile registration after all
for November’s election. “We're going to get
a lot of people registered,” says Miss Lewis.
“I've met with the election office and the
ward committeemen who will phone every
unregistered voter in the city. We'll make reg-
istration as easy as possible.”

The Boston election board, consisting of
two Democrats and two Republicans, is ap-
pointed by the mayor. As Miss Lewis suc-
cinctly puts it: “He tells them what he wants
them to do and they do it.”

Curlously, Miss Lewls, who has also been
named state registration chairman for the
MecGovern presidential campaign, says:
“We're not going to concentrate on the cam-
puses. We're encouraging students to register
in their home states wherever the vote would
be crucial for McGovern.” Mobile vans, she
says, are to be sent to Boston campuses only
on request. Evidently, some McGovern peo-
ple as well are handy at manipulating regls-
tration to suit their candidate's purposes.

NOTHING UNIQUE

The Boston and Milwaukee tales are cer-
tainly not unique. In Philadelphia, the dis-

, tribution of registration sites is determined

by ward leaders. Requests by community and
student groups for campus and community
registration sites have been consistently
turned down by election supervisor Jack
Welsh, who claims to be “a clvil servant who
doesn’'t know a damn thing about politics.”

But according to Hardy Willlams, a black
state assemblyman who was defeated by
Frank Rizzo in the 1971 mayoral primary, the
political party determines not only where
sites are placed but for how many days. “If
they want a strong black vote, they'll add
sites in the black community, but generally
whites are favored.”

Mark Bernstein, co-chairman of the Voter
Rights Committee at the University of Penn-
sylvania Law School and a leader of student-
controlled Ward 27 in Philadelphia, adds:
“An unfavored ward leader suffers when it
comes to registration. Our ward generally gets
the minimum—three days and three sites.”

In Plainfield, N.J., the only place to regis-
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ter Is at city hall, which is in an upper-
income white community. It is a considerable
distance from predominantly black wards,
where registration rates range as low as 35
per cent. The Plainfield city council recently
vetoed a plan to send mobile vans into these
wards. “The present arrangement should sat-
isfy anyone interested in voting,” remarks
1I;epr.ﬂalican city council member David Roth-
erg.

He certainly had never spoken to a young
black mother who recently talked to a lawyer
seeking information for a possible suit
against the council action. She receives $210
a month from the welfare department, has a
small child to care for, has no car and no
history of voting in her family. “I would like
to register but I can't get downtown and I
don't want to go to that place,” she said.

THE CONFUSING LAWS

Similar stories can be found all across the
nation. “It's no accident that it's so damn
hard to register in this country,” says Mike
McClister, vice president of Matt Reese Asso-
ciates, a Washington-based political consult-
ing firm. “A political machine survives by
reproducing its own turnout year after year.
It's no wonder they don't want to expand
reglstration.”

It is not just the administration of the
laws, McClister notes, but confusion among
voters about the vague laws themselves.
Citing a survey of eligible voters in a Minne-
apolls suburb, he says a check with registra-
tion lists showed that 75 per cent of those
who had sald they were registered actually
were not.

Similarly, Ohio state assemblyman Richard
Celeste, a Democrat who represents a largely
Republican district in the Cleveland area,
blames both political parties for maintain-
ing a state registration law that is complex
and vague and not used aggressively at the
local level. “If the Republican Party has the
least interest in expanding voter registra-
tion,” he remarks, “then the second least
interest is held by the Democrats, who fear
a broad electorate would shake their power.”

What all this adds up to is that voter
registration, introduced mainly to curb those
who used to cast more than one vote, has
reduced the percentage of those eligible to
vote at all on Election Day. In most cases
this means no vote for the less affluent, the
disaffected—those whom this country has
been trying to convince since the riots and
protests of the past decade to work through
the democratic process. If that argument is
to be at all persuasive, something must be
done to make sure they have an electoral
volce. Otherwise, there is no reason for them
to listen.

THE ROAD TO REFORM

Registration reformers generally divide
along the lines of those who want stronger
state actlon and those urging a uniform
federal registration system. Prof. Richard
Smolka, director of American University's
Institute of Electlon Administration, for
example, advocates uniform registration laws
for each individual state, with strong state
control over administration. He believes that
election administration must remain at the
local level because of the possibility of fraud.

“There are 90,000 local units of govern-
ment conducting elections, more than 500,000
officials elected to office each year, and an
election held every week in this country,” he
says. “If the purpose of registration is to pre-
vent fraud, then to justify it we must ad-
minister voter registration where people
know each other. A nationally administered
program could cause delay and would simply
be impractical.”

But Prof. Smolka’s prescription would still
leave room for less scrupulous states politi-
cians to set the number, place and .iming of
registration to further their political inter-
ests. An issue as fundamental as voting re-
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quires federal standards for national elec-
tlons and federal pressure for state and local
TACES.

A bill introduced in the Senate last year
by Sen. Gale McGee of Wyoming comes close
to proposing a national system that would
significantly reduce our registration ills. For
federal elections, the bill would place the
Census Bureau in charge of national regis-
tration administration. Registration post-
cards would be malled to every home, to be
sent by voters to local election offices, which
would process the forms. To influence state
reforms, Washington would offer financial in-
centives to those states adopting programs
similar to its own.

But the McGee bill, which was shelved by
the Senate for this year, does not go far
enough. It does not sufficlently consider the
millions of less advantaged citizens who may
have difficulty receiving mall or be less than
eager to fill out a government form that
arrives in the mail, To ensure the registration
of as many citizens as possible, the federal
standards would have to include door-to-door
registration in precincts where sign-ups fall
below, say, 85 per cent. And those states
eager for federal financial aid would have to
follow this standard for state and local reg-
istration.

Only with such a system can we have a
chance of fulfilling the promises this coun-
iry has made.

THE 1972 REPUBLICAN PLATFORM
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last month

the Republican party proclaimed in the
platform adopted at its convention a
remarkable vision of America. It was
inspiring in the scope and depth of its
considerations, and it was unique in the
range of opinions and viewpoints which
went into its composition.

It represents the dedicated efforts of
the 105 individuals who served on the
resolutions committee as well as hun-
dreds of people from all walks of life,
every political persuasion and all parts
of the country who offered testimony be-
fore the committee.

Serving, as it does, to express Repub-
lican hopes for the Nation’s future while
reafirming our faith in the sound prin-
ciples of our past, the platform merits
the careful attention of all Americans
who are concerned for the directions in
which our Nation will move over the
next 4 years—and into the third century
of our history.

I ask unanimous consent that the
1972 platform of the Republican Party,
“a better future for all,” as adopted by
the national convention, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the platform
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

REPUBLICAN PLATFORM—"A BETTER FUTURE

FOR ALnL"

(Adopted by the Republican National Con-
vention, August 22, 1972, Miami Beach,
Florida

PREAMELE

This year our Republican Party has greater
reason than ever before for pride in its stew-
ardship.

When our accomplishments are weighed—
when our opponents’ philosophy, programs
and candidates are assessed—we belleve the
American people will rally eagerly to the
leadership which since January 1969 has
brought them a better life in a better land
in a safer world,

This political contest of 1972 is a singular
one. No Americans before have had a clearer
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option, The choice is between going forward
from dramatic achievements to predictable
new achievements, or turning back toward &
nightmarish time in which the torch of free
America was virtually snuffed out in a storm
of violence and protest.

It is s0 easy to forget how frightful it
was.

There was Vietnam-—so bloody, so costly,
80 bitterly divisive—a war in which more
than a half-million of America's sons had
been committed to battle—a war, it seemed,
neither to be won nor lost, but only to be
endlessly fought—a war emotionally so tor-
menting as almost to obliterate America's
other worldly concerns.

And yet, as our eyes were fixed on the car-
nage In Asla, in Europe our alliance had
weakened. The Western will was dividing and
ebbing. The isolation of the People's Repub-
lic of China with one-fourth of the world’'s
population, went endlessly on.

At home our horrified people watched our
cities burn, crime burgeon, campuses dis-
solve into chaos. A mishmash of soclal ex-
perimentalism, producing such fiscal extrav-
aganzas as the abortive war on poverty,
combined with Wwar pressures to drive up
taxes and balloon the cost of living. Working
men and women found their living standards
fixed or falling, the victims of inflation. Na-
tionwide, welfare skyrocketed out of control.

The history of our country may record
other crises more costly in material goods,
but none so demoralizing to the American
people. To millions of Americans it seemed
we had lost our way.

So it was when our Republican Party came
to power.

Now, four years later, a new leadership
with new policles and new programs has re-
stored reason and order and hope. No longer
buffeted by internal violence and division,
we are on course in calmer seas with a sure,
steady hand at the helm. A new spirit,
buoyant and confident, is on the rise in our
land, nourished by the changes we have
made. In the past four years:

We have turned toward concord among all
Americans;

We have turned toward reason and order;

We have turned toward government re-
sponding sensitively to the people’s hopes
and needs;

We have turned toward innovative solu-
tions to the nation’s most pressing problems;

We have turned toward new paths for so-
cial progress—from welfare rolls to payrolis,
from wanton pollution to vigorous environ-
mental protection;

We have moved far toward peace: with-
drawal of our fighting men from Vietnam,
constructive new relationships with the So-
viet Union 'and the People’s Republic of
China, the nuclear arms race checked, the
Mid-East crisis dampened, our alllances re-
vitalized.

So once again the foreign policy of the
United States is on a realistic footing, prom-
ising us a nation secure in a full generation
of peace, promising the end of conscription,
promising a further allocation of resources
to domestic needs.

It is & saga of exhilarating progress.

We have come far in so short a time. Yet,
much remsins to be done.

Discontents, frustrations and concerns still
stir In the minds and hearts of many of
our people, especially the young. As long as
America falls short of being truly peaceful,
truly prosperous, truly secure, truly just for
all, her task 1s not done.

Our encouragement is in the fact that
things as they are, are far better than things
that recently were. Our resolve is that things
to come can be, and will be, better still.

Looking to tomorrow, to President Nixon’s
second term and on into the third century
of this Republic, we of the Republican Party
see a quarter-billion Americans peaceful and
prospering as never before, humane as never
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before, their nation strong and just as never
before.

It i1s toward this bright tomorrow that
we are determined to move, in concert with
millions of discerning Democrats and con-
cerned Independents who will not, and can-
not, take part in the convulsive leftward
lurch of the national Democratic Party.

The election of 1972 requires of the voters
& momentous decision—one that will de-
termine the kind of nation that is to be on
its 200th birthday four years hence. In this
year we must choose between strength and
weakness for our country in the years to
come. This year we must choose between
negotiating and begging with adversary na-
tions. This year we must choose between an
expanding economy in which workers will
prosper and a hand-out economy in which
the idle live at ease. This year we must
choose between running our own lives and
letting others in a distant bureaucracy run
them. This year we must choose between re-
sponsible fiscal policy and fiscal folly.

This year the choice is between moderate
goals historically sought by both major par-
ties and far-out goals of the far left. The
contest is not between the two great par-
ties Americans have known in previous years.
For In this year 1972 the national Democratic
Party has been selzed by a radical cligue
which scorns our nation's past and would
blight her future.

We invite our troubled friends of other
political affiliations to join with us in a new
coalition for progress. Together let us refect
the New Left prescription for folly and build
surely on the solid achievements of Presi-
dent Nixon’s first term.

Four years ago we said, In Abraham Lin-
coln's words, that Americans must think
anew and act anew. This we have done, un-
der gifted leadership. The many advances
already made, the shining prospects so clear-
ly ahead, are presented in this Platform for
1972 and beyond.

May every American measure our deeds
and words thoughtfully and objectively, and
may our opponents’ claims be equally ap-
praised. Once this is done and judgment
rendered on election day, we will confidently
carry forward the task of doing for America
what her people need and want and deserve.

TOWARD A FULL GENERATION OF PEACE
Foreign Policy

‘When Richard Nixon became President,
our country was still clinging to forelgn poli-
cles fashioned for the era immediately fol-
lowing World War II. The world had changed
dramatically in the 1960s, but our foreign
policles had not.

America was hopelessly enmeshed in Viet-
nam, In all parts of the globe our alliances
were frayed. With the principal Communist
powers our relations showed little prospect of
improvement. Trade and monetary problems
were grave. Perlodic crises had become the
way of international economic life.

The nation’s frustrations had fostered a
dangerous spirit of isolationism among our
people. America’s influence in the world had
waned.

In only four years we have fashioned
foreign policies based on a new spirit of
effective negotiation with our adversaries,
and a new sense of real partnership with
our allies. Clearly, the prospects for lasting
peace are greater today than at any time
since World War II.

New Era of Diplomacy

Not all consequences of our new foreign
policy are yet visible, precisely because one
of its great purposes is to anticipate crises
and avoid them rather than merely respond.
Its full impact will be realized over many
years, but already there are vivid manifes-
tations of its success:

Before this Administration, a Presidential
visit to Peking would have been unthinkable.
Yet our President has gone there to open a
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candid airing of differences so that they
will not lead some day to war. All over the
world tensions have eased as, after a gen-
eration of hostility, the strongest of na-
tions and the most populous of nations
have started discoursing again.

During the 1960s, Presidential visits to
Moscow were twice arranged and twice can-
celled. Now our President has conferred, in
the Soviet Union, with Soviet leaders, and
has hammered out agreements to make this
world a much safer place. Our President’s
quest for peace has taken him to 20 other
countries, including precedent-shattering
visits to Rumania, Yugoslavia and Poland.

Around the globe America's alliances have
been renewed and strengthened. A new
spirit of partnership shows results in our
NATO partners’ expenditures for the com-
mon defense—up by some $2 billion in two
years.

Historians may well regard these years as
a golden age of American diplomacy. Never
before has our country negotiated with so
many nations on so wide a range of subjects—
and never with greater success. In the last
four years we have concluded agreements:

To limit nuclear weapons.

To ban nuclear weapons from the world’s
seabeds.

To reduce the risk of an accidental nu-
clear war.

To end the threat of biological and toxin
warfare.

To terminate American responsibility for
the administration of Okinawa.

To end the recurrent crises over Berlin.

To provide for U.S.-Soviet cooperation in
health and space research.

To reduce the possibility of dangerous in-
cidents at sea.

To improve emergency communications
between the White House and the Kremlin,

To exercise restraint in situations threat-
ening confilet.

To realign the world’s currenciles.

To reduce barriers to American exports.

To combat the international drug traffic.

To protect the international environment.

To expand cultural relations with peoples
of Eastern Europe.

To settle boundary disputes with Mexico.

To restore the water quality of the Great
Lukes in cooperation with Canada.

In Vietnam, too, our new policies have
been dramatically effective.

In the 1960s, our nation was plunged into
another major war—for the fourth time in
this century, the third time in a single gen-
eration.

More than a half-million Americans were
fighting in Vietnam in January 1969. Fatali-
ties reached 562 in a single week, There was
no plan for bringing Americans home; no
hope for an end of the war.

In four years, we have marched toward
peace and away from war, Our forces in
Vietnam have been cut by 93 percent. No
longer do we have a single ground combat
unit there. Casualties are down by 95 per-
cent. Our young draftees are no longer sent
there without their consent.

Through it all, we have not abandoned
an ally to aggression, not turned our back
on their brave defense against brutal in-
vasion, not consigned them to the blood-
bath that would follow Communist conquest.
By helping South Vietnam build a capabil-
ity to withstand aggression, we have laid
the foundation for a just peace and a durable
peace in Southeast Asia.

From one sector of the globe to another,
a sure and strong America, in partnership
with other nations, has once again resumed
her historlc mission—the bullding of lasting
peace.

The Nizon Doctrine

When President Nixon came into office,
America’s foremost problem was the bloody,
costly, divisive Involvement in Vietnam.
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But there was an even more profound task—
to redefine the International role of the
United States in light of new realities around
the globe and new attitudes at home. Pre-
clsely and clearly, the President stated a new
concept of a positive American role. This—
the Nixon Doctrine—is monumentally im-
portant to every American and to all other
people in the world.

The theme of this Doctrine is that Amer-
ica will remain fully involved in world af-
fairs, and yet do this in ways that will elicit
greater effort by other nations and the sus-
taining support of our people.

For decades, our nation’s leaders regarded
virtually every problem of local defense or
economic development anyplace in the world
as an exclusive American responsibility. The
Nixon Doctrine recognizes that continuing
defense and development are impossible un-
less the concerned nations shoulder the
principal burden.

Yet, strong economic and military assist-
ance programs remain essential. Without
these, we are denied a middle course—the
course between abruptly leaving allies to
struggle alone against economic stagnation
or aggression, or intervening massively our-
selves. We cannot move from the overin-
volvement of the Sixtles to the selective in-
volvement of the Seventies if we do not assist
our friends to make the transition with us.

In the Nixon Doctrine, therefore, we define
our interests and commitments realistically
and clearly; we offer, not an abdication of
leadership, but more rational and responsi-
ble leadership.

We pledge that, under Republican leader-
ship, the United States will remain a leader
in international affairs. We will continue to
shape our involvement abroad to national
objectives and realities in order to sustain
a strong, effective American role in the world.

Over time we hope this role” will eventu-
ally lead the peace-loving nations to under-
take an exhaustive, coordinated analysis of
the root causes of war and the most promis-
ing paths of peace, so that those causes may
in time be removed and the prospects for
enduring peace strengthened year by year.

Peace in the 1970s

We stand with our President for his
Strategy for Peace—a strategy of national
strength, a new sense of international part-
nership, a willingness to negotiate interna-
tlonal differences.

We will strengthen our relationships with
our allies, recognizing them as full-fledged
partners in securing the peace and promot-
ing the common well-being.

With our adversaries, we will continue to
negotiate In order to improve our security,
reduce tension, and extend the realm of co-
operation. Especially important is continued
negotiation to maintain the momentum es-
tablished by the Strateglc Arms Limitation
agreements to limit offensive and defensive
nuclear weapons systems and further to
reduce the danger of nuclear conflict. In ad-
dition, we will encourage increased trade
for the benefit of our consumers, business-
men, workers, and farmers.

Along with NATO allies, we will seek agree-
ment with the Warsaw Pact nations on a
mutual and balanced reduction of military
forces in Europe.

We will press for expansion of contacts
with the peoples of Eastern Europe and the
People’s Republic of China, so long isolated
from most of the world.

We will continue to seek a settlement of
the Vietnam war which will permit the
people of Southeast Asia to live in peace
under political arrangements of their own
choosing. We take specific note of the re-
maining major obstacle to settlement—Ha-
noi's demand that the United States over-
throw the Saigon government and impose a
Communist-dominated government on the
South Vietnamese. We stand unequivocally at
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the side of the President in his effort to nego-
tiate honorable terms, and in his refusal to
accept terms which would dishonor this
country.

We commend his refusal to perform
this act of betrayal—and we most em-
phatically say the President of the United
States should not go begging to Hanol. We
belleve that the President’s proposal to with-
draw remaining American forces from Viet-
nam four months after an internationally
supervised cease-fire has gone Into effect
throughout Indochina and all prisoners have
been returned is as generous an offer as can
be made by anyone—by anyone, that is, who
is not bemused with surrender—by anyone
who seeks, not a fleeting peace at whatever
cost, but a real peace that will be both just
and lasting.

We will keep faith with American prisoners
of war held by the enemy, and we will keep
falth, too, with their families here at home
who have demonstrated remarkable courage
and fortitude over long perlods of uncer-
tainty. We will never agree to leave the fate
of our men unclear, dedependent upon a
cruel enemy’s whim. On the contrary—we in-
sist that, before all American forces are with-
drawn from Vietnam, American prisoners
must be returned and a full accounting made
of the missing in action and of those who
have died in enemy hands.

We pledge that upon repatriation our re-
turned prisoners will be received in a manner
befitting their valor and sacrifice.

We applaud the Administration’s programn
to assure each returned prisoner the finest
medical care, personal counseling, social serv-
ices and career orientation. This around-the-
clock personal service will ease their reinte-
gration into American life.

North Vietnam's violation of the Geneva
Convention in its treatment of our prisoners
of war has called forth condemnation from
leaders arocund the world—but not by our
political opposition at home. We denounce
the enemy’s flagrant breach of international
law and common decency. We will continue
to demand full implementation of the rights
of the prisoners,

If North Vietnam continues obdurately to
reject peace by negotiation, we shall never-
theless achieve peace for our country through
the successful program of Vietnamlization,
phasing out our involvement as our ally
strengthens his defense against aggression.

In the Middle East, we initiated arrange-
ments leading to a cease-fire which has pre-
vailed for two years. We pledge every effort
to transform the cease-fire into lasting peace.

Since World War II, our country has played
the major role in the international effort
to assist the developing countries of the
world. Reform of our foreign assistance pro-
gram, to induce a greater international shar-
ing of the ald effort, is long overdue. The
reforms proposed by the President have been
approved only in part. We call for further
reforms to make our aid more effective and
protect the taxpayer's interests.

We stand for an equitable, non-discrim-
inatory immigration policy, reafirming our
support of the principles of the 1965 Immi-
gration Act—non-discrimination against na-
tional origins, reunification of families, and
the selective admission of the speclally tal-
ented. The immigration process must be just
and orderly, and we will increase our efforts
to halt the illegal entry of aliens into the
United States.

We also pledge to strengthen the agencles
of international cooperation. We will help
multilateral organizations focus on interna-
tional issues affecting the guality of life—
for example the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy and the protection of man’s cultural
heritage and freedom of communication, as
well as drug abuse, pollution, overpopula-
tion, exploitation of the oceans and seabeds,
aircraft hijacking and international crime.
We will seek to improve the performance of
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the United Nations, including more objective
leadership. We support a more equitable
sharing of the costs of international organi-
zations and have serious concerns over the
delinguency of many UN members in meet-
ing their financial obligations.

Our country, which from its beginnings
has proclaimed that all men are endowed
with certain rights, cannot be indifferent to
the denial of human rights anywhere in the
world. We deplore oppression and persecu-
tion, the inevitable halimarks of despotic
systems of rule. We will continue to strive to
bring them to an end, both to reestablish the
right of self-determination and to encourage
where and when possible the political free-
dom of subjugated peoples everywhere in the
world.

We firmly support the right of all persons
to emigrate from any country, and we have
consistently upheld that doctrine. We are
fully aware of and share the concern of many
citizens for the plight of Soviet Jews with re-
gard to their freedoms and emigration. This
view, together with our commitment to the
principles of the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights of the United Nations, was made
known to Soviet leaders during the Presi-
dent's discussions in Moscow.

The Middle East

We support the right of Israel and its coura-
geous people to survive and prosper in peace.
We have sought a stable peace for the Middle
East and helped to obtain a cease-fire which
contained the tragic conflict. We will help in
any way possible to bring Israel and the Arab
states to the conference table, where they
may negotiate a lasting peace. We will con-
tinue to act to prevent the development of a
military imbalance which would imperil
peace in the region and elsewhere by provid-
ing Israel with support essential for her se-
curity, including aircraft, tralning and
modern and sophisticated military equip-
ment, and also by helping friendly Arab gov-

ernments and peoples, including support for
thelr efforts to diminish their dependence on
outside powers. We support programs of eco~-
nomic assistance to Israel pursued by Presi-
dent Nixon that have helped her achieve a
nine percent annual economic growth rate.

This and the special refugee assistance or-

dered by the President have also helped to

provide resettlement for the thousands of im-
ts seeking refuge in Israel.

We will maintain our tactical forces in Eu-
rope and the Mediterranean area at adequate
strength and high levels of efficiency. The
irresponsible proposals of our political op-
position to slash the defense forces of the
United States—specifically, by cutting the
strength of our fleet, by reducing our alreraft
carrlers from 16 to six and by unilateral
withdrawals from Europe—would increase
the threat of war In the Middle East and
gravely menace Israel. We flatly reject these
dangerous proposals.

With a settlement fair to all nations of the
Middle East, there would be an opportunity
for their peoples to look ahead to shared op-
portunities rather than backward to rancor-
ous animosities. In a new environment of co-
operation, Israel will be able to contribute
much to economic renaissance in the Mid-
east crossroads of the world.

The Atlantie Community

We place high prlority on the strengthen-
Ing of the North Atlantic Alliance. One of
the President's first initiatives was to visit
Western European caplitals to reinvigorate
the NATO alliance and indicate its impor-
tance in U.S. foreign policy.

Right now, with plaintive cries of “come
home America™ echoing a new isolationism,
the Republican Party states its firm belief
that no natlon can be an island or a fortress
unto itself. Now, more than ever, there is need
for interdependence among proven friends
and old allies.

The North Atlantic Alllance remains the
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strongest most successful peacetime associa~
tion ever formed among a group of free na-
tions. The continued strengthening of the
Alllance will remain an important element
in the foreign policies of the second Nixon
Administration.
Japan

During the 1960s a number of economic
and political issues developed in our coun-
try's relations with Japan, our major ally
in Asia. To resolve these, President Nixon
terminated our responsibility for the admin-
istration of Okinawsa and initiated action to
reduce our trade deficit with Japan. We are
consulting closely to harmonize our two
countries’ separate efforts to normalize rela-
tions with Peking. In these ways we have
shifted our vital alliance with Japan to a
more sustainable basis for the long term,
recognizing that the maintenance of United
States-Japanese friendship advances the
interests of both countries.

The Soviet Union

Over many years our relations with the
Soviet Nation have oscillated between super-
ficial improvements and new crises. False
hopes have been repeatedly followed by dis-
illusioned confrontation, In the closing
months of 1968, our relations with the Soviet
Union deteriorated steadily, forcing the
cancellation of a scheduled Presidential visit
to Moscow and immobilizing projected nego-
tiations on strategic arms limitation.

President Nixon immediately began the
difficult task of building a new relationship—
one based on a realistic acceptance of the
profound differences in the values and sys-
tems of our two nations. He moved decisively
on key issues—such as the Berlin problem
and strategic arms limitation—so that prog-
ress in one area would add momentum to
progress in other areas. The success of these
efforts was demonstrated at the summit in
Moscow. Agreements were reachgd on new
areas of cooperation—public health, environ-
mental control, space exploration and trade.
The first historic agreements limiting stra-
tegic arms were signed last May 26 in Moscow,
and the Soviet Union subscribed to a broad
declaration of principles governing our rela-
tions.

We pledge to build upon these promising
beginnings in reorienting relations between
the world's strongest nuclear powers to
establish a truly lasting peace.

China

In the 1060s it seemed beyond possibility
that the United States could dispel the in-
grained hostility and confrontation with the
China mainland. President Nixon's visit to
the People’s Republic of China was, there-
fore, an historic milestone in his effort to
transform our era from one of confrontation
to one of negotiation. While profound dif-
ferences remain between the United States
and China, at least a generation of hostllity
has been replaced by frank discussions. In
February 1972 rules of international conduct
were agreed upon which should make the
Pacific region a more peaceful area now and
in the future. Both the People’s Republlc
and the United States affirmed the useful-
ness of promoting trade and cultural ex-
changes as ways of improving understand-
ing between our two peoples.

All this is being done without affecting
our mutual defense treaty or our continued
diplomatic relations with our wvalued friend
and ally on Taiwan, the Republic of China.

Latin America

Our common long-range interests, as well
as history and geography, give the relations
among nations of the Western Hemisphere
& speclal importance. We will foster a more
mature partnership among the nations of
this hemisphere, with a wider sharing of
ideas and responsibility, a broader under-
standing of diversities, and firm commitment
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to the common pursult of economic progress
and soclal justice.

We belleve the continuing campaign by
Cuba to foment violence and support sub-
version in other countries makes it ineligible
for readmission to the community of Amer-
ican states. We look forward to the day when
changes in Cuba's policies will justify its
re-entry into the American community—and
to the day when the Cuban people achieve
again their freedom and thelr true inde-
pendence.

Africa

Our tles with Africa are rooted in the
heritage of many Americans and in our his-
toric commitment to self-determination. We
respect the hard-earned sovereignty of
Africa’s new states and will continue to do
our utmost to make a meaningful contribu-
tion to their development. We have no illu-
sions that the United States can single-
handedly solve the seemingly intractable
problems of apartheid and minority rule,
but we can and will encourage non-violent,
evolutionary change by supporting interna-
tional efforts peacefully to resolve the prob-
lems of southern Africa and by maintaining
our contacts with all races on the Continent.

DEFENSE

We believe in keeping America strong.

In times past, both major parties shared
that bellef. Today this view is under attack
by militants newly in control of the Demo-
cratic Party. To the alarm of free nations
everywhere, the New Democratic Left now
would undercut our defenses and have Amer-
ica retreat into virtual isolation, leaving us
weak in a world still not free of aggression
and threats of aggresslon. We categorically
reject this slash-now, beg-later, approach to
defense policy.

Only a strong America can safely negotiate
with adversaries. Only a strong America can
fashion partnerships for peace.

President Nixon has given the American
people their best opportunity in this century
to achieve lasting peace. The foundations
are well laid. By adhering to a defense policy
based on strength at home, partnership
abroad and a willingness to negotiate every-
where, we hold that lasting peace is now
achievable.

We will surely fall if we go crawling to the
conference table. Military weakness is not
the path to peace; it is invitation to war.

A Modern Well-equipped Force

We belleve that the first prerequisite of
national security is a modern, well-equipped
armed force.

From 1966 to 19690 the Vietnam war so
absorbed the resources of the Defense De-
partment that maintenance, modernization,
and research and development fell into ne-
glect. In the late 1960s the Soviet Union
outspent the Unilted States by billlons of
dollars for force modernization, facing the
United States with the dangerous prospect
that its forces would soon be qualitatively
inferior. Our Reserve Forces and the National
Guard had become a dumping ground for
cast-off arms and equipment. The military
posture of our country became serlously
undermined.

To assure our strength and counter the
mounting Soviet threat, President Nixon
directed:

The most significant ship construction and
modernization program since World War II;

The development of new types of tactical
alrcraft such as the F-15, a lightweight
fighter, and a fighter plane for close support
of ground troops;

Improvements in our strategic bomber
force and development of the new B-1 stra-
tegic bomber;

Development of a new Trident submarine
and undersea missile system;

Greatly increasing the capability of exist-
lﬁug strategic missiles through multiple war-
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Strengthening of strategic defenses, in-
cluding initial deployment of an anti-ballis-
tic missile system;

The Ilargest research and development
budget in history to insure continued tech-
nological superiority;

Equipping of the National Guard and Re-
serves with the most modern and sophisti«
cated weapons,

Improved command and control communi-
cations systems.

We draw a sharp distinction between pru-
dent reductions in defense spending and the
meat-ax slashes with which some Americans
are now begulled by the political opposition.
Specifically, we oppose plans to stop the Min-
uteman III and Poseidon programs, reduce
the strategic bomber force by some 60 per-
cent, cancel the B-1 bomber, reduce alrcraft
carriers from 16 to 6, reduce tactical air
wings by a third, and unilaterally reduce
U.8. forces in Europe by half.

These slashes are worse than misgulded;
they are dangerous.

They would torpedo negotiations on arms
and troop reductions, create a crisis of con-
fidence with our allles, damage our own in-
dustrial and technological capacity, destabi-
lize Europe and the Middle East, and directly
endanger the nation’s security.

A New Partnership

The Nixon Doctrine has led to a new mili-
tary strategy of realistic deterrence. Its es-
sence is the sharing of the responsibilities
and the burdens of defense. This strategy
is based on the efficient utllization of the
total force available—our own and our allies’,
and our civilian reserve elements as well as
our regular forces.

For years our country shouldered the re-
sponsibility for the defense of other nations.
There were fears that we were attempting to
be the policeman of the world. Our country
found it necessary to maintain a military
force of 3.6 million persons, more than a
million overseas at 2,270 installations.

A new partnership is emerging between the
United States and other nations of the free
world. Other countries are assuming a much
greater responsibility for the common de-
fense, Twice in the last two years our Euro-
pean allies have agreed to substantial in-
creases in thelr support for NATO forces. In
Asia we have been heartened by the efforts
of the Eoreans, Vietnamese, Thals, National-
ist Chinese, Australians, New Zealanders and
others who have sought improvements in
their own forces.

We have been able to reduce our military
forces by more than one million men and
women. We have cut by half the number de-
ployed overseas, reduced overseas installa-
tions by more than 10 percent, and sharply
reduced the economic burden of defense
spending from the Vietnam high. All this has
been done by virtue of our new securlty
posture, without impairing our own or our
allies’ security.

We pledge to press on toward a lasting
peace. To that end we declare ourselves
unalterably opposed to a unilateral slash of
our military power, and we reject a whim-
pering “come back America” retreat into
isolationism.

An All-Volunteer Armed Force

We wholeheartedly support an all-volun-
teer armed force and are proud of our historic
initiatives to bring it to pass.

Four years ago, the President pledged to
work toward an early end of the draft. That
promise has been kept. Today we approach
a zero draft that will enlarge the personal
freedom of millions of young Americans.

Prior to 1969, annual draft calls exceeded
300,000. The Selective Service System was In-
equitable in operation, and its rules caused
prolonged uncertainty for young men await-
ing call.

Since 1969, the Selectlve Service System has
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been thoroughly reorganized, and local draft
boards are more representative than ever be-
fore. Today draftees are called by random
selection of the youngest first, so that the
maximum length of vulnerability is no long-
er seven years but one year only. Youth ad-
visory committees are in operation all across
the country.

Of critical importance, we are nearing the
elimination of draft calls altogether. In every
year since 1968, draft calls have been reduced.
Monthly draft calls are now down to a few
thousand, and no draftees are sent involun-
tarily to Vietnam. We expect to achieve our
goal by July 1973. Then, for the first time in
a quarter-century, we hope and expect that
young Americans of all ages will be free from
conscription.

Our political opponents have talked for
years of their concern for young people. It
is our Republican Administration that has
taken the strong, effective action required
to end the draft, with its many hardships
and uncertainties for the youth of America.

Improvements in Service Life

We believe that the men and women in
the uniformed services deserve the gratitude
and respect of all Americans and are en-
titled to better treatment than received in
the past.

For years most servicemen have been
underpaid, harassed with restrictions, and
afforded few opportunities for self-develop-
ment. Construction of military housing was
allowed to fall badly behind_

Since 1968 improvements in service life
have been many and major;

The largest pay raises in military history
have heen enacted. While increases have
been in all grades, the largest have gone to
new recruits whose base pay will have risen
more than 300 percent by the end of this
year.

Construction of new housing for military
personnel and their families has increased
sixfold since January 1869.

Without sacrificing discipline, needlessly
harsh, irksome and demeaning practices of
the past have been abandoned.

An effective program against dangerous
drugs has been initiated.

Educational and training oppeortunities
have been expanded.

Major strides have been made toward
wiping out the last vestiges of racial dis-
crimination.

We regard these tasks as never completed,
but we are well on the way and pledge our-
selves to press forward assuring all men and
women Iin the armed forces rewarding
careers.

Better Defense Management

In the 1960s, the Department of Defense
became administratively top-heavy and in-
efficlent. The acquisition of new weapons sys-
tems was handled with inadequate attention
to cost or performance, and there was little
recognition of the human dimensions of the
Department. Morale was low.

Our improvements have been many and
substantial. Healthy decentralization has
taken place. The methods of acquiring new
weapons systems have been reformed by such
procedures as "‘fly before you buy,” the use of
prototypes and the elimination of frills.
Service personnel and civilian employees are
now treated as the most important asset of
the Department.

We have sharply reduced defense spend-
ing. In 1968, 45 percent of the Federal budget
was spent for defense and 32 percent for
human resources. In the 1973 budget the pro-
portions were reversed—45 percent for hu-
man resources, 32 percent for defense. The
1973 defense budget Imposes the smallest
economic burden on the country of any de-
fense budget in more than 20 years, consum-
ing only 6.4 percent of the estimated Gross
National Product.
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Arms Limitation

We believe in limiting arms—not unilat-
erally, but by mutual agreement and with
adequate safeguards.

When the Nixon Administration began, the
Soviet Union was rapidly bullding its stra-
tegic armaments, and any effort to negotiate
limitations on such weapons seemed hope-
less. The Soviet build-up threatened the ef-
ficacy of our strategic deterrent.

The Nixon years have achieved a great
breakthrough in the long-term effort to curb
major armaments by international agreement
and given new momentum to arms limita-
tions generally. Of greatest importance were
agreements with the Soviet leaders to limit
offensive and defensive nuclear weapons, The
SALT accords established mutually agreed
restralnts between the United States and the
Boviet Union and reduced tensions through-
out the world.

With approval of the SALT agreements by
the Congress, negotiations will be resumed to
place further restrictions on nuclear weap-
ons, and talks will begin on mutual, balanced
force reductions in Europe.

We believe it is imperative that these
negotiations go forward under President
Nixon's continuing leadership. We pledge him
our full support.

For the Future

We will continue the sound military policies
laid down by the President—policies which
guard our Interests but do not dissipate our
resources in vain efforts to police the world.
As stated by the President:

We will maintain a nuclear deterrent ade-
quate to meet any threat to the securlty of
the United States or of our allies.

We will help other nations develop the
capability of defending themselves.

We will faithfully honor all of our treaty
commitments.

We will act to defend our interests when-
ever and wherever they are threatened,

But whers our vital interests or treaty
commitments are not involved our role will
be limited.

We are proud of the men and women who
wear our country's uniform, especlally of
those who have borne the burden of fighting
a difficult and unpopular war. Here and now
we reject all proposals to grant amnesty to
those who have broken the law by evading
military service. We reject the clalm that
those who fled are more deserving, or obeyed
a higher morality, than those next in line
who served in their places.

In carrying out our defense policies, we
pledge to maintain at all times the level of
military strength required to deter conflict,
to honor our commitments to our allies, and
to protect our people and vital interests
against all foreign threats. We will not let
America become a second-class power, de-
pendent for survival on the good will of
adversaries.

We will continue to pursue arms control
agreements—but we recognize that this can
be successful only if we maintain sufficlent
strength and will fail if we allow ourselves
to slip Into inferiority.

A NEW PROSPERITY
Jobs, inflation and the economy

The goal of our Party is prosperity, widely
shared, sustainable in peace.

We stand for full employment—a job for
everyone willing and able to work in an
economy freed of inflation, its vigor not de-
pendent upon war or massive military
spending.

Under the President’s leadership our coun-
try is once again moving toward these peace-
time goals. We have checked the inflation
which had started to skyrocket when our
Administration took office, miaking the difii-
cult transition from inflation toward price
stability and from war toward peace. We
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have brought about a rapid rise in both em-
ployment and in real income, and laid the
basis for a continuing decline in the rate of
unemployment.

All Americans painfully recall the grave
economic troubles we faced in January 1869.
The Federal budget in fiscal 1968 had a defi-
cit of more than $25 billion even though the
economy was operating at capacity. Predict-
ably, consumer prices soared by an annual
rate of 6.6 percent in the first quarter of 1969.
“Jawboning" of labor and business had ut-
terly failed. The inevitable tax increase had
come too late, The kaleidoscope of “Great
Society"” programs added to the inflationary
fires, Our international competitive position
slumped from a trade surplus of $7 billion
in 1964 to $800 million in 1968. Forelgn con-
fidence in the value of the dollar plummeted.

Strategies and Achievements

Our Administration took these problems
head on, accepting the unpopular tasks of
holding down the budget, extending the tem-
porary tax surcharge, and checking inflation.
We welcomed the challenge of reorienting the
economy from war to peace, as the more than
two and one-half million Americans serv-
ing the military or working In defense-related
industries had to be assimilated into the
peacetime work force.

At the same time, we kept the inflation
fight and defense employment cuts from trig-
gering a recession.

The struggle to restore the health of our
nation's economy required a variety of meas-
ures. Most important, the Administration de-
veloped and applied sound economic and
monetary policies which provided the funda-
mental thrust against inflation.

To supplement these basic policles, Infla-
tion Alerts were published; a new National
Commission on Productivity enlisted labor,
business and public leaders against inflation
and in raising real incomes through increased
output per worker, proposed price increases
in lumber, petroleum, steel and other com-
modities were modified. A new Construction
Industry Stabilization Committee, with the
cooperation of unions and management,
braked the dangerously skyrocketing costs in
the construction industry.

Positive results from these efforts were
swift and substantial. The rate of inflation,
more than 6 percent in early 1969, declined
to less than 4 percent In early 1971.

Even so, the economic damage inflicted by
past excesses had cut so deeply as to make
a timely recovery impossible, forcing the
temporary use of wage and price controis,

These controls were extraordinary meas-
ures, not needed in a healthy free economy,
but needed temporarily to recapture lost
stability.

Our mix of policies has worked. The na-
tion's economic growth is once again strong
and steady.

The rate of increase of consumer prices
is now down to 2.7 percent.

On the employment front, expenditures
for manpower programs were increased from
$2.3 billion to a planned $5.1 billion; new
enrollees recelving training or employment
under these programs were increased by more
than half a million; computerized job banks
were established in all cities; more than a
million young people received jobs this sum-
mer through Federal programs, 50 percent
more than last year; engineers, scientists and
technicians displaced by defense reductions
were given assistance under the nation-wide
Technology Mobilization and Reemployment
program; 13 additional weeks of unemploy-
ment compensation were authorized; and a
Special Revenue Sharing Program for Man-
power was proposed to train more people
for more jobs—a program still shelved by the
opposition Congress.

Civillan employment increased at an an-
nual rate of about 2.4 million from August
1971 to July 1972. Almost four and one-half
million new civillan jobs have been added
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since President Nixon took office, and total
employment is at its highest level in his-
tory.

The total productive cutput of the coun-
try increased at an annual rate of 9.4 per-
cent in the second quarter of 1972, the high-
est in many years.

Workers’ real weekly take-home pay—the
real value left after taxes and inflation—is
increasing at an annual rate of 4.5 percent,
compared to less than one percent from 1960
to 1970. For the first time in six years real
spendable income is going up, while the rate
of infiation has been cut in half.

Time lost from strikes is at the lowest lev-
el in many years.

The rate of unemployment has been re-
duced from 6.1 percent to 5.5 percent, low-
er than the average from 18961 through 1964
before the Vietnam buildup began, and is
being steadily driven down.

In negotiation with other countries we
have revalued the dollar relative to other
currencies, helping to increase sales at home
and abroad and increasing the number of
jobs. We have initiated a reform of the in-
ternational monetary and trading system and
made clear our determination that this re-
form must lead to a strong United States
position in the balance of trade and pay-
ments.

The Road Ahead

We will continue to pursue sound economic
policies that will eliminate inflation, further
cut unemployment, raise real incomes, and
strengthen our international economic po-
sition.

We will fight for responsible Federal
budgets to help assure steady expansion of
the economy without inflation.

We will support the independent Federal
Reserve Board in a policy of non-inflation-
ary monetary expansion.

We have already removed some tempo-
rary controls on wages and prices and will
remove them all once the economic distor-
tions spawned in the late 1960s are repaired.
We are determined to return to an unfet-
tered economy at the earliest possible mo-
ment.

We reaffirm our support for the basic prin-
ciples of capitallsm which underlie the pri-
vate enterprise system of the Unlted States.
At a time when a small but dominant fac-
tion of the opposition Party is pressing for
redical economic schemes which so often
have failed around the world, we hold that
nothing has done more to help the American
people achieve their unmatched standard of
living than the free-enterprise system.

It is our conviction that government of
itself cannot produce the benefits to in-
dividuals that flow from our unique combi-
nation of labor, management and capital.

We will continue to promote steady ex-
pansion of the whole economy as the best
route to a long-term solution of unem-
ployment.

We will devote every effort to raising pro-
ductivity, primarily to ralse living standards
but also to hold down costs and prices and
to increase the ability of American pro-
ducers and workers to compete in world mar-
kets.

In economic policy decisions, including tax
revisions, we will emphasize incentives to
work, innovate and invest; and research
and development will have our full support.

We are determined to improve Federal
manpower programs to reduce unemploy-
ment and increase productivity by providing
better information on job openings and more
relevant job training. Additionally, we re-
affirm our commitment to removing barriers
to a full life for the mentally and physically
handicapped, especially the barriers to re-
warding employment. We commit ourselves
to the full educational opportunities and
the humane care, treatment and rehabilita-
tion services necessary for the handicapped
to become fully integrated into the soclal
and economic malnstream.
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We will press on for greater competition In
our economy. The energetic antitrust pro-
gram of the past four years demonstrates
our commitment to free competition as our
basic policy. The Antitrust Division has
moved decisively to invalidate those “con-
glomerate” mergers which stifle competition
and discourage economic concentration. The
87 antitrust cases filed in fiscal year 1972
broke the previous one-year record of more
than a decade ago, during another Republi-
can Administration.

We will pursue the start we have made for
reform of the international monetary and
trading system, insisting on fair and equal
treatment.

Since the 1930s, it has been illegal for
United States citizens to own gold. We believe
it is time to reconsider that policy. The right
of American citizens to buy, hold, or sell gold
should be reestablished as soon as this is
feasible."Review of the present policy should,
of course, take account of our basic objec-
tive of achieving a strengthened world mone-
tary system.

Tazes and Government Spending

We pledge to spread the tax burden equit-
ably, to spend the Federal revenues pru-
dently, to guard against waste In spending,
to eliminate unnecessary programs, and to
make sure that each dollar spent for essen-
tial government services buys a dollar's worth
of value.

Federal deficit spending beyond the balance
of the full employment budget 1s one sure
way to refuel inflation, and the prime source
of such spending is the United States Con-
gress. Because of its present procedures and
particularly because of its present political
leadership, Congress is not handling Federal
fiscal policles in a responsible manner. The
Congress now permits its legislative commit-
tees—instead of 1ts fiscal committees—to de-
cide, independently of each other, how much
should be devoted to individual programs.
Total Federal spending is thus haphazard and
uncontrolled. We pledge vigorous efforts to
reform the Congressional budgeting process.

As an immediate first step, we believe the
Nation needs a rigid spending ceiling on Fed-
eral outlays each fiscal year—a ceiling con-
trolling both the executive branch and the
Congress—as President Nixon strongly recom-
mended when he submitted his fiscal 1973
budget. Should the total of all appropriations
exceed the ceiling, some or all of them would
be reduced by Executive action to bring the
total within the ceiling.

Our tax system needs continual, timely re-
form. Early in this Administration we
achieved the first comprehensive tax reform
since 1954. The record shows that as a result
of the Tax Reform Act of 1969 and the Reve-
nue Act of 1971:

9.6 million low-income Americans are re-
moved from the Federal income tax rolls.

Persons in the lowest income tax bracket
will pay 82 percent less this year than they
would have paid, had the 1969 and 1971 tax
reforms not been enacted; those in the $10,-
000 to $15,000 income range will pay 13 per-
cent less, and those with incomes above $100,-
000 will pay about 7 percent more.

This year the tax reduction for a family of
four earning 87,5600 a year will be $270.

In this fiscal year individual taxpayers will
pay $22 billion less in Federal income taxes
than they would have paid if the old tax
rates and structures were still in force.

The tax disadvantage of single taxpayers
is sharply reduced and we wurge further
changes to assure full equality.

Working parents can now deduct more of
their costs for the care of their children
during working hours,

The seven percent automobile excise tax
is repealed, saving the new car buyer an
average of $200 and creating more jobs in that
part of the economy.

This is sound tax reform, the kind that
more equitably spreads the tax burden and
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avoids incentive-destroying tax levels which
would cripple the economy and put people
out of work.

We reject the deceitful tax “reform" cyni-
cally represented as one that would soak the
rich, but in fact one that would sharply raise
the taxes of millions of families in middle-in-
come brackets as well. We reject as well the
lavish spending promised by the opposition
Party which would more than double the
present budget of the United States Govern-
ment. This, too, would cause runaway infla-
tion or force heavy increases in personal taxes.

Taxes and government spending are in-
separable. Only If the taxpayers’ money ls
prudently managed can taxes be kept at
reasonable levels.

When our Administration teok office, Fed-
eral spending had been mounting at an aver-
age annual rate of 17 percent—a rate we have
cut almost in half. We urge the Congress to
serve all Americans by cooperating with the
President in his cfforts to curb increases in
Federal spending—increases which will or-
dain more taxes or more inflation.

Since 1969 we have ellminated over $5 bil-
lion of spending on unneeded domestic and
defense programs. This large saving would
have been larger still, had Congress passed
the Federal Economy Act of 1970 which
would have discontinued other programs. We
pledge to continue cur efforts to purge the
Government of these wasteful activities.

Tax reform must continue. During the next
sesslon of Congress we pledge:

To pursue such policies as Revenue Shar-

ing that will allow property tax relief;

Further tax reform to ensure that the tax
burden is fairly shared;

A simplified tax system to make it easier
for all of us to pay no more and no less than
we rightly owe;

Prudent fiscal management, Including the
elimination of unnecessary or obsolete pro-
grams, to keep the tax burden to a minimum,

International Economic Policy

In tandem with our foreign policy innova-
tions, we have transformed our international
economic policy into a dynamic instrument
to advance the interests of farmers, work-
ers, businessmen and consumers. These ef-
forts are designed to make the products of
American workers and farmers more com-
petitive in the world. Within the last year
we achieved the Smithsonian Agreements
which revalued our currency, making our ex-
ports more competitive with those of our
major trading partners, and we pledge con-
tinuing negotiations further to reform the
international monetary system. We also es-
tablished mnegotlations to expand foreign
market access for products produced by
United States workers, with further compre-
hensive negotiations committed for 1973.

As part of our effort to begin a new era of
negotiations, we are expanding trade oppor-
tunities and the jobs related to them for
American workers and businessmen. The
President’s SBummit negotiations, for exam-
ple, yielded an agreement for the Soviet pur-
chase, over a three-year period, of a mini-
mum of #$760 million Iin United States
grains—the largest long-term commercial
trade purchase agreement ever made be-
tween two nations. This amounts to a 17
percent increase in grain exports by United
States farmers. A TU.S.-Soviet Commercial
Commission has been established, and nego-
tiations are now underway as both countries
seek a general expansion of trade.

As we create a more open world market for
American exports, we are not unmindful
of dangers to American workers and indus-
tries from severe and- rapid dislocation by
changing patterns of trade. We have several
agreements to protect these workers and in-
dustries—for example, for steel, beef, textiles
and shoes. These actions, highly important to
key American industries, were taken in ways
that avolided retaliation by our trading part-
ners and the resultant loss of American jobs.
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As part of this adjustment process, we
pledge improvement of the assistance oifered
by government to facilitate readjustment on
the part of workers, businessmen and af-
fected communities.

In making the world trading system a
fairer one, we have vigorously enforced anti-
dumping and countervaliing duty laws to
make them meaningful deterrents to foreign
producers who would compete unfairly.

The growth of multinational corporations
poses both new problems and new oppor-
tunities in trade and investment areas. We
pledge to ensure that international invest-
ment problems are dealt with falrly and ef-
fectively—including consideration of effects
on jobs, expropriation and treatment of in-
vestors, as well as equitable principles of
taxation.

At the same time that we seek a better
environment for American exports, we must
improve our productivity and competitive-
ness. We must have a strong domestic econ-
omy with increased investment in new plants
and equipment and an advancing technology.

We pledge Increased efforts to promote ex-
port opportunities, including coordination
of tax policy and improved export financing
techniques—designed to make America more
competitive in exporting. Of critical import-
ance will be new legislative proposals to equip
American negotiators with the tools for con-
structing an open and falr world trading
system.

We deplore the practice of locating plants
in foreign countries solely to take advan-
tage of low wage rates in order to produce
goods primarily for sale in the United States.
We will take action to discourage such un-
fair and disruptive practices that result in
the loss of American jobs.

Small Business

Small business, so vital to our economic
system, is free enterprise in its purest sense.
It holds forth opportunity to the individual,
regardless of race or color, to fulfill the
American dream. The seedbed of innovation
and inventlon, it is the starting point of
many of the country's large businesses, and
today its roll In our increasingly technolog-
ical economy is crucial. We pledge to sustain
and expand that role.

We have translated this philosophy into
many beneflcial actions. Primarily through
the Small Business Administration, we have
delivered financial assistance to small busi-
ness at a dramatically increasing rate. To-
day small business is receiving double the
SBA funds it was recelving when our Ad-
ministration took office. During the 1870-72
fiscal years the Agency loaned small busi-
ness 3.3 billion—40 percent of the total
amount loaned in the entire 19-year history
of the Small Business Administration.

Financial help to minorities has been more
than tripled, and now more than 17 percent
of the SBA dollar goes to minority businesses.
Procurement of Federal coutracts for small
business has surged above $12 billion.

In his first year In office, the President
established a Task Force to discover ways In
which the prospects of the small business-
man could be improved.

The findings, reported to Congress, were
followed by legislative proposals to give
small business tax and interest advantages,
to provide incentives for more participation
in small business, to make venture capital
and long-term credit easier to obtain, and to
open the doors for disadvantaged minorities
to go into business for themselves. Some of
these measures have been signed into law.
Others are still In the hands of the indif-
ferent opposition in control of Congress.

The results of our efforts have heen sig-
nificant. Today small business is once again
gaining ground. Incorporations are at a rec-
ord level and the number of business failures
is dropping. The current new growth of small
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businesses is about 100,000 units a year. For
tomorrow, the challenges are many. We will:

Contlnue to fill the capital gap in the
small business community by increasing SBA
financing to upwards of $3 billion next year.

Provide more Incentives for the private
sector to join with SBA in direct action pro-
grams, such as lease guarantees, revolving
lines of credit, and other sophisticated fi-
nancial techniques, such as factoring and
mortgage financing.

Increase SBA's Community Development
program so that growth-minded communi-
ties can help themselves by building indus-
trial parks and shopping centers.

Continue the rejuvenation of the Small
Business Investment Company (SBIC) pro-
gram, leading to greater availability of ven-
ture capital for new business enterprises.

Bee that a fair share of all Federal dollars
spent on goods and services goes to small
business.

Create established secondary financial
markets for SBA loans, affording ready li-
quidity for financial institutions and opening
up more financial resources to small firms.

Through tax incentives, encourage the
start-up of more new businesses, and work
for a tax system that more fairly applies to
small business.

Establish special programs that will per-
mit small firms to comply with consumer,
environmental, and other new government
regulations without undue financial burden.

IMPROVING THE GQUALITY OF LIFE
Health Care

Our goal is to enable every American to
secure quality health care at reasonable cost.
We pledge a balanced approach—one that
takes into account the problems of provid-
ing sufficient medical personnel and facili-
ties.

Last year President Nixon proposed one of
the most all-inclusive health programs in
our history. But the opposition Congress has
dragged its feet and most of this program
has yet to be enacted into law.

To increase the supply of medical services,
we will continue to support programs to help
our schools graduate more physicians, den-
tists, nurses, and allied health personnel,
with speclal emphasis on family practition-
ers and others who deliver primary medical
care.

We will also encourage the use of such al-
lied personnel as doctors' assistants, foster
new area health education centers, channel
more services into geographic areas which
now are medically deprived, and improve the
availability of emergency medical care.

We note with pride that the President has
already signed the most comprehensive
health manpower legislation ever enacted.

To improve efficiency in providing health
and medical care, we have developed and will
continue to encourage a pluralistic approach
to the delivery of quality health care, in-
cluding Innovative experiments such as
health maintenance organizations. We also
support efforts to develop ambulatory med-
ical care services to reduce hospltalization
and keep costs down.

To reduce the cost of health care, we stress
our efforts to curb inflation in the economy:;
we will also expand the supply of medical
services and encourage greater cost con-
sclousness in hospitalization and medical
care. In doing this we realize the importance
of the doctor-patient relationship and the
necessity of insuring that individuals have
freedom of choice of health providers.

To assure access to basic medical care
for all our people, we support a program
financed by employers, employees and the
Federal Government to provide comprehen-
sive health insurance coverage, Including in-
surance against the cost of long-term and
catastrophic illnesses and accidents and renal
failure which necessitates dialysis, at a cost
which all Americans can afford. The National
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Health Insurance Partnership Plan and the
Family Health Insurance Plan proposed by
the President meet these specifications. They
would build on existing private health insur-
ance systems, not destroy them.

We oppose nationalized compulsory health
insurance. This approach would at least
triple in taxes the amount the average citi-
zen now pays for health and would deny
families the right to choose the kind of care
they prefer. Ultimately it would lower the
overall quality of health care for all
Americans.

We believe that the most eflective way of
improving health in the long run is by em-~
phasis on preventive measures. v

The serious physical fitness problem in our
country requires urgent attention. The Pres-
ident recently reorganized the Council on
Physical Fitness and Sports to increase the
leadership of representatives of medicine,
physical education, sports associations and
school administrations. The Republican
Party urges intensification of these efforts,
particularly in the Nation's school systems,
to encourage widespread participation in
effective physical fitness programs.

We have initiated this Nation’s first all-
out assault against cancer. Led by the new
National Cancer Institute, the drive to elimi-
nate this cruel killer will involve Federal
spending of nearly $430 million in fiscal year
1973, almost twice the funding of just two
years ago.

We have also launched a major new at-
tack on sickle cell anemia, a serious blood
disorder afflicting many black Americans,
and developed a comprehensive program fo
deal with the menace of lead-based paint
poisoning, including the screening of ap-
proximately 1,600,000 Americans.

We support expanded medical research to
find cures for the major diseases of the heart,
blood vessels, lungs and kidneys—diseases
which now account for over half the deaths
in the United States.

We have significantly advanced efforts to
combat mental retardation and established
a national goal to cut its incidence in half
by the year 2000.

We continue to support the concept of
comprehensive community mental health
centers. In this fiscal year $135 million—al-
most three times the 1970 level—will be de-
voted to the staffing of 422 community men-
tal health centers serving a population of 56
million people. We have intensified research
on methods of treating mental problems, in-
creasing our outlays from $76 million in
1969 to approximately $96 million for 1973.
We continue to urge extension of private
health insurance to cover mental illness.

We have also improved consumer protec-
tion, health education and accident preven-
tion programs. And in Moscow this year,
President Nixon reached an agreement with
the Soviet Union on health research which
may yileld substantial benefits in many
fields in the years ahead.

Education

We take pride in our leadership these last
four years in lifting both quality and equality
in American education—from pre-school to
graduate school—working toward higher
standards than ever before.

Our two most pressing needs in the 1970s
are the provision of quality education for
all children, an equitable inancing of stead-
fly rising costs. We pledge our best efforts
to deal effectively with both.

Months ago President Nixon sent Congress
a two-part comprehensive proposal on school
busing. The first is the Student Transporta-
tion Moratorium Act of 1972—Ilegislation to
halt immediately all further court-ordered
busing and give Congress time to devise per-
manent new arrangements for assuring de-
segregated, quality education.

The details of such arrangements are
spelled out in a companion bill, the Equal
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Educational Opportunities Act. This measure
would:

Provide $2.56 billlon in Federal ald funds
to help promote quality education while
preserving neighborhood schools;

Accord equal educational opportunities to
all children;

Include an educational bill of rights for
Spanish-speaking people, American Indians,
and others who face special language prob-
lems in schools;

Offer, for the first time, a real chance for
good schooling for the hundreds of thousands
of children who live in urban centers;

Assure that the people’'s elected represent-
atives in Congress play their proper role in
developing specific methods for protecting the
rights guaranteed by the 14th amendment,
rather than leaving this task to judges ap-
pointed for life.

We are committed to guaranteeing equal-
ity of educational opportunity and to com-
pleting the process of ending de jure school
segregation.

At the same time, we are irrevocably op-
posed to busing for racial balance. Such bus-
ing fails its stated objective—improved learn-
ing opportunities—while it achieves results
no one wants—division within communities
and hostility between classes and races., We
regard it as unnecessary, counter-productive
and wrong.

We favor better education for all children,
not more transportation for some children.
We favor the neighborhood school concept.
We favor the decisive actions the President
has proposed to support these ends. If it is
necessary to accomplish these purposes, we
would favor consideration of an appropriate
amendment to the Constitution.

In the field of school finance, we favor a
coordinated effort among all levels of gov-
ernment to break the pattern of excessive
reliance on local property taxes to pay edu-
cational costs.

Our nation’s intellectual resources are re-
markable for their strength and public avail-
ability. American intellectuals have at least
two important historical roles of which we
are deeply conscious. One is to inform the
public, the other to assist government by
thoughtful criticism and consultation. We
affirm our confidence in these functions and
especially in the free play of ideas and dis-
course which they imply.

We cherish the nation’s universities as
centers of learning, as conservers of our cul-
ture, and as analysts of our society and its
institutions. We will continue to strive to
assure their economic well-being. The finan-
clal ald we have given and will continue to
give in the form of funds for scholarships,
research, bullding programs and new teach-
ing methods must never be used as a device
for imposing political controls on our
schools.

We believe that universises should be
centers of excellence—that they should re-
cruit faculty on the basis of ability to teach
and admit students on the basis of ability
to learn. Yet, excellence can be too narrowly
confined—ablilities overlooked, and social
conformity mistaken for educational prep-
aration.

We pledge continued support of collegiate
and university efforts to insure that no group
in our society—racial, economic, sexual or
regional—Iis denied access to the opportuni-
ties of higher education.

Our efforts to remedy ancient neglect of
disadvantaged groups will continue in uni-
versities as well as in soclety at large, but
we distinguish between such efforts and
quotas, We believe the imposition of arbi-
trary quotas in the hiring of faculties or the
enrollment of students has no place in our
universities; we believe quotas strike at the
excellence of the university.

We recognize that the public should have
access to the most rational and most effec-
tive kinds of education. Vocational training
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should be available to both young and old.
We emphasize the importance of continuing
education, of trades and technologies, and
of all the honorable vocations which provide
the society with its basic necessities. Such
training must complement our more tradi-
tional forms of education; it will relieve the
pressures on our universities and help us
adapt to the rapid pace of technological
change. Perhaps most important, it will help
to restore a public sense of importance to
these essential jobs and trades.

Moreover, we believe our educational sys-
tem should not instruct in a vacuum, un-
mindful that the students ultimately will en-
gage In a career. Our institutions of learn-
ing, from earliest years to graduate schools,
can perform a vital function by coupling an
awareness of the world of work to the de-
livery of fundamental education. We believe
this kind of career education, blended into
our school curricula, can help to prevent the
aimlessness and frustration now experienced
by large numbers of young people who leave
the education system unable to cope with
today's complex society.

In recognizing the fundamental necessity
for quality education of all children, includ-
ing the exceptional child, we recommend re-
search and assistance In programs directed
to the problems of dyslectic and hyperkinetic
children who represent an estimated ten per-
cent of the school population.

By every measure, our record in the field
of education is exceptionally strong. The
United States Office of Education is operating
this year under its highest budget ever—
some $5.1 billion. Federal aid to elementary
and secondary education has Increased 60
percent over the past four years. Federal aid
for college students has more than tripled.

We are proud of these accomplishments.
We pledge to carry them forward in & manner
consistent with our conviction that the Fed-
eral Government should assist but never con-
trol the educational process. But we also be-
lieve that the output of results, not the input
of dollars, is the best yardstick of effectiveness
in education. When this Administration took
office in 1969, it found American schools defi-
cient at many points. Our reform initiatives
have included:

An Office of Child Development to coordi-
nate all Federal programs targeted on the
first five years of life and to make the Head
Start Program work better;

A Right to Read Program, aimed at mas-
sive gains in reading abllity among Ameri-
cans of all ages;

A Career Education curriculum which will
help to prepare students for the world of
work;

A National Institute of Education to be a
center for research on the learning process;
and

A proposed National Foundation for Higher
Education.

We have also proposed grant and loan pro-
grams to support a national commitment
that no qualified student should be barred
from college by lack of money. The Educa-
tion Amendment of 1972 embodied substan-
tial portions of that proposal and marked
the Nation’s most far-reaching commitment
to make higher education avallable to all.

Our non-public schools, both church-
oriented and nonsectarian, have been our
special ccncern. The President has empha-
sized the indispensable role these schools
play in our educational system—from the
standpoints of the large numbers of pupils
they serve, the competition and diversity they
help to maintain in American education, and
the values they help to teach—and he has
stated his determination to help halt the
accelerating trend of nonpubliec school clo-
sures.

We believe that means which are consist-
ent with the Constitution can be devised for
channeling public financial ald to support
the education of all children in schools of
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their parents’' choice, non-public as well as
public. One way to provide such aid appears
to be through the granting of income tax
credits,

For the future, we also pledge Special Rev-
enue Sharing for Education, continued work
to develop and implement the Career Educa-
tion concept, and continued efforts to estab-
lish a student financial aid system to bring
together higher education within the reach
of any qualified person.

Welfare Reform

The Nation’s welfare system is a mess. It
simply must be reformed.

This system, essentially unchanged since
the 1930s has turned into a human and fis-
cal nightmare. It penalizes the poor. It pro-
vides discriminatory benefits. It kills any
incentives its victims might have to work
their way out of the morass.

Among its victims are the taxpayers. Since
1961 the Federal cost of welfare has sky-
rocketed over 10 times—from slightly over #1
billion then to more than $11 billion now.
State and local costs add to this gigantic ex-
penditure. And here are things we are pay-
ing for:

The present system drains work incentive
from the employed poor, as they see welfare
families making as much or more on the
dole.

Its discriminatory benefits continue to en-
snare the needy, aged, blind and disabled in
a web of inefficient rules and economic
contradictions.

It continues to break up poor families,
since a father's presence makes his family
ineligible for benefits in many States. Its
dehumanizing life-style thus threatens to
envelop yet another “welfare generation.”

Its Injustice and costs threaten to allenate
taxpayer support for welfare programs of
any kind.

Perhaps nowhere else is there a greater
contrast in policy and philosophy than be-
tween the Administration’s remedy for the
welfare ills and the financial orgy proposed
by our political opposition.

President Nixon proposed to change our
welfare system “to provide each person with
a means of escape from welfare into dignity.”
His goals were these:

A decent level of payment to genuinely
needy welfare reciplents regardless of where
they live.

Incentives not to loaf, but to work.

Requiring all adults who apply for wel-
fare to register for work and job tralning
and to accept work or training. The only
exceptions would be the aged, blind and dis-
abled and mothers of preschool children.

Expanding job training and child care fa-
cllities so that reciplents can accept em-
ployment.

Temporary supplements to the incomes of
the working poor to enable them to support
their families while continuing to work,

Uniform Federal payment standards for
all welfare recipients.

In companion actions, our efforts to im-
prove the nutritlon of poor people resulted
in basi¢c reforms in the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. The number of reciplents increased
from some three million to 13 million, and
now 8.4 million needy children participate
in the School Lunch Program, almost three
times the number that participated in 1968.

Now, nearly 10,000 nutrition aldes work in
low-income communities. In 1968 there were
none.

Since 1969, we have increased the Federal
support for family planning threefold. We
will continue to support expanded family
planning programs and will foster research
in this area so that more parents will be
better able to plan the number and spacing
of their children should they wish to do so.
Under no circumstances will we allow any of
these programs to become compulsory or in-
fringe upon the religious conviction or per-
sonal freedom of any individual.
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We all feel compassion for those who
through no fault of their own cannot ade-
gquately care for themselves. We all want to
help these men, women and children achieve
a decent standard of living and become self-
supporting.

We continue to insist, however, that there
are too many people on this couniry’'s wel-
fare rolls who should not be there. With ef-
fective cooperation from the Congress, we
pledge to stop these abuses.

We flatlv oppose programs or policies
which embrace the principle of a govern-
ment-guaranteed income. We reject as un-
conscionable the idea that all citizens have
the right to be supported by the government,
regardless of their ability or desire to sup-
port themselves and their families.

We pledge to continue to push strongly
for sound welfare reform until meaningful
and helpful change is enacted into law by
the Congress.

Law Enforcement

We have solid evidence that our unrelent-
ing war on crime is being won. The American
people know that once agaln the thrust of
justice In our society will be to protect the
law-abiding citizenry against the criminal,
rather than absolving the criminal of the
consequences of his own desperate acts.

Serious crimes rose only one percent during
the first quarter of this year—down from
six percent last year and 13 percent the year
before. From 1960 to 1968 major crime went
up 122 percent.

The fact is, in the first quarter of 1972, 80
of our 155 largest cities had an actual decline
in reported crime.

In our Nation's Capital, our anti-crime
programs have been fully implemented.
Through such measures as Increased police,
street lighting, a Narcotles Treatment Ad-
ministration, court reform and special prose-
cuting units for major offenders, we have
steadlly dropped the crime rate since Novem-
ber 1969, By the first quarter of this year,
the serious crime rate was down to half its
all-time high.

When our Administration took office, a
mood of lawlessness was spreading rapldly,
undermining the legal and moral foundations
of our soclety. We moved at once to stop vio-
lence in America. We have:

Greatly increased Federal ald to State and
local law enforcement agencies across the
country, with more than $1.5 billion spent on
50,000 crime-fighting projects.

Augmented Justice Department funding
four-fold and provided more marshals, more
judges, more narcotics agents, more Assistant
United States Attorneys in the field.

Raised the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration budget ten-fold, earmarking
$575 million of the #8850 million for 1973 to
upgrade State and local police and courts
through revenue sharing.

Added 600 new Special Agents to the FBI.

Ralsed Federal spending on juvenile delin-
quency from $15 million to more than $180
million and proposed legislation to launch a
series of model youth services.

Appointed Attorneys General with a keen
sense of the rights of hoth defendants and
victims, and determination to enforce the
laws.

Appointed judges whose respect for the
rights of the accused is balanced by an ap-
preciation of the legitimate needs of law
enforcement.

Added to the Supreme Court distinguished
lawyers of firm judicial temperament and
fidelity to the Constitution.

Even more fundamentally, we have estab-
lished a renewed climate of respect for law
and law enforcement. Now those responsible
for enforcing the law know they have the
full backing of their Government,

We recognize that programs involving
work release, study release and half-way
houses have contributed substantially to
the rehabilitation of offenders and we sup-
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port these programs. We further support
training programs for the staffs in our cor-
rectional institutions and will continue to
see that minority group staff members are
recruited to work in these institutions.

The Fight Against Organized Crime

To most of us, organized criminal ac-
tivity seems remote and unreal—yet syn-
dicates supply the narcotics pushed on our
youth, corrupt local officials, terrify legiti-
mate businesses and fence goods stolen from
our homes. This Administration strongly
supported the Organized Crime Control Act
of 1970, and under our Strike Force concept
we have combined Federal enforcement
agencies to wage a concerted assault on or-
ganized crime. We have expanded the num-
ber of these strike forces and set & high
priority for a new campaign against the
syndicates.

Last year we obtained indictments against
more than 2,600 members or associates of
organized crime syndicates—more than
triple the number indicted in 1968,

At last we have the lawless elements in our
society on the run.

The Republican Party intends to keep
them running.

Rehabilitation of Offenders

We have glven the rehabilitation of crim-
inal offenders more constructive, top-level
attention than it has received at any time in
our Natlon's history. In November 1969, the
President ordered a ten-year improvement
program in prison facilities, correctional
systems and rehabilitation methods and pro-
cedures.

We belleve the correctional system not only
should punish, but also should educate and
rehabilitate. We are determined to press
ahead with reform of the system to make it
more effective against crime.

Almost a decade of inadequate Federal sup-
port of law enforcement has left deep scars
in our society, but now a new mood pervades
the country, Civil disorders and campus vio-
lence are no longer considered inevitable.
Today, we see a new respect for law and order.

Our goal is justice—for everyone.

We pledge a tireless campaign agalinst
crime—to restore safety to our streets, and
security to law-abiding citizens who have a
right to enjoy their homes and communities
free from fear.

We pledge to:

Continue our vigorous support of local
police and law enforcement agencles, as well
as Federal law enforcement agencies.

Seek comprehensive procedural and sub-
stantive reform of the Federal Criminal Code.

Accelerate the drive against organized
crime.

Increase the funding of the Federal judi-
clary to help clear away the logjam in the
courts which obstructs the administration
of justice.

Push forward in prison reform and the
rehabilitation of offenders.

Intensify efforts to prevent criminal ac-
cess to all weapons, including special em-
phasis on cheap, readily-obtainable hand-
guns, retalning primary responsibility at the
State level, with such Federal law as neces-
sary to enable the States to meet their re-
sponsibillties.

Safeguard the right of responsible citizens
to collect, own and use firearms for legitimate
purposes, including hunting, target shooting
and self-defense. We will strongly support
efforts of all law enforcement agencles to
apprehend and prosecute to the limit of the
law all those who use firearms in the com-
mission of crimes.

Drug Abuse

The permissiveness of the 1960s left no
legacy more insidious than drug abuse. In
that decade narcotics became widely avall-
able, most tragically among our young people.
The use of drugs became endowed with &
sheen of false glamour identified with social
protest.
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By the time our Nation awakened to this
cancerous social il1, it found no major com=-
bat weapons available.

Soon after we took office, our research dis-
closed there were perhaps hundreds of thou-
sands of heroin users in the United States.
Their eravings multiplied violence and crime.
We found many more were abusing other
drugs, such as amphetamines and barbitu-
rates. Marijuana had become commonplace.
All this was spurred by criminals using mod-
ern methods of mass distribution against
outnumbered authorities lacking adequate
countermeasures.

We quickly launched a massive assault
agailnst drug abuse.

We intercepted the supply of dangerous
drugs at points of entry and impeded their
internal distribution. The budget for inter-
national narcotics control was raised from
$5 million to over $50 million. Narcotics con-
trol eoordinators were appointed in 59 United
States embassies overseas to work directly
with forelgn governments in stopping drug
traffic. We have narcotics action agreements
with over 20 countries. Turkey has an-
nounced a total ban on oplum production
and, with our cooperation, France has seized
major heroin laboratories and drugs.

To inhibit the distribution of hercin in our
own country, we increased the law enforce-
ment budget for drug control more than 10
times—from $20 million to $244 million.

We are disrupting major narcotics distri-
bution in wholesale networks through the
combined efforts of the Bureau of Narcotics
and Dangerous Drugs, Customs operations at
our borders, and a speclally created unit of
over 400 Internal Revenue agents whe con-
duct systematic tax investigations of tar-
geted middle and upper echelon trafickers,
smugglers, and financlers. Last January we
established the Office of Drug Abuse Law En-
forcement to disrupt street and mid-level
heroin traffickers.

We established the “Heroin Hot Line'—a
nationwide toll free phone number (B00/363-
5363)—to glve the public a single number
for reporting information on heroin pushers.

Last year we added 2,000 more Federal nar-
cotics agents, and the Bureau of Narcotlecs
and Dangerous Drugs has trained over 170,-
000 State and local personnel.

And we are getting results. This past year
four times as much heroiln was seized as In
the year this Administration took office. Since
1969, the number of drug-related arrests has
nearly doubled.

For drug abuse prevention and treatment
we increased the budget from $46 million
to over $485 million.

The demand for {llicit drugs is being re-
duced through a massive effort directed by
a newly created office In the White House.
Federally funded drug treatment and re-
habilitation programs were more than dou-
bled last fiscal year, and Federal programs
now have the capacity to treat more than
60,000 drug abusers a year.

To alert the public, particularly the youth,
to the dangers of drugs, we established a Na-
tlonal Clearinghouse for Drug Abuse Informa-
tion In 1970 as well as a $£3.5 million Drug
Education and Training Program.

We realize that the problem of drug abuse
cannot bhe quickly solved, but we have
launched & massive effort where practically
none existed before. Nor will we relax this
campaign:

We pledge to seek further international
agreements to restrict the production and
movement of dangerous drugs.

‘We pledge to expand our programs of edu-
cation, rehabilitation, training and treat-
ment. We will do more than ever before to
conduct research Into the complex psycho-
logical regions of disappeintment and allena-
tion which have led many young pcople to
turn desperately toward drugs.

We firmly oppose efforts to make drugs
easily available. We equally oppose the legal-
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ization of marijuana. We intend to solve
problems, not create bigger ones by legalizing
drugs of unknown physical impact.

We pledge the most intensive law enforce-
ment war ever waged. We are determined to
drive the pushers of dangerous drugs from
the streets, schools, and neighborhoods of
America.

Agriculture and Rural Life

Our agriculture has become the economic
marvel of the world. Our American farmers
and ranchers have tripled per worker pro-
duction in the last 20 years, while non-farm
industries have increased theirs a little over
half.

Yet when we took office three and a half
years ago, the farm community was belng
shockingly shortchanged for its remarkable
achlevements,

Inflation was driving up both the cost of
farming and the cost of living—Indeed, driv-
ing up all prices except the prices of prod-
ucts the farmers were taking to market.
Overall farm income was down. Farm ex-
ports were low. Bureaucratic planting regu-
lations were oppressive. All across the coun-
try family farms were falling.

Our moves to deal with these problems
have been numerous and effective.

The rate of inflation has been curbed with-
out forcing down prices for commodities,
even as we have stepped up our drive against
rising food costs in the cities.

Net farm income has soared to a record
high of more than $18 billion. During these
Republican years average net farm income
has been over $2 billion a year higher than
during the last two Administrations. For
the same period average Income per farm is
up more than 40 percent.

And farm exports now stand at a record
88 billion, sharply up from the $5.7 billion
when we took office.

Operating loans to help young farmers
have reached the highest levels In history.
Administration-backed legislation has given
farmers much greater freedom to plant what
they choose, and we have given assistance to
cooperatives to strengthen the farmers' bar-
gaining positions.

Rural development has been energetically
carried forward, and small towns and rural
areas have been helped to adjust and grow.
The loan programs of the Farmers Home
Administration for farm and rural people
have been dramatically increased. Electric
and telephone service in rural areas has
been substantially expanded, a Rural Tele-
phone Bank has been enacted, and the Farm
Credit Administration has been streamlined.
The total national investment in rural devel-
opment has almost tripled. Heading the De-
partment of Agriculture have been leaders
who understand and forcefully speak out for
the farming people of America.

Farmers are benefiting markedly from our
successful efforts to expand exports—notably
a 8750 million sale of United States grains
to the Boviet Union, with prospects of much
more. Last year we negotiated a similar sale
amounting to $135 million.

For the future, we pledge to intensify our
efforts to:

Achieve a $10 billion annual export market
by opening new foreign markets, while con-
tinuing to fight for fair treatment for Ameri-
;:(mt:: farm products in our traditional mar-

ets;

Follow sound economic policies to brake
inflation and reduce interest rates;

Expand activities to assist farmers in bar-
gaining for fair prices and reasonable terms
in a rapidly changing marketing system;

Eeep farm prices in the private sector, not
subject to price controls;

Bupport family farms as the preferred
method of organizing agricultural produc-
tion, and protect them from the unfair com-
petition of farming by tax-loss corporations
and non-farm enterprises;

Reform Federal estate tax laws, which often
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force the precipitate sale of family farms to
help pay the tax, In such ways as to help
support the continuance of family farms as
Institutions of great importance to the Amer-
fcan way of life;

Provide greater credit, technical assistance,
s0il and water conservation ald, environ-
mental enhancement, economic stimulus and
sympathetic leadership to America's rural
areas and communities;

Concentrate research on new uses of agri-
cultural products;

Continue assistance to farm cooperatives,
including rural electric and telephone co-
operatives, in their efforts to improve their
services to their members;

Develop land and water policy that takes
account of the many uses to which these
resources may be put;

Establish realistic environmental stand-
ards which safeguard wise resource use, while
avoiding undue burdens on farmers;

Use forums of natlonal leaders to create a
better understanding by all citizens, those in
the cities and suburbs as well as those in
small towns, of the difficult problems con-
fronting farm and ranch families in a modern
agriculture.

We will not relax our efforts to increase net
farm income, to narrow the spread between
farm and non-farm income levels, and to
pursue commodity programs that will enable
farmers and ranchers to receive falr prices
for what they produce.

Community Development

For more than a quarter century the Fed-
eral Government has sought to assist in the
conservation and rebuillding of our urban
centers, Yet, after the spending of billions
of dollars and the commitment of billlons
more to future years, we now know that
many existing programs are unsuited to the
complex problems of the 1970s. Programs
cast In the mold of the “big government™
philosophy of the 1930s are simply incapable
of meeting the challenges of today.

Our Party stands, therefore, for major
reform of Federal community development
programs and the development of & new
philosophy to cope with urban ills.

Republican urban strategy rejects throw-
ing good money after bad money. Instead,
through fundamental fiscal, management
and program reforms, we have created a
new Federal partnership through which
State, county and municipal governments
can best cope with specific problems such as
education, crime, drug abuse, transportation,
pollution and housing.

We believe the urban problems of today fall
into these categories:

The fiscal crises of State,
municipal governments;

The need for a better quality and greater
availability of urban services;

The continual requirement of physical de-
velopment;

The need for better locally designed, locally
implemented, locally controlled solutions to
the problems of individual urban areas.

In the last category—the importance of
grass roots planning and participation—our
Republican Party has made its most im-
portant contribution to solving urban prob-
lems.

We hold that government planners should
be guided by the people through their locally
elected representatives. We believe that real
solutions require the full participation of
the private sector.

To help ease the flscal crises of State,
county and municipal governments, we
pledge increased Federal assistance—assist-
ance we have more than doubled in the past
four years. And, as stressed elsewhere in this
Platform, we remain committed to General
Revenue Sharing, which could reduce the
oppressive property tax.

Our proposals for Special Revenue Sharing
for Urban Development, transportation, man-
power and law enforcement—all still bottled

county and
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up by the opposition Congress—are designed

to make our towns and cities places where

Americans can once again live and work
without physical or environmental hazard.
Urban areas are already benefiting from
major funding increases which we fought
for in the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration programs and in our 810
billion mass transit program.

Urban' areas are also benefiting from our
new Legacy of Parks program, which is bring-
ing recreation opportunities closer to where
people live.

We are committed also to the physical
development of urban areas. We have quad-
rupled subsidized housing starts for low and
moderate income families since 1969, and
effected substantial increases for construc-
tion of municipal waste treatment facilitles.

We strongly oppose the use of housing or
community development programs to im-
pose arbitrary housing patterns on unwilling
communities. Neither do we favor dispersing
large numbers of people away from their
homes and neighborhoods against thelr will.
We do believe In providing communities, with
their full consent, guidance and cooperation
with the means and incentives to Increase
the quantity and quality of housing in con-
junction with providing increased access to
jobs for their low-income citizens,

We also pledge to carry forward our pollecy
on encouraging the development of new
towns in order to afford all Americans a
wider range of residential cholces. Addition-
ally, our Special Revenue Sharing for Urban
and Rural Community Development, togeth-
er with General Revenue Sharing and nation-
wide welfare reform, are basic building
blocks for a balanced policy of national
growth, leading to better lives for all Ameri-
cans, whether they dwell in cities, suburbs or
rural areas.

Our Party recognizes countles as viable
units of regional government with a major
role in modernizing and restructuring local
services, eliminating duplication and increas-
ing local cooperation. We urge Federal and
State governments, in implementing national
goals and programs, to utilize the valuable
resources of counties as area-wide, general-
purpose governments,

Housing

Our Republican Administration has made
more and better housing available to more
of our citizens than ever before.

We are building two-and-a-third million
new homes a year—65 percent more than
the average in the elght years of the two
previous Administrations. Progress has not
been in numbers alone; housing quality has
also risen to an all-time high—far above
that of any other country.

We will maintain and increase this pattern
of growth. We are determined to attain the
goal of a decent home for every American.

Significant numbers of Americans still lack
the means for decent housing, and in such
cases—where special need exists—we will
continue to apply public resources to help
people acquire better apartments and homes.

We further pledge:

Continued housing production for low and
moderate income families, which has sharp-
1y increased since President Nixon took of-
fice;

Improvement of housing subsidy programs
and expansion of mortgage credit activities
of Federal housing agencies as necessary to
keep Americans the best-housed people in
the world;

Continued development of technological
and management innovations to lower hous-
ing costs—a program begun by Operation
Breakthrough, which is assisting in the de-
velopment of new methods for more eco-
nomical production of low-cost, high-quality
homes.

We urge prompt action by State, county
and municipal governments to seek solu-
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tlons to the serious problems caused by
abandoned buildings in urban areas.

Transportation

When President Nixon took office a crisis
in transportation was imminent, as indi-
cated by declining mass transportation serv-
ice, mounting highway deaths, congested
urban streets, long delays at airports and
airport terminals, deterioration of passenger
train service, and a dwindling Merchant Ma-
rine. Within two years the President had
proposed and signed into law:

A $10 billlon, 12-year program—the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1970—to infuse
new life into mass transportation systems
and help relleve urban congestion;

A major 10-year program involving $280
million annually for ailrport development
projects as well as an additional $250 mil-
lion annually to expand airways systems and
facilities;

The Rall Passenger Service Act of 1970 to
streamline and improve the Nation's passen-
ger train service;

New research and development projects, in-
cluding automatic people movers, improved
Metroliner and Turbo-trains, quleter alr-
craft jet engines, alr pollution reduction for
mass transportation wehicles, and experi-
mental safety automobiles. We strongly sup-
port these research and development initi-
atives of the Department of Transportation.

Four years ago we called attention to the
decline of our Merchant Marine due to pre-
vious neglect and apathy. We promised a
vigorous ship replacement program to meet
the changing pattern of our foreign com-
merce. We also pledged to expand maritime
research and development and the simplifica-
tion and revision of construction and operat-
ing subsidy procedures.

By the enactment of the Merchant Marine
Act of 1970, we have reversed the long de-
cline of our Merchant Marine. We reaffirm
our goals set forth in 1968 and anticipate
the future development of a merchant fieet
that will give us defensive mobility in time
of emergency as well as econcmic strength
in time of peace.

To reduce trafic and highway deaths, the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion has been reorganized and expanded,
with dramatic results. In 1971, the number
of traffic deaths per hundred million miles
driven was the lowest in history.

To help restore decislon-making to the
people, we have proposed a new Single Ur-
ban Fund providing almost $2 billion a year
by 1975 to State and metropolitan areas to
assist local authoritles in solving thelr own
transportation problems In their own way.

Our proposal for Special Revenue Sharing
for Transportation would also help govern-
ments close to the people meet local needs
and provide greater freedom to achieve a
proper balance among the Natlon's major
transportation modes.

To revitalize the surface freight trans-
portation industry, we have recommended
measures to modernize rallway equipment
and operations and to update regulatory
practices. These measures, on which Con-
gress still dawdles, would help curb infla-
tion by saving the public billions of dollars a
year in frelght costs. Thelr enactment would
also expand employment and improve our
balance of trade.

The Natlon's transportation needs are ex-
pected to double in the mext 20 years. Our
Party will continue to pursue policles and
programs that will meet these needs and
keep the country well ahead of rapldly
changing transportation demands.

Environment

In January 1969, we found the Federal
Government woefully unprepared to deal
with the rapidly advancing environmental
crisis. Our response was swift and substan-
tial.
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First, new decision-making organizations
were set in place—the first Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality, the Environmental Pro-
tectlon Agency, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration. We also pro-
posed & new Department of Natural Re-
sources, but Congress has failed to act. We
also created a National Industrial Pollution
Control Council to enlist the private sector
more actively against environmental decay,
and a Presidential Federal Property Review
Board was appointed to ferret out Federal
property for transfer to local park and recre-
ational uses.

Second, we gave top priority in the Federal
Budget to environmental improvements. This
fiscal year approximately $2.4 billion will be
expended for major environmental programs
three times more than was being spent when
President Nixon took office.

Third, sweeping environment messages
were sent to Congress in 1970, 1971 and 1972
covering air quality, water quality, toxic
waste substances, ocean dumping, noise, solid
waste management, land use, parklands and
many other environmental concerns. Almost
all of these proposals stlll languish in the
opposition Congress.

Although the President cannot move until
and unless Congress passes laws in many of
these areas, he nevertheless can act—and has
acted—forcefully on many fronts:

He has directed the Federal Government to
practice ecological leadership by using low-
lead gasoline and recycled paper. He has
cracked down on flagrant polluters, greatly
increasing prosecutions and making the first
use of Federsl authority to shut down major
industries during an air pollution crisis. The
fragile and unique Everglades were saved
from a jetport. Pesticide abuses were cur-
tailed.

Strict new clean-air standards were set,
and in many urban centers the alr is improv-
ing. Regulations were Issued to make one
grade of lead-fre= and phosphorous-free gas-
oline available throughout the Nation by
July 1, 1974, and a phased reduction was re-
quired in the lead content of regular and
premium gasolines. Auto makers were re-
quired to design air pollution control sys-
tems to assure that vehicles comply with
Federal emission standards throughout their
useful life.

Additionally, the President launched the
Legacy of Parks program to convert under-
utilized Federal properties to park and recre-
ational use, with special emphasis on new
parks in or near urban areas, More than 140
areas have already been made avallable to
States, counties and municipalities for such
use, including priceless stretches of ocean
beach, Moreover, nearly two million acres of
land have been purchased by Federal, State
and local governments for recreation and
for historical and natural preservation pur-
poses.

A system of recreational trails for hiking,
bicyeling and horseback riding will help meet
the pressing recreational needs of our in-
creasingly urbanized soclety. Many BState,
county and municipal governments are de-
veloping bicycle, hiking, and horseback trails
with our active assistance through various
Paderal programs. We pledge our continued
commitment to seeking out practical ways
for more and safer bicycling opportunities
within our citles and metropolitan areas.

We have also provided effective leadership
in international environmental activity. The
President has negotiated the Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement with Canada and
a Cooperative Agreement on Environmental
Protection with the Soviet Union.

The United Nations Conference on the Hu-
man Environment in Stockholm adopted our
government's initiatives for the creation of
an international fund for the environment,
a continuing United Natlons agency for en-
vironmental problems, and the control of
ocean dumping. Our President has led the
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effort for a ten-year moratorium on commer-
clal whaling everywhere in the world.

We call upon the Congress to act promptly
on the President's environmental proposals
still stalled there—more than 20 in all. These
ineclude:

Legislation to control, and in some cases
prohibit, the dumping of wastes into the
oceans, estuaries and the Great Lakes;

A Federal Noise Control Act to reduce and
regulate unwanted sound from aircraft, con-
struction and transportation equipment;

Authority to control hundreds of chemical
substances newly marketed each year;

Legislation to encourage the States to step
up to pressing decisions on how best to use
land. Both environmentally critical areas
such as wetlands and growth-inducing devel-
opments such as alrports would have particu-
lar scrutiny;

A proposal to provide for early identifica-
tion and protection of endangered wildlife
species, This would, for the first time, make
the taking of endangered species a Federal
offense;

Establishment of recreational areas near
metropolitan centers such as the Gateway
National Recreational Area in New York and
New Jersey and the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area in and around San Fran-
cisco Bay.

The nostalgic notion of turning the clock
back to a simpler time may be appealing but
is neither practical nor desirable. We are not
golng to abandon the automobile, but we are
going to have a clean-burning engine.

We are not going to give up electric light-
ing and modern industry, but we do expect
cleanly-produced electric power to run them.

We are not going to be able to do with-
out containers for our foods and materials,
but we can improve them and make them
reusable or biodegradable.

We pledge a workable balance between a
growing economy and environmental pro-
tection. We will resolve the conflicts sensi-
bly within that framework.

We commit ourselves to comprehensive
pollution control laws, vigorous implemen-
tation of those laws and rigorous research
into the technological problems of pollution
control. The beginnings we have made in
these first years of the 1970's are evidence of
our determination to follow through.

We intend to leave the children of Amer-
ica a legacy of clean air, clean water, vast
open spaces and easily accessible parks.

Natural Resources and Energy

Wilderness areas, forests, fish and wildlife
are preclous natural resources, We have pro-
posed 36 new wilderness areas, adding an-
other 3.8 million acres to the National Wild-
erness Preservation System, We have made
tough new proposals to protect endangered
species of wildlife.

Public lands provide us with natural
beauty, wilderness and great recreational op-
portunities as well as minerals, timber, food
and fiber. We pledge to develop and manage
these lands in a balanced way, both to pro-
tect the irreplaceable environment and to
maximize the benefits of their use to our
soclety. We will continue these conservation
efforts in the years ahead.

We recognize and commend the humane
societies and the animal welfare socleties In
their work to protect animals.

Water supplies are not a boundless re-
source. The Republican Party is committed
to developing additional water supplies by
desalinization, the discovery of new ground-
water stocks, recycling and wiser and more
efficlent use of the waters we have.

We will continue the development of flood
control, navigation improvement and rec-
lamation projects based on valld cost-
benefit estimates, including full considera~
tion of environmental concerns.

No modern nation can thrive without
meeting its energy needs, and our needs are
vast and growing. Last year we proposed a
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broad range of actions to facilitate research
and development for clean energy, provide
energy resources on Federal lands, assure a
timely supply of nuclear fuels, use energy
more efficiently, balance environmental and
energy needs and better organize Federal
efforts.

The National Minerals Policy Act of 1970
encourages development of domestic re-
sources by private enterprise. A program to
tap our vast shale resources has been initi-
ated consistent with the Natlonal Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969.

We need a Department of Natural Re-
sources to continue to develop a national,
integrated energy policy and to administer
and implement that policy as the United
States approaches the 21st Century. Energy
sources so vitally important to the welfare
of our Nation are becoming increasingly in-
terchangeable. There 1s nothing Inherently
incompatible between an adequate energy
supply and a healthy environment.

Indeed, vast quantities of energy are
needed to do the work necessary to clean up
our air and streams. Without sufficlent sup-
plies of power we will not be able to attain
our goals of reducing unemployment and
poverty and enhancing the American stand-
ard of living.

Responsible government must consider
both the short-term and the long-term
aspects of our energy supplies. Avoidance of
brown-outs and power disruptions now and
in the future call for sound policies support-
ing incentives that will encourage the ex-
ploration for, and development of, our fossil
fuels. Such policies will buy us time to de-
velop the sophisticated and complex tech-
nologies needed to utilize the exotic energy
sources of the future.

National security and the importance of a
favorable balance of trade and balance of
payments dictate that we must not permit
cur Nation to become overly dependent on
foreign sources of energy. Since more than
half our Nation's domestic fossil resources
now lle under Federal lands, high priority
must be given to the governmental steps
necessary to the development of these re-
sources by private industry.

A liquid metal fast breeder reactor demon-
stration plant will be built with the finan-
cial support of the Atomlc Energy Commis-
slon, the electric power industry and the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority.

We will accelerate research on harnessing
thermonuclear energy and continue to pro-
vide leadership in the production of energy
from the sun and geothermal steam. We rec-
ognize the serious problem of assuring ade-
quate electric generating capacity in the Na-
tion, and pledge to meet this need without
doing violence to our environment.

Oceans

The oceans are a vast, largely untapped res-
ervolr of resources, a source of food, miner-
als, recreation and pleasure, with great po-
tential for economic development. For their
maintenance we must:

Encourage the development of coastal zone
management systems by the States, in co-
operation with the Federal Government, to
preserve the coastal environment while al-
lowing for its prudent social and economic
development;

Protect the oceans from pollution through
the creation of binding domestic and inter-
national legal and Institutional arrange-
ments;

Foster arrangements to develop the untap-
ped mineral resources of the seas in an equil-
table and environmentally sound manner;

Establish domestic and international in-
stitutions for the management of the ocean
fisheries. Fishing in international waters, a
way of life for many Americans, must be
maintained without harassment on the high
seas or unreasonable restrictions;

Protect and conserve marine mammals and
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other marine species to ensure their abun-
dance and especlally to protect specles whose
survival is endangered;

Maintain a national capability in ocean sci-
ence and technology and, through the United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sesa,
work to codify an international legal frame-
work for the peaceful conduct of ocean activ-
ities.

Science and Technology

Basic and applied sclentific research and
development are indispensable to our na-
tional security, our international competi-
tive position, and virtually every aspect of
the domestic economy. We have initlated a
new research-and-development strategy
which emphasizes a public-private partner-
ship in searching out new ideas and tech-
nologies to create new jobs, new internation-
ally competitive industries and new solutions
for complex domestic problems.

In support of this strategy we have in-
creased Federal efforts In civilian research
and development by 65 percent—from $3.3
billion to $5.4 billion—and expanded research
in drug abuse, law enforcement, health care,
home bullding, motor vehicle safety, energy
and child development as well as many other
fields.

We will place speclal emphasis on these
areas In which breakthroughs are urgently
needed :

Abundant, clean energy sources;

Safe, fast and pollution-free transporta-
tion;

Improved emergency health care;

Reductlon of loss of life, health and prop-
erty in natural disasters;

Rehabilitation of alcoholies and addicts to
dangerous drugs.

Additionally, we urge the falr and ener-
getic enforcement of all fire-prevention laws
and applaud the work of the National Com-
mission on Fire Prevention and Control. We
encourage accelerated research on methods
of fire prevention and suppression, including
studies on flammable fabrics, hazardous ma-
terials, fire equipment and training proce-
dures.

The space program is ylelding impressive
dividends in earth-oriented applications of
space technology—advances in medicine, in-
dustrial techniques and consumer products
that would still be unknown had we not de-
veloped the technology to reach the moon.
We will press ahead with the space shuttle
program to replace today's expendable launch
vehicles and provide low-cost access to space
for a wide variety of missions, including those
related to earth resources. We pledge to con-
tinue to extend our knowledge of the most
distant frontiers in space.

We will also extend our exploration of the
seabed and the sea. We will seek food for the
hungry, power for future technologies, new
medicines for the sick and new treatments
of water for arid regions of the world,

The quantitles of metals and minerals
needed to maintain our economic health and
living standards are so huge as to require
the re-use of all recoverable commodities
from solld waste materials, We pledge a vig-
orous program of research and development
in order to seek out more economical meth-
ods to recover and recycle such commodities,
including the processing of municipal solid
wastes,

We pledge to extend the communications
frontier, and to foster the development of
orbiting satellite systems that will make pos-
sible wholly new, world-wide educational and
entertalnment programs,

We recognize that the productivity of our
Nation’s research and development efforts
can be enhanced through cooperative inter-
national projects. The signing of the Moscow
agreements for cooperation in space, environ-
ment, health and sclence and technology has
opened a new era in International relations.
A similar agreement between the United
States and Polish Governments will permit
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expansion of programs such as the jointly-
funded Copernicus Astronomical Center and
the KErakow Children's Hospital.

Finally, we pledge expanded efforts to aid
unemployed scientists and engineers. We are
determined to see that such on-going efforts
as the Technology Mobilization and Reem-
ployment Program are effective.

The Individual and Government

Even though many urgently-needed Ad-
ministration proposals have been long delayed
or stopped by the opposition Congress, we
have kept our 1968 promise to make govern-
ment more accountable and more responsive
to the citizen. One such proposal is Gen-
eral Revenue Sharing with State and local
governments—a means of returning to the
people powers which for 40 years have grown
increasingly centralized in the remote Wash-
ington bureaucracy. Another is consolida-
tion of scores of categorical grant programs
into six Special Revenue Sharing programs
which would make available some $12 billion
annually in broad policy fields for States and
localities to apply in their own ways to their
own needs. Yet another is our proposal to
modernize the Executive Branch of the Fed-
eral Government by combining six Cabinet
departments and several independent agen-
cles into four new departments. So far, the
opposition controlled Congress has blocked
or ignored all of these proposals.

In addition, we have:

Improved domestic policy formulation and
implementation by the new Domestic Council
and Office of Management and Budget within
the Executlve Office of the President;

Established stronger liaison between the
Federal Government and the States, coun-
ties and municipalities by a new Office of In-
tergovernmental Relations, headed by the
Vice President;

Overhauled the fragmented and poorly co-
ordinated Federal agencies concerned with
drug abuse and the environment;

Utilized voluntary citizen effort through
the formation of the ACTION agency in gov-
ernment and the National Center for Volun-
tary Action outside of government;

Proposed reorganization of the Federal
regulatory agencies and appointed distin-
guished people to those agencies;

Assured more open government, ending
abuse of document classification and provid-
ing fuller information to the public.

We pledge continuing reform and revital-
ization of government to assure a better re-
sponse to individual needs.

We express deep concern for the flood vie-
tims of Tropical Storm Agnes, the worst nat-
ural disaster in terms of property damage in
our Nation's history. Past laws were totally
inadequate to meet this crisis, and we com-
mend the President's leadership in urgently
recommending the newly-enacted $1.8 billion
flood relief measure, greatly expanding and
enlarging the present program. We pledge to
reevaluate and enlarge the national food
disaster insurance program so that it will be
adequate for future emergencies.

We will continue to press for the enact-
ment of General and Special Revenue Shar-
ing and to pursue further initiatives both to
decentralize governmental activitles and to
transfer more such activities to the private
sector.

We will continue to defend the citizen’s
right to privacy In aqur increasingly interde-
pendent society. We oppose computerized
national data banks and all other “Big
Brother" schemes which endanger individual
rights.

We reaffirm our view that voluntary pray-
er should be freely permitted In public
places—particularly, by school children while
attending public schools—provided that such
prayers are not prepared or prescribed by the
state or any of its political subdivisions and
that no person’s participation is coerced, thus
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preserving the traditional
church and state.

We remain committed to a comprehensive
program of human rights, social betterment
and political participation for the people of
the District of Columbia. We will build on
our strong record in this area—a record which
includes cutting the District of Columbia
crime rate in half, aggressive support for a
balanced transportation system in metro-
politan Washington, initiation of a Bicenten-
nial program and celebration In the national
capital region, and support for the first Con-
gressional Delegate in nearly a century. We
support voting representation for the District
of Columbia in the United States Congress
and will work for a system of self-government
for the city which takes fair account of the
needs and interests of both the Federal Gov-
ernment and the citizens of the District of
Columbia.

The Republican Party adheres to the prin-
ciple of self-determination for Puerto Rico.
We will welcome and support statehood for
Puerto Rico if that status should be the free
cholice of its people in a referendum wvote.

Additionally, we will pursue negotiations
with the Congress of Micronesia on the fu-
ture political status of the Trust Territories
of the Pacific Islands to meet the mutual in-
terests of both partles. We favor extending
the right of electing the territorial Governor
to the people of American Samoa, and will
take complementary steps to increase local
self-government in American Samoa. We
vigorously support such actlon as is neces-
sary to permit American citizens resident in
Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands to
vote for President and Vice President in na-
tional elections. We support full voting rights
in committees for the Delegates to Con-
gress from Guam and the Virgin Islands.

In our territorial policy we seek a maxi-
mum degree of local self-sufficlency and self-
government, while encouraging greater in-
clusion in Federal services and programs and
greater participation in national decision-
making.

separation of

Volunteerism

In our free system, the people are not only
the source of our soclal problems but also the
main source of solutions. Volunteerism,
therefore, an indispensable national resource,
is basle to our Republican philosophy. We ap-
plaud the Administration's efforts to encour-
age volunteerism by all Americans and com-
mend the millions of volunteers who are
working in communities and states across the
country on myrald projects. We favor further
implementation of voluntary action programs
throughout the fifty States to assist public
and private agencies in working to assure
quality life for all human beings.

Arts and humanities

The United States is experlencing a cul-
tural renaissance of inspiring cdimenslon.
Scores of millions of our people are now
supporting and perticipating in the arts
and humanities in quest of a richer life of
the mind and the spirit. Our national cul-
ture, no longer the preserve of the elite, is
becoming a people’s heritage of importance
to the whole world.

We believe, with the Presldent, that “the
Federal Government has a vital role as cata-
lyst, innovator, and supporter of public and
private efforts for cultural development.”

We have supported a three-year extension
of the National Foundation on the Arts and
the Humanities, and increased the funding of
its two endowments by more than four times
the level of three years ago. The State Arts
Councils, which operate in all 50 States and
the five special jurisdictions, have also been
strengthened.

The Arts Endowment has raised its sup-
port for the Nation's museums, orchestras,
theatre, dance, opera companies and film
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centers and encouraged the creativity of in-
dividual artists and writers. In addition, the
new Federal Expansion Arts Program has
been sharply increased.

We have encouraged Federal agencies to
use the arts in their programs, sponsored an
annual Design Assembly for Federal admin-
istrators, requested the National Endowment
for the Arts to recommend a program for up-
grading the design of Federal buildings, and
moved to set new standards of excellence in
all design endeavors of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Moreover, the National Endowment for the
Humanities, now greatly enlarged, is foster-
ing improved teaching and scholarship in
history, literature, philosophy and ethics.
The Endowment also supports programs to
raise levels of scholarship and teaching in
Afro-American, American Indian and Mexi-
can-American studies, has broadened its
fellowshlp programs to include junior college
teachers, and stresses adult or continuing
education, including educational television
and film series. We have also expanded the
funding of public broadcasting.

For the future, we pledge continuance of
our vigorous support of the arts and hu-
manities.

A BETTER FUTURE FOR ALL

Children

We belleve, with the President, that the
first five years of life are crucial to a child’s
development, and further, that every child
should have the opportunity to reach his
full potential as an individual.

We have, therefore, established the Office
of Child Development, which has taken a
comprehensive approach to the development
of young children, combining programs deal-
ing with their physical, social and educa-
tional needs and development.

We have undertaken a wide variety of
demonstration programs to assure our chil-
dren, particularly poor children, a good start
In life—for example, the Parent and Child
Center program for infant care, Home Start
to strengthen the environment of the pre-
school child, and Health Start to explore new
delivery systems of health care for young
children.

We have redirected Head Start to perform
valuable full-day child care and early educa-
tion services, and more than 380,000 pre-
school children are now in the program. We
have doubled funds for early ehildhood dem-
onstration programs which will develop new
tools and new teaching technigues to serve
children who suffer from deafness, blindness
and other handicaps.

So that no child will be denied the op-
portunity for a productive life because of in-
ability to read effectively, we have estab-
lished the Right to Read Program.

To add impetus to the entire educational
effort, our newly-created National Institute
of Education ensures that broad research and
experimentation will develop the best edu-
cational opportunities for all children. Addi-
tionally, we have taken steps to help ensure
that children receive proper care while their
parents are at work.

Moreover, as stated elsewhere In this Plat-
form, we have broadened nufritional as-
sistance to poor children by nearly tripling
participation in the Food Stamp Program,
more than doubling the number of needy
children in the school lunch program, operat-
ing a summer feeding program for three mil-
lion young people, increasing the breakfast
program fivefold, and doubling Federal sup-
port for child nutritional programs. We are
improving medical care for poor children
through more vigorous treatment procedures
under Medicald and more effectively target-
ing maternal and child health services to low-
income mothers. We will continue to seek out
new means to reach and teach children in
their cruclal early years.
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Youth

We believe that what our youth most
want and need is not special treatment as a
group apart, but just the opposite—the op-
portunity for full participation by exercising
the rights and responsibilities of adults.

In 1970 the President approved legislation
which gave the vote to more than 11 million
18-t0-20 year olds. The 26th Amendment,
which places this important new right in the
Constitution, has our enthusiastic backing,.

Our Administration has already made the
draft a far less arbitrary factor In young
men's lives. Now we near the point where we
can end conscription altogether and achieve
our goal of an all-volunteer armed force.

Our total war on drug abuse has had spe-
cial benefits for youth, hardest hit by this
menace, Last year we held the first White
House Conference ever held by and for young
people themselves. The Administration gave
the Conference’s more than 300 recommenda-
tions a searching review, and last spring the
President returned a detailed response and
action report to the conferees.

The anarchy which swept major campuses
in the late 1960s penalized no one more
severely than the young people themselves.
The recent calm on campus is, we believe,
In part the result of the President’s leader-
ship in winding down the war in Vietnam,
reducing the draft, and taking a strong stand
against lawlessness, but our view is that col-
leges themselves are responsible for main-
taining a campus climate that will preserve
academic freedom.

We have proposed legislation to ensure
that no qualified student is denled a higher
education by lack of funds, and have also
moved to meet the often-overlooked con-
cerns of the two-thirds of the college-age
young not in school. We have developed a
new job-oriented, career-education concept,
expanded Federal manpower programs and
provided a record number of summer job
opportunities for young men and women.

To engage youthful idealism and energies
more effectively, we have created the new
ACTION volunteer service agency, bringing
together the Peace Corps, VISTA, and other
volunteer programs; and we encouraged the
establishment of the independent National
Center for Voluntary Action.

We stand for lowering the legal age of ma-
jority in all jurisdictions to 18; and we will
seek to broaden the involvement of young
people in every phase of the political proe-
ess—as voters, party workers and leaders,
candidates and elected officials, and partici-
pants in government at municipal, State and
Federal levels.

We will continue to build on these solid
achievements in keeping with our conviction
that these young people should have the op-
portunity to participate fully in the affairs
of our soclety.

Equal Rights for Women

The Republican Party recognizes the great
contributions women have made to our so-
clety as homemakers and mothers, as con-
tributors to the community through volun-
teer work, and as members of the labor force
in careers outside the home. We fully endorse
the principle of equal rights, equal opportu-
nities and equal responsibllities for women,
and belleve that progress in these areas is
needed to achlieve the full realization of the
potentials of American women both in the
home and outside the home.

We reaffirm the President’s pledge earller
this year: “The Administration will . . . con-
tinue its strong efforts to open equal oppor-
tunities for women, recognizing clearly that
women are often denied such opportunities
today. While every woman may not want a
career outside the home, every woman should
have the freedom to choose whatever career
she wishes—and an equal chance to pur-
sue it.”

This Administration has done more than
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any before it to help women of America
achieve equality of opportunity.

Because of its efforts, more top-level and
middle-management positions in the Federal
Government are held by women than ever
before. The President has appointed a wom-
an as his special assistant in the White
House, specifically charged with the recruit-
ment of women for policy-making jobs in
the United States Government. Women have
also been named to high positions in the
Civil Service Commission and the Depart-
ment of Labor to ensure equal opportunities
for employment and advancement at all
levels of the Federal service.

In addition we have:

Significantly increased resources devoted
to enforcement of the Fair Labor Standards
Act, providing equal pay for equal work;

Required all firms doing business with the
Government to have affirmative action plans
for the hiring and promotion of women;

Requested Congress to expand the juris-
diction of the Commission on Civil Rights
to cover sex discrimination;

Recommended and supported passage of
Title IX of the Higher Education Act op-
posing discrimination agalnst women in edu-
cational Institutions;

Supported the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Act of 1972 giving the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission enforcement
power in sex discrimination cases;

Continued our support of the Equal Rights
Amendment to the Constitution, our Party
being the first national party to back this
Amendment.

Other factors beyond ouright employer
discrimination—the lack of child care fa-
cilities, for example—can limit job oppor-
tunities for women. For lower and middle
income families, the President supported and
signed into law a new tax provision which
makes many child care expenses deductible
for working parents. Part of the President's
recent welfare reform proposal would provide
comprehensive day care services so that
women on welfare can work.

We believe the primary responsibility for
a child’'s care and upbringing lies with the
family. However, we recognize that for eco-
nomic and many other reasons many parents
require assistance in the care of their chil-
dren.

To help meet this need, we favor the de-
velopment of publicly or privately run, volun-
tary. comprehensive, quality day care serv-
ices, locally controlled but federally assisted,
with the requirement that the reciplents of
these services will pay their falr share of the
costs according to their ability.

We oppose ill-considered proposals, in-
capable of belng administered efTectively,
which would heavily engage the Federal
Government in this area.

To continue progress for women's rights,
we will work toward:

Ratification of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment;

Appointment of women to highest level po-
sitions in the Federal Government, includ-
ing the Cabinet and Supreme Court;

Equal pay for equal work;

Ellmination of discrimination against
women at all levels in Federal Government,

Elimination of discrimination against
women in the criminal justice system, in sen-
tencing, rehabilitation and prison facilities;

Increased opportunities for the part-time
employment of women, and expanded train-
ing programs for women who want to re-
enter the labor force;

Elimination of economic discrimination
against women in credit, mortgage, insur-
ance, property, rental and finance contracts.

We pledge vigorous enforcement of all
Federal statutes and executive orders bar-
ring job discrimination on the basis of sex.

We are proud of the contributions made
by women to better government. We regard
the active involvement of women on all lev-
els of the political process, from precinct to
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national status, as of great importance to our

country. The Republican Party welcomes and

encourages their maximum participation.
Older Americans

We believe our Nation must develop a new
awareness of the attitudes and needs of our
older citizens. Elderly Americans are far too
often the forgotten Americans, relegated to
lives of idleness and isolation by a society
bemused with the concerns of other groups.
We are distressed by the tendency of many
Americans to ignore the heartbreak and hard-
ship resulting from the generation gap which
separates so many of our people from those
who have reached the age of retirement, We
deplore what is tantamount to cruel dis-
erimination—age discrimination in employ-
ment, and the discrimination of neglect and
Indifference, perhaps the cruelest of all.

We commit ourselves to helping older
Americans achieve greater self-rellance and
greater opportunities for direct participation
in the activitles of our society. We belleve
that the Iater years should be, not Isolated
years, not years of dependency, but years of
fulfillment and dignity. We believe our older
people are not to be regarded as a burden
bu% rather should be wvaluable participants
in our scclety. We belleve their judgment,
their experience, and their talents are Im-
mensely valuable to our country.

Because we s0 belleve, we are seeking and
have sought in many ways to help older
Americans—for example:

Federal programs of direct benefit to older
Americans have increased more than $16 bil-
lion these past four years;

As part of this, social security benefits are
more than 50 percent higher than they were
four years ago, the largest increase in the
history of social security;

Social security benefits have become infla-
tion proof by making them rise automati-
cally to mateh cost-of-living Increases, a pro-
tection long advocated by the Republican
Party;

We have upgraded nursing homes.

Expenditures under the Older Americans
Act have gone up 800 percent since President
Nixon took office, with a strong emphasis
on programs enabling older Americans to live
dignified, independent lives In thelr own
homes.

The valuable counsel of older people has
been sought directly through the White
House Conference on Aging. The President
has appointed high-level advisers on the
problems of the aging to his personal staff.

We have urged upon the opposition Con-

ss—again, typlcally, to no avail—mumer-
ous additional programs of benefit to the el-
derly. We will continue pressing for these
new initiatives to:

Increase the amount of money a person can
earn without losing social security benefits;

Increase widow, widower, and delayed re-
tirement benefits;

Improve the effectiveness of Medicare, in-

cluding elimination of the monthly premium
required under Part B of Medlcare—the
equivalent of more than a three percent
soclal security increase;
” Strengthen private pension plans through
tax deductions to encourage their expansion,
improved vesting, and protection of the in-
vestments in these funds;

Reform our tax system so that persons 65
or over will recelve increased tax-free income;

Encourage volunteer service activities for
older Americans, such as the Retired Senior
Volunteer Program ancd the Foster Grand-
parents Program;

Give special attention to bringing full gov-
ernment services within the reach of the el-
derly in rural areas who are often unable to
share fully in their deserved benefits because
of geographic inaccessibility;

Upgrade other Federal activities important
to the elderly including programs for nmutri-
tion, housing and nursing homes, transpor-
tation, consumer protection, and elimina-
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tion of age discrimination in government and
private employment.

We encourage constructive efforts which
will help older citizens to be better informed
about existing programs and services de-
signed to meet their needs, and we pledge to
cut away excessive Federal redtape to make it
easler for older Americans to receive the
benefits to which they are entitled,

Working Men and Women

The skill, industry and productivity of
American workers are the driving force of
our free economy. The Nation's labor unions,
comprised of millions of working people,
have advanced the well-being not only of
their members but also of our entire free-
enterprise system. We of the Republican
Party reaffirm our strong endorsement of
Organized Labor's key role in our national
life.

We salute the statesmanship of the labor
union movement. Time and time agsain, at
crucial moments, it has voiced its outspoken
support for a firm and effective foreign pol-
iey and for keeping the Armed Forces of the
United States modern and strong.

The American labor movement and the
Republican Party have always worked against
the spread of totalitarlan forms of govern-
ment. Together we can continue to preserve
in America the best system of government
ever devised for human happiness and ful-
fillment.

We are for the right of American workers
and their familles to enjoy and to retain to
the greatest possible extent the rewards of
their own labor,

We regard collective bargaining as the
cornerstone of the Nation’s labor relations
policy. The government’s role is not to en-
croach upon this process but rather to aid
the differing parties to make collective bar-
galning more effective both for themselves
and for the public. In furtherance of that
concept, we will continue to develop proce-
dures whereby the imagination, ingenuity
and knowledge of labor and management
can more effectively seek solutions for such
problems as structural adjustment and pro-
ductivity.

In the construction industry, for example,
we will build on a new joint effort between
government and all parts of the industry to
solve such problems as seasonality and vary-
ing peaks of demand to ensure a stable
growth in the number of skilled craftsmen.

We call upon management and Ilabor
to devote their best efforts to finding better
ways to conduct labor-management relations
so the good of all the people can be advanced
without strikes or lockouts.

We will continue to search for realistic
and falr solutions to emergency labor dis-
putes, gulded by two basic principles; first,
that the health and safety of the people of
the United States should always be para-
mount; and second, that collective bargain-
ing should be kept as free as possible from
government interference.

For mine health and safety, we have im-
plemented the most comprehensive legisla-
tion in the Nation’s history, resulting in a
major reduction in mine-related accidents.
We pledge continued advancement of the
health and safety of workers.

We will continue to press for Improved
pension vesting and other statutory protec-
tions to assure that Americans will not lose
their hard-earned retirement incomes.

We pledge further modernization of the
Federal Clvil Service System, including em-
phasis on executive development. We rededi-
cate ourselves to promotion on merit, equal
opportunity, and the setting of clear incen-
tives for higher productivity. We will give
continuing close attention to the evolving
labor-management relationship in the Fed-
eral service.

We pledge realistic programs of education
and training so that all Americans able to
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do so can make thelr own way, on their own
abllity, recelving an equal and fair chance
to advance themselves. We flatly oppose the
notion that the hard-earned tax dollars of
American workers should be used to support
those who can work but choose not to, and
who believe that the world owes them a living
free from any responsibility or care.

We are proud of our many other solid
achievements on behalf of America’s working
people—for example:

Nearly five million additional workers
brought under the coverage of the unem-
ployment insurance system, and eligibility
deadlines twice extended;

Funding for more than 166,000 jobs under
the Emergency Employment Act:

Expansion of vocational education and
manpower tralning programs;

Use of the long-neglected Trade Expan-
slon Act to help workers who lose their jobs
because of imports. We strongly favor vigor-
ous competition by American business in the
world marke# but in ways that do not dis-
place American jobs;

Negotlation of long-needed limitations on
fmports of man-made fibers, textiles and
other products, thus protecting American
jobs,

We share the desire of all Americans for
continued prosperity in peacetime. We will
work closely with labor and management
toward our mutual goal of assuring a job
for every man and woman seeking the dig-
nity of work.

Ending Discrimination

From its beginning, our Party has led the
way for equal rights and equal opportunity.
This great tradition has been carried forward
by the Nixon Administration.

Through our efforts de jure segregation is
virtually ended. We pledge continuation of
these efforts until no American schoolchild
suffers educational deprivation because of
the color of his skin or the language he
speaks and all school children are recelving
high quality education. In pursuit of this
goal, we have proposed $2.5 billion of Fed-
eral aid to school districts to improve educa-
tional opportunities and build facilities for
disadvantaged children. Further to assure
minority progress. we have provided more
support to predominantly black colleges than
ever before—twice the amount being spent
when President Nixon took office.

Additionslly, we have strengthened Fed-
eral enforcement of equal opportunity laws.
Spending for civil rights enforcement has
been Increased from $75 million to $602
million—concrete evidence of our commit-
ment to equal justice for all. The President
also supported and signed Into law the
Equal Employment Opportunity Act of
1972, which makes the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission a much more
powerful body.

Working closely with leaders of construc-
tion unions, we have initiated 50 “home-
town" plans which call for more than 35,000
additional minority hirings in the building
trades during the next four years, We will
continue to search out new employment op-
portunities for minorities in other fields
as well. We belleve such new jobs can and
should be created without displacing those
already at work. We will give special con-
sideration to minority Americans who live
and make their way in the rural regions of
our Country—Americans too often bypassed
in the advances of the general soclety.

We have made unprecedented progress in
strengthening minority participation in
American business. We created the Office
of Minority Business Enterprise in March
1969 to coordinate the Federal programs as-
sisting members of minority groups who
seek to establish or expand businesses, We
have more than tripled Federal loans, guar-
antees and grants to minority-owned busi-
nesses. More minority Americans are now in
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our Natlon's economic mainstream than at
any other time in our history, and we pledge
every effort to expand these gains.

Minority businesses now receive 16 per-
cent of the Small Business Administration
dollar—more than double the proportion
in 1968. Many Minority Enterprise Small
Business Investment Companies have been
licensed since 1969 to provide venture capi-
tal for minority enterprises. More than $200
million is now available through this pro-
gram, and we have requested additional
funding.

In late 1970, we initiated a combined Gov-
ernment-private program to increase minor-
ity bank deposits. This year our goal of $100
million has been reached four times over.

We pledge to carry forward our efforts to
place minority citizens in responsible posi-
tions—efforts we feel are already well under
way. During the last four years the percent-
age of minority Federal employees has risen
to a record high of almost 20 percent and,
perhaps more important, the quality of jobs
for minority Americans has improved. We
have recruited more minority citizens for top
managerial posts in Civil Service than ever
before. We will see that our progress in this
area will continue and grow.

In 1970 President Nixon approved strong
new amendments to the Voting Rights Act
of 1965, and we pledge continued vigilance to
ensure that the rights affirmed by this act
are upheld.

The cultural diversity of America’s her-
itage groups has always been a source of
strength for our soclety and our Party. We
reaffirm our commitment to the basic Ameri-
can values which have made this Nation the
land of opportunity for these groups, origi-
nating from all sectors of the world, from
Asia to Africa to Europe to Latin Ameries.
We will continue our Party's open-door pol-
icy and work to assure all minorities full op-
portunity for participation In the political
process. We pledge vigorous support of the
Bilingual Act and the Ethnic Studies Her-
itage Act.

Spanish-Speaking Americans

In recognition of the significant contribu-
tions to our country by our proud and inde-
pendent Spanish-speaking citizens, we have
developed a comprehensive program to help
achleve equal opportunity.

During the last four years Spanish-speak-
ing Americans have achieved a greater role
in national affairs. More than thirty have
been appointed to high federal positions.

To provide the same learning opportunities
enjoyed by other American children, we have
increased bilingual education programs al-
most sixfold since 1969. We initiated a 16-
point employment program to help Spanish-
speaking workers, created the National Eco-
nomic Develcpment Assocliation to promote
Spanish-speaking business development and
expanded economic development opportuni-
ties in Spanish-speaking communities.

We will work for the use of bilingual staffs
in localities where this language capability is
desirable for effective health care.

Indians, Alaska Natives, and Hawaiians

President Nixon has evolved a totally new
Indian policy which we fully support. The op-
posltion Congress, by inaction on most of the
President's proposals, has thwarted Indian
rights and opportunities.

We commend the Department of the In-
terior for its stalwart defense of Indian land
and water rights, and we urge the Congress
to join in support of that effort. We further
request Congress to permit Indian tribal gov-
ernments to assume control over the pro-
grams of the Departments of Interior and
Health, Education and Welfare in their home-
lands, to assure Indians a role in determining
how funds can best be used for their chil-
dren's schools, to expand Indian economic de-
velopment opportunity, to triple the funds
for Indian credit and create a new Assistant
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Secretary of the Interior for Indian and Ter-
ritorial Affairs.

These reforms, all urged by the President,
have been ignored by the Congress. We—with
the Indian people—are impatiently waiting.

Knowing the Indians' love for their land
and recognizing the many wrongs committed
in years past, the President has restored Blue
Lake in New Mexico to the Taos Pueblo and
the Mt. Adams area in Washington to the
Yakima Nation. We are seeking to protect
Indian water rights in Pyramid Lake by
bringing sult in the Supreme Court.

We are fully aware of the severe problems
facing the Menominee Indians In seeking to
have Federal recognition restored to their
tribe and promise a complete and sympa-
thetic examination of their pleas.

We have Increased the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs’ budget by 214 percent, nearly
doubled funds for Indian health, and are
arranging with tribal leaders for the alloca-
tion of Bureau funds in accordance with
priorities set by the tribal governments
themselves.

We pledge continued attention to the
needs of off-reservation Indians and have
launched demonstration projects at Indian
centers In nine major cities. We are deter-
mined that the first Americans will not be
the forgotten Americans, and that their
rights will be respected.

We will continue the policy of Indian
preference in hirlng and promotion and
apply it to all levels, including manage-
ment and supervisory pesitions in those
agencies with programs affecting Indian
peoples.

The standard of living of Indian Americans
is still far below that of any of the peoples
of the United States. This intolerable level
of existence shoud be alleviated by the en-
actment of new legislation designed to fur-
ther Indian self-determination without ter-
mination and to close this economic gap and
raise the Indian standard of life to that
of the rest of America. We favor the develop-
ment of such legislation in the 83d Congress.

At the President’s recommendation, the
Congress voted an Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement which confirms the titles of the Es-
kimos, Indlans and Aleuts to 40 million acres
and compensates them with a generous cash
settlement.

We will also preserve and continue to pro-
tect the Hawalian Homes Commission Act
which provides land already set aside for
Hawailans for homes and the opportunity to
preserve their culture.

Our achlevements for human dignity and
opportunity are specific and real, not idle
promises. They have brought tremendous
progress to many thousands of minority citi-
ens and made our soclety more just for all.

We will press on with our fight against so-
clal injustice and discrimination, building
upon the achievements already made. Enow-
ing that none of us can reap the fullest bless-
Ings of liberty until all of us can, we reaffirm
our commitment to the upward struggle for
universal freedom led by Abraham Lincoln
a century ago.

Consumers

The American consumer has a right to
product safety, clearly specified qualities and
values, honest descriptions and guarantees,
fair credit procedures, and due recourse for
fraud and deception. We are addressing these
concerns forcefully, with executive action
and legislative and legal initiatives.

The issues involved in this accelerating
awareness on the part of consumers lie close
to the heart of the dynamic American mar-
ket: Good products at fair prices made it
great; the same things will keep it great.

Enlightened business management is as
interested in consumer protection and con-
sumer education as are consumers them-
selves. In a marketplace as competitive and
diverse as ours, a company's future depends
on the reputation of its products. One safety
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error can wipe out an established firm over-
night.

Unavoidably, the remoteness of business
maunagement from the retail counter tends
to hamper consumers in resolving quality
and performance questions. Technical inno-
vations make 1t harder for the consumer to
evaluate new products. Legal complexities
often deny efficient remedies for deception or
product failure.

To assist consumers and business, Presi-
dent Nixon established the first Office of
Consumer Affairs in the White House and
made its Director a member of his personal
stafl and of the Cost of Living Council. We
have also proposed a Buyer's Bill of Rights,
including:

Federal authority for the regulation of
hazardous consumer products;

Requirement of full disclosure of the
terms of warranties and pguarantees in
language all can understand.

We support the establishment of an in-
dependent Consumer Protection Agency to
present the consumer’s case in proceedings
before Federal agencies and also a consumer
product safety agency in the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare. We op-
pose punitive proposals which are more
anti-business than pro-consumer.

We pledge vigorous enforcement of all
consumer protection laws and to foster more
consumer education as a vital necessity in
a marketplace ever increasing in variety and
complexity.

Veterans

We regard our Nation's veterans pre-
cisely as our President does:

“Americans have long known that those
who defended the great values of our Na-
tion in wartime are of great value to the
Nation when the war is over., It is tradi-
tional that the American veteran has been
helped by his Nation so that he can create
his own ‘peace story’, a story of prosperity,
independence and dignity.

“Veterans benefit programs have there-
fore become more than a recognition for
services performed in the past; they have
become an Investment in the future of the
veteran and of his country.”

Under Republican leadership, far more
for our veterans is being done than ever
before:

G.I. Bill education bhenefits have been in-
creased more than 35 percent. Vietnam-era
veterans have the highest assistance levels
in history to help them pursue educational
opportunities,

Major cost-of-living adjustments have
been made in compensation and pension
payments.

Medical services are the best In the his-
tory of the Veterans Administration and
now include a strong new drug treafment
and rehabilitation program.

Disability benefits have been Increased.

GI. home loan benefits have been ex-
panded and improved.

The total Administration commitment is
massive—812.4 billion for this fiscal year.
This Is the largest Veterans Administration
budget in history, and the third largest of all
Federal agencles and departments.

We are giving the highest priority to the
employment problems of Vietnam veterans.
In 1971 we Inltlated a comprehensive pro-
gram which recently placed more than one
million Vietnam-era veterans in jobs, train-
ing and education programs.

For the future, we pledge:

Continuation of the Veterans Adminis-
tration as a strong, independent agency;

Continuation of an Independent system of
Veterans Administration health care facili-
ties to provide America’s veterans with the
best medical care available, including appro-
priate attention to the problems of the ex-
serviceman afflicted with drug and alechol
problems;

Continuing attention to the needs of the
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Vietnam-era veteran, with speclal emphasis
on employment opportunities, education
and housing;

Continuation of our efforts to ralse G.I
Bill education benefits to a level commen-
surate with post-World War II benefits in ad-
justed dollars;

Continued effort for a better coordinated
national policy on cemeteries and burial
benefits for veterans.

We will not fall our obligation to the
Nation's 20 million veterans and will stand
ever watchful of theilr needs and rights.

CONCLUSION

The record is clear,

More than any President, Richard Nixon
has achieved major changes in policy and di-
rection in our government. He has restored
faith—faith that our system will indeed re-
flect the will of the people—faith that there
will be a new era of peace and human prog-
ress at home and around the world.

To be sure there is unfinished business
on the agenda of our ever-restless Nation. We
have great concern for those who have not
participated more fully in the general pros-
perity. The twin evils of crime and drug
abuse are still to be conquered. Peace in the
world is not yet won.

But Republican leadership has restored
stability and sanity to our land once again.
We have vigorously attacked every major
problem.

Once again our direction is peace; once
again our determination is national
strength; once again we are prospering; once
again, on a host of fronts, we are making
progress.

Now we look to tomorrow.

We pledge ourselves to go forward at an
accelerated pace—with a determination and
zeal unmatched before.

In four years we mark the 200th anniver-
sary of the freest, most productive, most
benevolent Nation of all human history. In
four years we celebrate one of man's highest
achievements—two hundred years as a con-
stitutional republic founded on the noble
concept that every person is a sovereign
being, possessed of dignity and inalienable
rights.

Almost two centurles ago, the Founding
Fathers envisioned a Nation of free people,
at peace with themselves and the world—
each with equal opportunity to pursue hap-
piness in his own way. Much of that dream
has come true; much is still to be fulfilled.

We, the Republican Party, pledge our-
selves to go forward, hand-in-hand with
every citizen, to solve those problems that yet
stand In the way of realizing that more per-
fect union, the dream of the Founding
Fathers—a dream enhanced by the free and
generous gift of people working together,
not in shifting alliances of separated minor-
ities, but in unison of spirit and purpose. We
cannot favor, nor can we respect, the notion
of group isolation in our United States of
America. We must not divide and weaken
ourselves by attitudes or policles which
would segregate our cltizens into separate
raclal, ethnle, economie, religious or soclal
groups. It Is the striving of all of us—our
striving together as Americans—that will
move our Nation continually onward to our
Founders' dream.

Bullding on the foundations of peace in
the world, and reason and prosperity at
home, ocur Republican Party pledges a new
era of progress for man—progress toward
more freedom, toward greater protection of
Individual rights, toward more security from
want and fear, toward greater fulfillment
and happiness for all.

We pledge to the American people that the
200th anniversary of this Nation In 1976
will be more than a celebration of two cen-
turies of unequaled success; we pledge it
also to be the beginning of the third and
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greatest century for all of our countrymen
and, we pray, for all people in the world.

LIBERALIZATION OF U.S. TRADE
POLICY

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee for Economic Development, a
panel representing 200 American busi-
nessmen and educators, has joined with
Western European and Japanese busi-
nessmen to eall for a substantial liber-
alization of U.S. trade policy toward
Eastern Europe and the U.S.S.R. Among
the committee’s primary recommenda-
tions was that all restrictions on non-
military exports to these countries
should be removed.

I believe that such recommendations
are timely and constructive. Industrial-
ization is now proceeding full speed in
Eastern Europe, which is one of the fast-
est growing regions in the world. At the
same time, the recent lessening of East-
West tensions has created a favorable
environment for the expansion of trade.
As a result of this combination of events,
the vast markets of Eastern Europe are
rapidly becoming accessible. If we are
going to participate in the rapid growth
of this region, our industries must be able
to move in without further delay, subject
only to restrictions which are really
necessary to protect the national secu-
rity. We can no longer afford to handicap
ourselves by controlling the export of
goods and technology which are not of
strategic value and are not controlled by
our foreign competitors.

With this situation in mind, I authored
the Equal Export Opportunity Act, which
was signed by the President late last
month. I believe that this legislation will
provide the basis for modernization of
an export control system that is one of
the most costly anachronisms of the cold
war. The act requires the Commerce De-
partment to review U.S. export controls
and licensing procedures during the next
9 months. At the end of that time, the
Department must give the reasons for
retaining any export controls or burden-
some licensing procedures which are not
required by our allies. The act also es-
tablishes industry advisory committees
to help the Commerce Department ad-
minister the Export Administration Act
in a more realistic manner.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticles from the Washington Post and
the Cincinnati Enquirer describing the
committee’s report be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Exnp To ExporT CURBS URGED
(By James L. Rowe, Jr.)

A high-level panel of U.S. businessmen
urged yesterday that this country remove all
restrictions on exports to most Communist
countries—except on military items—and
bring its trade policies toward them in line
with those toward other Iindustrialized
nations.

The Committee for Economic Development
joined with business groups in Western Eu-
rope and Japan in a statement which called
for the creation of a worldwide economic
panel to formulate ground rules to Eovern
East-West trade.

The multi-national statement appeared as
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an appendix to the CED’s report, “"A New
Trade Policy Toward Communist Countries.”

The CED, in its statement, sald Increased
East-West trade would foster “a more open
and less hostile relationship that can be-
come the basis of a more peaceful world.”

The business panel called for the United
States to adjust its credit policies to provide
the longer-term credit already provided by
other Western countries trading with the
Communist bloc. The CED said its recom-
mendations do not apply to North Vietnam,
North Korea or Cuba.

The CED suggested that the United States
negotiate country-by-country agreements
with the Communist nations, including
China, offering most-favored-nation treat-
ment. TUnder most-favored-nation treat-
ment, lower tarifis negotiated between two
countries are extended to all countries.

The panel said most-favored-nation treat-
ment should be offered only in return for
fair trade guarantees from the Eastern
nations.

The joint statement sald one of the most
important barriers to East-West trade is the
lack of convertibility of Communist cur-
rencies. Convertibility means a currency
can be exchanged for another in world trad-
ing markets.

Communist countries, as a result, cannot
run a trade deficit with one country and have
it balanced by a surplus with another.

The joint statement—signed by business
groups from the United States, West Ger-
many, France, Japan and Sweden—urged
Western nations to discuss approaches to
solving this problem.

EasE REp TrRADE, STupY UrGEs UNITED STATES

NEw YorRK—A panel representing 200
American businessmen and educators has
urged a broad revision of U.S. trade policies
toward Communist nations, including lib-
eralization of credit terms and removal of
virtually all restrictions on non-military ex-
ports.

The recommendations were contained in
a 68-page report, “A New Trade Policy To-
ward Communist Countries,” prepared by
the Research and Policy Committee of the
Committee of Economic Development and
released Sunday.

The committee also joined with business
groups in Germany, France, Britain and
Sweden in recommending establishment of
a new global economic agency to set ground
rules for East-West trade.

In its report on U.S., trade policles, the
committee held that current restrictions on
East-West trade “almost certainly result in
more loss than gain.”

Citing political and economic advantages
to be gained from inproved trade relations,
the 65-member committee recommended:

That the United States remove all re-
strictions on exports to Communist coun-
tries with the exception of military equip-
ment and the kind of advanced technology
that would be useful in producing such
equipment.

That U.S. policy on credit terms to Com-
munist countries be aligned with that of
other Western industrial countries, pending
achievement of international regulation of
credit terms.

That the President be authorized to grant
most-favored-nation treatment on trade
with Communist countries provided that in
return they extend compensatory benefits to
the United States.

That, subject to limitations on the export
of technology, the U.S. government place no
obstacles In the way of American companies
entering Into coproduction agreements in
Communist countries or otherwise investing
there, except for obstacles that apply to for-
eign investment generally.

A statement accompanying the report said
the recommendations did not apply to North
Vietnam, North Korea and Cuba, where U.S.
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trade embargoes were imposed under the
Trading with the Enemy Act.

“The practical values to be served by re-
moving restrictions on international trade
include economic benefits but extend beyond
them,” the committee said, “Willingness to
trade is in itself a sign of amity that helps
dissipate tensions.”

It cautioned, at the same time, that any
advances in East-West trading depended on
the willingness of Communist countries to
reciprocate on the easing of restrictions and
to deal with such problems as currency dif-
ferences and the setting of fair trading
standards.

“With the removal or reduction of U.S. re-
strictions, the growth of trade will be de-
termined more than in the past by eco-
nomic and business considerations,” the re-
port said.

“In general, however, no great or sudden
increase in trade should be expected,” it said.

The report drew dissenting comment and
other qualifications from six CED trustees,
including Herman L. Weiss, vice chairman
of General Electric Co.

ATTACK AGAINST GENOCIDE
CONVENTION UNFOUNDED

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a full
page criticism of the Genocide Conven-
tion appeared in the August 10 edition
of the Houston Tribune urging a protest
against the treaty.

The principle criticism of the conven-
tion, according to this attack, is that it
creates an entirely new international
crime which broadens the use of the word
“genocide” to include “not only causing
bodily harm to an individual, but also
something as vague as attempting ‘men-
tal harm’ to an individual on the basis
of his race, religion, or nationality.” The
article goes on to say that—

If any citizen is charged with harming,
physically or mentally, any individual who is
a member of a racial, national, or religious
group—and who is not a member of some

such group—then his alleged action be~
comes an international crime.

Such fears that the Genocide Conven-
tion will usurp the Bill of Rights and
subject American citizens to possible ex-
tradition for international prosecution
beyond the jurisdiction of U.S. law are
thoroughly unfounded.

Article II of the Genocide Convention
defines “‘genocide” as meaning:

Any of the following acts committed with
intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a na-
tional, ethnical, racial or religious group, as
such:

(a) Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm
to members of the group;

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the grougr
conditions of life calculated to bring about
its physical destruction in whole or in part:

(d) Imposing measures intended to pre-
vent births within the group;

(e) Forcibly transferring children of the
group to another group.

The Committee on Foreign Relations
(Ex. Rept. No. 92-6), in a report delivered
to the Senate May 4, 1971, emphasizes
the importance of the word “intent” in
the above definition. The committee’s re-
port is a forceful refutation of the charge
which appeared in the Houston Tribune
advertisement:

Basic to any charge of genocide must be
the intent to destroy an entire group because
of the fact that it is a certain national,
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ethnie, racial, or religious group, in such a
manner as to affect a substantial part of the
group. There have been allegations that
school busing, birth control clinics, lynch-
ings, police actions with respect to the Black
Panthers, and the incidents at My Lai con-
stitute genocide. The commitiee wants to
make clear that under the terms of Article
II none of these and similar acts is genocide
unless the infent to destroy the group as a
group is proven, Harassment of minority
groups and racial and religious intolerance
generally, no matter how much to be de-
plored, are not outlawed per se by the Geno-
cide Convention. Far from outlawing dis-
crimination, article II is so written as to
make it, in fact, difficult to prove the “in-
tent” element necessary to sustain a charge
of genocide against anyone. (Ex. Rept. No.
92-6, p. 6.)

In further refutation of the charges
advanced against the convention, the
United States is prohibited by the Con-
stitution from becoming party to any
treaty which would supersede the highest
law of the land. The Genocide Treaty
would usurp no such law.

The United States must act on the
Genocide Convention as soon as possible.

DIFFICULTIES OF AMERICAN SHOE
INDUSTRY

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, during the
first 7 months of this year we exported
10,227,000 hides which represent 50 per-
cent of the slaughter in this country.
This compares with 42 percent for the
first 7 months of 1971. In July, with a
slaughter of 2,735,000, our exports to-
taled 2,152,000, or an export of 78 per-
cent. !

The American shoe industry is having
a difficult time maintaining domestic
employment. American manufacturers
are having to compete against foreign
companies with automated plants and
very low wage rates. These compet.iti\fe
pressures are now compounded by poli-
cies which permit the raw material from
which shoes are made, namely leather,
to be exported to our competitors. As if it
were not enough for American shoe
manufacturers and their employees to
have to compete against low wage opera-
tions overseas, they now find that their
source of leather is being dried up as 78
percent of American hides leave this
country.

Several new shoe manufacturing facil-
ities that were originally scheduled for
construction in this country, are now be-
ing built overseas. This means a loss in
American jobs and this trend will only
be accelerated if the raw material for
shoes is exported in such extraordinary
quantities.

The stress of this situation is reflected
in a letter to the White House and the
Department of Commerce from Mr.
Philip G. Barach, president of the U.S.
Shoe Corp. I ask unanimous consent that
the letter be printed in the Recorb.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

THE U.S. BHOE CoORP.,
Cincinnati, Ohio, September 6, 1972.

HEN1Y CASHEN,

The White House,

Washington, D.C.

WiLriaMm LETSON,

Department of Commerce,

Washington, D.C.

DeAr MESSRS. CASHEN AND LETsoN: One can
understand the political ramifications on the
unfortunate amendment created by the farm
and cattle block relative to the Department
of Commerce approach to create some regu-
lation on hide exports.

However, in the interest of good com-
munications . . . I thought it terribly im-
portant that your offices be aware that the
export of hides for July, 1972 were astronomi-
callll 2.1 million hides were shipped out as
compared to 1.2 million in June, 1972 . ..
and only 672,000 for July, 1971.

Since we slaughter about 31 million hides
per year . . . or approximately 2.6 million
per month . . . obviously, using July, 1972
as a basis . . . we exported almost 809 of
the slaughter.

No one can be certain if this rate will keep
up ... but certainly I trust that your of-
fices are monitoring the situation . . . as it
portends extremely dire consequences for
the domestic manufacturer in terms of the
price of his basic material,

In addition, the unusual figures for July
vividly depict the “behind the scene” push
by exporters during a period of time when
the export confrol quota approach was being
prepared.

I would assume that even the farm and cat-
tle block would be dismayed at these figures.

With every good wish.

SBincerely,
PHILIP G. BARACH.

GRAIN SALES TO RUSSIA

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, as a Sen-
ator representing a wheat-producing
State, I have naturally been most inter-
ested in the current controversy over the
recent grain sales to Russia.

I am sure that the Senator from South
Dakota will be having something to say
on the floor of the Senate on this matter.
In order that both sides of this issue may
be fairly considered, I ask unanimous
consent that two recent statements by
Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz be
printed in the REcorb,

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

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE EARL
Burz, SEPTEMBER 11, 1972

George McGovern's phony issue regarding
the grain sale to Russia is a bald attempt to
sabotage the sale. The Nixon Administration
successfully negotiated a grain sale with the
Soviet Union that benefits every American
taxpayer, every grain farmer and members of
the Maritime Unions,

The Senator knows first-hand that the
Soviets backed away from & sale in 1965 when
the sale became embroiled in a domestic
squabble, and he is deliberately attempting to
undercut this agreement. Last Saturday I
asked him to retract his unfounded and in-
accurate charges. He responded by repeating
them. I therefore must conclude that his
personal and political motives are to under-
cut this sale and our efforts to lmprove east-
west relations.

Just this week the Presldent sent Henry
Kissinger to Moscow to further expand the
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areas of agreement reached at the Moscow
Summit in May. Sale of surplus grains was
one of the vital issues discussed at the
Summit talks.

The American taxpayer galns from this sale
by paying less to store surplus wheat. The
grain farmer gains from a stronger market
and higher prices. Unjon members gain from
expanded jobs and cpportunities. The econ-
omy gains from this increased activity and
from a sizeable contribution to our balance
of trade. Everyone gains from the bettered
relations between the two nations,

The efforts of George McGovern to dis-
count and dishonor the genuine benefits of
the grain sale with Inaccurate statements
and innuendos is a political attempt to
smear, sabotage and scuttle one of the most
slgnificant . achievements for the American
people in the last four years.

The grain sale is one successful step in
the direction of the President's goal of a
generation of Peace, not just for Americaus,
but for all the world,

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

Burz

Yesterday in the Midwest, Senator George
McGovern flailed out with a series of wild
charges agalnst the historic sale of wheat to
Russia. Among other things, Senator Mc-
Govern claimed that a grain deal was nego-
tlated with the Soviet Union by assistant
secretary Clarence Palmby and myself last
April and that the facts were kept secret
from farmers and the public.

I would like to report to you that Senator
McGovern is wrong, as usual. Not just 1000
percent wrong. But old fashioned, 100 per-
cent dead wrong.

I would like to invite Senator McGovern
to reveal any facts he has that a grain deal
was negotiated with the Soviet Union last
April. If he can't do that, I invite him to
make another of his retractions where he
has a sudden change of mind.

The history-setting sale of grain to Russia
was negotiated from June 28 to July 8, three
to four weeks after Mr. Palmby left the De-
partment of Agriculture, and the detalls
were announced on July 8 immediately after
the agreement was signed. By attacking this
historic sale with wild and inaccurate
charges, Senator McGovern is engaging in
another political flight of fancy and Is
Jeopardizing a trade that is of great benefit
to the Nation.,

This is not the first time that Senator
McGovern has attempted fo scuttle a bene-
ficial sale of grain to Russia. Only a week
ago, Mr. George Meany of the AFL-~CIO
publicly denounced on a nation-wide TV
program the negative role played by Mr.
McGovern in a previous grain negotiation.

President Nixon, who lald the ground-
work for the sale of grain to Russia last fall,
and who was Instrumental in bringing about
this year's record sale, has received the pralse
and plaudits of the Amerlecan people and the
American farm community.

But apparently there is something that Mr.
McGovern doesn’t like about a sale of grain
that is good for American farmers, good
for our balance of trade, good for maritime
workers, good for the publie, and good for
better relations between these two powerful
nations, What is it that Senator McGovern
likes about the alternatives?

Look at what this historic sale of wheat
to Russia has done:

1. It has increased the value of farmers’
crops by nearly $1 billion. The alternative
would be less income in farmers' pockets.

2. The sale to Russia has reduced the stocks
of government-held grain and has enhanced
the prospect of stronger grain prices for
farmers next year. The alternative would
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be larger surpluses, lower farm prices, and
tighter controls on farmers.

3. The sale to Russia has reduced the cost
to U.S. taxpayers so that the cost of the
export equalization payments on the sales
to Russia are off-set by dollar savings of
about four to one. The cost of wheat in a
loaf of bread has been increased by about
one half cent per loaf. The alternative would
be higher government tax costs, with farm-
ers getting more of their income from the
government rather than from the market.

4. The sale was conducted by private
traders, which is the American way of doing
business. The alternative would be state
monopoly trading with the government con-
ducting our export business.

5. The credit arrangements were negotl-
ated and carried out by experts in the De-
partment of Agriculture who were selected
for their experience and knowledge of com-
plicated international trade. The alterna-
tive is to have our Department of Agricul-
ture run by political hacks who have no ex-
pertise or acceptability, in international
trade negotiations,

6. The sale to Russia was made by meet-
ing world competition with the aid of export
equalization payments that have been used
since 1949. The alternative would be to with-
draw from wheat exports or to let United
States farmers compete individually agalnst
the subsidized sale of wheat by every other
exporting country in the world.

7. The agreement with the Soviet Union
was deferred until Russia agreed to our regu-
lar CCC three-year credit terms at 615 per-
cent interest. This agreement came on July
8 after some U.S. farmers had sold their
wheat. Our estimates indicate that by July
15 farmers had sold 330 million bushels of
wheat out of a total supply of 1,958 mil-
lion bushels under farmers' control. The al-
ternative would have been to induce the
Russians to sign earlier by granting them the
10-year, 2 percent interest that they first re-
quested—which would have been better than
the terms available to our long-time, es-
tablished world customers and would have
harmed this business.

I ask Senator McGovern, “What is it about
these alternatives that you like? Why do
you seemingly take a self-persecuting delight
in dwelling on the bad side of most things?
Why can't you rejoice in the benefits that
farmers and the Nation enjoy from the larg-
est grain deal in history?

The accusations by Senator McGovern that
exporters reaped windfall profits from ad-
vance, inside Information Is without any sub-
stance. I invite Mr. McGovern to provide his
proof, and I will offer mine. For example—

A, On July 6, two days before the signing
of the Russian grain agreement on July 8,
nine exporters offered to sell 7 million bush-
els of wheat to the CCC at 44 to 4B cenis
under present market prices. Do you really
belleve they would have done that, Mr.
McGovern, if they had advance, inside in-
formation?

B. On the day before the slgning of the
Russian trade agreement on July 8, exporters
booked 214 million bushels of wheat for ex-
port at an equalization payment of 7 cents
per bushel. Do you think, Mr. McGovern,
that they would have done that if they knew
that the market would strengthen so that
equalization payments would go up to 47
cents in August?

C. On July 12 exporters booked 13 million
bushels of wheat at a 13-cent export equal-
ization payment; and by the end of July
they had booked 153 million bushels at ex-
port equalization payments of 15 cents or
less. Do you seriously think, Mr. McGovern,
that our grain traders are so inept that they
would have done that had they known that
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the market would rise to move export equali-
zation payments up to 47 cents in August?

This historic graln sale has proven to the
Soviet Union that we have the agricultural
capacity and the statesmanship to trade with
them permanently on a friendly and forth-
right commercial basis. The alternative Is to
retreat, let other countries gear up to supply
Russia's grain needs, and launch a silly po-
litical snipe hunt by narrowly partisan office-
seekers every time we do business with them.

Come home, Mr. McGovern, and discover
the American people and what is good about
America, Come home, Mr. McGovern, and
quit chasing the butterflies of your imagina-
tion. Come home, Mr. McGovern, to learn
why your staff is in rebellion, why the polls
show you down in fifty states, and why your
radical views are rejected by the great major-
ity of farmers, workers, businessmen, con-
sumers and citizens.

SreTEMBER 9, 1972
Hon. GEORGE 8. MCGOVERN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

Your statement reported from Rockford, I1-
linois that “the Soviet grain deal was negoti-
ated in April by agriculture secretary Earl
Butz and his assistant secretary for foreign
affairs Clarence Palmby, but that the deal
was not announced until July” is completely
unfounded and contrary to the facts. Full
announcement of the Soviet grain deal was
made by President Nixon on July 8, less than
two hours after the agreement has signed.
Later the same day a press conference by
commerce secretary Peterson and myself
covered the agreement in great detail.

Your allegation that the deal was con-
summated three months before it was an-
nounced impugns the integrity and the
creditability of myself, secretary Peterson
and President Nixon.

If one of your campaign aides had made
this false charge, I might have dismissed it
as over zealous statement of an excited as-
sistant. But when a patently false statement
that impugns the personal integrity of me
and of the President is made by a candidate
for the presidency, I cannot let it go unchal-
lenged. Therefore, I awalt your public re-
traction of the charge.

If you really want to improve the income
of our farmers it would be helpful if you
would stop trying to scuttle this massive sale
of U.S. Grains abroad, and join in our com-
bined efforts to expand our markets and raise
real income for our farmers.

EarL L. Butz,
Secretary of Agriculture.

ST. JOHN'S—THE HOUSE OF
GOV. CHARLES CALVERT

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, there is
exploration taking place in Maryland to-
day nearly as exciting as that which took
place after the first founding of the
colony in 1634. I had the privilege this
morning of seeing the foundation of
St. John’s, an early 17th-century house,
which was the home of Charles Calvert,
Governor of Maryland, and later Lord
Baltimore and Lord Proprietor of Mary-
land.

This archaeological project has al-
ready told us new things about the way
that America developed and about the
way Americans lived. For example, the
archeological team working at the site
of St. John's in 8t. Mary’s City, Md.,
has uncovered the only hewn-stone
masonry known in a 17th-century tide-
water dwelling.
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All of this information literally comes
to the surface at a most appropriate
time. The Nation is looking ahead to a
commemoration of the Bicentennial of
the Founding of the Republic. In my
judgment, that commemoration should
be a long look at American history and
not only at the events of 1776. To under-
stand the climactic nature of 1776 it is
necessary to understand fully what came
before and led up to the Declaration of
Independence. To understand the sig-
nificance of 1776 it is necessary to con-
sider all that has happened since and
what ought to happen in the future.

The exploration of America’s past
in 8t. Mary's City by the St. Mary's
City Commission will be an unusual con-
tribution not only to the people of Mary-
land and the scholars of American his-
tory generally, but to the enlargement of
the scope and development of the bicen-
tennial. We are all indebted to the St.
Mary's City Commission and to the
grants it has received from the National
Endowment for the Humanities and the
Rockefeller, Donner, and France Foun-
dations. The work also reflects the in-
tense personal interest of some of those
who are carrying it on and we also owe
them a very real debt. They include:
Gen. Robert Hogaboom, U.S.M.C. retired;
commission director, Polly Barber; as-
sistant commission director, Mrs. G. W.
Stone; Mr. Carey Carson, and Mr. Gary
Stone; and the students who worked so
hard on the project during the summer.

I ask unanimous consent that histor-
ical material relating to the St. John's
excavation be included in the Recorp at
this point.

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

Sr. JOHN'S EXCAVATIONS

The St. Mary’'s City Commission began this
summer a generation of archaeological re-
search with grants from the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities and the Rockefeller,
Donner, and France Foundations. In its size
and importance this project is comparable
to the National Park Service’'s excavations at
Jamestown in the 1950's. Like Jamestown, St.
Mary's City was one of America's earliest
settlements. For 60 years it was the legisla-
tive center of Lord Baltimore’s colony, then
it too c!:sappeared when the seat of govern-
ment moved to Annapolis, just as Jamestown
vanished when Willlamsburg became Vir-
ginia's capital. Today nothing is visible of the
seventeenth-century town, but under-
ground an entire community awaits dis-
covery—the original fort, the streets of the
town that replaced it, dwellings, lawyer's
lodgings, public buildings, taverns, churches,
mills and shops, and outlying plantations.

The Comuniesion, a division of Maryland's
Department of Economic and Community
Development, and its partners, St. Mary's
College of Maryland, George Washington Uni-
versity, and the Smithsonian Institution,
have assembled a team of archaeologists, his-
torians, architectural historians, and anthro-
pologists to explore the site and study the
lives of the English, Dutch and African col-
onists who settled the southern American
colonies. This summer’s excavation of one
of St. Mary's City’s largest plantations, the
home of Charles Calvert, later the third Lord
Baltimore, was run as an archaeological field
school. Undergraduates and graduate stu-
dents In history and archaeclogy from all over
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the United States learned the rudiments of
historical archaeology.

St. John's was one of the largest and most
important structures of Maryland's seven-
teenth-century capital. Constructed in 1638
by John Lewgar, Secretary and Surveyor Gen-
eral of Maryland, it was the frequent meet-
ing place of Assembly and Provincial Court.
The second known occupant was the mer-
chant, Simon Overzee. Upon Governor
Charles Calvert’'s arrival in the colony in
1661, he acquired the property from Over-
zee's widow, and for the next six years St.
John's was the home of the proprietory Gov-
ernor. By 1668 Calvert had moved to a Patux-
ent River plantation, but his St. Mary's
City house continued to be used for an oc-
casional meeting of the Council or Courts,
During much of the 1670's. and 1680's St.
John's was leased to Innkeepers who main-
tained a tavern there. The house was prob-
ably not occupled long after the capital
moved to Annapolis. It appears to have col-
lapsed about the beginning of the eighteenth
century.

When the house collapsed the old ground
level was burled with a heap of chimney
brick, plaster, and roof tile. Cultivation and
erosion only partly cut through this protec-
tive layer. Below the plow dirt have been
found not only cobblestone and brick foun-
dations, but also the corner of a hearth and
the molds of Jolsts complete with vertical
fooring nalls.

The foundations of the building reveal
that it was a structure 20 x 52 feet, divided
into two rooms by & huge central chimney.
Under one end was a small storage cellar
walled with squared blocks of a soft sedi-
mentary rock—the only hewn stone masonry
known in a seventeenth-century tidewater
dwelling. Just outside of the north wall is a
rectangular pit with steps now buried under
the footings of the house, possibly traces of
a wing containing a milk house, torn down
before the rest of the structure collapsed.

The excavations have ylelded other clues
about the appearance of Governor Charles
Calvert's home. It was a frame structure,
probably covered with clapboard. Thousands
of rusty nails have been found, but no evi-
dence of brick or wattle walling. At least part
of the Interior was plastered over split lath,
and the roof was covered with large curved
tile. Fragments of glass found in a construc-
tion diteh suggest the location of one of the
leaded windows, but whether the house was
one story or two is unknown.

In comparison with an English manor
house Charles Calvert's home was modest in-
deed. Calvert only exaggerated a little when,
in the 1670’s, he wrote that the houses in St.
Mary’s City were like the “meanest” of Eng-
lish farmhouses. In the seventeenth century
“farmhouse” meant the dwelling of the farm
owner or manager and not the cottage of a
tenant or laborer. For the colonies, however,
St. John's was a large and comfortable dwell-
ing. Its center chimney plan was modern for
the period, and in size it was almost identical
to the dwelling of Virginian Samuel
Mathews, member of the Royal Council and
one of the wealthiest men in early Virginia.

Although much remains to be done to com-
plete the excavation of the house, already
one element of its landscaping has been lo-
cated—the construction ditch of a paling
or ‘‘picket” fence. Next summer the excava-
tion will be expanded to search for other yard
features, outbuildings, and trash pits. After
the excavation is completed the ruins of the
house will be restored, and exhibits and in-
terpretive signs will be constructed to explain
the site to visitors.

THE PROPERTY

In December 1639 John Lewgar, Secretary
of Maryland and Surveyor General, claimed
300 acres of town land at St. Mary's. One
hundred acres he was to have by special war-
rant from the Proprietor, 200 by assignment
from Captain Cornwaleys. Two months later,
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in mid-February, the survey and patent he
had obtained under this first demand were
ordered cancelled and a new warrant, survey,
and patent set aside 200 acres. One hundred
acres on the north side of 8t. John’s Creek,
included In the first grant, were excluded
from this one, and the remalning boundaries
were altered to fit better the facts of geogra-
phy in the area.

Lewgar sold “St. John's Freehold,” plus
"800 mcres of land more adjoyning,” to
Richard Bennett, Esqr. “for sattisfaction of a
debt.” Both men then assigned the land to
John Lewgar, Jr., sometime before Novem-
ber 20, 1651. On that date, Lewgar, Jr. sold the
land to Henry Fox and the following Febru-
ary 11, Bennett's attorney agreed to the sale
on condition that half the purchase price
went to Bennett. The rent roll of 16569 says
that Philip Land was co-owner with Fox and
that the two men sold to Symon Overzee.
Overzee seems to have been in occupation at
least by 1656. He died diseised in fee of this
land in February 1658/60. His widow lived
there a year. The property then escheated to
the Proprietor, she being compensated for her
dower rights by a 20-year lease for other
lands. In 16656 Lord Baltimore sent instruc-
tions that Governor Charles Calvert, his son,
should have a formal grant of the “mansion
house” and the 1000 acres attached to it, plus
adjacent land to make up 6000 acres. There
is no record that this grant was made, but
when Charles became the Second Proprietor
in 1675, he must have acquired "St. John's
Freehold" by inheritance.

THE HOUSE

A house on St. John’s Freehold was stand-
ing by February 11, 1638/9, when elections to
the Assembly were ordered to be held there.
The house was at that time occupied by Sec~
retary John Lewgar, who a few months later
took out a patent for the land. The Assembly
met in the house off and on until early 1648,
and again in 1661. The Provincial Court was
also held here during the 1640's. These facts
suggest that the house was sizeable from the
beginning.

John Lewgar, Jr. may have occupied the
house briefly after his father’s permanent
departure for England in 1649, but the next
certaln occupant was the merchant Simon
Overzee. He may have added to the house,
although the work for Overzee referred to by
John Crabree may have been done on build-
ings on other Overzee properties. Augustine
Herman visited Overzee at St. John's as am-
bassador from New Netherlands in Septem-
ber—-October 1659.

“Reaching Mr. Calvert's plantation early
in the afternoon, we sent two of our people
in advance to announce our approach and
that we could not forbear payilng him our
respects, requesting passage across his creek
to Mr. Overzee's, with whom we proposed to
lodge.”

The following February Overzee dled un-
expectedly and Intestate, and unfortunately
no inventory of his estate survives. There
does survive, however, a gruesome account
of theft in 1658 by his servants and midwife,
Mary Clocker, of valuable linens and laces
after his first wife lay dead in childbirth.
The items stolen are listed In the indict-
ment.

Overzee remarried before his death, and
his second wife, Elizabeth, lived at St. John's
for a year after her husband's death. She
then gave up her dower rights in the prop-
erty to Governor Charles Calvert in return
for a 20-year lease on one of Overzee’s other
properties.

Calvert lived In the house, where by 1663
his cousin Anne Calvert, daughter of Leon-
ard, "has the care of my household affaires,
a8 yet noe good match does present, but I
hope in a short time she may find one to her
owne content. . . .” In 16668 Calvert married
Jane Sewall, the widow of Secretary Henry
Sewall, and by February 8, 1667/8 he seems
to have been living at the house he then
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built on Mattapany-Sewall property he ac-
quired wvia this marriage. Thereafter the
Council did not meet at St. John's, as it had
been wont to do, although the construction
of the second state house in 1666 may also
have affected the location of Council meet-
Ings.

The Governor may have further extended
the house during the years he lived there,
but there is nothing to tell us he did so.
From his correspondence with his father we
know a little about the materials and seeds
he Imported, including stones and fittings
for a mill, but none of this equipment need
have been used at St. John's, We do know
that in 1663 there was an orchard near the
house.

Calvert evidently continued to make some
use of St. John's, at least through February
1674/5, when the Assembly voted him 30,000
pounds of tobacco “towards the defraying his
Charge by keeping his house at St. Johns and
entertaining the Members of the Upper
house there.” About the same time, however,
the inhabitants of the “city” offered him
100,000 pounds of tobacco towards construc-
tion of a dwelling on West S8t. Mary's Manor,
across the river, to occupy when in attend-
ance at the capital. By then St. John's must
have been too small or too decayed to provide
a comfortable proprietary residence.

From 1679 through at least early 1681
Henry Exon, innkeeper, kept an inn at St.
John's, but it is not altogether clear that he
kept it In the same building. In November of
1681 the trial of Josias Fendall was held at
St. John’s, and on May 7, 1687 the Council
met there once more. From that time men-
tirt:ln of the house disappears from the rec-
ords.

CHARLES CALVERT

Charles Calvert was born August 27, 1637
In England. In 1656 he married Mary Darnall,
daughter of Ralph Darnall of Loughton,
Herefordshire. He came to Maryland in 1661
as Governor, bringing his wife with him. By
September 1662, he lived on Bt. John's tract,
probably where Mary Calvert died in child-
birth before September 1663. In 1666 Calvert
married Jane Sewall, the widow of Col, Henry
Sewall, former Secretary of the Province, and
daughter of Vincent Lowe of Denby, Derby-
shire. By March 19, 1666/7 Calvert had moved
to his wife's “Mattapany Sewall Manor.” Jane
Calvert had five children by her first mar-
riage, and bore Calvert flve more, his only
offspring. The Lord Proprietor died Novem-
ber 30, 1675, and Charles Calvert proclaimed
his succession March 4, 1675/6. He left the
Province for England in-June 1676, but gov-
erned in person from April 1679 to May 1684.
Calvert died February 21, 1714/5.

On his first arrival in 1661, Calvert appar-
ently desired the St. John's tract where Si-
mon Overzee's widow resided. Land escheated
to the Proprietor for want of heirs, so Calvert
offered Mrs. Overzee a 20-year lease on land
in Charles County in lieu of her thirds in St.
John's. Calvert lived on St. John's by Sep-
tember 1662. Proprietary instructions were
issued September 20, 16656 to grant Calvert
St. John'’s, but no grant was found. Even
after he moved to his wife’'s residence, “Mat-
tapany Sewall"”, he kept 8t. John's and enter-
tained members of the Upper House of the
Assembly there at the expense of the Prov-
ince. He continued to hold meetings of the
Council and sessions of the Provineial Court
there.

On his Bt. John's plantation, Calvert ex-
perimented with fruit trees, crops, and other
plants, and with the care of livestock. Ap-
parently he planned a water mill; he pat-
ented 150 acres called “The Mill" and 270
acres called “The Mill Damm” in 1665, but
whether he ever built the mill is unclear.

JOHN LEWGAR

John Lewgar was born about 1602, He first
became acquainted with Cecil Calvert at
Trinity College, Oxford. Originally Protes-
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tant, he became an Anglican Rector in Som-
ersetshire, then left his living in 1634 to
enter the Catholic Church. After his conver-
sion he renewed his acquaintance with Cal-
vert. Calvert sent Lewgar to Maryland with
a commission for a new provincial govern-
ment (April 15, 1637).

Lewgar arrived November 28, 1637 with his
wife Ann, and a nine-year-old son, John. Ann
Lewgar died several years after her arrival.
Lewgar lived on St. John’s until 1647 or 1648,
when he returned to England. Lewgar sought
entrance into the Jesults in 1647, but was
refused. He became chaplain in Lord Balti-
more's house on Wilde-Street, near London,
where he died of plague In 1665. He left no
will in Maryland, but was survived at least
by his son John, who had remained in Mary-
land after his father's departure.

Lewgar did not share in the original trad-
ing monopoly with the Lord FProprietor,
‘Thomas Cornwaleys, and other wealthy ad-
venturers. As Collector and Receivor of the
Rents and Revenues, and often as the Pro-
prietor's legal representative, Lewgar handled
proprietary financial affairs in the Province.
He operated a plantation on St. John's tract.
He kept some of the Proprietor's livestock at
St. John’s and owned hogs and cattle him-
self, He also kept varlous tools and goods at
St. John's for the Proprietor’'s use and carried
out business deals on the Proprietor's behalf.
Lewgar participated in smaller kinds of trade,
as with skins, and he owned a ketch which
he hired out at a per diem rate. Many set-
tlers were indebted to him.

In 1638 Governor Leonard Calvert wrote
of John Lewgar to his brother Cecil, that he
was a ‘‘very serviceable and diligent man in
his secretaries place,” and “a faithful and
able assistant” to Leonard Calvert. This seems
to be an accurate description of Lewgar; as a
Provincial official he seems to have been
loyal and dutiful to the Proprietor, as well as
fair in his activities. In a letter to Calvert
(January 5, 1638/9), he stated that he did
not understand the dissension and disfavor
among governing officials and settlers. In a
case involving one angry Catholic and sev-
eral angry Protestants, he appears to have
been particularly level-headed and objective
in his decision. His turn to England and the
priesthood indicates, perhaps, a weariness of
politics and dissension in the Province.

SIMON OVERZEE

Simon Overzee, successful merchant and
planter, was born in England about 1628. He
was active In Virginia before transporting
his wife and son to Maryland in 1650. He
moved back and forth from Virginia to Mary-
land in the 1650's. From at least 1656, he
lived in St. John's and may have extended
the House there.

His first wife, S8arah, was the daughter
of Sarah and Adam Thoroughgood of Lyn-
haven, Virginia. Sarah died at St. John’s in
childbirth. Mary Clocker, midwife, was nurs-
ing the newborn child after Sarah's death,
according to testimony given on Novem-
ber 1, 1658. Mary Glocker was glving testi-
mony since she, Thomas Courtney (her step-
son), and Mary and John Williams were be-
ing tried for theft of goods valued at £50
sterling. The goods, including gold and silver
laces and other finery, were stolen from
chests and trunks at St. John's. Depositions
of November 1, 1658 suggest that Mary
Gilocker nourished malice In her feelings to-
wards Overzee. Mary Willlams tells that
when she commented to Mary Glocker: -

“That these things could not be used here
but they would of known, and that Clocker
answered hang him (as she conceaves Mr.
Overzee) rather than ever he shall have
them, I will burne them, and further sayd
shee would bury them in a case in the
Ground.”

All the defendants plead not gulilty. The
verdict found the Willlamses guilty as prin-
cipals and Mary Clocker and her step-son
gullty as accessories.
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By February 1659 Overzee had remarried.
His second wife, Elizabeth Willoughby, out-
lived Overzee, who died intestate In March
1660. He left no living heirs to claim his
1950 acres.

It has been suggested that Simon Overzee
was ruthless, callous, and shrewd.

WOMEN'S LIBERATION AT ST. JOHN'S

On January 17, 1648 the assembly met
at St. John’s. At this session Mistress Mar-
garet Brent, the administratrix of Leonard
Calvert’s estate, applied to the assembly
demanding, “to have vote; and voyce allso in
the howse for her selfe.” She called attention
to the fact that as she was already *looked
upon and received as his Lordship's (Lord
Baltimore's) attorney,” it seemed only fair
that she should have some say in matters
concerning the government of the colony.
This was refused peremptorily by Governor
Greene, and the lady "protested In form
against all proceedings of that assembly,
unless she might be present and vote as
aforesald.”

ELIMINATION OF LOCAL ELECTIONS
THROUGHOUT SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, with
the decision of the Saigon government
last month to eliminate local elegtions
throughout South Vietnam, the curtain
fell on another act in the unending trag-
edy that is Vietnam,

This was a minor act, to be sure. It gave
us the drama of democracy created in
Vietnam but cast in our own image: A
democracy of free elections, separation of
legislative and executive functions, an in-
dependent judiciary, individual rights,
and a free press. In the enthusiasm and
innocence of an earlier era, the American
people were told, and to a great and un-
derstandable degree believed, that the
imposition of American democracy on an
Indochinese society was at hand.

In the past several years, however, the
course of the drama has changed. We
have been witnesses to innumerable arbi-
trary arrests, the suppression of free
speech, countless instances of judicial
and legislative irregularities. But the
facade of democracy has been played out,
much like a sideshow at the circus, while
the principal action—the murder, de-
struction, and mutilation caused by the
war—has occupied the center stage.

Almost as an after-thought, President
Thieu has now rung down the final cur-
tain on the tragi-comedy of democracy
in South Vietnam. His little publicized
decree led to trenchant and moving edi-
forial comment recently in the Minneap-
olis Tribute and the New York Times.

These editorials are fitting epitaph to
the betrayal of our most basic principles,
aspirations, hopes, and dreams in Viet-
nam. They deserve to be read thought-
fully by all Americans.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that these editorials be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

VIETNAMIZING DEMOCRACY

The abolition of popular elections in South
Vietnam's 10,775 hamlets by the stroke of an
executive order from Salgon once again un-
derscores the futility of the war and the
fatuousness—in today's context—of pro-
fessed American war aims. The blood of hun-
dreds of thousands of Vietnamese and Amer-
lean soldiers and the suffering of millions of
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civilians has been rationalized by lofty com-
mitments to assure for the South Vietnamese
people the right to democratic self-govern-
ment. In explaining his war policy, Presi-
dent Nixon has insisted that when the
United States leaves Vietnam, it must be
“in a way that gives the South Vietnamese
alrea.sonable chance to survive as a free peo-
ple.”

The immediate result of the new decree is
that President Thieu will determine who is
to be in charge of local government, from
province chiefs to the officials of the smallest
village. The extraordinary lesson in democ-
racy thus continues, President Thieu, hav-
ing demonstrated that it takes only one can-
didate to stage a democratic election, has
more recently indicated through stringent
rules controlling the press that in his ver-
sion of democracy the right to know is as
unnecessary as free political choice—in Bal-
gon no less than in Hanol.

If the experiment in popular government
without the ballot works out to Mr. Thieu’s
satisfaction in the local communities, he will
undoubtedly “recommend” it for the na-
tional level as well, further emulating the
democracy to the North. The fact that the
abolition of local elections in the South is to
be accomplished within two months indi-
cates that Vietnamization is working more
smoothly in politics than in defense.

No More "“Rice-RooTs DEMOCRACY"

In January 1968, the U.S. Department of
State used the term “rice-roots democracy"
processes in South Vietnam. The American
people had been told that we were engaged
in a great nation-building effort in Vietnam,
a nation in which democratic processes
would have a vital place—a nation modeled
after our own, with free elections, an inde-
pendent judiciary, a free press and separate
legislative and executive branches. Develop-
ments in recent years under President Thieu
made a sham of most of this effort, so it is
not surprising that when the Thieu govern-
ment last month abolished local elections it
did so without publicity.

Ambassador Bunker in Salgon has cited
self-determination for the South Vietnamese
people and the development of democratic
institutions as two of the most important
U.S. objectives In Vietnam. These were an
important rationale for our presence in Viet-
nam during the Eennedy and Johnson ad-
ministrations, and President Nixon has em-
phasized the importance of self-determina-
tion.

Today ‘“rice-roots democracy” is no more
in Vietnam, though probably many Amer-
leans have forgotten how this rationale was
once to justify the American war effort. Or
another rationale of halting the expansion of
Communist China—a rationale that somehow
disappeared, in good measure, when President
Nixon took his historic steps toward im-
proved China-America relations.

A Minneapolis journalist recalled the other
day that he had first visited Vietnam in 1963,
and he reflected on how much time has passed
since then, with the end of the war still not
in sight. In this context, Scott Long's cartoon
today also is pertinent. America has been in
the valley of Vietnam death so long that many
of us have forgotten what some of the moun-
tains looked like—those mountains to stop
Peking, those mountains on which to build
a new democracy. And many of us, without
the large weekly death lists of young Amer-
lcans, have forgotten—or at least have tried
to forget—the valley of death in which we
stand. The valley is still there.

A TRIBUTE TO GORDON F.
HARRISON

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on June
30 of this year, Gordon F. Harrison re-
tired from his position as staff director
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and chief counsel of the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

It is not necessary to go into great de-
tail on Gordon’s outstanding service to
this country, except to remind the Sen-
ate of his outstanding service as former
Senator Thecodore Green's legislative as-
sistant prior to World War II. During
the war, Gordon served with distinction
in the U.S. Navy, retiring with the rank
of captain. He then served under the di-
rection of Warren E. Burger in the De-
partment of Justice, and in January of
1955 he was appointed to the position of
chief counsel and staff director of the
Rules Committee by the late Senator
Green.

I know that I speak for many Senators
and their staffs when I say that Gordon
will be sorely missed. As a member of the
Rules Committee, I came to know and
rely on Gordon's wisdom and sure hand
not only in handling the various prob-
lems faced by the committee, but also
by helping this body solve its day-to-day
administrative problems.

Not only was it a pleasure to work with
Mr. Harrison; it was also a pleasure to
be his neighbor for almost 2 years. Our
offices being across the hall from each
other, we would see each other frequently
and enjoyed passing the time of day for
a short spell. We who have come to know
Gordon have come to appreciate him. We
will indeed miss his gentle but firm hand
in the Senate. He has had a long and dis-
tinguished career, and he deserves our
gratitude and best wishes for a well de-
served retirement.

NO GENERATION GAP AT HENNEPIN
STATE JUNIOR COLLEGE, BROOK-
LYN PARK, MINN.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, at
North Hennepin State Junior College in
Brooklyn Park, Minn., there is no such
thing as a generation gap. Of the 2,600
students enrolled last spring, almost
one-quarter were senior citizens.

The North Hennepin experiment be-
gan as a conventional seminar sponsored
by the college on services for the elderly.
it developed first into a special tuition-
free program for senior citizens, then
led to their enrollment in regular college
courses.

This happy mixture of younger and
older Americans was described in a live-
ly profile in the September 10, 1972, edi-
tion of Parade magazine.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

HAPPY SCHOOLMATES—A COLLEGE WHERE THE

YoUNG AND GRANDPARENTS LEARN FroM

Eaca OTHER

(By John G. Rogers)

BROOKLYN Parg, MinN.—Dick Heesen, a
student at North Hennepin State Junior Col-
lege, emerged from a math class the other
day and encountered a smiling coad. “Hi
there, Dick,” she sald. And Dick replied,
“Good morning, grandmother. How are you
today?"

Sure enough, the smiling coed was Dick's
T4-year-old grandmother, Harrlett Heesen,
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headed for her class in creative writing. And
Harrlett Heesen is not a novelty on this
campus. Under a program aided by federal
funds, North Hennepln State recruits elderly
students by the hundreds.

In the last spring semester 600 of the 2600
enrollment were oldsters, and in the summer
session, the avid grayheads outnumbered the
college-age kids 700 to 500.

“None of that rocking chalr stuff for me,”
says T9-year-old Earl Scott, “It's more fun
being a college boy. I wasn't able to finish
high school more than 60 years ago because
my parents were poor and I had to go to work.
But now I've got my high school equivalency
diploma from the college and I'm out for
more classwork. Just by going to school I feel
vounger."

“I could easily let myself go and become a
vegetable,” says T4-year-old Evelyn Sandusky,
“but thank heaven I heard about the col-
lege wanting us on campus and I just love it.
I wish I had time to take every course they
have. And I also feel good about being able
to contribute. I used to be active in a laundry
workers' union and the college assigned me
to lecture to some business management
classes on the inside operation of a labor
union.”

And how do the kids like mixing with the
old Tolks in classes and corridors?

Says pretty Diane Swanson, 19, a sopho-
more. “They're great. I get a real kick out of
thelr enthusiasm. And most of us agree that
we feel closer to them than we do to our par-
ents’ generation. As a group, they fee] sort of
bypassed by government and society in gen-
eral, just as many of us do.”

RICHER EXFERIENCE

One young student speaks warmly of “the
fellowship of the young and old” and says it
has added a whole new dimension to his col-
lege experience. The elders are equally sen-
sitive, Says one: “Just to have a place to go
several times a week, where there's hustle
and bustle and people to talk to, makes the
difference between living and just aging.”

The concept of lots of senlor students on
campus in this St. Paul-Minneapolis suburb
was born out of a seminar on services for
the elderly sponsored by the college and
hosted by Bruce Bauer, the school’s director
of community relations. The expected par-
ticipants were social workers and nursing
home directors but a great number of just
plain folks turned out also.

EXPANDING PROGRAM

Up to this point, the college felt it was
discharging its responsibility to the older
people in the community by giving them
such events as free movies and concerts.
But at the seminar they were so intensely
interested in the college and the young stu-
dents, so poignant in lamenting the lack of
meaningful programs for themselves, that
John Helling, the college president, asked
Bauer to study the possibilities of organizing
college courses for people over 56. Bauer
called a meeting and some 400 of them at-
tended. He asked them what they wanted.
“Educational opportunities, just like any-
body else,” sald Ollie Pacquet from a wheel-
chair. And a T3-year-old widow added, *I had
to quit school in the sixth grade. Now I've
got time to improve myself but I need help,
somewhere to go.”

Impressed by this chance for community
service, Helling authorized Bauer to set up a
tuition-free program of senior students’
classes, It began modestly but expanded into
such areas as psychology for dally living,
high school equivalency diploma, nature
study, swimming, public speaking, painting,
lipreading, home budget making, cooking
and gardening. These courses were simply
for personal enrichment. But some elderly
students almost Immediately asked to be ad-
mitted to courses carrying college credit.

There was apprehension on both sides. An
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instructor recalls: *“I thought the college-
age kids might resent them as offbeat in-
truders. I also was afrald they'd be slow
learners and hold back class progress.”

And Sy Halls, a 77-year-old Scandinavian
immigrant, remembers: “My wife and I
thought maybe young people would tease us.
But they were nice to us. We have fun and
learn good.”

Some students feel that they “learn too
good.” Observes a girl freshman: ‘“Most of
them take only one or two courses and their
enthusiasm is out of this world. And since
they don't have anything to do but study,
they make some of the grades on our papers
look pretty pedestrian.”

One of the provocative byproducts of the
mixing of young and old is periodic rap ses-
slons at which both groups sit around a table
and pour out their hearts. Bays Loretta Sund-
quist, an elderly woman who takes public
speaking and other courses as a togetherness
thing with her husband, Dan:

“Many of the kids complain that their
parents are too materialistic, too devoted
to money and possessions and always trying
to get more of these. One girl was particu-
larly unhappy over this. Well, my husband
and I have worked all our lives and I asked
the girl, “‘Why do you suppose your family
has such a nice home and two cars and you
can easily afford to be in college? Those ad-
vantages don't just happen by magic. Some=
body had to work for them.’ I tried to get her
to see that whether your aim is idealistic or
materialistic, you have to work for it. That
girl and I have become good friends.”

DISCUSSION LIVELY

Mike Nagell, a 20-year-old sophomore, sees
the rapping from the youth side: “We do
a lot of arguing but we never get sore at each
other. None of them, for instance, likes the
idea of a guy and a girl living together be-
fore marriage. But there is agreement on the
war—all against it. Overall, we find that you
can learn things from those old people.
They've been through the mill.”

In education circles, North Hennepin's ed-
ucatlonal love affair with the elderly is gain-
ing more and more outside attention. In a
typical recent week. Bruce Bauer received let-
ters of inquiry from colleges and universities
in Michigan, Texas, Iowa, California, Mis-
souri and Florida.

One of the things he tells the inquirers is
that old people are very interested in and
suspleious, of the federal government because
they feel it has an inordinate influence on
their lives and thelr incomes. Many of them
are talking about trying to organize a power
bloc of the aged and some say a campus such
as North Hennepin, which brings them to-
gether, might be a good place to start.

PRACTICAL PURSUITS

Says Brus von Ende, 19, & sophomore and
member of the old-young advisory board
that helps plan future senior student
courses: “They really are hipped on govern-
ment. Some who take public speaking say
they want to be able to make a better case
of complaint at City Hall. And some Who
take creative writing—they don't want to
write fiction; they just want to write better
angry letters to their Congressmen. But, they
have other interests, too. In fact, they're &
pretty peppy bunch. They're now asking the
college to put In a course called ‘Sex after
65." You can't get much peppier than that.™

WYOMING PEOPLE ANSWER
QUESTIONNAIRE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, Wyoming
people like to have an opportunity to
express their opinions on important is-
sues to their representatives in the Con-
gress. Many people, of course, routinely
write their representative about matters
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concerning them, and in Wyoming where
the population is small and it is possible
to work on a personal basis with many
citizens, I am able to talk with people
about their thinking on issues before
Congress. But there are those who have
not the time or inclination to write a
special letter and who are not contacted
by their Congressional representatives
but who will make known their views
about certain issues if they are asked to
do so.

Several weeks ago, in an effort to en-
hance communication with my constit-
uents, I wrote to more than 63,000 Wyo-
ming people, enclosing a questionnaire
which I asked them to answer and re-
turn. The responses have now been re-
ceived and the comments tabulated. I
wish to express my thanks to all in Wyo-
ming who took the time to read my letter,
study the questions asked, and submit
their personal thoughts about the
questions.

Also, I wish to share with the Senate
the views of my constituents on some
issues which are important, and which
have been and are being discussed.in the
Senate.

Mr. President, among those in Wyo-
ming who received my questionnaire
were some 20,000 eligible first-time vot-
ers, I was particularly interested in con-
tacting these newly enfranchised per-
sons, both to establish a line of com-
munication with them and to gain some
idea of their views on key issues.

About 10 percent of the first-time
voters who were contacted responded to
the questionnaire. Many took time to
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write letters to accompany their replies,
further elaborating on their views and
mentioning additional issues they believe
to be important.

A cgreat deal has been said by the
news media and by so-called experts on
voter habits about the philosophy of 18-
to 21-year-olds, who they will support,
and to what extent they will influence
traditional politics in various parts of
the country.

Although the opinion survey I con-
ducted in Wyoming was not scientifi-
cally or professionally perfect, it does
offer some insight into the views of
young voters on the issues included in
the questionnaire, and when the re-
sponses of the young voters who replied
are compared with those of voters over
21 who responded, there is a similarity
in their reaction to the questions asked.

Some general conclusions can be
drawn from the results of the guestion-
naire. For example, one can conclude
that the respondents are most concerned
about economic considerations—infla-
tion and unemployment, to be specific.
It is obvious that a majority of those
who answered the questionnaire does
not believe steps taken by the adminis-
tration to dampen the fires of inflation
have been successful. And, even though
Wyoming has one of the lowest unem-
ployment rates in the country, it is
equally obvious that a majority of the

respondents in both the first-time voter

and non-first-time voter categories feels
unemployment is a major concern.

An issue of importance to Wyomingites
is the proposed wagon wheel project—an
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atomic stimulation project which, if car-
ried out, could free deep natural gas
deposits in Sublette County, Wyo., by
means of a series of underground nuclear
explosions. Because this proposed project
is extremely technical and complicated,
and because it is still under study and a
great deal of information about its effect
is not yet available, it is not surprising
that a significant percentage of those
who responded indicate they have no
opinion as to whether the project should
move forward or not.

With regard to the question about es-
tablishing additional wilderness areas in
Wyoming, a majority of first-time voters
favors the wilderness concept over the
multiple use concept, while non-first-
time voters prefer multiple use to estab-
lishment of new wilderness areas.

The questionnaire results indicate that
newly enfranchised voters, like non-first-
voters, do not favor amnesty for draft
evaders or military deserters; do not
favor legalization of marihuana, though
some favor reduced penalties; and do
not support the guaranteed income ap-
proach suggested as an alternative to
welfare.

A significant majority of all who re-
sponded to the guestionnaire believe the
President should have the authority to
arbitrate a labor strike after all negotia-
tions have failed, and oppose the aboli-
tion of the death penalty.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the tabulated results of the
questionnaire be printed in the Recorbp.

_There being no objection, the ques-
fionnaire was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Responses

1st-
time Per-

Question volers cent

Non-
1sl-
time Per-

voters cent Question

Responses

Non-

Ist- 1st-
time Per- time Per-
voters volers- cent

1. Do you agree that President Nixon's visits
to the Peuluia s Republic of China and to
‘Ru\?sta will aid the gnal of world pear.a?

el O R e 2 i

2. Do you approva of the way the President is
ending our Vietnam involvement?

N -
3. Do you generally approve of President
Nixon's handling of American foreign

4. How do you rate President Nixon’s overall
pagg&rjnance in office?

pi
B Do ou agree that recent Government actions
affecting our economy have helped reduce
inflation? Unemployment?
Inflation:

Unemploymenl

6. Under supanfisiun “of the Atomic Energy
Commission, a program called the ““Wagon
Wheel Pm;ecl' may be undertaken in
Sublette County involving underground
nuclear explosions to free natural gas
deposits to alleviate a gas shortage, Would
you favor this pru}act?

Yes_
No..
No opmmn

7. Doyou believe the penalties for possession or
use of marihuana shnuld he

(a; Increased..
Sh Kept as they are..
¢) Reduced
(d) Removed..

. Classifying land as a

wilderness areas..
(b) “"Multiple-use"

military deserters?

for the poor?

Imns had Ied?

[ - P

abolished?

No.
13. Do you feel the death penally should be

L PR e e S e

“‘wilderness area"
means prohibiting timbering, road build-
ing, construction, vehicular traffic and
other uses. Ganelaﬂy would you favor:

(a) Designating more Wyoming land as

fand management,
permit more kinds of public use
than in a wilderness area?___ .

. Do you favor amnesty for draft.evaders or

[ S
. Would you favor the Government paying all
of part of the premium for health insurance

D e e e
. Do you favor a Federally guaranteed mini-
mum income for every American whether

he ar she is willing to work or not?

. Would you favor a bill authorizing the
President to settle a labor strike by
cumpuls.uriy arbitration after all negotia-

ail

5, 917
1, 105

1, 004
5,930

te total b

Appm:imats total number of peisons
contacted. - ..o

7, 000
i 0, 43,000 ...
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

REVENUE SHARING ACT OF 1972

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. STEVENSON). Under the pre-
vious order the Chair now lays before
the Senate H.R. 14370, 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.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the un-
finished business, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 241, will be temporarily laid aside
and remain in a laid aside status until
the disposition of H.R. 14370 or until the
close of business today, whichever is

earlier.
AMENDMENT NO. 1487

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment No. 1478.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the amend-
ment will be printed in the Recorbp.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the Act add the following
new title:

TITLE IV—PARTIAL FEDERAL INCOME

TAX CREDIT FOR STATE AND LOCAL

INCOME TAX PAYMENTS

SEC. 401. STATE AND Locar Tax CREDIT.

(a) Subpart A of part IV of subchapter A
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to credlts allowable) is amend-
ed (1) by renumbering section 42 as 43; and
(2) by inserting after section 41 the follow-
ing new section:

“SEc. 42. STATE AND LocAL INcOME TAXES.

“(a) ALLOWANCE OF CrEpiT—If an in-
dividual chooses to have the benefits of this
section, there shall be allowed to such in-
dividual as credit against the tax imposed by
this chapter for any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 1976, an amount equal
to 40 percent of the State and local income
taxes pald or accrued for such taxable year.

*(b) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For
purpnses of this sectlon—

*(1) STATE AND LOCAL INCOME TAXES.—The
term ‘State and local income tax' means
only—

“{A) a tax imposed upon the income of the
taxpayer, after the deduction of an amount
for personal exemptions and dependents al-
lowances or the subtraction of a tax credlt or
credits equivalent in amount to the amount
allowed for this purpose under part V of
subchapter B of chapter 1 (relating to deduc-
tions for personal exemptions);

“(B) the taxpayer's distributive share of
a tax imposed upon the income of a partner-
ship of which the taxpayer is a member; and

“(C) the taxpayer's pro rata share of a tax
imposed upon the income of an electing small
buslness corporation (as defined in section
1371(b) ) of which the taxpayer is a share-
holder, by a State or any political subdivision
thereof. In the case of a separate return by a
married individual, the amount of State
and local income taxes imposed upon the in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

come of such individual shall be determined
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary or his delegate.

*“(2) CHANGE OF ELECTION.—The cholce as
to whether an individual shall elect to have
the benefits of this section may be made
or changed at any time before the expiration
of the period prescribed for making a claim
for credit or refund of the tax imposed by
this chapter for the taxable year with respect
to which such State or local income tax was
paid or accrued.

"“(3) ADJUSTMENTS ON PAYMENT OF ACCRUED
Taxes.—If accrued taxes when paid differ
from the amounts used by an individual as
the basis for claiming a credit under this sec-
tion, or if any tax paild is refunded, in whole
or in part, such individual shall notify the
Secretary or his delegate, who shall redeter-
mine the amount of the credit for the year
or years affected. The amount of tax due on
such redetermination, if any, shall be paid
by such individual on notice and demand by
the Secretary or his delegate, and the amount
of tax overpaid, if any, shall be credited or
refunded to the individual in accordance
with subchapter B of chapter 66 (section
6511 and following). In the case of a State
or local income tax accrued but not paid, but
used as the basis for claiming a credit under
this section, the Secretary or his delegate, as
a condition precedent to the allowance of
such credit may require such individual to
give a bond, with sureties satisfactory to and
to be approved by the Secretary or his dele-
gate, In such sum as the Secretary or his
delegate may require, conditioned on the
payment by the individual of any amount of
tax found due on any such redetermination;
and the bond herein prescribed shall con-
tain such further conditions as the Secre-
tary or his delegate may require. In such re-
determination by the Secretary or his dele-
gate of the amount of tax due from such in-
dividual for the year or years affected by a
refund, the amount of the taxes refunded
with respect to which credit has been allowed
under this section shall be reduced by the
amount of any State or local income tax im-
posed with respect to such refund; but no
credit under this section, and no deduction
under section 164 (relating to deduction for
taxes), shall be allowed for any taxable year
with respect to such State or local income
tax imposed on the refund. No interest shall
be assessed or collected on any amount of tax
due on any redetermination by the Secre-
tary, or his delegate, resulting from a refund
to the individual, for any period before the
receipt of such refund, except to the extent
interest was pald on such refund, by the
State or local government for such perlod.

“(4) Tax IMPOSED BY THIS CHAPTER.—The
tax imposed by this chapter for any taxable
year does not Include the tax imposed by
section 56 (relating to minimum tax for tax
preferences).

“{c) Cross-REFERENCES—

“(1) For deductions of State and local in-
come taxes, see sections 161 and 275.

“(2) For right of each partner to make
election wunder this section, see section
T03(b)."

(b) DisaLLOWANCE oF DEpUCcTION.—Section
275(a) of such Code (relating to certain
taxes not deductible) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(6) State and local income taxes, if the
individual chooses to take to any extent
the benefits of sectlon 42 (relating to State
and local income taxes)."

SEec. 302. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

(a) The table of sections for subpart A of
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 i{s amended
by striking out the item relating to section
42 and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

“Sec. 42. State and local income taxes,
“Sec. 43, Overpayments of tax.”
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(b) Seection 37(a) of such Code (relating
to retirement income) is amended by strik-
ing out “and section 35 (relating to partially
tax-exempt interest)” and inserting in lieu
thereof “section 85 (relating to partially tax-
exempt Interest), and section 42 (relating
to State and local income taxes)'.

(c) Bection 46(a)(3) of such Code (re-
lating to amount of credit) is amended—
(B(}l) by striking out “and” in subparagraph

(2) by striking out the perlod at the end
of subparagraph (C) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon and the word “and™;
and

(3) by adding after subparagraph (c) the
following new subparagraph:

“({D) section 42 (relating to State and local
income taxes)."

{d) Section 708 of such Code (relating to
partnership computations) is amended—

(1)° by relettering subparagraphs (D),
(E), and (F) of subsection (a)(2) as sub-
paragraphs (E), (F), and (G);

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (C)
of paragraph (2) the following new sub-
paragraph:

“(D) the deduction for taxes provided in
section 164(a) with respect to State and local
income taxes;” and

(3) by amending subsection (b) to read as
follows:

“(b) ELECTIONS OF THE PARTNERSHIP.—ANY
election affecting the computation of taxable
income derived from a partnership shall be
made by the partnership, except that the
election under section 42 (relating to State
and local income taxes) and 901 (relating
to taxes of foreign countries and of posses-
slons of the United States), and any election
under section 615 (relating to pre-1970 ex-
ploration expenditures) or under section 617
(relating to deduction and recapture of cer-
tain mining exploration expenditures), under
section 57(c) (relating to definition of net
lease), or under section 163(d) (relating to
limitation on interest on investment indebt-
edness), shall be made by each partner
separately.”

SEC. 403. REPORT BY THE SECRETARY.

The Secretary shall report to the Congress
not later than March 1, 1980, on the opera-
tion of the provislons of this title for the
preceding 8 calendar years, This report shall
include estimates of the amount of Federal
revenue foregone and of the amount of ad-
ditional State and local revenue derived from
the provisions of this title. Thls report may
also contaln any recommendations on the
flart of the Secretary for additional legisla-

on.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today I am
offering amendment No. 1478 to H.R.
14370, the State and Local Fiscal Assist-
ance Act of 1972. This, of course, is the
Senate Finance Committee revenue-
sharing bill. My amendment would make
it possible for citizens to credit 40 percent
of their State and local personal income
taxes against their Federal tax bill once
revenue sharing terminated after 5 years.
It is my expectation that such a credit
would provide an incentive for the wider
use of the more efficient and equitable
personal income tax, by States and lo-
calities.

I have long associated myself with the
concept of revenue sharing. At the time
of my first congressional campaign of
1966, I endorsed this concept. During the
91st Congress, I introduced H.R. 13353,
the House version of the Muskie-Goodell
revenue-sharing proposal. Further, T am
cosponsor of S. 680, the President’s meas-
ure, and 8. 3651, the Senate companion
to the Ways and Means Committee bill.

Despite my endorsement of revenue
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sharing as a temporary answer to State-
local fiscal crisis, I have been unable to
find in it a permanent solution to the
financial imbalance within our federal
system. Mr. President, I feel this way be-
cause revenue sharing in itself does little
to increase the ability of non-Federal
governments to produce their own reve-
nues to finance their appropriate func-
tions. If our system of decentralized fed-
eralism is to remain a reality, and not
just a formality, States and their com-
munities cannot continue to come to
Washington for larger and larger por-
tions of their budgets. The vast, complex,
and often irrational system of Federal
grants-in-aid we have erected has cer-
tainly not proven to be a really adequate
means by which to maintain federalism.

In addition to my concern that reve-
nue sharing is only a short-term ap-
proach, I, like many others, hesitate to
bring about the permanent separation
within our intergovernmental apparatus
of the taxing and spending powers. Given
this uneasiness, it is likely that general
revenue-sharing funds would soon be-
come burdened with the same sort of
“strings"” now attached to categorical as-
sistance.

Because I have had some reservations
about all of the prominent revenue shar-
ing proposals, I, along with the distin-
guished senior Senator from Delaware
(Mr. Bocas) , have introduced during this
Congress the Intergovernmental Revenue
Adjustment Act of 1971 (S. 2080). The
House companion to S. 2080 is H.R. 9347,
introduced by Representative JErRrY PET-
1Is of California.

I am pleased to note that the Ways
and Means bill in the form which it
passed the House met a number of the
objectives of S. 2080. H.R. 14370 provided
for a closeout date for revenue sharing
after 5 years; it provided an incentive
for wider use of personal income taxes;
it permitted the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to collect on behalf of the States in-
dividual income taxes tailored after the
Federal income tax; and it provided a
formula of distribution relatively more
favorable to the large urban States and
their major cities.

Unfortunately the version of H.R.
14370, as reported by the distinguished
Committee on Finance, omifs several
positive elements found in the House bill.
I am especially concerned about the al-
terations made in the formula for allo-
cating funds among the States. The
elimination of factors giving weight to
urbanized population and State income
taxes, if allowed to stand, would greatly
lessen the positive impact which revenue
sharing could have. The revised distri-
bution of funds, compared to the Ways
and Means Committee version, would
provide less aid to our urban States,
where the most serious fiscal crisis exists.

This pattern of distribution further
gives no incentive for the wider use of
income taxes on the State and local level.
I feel that such an incentive within the
revenue sharing formula, as well as
through tax credits, is important. Only
measures such as these will help our non-
Federal governments develop the inde-
pendent fiscal capacity necessary to per-
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form their appropriate responsibilities
without Federal money and the regula-
tions which usually accompany it.

The amendment which I am offering
to H.R. 14370 today would allow taxpay-
ers a credit on their Federal personal in-
come taxes of 40 percent of State and
local income taxes after December 31,
1976, the termination date for Federal
assistance under H.R. 14370. My Inter-
governmental Revenue Adjustment Act
provided for such a phasein of tax cred-
its. This combination meets an immedi-
ate fiscal need through revenue sharing
and provides a long-term incentive to
the strengthening of State and local tax-
gathering ability.

States and localities which are pres-
ently unable, for constitutional or ad-
ministrative reasons, to levy income
taxes would have 5 years to prepare
themselves to do so. Additionally, a tax
credit provision and H.R. 14370’s title
authorizing Federal collection of State
income taxes would complement one
another.

I by no means intend to suggest that
our State and local governments are ly-
ing down on the job. The expenditures
of these non-Federal governments in-
creased from $70 billion in 1960 to
$131.3 billion in 1970—an increase of
about 88 percent.! Similarly the number
of persons employed by these govern-
ments has increased from over 6 million
to in excess of 10 million during this
same period.* While State and local rev-
enues from own sources have increased
by 112 percent between 1960 and 19869,
from $53.3 billion to $113 billion, State-
local debts have risen almost 91 percent
from $70 billion to $133.5 billion.* Dur-
ing the same decade the national debt
rose by approximately 26 percent, from
$290.9 billion to $367.1 billion.*

These statistics make it clear that
States and localities are making a
strong effort to fulfill the ever-expand-
inz roles given them by their residents.
To help finance these undertakings they
have had increasingly to turn to deficit
financing and dependence on Federal
grants-in-aid. Much of the tax money
raised by these entities to meet this
challenge is derived from taxes which
are not as responsive to growth in the
economy and are less equitable than the
Federal personal income tax.

According to the Advisory Commis-
sion on Intergovernmental Relations, in
1970 State governments derived 19.1 per-
cent of their tax collections from per-
sonal income taxes, as compared to 29.6
percent resulting from general sales
taxes.® When State and local general
revenues are combined only 8.2 percent
of revenues from own sources were
derived from income taxes—over one-

1 Tax Foundation, Ine., “Facts and Figures
on Government Finance,” 1971, p. 130; and
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, “State-Local Finances: Significant
Features and Suggested Legislation,” 1972
edition, p. 122.

* ACIR, op. cit., p. 126.

3 Tax Foundation, op. cit., p. 127.

¢ Computed from statistics in the “Speclal
Analyses of the Budget, 1973,” p. 34.

& ACIR, op. cit., p. 20.
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third of local revenues still coming from
property taxes.’

While we are all aware of the recent
adoption of State income taxes, between
1960 and 1969 this source of revenue
grew as a portion of State tax collec-
tions by less than 6 percent.” The pro-
portion of revenue from sales taxes
grew at about the same rate. A number
of States, including several large ones,
are still without an income tax. The dec-
ade of the 1960's saw individual income
taxes increase as a portion of local reve-
nues derived from our sources from 0.9
to 2.6 percent.*

I do not intend to argue that the reve-
nue modes widely used by non-Federal
governments have nothing to be said in
their favor or that they should not con-
tinue to play a major role in faxation at
these levels of government. My real
point is that State and local legislators
would put their governments in a
stronger financial situation, if they
more frequently turned to individual
income taxes.

Property, sales, and corporate income
taxes do not usually increase at the same
rate at which the GNP and our need for
public services grow whereby personal
income taxes grow 1.5 to 1.8 percent for
every l-percent increase in the GNP.
While the National Government can to
a considerable extent depend on eco-
nomic growth to provide greater reve-
nues, State and local officials are con-
tinuously forced to seek inecreases in
their tax rates through legislation or
public referendum.

This is one way in which Washington
obtains considerable advantage over
other governments in the intergovern-
mental competition for revenues. We at
the center simply make use of a tax
which is normally a more efficient rev-
enue producer than those upon which
other governments depend. Further, we
must remember that to some extent we
in Washington have preempted personal
income taxes as a source of revenue. In-
come taxes must come out of the same
pockets, regardless of what level of gov-
ernment levies the tax. A credit of State
and local income taxes against Federal
payments would help release a part of
this superior revenue source to cur non-
central political units.

Besides being inefficient revenue-
producers, many nonpersonal income
taxes are inequitable in terms of the
distribution of their burden among in-
dividual taxpayer or among social
groups. This fact, of course, can add to
their unpopularity with voters. Addi-
tionally some of the taxes widely used
at the State and local level, particularly
the real property tax, may have harm-
ful impact on urban growth and busi-
ness patterns. Individual income taxes
further offer advantages over some other
modes of revenue in their ease of col-
lection.

The tax ecredit scheme which my
amendment authorizes was originally

¢ Jbid., pp. 25 and 29.

7 Tax Foundation, op. cit., p. 173.

*Ibid., p. 233.

®» ACIR, Fiscal Balance in the American
Federal System, vol. I, p. 114,
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presented as title II of the Intergov-
ernmental Revenue Act of 1969, intro-
duced by Senators Muskie and Goodell
in the Senate and by myseif in the
House. This bill was the result of ex-
cellent staff work by the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations.

If my proposal were to become law,
taxpayers would have a choice between
making use of the present deduction for
State and local income taxes or crediting
40 percent of State-local personal in-
come tax payments against their Fed-
eral tax bills. The current deduction, of
course, applies to a wide variety of State
and local levies while the 40-percent
credit would be usable only for individual
income taxes. These income taxes, to be
creditable, would have to permit deduc-
tions for personal exemptions and de-
pendents, or credits equivalent to those
allowed against the Federal income tax.
Thus, the credit would provide an incen-
tive for income taxes which are minimal-
1y progressive,

The addition of a tax credit alternative
would provide relief from State and local
tax burdens to more taxpayers since the
deduction is available only to those who
itemize their returns. In 1970 less than
half of the returns submitted to the In-
ternal Revenue Service were itemized.”
It is estimated that by 1973, as a result
of the Tax Reform Act of 1969, this pro-
portion will decline to about 27 percent.”
It is especially those in the lower and
middle income categories, who would
stand to gain by the introduction of the
40-percent credit.

It is my assumption that once this tax
credit is in effect, State and local legis-
lators could more frequently turn to per-
sonal income taxes in their search for
new revenues. They could justify such
a wider use of this more efficient and
equitable mode of taxation by pointing
out to their constituents that 40 percent
of each new tax dollar could be credited
against their Federal income tax bill.
Once these new sources of financial sup-
port were obtained. State and lozal bod-
ies could determine their use free of
Federal requirements. Unlike revenue
sharing funds, money resulting from a
tax credit, would be raised and spent at
the same governmental level.

Besides their use as an incentive in
promoting the utilization of personal in-
come taxes, tax credits can serve as a
means of lessening interstate and intra-
state competition for revenues. A State
which wished to raise its income taxes
would not need to be so concerned about
lower rates elsewhere since its citizens
would be relieved of 40 percent of this
new levy. There would be a tendency for
all States to move toward some uniform-
ity by adjusting their income tax rates
to obtain the full advantage of the Fed-
eral credit.

What is such an innovation likely to
offer States and localities in increased
revenues and cost the National Govern-
ment in revenues foregone? In 1969 the
Advisory Commission on Intergovern-

* Data provided by the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxatlon.
11 I'bid.
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mental Relations estimated that such a
40-percent credit would during the first
vear of effectiveness generate $2.1 hil-
lion in additional State-local income tax
revenues at a cost of $2.5 billion foregone
in Federal tax dollars. By the third year
of operation, the ACIR forecast a gain of
$7.2 billion with $5.1 billion foregone. At
1973 income levels, the Treasury Depart-
ment foresees a possible $2 billion loss to
the Federal Government during the first
year of effectiveness. The staff of the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation arrived at a very similar figure
of $2.1 billion at 1971 income levels under
tax laws prevailing in 1972.

Individual income tax credits as a con-
structive device in intergovernmental fis-
cal relations has received the endorse-
ment of numerous governmental and
academic figures over the years. During
the present session of Congress the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HARTKE), Representative JouNn
B¥rnEs, and Representative Omar BurLE-
soN, along with others have introduced
tax credit measures. In the past support
for this concept has come from such di-
verse sources as Prof. Walter W. Heller,
Prof. Morton Grodzins, former Agricul-
ture Secretary Orville Freeman, Presi-
dent George Meany of the AFL-CIO,
John W. Gardner, the American Farm
Bureau Federation, the Advisory Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Relations,
and the Committee for Economic Devel-
opment.

In summary, Mr. President, I would
urge the adoption of my amendment to
H.R. 14370, the State and Local Fiscal
Assistance Act of 1972, I feel very strong-
1y that it offers us the opportunity to help
return fiscal balance to our federal sys-
tem. Greater State-local revenue capac-
ity made possible by Federal tax credits
for income taxes paid at the non-Federal
level would contribute to such a develop-
ment. This in my opinion is a long-term
means of revitalizing our decentralized
government, which should reasonably be
put to use once revenue sharing termi-
nates in 5 years.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor's sugeestion is certainly worth being
considered when the revenue-sharing
bill approaches its terminal date. How-
ever, prior to that time I do not think we
should commit ourselves to it, and I be-
lieve it was the judgment of the Senate
committee that we should see what ex-
perience will demonstrate under revenue
sharing. With the experience of the next
few years, we will be in a better position
to determine whether we should consider
substituting the Federal income tax
credit approach for revenue sharing.
Prior to that time, I would be willing to
study it and accumulate information on
the subject. I do not think we should
commit ourselves to it at this time.

Therefore, I hope the amendment will
not be agreed to.

Mr, BENNETT. Mr, President, I think
the record should show that if this
amendment were adopted at this time,
we could look forward to an increase of
at least $2 billion above estimated out-
lays for revenue sharing the first year.
Since it is not to go into effect until ap-
proximately 4 years from now, many
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States that do not now have income taxes
would be under substantial incentive to
adopt them, so that the cost, as com-
pared with the present revenue sharing,
might be $5 billion or even $10 billion
more than under the present system.

I agree with the chairman that it would
be wise, first, to get experience with reve-
nue sharing, rather than to commit our-
selves now to change the basic method
of financing revenue sharing at this time.

I hope the amendment will be defeated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Dela-
ware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would
like to point out that this particular
program would, of course, cost no addi-
tional funds during the first year, be-
cause it would not go into effect until
1976. My reason for proposing it at this
stage—and I do not expect that it will be
adopted today—is that I think it is neces-
sary that we begin thinking along these
lines. I feel that if members of the Fi-
nance Committee and other interested
bodies in Congress do not give this ap-
proach some consideration, we shall find
that at the end of 5 years we shall merely
continue in effect a revenue sharing pro-
gram probably pretty much along the
same lines as finally adopted this year,
except with increased funds.

I do not intend, Mr, President, to ask
for a vote on this particular amendment,
but before withdrawing it I would like to
urge the members of the Finance Com-
mittee and others who are interested in
a viable federalism to give this approach
favorable consideration. I think there are
many advantages, as I have pointed out,
to a tax credit, primarily because it
places the responsibility on the same
level of government that will be spending
the funds. Over the long range, I think
history will show it makes no sense to
divorce responsibility or accountability
for those who decide what the program
of spending should be.

A number of prominent Americans, as
I mentioned earlier, have prompted sim-
ilar amendments. I should like just to re-
view what the distinguished ranking Re-
publican member of the House Ways and
Means Committee (Mr. JoEN W. BYRNES)
has to say about tax credits. He points
out:

General revenue sharing does not provide
8 relevant response to the problem of fi-
nancing our State and local governments.

He says:

First, under tax credits, states and locali-
ties will raise their own revenues as they
have historically done under our federal sys-
tem, rather than being dependent upon ap-
propriations from the federal government.
States and localities will “pay the fiddler
and call their own tune.” Tax credits pro-
vide state and local governments with great-
er access to the income tax, with its desir-
able characteristics of elasticity, broadly
distributed burden, and efficient collection.

Representative ByrneEs points out
that:

Second, tax credits provide a positive in-
centive, concurrent with fiscal relief, for
states and localitles making little or no use
of the individual income tax to improve
thelr tax structure. .

Third, tax credits retain the important
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nexus between dispensing benefits and im-
posing tax burdens. . . .

Fourth, tax credits provide additional tax-
ing latitude to the states consistent with
our constitutional system.

Mr. President, as I say, I think the tax
credit, from the lJong-range point of view,
provides a far better answer to main-
taining the viability of federalism than
revenue sharing. I do not say, necessarily,
that the formula I have in my amend-
ment is the best, but I would hope that
the Finance Committee would not wait
5 years before looking into other ap-
proaches. I would urge and ask that con-
sideration be given at an early date to
the possibilities of tax credits, which, for
the reasons I have already set forth, I
believe offer a better solution than reve-
nue sharing.

Mr. President, with these remarks I
withdraw my amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment is withdrawn. The
bill is open to further amendment.

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

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr, Richard Fay
of my staff be permitted the privilege of
the floor during the course of debate on
the amendments to the Revenue Sharing
Act.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1495

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1495 and ask that it
be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk rezd as follows:

At the end of the bill insert the following:

TITLE IV—INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
AMENDMENTS :
Bec. 401. REPEAL oF ASSET DEPRECIATION
RANGE SYSTEM.

(a) Section 167(m) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 (relating to the Asset De-
preclation Range System) is repealed.

(b) Section 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 computed, subject to the provisions of
Revenue Procedure 62-21 (except for the pro-
visions for the reserve ratio test) as in effect
on January 1, 1971, on the basis of the ex-
pected useful life of property in the hands
of the taxpayer.”

(c) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to property placed in service
after December 31, 1971. 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 1971 if an election has been made to have
the provisions of section 167(m) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1854 apply to such
property.
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Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yveas and nays were ordered.

WE CANNOT SHARE WHAT WE DO NOT HAVE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Will
Rogers once remarked, during the great
depression, that the United States may
be the only nation ever to go to the poor-
house in an automobile.

Forty years later, the remark still
seems apropos, particularly in view of
the financial hemorrhage afflicting the
Federal budget and our spiraling nation-
al debt.

The Senate is on the verge of passing
a $35 billion revenue-sharing measure
without raising a dime to pay for it. In
the face of a national debt that will have
skyrocketed up more than $100 billion
during the 4 short yvears President Nixon
has occupied the White House, the Sen-
ate is about to acquiesce in the Nixon re-
quest that the Federal Government as-
sume added expenditures of more than
$35 billion, over the next 5 years, without
raising any money whatever to pay for
the program.

Just because the administration has
abandoned all sense of fiscal responsibil-
ity, the Senate is not absolved of its duty
to keep the Federal Government solvent,
One can sympathize with the plight of
many a Governor or mayor strapped for
extra funds. It is understandahle that
they would prefer to obtain these funds
from the Federal Treasury, rather than
raise the money on their own. But some-
one has to raise it. What sense does it
make to add billions more to the national
public debt, in order to give away the bor-
rowed money to State and local govern-
ments?

Can anyone doubt that Federal spend-
ing is already running wild? The national
debt is leaping upward on a rising curve.

When President Truman left office, the
Federal debt stood at $259.2 billion, only
one-tenth of a billion above its level at
the end of World War II In the 8 years
that followed under President Dwight D.
Eisenhower, the debt grew by $27.2 bil-
lion; in the next 8§ Kennedy-Johnson
years, $61.6 billion was added. But in the
3 completed years of the Nixon Presi-
dency, not counting the present fiscal
vear, a whopping $86.4 billion has been
added to the national debt. Thus, in 3
short years under President Nixon, the
debt has increased almost as much as
the accumulated increase in the preced-
ing 16 years.

The projected deficit for the current
fiseal year is estimated by the most con-
servative measurement at 25 billion,
which means that the Federal debt will
reach 459.5 billion by the time the books
are closed on Richard Nixon's first term.
Put another way, the debt will have in-
creased by a far greater amount during
President Nixon’s one term, than during
the combined terms of our four previous
Presidents, Truman, Eisenhower, Ken-
nedy, and Johnson.

I acknowledge that the American peo-
ple are sublimely unaware of these star-
tling facts. The practice of politics has
given way to the art of obfuscation; this
administration is earefully costumed and
masked by the Madison Avenue image-
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makers, The fiction is hammered home
that this is a “conservative” administra-
tion, a “businessman’s” administration,
an administration of “fiscal responsibil-
ity.”

These self-serving labels are so per-
sistently applied, with such consummate
professional skill, that the truth is con-
cealed from the people.

I am no match for the image-makers.
Neither is the penniless Democratic
Party, nor its embattled candidate for
President, Grorc¢e McGovErN. Public
opinion has heen spoon-fed too long.
Why bother about the facts, when the
people have already made up their
minds. Tell them that this is the most
spendthrift, deficif-ridden administra-
tion since the end of the Second World
War, and they will shake their heads in
disbelief. Show them the figures, and
they will say: “It cannot be President
Nixon’s fault; it must be the fault of
Congress.”

Yet we know that President Nixon has
actually asked for more money than
Congress has been willing to give. Dur-
ing the 3 fiscal years completed since Mr.
Nixon took office, Congress has appro-
priated $3.8 billion less than the Presi-
dent requested. The truth is that, as be-
fween a Republican administration and
a Democratic Congress, it is Congress
that has shown the most restraint, when
it comes to runaway spending.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have a comparison printed in the
REcorp in order to illustrate my point:

There being no objection, the compari-
son was ordered to be printed in the

There being no objection, the compari-
son was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

COMPARISON OF APPROPRIATIONS REQUESTED BY PRESI-
DENT NIXON AND APPROPRIATIONS EMNACTED BY
CONGRESS IN FISCAL YEARS 1970-72

[In hillions of dollars]

Appropria-
tions
enacted

Appropria-
tions

requested Difference

1
1
1

.2
1
.6
.0

a44

! Less than requested.
* Above request. . |
% Less than requested by the Nixon administration.

Source: Congressional Research Service. Library of Congress.

Mr. CHURCH. Still, this is a record in
which we can take scant pride. Along
with President Nixon, Congress must
bear its part of the responsibility for ris-
ing deficits. If the President has led us
down the seductive path of “Spend now,
pay later,” it was a path we were not
obliged to follow. Congress could have
said, “No, Mr. President, we refuse to
fund mushroom spending with borrowed
money. We refuse to plunge further into
debt.”

Congress could have done that.

But it did not.

Instead, Congress found it easier just
to go along, trimming off a little bit here
or there, but, for the most part, approv-
ing the Nixon budgets, while winking at
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the mounting debt. The rules of the game
were implicitly understood on both sides
of the aisle: “Yes, one day we will have
to raise more money, after the elections.”

No wonder the American people have
developed such a distaste for politics.
They are made the pawns of the game,
to whom the moves ahead are left unre-
vealed. Indeed, spokesmen for this ad-
ministration declared to the press last
week that no new taxes were planned
after the election.

One must ask, then, what is planned?
Obviously, President Nixon does not plan
to cut spending. He is calling instead for
bigger spending, bigger defense spending,
up from $80 to $100 billion in the next 3
years; bigger welfare spending in the
guise of welfare reform; and bigger al-
locations to State and local governments
in the form of this costly revenue-shar-
ing measure now pending before us.

Does anybody believe we can pile on
all this additional spending without rais-
ing the money to pay for it? Does any-
body think we can keep on going ever
more deeply into debt? The interest on
the present debt has reached $22.7 bil-
lion a year. Only last month, the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Harry F. BYrp, JrR.) reminded us that out
of every income tax dollar now collected
by the Federal Government, 17 cents
must go to pay the interest on the exist-
ing debt. If we keep following President
Nixon's lead, it will not be long before a
full fourth of the Government’s income
will be consumed in servicing the na-
tional debt.

Every Senator knows this spending
binge is fiscal folly; that we must either
cut Federal spending drastically or raise
a great deal more money to pay for it.
Yes, every Senator—and President Nixon
as well—knows this. But the rules of the
political game call for keeping the truth
from the people until after the election.

To his everlasting credit, Georce Mc-
GoveRrN refuses to play the political game
this way. He alone is telling the people
precisely how he proposes to cut spend-
ing by trimming billions off our bloated
military budget. He alone is telling the
people how he would raise over $20 bil-
lion in new revenues, not by jacking up
the rates on the average taxpayer, but
by plugging the loopholes in our present
Swiss cheese tax system. And for his
trouble, we are told, he will be over-
whelmingly defeated.

If this proves true, then the people will
have only themselves to blame for the
way the political game is played. If they
keep on reelecting politicians who with-
hold the hard truth from them at elec-
tion time, telling them what they want
to hear instead, then they should ex-
pect to get reamed afterwards. If they
believe the cynical disclaimers of this ad-
ministration to the effect that no new
taxes are intended after the election,
then they are in store for a rude
awakening.

Given the spiraling national debt and
the Nixon programs for still higher
spending, tax increases are inevitable.
When pressed, administration spokes-
men will admit in the fine print that a
“value added” tax is under considera-
tion, a less abrasive name for what we
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usually call a sales tax. The scheme is
to raise the money in the most regressive
way, by taxing rich and poor alike at the
same rate, so that the heaviest burden
will fall onece more on the working
people.

This revenue-sharing measure now
before us presents the Senate with a
singular opportunity to start playing
straight with the American people. 1
have my doubts about the wisdom of
revenue sharing.

It typifies the hypocrisy so fashion-
able in our politics these days that the
President should call for the enactment
of revenue sharing in the name of
strengthening State and local govern-
ments. For the program can only have
the opposite effect, making State and
local government all the more dependent
on the Federal Treasury, subject to the
many “strings” being attached to this,
and susequent, bills, Revenue sharing is
not a transfer of authority or responsi-
bility; it is a handout of money which
will further reduce a citizen's control
over his State and local government.

Nevertheless, in light of the pressing
need, I would be willing to give revenue
sharing the benefit of my doubts, and
vote in favor of the program, if the
Senate would be willing to pay for the
program.

The argument for the two revenue-
producing amendments Senator NELsoN
and I are offering can be summed up in
a very few words:

Revenue-sharing? Then, ralse the revenue

to be shared. We can't share what we don't
have.

The prestigious Brookings Institution
puts forward the same proposition in its
publication, “Setting National Priorities:
The 1972 Budget,” in which appears the
following:

It should be obvious that revenue sharing,
like any other government program, is not
free. Taxes would have to be Increased or
other Federal expenditure; reduced to pro-
vide the necessary funds.

Why belabor the obvious? Our two
amendments would help nay for this rev-
enue-sharing measure through tax re-
form. They would raise nearly $4 billion
during the first year they are in effect,
according to the best estimates we can
obtain.

Moreover, the two amendments are
familiar to the Senate. One would
strengthen the minimum tax on income
derived from tax preferences, a weak ver-
sion of which was adopted by Congress
in 1969. The second would repeal the
“Asset Depreciation Range System”—
ADR—which, when added on top of the
T-percent investment credit, has become
a pointless “windfall.”

Indeed, one could go further, and ar-
gue that neither the accelerated depre-
ciation nor the T-percent investment tax
credit nas stimulated economic growth.
But taken together, they surely repre-
sent “overkill.” My witness is none other
than Mr. John Connally who, when
speaking to the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce as Secretary of the Treasury in
January 1972, said pointedly:

You got it [Le., ADR and the 7 percent
investment credit]. What have you done with
it? Nothing.
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Our amendment would repeal the
ADR, while leaving the T-percent invest-
ment credit intact, thereby returning to
the depreciation system that existed
prior to 1971.

I ask unanimous consent that a more
detailed explanation of the two amend-
ments, together with the approximate
income generated by each, may be
printed here in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the explana-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY SENATORS CHURCH
AND NELSON

1. Strengthen the provisions of the Mini-
mum 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 it contains
unnecessary exemptions and because its tax
rate of 10 percant 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. Final-
1y, 1t would increase the minimum tax rate
from 10 percent to 50 percent of the regular
Income 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. Yleld: $1.9-billion
(est.).

2. Repeal the Asset Depreciation Range
System (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 thelr 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
27.5 billion 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 system
was, therefore, a costly and unnecessary tax
windfall to businesses using depreciable as-
sets. Originally, ADR was justified on the
grounds that it would stimulate the econo-
my. ADR has been in effect for over a year
and the evidence does not support such a
conclusion. Yield: $1.8-billion (est.).

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in his
campaign for the Presidency, Senator
McGoverN has repeatedly stressed the
theme that America must “come home”
again, home from a war in Southeast
Asia that makes no sense, and home to
confront the Ilong-neglected problems
that afflict our own people. He would
agree that we must also “come home” to
fiscal responsibility.

I say that, not as one who believes in
parsimonious government, but as one
who recognizes the necessity for solvent
government. Only a few months ago, I
sponsored the amendment which raised
social security benefits by 20 percent, in
order to give some measure of relief to
the elderly, half of whom were living in
or near poverty. It was to the credit of




September 11, 1972

Congress that the amendment passed,
despite the resistance of the Nixon ad-
ministration, in view of the desperate
need of so many of our senior citizens.

But my amendment increasing social
security benefits contained the tax
adjustments needed to pay for it. The
amendment was solidly based upon the
principle of fiscal responsibility. What
Congress did in the case of social security,
it should do again in the case of revenue
sharing.

By approving these two amendments,
Congress would advance a double-
pronged objective: We would adopt a fi-
nancially viable revenue-sharing pro-
gram and make a start on the reform of
an unfair Federal income tax system
which disburses some $77 billion a year in
tax advantages, some legitimate, but
many indefensible. At present, 394 Amer-
icans with adjusted gross incomes above
$100,000 a year, pay no income tax at all.
More than 1,300 Americans with adjusted
gross incomes of over $50,000, pay no tax.
Out of a total personal income of approx-
imately $860 billion a year, only 47 per-
cent, or about $405 billion, is presently
reached by the Federal income tax law.

Congressional acknowledgment of the
need for far-reaching tax reform would
be achieved by the adoption of these two
amendments. They would set the stage
for a thorough tax review next year.

Better still, Congress would put the
President on noice that the political
game of “Spend Now, Pay Later” is over.
As the custodian of the public purse un-
der the Constitution, Congress would be-
zin to regain the stature it once enjoyed
as a coequal branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment. The American people would say
of us, “At last, Congress is displaying
some commonsense.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, we are
not operating under a unanimous-con-
sent agreement. Is that correct?

Mr. TALMADGE. We are not. There
is no time limit.

Does the Senator from Wisconsin de-
sire to proceed at this time?

Mr. NELSON. If the Senator from
Idaho has completed his remarks.

Mr. CHURCH. I have for the moment.
If there is an argument I will partici-
pate in it, but I have completed my
initial presentation.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, we are
not under a time limitation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I have
joined with the Senator from Idaho in
sponsoring this amendment to repeal the
asset depreciation range. This proposal
has been debated at length on the floor
on more than one occasion.

Mr. President, this amendment would
repeal the asset depreciation range—
ADR.

In January 1971, the Treasury issued
new regulations governing the deprecia-
tion of plant and equipment. The major
change was a 20-percent shortening of
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guidelines lives. Thus, an asset which pre-
viously had a guideline life for 10 years
could now be depreciated over 8 years.

This amendment would repeal the 20-
percent speedup in guideline lives.

It would save the Federal Treasury $1.8
billion in 1973 and $26 billion between
now and 1980; over the next 5 years the
saving would be $15 billion—about one-
half the amount needed to finance reve-
nue sharing over the next 5 years. The
savings to the Treasury in each of the
next 8 years would be as follows:

Savings to Treasury

am@oSome

3.

Mr. President, revenue sharing will
cost $30 billion over the next 5 years. It
comes before the Senate at a time when
we are experiencing the largest deficits
in our history—$24 billion in fiseal year
1972, an estimated $27-$35 billion in fis-
cal year 1973, and total deficits for the
last 4 years of about $90 billion. More-
over, the recent Brookings Institution
study of the Federal budget concludes
that we will experience a $17 billion defi-
cit in 1975 even if the economy is at full
employment. Obviously, the Federal
Government has no revenues to share.

To begin this new program without
raising the money to fund it would set a
bad precedent. It would also be costly.
It has been estimated that the interest
cost involved in financing this program
by borrowing would total more than $5
billion over the next 5 years. This cost
can be avoided if the pending amend-
ment is adopted.

The ADR system became law last
December as part of the Revenue Act of
1971. At that time, its proponents argued
that it was needed to stimulate invest-
ment, This argument made little sense
then, and it makes even less sense now.

On the floor of the Senate, I pointed
out that most economists and many
businessmen thought ADR would have
little effect on investment in the near-
term. With industry operating at 73 per-
cent of capacity, businessmen had little
incentive to expand plant and equip-
ment. I quoted Chairman John Roche of
General Motors:

It should be understood that most com-
panies of any size determine their purchases
of equipment by the needs of the business
and not by any short-term tax advantages.

Mr. Roche went on to say that what
mattered was consumer spending:

It must be noted that the tax credit and
accelerated depreciation applies only after
equipment ls purchased and put to use. This
ljke the other elements of the program,
means very little unless we can achieve the
improved economy the President has called
for.

Today there is overwhelming evidence
that the Nixon investment incentives—
and particularly the ADR—have had
little or no impact on investment. Ac-
cording to the Commerce Department’s
Survey of Current Business, June 1972:
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There 1s some evidence that capital spend-
ing this year is stimulated by the liberalized
depreciation rules and the new investment
tax credit enacted last December. According
to a survey of spending plans taken by
MeGraw Hill Publications Company in March
and April, businessmen reported that their
expected 1972 outlays are $3/4 billion higher
than they would have been in the absence
of these two stimulants. Roughly $500 mil-
lion of that amount was attributed to the
investment tax credit and $250 million to
liberalized depreclation.

The ADR and the Investment Tax
Credit are costing the Treasury about
$5.3 billion in 1972 and $6.3 billion in
1973. Yet here is an official organ of the
Nixon administration reporting evidence
that the effect on investment is negli-
gible—less than 15 percent of the cost to
the Treasury.

Of course, some people may have some
doubts about the McGraw-Hill estimate.
To satisfy any such doubts, we quote an-
other source which should certainly be
biased in favor of the Nixon investment
inecentives—Dr. Pierre Rinfret, President
Nixon’s principal economic spokesman
for the 1972 campaign.

According to press reports, Dr. Rinfret
conducted a comprehensive survey of
major businesses, and concluded that if
the investment credit, the ADR, and the
oil depletion allowance were all repealed,
investment would be cut by about 5.5 per-
cent or $5 billion in 1973. These three
tax provisions will cost the Treasury well
over $7 billion in 1973 acecording to Dr.
Rinfret.

This very point came up last Thursday
at Secretary Shultz’ press conference on
the McGovern tax program:

Question: Plerre Rinfret, the Administra-
tion's official spokesman on economic matters
during this campaign, referring to Evans and
Novak, conducted a survey among business
investment among companies concerning
thelr investment declsions, indicated that if
you repeal ADR and investment tax credit,
that investment would drop by about 5
percent next year.

Well, if you lower business investment by
about 51, percent, wouldn't that come aw.
fully close to equalling, in dollar amounts,
just about what you're losing In revenue be-
cause of ADR and investment credit?

In other words, my question is this, i1s it a
bargain when you would get about an addi-
tional dollar of investment for a dollar of
revenue loss

Secretary SaULTZ. Well, I think the main
point of it 1s to have our tax structure be one
that stimulates the economy, that leads it to
be more productive, that invites investment
in better tools for the American worker to
use so that, as I sald, he 1s competitive In
world markets and 1s able to produce a rising
standard of living here at home. I think that
is the main point about it.

The reporter’s point gets to the heart
of the matter:

Is it a bargaln when you would get an
additional dollar of investment for a dollar
of revenue loss?

Secretary Shultz’ response suggests
strongly that he has no answer to this
argument.

In any event, whether one accepts the
three-quarter billion dollar figure from
the McGraw-Hill Survey, or Dr. Ren-
fret’s figure of $5 billion, it is clear that
the effect on investment is relatively
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small—at least when compared to the
cost.

True, investment has been increasing
in the recent period. Nonresidential fixed
investment in the second guarter of 1972
was unning at an annual rate of $84.4
billion—in 1958 dollars—or about 9 per-
cent above the 1970 level. According to
the Commerce Department’s survey,
capital spending in the seecond quarter
was running at $87.1 billion, also about 9
percent above the 1970 level.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a tabulation on this subject be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorn, as follows:

{in billions of dollars]

Capital
spending
(Commerce
GNP accounts Department
(1958 dollars) survey)

7.6
76.8
82.2
84.4

Nonresi-
dential fixed
investment

1972, 1st quarter
1972, 2d quarter

Mr. NELSON. But this growth in in-
vestment was relatively modest; and it
was hardly unexpected, since the econ-
omy as a whole was expanding through-
out this period.

Much more dramatic was the growth
in corporate profits and depreciation.
In the second quarter, after-tax cor-
porate profits were at an annual rate of
$52.4 billion—or 30 percent above the
1970 level; and corporate depreciation
was running over 23 percent above the
1970 level. The net result was a 26-per-
cent jump in corporate cash in hand
from 1970 to the second guarter of this
year.

One other administration argument
should be mentioned: that these tax
subsidles to investment are needed to
preserve the international competi-
tiveness of American firms.

In his testimony before the Senate
Finance Committee last fall, Secretary
Connally presented data showing the
effect of income taxes on the cost of
capital goods in the major industrial
countries. The United States was at the
top of the list. The Secretary concluded
that the U.S. tax structure is biased
against capital.

However, the Treasury table failed to
show any relationship between the Con-
nally capital cost index and GNP growth
or the growth of exports. Indeed, the
United Kingdom, which had the lowest
capital cost figure, also had the lowest
GNP growth rate and the slowest growth
of exports.

The fact is that the tax treatment of
capital plays a minor role in determin-
ing a country's competitive position.
Other factors—such as inflation and
technological change—are much more
significant.

Nor is U.S. tax policy unfavorable to
business. Thus, if we compare the ef-
fective corporate tax rates in the major
industrialized nations—table IIT—tak-
ing into account such special provisions
of the tax laws as accelerated deprecia-
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tion, percentage depletion and the like—
the U.S. rate is not out of line with
those elsewhere. Indeed, it is lower than
that in Italy, Canada, Germany, and
France.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing the estimated effort of cor-
porate tax rates in major industrialized
countries (1966) be printed at this
point in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to he printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

TasLE IIT
Estimated effective corporate tax rates in
major Industrialized countries (1966)
Percent

L A S T T [ o SRR e 35.

Net-ﬁerla.nds

cmo~nwaa

Mr. NEL.SON. The new depreciation
rules—ADR~-—should be repealed. The in-
vestment credit and the ADR together
represent an excessive corporate tax cut.
Most of the witnesses in last year’s hear-
inzs on the New Economiec Policy before
the Joint Economic Committee took this
position. Senator Proxmirg, chairman of
the committee, summarized their testi-
mony as follows:

They (the witnesses) agreed that if there
is to be an investment credit, then the ADR
should be withdrawn. Even Plerre Rinfret,
now President Nixon's top campalgn eco-
nomic advisor, took a similar position. In
testimony before the House Ways and Means
Committee on September 14, 1971, he said:
Liberalized depreciation should not be al-
lowed together with the use of the invest-
ment credit. Corporations should be given
an either/or choice. If they opt for the
investment credit, they cannot take liher-
alized depreclation, or vice-versa.

The issue is one of priorities. The in-
vestment credit and the ADR together
represent a corporate tax cut of more
than 15 percent. These—and other
measures have brought about a maior
shift away from the corporate income
tax. Thus, in 1960, the Federal Govern-
ment raised 35 percent of its revenues
from the income tax on corporations;
today, the figure is under 27 percent.

We must now recognize one fact: the
ADR is simply not working. For every $1
of increased investment, the Federal
Government is losing over $2 in revenues.

We cannot afford this waste, particu-
larly at a time of such staggering budget
deficits. Efficiency in Government, as
well as fiscal responsibility require that
the ADR be repealed.

I yield the floor.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, this
amendment is not germane to the reve-
nue-sharing bill. It is a major revenue-
raising amandment. It is a major change
in the tax laws of our country. Under
the House rules it would be considered
nongermaneg, and even if the Senate ap-
proved the amendment, the conferees on
the part of the House would not even
consider it. So, if the Senate does ap-
prove the amendment, it would be a fu-
tile gesture insofar as the conferees on
the part of the House are concerned.

Less than a year ago—in fact, in De-
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cember of last year—the Congress of the
United States approved our present as-
set depreciation range. It was approved
at that time because our country was in
a major recession. Employees were being
laid off. Profits of corporations were go-
ing down. Our country was in a major
noncompetitive position vis-a-vis foreign
countries. The Congress of the United
States thought it was imperative to do
something if we were to avoid a major
recession and get our country back on
the road of economic recovery.

When the Congress approved the as-
set depreciation range at that time, it
cut back, in the first year, the Treasury’'s
recommendations by some $2 billion. So
the Congress has, indeed, reduced what
the Treasury provided in its recommen-
dations on the asset depreciation range
by $2 million in this year alone. There-
{ore, the Congress made a major change
from what the Treasury itself provided
in its regulations.

Mr. President, capital investment in
the United States is recouped far less
rapidly than in any other major indus-
trial power on the face of the earth. The
depreciation allowances we give, even
with ADR and investment credit, are
noncompetitive with Japan, are non-
competitive with Great Britain, are non-
competitive with Germany, are noncom-
petitive with France, and yet we are ex-
pected to compete with them in world
trade.

That is one of the reasons why we
have been noncompetitive with major
trading powers throughou®t the world,
and it is one of the reasons why in our
balance of payments, we are operating at
a huge deficit. Our balance-of-payments
deficit with Japan ran at an annual
rate of $3.8 billion in the last quarter,
and, on an annualized basis, our loss on
the balance of payments with all the
other countries was $13 billion the first
quarter and $3 billion the second quarter.
If this amendment is approved, it will
worsen our competitive position and
make it much worse than it is at the
present time.

One of the reasons why Congress
passed this asset depreciation range sys-
tem—ADR-—last year was that our econ-
omy was lagging in capital investment.
From that time last year when we passed
the ADR system, our total plant and
equipment expenditures increased by
more than $10 billion. That is one of the
major reasons why we have been able to
employ 2 million more people this year
than were employed at this time last
year. So apparently the action taken by
Congress is working.

Here is a comparison, Mr. President,
using the United States as a base under
present law prior to ADR and without
any regard to subsequent changes in the
law, and taking the after-tax cost to the
United States as $100. The aftertax cost
of the same equipment in Great Britain
is $79. I am not talking about differences
in price. I am talking about differences
created by the differences in taxes. In
Japan it is $81. In Italy it is $82. In West
Germany it is $83. In Sweden it is $83.

With the T7-percent investment tax
credit alone, without ADR, the aftertax
cost to the United States would be $90.50.
The other countries are still far below us.




September 11, 1972

The Revenue Act of 1971, with ADR plus
the T-percent tax credit, we reduced the
cost in the United States to $87.

So even after the action taken by the
Congress last year in approving ADR and
the 7-percent investment credit, we still
recover our capital investment at a far
less rapid rate than most other major
industrial nations on the face of the
earth.

Finally, this amendment is a major
revenue change in the law. It would
mean that the Senate, since last Decem-
ber, would reverse its field 180 dezrees,
without any hearings, without any op-
portunity for the Treasury Department
to testify, without any opportunity for
representatives of business and industry
to testify, without any opportunity at all
for hearings to examine carefully how
this amendment would affect the econ-
omy of this country.

I do not believe that we ought to
spring an amendment of this far-reach-
ing scope suddenly on the floor of the
Senate, without any notice, without any
hearings, without any opportunity for
the pros and cons to be heard, and with-
out an opportunity for the tax-writing
committees of Congress to examine care-
fully the witnesses to see what the
amendment would do.

So in due course, after Senators have
had an opportunity to state their case,
on behalf of the Committee on Finance,
I shall move to lay the amendment on
the table.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, as a
member of the Finance Committee, I
agree completely with the Senator from
Georgia.

I do not know why some of our col-
leagues feel that it is so easy to amend
the tax laws just by changing a figure
here or a date there, without any con-
sideration of the effect of such changes
on individual industries as well as on
the economy as a whole.

The business of writing tax legislation
is probably the most complicated busi-
ness in which the Senate and the House
of Representatives are involved. To
blandly wipe out all the effort of all the
two committees by a simple amendment,
it seemns to me, is to greatly oversimplify
the legislative process, and I am sure. it
would create more problems than it
would solve.

It looks like an easy way to get money,
because corporations do not vote; but
corporations employ voters, and, as the
Senator from Georgia has pointed out,
the effect of this law has been to make
possible the employment of some 2 mil-
lion or more Americans, who presumably
might find their jobs in jeopardy, or
whose friends in the years immediately
ahead might not be able to find jobs as
a result of it.

How people can argue problems like
this without relating investment to jobs
has always been beyond me. I agree that
this amendment is not germane. I agree
that if we took it to conference, the
House, under its rules, would have to re-
ject it. Therefore, I think it is an exer-
cise in futility. I agree with the Senator
from Georgia that a motion to lay on the
table should be made, and when it is
made I shall support it.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I think that
the very persuasive and cogent statement
of the Senator from Georgia, seconded
by that of the Senator from Utah, states
the case that a tax measure should not
be added to this bill,

I would point out, Mr. President, that
the expenditures under this bill are with-
in the budget that the President sub-
mitted to Congress. They are every bit
as much a part of the President’s budget
as the appropriation bills that went
through the Appropriations Committee.

As a matter of fact, compared to the
President’s budget this bill is a revenue
saver, since it limits Federal funds for
the social services programs. The $1 bil-
lion increase we have provided in the
authorization for revenue sharing, in rec-
ognition of the limit on social services
funds, costs far less than maintaining the
present runaway social services program
without change. The committee bill
would close down an item that threatens
to cost the Federal Government billions
of dollars.

Pending further discussion of this mat-
Ef-r. I withhold further comment at this

ime.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the rea-
son that the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NensoN) and I chose
these two particular amendments is be-
cause they are both familiar to the Sen-
ate. They have both been argued and
considered before. The arguments, pro
and con, are well known. So these two
proposals do not come freshly to the Sen-
ate floor.

Therefore, I think the argument that
they must go the normal route and be
taken up again by the appropriate com-
mittees lacks the force it would otherwise
have, were the subject matter not so
familiar. We have plowed and replowed
the same ground many times before. The
major issue, it seems to me, is being over-
looked—something we do very easily in
this Chamber.

The major issue is, if we want revenue
sharing, how are we going to raise the
revenue to pay for it? The fact is that
we have no revenue now to share. We
have only mounting deficits. The fact is
that no economist—or no bookkeeper, for
that matter—can possibly justify going
further into debt, borrowing money to
give away to State and local govern-
ments.

The distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia mentioned our competitive problems
with certain other countries in the world.
But those competitive problems are the
direct result of the American inflation,
which constantly prices us out of the
market. Yet, I do not know of an econ-
omist, liberal or conservative, who would
disagree that continuous deficit spending
is one of the chief stimulants to the infla-
tion. We are arguing in circles. The truth
is that we do not want to raise the money
to pay for this measure, particularly be-
fore an election.

Even the administration’s own peo-
ple are now admitting to the calamity
of the Federal deficits. There is a fiscal
hemorrhage occurring of unprecedented
proportion, and when we find the ad-
ministration experts themselves agreeing
that this is the case, then the matter
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certainly has risen above purely partisan
levels, and the argument in favor of these
amendments ought to attract the atten-
tion of both sides of the aisle.

I quote, for example, from an article
published in the business and financial
section of the Washington Post yester-
day, entitled, “Deficit: White House
Ducks Issue,” written by Hobart Rowan.
I shall propose to put the entire text of
the article into the Recorp, Mr. Presi-
dent, but I think these particular quota-
tions should be extracted and empha-
sized in this debate:

First of all, a quotation from Ray-
mond J. Saulnier, the former chairman
of the Council of Economic Advisers at
the end of the Eisenhower years. This
week, Mr. Saulnier told the annual meet-
ing of the National Association of Busi-
ness Economists that:

It is an enormous hazard to operate with
a succession of deficits in the neighborhood
of $30 billion to $35 billion., And the risk is
amplified when upwards of $60 billion of
short-term llabilities is owed to forelgners.

Mr. Rowan continues:

If you discount Saulnier as a rather con-
servative Republican economist, listen then
to Murray L. Weidenbaum, until this year an
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, usually
rated a liberal Republican economist.

Mr. Weidenbaum is quoted in the ar-
ticle as saying:

To put it silmply but accurately, the fed-
eral budget is heading the wrong way ... I
am worrled now, . . . We have a growing
deficit, In the nelghborhood of £35 billion,
Whether you are a practitioner of the New
Economics, the Old Economics, or whatever,
that just does not make sense.

To quote further from the article, Mr.
Rowan writes:

The Nixon administration used to fend
off talk about rising budget deficits by direct-
ing attention to the ‘“full employment”
budget. The goal, Mr. Nizxon used to say, 1s
a full employment balance which would limit
spending to the level of receipts that would
accrue if the economy were operating merrily
at a 4 per cent unemployment rate.

But a $356 billion deficit in the regular
budget this year translates to a full employ-
ment deficit of $12 or $13 billion. “There are
enough potential new spending pressures on
the horizon to make it unlikely that the so-
called “full employment budget” will be close
to balance anytime during the first half of
this decade—unless taxes are ralsed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article entitled “Def-
icit: White House Ducks Issue,” written
by Hobart Rowan and published in the
Washington Post of Sunday, Septem-
ber 10, 1972, be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

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

DericrT: WHITE HousE Ducks ISSUE
(By Hobart Rowan)

This is the season for the “early morning
line” on economic prospects for 1973. And de-
spite the sometimes confusing rhetoric of
the election campaign, there already is a
fairly remarkdable unanimity among the fore-
casters on the outlook.

In summary, most economists look for an-
other year of solid gains next year—but with
inflation still enough of a factor to require
continued wage and price controls and a
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tough monetary pollcy. Some respected
analysts, in fact, are talking about another
credit “crunch” with & jump to an 8 per cent
corporate bond yield by late 1973.

For example, the Wharton school, which
has had a good record of predictions, says the
economy will enjoy a $114 billlon gain In
Gross National Product next year to $1,267
billion, but with growth slowing down after
mid-year and the rate of Inflation moving
up from 3.6 per cent to 4 per cent,

The Wharton economists see the 5.5 per
cent wage standard crumbling “under pres-
sure of a tighter labor market, high capacity
operations, and a large gamut of expiring
contracts.” This raises the question of the
probable need for tighter controls, for (as
the Wharton economists say) “the whole
configuration of the economic accounts looks
better with the stiffer inflatlon controls.”

There are varlations on the Wharton
theme, as various ‘‘models” are turned out
of the mounting numbers of computers. The
University of Michigan, for example, has a
GNP figure of $1,270 billion.

All see some progress—but not spectacular
gains—on the unemployment front, with the
overall-rate moving down from 5.6 per cent
in 1972 to 4.6 per cent in 1973. Many forecast-
ers, however, do not see an unemployment
rate below 5 per cent until the final few
months of 1973.

The thread that runs through all of the
forecasts iz the possibility that costs and
prices will again accelerate, especially toward
the end of 1973. And in large part, this is
based on the staggering federal deficit,
which instead of narrowing with the ap-
proach of recovery, is getting bigger.

Raymond J. Saulnier, former Chairman of
the Council of Economic Advisers at the end
of the Elsenhower years, this week told the
annual meeting of the National Assoclation
of Business Economists that “it is an enor-
mous hazard to operate with a succession of
deficits in the neighborhood of $30 billion to
835 billion. And the risk is amplified when

upwards of $60 billlon of short-term liabili-

tles is owed to foreigners.”

If you discount Saulnier as a rather con-
servative Republican economist, listen then
to Murray L. Weldenbaum, until this year an
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, usually
rated a liberal Republican economist.

“To put it simply but accurately, the fed-
eral budget is heading the wrong way . .. I
am worried now . .. We have a growing
deficit, in the neighborhood of $35 billion.
Whether you are a practitloner of the New
Economics, the Old Economics, or whatever,
that just does not make sense.”

The Nixon administration used to fend off
talk about rising budget deficits by directing
attention to the “full employment” budget.
The goal, Mr. Nixon used to say, is a full em-
ployment balance which would limit spend-
ing to the level of receipts that would accrue
if the economy were operating merrily at a
4 per cent unemployment rate.

But a $35 billlon deficit in the regular
budget this year translates to a full employ-
ment deficit of $12 or $13 billion. “There are
enough potential new spending pressures on
the horizon to make it unlikely that the so-
called ‘full employment budget' will be close
to balance anytime during the first half of
this decade—unless taxes are raised,” Weiden-
baum observes.

That's the prospect that the administra-
tlon won't face up to Treasury Secretary
George Shultz and more recently White
House alde John Ehrlichman have been tak-
ing turns obfuscating this key lssue.

Ehrlichman told reporters on Thursday
that “the Presldent will not .ask for any
increase in federal taxes at all."” But then he
sald that this pledge was “dependent on"
congressional willingness not to exceed the
President’s budget proposals, and further on
a formal ceiling on expenditures.

And when Elizabeth Drew, on a public tele-
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vision Interview asked Ehrlichman if the
President’s tax plans shouldn't be made pub-
lic before the election, Ehrlichman said:

. . . the election date is really an arbitrary
date, in terms of this work. . .. It would be
a real mistake to accelerate . . . this ., . .
simply for the sake of rushing out with some
kind of a campaign slogan.”

The suspicion here is that the administra-
tion can read the tax handwriting-on-the-
wall as well as anyone, but he has ordered no
one to talk about it in a meaningful way
until after the election. But Congress—what-
ever its complexion next year—won’'t be
rushing to raise total taxes, which means
that the deficit will continue, the Federal
Reserve Board will be pressured into a tighter
money policy—and that we won't see the end
of wage-price controls for a long time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, here we
have the administration’s own spokes-
men calling attention to our spiraling
deficits, unprecedented since the end of
the Second World War, and warning the
American people that this kind of reck-
less spending cannot go on—themselves
admitting that we must either drasti-
cally cut Federal expenditures or raise
new revenue.

That is all we are trying to do in this
case. We are asking the Senate to recog-
nize its responsibility to keep this Gov-
ernment solvent. If we want to start giv-
ing away money to the State and local
governments, we ought to have the
gumption to raise the money. We do not
have it now. All we have are mounting
deficits, spiraling out of control.

I submit, Mr. President, that it is not
fair to the American people. It is not
dealing with them honestly to pass this
kind of program to add still further to
the debt and then put over until after
the elections whatever consideration is
to be given to raising the revenues with
which to finance this measure and with
which to reduce the growing debt.

Thus, the argument for the adoption
of the amendments comes down to the
basic principle of fiscal responsibility,
and whether or not the Senate is willing
to face up to it.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Finance, I com-
mend the chairman of the committee,
Mr. Long, the senior minority member,
Mr. BENNETT, and the other members of
the committee and the staff for the ex-
ceptional and conscientious way in which
they addressed themselves to the reve-
nue-sharing measure which was re-
quested by the President of the United
States. There are, of course, members of
the Finance Committee who worked and
who helped send the hill to the Senate
floor because it was part of the Presi-
dent's program, but who were in fact not
enchanted by the concept of revenue
sharing.

In any event, I wish to make clear that
I think they improved quite dramatically
the measure as originally recommended
by the administration. It contains a num-
ber of very sound and creative features
and is a much better bill than what was
sent to Congress. Those on the committee
who worked so hard on it deserve credit
for their creative additions to this bill.

I have been interested in revenue shar-
ing for many years, because for a long
time I have hoped that it might be a
device for assisting States and the munie-
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ipalities with their difficult fiscal prob-
lems, while at the same time strengthen-
ing States and the municipalities
without eroding their power.

Nevertheless, I think there are two
weaknesses in this measure. One is there
is no provision for funding. It is one to
argue that, as a matter of national
economic policy, it is necessary to have
unbalanced budget from time to time, It
is quite another matter to launch a large,
novel, brandnew program in which, for
the first time in the history of the coun-
fry, general revenues are going to be
shared with States and municipalities.

I think it is critically important from
the standpoint of the relationship be-
fween the States and the Federal Gov-
ernment that, if and when revenue shar-
ing is adopted, we be careful to establish
the principle that whatever amount of
money is shared with the municipalities,
a provision must be made to fund it. I
happen to have grave reservations about
sharing federally raised and appropri-
ated funds directly with States and
municipalities. I would much prefer the
concept that we cede some jurisdiction
to the States in one tax field or another,
preferably the income tax, and that they
be compelled to participate in the rais-
ing of these funds.

There is no doubt whatever that once
we follow the procedure of directly ap-
propriating Federal funds to be sent
directly to the States and municipalities,
we have opened Pandora's box. Next year
the request will be for $8 billion or $10
billion, then $15 billion, then $20 billion,
and then you have created a situation in
which the States and municipalities have
become directly dependent upon the
largesse coming from funds at the Fed-
eral level.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I commend the Senator
for his argument, because it seems to me
perfectly evident that once we establish
revenue sharing, not only will pressures
be on us to keep increasing the amount
we allocate to State and local govern-
ment, but also, as this amount increases,
State and local governments will become
more and more dependent upon the Fed-
eral Treasury.

I regard it as a paradox that those
who advocate revenue sharing are doing
s0 in the name of strengthening State
and local governments, when in fact it
can only have the opposite effect.

Does the Senator agree?

Mr. NELSON. I agree with the Senator
from Idaho. This is one reason why I
have had reservations about it,

Once you decide that the funds are
going to be raised directly at the Federal
level, we create a situation in which the
spender of the funds has no obligation to
levy the taxes to pay for them. That
bothers me. I do not say that it is a sit-
uation impossible to handle. But I do not
think it has been adequately explored.

The amount of money being appro-
priated here—depending upon the State,
depending upon the municipality, de-
pending upon how it fits into the formula
that has been developed for distribu-
tion—the amount of money that will go
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into the general treasury of cities and
States, will amount to about 5 percent
on the average of the revenue they raise
from their own sources.

That will not solve the desperate fiscal
problems of some of the major cities
where it is the most serious. We can see
the development of a political competi-
tion here in which every Congressman
and every Member of the Senate will be
back in his constituencies, and the de-
mand will be made from mayors, mem-
bers of the city council, the Governors,
and the local taxpayers that the amount
of the revenue sharing be increased at the
local level so that the responsibility will
not fall on them to raise the money.
There will be no end once that begins.
This explains my great reservation. That
is why I have said it seems to me we
should put this aside and attempt to
evaluate more carefully the pitfalls and
the alternatives.

I am not against the concept of reve-
nue sharing per se. In fact, I spoke on
behalf of the concept of revenue sharing
at least 10 years ago. Almost 6 years ago,
on January 12, 1967, I introduced a bill
on the floor of the Senate to create a
National Committee on Sharing Federal
Revenues because I thought the concept
was not well enough understood and that
the issues and pitfalls had not been
carefully enough evaluated. In my state-
ment, I said that we were not going to
have revenue sharing in 1967 or 1968 any-
way, that we would not have it until we
ended the Vietnam war in any event, and
therefore, let us spend the time carefully
avaluating the whole concept of revenue
sharing, so that then, after the national
commission had made a careful study, it
could come to Congress with recom-
mendations. Unfortunately, that was al-
most 6 years ago and the bill was not
passed.

Then all of a sudden, without any
study having been made, a proposal is
made to Congress. At each step of the
way, the proposal has been improved
over what the administration sent to
Congress. A better bill was passed by the
House than came to it from the admin-
istration. A better bill came from the
Senate than came from the House.

Nevertheless, we have not adequately
evaluated the question of how we should
share the revenues. The guestion of
whether we should simply cede to the
States a certain amount of the income
tax jurisdiction and allow them to levy
it has not been explored. We have not
settled the question of how much money
it should be.

So it seems to me that we should send
this proposal back to the drawing board
and should, in fact, establish a commis-
sion on revenue sharing with instructions
to report to Congress in 12 months. After
all the efforts we have put into it in 12
months, I think they can come up with
a proposal that would be praectical and
that would meet the problems we seek to
meet. That would be a better way to
do it. But once we start this way, I fear
there will be no way substantially to
change it or to improve it.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield to me
again.
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Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I could not agree more
with the Senator’s position when he
points out that the pressures will be on
Congress to increase the allotment once
the bill is passed. Already those very
pressures have moved this bill through
the two Houses of Congress. It is clear
that the enactment of this one proposal,
selected out of a host of proposals the
President made at the beginning of this
session, is indicative of how potent the
Pressures are.

I remember that when President Nixon
first made his proposal, he said there
would be no strings attached, that this
was going to be money set aside for the
States and cities, without Federal con-
trol over how it might be spent. The only
exception, in the President’s first mes-
sage, was the constitutional requirement
respecting nondiscrimination between
the races.

But look at what we have already done.
In the legislative process, we have already
begun to attach strings to the money. In
subsequent bills, more and more condi-
tions will be added. It is natural that
Congress should want to impose condi-
tions on the spending, where Congress is
handing out the money. There is no way
of avoiding the accumulation of restric-
tions and limitations written in by Con-
gress, as time passes.

So here again is the paradox, a Presi-
dent who says, “I want revenue sharing
in the name of strengthening State and
local governments,” and before the first
bill is even passed by Congress, strings
are being tied to the money as quickly,
almost, as we can think of them. And this
is only the start.

So I suggest to the Senator that he is
well advised to question the principle at
issue here. The evidence is already before
us that this measure may not strengthen
State and local governments at all, but
make them more dependent on the Fed-
eral Treasury instead, and more subject
to Federal restraints and Federal re-
strictions, with respect to the spending
of the money.

I therefore question whether this is a
measure that should be enacted at all.
But because I know of the dire straits of
many a city and State for adequate rev-
enue, I am willing to resolve the doubts
in favor of revenue sharing, if the Senate
is willing to raise the revenue to share.
But I cannot possibly vote for this bill
if we propose to borrow the money and
go still further into debt in order to give
the money away to State and local gov-
ernments, That is the height of fiscal
irresponsibility, and we all know it. But
it is more convenient not to face up to
it at this time.

Therefore, I return to the basic argu-
ment that we should pass this amend-
ment and the other one that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. NeLsoN) and
I are offering, just to make certain the
principle is established that the revenue
we will share with the State and local
governments will be raised, not borrowed.

The Senator is also correct in his ob-
servation that one of the unfortunate
effects of revenue sharing is that it di-
vorces the privilege of spending the
money from the responsibility for raising
it, Once we begin to eliminate the re-
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sponsibility for raising the money at the
local level, we reduce the power that the
voting taxpayer has to discipline spend-
ing. Thus, the end result is further to
reduce the effective control of the people
over State and local government.

I am afraid, in the end, that Congress
will be the goat. Once we enact this pro-
gram, we will then be faced with the
problem each year of raising more money
through Federal means to give away to
State and local governments who will no
longer have to tax their own people for
the pleasure of spending it.

We will wonder why we ever started
the process. One day we may very well
live to regret it. But, if we start it with-
out financing it, then I think we greatly
compound the error. For this reason, I
could not be party to the enactment of
this legislation, unless we are prepared
to raise the money to pay for it.

Mr, NELSON. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Idaho very much. Let me
say that I share the Senator’s concern
over the serious fiscal problems faced in
particular by the major cities in Amer-
ica. Even though I do not like the prin-
ciple of establishing a program in which
we are going to share directly raised
Federal taxes with the municipalities and
States, because of the serious problem
I am prepared to support a 2-year pro-
gram on revenue sharing if we raise the
taxes to pay the cost of the program and
if in the interim we are prepared to
create a national commission on revenue
sharing to evaluate all of the still un-
answered questions and have them come
back to Congress and submit & report 12
months from now.

I think it is worth mentioning the na-
ture and kind of politics that will de-
velop in this country if Congress is to
raise the money by taxes, or deficit
spending as this bill proposes, and send
the money back to the municipalities.

In the executive session of the Finance
Committee a question was raised as to
whether we ought to make the program
retroactive to January 1, or effective
July 1. This occurred just 2 or 3 weeks
ago. I argued in executive session that,
whereas it would be nice to make it
retroactive, the 6 months was already
over with and it would cost more than
$2 billion of money that we do not have
to make it retroactive therefore we
should not do so.

We did not vote on that guestion be-
cause, I believe, only seven members were
present. We just had a show of hands. It
was in executive session and no one was
there but the staff. It was a matter that
we were going to have to settle a day or
two after that. Within 24 hours my
phone was busy. I heard from governors
and mayors. I got telegrams from city
councilmen saying, “We desperately need
that money, vote to make it retroactive”.
All that suggests is that the League of
Cities and the Conference of Mayors and
the lobby here is very well organized and
that every time the issue is presented
there will be political pressure put on
Congress to give more money back to the
municipalities, where the people have no
responsibility for the raising of funds.

I am not critical of their desire. Some
councilmen have sent me telegrams and
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said they were in desperate need. The
mayors said they are in desperate need.
And the State is in desperate need. I do
not quarrel with that. If I were to hold
such a position and had that problem,
I suppose I would be petitioning the
Congress of the United States, too. How-
ever, this is the nature and the character
of the politics that will develop if we go
this route. And I think that there are
very grave dangers in it.

Mr. President, as 1 have mentioned a
couple of times, this matter needs fur-
ther study. And there is time in which
to do it. We could get around to re-
solving this major problem in another 12
months.

1 raised several questions when I in-
troduced this bill on January 12, 1967.
I would like to read, before I conclude,
an excerpt or two from my remarks aft
that time, almost 6 years ago.

Mr. President, at that time I said:

It is also possible that local level gov-
ernments will be even more dependent upon
Washington instead of becoming stronger
and more self-reliant. It is also feared that
Federal power will be enlarged rather than
diminished by giving further aid to these
governing bodies.

Rather than doling out public funds, some
feel that any surplus funds should be used
to reduce the national debt.

There is also strong opinion by other high
Federal officials that the funds can be bet-
ter spent on Federal programs such as mass
transit, cancer research, welfare programs,
and so forth, and that these programs should
not be sacrificed for the sake of alding State
and local governments.

The main controversy, in any case, will
revolve around just how much Federal con-
trol and supervision shall be exercised over
the disbursement of these funds.

TAX SHARING RAISES MANY QUESTIONS

Why not simply cut taxes and let the
State and local governments ralse thelr own
taxes as necessary to produce the same
amount of new revenue?

Even though most plans do not advocate
that Federal string, how can we be sure
that asking for modernization is not really
a string after all—or that the greater share
going to less prosperous States is not a gual-
ification at the outset?

Once such a program is begun, how can it
ever be changed? Since each Federal leg-
islator is affected, will this not become a
glant boondoggle and porkbarrel? Would not
it become as unworkable and as ungainly
as some of the giant grant-in-ald programs
we now have?

How can we say that the Federal programs
which may suffer cuts as the result of the
return of money to the States are less val-
uable than those which the States will spend
money on?

And how will the States ever know how
much is going to be allocated to them dur-
ing each succeeding year of Congress? How
will they ever know how to budget wisely?

Is it not possible that putting States on
the Pederal payroll Instead of letting them
raise their own revenues for their own needs
might weaken States even further rather
than strengthening them and might this
not shift even more power to Washington?

Mr. President, these are some of the
questions that I raised at that time and
that other people were also raising. I
stated further at that time:

If an equitable tax sharing plan can be
developed that strengthens the States and
does not expand the Federal bureaucracy,
then we should do it. But any such new pro-
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gram requires the extensive and expert study
which only a blue ribbon commission can
glive.

We can get the answers to these prob-
lems, which we do not have now, and we
can do it within the next year if we
proceed in that fashion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the remarks,
as well as the proposal I made on Jan-
uary 12, 1967, be printed in full in the
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

A NATIONAL COMMISSION ON TAX SHARING

Mr. Nerson. Mr. President, I Introduce for
appropriate reference a bill, on behalf of my-
self and the Senator from Maine (Mr. Mus-
KI1E), which will enable us to accomplish what
many people seem to agree is an urgently
necessity—a system of Federal-State tax
sharing,

As the 80th Congress convenes, it seems
that the sharing of Federal revenues with
the States is just about the most popular
issue of all.

All across the Nation, Democratic and Re-
publican leaders are vigorously enunciating
plans to solve State and local fiscal problems
by sharing Federal revenues. A multiplicity
of proposals already have been made, and
many more are on the way. A monumental
partisan contest is looming to see which po-
1itical party gets the credit for helping the
States and cities the most.

There are serious reasons for this national
phenomenon. The needs of State and local
government are growing faster than their
revenues. Meanwhile, the yield of the Federal
income tax is growing more rapidly and it
is possible to look forward to the day when
the Federal Government will enjoy a sur-
plus. It is senslble to consider using this
money to meet the needs of the States.

However, I do not think we should kid our-
selves, The hard fact of the matter is that
talk of passing a tax sharing measure this
year is just political window dressing.

Federal-State tax sharing 1s incredibly
complicated and it would be irresponsible for
Congress to rush a plan through without ex-
haustive consideration. Furthermore, the war
in Vietnam puts such a strain on the Federal
budget that there is no likelihood whatever
that Congress would choose this year as the
one in which to begin sharing revenues with
the States.

The real question is, What can we do in
1967 to set this important new tax-sharing
proposal in motion so that it can be accom-
plished in the near future?

In my opinion, the answer is to create
a blue ribbon National Commission on Tax
Sharing to work out the details of such a
plan and report back to Congress in 1969.

THE STATES' PROBLEM

When I was Governor of Wisconsin from
1969 to 1963, I was made constantly aware
of the fact that State and local governments
have increasing difficulty in ralsing necessary
revenues,

This experience made me fully aware of
the need for some kind of sharing of tax
dollars between the huge and powerful Fed-
eral Government, with its growing revenue
sources, and the State units of government.

It is next to lmpossible many times for
the legislatures, city counells and county
boards to face up squarely to the need to
raise taxes to pay for vital State services,
especially in the fields of education, health,
and welfare.

Too often, Governors, State leglslatures,
mayors, and clty councils, facing the choice
of a tax increase or a cut in vital programs,
must choose the latter alternative. As a
result, local and State governments some-
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times are unable to meet their responsibill-
tles.

What is the answer to this problem? I do
not belleve any one person knows precisely—
nor does any one group of economists, nor
any one polltical party, nor does any group
of Federal or State officials.

The riddle of the financing of State and
local governments has no simple answer.

But this does not mean that we should
not .00k at the problem of revenue shar-
ing. It convinces me, however, that no plan
we will see or hear about in the opening
months of thls Congress will be the ultimate
plan we will want to approve.

BASIC CONCEPTS OF TAX SHARING

Generally speaking, all proponents of
revenue sharing faver some kind of plan
which returns money to the States after it
has been collected by the Federal Govern-
ment.

Block grants were first used in 1836 dur-
ing the Jackson administration and repre-
sented even then a radical departure from
the conventional method of disbursing Fed-
eral aid. The disbursement of $28 milllon to
the States under the terms of the Surplus
Distribution Act of 1836 represents the only
instance in U.S. history when Federal funds
have been granted to the States without
conditions governing the use of the funds.

There ere a few Instances now where
some Federal funds are returned directly to a
few States for education and road aids.
These are derived to begin with from those
same States in the form of sale of public
lands and the sharing of grazing receipts.

Since 1836, therefore, this country has
made no move to enact any other method of
tax sharing as we are now defining the term.

In 1960 Walter Heller, then chalrman of
the Department of Economics of the Univer-
sity of Minnesota, proposed that rising Fed-
eral revenues be distributed to State and
local governments with little or no strings
attached.

This recommendation did not get serlous
attention until the spring of 1964, but other
pressing matters of fiscal nature prevented
this proposal from receiving congressional
consideration. The tax reduction bill of that
year was one important roadblock, and also
because the Federal budget had been run-
ning chronie deficits since 1960. Heller based
his plan on the supposition that the budget
would have surpluses for the next 2 years
and would, therefore, make the proposal pos-
sible.

The Democratic platform of 1964 also stated
that its candidates would further “develop-
ment of fiscal policies which could provide
revenue sources to hard-pressed State and
local governments to assist them with their
responsibilities.”

The Republican candidate for President in
1964 also embraced this idea by recommend-
ing that a portion of Federal income taxes
be returned to the States and that these
governments be given a larger share of reve-
nues derived from inheritance taxes.

In a statement issued on October 28, 1064,
Presldent Johnson declared the intention of
the administration to carry out the pledge
of the Democratic Party. He proposed that
the Federal Government should make avall-
able to State and local governments “some
part of our great and growing Federal tax
revenues—over and above existing alds.”

President Johnson then appointed a task
force composed of individuals from govern-
ment and business and headed by the dis-
tinguished Joseph A. Pechman, director of
economics at Brookings Institution, to study
the possibility of setting aside a fixed per-
centage of Federal revenues each year in a
trust fund for distribution to State and local
governments.

TWO BASIC CONSIDERATIONS ARE INVOLVED

First, when this plan was suggested in
1864, the rapld growth of the gross national
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product and the closing down of military
bases prompted thoughts of budgetary sur-
plus by the end of fiscal year 1966. It was
feared that a surplus before full employ-
ment of manpower and resources had been
achieved would cause "fiscal drag."” This in
turn would retard the then current high
rate of business expansion.

The second factor, and still the most im-
portant one, is that State and local govern-
ments are badly in need of new revenue
sources for their ever growing needs In
schools, colleges, health services, and welfare
problems.

State and local expenditures are still grow-
ing at an expanded rate.

During the 10-year period from 1954 to
1963, the expenditures of these governments
more than doubled, increasing from $36.6 to
$74.9 billion. State and local indebtedness
increased even more rapidly during the same
period—from $38.9 to $86.4 billion. Expendi-
tures by State and local governments in-
creased at an average rate of 714 percent a
year between 18568 and 1963. During that
period net indebtedness increased by 43 per-
cent. More recent figures obtained from the
Library of Congress obtalned from the Census
Bureau show that in 1965, the State and
local units expenditures were #$87 billion
while their indebtedness climbed to $99.5
billion.

According to recent figures attributed to
Mr. Pechman, of Brookings Institution, by
1970 these expenditures should reach about
$103 billion. And I have read that some
sources indicate this figure is conservative.
One hundred twenty billion dollars might be
the more accurate amount, according to one
study done for CED.

Most States have tax systems which place
heavy emphasis on sales taxes, fees, and prop-
erty taxes rather than progressive income
taxes. Naturally, local governments find It
difficult to support rising costs of necessary
programs.

Nearly one-third of State and local revenue
Js derlied from real property taxes. Almost
one-half is raised through sales taxes and
fees., Income taxes provide only a Ilittle
more than 7 percent of the total.

Therefore, even if the difference between
revenues and expenditures of some $20 to $30
billion a year could be raised from this ex-
isting State and local revenue system, the
largest amount of the money would have to
be derived from the highly regressive sales
taxes and property taxes. Besides the fact
that this penalizes the obvious groups of
poor and older citizens, this would also dis-
courage homeownership and accelerate the
trend of deterioration of property in our al-
ready troubled cities.

Nearly 80 percent of this money will be
spent for health, education, and welfare—
areas In which States not only have main-
tained but should maintain principal respon-
sibility.

Where is this money going to come from?
These expenses can hardly be deferred.

EXAMPLE OF STATE TAXATION SYSTEM

Since I am most familiar with my own
Btate of Wisconsin, let me bring the facts
closer to home by citing some examples from
fizures compiled by the nonpartisan Wiscon-
sln Taxpayers' Alliance. This group states
that Wisconsin State and local tax collections
in the last decade have grown much faster
than the Federal collections—in 1054 State
and local collections equaled 30 percent of
all taxes collected. By 1964 they had grown
to 39 percent of all taxes collected, This ap-
pears to be the average for cther States as
well.

Total State and local taxes ralsed in Wis-
consin increased from $265 million in 1944
to $1,246 million In 1964. This represents an
increase of 500 percent. The Federal tax col-
lections for the same period Increased from
$822 million to $1,950 million or slightly more
than twice.
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Meanwhile, the percentage of money ex-
pended by the State of Wisconsin on educa-
tion for the 6-year period ending 1964 rose
from 22 to 26 percent of all money spent.
Every 2 years the State must Jrovide for ap~
proximately 100,000 more pupils than in the
previous 2 years. Each biennium must pro-
vide for college classroom space equal to the
entire pre-World War II enrollment at the
University of Wisconsin.

Wisconsin, of necessity, had to resort to
almost every possibility in order to raise the
necessary revenues, the broadly based and
progressive income tax, corporate and per-
sonal, a 3-percent sales tax, high property
taxes in local communities, borrowing by
local units to finance capital expenditures,
gasoline taxes, sportsmen’s licenses, tuition,
and license fees.

But, after all these taxes are raised, the
State only keeps about 11 percent with which
to finance lts operations. Elghty-three per-
cent of the taxes collected by the State,
about $1 billion total collected—were spent
by the local units of government. 8ix percent
went into the highway fund by law, leaving
the State to spend the final 11 percent for all
the functions of the State and government.

TUTILIZATION OF REVENUES

If Federal tax revenues continue to grow
as expected, these courses of action would be
open to the Congress:

First. Expansion of the Federal budget to
use the full increase in revenue;

Second. Tax reduction;

Third. Retirement of national debt;

Fourth, Expansion of Federal spending
through grants-in-ald for specific programs.
This latter method has been used more and
more in increasing amounts.

In 1834, 18 grant-in-ald programs were in
existence to send money back to State and
local governments for specific purposes. By
1964 there were 68 programs for State and
local governments plus 60 more programs
for disbursement of funds to individuals and
institutions. As of this year some 140—de-
pending on how you count them-—programs
exist in the grant-in-aid field.

In terms of dollars expended, $126 million
was spent for Federal grants-in-aid in 1934
and this had risen to $10,060 million in 1964
a rise of eightyfold. Average expenditure per
program for Federal grants-in-ald increased
in the same period of time from $7 million
to 8148 million. In 1965 the figure was $10.9
billion. By 1866, according to the Bureau of
the Budget, $13.3 billlon was being spent
through grants-in-aid programs.

Naturally, along with the increase in the
programs more and more strings have been
attached and a growth in the Federal bu-
reaucracy has been the direct result. This
may or may not have resullted in some
weakening of the State and local govern-
ments.

,STATE GOVERNMENTS ARE AN EFFICIENT UNIT

The simple fact is that the State govern-
ments are more important to our system of
government today than at any time since
the founding days of the Republic. Their
function has evolved Into one of greater re-
sponsibility than ever before, especially in
the fields of education, hospitalization of
the sick and mentally incapacitated, law en-
forcement, the control of traffic and safety,
the system of highways, regulation of util-
ities, insurance, and conservation of our
natural resources.

We should lend more emphasis, not less,
to the role of the State governments. They
should be made stronger, not weaker. The
State unit is the most efficlent unit and the
most rational form of a government dealing
with regional problems of any other in ex-
istence today. They should be glven ever-
increasing responsibilities and nurtured so
they grow in an orderly and logical fashion.

Nevertheless, State governments have a
tough role ahead for them. They should
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modernize and reorganize their ancient way
of atdministering their far-flung operations.
In many cases they are still in the horse-
and-buggy stage, still trying to serve an
industrial society with a system that was
designed arcund an agrarian economy.

The modern State government must de-
velop, therefore, intensive plans and guide-
lines which will chart their future course
through the expansion of our private enter-
prise economy, bearing in mind, of neces-
sity, that the local governments must be
made a partner in this development.

State governments should evaluate their
present situation and develop comprehen-
sive plans, projecting needs for the next
half century in State facilities, recreation,
land use, the State’s economy, intercity and
mass transportation, population growth and
migration, and recreation resources and
needs.

To do these things, both in the planning
and in the implementation stages, States
need money. And that iIs what all of these
tax-sharing plans are designed to do—to
get back to the State and local units of
government, money which will enable them
to do all of these things and more.

PROPOSALS EXAMINED BERIEFLY

The newspapers have been filled with ideas
coming from all sides, many of them with
great merit, at first glance.

The best known, of course, s the Heller-
Peckman plan, which basically is a return of
2 percent of the Federal income tax base,
returned to the States on a per capita basis,
In 1966 this would have involved the sum of
$5.6 billion based on total taxable income
returned with no strings attached. I re-
cently read that Mr. Pechman sald that
there was no reason why the States should
not be compelled to turn over a fixed por-
tion of such income to the cities. I believe
Mr. Heller, on the other hand, feels that re-
apportionment of the State legislatures in
time would mitigate the possible problems
of rural legislatures refusing to share funds
with urban centers.

HenrRY Rreuss, Representative from Wis-
consin, has also embraced the idea of reve-
nue sharing with his own plan, but he gets
a good deal more specific and does attach a
few strings. He would like to provide $25
billion over a 5-year period to States which
would take steps to modernize State and
local governments. He would also like to see
regional coordinating committees for each of
four regions set up. His plan, as I understand
it, would allocate money on the basis of pop-
ulation with no State receiving less than
$500,000. The formula also apportions funds
according to total population per State with
up to 20 percent of the total set aside for
supplements to States with low per capita in-
come, or & high inecldence of poverty, depen-
dency, or urbanization.

The Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS)
also introduced a plan some time ago in this
House, which was designed to establish in
the Federal Treasury an amount equal to 1
percent per year of all total individual in-
come taxes, In 19656 this would have amount-
ed to $2.65 billion. Roughly, this was to be
shared by means of a formula which tied
the total population of the State to its reve-
nue-raising efforts in comparison to the rest
of the States. About 85 percent to 90 percent
of the total fund would be divided up in
that manner. In addition, about 10 percent
to 15 percent of the total fund would be
distributed in an income redistribution
formula. Simply stated, the State which is
lowest on the list of the 50 in terms of per
capita national average income would receive
more than the State next higher on the
list and so on, until the more afluent States
would receive none. Here again a string was
attached, however, because all money re-
turned would have to be spent for health,
education, or welfare programs, State pay-
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ments in leu of property taxes, debt service,
or disaster relief.

The plan which the distinguished Rep-
resentative from Wisconsin, MELVIN LAIRD,
has suggested is that of merely returning a
flat percentage of Federal taxes collected
from each State to that State with no strings
attached. He cites precedence in the Wiscon-
sin plan for tax sharing, In Wisconsin all
income taxes collected by the State are
shared to the extent that 50 percent goes
back to the community from which it was
collected, 10 percent to the county, and 40
percent is retained by the State. Representa-
tive Lamp does suggest that some kind of
equalization formula similar to Wisconsin's
formula applied throughout the country
would insure that poorer States would re-
celve a greater percentage of the funds they
collect because of their greater need for
asslstance,

In addition, this plan is designed to par-
tially supplant rather than to supplement
some Federal grants-in-aid programs.

Representative GoopeLL, of New York, on
the other hand, would like to make specific
allotments to local communities. He would
distribute 50 percent for State purposes with
45 percent to be distributed by the State to
local governments and 5 percent to strength-
en the executive and management functions
of the State.

Several foreign governments have also en-
gaged In tax-sharing plans with some varying
degree of success. You will find that most of
them are rather complicated. Germany, Can-
ada, Australla, and Argentina all have plans
which cannot be explained in a few sen-
tences. The formulas are extremely complex.
I ask unanimous consent that the documents
from the Library of Congress relating to
these plans be inserted in the REcorp at the
close of my remarks,

The VicE PresmenT. Without objec-
tion, it 1s so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

ARGUMENTS FOR THESE FROPOSALS

Mr. NewsoN. In an expanding economy
based on 1966 tax rates Federal revenues
increased on the average by about $6 billlon
per year. Economists fear that additional
taxes would siphon off too much money from
the private sector of the economy. A Fed-
eral surplus would thus result before full
employment of manpower and resources is
achieved. Such a surplus has the effect of
retarding economic growth, and in time, the
forces of recession set in. It is believed that
enactment of a sharing proposal would avert
this so-called fiscal drag which such sur-
pluses may exert upon the national economy.
Naturally, 1966-67 expenditures for defense
and Vietnam will preclude this possibility.

Tax reductlon measures would also count-
eract the restrictive effects a budget-surplus
would produce. Tax reduction bills usually
tage too long to get through Congress, how-
ever, and recessions can take effect faster
than legislation. By making excess revenues
available to State and local governments
automatically, action would get underway
immediately to offset the contractive effect
of such surplus.

It is apparent that the largest area of un-
met needs lies In the services provided by
State and local governments.

State and local governments have been in-
creasing their outlays much more rapidly
than the Federal Government during the
past several years in attempts to meet
mounting obligations,

As I said, In 1963 they spent about $75 bil-
lion. The Library of Congress reports pro-
jected expenditures for 1972 of amounts
varying from $108 to $120 billion. On the
other hand, Federal spending has increased
less drastically. Fiscal year 1965 showed a
total of #98 billlon spent, and if one disre-
gards expenditures for Vietnam, the pro-
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jected amount for 1972 is $110 to $115
billion.

Representative HENRY REUss suggests that
State and local governments may not use
these Federal funds wisely If they are
granted nor will they increase their own
taxes and expenditures for necessary pro-
grams. Past experience, I feel, proves these
fears groundless and that this would not be
the case. A large proportion of total State
and local outlays over the past years have
been used for educational, health, and wel-
fare purposes—an indication that they are
cognizant of the needs of their people in
these areas and are attempting to meet them.

As a matter of fact, of the 39 billion in-
crease In State and local government expend-
itures between 1954 and 1063, 41 percent
went into education; another 14 percent into
health and welfare; 16 percent to highways,
and 8 percent for police, fire, and sanita-
tion—a rather good division I would venture
to say.

The argument is made that grants made
to State and local governments should be on
a “no strings attached” basis, that these
groups should be allowed to operate without
tight supervision and restrictions—free
from Federal control. The argument con-
tinues that the spread of “growing bureauc-
racy” will be halted. State and local govern-
ments will then be in a stronger finaneial
position, and a better fiscal balance can be
achieved between all three Jlevels of
government.

Other arguments for the scheme encom-
pass the idea that unconditional grants will
free Federal Government from much redtape
and overhead currently necessitated under
Federal programs. Present ald programs are
becoming so numerous, diverse, and complex
that 1t is difficult for the less sophisticated,
governmental bodies to take advantage of
them. It has been pointed out that more
Federal listings appear in some phone books
than do State listings.

During fiscal year 1963 the Treasury De-
partment itemized some 66 programs of direct
ald to State and local governments. These do
not include numerous other programs of as-
sistance disbursed directly to individuals
and Institutions within the States. During
the past 10 years, direct payments to State
and local governments have almost tripled—
from $3.8 billion in fiscal year 1956 to $10.9
billion in fiscal year 1965. In 1965 alone, Con-
gress added some 10 to 30 programs, depend-
ing upon how one considers a separate pro-
gram. Despite the talk of “creative Federal-
ism" and “local responsibility” every one
of those dollars h ® a string attached—and
sometimes even hawsers and cables,

Making additional revenues available, the
case goes, would enable Federal officials to
devote more time and energy to more press-
ing problems of national defense, interna-
tional relations, and so forth. Loosening re-

strictive Federal controls would relieve Con-'

gress of overseeing the programs. The Con-
gress would also be freed from constant pres-
suring of lobby groups seeking special proj-
ects or benefits for their particular districts.

And, there are arguments which say that
unconditional grants will be a boon to low-
income cities and States. Stringent matching
requirements currently imposed on numer-
ous programs make it difficult for some units
to take advantage of some grants-in-aid, or
if they do, some of their own programs must
suffer. If, as some spokesmen recommend,
Federal revenues are shared on the basis of
population, rather than on the amount of
Federal taxes pald, poorer States might be
the principal beneficiaries,

ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE PROPOSALS
In 1965, the plan Heller proposed presumed
continued prosperity and Federal budget sur-

pluses. Even though we still do have prosper-
ity, some of which is based on a war economy,
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the surplus is nowhere in sight right now.
Between 1961 and 1065 there was a full ex-
pansion of economic activity but a full uti-
lization of industrial capacity and full em-
ployment was not attained, Budget surpluses
have always been the exception rather than
the rule in the past 30 years—only six times
as a matter of fact. Thus, with budget sur-
plus a literal uncertalnty the local govern-
ment would have a dificult time in trying to
determine their projected Federal share. Such
uncertainties would certainly preelude
them {from projecting intelligent budgets.
This would be an undesirable hardship. And
once they receive a tax share, it would be
difficult or impossible to cut back or eut out
the program In years of budget deficits. It
would not be fair to make these distributions,
therefore, based on surplusage. Indeed, Con-
Bress can control its own deficits and sur-
pluses based on the amount of spending it
wants to engage In. Thus, the Heller argu-
ment for sharing based on the Federal budg-
et surplus poses some serious problems,

Critles of tax sharing fear that without
Federal supervision and control, the local
governments will not use the funds in the
right way. These local units may be tempted
to reduce their own taxes and curtail vital
programs. This has been evidenced in some
sections of the country which are gearing up
their economy through low local taxes,
designed to attract industry and meanwhile
walting for Federal programs to help them
with basic programs such as sewer and water,
industrial parks, and the like.

There is apprehension that rural dom-
inated legislatures will make allocations of
funds which will not be in the best interest
of the majority of the citizens. County lead-
ers are fearful that money may never trickle
down to the local level from the State level.
Similarly, civil rights leaders fear that funds
will be spent to support segregated schools,
housing, and other facilities. Fallure of the
Federal Government to control the actual
distribution of funds below the State level
undoubtedly will cause bitter controversy
among State, county, and city leaders as to
Just how these funds will be spent.

It is also possible that local level govern-
ments will be even more dependent upon
Washington instead of becoming stronger
and more self-reliant. It is also feared that
Federal power will be enlarged rather than
diminished by giving further aid to these
governing bodies,

Rather than doling out public funds, some
feel that any surplus funds should be used
to reduce the national debt.

There is also strong opinion by other high
Federal officials that the funds can be better
spent on Federal programs such as mass
transit, cancer research, welfare programs,
and so forth, and that these programs
should not be sacrificed for the sake of ald-
ing State and local governments.

The main controversy, in any case, will
revolve around just how much Federal con-
trol and supervision shall be exercised over
the disbursement of these funds.

TAX BHARING RAISES MANY QUESTIONS

Why not simply cut taxes and let the State
and local governments ralse their own taxes
as necessary to produce the same amount of
new revenue?

Even though most plans do not advocate
that Federal string, how can we be sure that
asking for modernization is not really a
string after all—or that the greater share go-
ing to less prosperous States is not a qualifi-
cation at the outset?

Once such a program is begun, how can it
ever be changed? Since each Federal legisla-
tor is affected, will this not become a giant
boondoggle and pork-barrel? Would not it
become as unworkable and as ungainly as
some of the glant grant-in-ald programs we
now have?

How can we say that the Federal programs
which may suffer cuts as the result of the
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return of money to the States are less val-
uable than those which the States will spend
money on?

And how will the States ever know how
much is going to be allocated to them during
each succeeding year of Congress? How will
they ever know how to budget wisely?

Is it not possible that putting States on
the Federal payroll instead of letting them
raise their own revenues for their own needs
might weaken States even further rather
than strengthening them and might this not
shift even more power to Washington?

Some officials admit to the haunting fear
of tax sharing on other grounds. Many ex-
isting Federal programs are open end—that
is, the cost to the U.S. Government is lim-
ited only by the ability and the willingness
of the States to come up with matching
funds. What would happen if the States used
their tax-sharing money to match Federal
grants under old programs? At least one Fed-
eral official belleves that the States could
bleed the Federal Treasury with its own
money.

CONGRESS NOT THE PLACE TO DRAFT THE BEST
PLAN

The complexities involved in tax sharing
are so great, and the disparities in the plans
already offered are so broad, that it seems ob-
vious that we need a thorough examina-
tion of this subject by a blue-ribbon com-
mission. The Congress and its own commit-
tees will still have to give a thorough re-
view of the commission’s recommendations,
but at least we will have the benefit of ex-
tensive considerations and we will have a
broadly acceptable proposal to use as a start-
ing point for congressional action.

I happen to disagree with those people
who suggest that we should automatically
plow back 1, 2, or 5 percent of the personal
income taxes to the States, with or without
strings, by whatever formula they have de-
vised thus far. This is too great a departure
from the usual method of expenditure to
start on a program of this sort quickly. All
the ramifications should be studied in a year-
long recital of fact and opinion. With the
state of our economy now being controlled to
a great extent by the Vietnam crisis, this is
no time to begin this program. We can af-
ford to buy the time now.

Furthermore, I am not prepared to auto-
matically agree that a program of this kind
should supplant rather than supplement the
Federal ald programs.

I think that both the urgency for haste and
arguments for gradually replacing the
grants-in-aid program may be politically mo-
tivated, designed to embarrass rather than
to be constructive. I urge a “go slow” attitude
at this juncture.

Mr. President, I am sending to the desk a
measure which will provide for a commission
to study the possibilities of sharing Federal
revénues with the States and local govern-
ments. This commission is designed to ex-
amine the entire issue by a cross section of
the country's leading authorities; including
economic leaders of the Congress, the Execu-
tive, business, labor, academicians, and the
general public. In addition, a Federal inter-
agency committee is authorized which will
provide information, liaison, cooperation and
coordination for the commission. The bill
further provides for an executive group
which will provide continuity, staff, and
techniclans to administer and conduct the
day-to-day operations of the commission.
The cost is limited to $1 million and it is to
report back by January 1, 1969.

I urge again that now is the time to make
haste slowly.

The war in Vietnam almost certainly pre-
cludes the possibility of enacting any kind
of a revenue sharing plan in this session,
at least.

There are many plans being formulated, all
based on different premises, all designed to
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accomplish different goals, and all involving
different sums of money.

The complex nature of the concept, and
the somewhat radical departure from our
previous way of doing business calls for a
comprehensive study. N

If an equitable tax sharing plan can be de-
veloped that strengthens the States and does
not expand the Federal bureaucracy, then
we should do it. But any such new program
requires the extensive and expert study
which only a blue ribbon commission can
give.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be printed in the Recorp, and
further, that the bill lie on the desk for 10
days, for additional cosponsors.

The Vice PresmeENT. The bill will pe re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and, with-
out objection, the bill will be printed in the
Recorp, and held at the desk, as requested
by the Senator from Wisconsin.

The bill (8. 92) to establish a National
Commission on Federal Tax Sharing, intro-
duced by Mr. NeLsoN, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Committee
on Finance, arid ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows.

S. 92

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

(a) that in recent years there has been an
ever-increasing growth in the needs for State
and local governmental services in areas of
traditional State-local responsibility; and

(b) that the rising demands for spending
by State and local governments have strained
their ability to meet all their revenue needs;
and

(c) that there are now being suggested
several legislative proposals under which the
Federal Government would assist the States
and local governments in meeting thelr fi-
nancial problems by sharing with them cer-
tain portions of the Federal tax revenues;
and

(d) that the problem of the financing of
State and local governments is of great com-
plexity and the proposals for its solution
represent & radical departure from accepted
methods of providing Federal financial as-
sistance; and

(e) that there is an urgent need for a
thorough study and appraisal of all ques-
tions raised by revenue sharing proposals in
order to enable the Congress to determine
which of the available proposals or possible
alternatives are best designed to provide fi-
nancial assistance to the State and local
governments and meet the needs of their
citizens for essential public services; and

(f) that such a study and appraisal can
best be carried out by a high level com-
mission comprised of public and private
members representative of a cross-section of
the economy and the citizenry of our Na-
tion.

Bec. 3. (a) The Commission shall be com-
posed of twenty-seven members as follows:

(1) The Secretary of the Treasury, or his
designee;

(2) The Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, or his designee;

(3) The Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, or his designee;

(4) The Chairman of the Committee on
Finance of the Senate, or his designee;

(5) The Chalrman of the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representatives,
or his designee;

(6) The Chairman of the Joint Economic
Committee of the Congress, or his designee;

(7) Fifteen members to be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, from among persons
outside the Government, of whom three
shall be drawn from labor, three shall be
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drawn from management, three shall be
drawn from farmers' organizations, three
shall be drawn from the academic profes-
sion, and three shall be drawn from among
other private persons with a competency in
the areas of study of the Commission.

(8) Three members to be appointed by the
President from a panel of at least six persons
designated by the United States Conference
of Governors from among its members; and

(9) Three members to be appointed by
the President from among a panel of at
least six persons designated by the National
League of Cities from among the Mayors of
our Nation.

(b) The President shall designate a Chair-
man of the Commission.

(c) Fourteen members of the Commission
shall constitute a quorum.

(d) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers, but shall be filled in
the same manner in which the original ap-
pointment was made.

Sec. 8. The Commission shall conduct a
comprehensive and impartial study and ap-
praisal of all proposals to establish a system
for the sharing of a portion of the Federal
tax revenues with the States and local gov-
ernments, including, but not limited to,
making a determination of the following :

(&) The total amount of Federal revenues
which might be available annually for shar-
ing with the States and local governments;

(b) The portion of such revenues which
should be allotted to each State and the ex-
tent to which each State should be required
to distribute any of such revenues received
by it to its local governments;

(¢) The best manner of achieving an
equitable allotment of any shared revenues
among the States while helping to equalize
the public services available to citizens in
the different States;

(d) The extent of Federal control and
supervision which should be exercised over
the disbursement of any shared revenues to
the States and local governments and the
uses to which such revenues may be applied;

(e) The effect which the operation of any
such system of revenue sharing might have
upon the viability of the States as members
of our Federal system:

(f) The extent to which any such system
for the disbursing of Federal revenues
should supplement or supplant alternative
methods for the utilization of such revenues,
such as specific grant-in-aid programs, direct
Federal spending programs, tax reduction,
and retirement of national debt; and

(g) Any ramifications which might accom-
pany the establishment of such a revenue
sharing system not otherwise considered pur-
suant to a determination of the preceding
questions.

Sec. 4. The Commission may transmit to
the President and the Congress such interim
reports as it deems advisable concerning its
findings and recommendations and shall
transmit a final report to the President and
the Congress not later than January 1, 1969.
Such final report shall contain a detailed
statement of the findings and conclusions of
the Commission together with its recom-
mendations for such legislation as it deems
appropriate. The Commission shall cease to
exist thirty days after transmitting its final
report.

Sec. 5. (a) A member of the Commission
who Is a Member of Congress, in the execu-
tive branch of the Government, a governor
of a State, or a mayor shall serve without
compensation in addition to that received in
his regular public employment, but shall be
entitled to reimbursement for travel, sub-
sistence, and other necessary expenses in-
curred in the performance of dutles vested
in the Commission.

(b) A member of the Commission who is
from private life shall receive compensation
at the rate of $100 per diem while engaged
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in the actual performance of duties vested
in the Commission and shall be entitled to
reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and
other necessary expenses incurred in the per-
formance of such duties.

SeEc. 6. (a) The Commission shall have
power to appoint and fix the compensation
of such personnel as it deems advisable,
without regard to the provisions of title 5,
United States Code, governing appointments
in the competitive service, and the provi-
sions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of
chapter 63 of such title relating to classifi-
cation and General Schedule pay rates. In
addition, the Commission may procure tem-
porary and intermittent services to the same
extent as is authorized for the departments
by section 16 of the Act of August 2, 1946
(60 Stat. 810), but at rates not to exceed 75
per diem for individuals.

(b) The President is authorized to ap-
point, by and with the consent of the Sen-
ate, an executive secretary to oversee the
work of the staff of the Commission under
the general direction of the Commission.
The executive secretary may be paid without
regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to classification and
General Schedule pay rates.

S8ec. 7. The Department of the Treasury
shall provide for the Commission necessary
administrative services (including those re-
lated to budgeting, accounting, financial re-
porting, personnel, and procurement) for
which payment shall be made in advance, or
by reimbursement, from funds of the Com-
mission in such amounts as may be agreed
upon by the Commission and the Secretary
of the Treasury.

Sec. 8. (a) The Commission is authorized
to negotiate and enter into contracts with
private firms, institutions, and individuals to
carry out such studies and to prepare such
reports as the Commission determines to be
necessary to the discharge of its duties.

(b) The Commission is authorized to
secure directly from any executive depart-
ment, agency, or Independent instrumental-
ity of the Government any informatlon it
deems necessary to carry out its funections
under this Act; and each such department,
agency, and instrumentality is authorized
and directed to cooperate with the Commis-
sion and, to the extent permitted by law, to
furnish such information to the Commission,
upon request made by the Chairman.

8Sec. 9. The Commission, or any subcom-
mittee or panel thereof as authorized by the
Commission, may, for the purpose of carry-
ing out its functions and duties, hold such
hearings and sit and act at such times and
places as the Commission or such subcom-
mittee or panel may deem advisable.

Sec. 10. There is hereby established an
interagency committee to be known as the
Advisory Committee on Tax Sharing, con-
sisting of the heads of any departments,
agencies and independent instrumentalities
of the Federal Government (or their des-
ignees) concerned with or interested in any
areas of study considered by the Commis-
sion, to advise the Commission and to main-
tain effective lialson with the resources of
such departments, agencies, and Instru-
mentalities. Such committee shall elect a
Chairman, from among its members.

Sec. 11. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated to the Commission, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, such sums, not to exceed
$1,000,000, as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this Act.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move that
the amendment be laid on the table.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.
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. Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, inas-
much as the yeas and nays have been
ordered on the amendment, does it fol-
low that the yeas and nays will be or-
dered on the motion, or is it necessary
to make such a specific request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is
necessary to especially make such a
request.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

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 unani-
mous 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 motion to lay on
the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? 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 amendment No. 1495. The
yeas and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from California (Mr.
CransTON) , the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRravEL), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. Hart), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HuMPHREY) , the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. JorpaN), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Mc-
Gee), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGoverN), the Senator from
Maine (Mr, Muskie), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PeLy), the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), and the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Srong), are
necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Spong) is paired with the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY).

If present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Minnesota would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLoTT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAker), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. BELLMON), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. Hansen), and the Senator
from Jowa (Mr. MiLLER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is necessarily absent because of
death in his family.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr, Corron) and the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. MaTHIAS) are detained on
official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. ArrorT) and the Senator
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from Iowa (Mr. MiLLER) would each vote
"Yea.."
The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 21, as follows:
[No. 410 Leg.]
YEAS—56

Ezstland
Edwards
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Gambrell
Gurney
Hartke
Hatfleld
Hruska

Alken
Allen
Anderson
Beall
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Byrd, Inouye

Harry F., Jr. Javits
Byrd, Robert C. Jordan, Idaho

Case ng
Cook McClellan
Cooper Montoya
Curtis Packwood
Dole Pastore
Pearson

Dominick
NAYS—21

Fulbright
Griffin
Hollings
Hughes
Jackson

Percy
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Stafford
Stennis
SBtevens
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmend
Tower
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Bayh
Bentsen
Burdick
Cannon
Chiles
Church
Eagleton

Metcall
Mondale
Moss
Nelson
Proxmire
Mansfield Stevenson
McIntyre Symington

NOT VOTING—23

Harris McGovern
Hart Miller
Humphrey Mundt
Jordan, N.C. Muskie
Kennedy Pell
Magnuson Sparkman
Mathias Spong
Hansen McGee

So Mr. Long’s motion to lay Mr.

CHURcH's amendment (No. 1495) on the
table was agreed to.

Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Cotton
Cranston
Goldwater
Gravel

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the following
enrolled bills:

H.R. 2. An act to establish a Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sci-
ences and to provide scholarships to se-
lected persons for education in medicine.
dentistry, and other health professions,
and for other purposes; and

S. 2969. An act to declare title to cer-
tain Federal lands in the State of Oregon
to be in the United States in trust for the
use and benefit of the Confederated
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation
of Oregon.

Subsequently, the enrolled bills were
signed by the President pro tempore.

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 OF THE FEDERAL OCEAN
PROGRAM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT (H. DOC. 92-353)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TUN-
NEY) laid before the Senate the follow-
ing message from the President of the
United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce.
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To the Congress of the United States:

It is with pleasure that I transmit to-
day the report of the Federal Ocean
Program. It has been a year of significant
accomplishments and continued evolu-
tion of new directions to know, conserve,
and use the sea.

A most important characteristic of our
maturing ocean program is that we are
increasingly viewing our efforts in the
marine environment from the fresh per-
spectives illuminated by our need for its
abundant resources and by the necessity
to search carefully into the consequences
of our actions in its development. We
must insure the proper balance of these
thorough measures which are compatible
with the long-term maintenance of a
healthy marine environment.

During 1971, strong emphasis was
placed on improvements in the manage-
ment of our marine living and nonliving
resources, on easing pressures which
threaten certain species with extinction,
and on enforcement of measures to pre-
vent environmental pollution and degra-
dation. We have stepped up our studies
of the ways in which we must manage
our coastal zones to protect our fisheries,
to make them available for marine trans-
portation, to minimize pollution, and to
enhance their recreational values. I have
recommended legislation to establish na-
tional land use policy programs which
include priority provisions for coastal
zone management.

Further, in view of our increasing
concern with energy supplies to sustain
the Nation’'s economic growth and the
health and well-being of our people, the
Federal Ocean Program moved to ex-
plore the geophysical and geological
character of our continental shelves. It
should be recorded that 1971 was the
yvear in which the Federal Government
began to move vigorously to map and
chart these promising submerged lands
and their resource potential.

A major share of the Federal Ocean
Program continued to support vital na-
tional defense objectives related to op-
erations in the marine environment.
Nevertheless, the major program in-
creases of the past few years and those
for the coming year are in the civil sec-
tor. Among the important accomplish-
ments have been the increasing momen-
tum to provide the operational capability
for man to do useful work beneath the
sea through application of research sub-
mersibles and laboratory habitats; the
development of a system for the assess-
ment of the abundance and distribution
of harvestable living marine resources;
and the designation of the first four Sea
Grant Colleges.

Our efforts to explore the marine en-
vironment have been increasingly char-
acterized by the trend toward major
large-scale studies conducted by Federal
agencies in national programs such as
the Marine Ecosystems Analysis study of
the New York Bight, and with other na-
tions in international programs, such as
the International Field Year for the
Great Lakes and the International Dec-
ade of Ocean Exploration. In these, we
are moving out to the ocean “labora-
tories” with arrays of ships, specially
designed buoys, aircraft, earth-orbiting
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satellites, and submersibles to apply col-
lective efforts to solve special problems
and to advance knowledge and under-
standing.

I am pleased to report, also, the con-
tinued strengthening of Federal ties,
both in scope and level of activity, with
industry, state and local governments,
and universities. I consider this a most
essential aspect underlying our marine
programs. As I have stated in the past,
private industry, state and local govern-
ments, scientific and other institutions
must increase their own efforts if we are
to continue our headway toward solving
the myriad of marine problems.

My budget request for the Fiscal Year
1973 provides $672 million in support of
our programs in marine science, engi-
neering, and services, an increase of more
than $60 million over last year's request.
This budget will enable us to continue
our advances in all areas of importance
to our vital and increasing national in-
terest in the seas.

RicHARD NIXON.

Tne WaIiTE Housg, September 11, 1972.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting several nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed-
ings.)

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield
briefly to the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. Coorer) without losing
my right to the floor.

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

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY MEM-
BERS OF THE PARLIAMENT OF
BELGIUM

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, Members
of the Senate, we are honored to have
with us in the Senate today 15 members
of the Parliament of Belgium—all of
whom are members of their Committees
on National Defense.

The six members of the Senate of Bel-
gium are: M. De Vlies, M. Vangronsveld,
M. Souwens, M. Thomas, M. Lambiotte,
and M. Verleysen.

The nine Members of the Chamber of
Deputies are: M. Tanghé, who is the Vice
Chairman of the Committee on National
Defense; M. Herbage, H. Magnee, M.
Mattheyssens, M. Laloux, M. Geysen,
Madame Lahaye-Duclos, M, Carpels, and
M. Ramacle.

This distinguished group has visited
the Lockheed Aircraft plant in Marietta,
Ga.; the Little Rock Air Force Base in
Arkansas; and Cape Kennedy in Florida.

I would like to say to our guests and
fellow parliamentarians that we are de-
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lighted to greet you as our guests in the
Senate today.
(Applause, Senators rising.)
RECESS FOR 3 MINUTES

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate stand in recess
for 3 minutes.

The motion was agreed to; and at
12:39 p.m. the Senate took a recess until
12:42 p.m.; whereupon, the Senate re-
assembled when called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. TUNNEY).

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. 1496

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President; I call up
amendment No. 1496, offered on behalf
of myself and the distinguished Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment (No. 1496) as follows:

TITLE IV—INTERNAL REVENUE CODE

AMENDMENTS
SEc. 401. MiNIMUM TAXx FOR TAX PREFERENCES.

(a) Sectlon 45 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to imposition of the
minimum tax for tax preferences) is amended
by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) as
(d) and (e), respectively, and by striking
out subsection. (a) and inserting in lleu
thereof the following new subsections:

“(a) IN GeneEraL.—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 sub~
section (b)), and

“(2) the tax on such person’s category II
tax preference income (computed under sub-
section (c)).

“(b) CatEcorY I Tax PREFERENCE TAxX.—
For purposes of subsection (a) (1), the tax
on a person's category I tax preference in-
come is 10 percent of the amount (if any)
by which—

“(1) 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, is greater than

“(2) the sum of—

“(A) the taxes imposed by this 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 83 (relating to foreign tax
credit),

“(i1) section 37 (relating to retirement in-
come),

*(ili) 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 this 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.—
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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 IL
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 taxpay-
er's category II exemption equal to one-half
of the tax which would be imposed under sec-
tion 1 by treating the amount of such excess
as the taxable income for the taxable year.

For purposes of this subsection, the category
II exemption is the amount, not exceeding
$12,000, that the taxpayer elects (at such
time and in such manner as the SBecretary or
his delegate prescribes by regulations) to use
for the taxable year.”

(b) Section 56(d) of such Code, as redesig-
nated by subsection (a) (relating to deferral
of tax liability in case of certain net operat-
ing losses), is amended to read as follows:

“(d) DEFERRAL OF TAX LIABILITY IN CASE OF
CERTAIN NET OPERATING LOSSES.—

“(1) Iy cEneEraL.—If for 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 tax 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 undpr
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his
delegate) of the amount of the net operating
loss carryover described in subparagraph (A)
shall be treated as tax llabllity not imposed
for the taxable year, but as imposed for the
succeeding taxable year or years pursuant to

aragraph (2).

% *(2) pYz::s)ov 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 liabllity 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
paragraph (1) (A) is not attributable to the
items of tax preference described In
paragraph (1) (B), such portion shall be
considered as being applled in reducing tax-
able income before such other portion.”

(e) Bectlon 56(e) of such Code, as re-
designated 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 faxable year,'";
and

(2) by striking out “subsection (a)" in the
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“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-
fied in section 56 shall be $15,000" in subsec-
tion (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “$30,-
000 and $12,000 amounts specified in sec-
tion 56 shall be $15,000 and $6,000, respec-
tively™; .
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(2) by striking out “30,000 amount” in
subsections - (b) and (c) and inserting in
lieu thereof “$30,000 and $12,000 amounts';

(3) by striking “$30,000” In subsection (c)
and inserting in lieu thereof “$30,000 or $12,-
000, as the case may be,”;

(4) by striking out subsection (g); and

(56) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(h) EiectioN Notr To CrAiM TAX PREFER-
ENCES.—In the case of an item of tax prefer-
ence which is a deduction from gross income,
the taxpayer may elect to walve the deduc-
tion of all or part of such item, and the
amount so walved shall not be taken Into
account for purpose of this part. In the
case of an item of tax preference described
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 property
which is neither a capital asset nor property
described in section 1231, and the amount
treated as such galn shall not be taken
into account for purposes of this part. An
election under this subsection shall be made
only at such time and in such manner as is
prescribed in regulations promulgated by
the Secretary or his delegate, and the mak-
ing of such election shall constitute a con-
sent to all terms and conditions as may be
set forth in the regulations as to the effect
of such election for purposes of this title.”

(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1971.

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a memorandum
which explains the present minimum tax
provision and the changes we propose be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

MEMORANDUM
A. PRESENT MINIMUM TAX PROVISION

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 provided a spe-
cial minimum tax for certain special deduc-
tions or tax favored income, called preference
income. The present minimum tax is levied
on nine areas of preference income. The tax-
payer is allowed a deduction of $30,000 plus
any regular income tax paid, and the tax is
levied at the rate of 10 percent.

The following tax preference income is sub-
Ject to the minimum tax: (1) accelerated de-
preciation on personal property subject to a
net lease. Straight line depreciation means
that deductions for depreciation are taken
in equal amounts over the useful life of the
property. Taxpayers have the option of using
methods of accelerated depreciation which
may allow a larger portion of depreciation to
be deducted in the earller years than in later
years. The excess of these larger deductions
in earlier years over the amounts that would
be deducted under straight line depreciation
is preference income subject to the minimum
income tax. The provision only applies to in-
dividuals, estates, trusts, Subchapter 8 Cor-
porations (which may elect to be taxed as
partnerships), and personal holding com-
panies; they do not apply to other corpora-
tions. Personal property of a taxpayer, which
is leased with a guarantee of a specific re-
turn or a whole or partial guarantee against
loss of income, is personal property subject
to a net lease eligible for this treatment.

(2) Accelerated depreciation on real prop-
erty. Simllarly, for real property (such as
buildings) the excess deductions taken in
any year under an accelerated method of de-
preclation over those which would be taken
under the straight line method are subject
to the minimum tax. In addition, deprecla-
tion deductions for rehabilitation expendi-
tures on low and moderate income housing
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may be taken In equal yearly installments
over a five-year perlod. This provision allows
the deductions to be taken over a shorter
time than the useful life of the improvement.
The excess of these deductions in any one
Yyear over the deduction which would be taken
if the expenditure were depreciated over the
entire useful life of the property under
straight line depreciation is subject to the
minimum tax. These provisions are appli-
cable to all taxpayers.

(3) Amortization of on-the-job training
and child care facilities. Under present law,
expenditures for on-the-job training and
child care facilities can be deducted in equal
amounts over a period of five years. The ex-
cess of these deductions over the deductions
which would be taken under allowable de-
preciation methods (including accelerated
depreciation) is preference income subject
to the minimum tax.

(4) Amortization of pollution control fa-
cilities. Under present law, deductions for the
costs of certified pollution control facilities
attributable to the first 15 years of useful life
can be taken in equal yearly installments
over a five-year period. The excess deduc-
tions taken under this method over allow-
able methods of depreciation (including ac-
celerated depreclation methods) are subject
to the minimum tax. This provision is ap-
plicable to all taxpayers.

(6) Amortization for certain railroad roll-
ing stock. Under present law, the deduction
for the cost of certain rallroad rolling stock
may be taken in equal installments over a
period of five years. The excess deductions
under this provision over allowable depreci-
ation deductions (including accelerated de-
preciation methods) are subject to the min-
imum tax. This provision applies to all tax-
payers.

(6) Tax benefits from stock options. Stock
options are often granted which allow em-
ployees to buy stock at some time in the
future for a stated price regardless of the
market price. The difference between the op-
tion price and the market price at the time
the option is exercised, which is not consid-
ered taxable income until the stock is even-
tually sold, is subject to the minimum tax.

(7) Depletion allowances. Present law al-
lows a method of percentage depletion, for
recovering the cost of developing a well or
mine, which Is based on production rather
than cost. Deductions for depletion may ex-
ceed the actual costs. The excess of the deple-
tion allowance for the year over the adjusted
basis of the property at the end of the year
s subject to the minimum tax.

(8) Bad debt deductions of financial in-
stitutions. Financial institutions are allowed
to deduct from thelr taxable income, reserves
against bad debts. These reserves are gener-
ally higher than actual bad debt losses. The
amount by which deductions for the purpose
of adding to bad debt reserves exceed the
amount which would have been allowed if a
bank were to maintain Its reserves on the
basis of actual experience is preference in-
come subject to the minimum tax.

(9) Capital gains. Long term capital gains
are treated somewhat differently for individ-
uals and corporations. For individuals, one
half of net long term capital gains (to the
extent they exceed net short term capital
losses) are excluded from regular tax. This
income is now subject to the minimum tax,
For corporations, all net long term capital
gains (to the extent they exceed net short
term capital losses) may be taxed at the rate
of 30 percent instead of the regular corporate
rate of 48 percent. Long term gains consid-
ered as preference income for a corporation
are determined by multiplying total long
term gains by a fraction whose numerator is
the regular rate minus the alternative 30
percent rate (or 18 percent) and whose
denominator i1s the regular rate (or 48 per-
cent). Thus, 18,/48ths of corporate long term
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capital gains—the difference between the tax
at the regular rate and the tax at the lower
rate—is subject to the minimum tax.

B. PRESENT MINIMUM TAX INEFFECTIVE

Under the present minimum income tax, it
is very easy for a taxpayer to avoid paying any
minimum tax or to pay a very small amount
of minimum tax. For example, a taxpayer fil-
ing & joint return with a regular income of
$100,000 and preference capital gains in-
come of $50,000, who happens to have item-
ized deductions of 156 percent and two ex-
emptions, would pay no tax on his preference
income. If his preference income were $100,-
000 he would pay a tax of $3,463 on that
$100,000 of income. To take another example,
a financial institution with taxable Income
of $500,000 and preference income of $250,000
of excess bad debt deductions would pay no
tax on that preference income.

C. PROPOSED NELSON/CHURCH AMENDMENT

The proposed amendment would set up
two categories of preference income. Cate-
gory I income—excess depreciation and
amortization for real property, personal
property subject to a net lease, pollution
control facilities, rolling stock and on-the-
job training and child care facilities—would
continue to be treated as they are under
present law. Category II income—prefer-
ences due to stock options, bad debt reserves,
depletion and capital gains—would be treat-
ed differently. For Category II income no
deduction for regular income tax would be
taken and the exemption would be $12,000
rather than $30,000. The $30,000 exemption
for Category I income would be reduced by
the amount of the exemption taken for Cate-
gory II income in the case of a taxpayer who
had both types of preference income.

The rates which apply to Category II In-
come would also be changed. In the case of
corporations, the rate would be 24 percent or
half of the regular corporation tax of 48
percent (normal tax plus surtax). In the

case of individuals, the tax on Category II
income would be equal to one-half of the
tax which would be due if the preference
income were considered to be regular tax-
able Income, that is to say, one-half of the
applicable marginal rates.

Mr. NELSON. The enactment of the
Tax Reform Act of 1969 should not result
in complacency. It was merely the be-
ginning—and a rather poor beginning—
of meaningful tax reform. Our tax code,
a document of mind-numbing complex-
ity, still enshrines inequities and injus-
tices. It still unduly rewards the rich and
punishes the poor.

Perhaps the main reason why a modi-
cum of tax reform was finally achieved in
1969 was the public’s rightful outrage
when it learned that many wealthy peo-
ple were paying little or no income taxes.
When Secretary of Treasury Joseph Barr
disclosed that in 1967 155 Americans
with income of over 200,000 paid no Fed-
eral income tax and, in fact, 21 of them
made incomes of over $1 million each
and still paid no taxes it was clear that
something had to be done. Unfortunately,
what was done was not done well. Al-
though the Tax Reform Act of 1969
adopted a minimum tax on income de-
rived from tax preference provisions it is
still possible for the very rich to pay little
or no tax. In 1970, 106 individuals with
incomes of $200,000 or more paid no Fed-
eral income tax. Incredibly, three tax-
payers with adjusted gross income of
more than $1 million each pay no income
tax at all.

As startling as these figure are, they
understate the number of wealthy peo-
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ple who, through tax loopholes, escape
paying any Federal income tax at all.
These figures include only individuals
who file Federal income tax returns
showing adjusted gross incomes in ex-
cess of the $200,000 and $1 million levels.
Important tax preferences in the present
Internal Revenue Code exclude certain
classes of income from the definition of
“gross income’ altogether. More impor-
tant than the tax preferences excluding
income items from “gross income” are
those which result in reduction of a tax-
payer's “adjusted gross income” by
means of special deductions.

The deductions permitted by the per-
centage depletion allowance is an ex-
ample of such a deduction. Because de-
ductions of this kind reduce taxpayers’
adjusted gross income—the figure upon
which the Treasury statistics are based—
they can prevent the statistics from in-
cluding many individuals who in fact
have large real incomes but pay no tax.

The fact that a millionaire can escape
paying any Federal income tax at all cap-
tures our attention but the problem is
much more serious and widespread. For
every wealthy person who pays no Fed-
eral income tax there are many more
who do not pay a fair share of their in-
come in tax. In fact, the tax rate on these
wealthy peoples’ income is much less
than the tax rate on the income of the
average American worker.

The statutory rate schedule for the
individual income tax has a sharply
progressive structure. The tax rates rise
from 14 percent to 70 percent. For
married taxpayers filing joint returns,
the 14 percent bracket applies only to the
first $1,000 of taxable income; the 70
percent bracket applies to all taxable in-
come in excess of $200,000.

Data on the rates of tax which tax-
payers really pay manifests a marked
departure from the statutory rates.
Statisties disclosed by the Treasury De-
partment in 1969 indicate that, at 1969
income levels, 28.2 percent of the tax
returns showing “amended taxable in-
come” between $500,000 and $1 million
paid tax at effective rates of no more
than 25 percent; 58.5 percent of the tax-
payers in this income range paid tax at
effective rates of no more than 30 per-
cent—substantially less than half the top
statutory rate. Of taxpayers having
amended taxable income of $1 million
and over, 62.8 percent paid tax at effec-
tive rates of no more than 30 percent.

Comparable data is not yet available
for the first year after the Tax Reform
Act of 1969 became effective. However,
analysis of the data in light of the specif-
ic reforms contained in the 1969 act
suggests that post-1969 statistics would
not show substantial deviations from the
figures set forth above.

A study recently completed by Joseph
Pechman and Benjamin Okner of Brook-
ings affords additional evidence for the
conclusion that the upper ranges of the
individual income tax system possess
very little real progressivity.

Computing the Federal income tax
paid under existing law by all classes of
individuals as a percentage of so-called
“expanded adjusted gross income,” the
study finds effective tax rates rising from
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0.5 percent—for the first $3,000 of in-
come—to 29.5 percent—for expanded
AGI from $100,000 to $500,000—30.4 per-
cent—for expanded AGI of $500,000 to $1
million—and 32.1 percent—for expanded
AGI of $1 million and over. This data is
based upon projections of 1972 income
levels and computations of tax under the
law as amended both by the Tax Reform
Act of 1969 and by the Revenue Act of
1971. Here again, one finds clear evi-
dence that the 1969 act did little to
improve the progressivity of the upper
ranges of the individual income tax. To
put the matter somewhat differently, the
fundamental goal of the income tax sys-
tem—to correlate taxes paid with ability
to pay—remains unrealized despite the
1969 act.

The Treasury Tax Reform Studies and
Proposals, published in early 1969 and
providing much of the background ma-
terial for the 1969 Tax Reform Act, de-
scribed 11 specific cases of high income
individual taxpayers who were making
use of the preferential provisions of the
Internal Revenue Code to pay little or
no Federal income tax. The minor effect
of the 1969 act can be seen by comparing
the results of the post-1969 law in these
cases with that of the pre-1969 law.

One of the Treasury cases concerned
a taxpayer with income of $935,781, con-
sisting largely of capital gains, dividends,
and interest. Under the pre-1969 law this
individual paid tax at an effective rate
of 14.7 percent. Under the post-1969 law
he would pay tax at 17.5 percent—bring-
ing him to an effective tax rate 0.5 per-
cent less than the rate applicable to
persons with incomes of from $20,000 to
$50,000 in 1966.

A second Treasury case concerned an
individual with income of $1,284,718,
composed almost entirely of capital
gains. Under the pre-1969 law, his effec-
tive rate of tax was 0.03 percent. Under
the law applicable to 1971, his effective
tax rate would be 8.5 percent—hardly a
dramatic increase if one bears in mind
that persons having income of less than
$5,000 in 1966 paid tax at an average
effective rate of 7.4 percent.

A third case described in the Treasury
studies concerned a taxpayer with $1,-
469,179 of income from oil and gas, $673,-
390 of long-term capital gains, and $118,-
393 of dividends, interest, and miscel-
laneous income. Under the pre-1969 law,
he paid to Federal income tax. Under the
post-1969 law, the effective tax rate on
his $2,260,962 total income would be 6.7
percent. That rate is less than half of
the 14 percent rate which applies to the
first $1,000 of the average workingman's
taxable income.

One should note that, if anything,
these illustrations understate the tax
avoidance possibilities which remain in
the post-1969 income tax law. The com-
putations here assume continuation of
the same investment patterns which the
taxpayers had chosen under pre-1969
law. The 1969 act made some of the tax
preferences outlined here less advanta-
geous, but it left a number of other tax
preferences untouched; it opened several
new loopholes; and the Revenue Act of
1971 opened still others. Presumably, so-
phisticated upper-bracket investors will
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shift their investment patterns to take
advantage of these new possibilities—
and thereby avoid or reduce the effect
which the computations above suggest
for the 1969 act.

Two hypothetical examples are useful
to make clear the tax avoidance possibili-
ties which remain in the law after the
1969 act.

X has $1 million of tax-exempt interest,
$200,000 of dividend income, $100,000 of
deductible charitable contributions and
other personal deductions including in-
terest, of $100,000. Under the present In-
ternal Revenue Code—including the 1569
amendments—X will pay no Federal in-
. come tax or minimum tax on his total
income of $1,260,000.

Y is a married taxpayer with $300,000
of long-term capital gains, $100,000 of
dividends, $50,000 of salary, $50,000 of
tax-exempt interest, $200,000 of income
from oil and gas production, $100,000 of
percentage depletion in excess of cost,
$250,000 of intangible drilling and devel-
opment costs, $100,000 of real estate
losses attributable to accelerated depre-
ciation, $25,000 of deductible charitable
contributions—including $10,000 of un-
taxed appreciation—and $25,000 of other
personal deductions. Under the present
income tax law, Y will have no taxable
income. “Ie will pay a minimum tax of
$32,000, making his effective Federal in-
come tax rate 4.5 percent on total real
income of $710,000.

A different class of evidence further
demonstrates the subsisting need for re-
form of the income tax system. An active
and vigorous market in tax shelters—de-
vices by which high-income individuals
shield their incomes from tax—continues
despite the 1969 act. Corporate execu-
tives, doctors, lawyers, other high income
individuals, and their tax and financial
advisers are bombarded by a steady
stream of sales literature advertising
tax shelter arrangements. The advertise-
ments are attractively packaged, with
colorful illustrations and glossy paper;
and their tax advice is, unfortunately,
largely sound.

One such brochure, addressed to “Mr.
and Mrs. Fortunate Participant” and
prefaced with the observation that its
information will be of interest only to
persons in the 50 percent or higher tax
brackets, tells the reader that he may
“convert a portion of—his—tax burden
into an investment which will provide
potential income and the creation of a
capital asset.” It proceeds to describe,
in clinical detail, how high-income indi-
viduals can utilize cattle feeding. oil and
gas, cattle breeding, and real estate in-
vestments to avoid tax.

A second pamphlet urges investors to
“Put tax dollars to work for you” by in-
vesting in an oil and gas drilling program.
It explains:

Individuals in high tax brackets can utilize
the Drilling Fund to shelter part of their
income from taxes, starting in the year of
investment and continuing as long as ofl
and gas income is received. Much of their
investment in the program is made with
dollars that would otherwise be pald in taxes
to state and Federal governments. Higher
income tax brackets enable Limited Part-
ners to enjoy greater tax savings than would
be possible in lower tax brackets,
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An advertisement for a tape cassette
entitled “The Big, New Tax Benefits of
the Revenue Act of 1971" helpfully ad-
dresses itself to such topics as “The Rev-
olutionary, New °‘Class Life’ Deprecia-
tion System That Pumps Extra-$$$
Back Into Your Business”; and “How To
Create a ‘Domestic International Sales
Corporation’ (DISC) and Cash in on
This New Tax Shelter for Export Prof-
its.” A summary explains:

With this quick-listening cassette you'll
cut straight to the core of great new tax
benefits. You'll see how you can profit from
brand-new tax credits and shelters . . . get
the most out of Increased deductions and
exemptions . . . make powerful, new tax
moves to put yourself $$8 ahead In 1972,

An advertisement for a program on
“Tax-Sheltered Investments,” held in
New York, San Francisco, and Houston
this year, explains that the program’s
objective is “to explore and evaluate the
numerous investment opportunities
which offer the investor reduced or de-
ferred tax liabilities under current Inter-
nal Revenue Service regulations.” Noting
that “Tax-sheltered investments are by
definition complicated,” the brochure
points out that a special “faculty of tax,
legal, accounting, investing, and oper-
ating management experts will work with
you to clarify the possibilities for profit-
able participation in this field.”

The examples could be multiplied al-
most without limit. The lesson is clear:
brokers and dealers in tax shelters are
thoroughly aware of the tax avoidance
devices which remain available after the
1969 act, and they are doing all they can
to bring that information to the atten-
tion of high income taxpayers.

The departure of our income tax sys-
tem from the measurement of taxes ac-
cording to ability to pay is not confined
to the individual income tax. It extends
also to the corporate income tax.

The 1969 Tax Reform Studies and Pro-
posals contained statistics, based on 1965
data, comparing the effective tax rates
of various industries.

In comparison with the average effec-
tive tax rate of 43.3 percent paid by
manufacturing industries generally, the
petroleum industry paid 21.1 percent,
other extractive mineral industries paid
24.3 percent, the lumber industry paid
29.5 percent, commercial banks paid 24.4
percent, mutual savings banks paid 5.3
percent, and savings and loan associa-
tions paid 14.5 percent.

Although the Tax Reform Act low-
ered the percentage depletion deduction
from 27.5 percent to 22 percent and re-
stricted certain other corporate tax pref-
erences, it did nothing to the exploration
and development deduction, the deduc-
tion for intangible drilling and develop-
ment expenditures, tax-exempt interest,
and the Western Hemisphere Trade
Corporation deduction; and its only
change affecting the capital gains treat-
ment for timber was the modest general
elevation of the corporate capital gains
rate to 30 percent. Furthermore, the in-
vestment credit was reenacted in 1971,
and the 1969 act reforms for accelerated
depreciation on residential rental prop-
erty were quite minor. Accordingly, while
the industry effective rate percentages
described above may have increased
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slightly for the petroleum industry, the
effective rates for 1962 should reflect ap-
proximately the same industry-to-indus-
try variances which were present before
the 1969 act.

The situation hardly seems improved
when the U.8. Treasury can report that
for 1970, 40 percent of all U.S. corpora-
tions paid no Federal income taxes. This
was true before ADR and the investment
tax credit went into effect, we therefore
can anticipate even greater reduction in
the effective tax rate for corporations.

In the light of such facts is it unrea~
sonable to ask Congress to act?

The introduction of the minimum tax
in the Tax Reform Act of 1969 was an
attempt to obtain some tax contribution
from wealthy individuals who had pre-
viously escaped income tax on all or most
of their income. The facts I have pre-
viously mentioned reveal how far we
have yet to go to achieve that goal.

The minimum tax is levied at a 10 per-
cent rate on a selected list of preference
incomes to the extent that income from
all the items exceed, first, a $30,000 ex-
emption and second, the regular income
tax for that year or prior years. The
most important preference incomes in
the minimum tax base are capital gains.
the 50 percent of long-term capital gains
excluded from taxable income for indi-
viduals, and the difference between the
tax at the regular rate—48 percent—and
the lower capital gain rate of 30 percent
for corporations; depletion deductions in
excess of the amount that would be al-
lowed on the basis of cost; the value of
a stock option given to an employee at
the time the option is exercised and bad
debt deductions of financial institutions.

The amendment which Senator
CuurcH and I am proposing would
change the tax treatment of these four
items of the minimum tax. For these
items no deduction for regular income
tax would be taken and the exemption
would be $12,000 rather than $30,000.
The rate which applies to these ifems
would also be changed. In the case of
corporations, the rate would be 24 per-
cent or half of the regular corporation
tax of 48 percent—normal tax plus sur-
tax—in the case of individuals the tax
would be equal to one-half of the tax
which would be due if the preference in-
comes were considered to be regular tax-
able income, that is to say, one-half of
the applicable marginal rates.

Mr. President, Congress enacted the
minimum ' tax provision in 1969 to
achieve the rather simple principle of
tax equity that every wealthy person
should pay some Federal income tax. It
is becoming painfully clear that we failed
to achieve that goal. I proposed that we
try to finish the job. Acceptance of this
amendment will not end the need for
more thorough tax reform. On the other
hand, acceptance of this amendment
should not have to wait for a more com-
prehensive tax reform proposal. The
minimum tax provision is by its very na-
ture not an attempt to reform the entire
tax code. It merely tries to insure that
everyone, who can, pays some percentage
of his income in taxes. The amendment
I am proposing today has been the sub-
ject of extensive debate in recent years.
It received detailed hearings in Congress
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during the Tax Reform Act of 1969. There
is no excuse for not doing at least this
much this year.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I join
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin in offering this amendment.

Again, our purpose is the same as it
was before: To undertake to raise the
revenue we propose to give away to State
and local governments and avoid thrust-
ing the National Government more
deeply into debt.

Senator NerLson and I have prepared a
chart which we have distributed to Mem-
bers of the Senate, illustrating the dra-
matic increase in the growth of the debt.
Since the end of Harry Truman's ad-
ministration, the debt has increased by
$200 billion, and half of that increase will
have occurred in the fiscal years 1970,
1971, 1972, and 1973—that is, the 4 years
of the Nixon administration.

Is there any wonder, then, why it is
repeatedly charged that the Federal
budget has gone totally out of control?
Is there any way we can avoid the re-
sponsibility for raising the money we
propose to share? To be sure, we can
avoid doing it now, before the election,
but one day we must face up to it. It is
far more honest to face up to it now and
advise the American people that there is
no free revenue to share; that there is no
way to manufacture the money to give
away to State and local governments;
that the Federal Government cannot
keep going ever more deeply into debt.

With this amendment, we propose to
raise the revenue through tax reform to
do the very thing that so cries out for
the doing. We are very close to a tax
revolt in this country. The people know
that the present system is grossly unfair.

The manager of the bill, the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
Long), in making one of the finest state-
ments concerning the need for this re-
form, had this to say about the present
tax system, when speaking on the floor
of the Senate on November 24, 1969:

As the members of the Senate well know,
there is a great demand for tax reform.
Throughout the country, our people are pay-
ing high tax rates and bearing heavy tax
burdens. They want to make sure that their
taxes are fair. They are wimng to pay their
share of the tax burden, but they do not
want to bear someone else’s tax burdens.
There is nothing that makes a man so angry
and discouraged as the feeling that other
people are not paying their taxes and are
putting their tax burdens on his back .

I think there is a widespread feeling
throughout the country that our tax system
is now not as fair as it should be. Joe Barr,
when he was BSecretary of the Treasury,
pointed out the nature of the problem that
faces us when he cited 154 individuals with
incomes of $200,000 or more in 1966 who pald
no income taxes. There were even 21 indi-
viduals with incomes of $1,000,000 or more
in that year pald no tax.

Mr. President, I agree heartily with
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Finance. We do need tax re-
form. It has become a major issue in this
election. Nowhere is the need more glar-
ing than when it comes to those at the
very top of the tax brackets who are pay-
ing little or no tax at all.

I take it that 2 years ago, when Con-
gress acted to pass a minimum tax, it
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intended to reach these people. Yet, the

provisions of that minimum tax are so

weak that, after 2 years of experience
with it, we know that it must be strength-
ened if it is to do the job we intended.

The record is clear. The evidence is be-
fore us. It is just a question of whether
we blink at the evidence and postpone
tax reform until another, more conven-
ient time, or whether we undertake to
now raise the money we propose to give
away to State and local governments. It
is a question of whether we continue to
be irresponsible or whether we at last act
as serious custodians of the Public
Treasury.

I am sure that the question will be
settled, if one may judge from the pre-
vious vote, in favor of more irresponsi-
bility. Nonetheless, it is difficult to argue
that this minimum tax ought not be
strengthened in face of the data now
available.

In 1970, for example, the minimum tax
raised only $117 million from 18,646 in-
dividuals on a total of $2.85 billion in
preference income. This represents an
effective 4-percent tax rate, not the 10
percent we had intended, which was
little enough—only 4 percent, a rate far
below the tax rate paid by the averasze
working man or woman.

The 1970 figures also show that it is
possible to have very large amounts of
loophole income, while still paying little
or nothing under the minimum tax. In
1970, a tetal of 3,140 individuals showed
no adjusted gross income in the aggre-
gate—in fact, they showed a loss—but
they had a total amount of tax prefer-
ence income of $197 million.

There is no way this can be justified.
The proof is in that the minimum tax
has failed even to achieve the standards
set by Congress when it enacted it. We
are not receiving 10 percent from these
people, though we tax the workingman
at a much higher rate. We are receiving
4 percent. Is there any wonder that peo-
ple are so angry at the tax system and
the men who perpetuate it?

In this connection, Mr. President, a
very informative article demonstrating
the failure of the present minimum tax
to achieve its objectives, written by
Eileen Shanahan, was published in the
New York Times. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the article, giv-
ing all the particulars, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

NEw Minmvum Tax Ner 8117 Minriow; BuT
18,000 WEALTHY PERSONS PAY AVERAGE 4
PERCENT LEVY

' (By Elleen Shanahan)

WasHINGTON, March 26.—The major reform
of the 1969 Tax Reform Act cost some 18,000
wealthy individuals a total of nearly $117-
million in additional taxes last year, but the
tax that they pald under the reform provision
averaged only 4 per cent.

All taxpayers taken together, regardless of
income bracket, paid an average 13.8 per
cent of their income in Federal income taxes.

Btatistics showing the effect of the reform
act on 1970 personal income taxes have just
been released by the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice In its annual publication, Statistics of
Income.

The pamphlet (I.R.S. Publication 198-2-
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72) gives for the first time an analysis of what
has happened under what is known as the
“minimum tax,” a provision of the 1969 law
that was aimed at preventing individuals
with large income from escaping all Federal
income tax.

The minimum tax imposes a special tax
at a flat rate of 10 per cent on income that
is tax-free under other provisions of the tax
law, provided that tax-free income exceeds
$30,000 plus whatever tax the individual
paid on his other income. Thus, the actual
tax rate pald under the minimum tax will
always be less than 10 per cent.

FALLS SHORT OF GOAL

The minimum tax did not entirely succeed
in its basic purpose of making sure that all
persons with income in excess of $30,000 paid
at least some Federal income tax, the LR.S.
figures showed.

A total of 3,314 persons with incomes of
#30,000 or more paid no income tax in 1970.
Of these, 1,338 had Incomes in excess of
$50,000; 394 had Incomes In excess of
$100,000; 22 had incomes of excess of $500,-
000, and three had incomes in excess of $1-
million.

Criticism of the operation of the minimum
tax came immediately from Representative
Henry S. Reuss, Democrat of Wisconsin, who
has become one of the leading advocates of
tax reform in the House. :

He sald that even If the well-to-do-persons
subject to the minimum tax were paying the
tax at an average 7 per cent rate—instead of
the 4 per cent that a simple averaging of the
figures would indicate—that is the same over-
all percentage of Federal income tax pay-
ments that is made by a person with an in-
come of only $6,5600.

“As things stand now,"" Mr. Reuss sald, “the
minimum tax administers just a small love
pat to wealthy tax avolders. They can con-
tinue to use tax loopholes if they will just
pay a small admission fee for the privilege.”

Mr. Reuss said that, at the very least, the
10 per cent rate of the minimum tax should
be increased.

PREFERRED ITEMS LISTED

The number of taxpayers who were subject
to the minimum tax in 1970 was 18,646. They
paid $116 875,000 in minimum tax on a total
of $2,845,207,000 of income that Is given
preferential treatment—either untaxed or
lightly taxed—under other provisions of the
tax law.

Items of tax-preferred income that are sub-
ject to the minimum tax include accelerated
depreciation deductions, Income subject to
depletion allowance and the tax-free half of
capital gains.

Some other items of tax-preferred income
are not included in the list. Among these are
income from state and local government
bonds and income subject to the special de-
duction for oll and gas well drilling expenses.

Mr. Reuss said that the way the tax law
works, some income that receives preferential
tax treatment is subtracted before the tax-
payer reaches the point on his tax return that
says “adjusted gross income.” All of the
statistics on how much tax is pald—or avoid-
ed—by persons in each Income bracket are
based on adjusted gross income.

ESCAPE STATISTICIANS

Thus, Mr. Reuss sald, the figures showing
the number of high-income persons who pay
little or no tax are misleadingly low.

“It is possible to have very large amounts
of tax loophole income, while at the same
time having little or no adjusted gross in-
come,” he said. “These people are not only
escaping the tax collectors, they're escaping
the statisticians as well.”

An example of what Mr. Reuss had In mind
could be found in the Internal Revenue
figures showing that there were 3,140 indi-
viduals who showed no adjusted gross in-
come—in the aggregate, in fact, they showed
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a loss—but who had a total amount of tax
preference income of $197,245,000.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an editorial
published in the Idaho Statesman, cap-
tioned ‘“Revenue Sharing,” which sup-
ports the proposition that we ought to
raise the revenue we now propose to give
to State and local governments under
this measure, be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

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

REVENUE SHARING

Senators Church and Jordan have consid-
erable logic on their side in thelr positions
on the Senate’s revenue-sharing bill. Jordan
opposes it and Church sald he will support it
only if it is accompanied by legislation to
raise $5 billion to pay for it.

That is the best approach—to pass revenue
sharing and to raise the $5 billion to pay for
it. That amount could easily be raised by
closing a few tax “loopholes.”

The Benate bill would give Idaho’s state
government $7.9 milllon the first year. State
and local governments would receive $15.7
million, a total of $23.6 million.

With that $23.6 million Idaho could reverse
the trend of rising property taxes. Property
taxes should go down substantially. The
schools would benefit. Growing areas, like
Ada and Canyon counties, would find 1t easier
to keep up with rising costs.

By pre-empting so much money through
the federal income tax, the federal govern-
ment tends to starve state and local gov-
ernments. People can't resist federal taxes
very effectively, but they can resist taxes at
the state and local level.

Yet the greater needs are not for more fed-
eral projects, for higher federal salaries, for
bigger federal buildings, but for such bread
and butter local services as schools, roads,
sewers and parks.

There is work to be done. There are jobs
to be created. Some of it isn't done now be-
cause local government has no place to turn
but to the property tax.

The trouble with revenue-sharing this year
is that the federal government is heading for
a deficlt of more than $25 billlon. Revenue
sharing will really be debt sharing.

Ralsing the $£5 billion to pay for revenue-
sharing would be a good starting place for a
more responsible filscal policy. It would help
curb the defieit.

Senator Jordan favors another alternative
to the revenue-sharing bill as written, di-
verting to states a share of federal income
tax revenue collected in the states,

There 1= a danger, as he notes, that state
and local government will become too de-
pendent on revenue sharing. Unless Congress
and the executive branch practice more re-
straint than in the last few years, it could
get out of hand.

On the other hand, there is no evidence
that the executive and Congress will be any
less extravagant with revenue sharing than
without it. At least with it state and local
government, and local taxpayers, would be
better off.

Revenue sharing would be approved, but
as Senator Church suggests, with a $5 billion
revenue-raising measure to accompany it. Or
Congress should follow its passage with a
85 billion cut in federal spending.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, an ex-
cellent statement of the general need for
tax reform, one of the most detailed and
objective statements I have seen, was
published in the August 12, 1972, edition
of Business Week. It sets out the inequi-
ties in the present system and discusses,
pro and con, the various proposals for
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tax reform. In the hope and expectation
that Congress, following the elections,
will address itself to this guestion and
undertake to raise some revenue to close
the tremendous deficit gap, I ask unani-
mous consent that the full text be printed
here in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Tax REFORM

Never in modern U.S. economic history
has there been tax reform without an accom-
panying tax cut to soften the blow. But the
odds are that mo matter who occupies the
White House in 1973, Congress will seek tax
reform as part of—or instead of—a hefty tax
increase.

Two forces are working to break tradition:

The federal budget has skyrocketed, with
this year's deficit running at more than $30-
billion. According to the Brookings Institu-
tion, the country is headed for a $17-billion
full-employment budget defict in fiscal 1975,
unless current tax and spending plans are
altered. Administration officlals blame Con-
gress, but that will not solve the dilemma.
Economists, warning that the mid-1870s
could bring an inflationary boom like that
of the mid-1960s, say that bigger taxes are
inevitable. Noble Prize winner Paul Sam-
uelson told a recent hearing of the Joint
Economic Committee that “no matter who
wins the election, Congress will find itself
legislating higher taxes next year.”

The public distrusts and resents the way
in which the federal tax system imposes its
load. Voters are Increasingly uphappy with
tax laws that they think hit the average
man too hard and the rich and the corpora-
tion too softly. This dissatisfaction surfaced
during the Democratic Presidential pri-
maries. Both South Dakota's SBenator George
McGovern and Alabama’s Governor George
Wallace repeatedly attacked what they called
the unfair federal tax system that lets the
rich and powerful pay less than their fair
share. Although the charge was never spelled
out in much detall, voters responded en-
thuslastically.

It could be that Wallace and McGovern
were merely giving listeners a target for
their gemeral unhappiness with successive
governments that brought them the war in
Vietnam, inflation, recession, rising expecta-
tions, and rising frustration. But whatever
its true origin, the taxpayers' revolt, which
Congress tried to stifle with the Tax Reform
Act of 1969, is back on the march. SBays
Walter W. Heller, President Eennedy’s chair-
man of the Council of Economic Advisers:
“We have got to get this equity question
straightened out before we get the tax in-
crease.”

PRESSURE ON THE WHITE HOUSE

Congress has gotten the message. Tax re-
form is fast becoming a fashionable cause
in the Capitol. The thin ranks of old-time
reformers—including Representative Henry
8. Reuss (D-Wis.), Charles A. Vanik (D-
Ohlo), James C. Corman (D-Calif.), and
Senator Gaylord Nelson (D-Wis.)—have been
Jjolned by new recruits. In the vanguard:
Democratic Presidential nominee McGovern.

This fall a group of reform enthusiasts
may start the ball rolling by placing a
quickie, g6-billion reform rider on the Ad-
ministration’s debt ceiling bill. Procedural
problems will probably stymie the move, but
not the spirit, behind the drive for reform.

Ways & Means Committee Chairman Wil-
bur D. Mills, the godfather of Congressional
tax legislation, has also seen the handwriting
on the wall. The wily Arkansas legislator has
not been a champion of reform in the past.
But during his brief run for the Presidential
nomination this year, he tried to outdo op-
ponents by proposing a massive repeal bill
that would have wiped out 54 special tax
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provisions unless Congress took specific ac-
tion to retain them. Noncandidate Mills has
backed off from the sweeping proposal, but
he is pledged to hold tax reform hearings
early next year—on exactly what, he will not
say.
%resident Nixon, too, has tested the water
and announced that the Treasury is working
on & plan for tax reform—albelt a *'secret
plan” that will not be unwrapped until after
the November elections. The White House
likes to point to the Tax Reform Act of 1869
as evidence of its reforming zeal, but Con-
gressional observers scoff at this clalm. The
view from the Hill is that Congress forced
reform on Nixon not vice versa, and that may
happen again. In 1969, Congress was armed
with a glant study of tax reform proposals
prepared by outgoing Democratic Assistant
Treasury Secretary Stanley Surrey. “Nixon,”
says one Hill staffer, “had to run to catch
up.” Nelther Nixon nor Congress, however,
ran very hard, and the 1969 bill wound up
with more tax reduction than reform.

Yet the President has promised localities
some kind of rellef next year for heavy prop-
erty taxes, perhaps through a new federal
value-added tax. Nixon would have a tough
time pushing this controversial form of na-
tional sales tax through a Democratic Con-
gress without some accompanying reforms
to increase taxes on the rich.

What is causing the reformers’ dismay is
buried in 1,856 pages of the Internal Revenue
Code and in over 4,000 pages of Treasury
regulations. This mountain of legalese de-
seribes how the federal government will pick
some $220-billion out of American pockets
this year. More than half the money (table,
page 85) will come from income taxes, per-
sonal and corporate, that were designed to
be progressive—to take more from the rich
man's dollar than from the poor man's, more
from the glant corporations’ profits than
from little businesses: Estate and gift taxes,
levied for the privilege of transferring money
before and after death, will bring in only
about $4.3-billion a year. These two taxes are
designed to hit the rich harder, on the theory
that they have a greater ability to pay. The
rest of the federal booty comes from regres-
sive taxes—where the poor pay more—such
as payroll levies and excises.

GOOD TAXES, BAD TAXES

Reformers note the federal government's
increasing reliance on the “bad taxes,” the
regressive ones. Washington now collects
more revenue from payrolls than from corpo-
rate income taxes—a turnabout from the
1950s. Economists argue about who ulti-
mately pays the corporate tax—consumers
through higher prices, or stockholders
through lower profits. But most experts agree
that the tax is at least moderately progres-
sive—and certainly more so than payroll
taxes, half of which come straight out of la-
bor's pocket.

To make matters worse for poorer Ameri-
cans, in recent years state and local govern-
ments have been upping their demands, too,
even faster than has Uncle Sam. The tax
take at these lower levels rose from 45% to
52% of the federal total between 1950 and
1969. Most of the money comes from regres-
sive excise, sales, and property taxes.

The upshot, according to a study by econo-
mists Lester C. Thurow and Robert E, B. Lu-
cas, Is that the “bad"” has canceled out the
“good", leaving the U.8. with a proportional
tax system that hits the rich and the poor
with about the same clout. Thus, taxes do
virtually nothing to alter income distribu-
tlon, which has remained unchanged since
1947. The poorest fifth of families receives
about 5% of the total family income—before
and after taxes—while the top fifth gets 427,
The tax system’s turn toward regressivity
does not mean of course, that the taxpayer is
overloaded. He is not—at least compared to
his European counterpart. Taxes in the U.S.
add up to about 32% of gross national prod-
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uct—roughly on a par with Italy, Canada,
and Belgium. Harder hit are residents of
Sweden, Norway, and Great Britain, where
taxes take 48%, 43% and 399 respectively of
the GNP.

Moreover, taxes tell only part of the story
of the government's financial impact on vari-
ous citizens. A fuller picture comes from
looking at what the government gives as well
as what it takes. On this basis (table, page
85), the U.S. seems to have a progressive
system that on balance reduces the income
of the rich and increases the income of the
poor.

FAILING THE FAIRNESS TEST

This bird'e eye view, however, misses the
point of the taxpayers' revolt. Most Amer-
tcans do not really know very much about
wnat taxes are today In Sweden, or what
some Census Bureau experts think about
progressivity of the U.S. tax-transfer mix.
What they do know is that, because of in-
flation and higher taxes, the value of their
payechecks did not grow between 1965 and
1971. And they know that people on salary
do not get many breaks from the Internal
Revenue Service. They see the tax system
losing its grip—but not on them. For
example:

Some 112 Americans with annual incomes
of more than $200,000 in 1970 paid federal
income taxes of zero—despite the much-
heralded tax reform of 1969 and the new
minimum income tax of 10% imposed at
that time (page 85).

Taxpayers with incomes of $20,000 to
$50,000 pay an effective rate of 20% to 30%.
But people 20 times that rich, with incomes
from $500,000 to $l-million, pay the same
effective rate—not the 70% IRS maximum
for this bracket.

Corporations paid an estimated average
effective tax rate of 37% on profits in 1969,
according to a recent study by Representa-
tive Vanik. The top 100 companies managed
to reduce the toll to 2699%, a far cry from
the 489 tax legislated by Congress. (Al-
though corporate tax figures are not pub-
lie, Congress may soon demand that they
be published.)

Conservatives tend to view such discrep-
ancles as a matter of incentive for invest-
ment; liberals are more likely to view them
as “loopholes.” For the average man, the
problem seems to boil down to equity, some-
thing that Adam Smith 200 years ago said
that every tax system ought to have.

Unfortunately, Smith did not leave his
modern counterparts much advice about
achieving tax equity. And today's public
finance experts have not done much better
than their master. Their rules and loglc run
as follows:

Taxpayers who are economically egqual
should be taxed equally. This is called hori-
zontal equity.

Thus, it follows that taxpayers who are
not equal should not be taxed equally.

Since the U.S. espouses a progressive tax

system, rich Americans should pay a larger -

share of their incomes into the pot than
low-income Iindividuals. This is vertical
equity.

On its face, the U.S. system—built on the
base of a personal Income tax with rates
ranging up to 70% in the top brackets—
seems to meet all three measures of fair-
ness. The charge of Inequity arises because
over the years Congress has written into the
revenue code a long list of exemptions and
provisions for special treatment of certain
kinds of income and expenses. Many of these
originally were intended to achieve greater
equality In treatment of taxpayers. Others
were designed to promote activities deemed
necessary for the economy. The result has
been to offer alert tax avoiders a wide range
of cholces:

Deductions for certain kinds of spend-
ing—charitable contributions, interest pay-
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ments, local taxes, for example—shrink the
ii:come base to which taxes apply.

Exemption of certain kinds of income—
interest on state and local bonds, part of
capltal gains, interest earned on premiums
paid for life insurance, payments into pen-
sion funds by employers—put huge slices
of income beyond the reach of the tax
collector.

Special credits—notably the 7% invest-
ment tax credit—cut taxes of corporations
that undertake spending programs that the
government wants to encourage.

In the late 1960s, Stanley Surrey put to-
gether the first comprehensive tabulation of
so-called tax expenditures or tax subsidies—
revenues foregone by the government as a
result of exemptions, deductions, and credits.
Part of Surrey’s table, updated by the Treas-
ury at the request of the JEC, is shown on
page 89. This is the battlefleld map for the
tax reformers.

Surrey, now back teaching law at Harvard,
would like to see federal departments sub-
mit their budgets with tax expenditures in-
cluded. This, he argues, would present a
more realistic picture of what resources the
government is putting into each activity. In
1969, for example, the table shows that
Washington put roughly $8-billilon of regular
outlays into commerce and transport but
“spent” about twice that, $16-billion, in
taxes not collected.

Treating tax concesslons as budget items
would glve Congress a chance to weigh each
item in term of what it is costing and what
it is producing. But it is unlikely that tax
reform will proceed along any such logical
line. Instead, Congress and the White House
are likely to pick their way cautiously
through Surrey’s list.

WHAT THE CRITICS PROPOSE

Extreme reformers such as the Brookings
Institution’s Joseph Pechman would like to
do away with every tax break on the list and
then some—achieving the ultimate in hori-
zontal equity, at least as far as figures can
show equity. Pechman'’s version of a compre-
hensive personal income tax would erase
special treatment for homeowners, married
couples, and even BSocial Security bene-
ficlaries.

This sweeping reform, given current tax
rates, would net the government an addi-
tional $77-billion in 1972, according to Pech-
man and his research partner at Brookings,
Benjamin Okner. It would be so effective, in
fact, that Pechman and Okner estimate that
it could be accompanied by a major cut in
the rate schedule. If the government chose to
give the whole §77-billion back to the tax-
payer, it could reduce marginal tax rates as
part of the scheme, bringing the levy on the
top bracket down to 449 on incomes above
$100,000.

However, Pechman, who is now an adviser
to the McGovern camp, Is realistic about the
prospects of any such drastic move. “I could
visualize a world in which you had rates
like that,'” he says, “but I never kid myself
that we are poised for that bold new era.”

Instead, tax reform in 1973 will follow the
more traditional route—tightening up here,
pulling back there, cutting but not oblitera-
ting the more obvious preferences. This ap-
proach is typified by several proposals al-
ready before Congress. Some 25 representa-
tives have endorsed & blockbuster bill by
California’s Corman that would chip away
at dozens of tax preferences and net an es-
timated $19-billion when it took full effect
in 1980. Another package of roughly the
same size was tossed to the Senate by Wis-
consin Democrat Nelson and a dogzen other
liberals,

The basic barrier to reform is the simple
fact that one man’s loophole is another
man's salvation. The beleaguered homeowner
does not think of his deduction for interest
and local taxes as a special privilege. He sees
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it as the only thing that stands between him
and foreclosure.

Economists—and the politicians who listen
to them—also worry about the impact that
heavy-handed tax reform might have on eco-
nomic growth. Most of the tax preferences
that business enjoys were granted originally
on the ground that they would stimulate ex-
pansion or offset a handicap. The nagging
questions that any tax reformer must answer
are whether hitting the rich will shrink the
flow of funds for investment and whether
tightening up on corporations will reduce
the number of jobholders as well as the num-
ber of fat cats.

At least on the Democratic side of the
fence, the worry is not enough to dampen
the enthusiasm for tax reform. Says Walter
Heller, who was chief architect of the 1964
tax cut: “There must be a balance between
the fair shares consideration and the need
for full use of resources and economic
growth. But the optimal mix between dlstri-
bution and growth should be struck to the
left of where it now is."”

Inevitably, tax reform will take its colora-
tion from the man who sits in the White
House next year. Nlxon would be cautious
about upsetting business and the investment
markets. McGovern would be rougher on
higher incomes and corporations—though his
recent statements indicate that he would try
to achleve full employment first.

THE 12 TARGETS FOR REFORM

Of course, foreing rich Americans to pay
more will do little to lower the tax burden of
middle-income earners, particularly if the
move is part of a push to raise taxes gen-
erally. But the object of tax reform today is
to answer the complaint that the system
is unfair and to make the rich pay more
even if the effect on the total government
budget 1s nominal.

This means that in 1973, Congress will be
looking hardest at the 12 areas that have
established themselves in the popular mind
as places where the rich are getting away
with something:

Estate and gift tares

Under the present estate tax regulations,
based essentially on a 1916 law and virtually
ignored by Congress since 1942, most wealth
can be passed from generation to generation
untouched by Uncle Sam. Each year, only
49, of the estates of adults who die and
25% of the total wealth of the decedents is
subject to the tax. The take comes to less
than 29 of all federal revenues.

The federal estate tax alone—above the
current exemption level of $60,000, rises pro-
gressively to a maximum of 77% at $10-
million. Gift taxes on money or property
given away during an individual's life time
run at roughly three-fourths the estate rate.
It would seem that a wise man would prefer
to give his wealth away, rather than to take
it with him. But the records show that the
richest Americans prefer to retain the bulk
of thelr wealth until death, then pass it on
in elaborate trusts that can be devised to
avoid estate taxes for two or more genera-
tions.

The very rich have the best of it. “These
laws have helped create an aristocracy of
wealth,” says reformer Thomas Field, a for-
mer Treasury lawyer who now heads a public
interest group called Tax Analysts & Advo-
cates.

Tax experts of all political stripes agree
that estate and gifTt taxes are in dire need
of overhaul, if for no other reason than to
update the rates and exemptions. It takes a
lot more money now to support widows and
orphans than 1t did 30 years ago. But the
concentration of wealth—and the power that
goes with it—are the chief targets of the
economists in McGovern’s camp. Thelr ulti-
mate alm is to redistribute wealth in such a
way as to break down artificial barriers to
class mobility; revenue-raising is secondary.
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Although some conservative critics oppose
any kind of estate taxation as a disincentive
to individual achievement, some of America's
richest men disagree. Andrew Carnegie, for
one, called estate taxes the natlon's “wisest”
levy. A father who leaves his son enormous
wealth tempts him to “lead a less useful
and less worthy life,” Carnegle wrote.

The debate In Congress next year will re-
volve around modern Carnegles, who think
the current rules have too many escape
clauses, and their opponents, who want to
keep E&G taxes loose enough to maintain
the traditional American entrepreneurial
spirit.

One major change, suggested by Surrey’s
Treasury study, would lump gift and estate
levies into a single, progressive lifetime tax.
This would be simpler than present rules,
and would eliminate the option of trading
off one progressive tax system against the
other.

Another reform would alm at the genera-
tion-skipping trusts, As the 1968 Treasury
study saild: “The enjoyment of the property
by each successive generation is not skipped;
it's only the estate tax that is being skipped.”

Under McGovern's present plan, the estate
tax would be dumped In favor of a federal
inheritance tax, with a top rate of T7% on
$500,000 or more. If the current estate tax
law is only modified, a very rich man with
one child would probably be able to leave him
very rich. An inheritance tax, which would
be levied progressively on the heir on all
legacies received in his lifetime, would cut
into his wealth much more sharply.

Ways & Means ran out of time—or pa-
tlence—to consider Surrey's estate and gift
tax proposals. Mills promised to do the job as
soon as possible, and could end up spending
most of the next session on this part of the
tax code. The Administration’s chief tax man,
Treasury Under SBecretary Edwin Cohen, says
he is ready to act. too.

Special treatment for capital gains

In 1913, when personal income taxes were
authorized by the 16th Amendment to the
Constitution, capital galns were not ex-
empted. Congress was given power to tax “in-
comes, from whatever source derived,” and
income from capital gains was lumped along
with the rest. Some economists—Pechman of
Brookings, for one—wish that the system had
stayed that way, but Congress began to spoon
in the preferences and exemptions starting
in 1918,

Today, only half of long-term capital gains
is taxed, at a maximum rate of 26% Iin most
cases, and never at more than 36.5%. The
theory: Capital investment is an engine of
growth that should be encouraged.

This special status for capital gains has
been a double-edged sword. Along with en-
couraging growth, spurring the stock market,
and enabling many hot-shot businessmen to
accumulate fortunes, the preferences have
sent Americans and their tax lawyers on a
merry chase for ways to convert regular in-
come into capital gains.

Congress has obliged by chipping away at
the income tax to extend preferential treat-
ment to income from livestock and timber
production; royalties on patents, coal, and
iron ore; and real estate investment. Econo-
mists do not agree that the result is a net
plus for growth, though the incentives cer-
talnly have lured investment money into the
favored sectors.

Furthermore, the Treasury estimates that
the capltal gains allowances cost Washington
about §6-billlon a year. Pechman and econo-
mist Gerard Brannon, who recently retired
from the Treasury after nine years In the
Office of Tax Analysis, put the figure some-
what higher.

Beyond cost, there 1s an equity argument.
Reformers assert that the preferences allow
very wealthy Americans, who derive the bulk
of their income from stockholdings, to avoid
taxes unfairly. Wilbur Mills has said that he
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cannot see why a dollar earned by the sweat
of one's brow should be taxed more heavily
than a dollar earned on capital appreciation.

Yet Congress is not about to strike out
any of the individual preferences, for the
forces arrayed against such moves are power-
ful. This spring, several tax studies done for
the JEC concluded that specific tax prefer-
ences, such-as the timber allowance, miss the
mark, are not worth the Treasury's revenue
loss, and might better be handled by direct
government subsidies. But chances of change
are slim, according to economist Jerry Jasi-
nowskl, the JEC staffer who o the
subsidy hearings for Chairman William Prox-
mire (D-Wis.).

“It's like being a rat In a maze,"” say Jasi-
nowski. “No matter which way you turn,
your're stuck. The JEC get one study done.
The industry involved could get 17 written
against it.”

Nevertheless, reformers next year may take
two swipes at capital galns. One reform
would stretch the definition of long term
from the current six months to 12 months.
The other assault will be against capital
gains that are unrealized at death, and thus
untaxed.

Tax experts are hard-pressed to explain
the estate loophole. Says one: “I think they
just forgot about this money—it got lost be-
tween the income tax and the estate and
gift taxes.” The result: Some $20-billion of
appreciation slips away every year through
the kind of escape hatch that former Senator
Paul Douglas used to call a “truckhole.”

This escape route 1s the top reform priority
for Heller and Brannon. “If Congress spent
the whole year working out how to tax capi-
tal gains at death—and did nothing else—
it would be a very good year for tax reform,”
says Brannon, who now teaches and works
for Thomas Field's tax group. Mills says that
he is willing to go after this loophole, but
only as part of a total revision of gift and
estate taxes.

Actlon on the death-tax angle is a high
priority for reformers, however. For persons
who are not rich, the rule tends to lock in
assets as death approaches; people cannot
afford to realize their gains during their life-
times and reduce their estate. Furthermore,
Congress cannot really raise capital gains
taxes during life without shutting off the
death escape. Higher rates would merely en-
courage more people to freeze their assets
until death.

For equity reasons, any change would hit
only capital gains that occur after the rules
are altered. Lumping of the gains in one tax
year could be avolded by averaging.

Stock option provisions

The reforms of 1964, plus Wall Street's
depressed performance in the last few years,
have taken some of the glow off the stock
option. Nevertheless, corporations still use
this shelter for executives. Taxes on the
spread between the option price and the final
selling price are taxed as capital gains—
rather than at higher regular rates—if the
stock is held at least three years before sale.

Liberal Democrats are teaming up to trim
away some of this preference. They want to
treat the difference between the option price
and the stock’s market value as regular in-
come, and tax it when the option is exer-
cised. Senator Nelson argues that this would
discourage corporate use of the option and
protect stockholders from dilution of own-
ership.

Taz-free interest on State and local bonds

From the start, Washington has kept
hands off the interest paid by State and local
governments on the bonds they issue. Con-
gress did not want to tangle with the ques-
tion of whether it is constitutional to Inter-
fere with the States this way.

The legal question still has not been
settled, but the exemption has come under
increasing fire. Like the capital gains pref-
erence, this break is heavily skewed In favor
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of the rich, the chief buyers of tax-exempts
and the chief beneficiaries of the allowance
(page 85). Moreover, economists have begun
to challenge the provision as inefficient for
Washington, the economy, and even the lo-
calities that depend on the exemption to en-
able them to compete with private industry
for much-needed investment dollars..

According to a new study made for the
JEC, the Treasury's revenue loss on such debt
issued in 1969 alone was about $2.6-billion
over the life time of the municipals. Inter-
est costs saved by the state and local govern-
ments, however, total only $1.9~billion. Thus,
it seems, Washington could tax the rich on
thelr interest, directly subsidize the govern-
ments involved, and still come out ahead.

The direct subsidy on interest, a kind of
revenue-sharing, would also eliminate dis-
tortions in capital flows caused by the tax
break, reformers argue. According to econo-
mists David and Attiat Ott, 26% of the
money that went into tax-exempts in 1969
would have headed into other forms of in-
vestment and savings if the special tax pro-
vision for Increasing after-tax income did
not exist.

Even the state and local governments are
hurt by reliance on tax-exempts, the Otts
say. Their treasuries have been left vulner-
able to swings in monetary policy. Banks,
major buyers of tax-exempts when money is
easy, flee this market when the Federal
Reserve Board tightens up and interest rates
elsewhere become more attractive. Presum-
ably & direct federal subsidy would prove less
fickle.

In 1969, the House passed a bill that of-
fered states and cities the option of a Treas-
ury subsidy worth up to 40% on interest.
But mayors and governors, fearing too much
federal control, lobbied away the provision
in the Senate.

Now, local resistance appears to be wan-
ing—as long as the subsldy remains op-
tional and the door stays open for selling
tax-exempts. Only new issues would be af-
fected, since taxing old debt would not be
falr to Investors who bought tax-exempts
under the old law.

The minimum tax

The revelation in early 1069 that a few
hundred wealthy citizens legally had pald no
federal income taxes touched off an uproar.
As a result, the Tax Reform Act of 1969 con-
talned a new provision: a minimum tax to
be applled even though a taxpayer could
claim preferences that would have produced
a lower result. The taxpayer must now add up
a list of certain preference incomes—includ-
Ing half of capital gains, accelerated depre-
ciation, and depletion allowances. If the
total exceeds his regular income tax plus an
exemption of $30,000, he must pay 10% on
the difference.

The minimum tax has cut the list of
rich nontaxpayers, but it has not eliminated
the category. Congress still has to explain
to the voters why there are hundreds of
wealthy income reciplents who pay no taxes
‘(page 85). The answer is that certaln tax
preferences—notably interest on state and
local bonds—are not included in the mini-
mum-tax list.

The Treasury insists, however, that most
wealthy Americans pay “heavy amounts of
tax."” It cites figures to show that in 1970
the average effective rate for those with an
adjusted gross income of more than $200,000
was 44.1%. For those of more than $1-mil-
lion, the rate was 46.4%. i

The Treasury's AGI figures do not suit the
tax reformers, as Representative Reuss point-
ed out to Treasury Under Secretary Cohen
during JEC hearings this month. The AGI,
sald Reuss, omits billlons of nontaxable dol-
lars, thé very preferences that make It pos-
sible for a rich man to pay no taxes or to
pay a very low effective tax rate.

The no-pay issue is unimportant from a
budget standpoint, but it is perhaps the sor-
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est point of all in popular eriticism of the
system. Congress is eager to include a tough-
er minimum rule in any tax reform package.
It might tack one onto this fall’s debt ceiling
bill as a quickle reform rider. Changes would
run in two directions: (1) a lower exemption
and & higher tax rate, perhaps $12,000 and
209%; (2) coverage of a broader list of prefer-
ences. Municipal bond interest would be the
main addition.

McGovern seems to favor folding the mini-
mum tax into a comprehensive requirement
that would make any person pay 75% of what
his taxes would be without preferences.

The personal exemption

Born with the income tax in 1913, the per-
sonal exemption was originally intended to
keep low-income Americans off the tax rolls.
Since then, the preference has tumbled In
real value. Today's $750 would do little to
shelter the poor from IRS without the added
low-income allowance adopted In the 1969
reforms.

Critics of the exemption now want to trans-
form it to a tax credit worth the same amount
for everyone. They argue that the exemption
is an upside-down tax preference, bringing
& 8525 tax saving to a man In the top tax
bracket, but only $107 for someone slugging
along on the bottom of the income scale.

A similar argument can be made for pro-
gressivity of the personal deductions. They
too are worth more to the rich than to the
poor. Some congressmen are devising a plan
to substitute a variable credit for deductions
on charity, medical expenses, nonbusiness
interest, and the like. A credit of 25% would
leave the Treasury's revenue unchanged, but
result In a net gain for lower income tax
payers,

Most likely: Turning the exemption into a
$150 credit to help taxpayers under $12,000,
at no cost to Treasury.

Charity deductions

Full deduction of charity contributions
from taxable income long has been a tempt-
ing target for tax reformers. They charge
that much of the upper-bracket giving is
pure tax avoidance, and they argue that it re-
sults in a distorted deployment of the na-
tion's resources, with sentimental old ladies
glving to homes for stray cats instead of con-
tributing revenue to support government,

In recent years, Congress has tried to chip
away at contributions motivated by tax
avoidance. In 1969, it set a celllng of 50%
of AGI on charitable deductions (effective in
1975) . Even that, however, produced a fright-
ened protest from foundations, colleges, and
other groups that qualify under the contribu-
tions heading on Form 1040,

‘This year, the reformers are taking another
tack. They would like to put a floor under
the personal charity deduction so that only
taxpayers who give more than, say, 3% of
adjusted gross income can claim deductions.
Backers of the proposal argue that the de-
duction is intended to encourage extra glv-
ing, not to exempt donations that the tax-
payer would make in any case. Small givers,
who put less than 3% of their AGI into
various collection plates, get no benefit from
the deduction anyhow, because they do not
itemize.

A 3% floor under the charitable deduction
would bring in roughly $1.9-billion a year.
Almost all of it would come from the upper
bracket. Charities might be more inclined
to buy the floor than the ceiling, but strong
opposition will come from middle-bracket
taxpayers who itemize.

Oil and mineral preferences

In the public imagination, the 54-year-old
oil and mineral preferences loom large. That
is why, despite a notable lack of leadership
from President Johnson's otherwise reform-
minded Treasury, Congress decided to trim
the oil depletion allowance from 271 9% to
22% 1in the reforms passed in 1969.

The case for tax help to mineral producers
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has been a subject of hot debate almost since
corporate income taxes were first levied in

1909. The first extra depletion allowance for

minerals was granted in 1918.

Arguments in favor of the preferences
usually center on national defense and the
peril of an energy crisis. Both demands would
require a reliable and growing supply of oll
and gas. And a parallel is drawn between
depreclation for machinery and depletion al-
lowances: Both Investments eventually are
exhausted. Thus, the argument runs, deduc-
tions must be allowed.

However, mineral depletion allowances are
far more attractive than depreciation write-
offs—even accelerated depreciation. Oil and
gas extractors can deduct 227% of receipts
for depletion every year, up to a celling of
50% of net Income, and without a time limit
on taking down the allowance. The Treasury
estlmates that oll operators recover their
costs 19 times over, before the well runs dry.

The other big break—this one exclusively
for oil and gas producers—allows an immedi-
ate write-off for so-called Intangible drilling
expenses, the money spent on wages, fuel, re-
palrs, hauling, and other necessities that
have no later salvage value. In other indus-
tries, these costs are capitalized and recov-
ered gradually by depreéiation.

Economists have tried in vain to estimate
whether these preferences are worth the well
over $1-billion a year they cost the Treasury.
It is difficult to evaluate the amount of na-
tional defense that the tax subsidy produces.
Critics think it may be cheaper to use a di-
rect budget outlay or Ilift import quotas
to get the same results. But they do not
know what the “echo effect” would be on the
price of gasoline, for example, if the prefer-
ences were dropped.

Still, sentiment on the Hill is growing for
another move against the minerals industry.
This time, it will probably be a push to re-
quire that intangible costs be capitalized—
except for a dry well, which can be written
off immediately. The Nelson bill figures on a
potential federal revenue gain of $300-mil-
lion a year, after an extra big take of $750-
million in the first year.

Asset depreciation

The Nizxon Administration persuaded a

somewhat reluctant Congress to approve
broad liberalization of depreciation rules
last year mainly because it predicted that
the action would help U.S. businessmen ex-
pand their investment programs and sharpen
their competitive teeth in Iinternational
trade. In effect, the asset depreclation range
(ADR) gives industry the optlon of writing
off its Investment in plant and equipment
at a rate 209 faster than under the old rules.
The estimated long-run cost: $3.5 billion a
year.
} Business economists argue that the ADR
does not represent a tax cut, but only tax
deferral. Once the equipment is written off,
the taxpayer will have used up his deduc-
tions and will be liable for full rate on any
income the equipment generates. Consumer-
ists, however, have attacked the plan as a
permanent subsidy to industries that main-
taln their Investment programs year after
year.

The ADR has not been in effect long
enough for economists to assess its effective-
ness. Something certalnly has been stimu-
lating investment in the past year, but it is
hard to say how much the big jump in capi-
tal spending is attributable to ADR and how
much to the tax credit.

Complete repeal is on the reform list of
virtually every Democratic liberal. However,
Ways & Means Chairman Mills and the Re-
publicans want to keep the ADR as it is.
They argue that it has generated a big cash
flow for investment. It also has permitted
companies to make investment decisions on
the basis of a short payout time, thus en-

. couraging risk-taking.

The battle over the ADR could be a hot
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one. Paradoxically, the bigger the boom in

investment, the more willing Congress may

be to apply brakes. The ADR could be

tightened up precisely because it has done

what the White House said it would do.
Tazx deferral for foreign subsidies

One of the key questions in any income
tax is: When is the income received? In the
case of foreign subsidiaries of U.B. corpora-
tions, the Treasury originally took the atti-
tude that earnings were not realized until
the parent brought them home. In 1961, it
tried for the first time to tax such earnings
on a current rather than a deferred basis.
The result was a labyrinthian 1962 law that
tried clumsily to restrict the use of the
deferral privilege to establish tax havens.

Deferral continues virtually unabated,
however. Until a U.8. corporation actually
brings the profits home in the form of divi-
dends paid to it by its foreign subsidiaries,
there is no U.S. tax. Since much of this
money is reinvested overseas, the exemption
is likely to become permanent.

Economist Peggy Musgrave, who studied
this subject for the joint committee, re-
cently reported that “deferral clearly intro-
duces a nonneutral incentive to Invest
abroad and is difficult to defend on both
equity and efficiency grounds."”

This, in fact, seems to be one issue where
academic economists join forces with the
protectionists who favor the Hartke-Burke
bill. The mounting threat of balance-of-pay-
ments deficits puts extra push behind the
move to tax undistributed earnings of for-
eign subsidiaries on the same basls as domes-
tic earnings. Net yleld to the Treasury would
be only about $165-million, but the impact
on incentives to invest abroad could be large.

Domestic international sales corporations

The DISC program, which cost the Treas-
ury $170-million in lost revenues this year
and is expected to cost more later, was de-
vised by Congress in 1971 to encourage ex-
ports by domestic concerns and to offset the
tax advantages offered to U.S. subslidiaries
abroad. It offers tax deferrals and profit-
shifting advantages for U.S. companies that
set up special export sales subsidiaries at
home. The hope is to keep jobs In the U.S.
and to improve the balance of payments.

Reformers such as Representative Reuss
point to this legislation as a classic case of
erosion of the tax system—‘“correcting one
loophole by creating another.” Their pre-
ferred solution: Cancel both and they will
try.

Earnings and conventions abroad

The good life is about to get less good—for
those who work and play abroad. In 1926,
when the government first declded to exclude
from taxes Income earned by Americans liv-
ing In forelgn lands, the Intention was to
lure Americans away from this country to
help stimulate foreign trade. The exclusion
also had an international equity goal: For-
eign governments did not tax their nationals
on foreign income sources. After World War
II, the exclusion was julced up to entice
technicians to work in less-developed coun-
tries. L

No one is sure how much foreign trade all
this produced. But quite clearly the tax
breaks have proved an enticing incentive for
Americans who prefer Rio to Reading. For
citizens who work overseas 17 out of 18
months, the exclusion amounts to $20,000
a year. If the citizen is a bona fide foreign
resident—three-years’ living over “there"—
the exclusion totals $25,000. The tax cost 1s
$50-million a year.

Taxpayers at home do not see much equity
in a huge exclusion for living on the Left
Bank in Paris. Most likely change: U.8. in-
come taxes will be applied to forelgn earn-
ings, with a credlt for forelgn taxes pald.

Another forelgn tax preference may also
be slapped down: the business expense de-
duction for attending conventions overseas.
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The American Bar Assn.'s 1971 convention in
London seems to have riled some congress-
men. If they get their way, a San Francisco
conventlon will continue to qualify as busi-
ness, with deductions allowed for the trip,
meals, and lodging. But when an American
organization decides to convene In foggy.
London, that will be counted as pleasure,
with no deductions.

THE PRICE OF A TAX BOOST

Although the cost of tax preferences runs
ino boxecar figures—§77 billion according to
Pechman's calculations—tax reform does not
pormise to be a big money-raiser for the
federal government, especially in the first
few years after it is enacted. Reform strate-
gists think that something like $10-billion
in extra revenue is the most they could pos-
sibly get, and that would not be realized
until some years after the bill had passed.

Some of the biggest preferences have too
much solid support among the voters to be
tampered with. The income-splitting pro-
vision for husbands and wives, for instance,
costs the Treasury $21-billlon a year in lost
revenue, but since there are more husbands
and wives than any other kind of people,
income-splitting is here to stay.

Other big preferences will survive intact
simply because it would cause too much eco-
nomic disruption to change them. Deduc-
tion of homeowners’ interest and property
tax payments costs the government $5.1-bil-
lion a year. But millions of homeowners are
locked into long-term mortgages. To change
the law would ruin many. And to allow a
“grandfather clause” for present homeown-
ers would mean that the man who bought
his house last year would get the preference,
while his next-door neighbor who bought in
1973 would not. No congressman would care
to explain that one to the constituent who
just missed getting under the wire.

Confronted with problems like these, Con-
gress is likely to nibble gingerly at the big
tax preferences if it touches them at all.
Even capital gains,will get relatively gentle
treatment for fear of throwing the stock
market into a panic. Still, the emphasls will
be on Increasing the effective rate for the
high-bracket taxpayers.

None of this will do much to cope with the
huge budget deficit that will face the next
Administration. Yet Clark MacGregor, head
of the Committee to Reelect the President,
sald his week that the Nixon Administration
would not ask for any tax increases in “the
foreseeable future”—meaning the next two
years. Instead, the Republicans would bal-
ance the budget by pruning Great Soclety
programs and tapping increased revenues.

It i1s highly unlikely that Congress will
undertake such massive budget-slashing. The
consensus is that Congress will soon be re-
quired to raise taxes; the asking price will
be strong reforms. The shape of these re-
forms may depend on the kind of revenue
measure the next President seeks.

One money-raiser Nixon seems to favor is
a value-added tax, essentially a national sales
tax levied at each stage of production. Nixon
says he will only sponsor VAT if it can be
made ‘“nonretrogressive.” But a recent Brook-
ings study indicates that there Is no such
animal; even with tax credits for the poor,
VAT would lose its progressivity at high in-
come levels, since wealthier people spend less
of their money on consumption. The reform-
ers’ price for this kind of tax would be espe-
cially high.

An alternative to VAT would be a 1968-
style surcharge on income taxes, which
Brookings rates as the most progressive way
to boost revenues with the current tax code.
This by itself would Iincrease equlty and
might take some of the steam out of Con-
gress’ drive for falrmess through reform.

In the end, Congress will make its judg-
ments on what its constituents think—not on
what the economists and accountants tell it,
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Congress is more responsive to political vibra-
tions than to statistical evidence. Right now,
the vibrations tell congressmen to do some-
thing about tax reform.

WHAT SPECIAL TAX TREATMENT COSTS THE
GOVERNMENT
| Calendar year 1971—Millions of dollars]
Commerce and economic development
Capital gains 5, 080
Investment credit 3,300
$25,000 corporate surtax exemption._ 2, 300
Exclusion of interest on life insurance
1,100
700
546

Asset depreclation range (ADR)

Expensing R&D spending

Excess depreclation on bulldings
[non-rental]

Individual dividend exclusion

Education

Additional exemption for students___
Contributions to educational institu-

480
300

550
276

Property tax deduction on owner-
occupied homes

Interest deduction on owner-occupied

Excess depreciation on rental hous-
ing

Rehabilitation of low-income hous-

International trade

Deferral of forelign subsidiary in-
Exemption of income earned abroad
by U.S. citizens

Medical care

Medical insurance premiums and
medical care fringe benefits
Medical expense deductions

Natural resources
Excess of percentage over cost deple-

costs

Capital gains treatment of timber
cutting

Pollution control amortization

Capital gains treatment of coal and
iron royalties

Net exclusion of employee pension
contributions

Charity deductions

Tax-free interest on state and local

Group life insurance premium exclu-

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it was in
1969 that the Finance Committee under-
took to consider all the so-called tax
reform recommendations of Senators
and Representatives, the administra-
tion, as well as those from various groups
who study the tax system. We looked
into all the items that would be involved
in the amendment before us, such as,
accelerated depreciation, depreciation of
personal property, such as, net leases,
amortization of pollution control equip-
ment, amortization of rolling stock,
amortization of mine safety equipment,
stock options, capital gains, and so forth,
which would increase taxes, on those we
regarded as favored taxpayers, by about
$7 billion. That bill would—and did—
reduce taxes for the rank-and-file tax-
payer—half of it to be achieved by rais-
ing the personal exemptions—by about
$9 billion a year. There was an overall
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shift of the income tax burden to the
tune of about $16 Lillion, chiefly for the
benefit of the masses who, in our judg-
ment, were paying altogether too much
and at the expense of those who, we felt,
were probably getting the best of the tax
laws at the time. We would strike at
those who, we thought, were getting the
greatest depreciation. We would strike
at those who were getting extra oil de-
pletion allowances, extra capital gains,
stock options, and excessive bad debt re-
serves. We put a tax on foundations
which I thought should be a part of it.
We incorporated a feature I had advo-
cated for some time, the minimum in-
come tax, The latter feature, the mini-
mum income tax, is what this pending
amendment would seek to increase.

According to those with views like
the Senator, he would increase it in a
way which would increase the amount
of money that is achieved by that tax
from about $535 million a year up to the
estimate of $2.4 billion—an increase of
$1.9 billion. In other words, the tax
would raise five times as much money as
it raises now by making it apply to in-
come to which it does not presently
apply. This could be achieved by elimi-
nating the deduction from the tax al-
ready paid by the taxpayer to the Federal
Government. Then, by taxing more
heavily in the rates. Those who look at
the——

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield at that
point for a question?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. If it is true that the
present effective tax rate for those who
enjoy tax preference shelter is only 4
percent, why should not the Senate take
immediate action to strengthen the min-
imum tax? Even if our amendment were
to enlarge the minimum tax bite by five-
fold, that would still be an effective tax
rate of only 20 percent, which is still
low for those in the high-income brack-
ets.

Mr. LONG. Well, what is wrong with
the tax and what is wrong with the
amendment, in my judgment, I would
say, is a defect in the tax which the
amendment would make worse.

Let us take a situation where property
has been held by a taxpayer for many
years. During that period of time, let
us assume for the sake of argument, the
property in terms of dollars doubled in
value, although over that same period of
time the dollar has depreciated in value
by more than 50 percent. So, in the last
analysis, when the taxpayer sells that
piece of property, perhaps because of
pressure of adverse business in other
areas down through the years which
might have depleted his resources to
where he must dispose of something he
has held for many years, in terms of con-
stant dollars, he is making no profit at
all.

The Senator knows, as do all of us,
that in that situation, that person must,
nevertheless, pay a capital gains tax,
which was increased by the Tax Reform
Act of 1969. So he would have to pay a
capital gains tax of up to 35 percent on
a theoretical gain. For the sake of argu-

-ment, let us say that the property started

off being worth $200,000 and now is worth
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$400,000, but depreciation in the value
of currency accounted for the whole
thing.

So, in the last analysis, that person,
in terms of real income of real value, and
in terms of constant dolars, has made
no gain at all. He has only made a gain
in terms of dollars but inflation has de-
preciated the value of this purchasing
power.

So in a situation like that, what we
have really done is to sock a penalty to
that fellow because the Federal Govern-
ment failed to maintain the value of the
purchasing power of the dollar.

If we could look at the minimum tax
and apply it to a situation like that,
where even the capital gains tax was
putting a penalty on the taxpayer be-
cause the Federal Government has failed
to maintain the value of the dollar, and
then proceed to place a minimum tax on
him, we could not be too badly upset
about that, if it proved to be an unfair
tax, because this was a low rate. When
we raise that rate from a low rate of 10
percent, and then change the law to deny
him credit for the tax he has already
paid, and proceed to raise that rate, we
have doubled the rate the man will pay,
and so we are taxing him more. We are
doubling the rate at which we are taxing
him. In the general pattern of this
amendment, we will hit him with a five-
fold tax rate increase, and I fear we are
slugging him in a situation, in a real
sense, where he did not make any profit
to begin with.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. Iyield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is there any question
in the chairman’s mind that tax reform
will have a prime position in the next
Congress?

Mr. LONG. If I have anything to say
about it and the Democrats are in con-
trol of Congress and the Senator from
Louisiana should be chosen by the Dem-
ocrats to continue as chairman of the
Finance Committee, I would certainly
advocate that this should be one of the
principal items that we would look into.
It would be a priority matter. Chairman
MiLrs of the House Ways and Means
Committee indicated he feels the same
way. It is important that the House
should concur in that view because rev-
enue measures, of course, must originate
there.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is there any question
in the chairman’s mind that when we
consider tax reform legislation the prob-
lem of the minimum tax will have a
high priority?

Mr. LONG. I think it should be defi-
nitely considered. I believe that we would
be justified in increasing the minimum
tax. That is my offhand impression. But
I also think that we would be better
advised carefully to study how we would
work it out, and what it has done to
various groups of taxpayers, and accord
the taxpayers the opportunity to make
their complaints. The Senator knows that
we in the Finance Committee do not have
to take the taxpayer’s word for it. We
have it within our capacity, if we wish
to do so, to send for their tax returns
and even to have an audit made of them
and see exactly the extent to which they
might be favored taxpayers, even now.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, if our
distinguished friends, the Senators from
Idaho and Wisconsin are correct—and I
do not question their figures—the net
cost of having a minimum tax of 4 per-
cent would seem to have a different
effect than that which we have con-
templated when we changed the tax law.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, my under-
standing is that, while there is only a
4-percent rate on preference income, the
regular tax on the adjusted gross income
of these same taxpayers equals a tax rate
of 38 percent. But I think that we should
take a look at this to see in what area
people are getting the best of it.

I cited an instance in which a person
is not being taxed fairly to begin with,
which would be not at all difficult to find.
We will find situations where taxpayers
could be made to pay more than they are
paying in terms of an increase in the in-

come tax and with respect to some other-

things. One of the items touched on is
the bad debt reserves of the financial
institutions. As the Senator has sug-
gested, these are matters that we ought
to be studying next year. We do not have
time to study them now.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I am
aware of the dilemma the Senate finds it-
self in. It is one thing if the effective
minimum income tax is 4 percent, and
it is another if it becomes 38 percent. 1,
for one, am most pleased that the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin is now
a member of the Finance Committee. I
look forward to next year when subjects
such as this will be very deeply explored,

In talking to many people who benefit
from these tax preferences, I get the feel-
ing that they believe there should be an
effective minimum tax and they would
be willing to pay it. They take advantage
of what the law now affords them. How-
ever, people have guilty consciences over
the fact that there are so many tax loop-
holes which allow them to take advan-
tage of the law.

I do believe that the Senator from Wis-
consin and the Senator from Idaho have
called the attention of the Senate to a
real problem. However, I cannot support
them at this time because of my uncer-
tainty over the real statistics.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the 38-per-
cent figure is the regular tax that these
people who pay a minimum tax are al-
ready paying on their adjusted gross
income.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I understand that.
The question that comes to mind is what
total tax is being paid by people in the
country. And I think that we have to
take a look at the tax revenue.

We cannot say that they are paying
taxes on the 4-percent rate if, in fact,
on their overall income they are paying
38 percent. There is a difference.

What bothers me is the differential.
We ought to know this and we should be
able to have these cases before us to
determine what is actually being paid
in this country. I believe that the Amer-
ican people and the Congress of the
United States deserve to have this fac-
tual information.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor is suggesting that this requires
study. I should think that next year, as-
suming that we have a Democratic Con-
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gress and that the Democrats are in a
position to call the signals in this area,
we will definitely be requesting a study
by the Treasury.

Mr. President, incidentally, we raised
taxes so much in 1969 that we had to
repeal some of them to get the country
moving again. For example, one of the
largest items in the so-called tax reform
was the repeal of the investment tax
credit. There is no doubt in my mind,
and I believe the figures reflect it, that
that was a factor in the economic slow-
down that occurred thereafter and which
caused the President to ask the Congress
to reinstate the investment tax credit.
It also caused the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to give a more generous depreciation
allowance to business.

We actually hit so hard in this area
of tax reform, including many in the
Treasury who advocated the bill, that
we had to go back to the bill to repeal
part of it to get the economy moving. I
think it speaks for itself that it neces-
sarily played a part in the economic
slowdown that occurred thereatter.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I would hope that our
distinguished chairman would not wait
for answers from the Treasury Depart-
ment. In Dr. Woodworth we have one
of the most able men in the country, a
man who has the respect of the entire
Congress and certainly of the members
of the Finance Committee. We should
look into these items independently.

I would hope that our distinguished
chairman would have the staff make a
request of the Treasury concerning
those items in dispute and especially the
question raised by the Senator from
Wisconsin and the Senator from Idaho.

There is no reason why we have to
wait to try to find out whether it was 4
percent or 38 percent until next Febru-
ary, March, or April.

We will have an intervening 3 or 4
month period, and the sooner we have
the facts, the greater will be the oppor-
tunity for those of us on the Finance
Committee who are concerned to look at
these figures and try to come at an
understanding of what the situation
actually is.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we do not
have to wait to find that out. Thirty-
eight percent is the rate which they pay
on their regular income. Four percent is
the preference rate they pay on their
preference income. In 1970, they had a
$2.8 billion preference income and paid
4 percent on it.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
problem that concerns me, as I see it, is
knowing all of the taxes they are paying
on their entire income. They talk about
an individual having a tax preference,
and we do not know the effective tax
rate they pay on their income. We do
not have that ficure. That is why I rec-
ommend asking the staff to get those
figures together, because we have to have
them in order to understand what we are
discussing.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we passed
a tax reform act in 1969. I recall in the
hearings the various alternatives that we
studied on the minimum income tax ap-
proach. The tabulations and figures are
here, so that we know that generally
speaking that it was our intention that
a person who was paying a minimum in-
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come tax would be one whom we felt in
general terms was a favored taxpayer.

If we look at the minimum income
tax plus the tax that the person is al-
ready paying, the figures show that the
taxpayers paying this minimum income
tax also pay a rate of 38 percent meas-
ured against their adjusted gross income.

That would indicate that we did not
do a bad job if we look upon those who
are considered as favored taxpayers. We
have them under a tax rate of 38 percent
on adjusted gross income.

I realize that there are a few items
that do not appear in the adjusted gross
income. The committee ought to take
a look at those. I am waiting simply to
put together a tax reform bill, such as
the Ways and Means Committee enabled
us to do when they pulled out the tax
returns of people they thought were get-
ting too much the better of it and pro-

ceeded to draft a law to make those peo- -

ple pay a lot more taxes. If we proceed
in that fashion I do not have any doubt
that we will find a lot of situations where
we feel a tax increase is justified.

Incidentally, the point has been made
that we should be studying and getting
the information hefore that time. As the
Senator knows, we do not have enough
people on the staff of the Committee of
Finance to do this job and it is felt that
the Joint Committee on Internal Rev-
enue Taxation, which has many more
staff members is the group which we
should rely upon to do this study for us.

Dr. Woodworth informs me that the
joint committee staff will be doing this
work as soon as we are through with
this session. As soon as we turn them
loose from this revenue-sharing bill and
the day-to-day questions that we Sena-
tors are asking them, they are free to
carry on the studies that they do be-
tween sessions. This is what they will
be working on.

Chairman Mmis has indicated he
wanted that done, and they are working
on his request. Dr. Woodworth pointed
out that even if he had not done so, that
is what they would be working on be-
cause that is what we will be asking
questions about next year.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am glad to hear that.
I feel the Committee on Finance, consid-
ering the important problems it faces, is
the most understaffed committee in the
Senate. When one considers that next
year the committee is going to be faced
with the problems of trade, health in-
surance, welfare reform, social security,
medicare and medicaid, I think the staff
on the Committee on Finance should be
free to assist the chairman or any mem-
ber in work that needs to be done. We
have a Joint Committee on Taxation
which under the leadership of Dr. Wood-
worth has served the Senate well. But
as I indicated, the Senate Finance Com-
mittee has jurisdiction over revenue
sharing and there is a great responsibil-
ity on the committee to make sure it
exercises the proper oversight in the
months and years to come.

I hope that from the time we adjourn
until we meet the chairman will call
upon his aides to get some of the most
able men in the country to devote them-
selves to the problems we are going to
face if we are going to do the job we
must do for the country.
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Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator. There
are two problems: One problem is hav-
ing the personnel, but another problem
is obtaining enough office space. We have
had difficulty even obtaining space to
permit the people we have on the Com-
mittee on Finance staff to do the job;
we have had more difficulty in obtaining
enough space than in getting qualified
staff. But I am pleased the Senator
raised the point because I will persevere
in trying to provide a more adequate
staff and to obtain space for them if
the Senator will continue to support my
efforts. I think we need more help than
we have.

The Senator is the chairman of an im-
portant subcommittee. His subcommittee
has the responsibility to advise the Fi-
nance Committee with regard to foreign
trade. I do not think he requested that
we increase our staff by a single person,
and yet that is a subject area involving
about $25 billion of exports, and even
more than that in imports a year. ,

Mr. President, I am going to move to
table the amendment in a moment.
While a sufficient number of Senators
are in the Chamber I ask for the yeas
and nays on the motion to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
take unanimous consent.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I might ask that the
yveas and nays be ordered even though
the motion to table has not yet been
made.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, I have
sat here this morning listening intently
to this debate on tax reform. I think that
while I disagreed with the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Idaho I
want to say this: I quite agree with the
Senator from Connecticut that this mat-
ter of tax reform is going to be front and
center when we come to grips with it.
But the one thing that disturbed me is
that I think the Senator from Wisconsin
has bitten into something with quite
some substance, and something needs to
be done about it. There is no doubt about
it. My reaction is more pragmatic than
it is philosophical. I think the case
ought to be made and the Senator from
Wisconsin made his case and so did the
Senator from Idaho. But I hope that
after they have made their case that
they would not put these matters up to a
vote here and now.

The reason I say that is that the vote
could be misunderstood. The last vote
was 56 to 21. Some people might get the
impression that the Senate is not inter-
ested in these loopholes. I do not want
that interpretation. There are many
people who believe in what the Senator
from Wisconsin has put forth. But they
do not think it should be put on this bill
at this time. It may be for the reason
suggested by the Senator from Con-
necticut that this matter needs to be
studied further. I am not a member of
the Committee on Finance. I know we
have gone too far in this country in the
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creation of loopholes; I have been very
concerned about the depletion allowance
on oil and other minerals. All of that
started for a reason, but I think we over-
passed the reason long ago, and there
should be a carryback because the former
premise does not carry the weight it did
when these programs were initiated.

I hope this amendment does not go
down to a crashing defeat, because it is
a4 good amendment, and under proper
circumstances at the proper time it
would fare well.

But if the matter is pursued now and
if the motion is made to lay it on the
table, and I understand the Senator from
Louisiana is about to make the motion to
lay it on the table, it could create the
wrong impression. That is my point. I
urge that Senators make their case but
do not put the matter in a position where
it is going to go down to overwhelming
defeat.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I wish to respond to
my colleague from Rhode Island, for
whom I have the highest respect, that
that is why I entered into this colloguy
with some concern. My feeling is that
next year the Senator from Wisconsin
and I probably will be on the same side
of the tax reform debate 90 percent of the
time. What bothers me is the wide scope
of his amendment. I might feel we have to
change the minimum tax provisions on
stock options, bad debts, and depletion
allowances, but I want to look at capital
gains more carefully. So there is going to
be a laundry list of loopholes and tax
policies which is going to need very care-
ful study and serutiny.

When tax reform comes up, there will
be a very long debate and a deep dis-
cussion of the issue for we probably will
be setting the next policy of this Nation
for the next 10 to 20 years. I am some-
what concerned about trying to solve
this problem as part of revenue sharing.
This issue is going to be one of the most
important issues that will face the 93d
Congress. We should take these issues
up on their own.

Mr. NELSON. Just for clarification in
the Recorp, the list the distinguished
Senator read including stock options and
capital gains are all in the present law.
We have not added any item. All we have
done is simply increase the minimum tax
of some of the preferred items and elimi-
nate some of the deductions.

I appreciate the remarks of the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Rhode
Island. Actually, I would like to say to
the Senator that I have been on the
losing end of so many propositions in my
career that I would be very uncomfort-
able if T began to win some rollealls.
Then I would be inclined to suspect the
merit of my position. I think there is
something in what the Senator from
Rhode Island has said. However, this is
one way, it seems to me, we can get the
issues out in the public arena for dis-
cussion. I think it is worthwhile to have
rollcall votes on these issues as we go
along and risk whatever feelings the
public might have about the concern here
in Congress over tax reform.

As the Senator knows, having been in
this body longer than I have, the public
is entitled to be suspicious that Congress
and the President are not really inter-
ested in tax reform because that issue
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has been before Congress for so many
yvears without significant reform being
accomplished.

Long before I came here, as the Sen-
ator knows, the great and distinguished
Senator from Illinois, Paul Douglas,
waged lonely fights for years for tax re-
form, as had the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee, Albert Gore. For years
they were almost the only voices raised
in behalf of tax reform.

I think it is true that the climate has
changed and that many of those who
have not previously been deeply con-
cerned about tax reform are now looking
more carefully at the problem. I think a
climate has developed in the Congress
and the country so that there is a realis-
tic hope that we will get some significant
reforms in the next few years.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from
Wisconsin was a distinguished Governor
of his State and he has been in politics
most of his life. I think he understands
the point I was trying to make. I am not
suggesting that anyone here be denied
the privilege of pursuing to a vote what
he wishes. I am not arguing against that.
Or course, the Senator has a perfect
right to pursue this to a vote. I quite
agree that the climate is changing among
a large body of the Members of Con-
gress—but not all of us. Whether or not
it has changed in the White House I am
not in a position to say; I doubt that
very much. But the fact still remains
that the vote that the Senate would have
would not be an accurate barometer of
that change of climate because, as the
Senator from Connecticut has pointed
out, and as many of us feel, this matter
has not been pursued to the point where
we all understand it enough to vote it in-
telligently up or down.

The next question arises on whether
it is premature to bring it up now be-
cause of what is happening on this bill.
Had this situation come about earlier, I
might have felt differently than I do now,
but I have seen worthwhile amendments
laid on the table one after another.

All I am saying is, let us not play a
game to lose. Let us play a game to win. I
think timing is essential in everything
you do in life, whether it is in athletics
or in politics or even on amendments.
There comes a certain time when it
should be done. All I am suggesting is
that the case be made thoroughly so the
public will understand and it will be so
recorded. Let us not invite something ad-
verse, so that tomorrow we will pick up
a newspaper and read one line which
could say, “An amendment by Senator
NEeLsoN to do something about favoritism
in our tax system went down to defeat by
a vote of 56 to 20,” or something like
that. I do not think that would look good.
And the idea deserves better.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I sympathize with the
Senator’s pessimistic view of what may
happen, and perhaps the Senator from
Wisconsin is thinking along the line of
welfare reform, which has been before us
for years and has never really emerged
from the Finance Committee. Perhaps
the Senator from Wisconsin is concerned
that if we start with tax reform, it may
go on for years and that nothing will
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come out of the Finance Committee. Per-
haps that is what is worrying the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. That is worrying me, but
the Senator commented on a very im-
portant point, welfare reform. As the
Senator knows better than anyone here,
the President sent his representatives to
Miami and they put a plank in their
platform repudiating the President’s wel-
fare reform proposal. They said they did
not want any program that called for in-
come maintenance or a guaranteed an-
nual income. The very essence of the
President’s proposal is the provision for a
guaranteed annual income. We have
conducted hearings in the Finance Com-
mittee on the President’s proposal for
months. Then suddenly the President
sends his representatives to Miami and
attacks the most fundamental part of
his own program, which provides for a
$2,400 guaranteed annual income for a
family of four. This is what the President
was denouncing Congress for not passing
in the last 2 years. Yet his own repre-
sentatives in Miami denounced his own
proposal. I though this was an appro-
priate place to make the point.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I would like to ask
the distinguished chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Finance
Committee a question. Do they think
there is a possibility that welfare re-
form will ever see the light of day before
adjournment? We have only a few weeks
left. The President has said welfare re-
form is something Congress should pass,
and some of the flagellations Congress
has been receiving are based on its failure
to pass welfare reform. I am wondering
whether our ranking minority member
can enlighten the U.S. Senate as to
whether welfare reform will ever come
before this body in this session of Con-
gress.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, it definitely will be
brought to the floor.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Will the distinguished
chairman give us a date on the calendar
when he anticipates it will be before us?

Mr. LONG. I am confident that within
a week after we dispose of the revenue
sharing bill—and I am saying a week
because I want fo be on the safe side—
I would think the bill would be before the
Senate for debate.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In other words, the
Senator feels now that, while he is not
the majority leader or the minority
leader, the prospects of getting out of
here September 30 are a mirage and
we probably ought to start admitting that
we are going to go right through election
day and maybe through Christmas. I
imagine the Senator has that in mind,
too?

Mr. LONG. As far as the welfare bill
js concerned, as the Senator knows, we
already have a proposed committee re-
port and a proposed committee draft
bill. There are a few changes that will
have to be made in the bill, and most
of them can be done very quickly. To re-
port the bill in the form it ought to be,
we ought to know what the new mini-
mum wage law is going to be, and, if
we can, we ought to try to conform the
welfare proposal to the minimum wage
law. That is the one $64 question we
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would like to know the answer to in
order to report the bill. But I would
think that it would be safe to say we will
have the welfare reform bill here within
a week after we have disposed of the rev-
enue sharing bill.

I am thinking in terms of a week af-
ter we finally dispose of the conference
report on the revenue-sharing bill, just
to be on the safe side, because senior
members of the Finance Committee will
have to participate in that conference
until we can reach an agreement. How-
ever, I think it would be safe to say we
could have the welfare bill out here
within a week of the time that the Con-
gress has disposed of the revenue-sharing
bill, and maybe sooner than that.

Mr. RIBICOFF. And does the chair-
man anticipate that he will have the en-
thusiastic support of the President of the
United States for welfare reform?

Mr. LONG. Well, now, that is an en-
tirely different matter. I can speak for
one person, and I think sometimes I can
say what I think the Finance Committee
will do, within some limitations. But I
must say this welfare bill (H.R. 1) has
upset all my plans and time schedules,
and I am sure those of the Senator from
Connecticut, as well as those of other
people.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In other words, the
Senator is not sure whether this orphan
that is floating around the Congress of
the United States will ever find a father?

Mr. LONG. Well, I am satisfied that
we will have a chance to vote on HR. 1.
I am satisfied we will have it out here in
time for the Senate to act on it this
session.

Several Senators addressed the chair.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I still have
the floor. I would ask the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee if he
could respond to a guestion, now that we
have the national chairman of the Re-
publican Party (Mr. DoLe) here: If the
newspapers are correct that the White
House, as one would expect—President
Johnson did the same thing—dictated
the platform—may I have the attention
of the chairman of the committee? In
view of the fact that the platform was
dictated from the White House, as the
newspapers reported, and as one would
expect, since he is the incumbent Presi-
dent, and in view of the fact that the
platform repudiated H.R. 1—specifically,
absolutely, unequivocally repudiated the
idea of a guaranteed annual income in
explicit language—does the Senator
think we ought to take up the time of the
Senate on the President's welfare bill
H.R. 1 without the chairman first inquir-
ing of the White House to find out
whether the President will repudiate the
platform and sign his welfare bill if we
pass it, or whether, after we go through
all this exercise, he will veto it in com-
pliance with the platform plank dictated
by the White House? I do not think we
ought to, due to the lateness of the hour,
spend all that time and then have the
President veto his own proposal.

That happened to me on the OEO. He
vetoed child care, and he vetoed Man-
power. Not a single Cabinet member
could tell us what the President was go-
ing to do, and we spent endless time
trying to accommodate the White House
and then, bang, after all of our effort and
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cooperation the President vetoed the bill
and denounced us for our effort. We
could not get the White House to tell us
whether or not he would sign the bill for
extension of the OEO; they just would
not tell us.

I do not think we ought to spend the
time down here, in view of the fact that
the White House has repudiated the
President’s proposal, and then have the
President veto and denounce it as a give-
away welfare scheme, as he did in his
speech in Miami. I say to the chairman,
in all due respect, I think he ought to
quietly call the White House and say,
“Are you going to veto this bill and de-
nounce us, or will you sign it despite
what you had put into the platform in
Miami?"

I think it is an important thing to get
clear; we are being deceived by speeches
on both sides of the issue and platform
stands on both sides of the issue, and
attacks by the President and White
House staffers. I think we ought to have
just a simple, straight, honest, decent
answer from the White House; other-
wise I would not give them 2 minutes on
that welfare bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, there is no
way the Senator from Louisiana can
predict what the President would do
with the bill.

Mr. NELSON. Would the Senator ask
him?

Mr. LONG. Well, there is no way this
Senator can predict what the bill is
going to look like by the time it gets to
the White House. There is a big differ-
ence, as the Senator knows, between the
bill recommended by the House of Rep-
resentatives and the bill being recom-
mended by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. There is no way that this Senator
can be sure in what form the bill would
reach the White House. I do not see how
I could ask the President whether he
would veto the bill, when I do not know
just how the bill is going to look when
it goes to him.

There is no doubt in my mind that the
bill that the House sent us was a guar-
anteed annual income bill. The bill that
we are proposing to report out of the
Finance Committee is not a guaranteed
annual income hill, however, and if the
Finance Committee views prevail in the
Senate, it might be that the bill that goes
to the President’s desk might be com-
pletely consistent with the Republican
platform as well as the President’s dec-
laration.

Mr. NELSON. Well, it will be a guar-
anteed annual income for anyone who is
willing to work, or for anyone who is
unable to work and his dependents. I
think the point to be asked the White
House is, if we preserve the principle of
a guaranteed annual wage, which the
President recommended to Congress in
this bill, will he sign it, in spite of the
platform that they drafted in the White
House repudiating it, or will he veto it?

You see, they are on both sides now,
and the President made both decisions.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I honestly
do not know what the President is going
to do if and when the welfare bill reaches
him, but I do not see that it is necessary
to know that in order to act on the rev-
enue sharing bill. It seems to me we
could act on this bill regardless of what
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the President might or might not do
about the welfare bill.

Mr. NELSON. Let me to say to the
Senator that I am not even sure about
that. Several times the President has
denounced Congress as irresponsible
spenders. He vetoed the HEW bill be-
cause it had a little over a billion dollars
for medical research and other health
programs. He denounced us as big
spenders; and yet the President’s rev-
enue sharing bill has $6.3 billion in it,
and not a single penny of taxes to pay
for it. So I am not so sure but that the
Senator ought to find out how much
more time we ought to spend on this
one, because if the President runs true
to form, even if he signs the bill, he is
going to have to denounce Congress and
himself for fiscal irresponsibility.

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

Mr. NELSON. I want to finish my
statement.

Mr. DOLE. I just wanted to give the
Senator some information, if I might.

Mr. NELSON. I do not trust Greeks
bearing gifts, especially my distinguished
friend from Kansas.

Send over a note, and I will take a
look at it. (Laughter.)

Mr. President, I wish to state for the
record some statisties.

On the question that was raised by the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
on effective tax rates for preferred in-
come, I think the record should show
that the minimum tax was paid by
18,646 individuals in the past year. Those
18,646 individuals had a total preferred
income of $2.85 billion. They paid a total
of $117 million in taxes on $2.85 billion
in preferred income. That is an effec-
tive rate of 4 percent. When you include
all the taxes they paid on their pre-
ferred income and the taxes they paid on
their regular income, they paid at an
effective tax rate of 21.6 percent.

It also should be noted that the mini-
mum tax did not get at all kinds of
income in this country that ought to be
taxed. For example, in 1970 there were
3,140 individuals in the country with
preference income of $197,245,000, and,
because of deductions, they did not even
have an adjusted gross income on which
to pay any tax. So we had a situation in
which 3,140 Ppeople in this country—
which breaks out at an average income
of approximately $60,000 per individ-
ual—did not even have an adjusted
gross income on which to pay any tax.

This is the kind of inequity we are
trying to get at in this amendment fo
increase the amount of the minimum
tax.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move to
lay the amendment on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Louisiana. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from California (Mr.
CransTOoN), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. Harris), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY), the Sen-
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ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
McGovery), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MuUskIE), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PeLL), the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. SronG) are nec-
essarily absent,

On this vote, the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SponG) is paired with the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HuM-
PHREY) .

If present and voting, the Senator
from Virginia would vote “yea” and
the Senator from Minnesota would vote
“nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr, ALLOTT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr,
BAKER), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. BELLMON), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. HANSEN), and the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr,
GOLDWATER) is necessarily absent be-
cause of death in his family.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munort) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr.
STAFFORD) is detained on official busi-
ness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ALLorT), the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), and the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD)
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 60,
nays 23, as follows:

[No. 411 Leg.]
YEAS—60

Eastland
Edwards
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gambrell Saxbe
Gurney Schweiker
Hartke Scott
Hatfield Smith
Hruska Stennis
Inouye Stevens
Byrd, Javits Taft
Harry F.,Jr. Jordan, N.C. Talmadge
Byrd, Robert C. Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Case Long Tower
Cocper Mathias Weicker
Cotton McClellan Willlams
Curtis McGee Young
Dcle Montoya
Dominick Packwood

NAYS—23

Hart
Hollings
Hughes
Jackson
Magnuson
Mansfield
McIntyre
Metcalf

NOT VOTING—17

Harris Muskie
Humphrey Pell
Kennedy Sparkman
MeGovern Spong
Miller Stafford
Mundt

Aiken
Allen
Anderson
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brock
‘Brocke
Buckley
Burdick

Pastore
Pearson
Percy
Randolph
Ribicofl
Roth

Bayh
Cannon
Chlles
Church
Cook
Eagleton
Gravel
Griffin

Mondale
Moss
Nelson
Proxmire
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney

Allott
Baker
Bellmoen
Cranston
Goldwater
Hansen

So Mr. Lonc’s motion to lay Mr. NeL-
son's amendment (No. 1496) on the table
was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1485, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1485, as modified.
The modification is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeaLn), The amendment will be stated.
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The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. GURNEY. 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 RECORD.
SUBTITLE D—LOCAL PROPERTY TAX
REFORM

Sec. 161. DETERMINATION OF THE PROPERTY
Tax FARNESS FACTOR.

(a) Prior to December 31 of every even
numbered year beginning with 1974 the chief
executive officer of each local assessment au-
thority receiving funds under this title shall
report to the Secretary the local assessment
ratlo, the projected property market value,
and the sum of all real property tax assess-
ments for his local assessment authority.

(b) The BSecretary shall determine and
publish the property tax fairness factor for
each local assessment authority.

Sec. 152.

If the Secretary determines that the prop-
erty tax fairness factor for any local assess-
ment authority is less than .85, or if he
determines that any local assessment author-
ity has failed to comply substantially with
any provision of this subtitle, he shall notify
the chief executive officer of that local as-
sessment authority that if it falls to take
corrective action within 80 days from the
date of receipt of such notification further
payments to it shall be withheld for the
remainder of the entitlement period and for
any subsequent entitlement period until
such time as the Secretary is satisfied that
appropriate corrective action has been taken
and that there will no longer be any failure
to comply. Until he is satisfied, the Secretary
shall make no further payments of such
amounts.

Sec. 153. DEFINITIONS,

(a) For purposes of this subtitle, the term
“local assessment authority” means any unit
of local government which is legally respon-
sible for assessing real property for tax
purposes.

(b) For purposes of this subtitle, the term
“local property sales sample” means the
sum of the fair market values, as determined
by a qualified appraiser, of a representative
sample of real properties within the jurlsdic-
tion of a local assessment authority.

(¢) For the purposes of this subtitle, the
term “local property assessment sample”
means the sum of the assessed values re-
corded by a local assessment authority for
the properties included in a corresponding
local property sales sample,

(d) For the purposes of this subtitle, the
term “local assessment ratio” means the ratio
determined by dividing a local property as-
sessment sample by the corresponding local
property sales sample.

(e) For the purposes of this subtitle, the
term ‘“projected property market value"
means the result obtained by dividing the
sum of all real property tax assessments for
a local assessment authority by the local
assessment ratio for the same local assess-
ment authority.

(f) For the purposes of this subtitle, the
term “State assessment ratio” means the
ratio determined by dividing the sum of all
real property assessments reported to the
Secretary by the local assessment authorities
within a State by the sum of the projected
property market values for the correspond-
ing local assessment authorities.

(g) For the purposes of this subtitle the
term ‘“property tax fairness factor” means
the result obtained by dividing the local
assessment ratio of a local assessment au-
thority by the State assessment ratio for its
respective State.

The text of the amendment, as modi-
fied, is as follows:
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At the end of Subsection 151(a), add the
following words:

“Local Assessment Authorities within states
which by law provide different standards of
assessment for different classes of property

shall report separately for each such class of

property the Local Assessment Ratio, the Pro-
jected Property Market Value and the sum of
all real property tax assessments.”

At the end of Subsection 151(b), add th
following words:

“A separate Property Tax Fairness Factor
for each class of property shall be determined
and published for those Local Assessment
Authorities within states which by law pro-
vide different standards of assessment for
different classes of property.”

In the first sentence of Section 152, fol-
lowing the words “determines that”, strike
the word “the"” and insert the word *“any”.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. GURNEY. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. Would the Senator
object to a time limit on this particular
amendment?

Mr. GURNEY. No, I have no objection.

Mr., TALMADGE. How long a time
would the Senator desire?

Mr. GURNEY. I would suggest 40 min-
utes, 20 minutes to a side.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent, on the pending
amendment of the Senator from Flor-
ida, that there be a 40-minute time lim-
itation, with 20 minutes to the Senator
from Florida and 20 minutes to the act-
ing manager of the bill, to be equally
divided, and in the event an amend-
ment is offered to the amendment, that
there be 10 minutes to each side.

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

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. GURNEY. I yield.

Mr. NELSON. Will the distinguished
Senator from Florida yield to me for 4
minutes, with the understanding that
the 4 minutes, if he will yield it to me,
will not be taken out of his time?

Mr. GURNEY. I would be delighted
to yield to the Senator from Wisconsin.

First, I ask unanimous consent that
Mr. George Beal of my staff be accorded
the privilege of the floor during con-
sideration of this amendment.

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

Mr. President, I now yield 4 minutes to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, I thank
the Senator from Florida.

I ask unanimous consent that the time
yielded to me not be taken out of either
side of this amendment.

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I regret
that I am unable to support this revenue-
sharing bill much as I had hoped it would
be possible to do so. Along with other
members of the Finance Committee I
have spent more than a year evaluating
and reevaluating this proposal in the
hope that I could honestly conclude that
this bill as presently designed is a sound
step forward and does in fact serve the
best long-term interests of the Nation.
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I have reluctantly concluded that it
does not and, therefore, in good con-
science I cannot support it.

While we ought to lay this measure
aside for further deliberation next year I
have no illusions about it—the bill is
going to pass.

The broad support and tremendous
political pressure generated for it make
it unrealistic to suppose that the Presi-
dent and the Congress will delay action
beyond election day.

The President has repeatedly pressured
Congress in behalf of the bill because he
believes it is good politics. A nationwide
coalition of Governors, Mayors, and other
elected officials have organized powerful
support for it because they hope it will be
an important step toward solving their
fiscal problems. Public employees sup-
port it because they hope it will provide
funds for a much needed salary increase.
And, finally, hard pressed local taxpayers
lighten their tax burden at home.

There is a little bit of truth in all of
these hopes but unfortunately the bill
promises more than it can produce.

The two fatal weaknesses In the bill, it
seems to me, Involve the failure to fi-
nance it with the necessary tax levies and
the method of sharing—not the formula.

Since the President opposes the levy
of any taxes to pay for revenue sharing
it is unrealistic to expect that Congress
will make any serious attempt to over-
ride him.

We come now then to the real gut
question that no one wants to talk
about—Where in the hell do we get the
money to pay for it? For months that
question has been bandied about the
White House and the Congress and the
only truthful answer I have heard is that
“we are going to pay for it out of the
deficit.”

That may be good election year strat-
egy but it is fiscally irresponsible.

While deficit spending can be defended
from time to time as a matter of na-
tional economic policy it is dangerous
and irresponsible to launch a major pro-
gram of deficit spending to supply Fed-
eral aid to State and local governments.

This bill alone will add $30 billion to
the Federal deficit in the next 5 years.
Before we go into a permanent—and it
will be permanent—revenue-sharing pro-
gram it is crucial that we establish the
prinecipal that all shared funds must be
paid for out of current revenues, not
deficits.

I have grave reservations about using
federally raised and appropriated funds
for revenue sharing. It would be far
preferable to design a program in which
the Federal Government gave us some
area of spending jurisdiction such as
part of the income tax and permitted the
States to raise funds at their own option
within that area. This would place the
responsibility where it belongs. Those
who spend the money ought to have the
responsibility of raising the taxes.

Our problem at this stage in history is
that we have not made a comprehensive
study of all the ramifications of revenue
sharing. We have not explored all the
possible methods and problems involved.
Consequently we are now legislating
without having explored all possible al-
ternatives and without having consid-
ered all of the dangerous pitfalls.
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For over a decade I have been inclined
to the view that revenue sharing could
be a useful and constructive device to
strengthen State and local governments.
I still think it may be possible to design
such a measure if we go back to the
drawing board and work at it for another
vear or two.

It seems to me any revenue sharing
-proposal must meet two fundamental
criteria: First, it must be fiscally sound
and second, it must not compromise our
Federal system of government. This bill
fails on both counts. It is not fiscally
sound and, I fear, it plants the seeds that
will grow and corrode the power and in-
dependence of State and local govern-
ment.

Almost 6 years ago—January 12,

1967—I introduced a bill to establish
a National Commission on Federal Tax
Sharing. The purpose was to create a
commission that would make a compre-
hensive study which would be used as a
basis for designing a revenue-sharing
plan. Unfortunately the bill never passed
and the study was never made. Conse-
quently we have been compelled to legis-
late upon an incredibly complicated
matter without adequate research or
advanced study. Such & commission
should be created at this time to make
further studies and report to the Con-
gress 1 year from now. We would then,
I think, be in a position to respond intel-
ligently to the major problems raised by
this bill.
~ My comments on this bill are in no
way to be interpreted as a criticism of
the Finance Committee. As a member of
the committee I am aware of the tremen-
dous amount of time and energy put into
this bill. The chairman of the commit-
tee, Mr. Lonc, the members, and staff
have put forth a monumental effort to
design a good bill. It is, by any standard
of measurement, a vast improvement
over the proposal recommended to Con-
gress by the President. Under all of the
circumstances the committee has re-
sponded to the President’s request for a
revenue-sharing bill with exceptional
diligence and dedication to the job at
hand. Though many Members do not
even endorse the “concept” of revenue
sharing they have been willing to send a
bill to the Senate for its consideration.

Mr. HARRY F, BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, would the distinguished Senator
from Florida yield me 1 minute?

Mr. GURNEY. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I commend the distinguished and
able Senator from Wisconsin on the
statement he has just made.

It was a well-reasoned statement. It is
a statement with which the Senator from
Virginia can associate himself whole-
heartedly. I think that the Senator from
Wisconsin brought out points that need
to be emphasized to the Senate and to
the Congress and to the American people.

I commend the Senator on his excel-
lent statement.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Florida yield me 1
minute?

Mr. GURNEY, Mr. President, I yield 1
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minute to the Senator from West Vir-
Blnia.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
yielded to me not be charged against the
time of either side on the pending
amendment.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that, upon the
disposition of the Gurney amendment,
the distinguished Senator from Florida
(Mr. CHiLES) be recognized to call up his
amendment.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that upon the
disposition of the Chiles amendment, the
distinguished Senator from New York
(Mr. Javirs) be recognized to call up his
amendment.

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

Mr,. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on the
Javits amendment there be a time limita-
tion of 2 hours, to be equally divided be-
tween the mover of the amendment and
the manager of the bill, and that the time
on any amendment, debatable motion, or
appeal related thereto, be limited to 30
minutes, to be equally divided between
the mover of such and the manager of
the bill,

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank the Senator from Florida.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, we
should require all of the State tax as-
sessors in the cities and counties and
other tax assessing units to bring their
tax assessments up to an average within
15 percent of the average statewide as-
sessment level.

Incidentally, the technical amend-
ments I have offered to the bill address
themselves to situations where, within a
State, certain classes of property are
treated separately. For example, agricul-
tural land may be treated separately
from residential and business property.
The technical amendments provide that
where there are separate classes of prop-
erty, the accounting figures are to be
handled separately insofar as those dif-
ferent classes are concerned. It does not
otherwise affect the amendment.

Mr. President, the property tax
throughout all of our tax jurisdictions
is dominant in State and local taxes. For
example, over two-fifths of all the tax
revenues for State and local governments
combined come from property taxes. In
municipalities, two-thirds of the rev-
enues come from property taxes. In
county areas, 88 percent of the revenues
come from real property taxes. It is 92
percent in townships, and in school dis-
tricts it is 98 percent.

I mention this, of course, to empha-
size that what we are doing here, as has
been said time and again during the
course of this debate, is giving money
back to the State and local govern-
ments—money that the Federal Govern-
ment has collected in revenues—in order
to help them with their tax problems.
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When we help them with their tax prob-
lems, we are really helping them pri-
marily in the area of property taxes.

Therefore, it seems to me that the
property tax area ought to receive a little
corrective attention from the different
primary jurisdictions themselves. Yet
we find that property tax assessments
throughout the United States, in jur-
isdiction after jurisdiction, whether it be
city, county, township, or school dis-
trict, have extremely wide variations and
discrepancies.

To put it simply and solidly, the tax
assessment rolls in this country are not
in good shape.

There have been many studies made of
this situation and many observations
made about this. I could spend a long
time here this afterncon reading facts
and figures, but I shall only refer to a
couple of sources to emphasize my point.
One is an editorial from the Washington
Post of 2 years ago. This editorial was
written in the Washington Post at a time
when tax assessors were meeting in
Washington. At that time leading peo-
ple from the League of Cities and the
U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Inter-
national Association of Assessing Of-
ficers, and other municipal groups spent
2 days discussing the matter of tax as-
sessments. This is what one of their
papers stated, and I quote from the
Washington Post editorial:

Today the sad.fact is that almost nobody
realizes how bad property tax asessments are
apt to be, almost nobody understands how
many urban problems and housing problems
are made worse by bad assessments, and
(worst of all) almost nobody seems to care
except to hope his own property will get in
on the right side of a bad assessment instead
of on the wrong side.

I would like to also refer to a study
which was made by the Committee on
Government Operations, the Subcom-
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations.
This published report is dated February
24, 1971. I might say that the Subcom-
mittee on Integovernmental Relations,
under the able leadership of the Senator
from Maine (Mr. Muskie), has gone into
this matter of tax assessment at great
length. I think that under his leadership
the committee has made a great contri-
bution in showing how bad the situation
is, and that something should be done
about it.

In the publication to which I have re-
ferred, there is printed on page 30 a
chart. In reference to the chart the text
of the report discusses the fact that the
chart shows that 47 percent of the assess-
ment areas across the country have a co-
efficient of dispersion of 20 percent or
more. That means the tax assessment
variation, as measured by the coefficient
of dispersion, exceeds 20 percent in al-
most one-half of our taxing jurisdiction
assessments rolls.

Almost 75 percent, or three-fourths of
the areas have coefficients of dispersion
of more than 15 percent. The report
shows eight States with a coefficient of 40
percent or more.

The report also shows that these eight
States include four of the most populous
States. I will not mention them by
name. I do not want to point a finger at
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some of the States of my colleagues.
These figures indicate that we have
problems. We are overlooking a great
source of revenue within the States
themselves because we are not equalizing
the tax rolls.

One of the reasons I am particularly
interested in this problem is that my
previous government experience, prior
to coming to Congress, was the 8 years I
spent in local government as a city com-
missioner and later as a mayor. I coped
with the problem of tax rolls and equali-
zation all during those 8 years. I had
enough experience to make me realize
that here is a great place for reform if
we are going to provide proper revenues
for local and State governments.

My State of Florida has made a lot of
progress in this direction. Beginning sev-
eral years ago we passed a State law
which, in effect, said that all of our
taxing units would have to equalize their
tax rolls. This has been done over the
years and we have almost completed the
job. What we are doing down there with
reassessments and the reexamination of
our rolls is making certain that tax as-
sessments are equal and that everyone
carries a fair share of the tax load.

There is an old equity saying among
lawyers that he who seeks equity must
come into court with clean hands. I think
that is the situation here. We have re-
ceived a tremendous amount of commu-
nications from all over the country, from
city comissioners, county commissioners,
Governors, and all kinds of local officials
who want us to pass a revenue-sharing
bill. It seems to me that the least we can
expect them to do is to put their tax
house in order and to make sure their
assessment rolls are up to date and equi-
table or, as I stated in this amendment,
within 15 percent of their respective
State’s average.

This principle runs through a lot of
other revenue sharing in which the Fed-
eral Government engages. For example,
we put money in the Federal highways.
In interstate highways it is 90 percent
of the money used in building roads, and
it is 50 percent in connection with other
roads. Although the States do the plan-
ning, decide where the roads are going
and have supervision, it is still true that
the Federal Government sees to it that
the money is well spent and that the
highways are built as they should be.

My amendment does not say anything
requiring State or local governments to
enact this kind of tax or that kind of
tax. It does not say they have to raise
a certain amount of dollars or that they
have to tax at 50 percent, 20 percent,
or 90 percent of market value; all it
states is that whatever the property taxes
are, they have to be based on assessment
rolls which are in good shape, and within
15 percent of the State average. It does
not even require them to make a reas-
sessment. However, it does require them
to report what they have done and to
show they are within 15 percent of the
State average. If they are not within 15
percent of the State average, the amend-
ment intends to require them to do their
job and bring the tax rolls into line. By
requiring this, it seems to me that the tax
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assessors will have to pay more attention
to what shape their rolls are in and will
have to bring them up to date so that all
taxpayers are treated fairly.

I think this amendment makes all
kinds of good sense. I do not understand
why we should embark on a whole new
program of giving billions of dollars back
to State and local governments—and I
support the concept of revenue sharing—
without requiring proper tax manage-
ment. We would be derelict if we did not
require local governments to bring their
assessment rolls into good shape and to
conduct their business as it should be
conducted.

I hope the committee will endorse this
amendment and accept it. If they do not,
1 hope that my colleagues support the
amendment and make some small effort
toward doing something about this prob-
lem, which we know exists everywhere
in the country. We know that tax assess-
ment rolls are out of date, have wide dis-
crepancies, and in some cases reflect
negligence enough for one to believe they
are dishonest rolls.

Tax reform is overdue. I do not think
we should give billions of dollars back to
State and local governments unless we
insist on proper tax management.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I rise
in behalf of the Committee on Finance
to oppose the amendment.

Just last week in connection with an
amendment offered by the distinguished
junior Senator from Minnesota, the
managers of the bill and the Senate
voted to request and direct the staff of
the Joint Committee on Internal Rev-
enue Taxation to make a study of prop-
erty taxes throughout the entire United
States.

There is no one thing in our country
that is more complex or controversial
than what is a fair property tax assess-
ment on local real estate. We have 38,000
units of general purpose local govern-
ment in the United States, Mr. Presi-
dent, not including special districts such
as school districts. These local units of
government are charged with the re-
sponsibility of determining a fair valua-
tion on local real estate and determin-
ing the assessment therefor. The assess-
ments may vary from local subdivision
to local subdivision of government as
the necessity for revenue may warrant.

In my own State we have some 159
counties. It is the duty and the respon-
sibility of the executive officers of those
particular counties to determine their
needs for a particular fiscal year, and in
accordance with those needs, they deter-
mine what is the assessed valuation and
then they levy the property taxes ac-
corGingly. The property tax may be dif-
ferent in each of the 159 counties—that
is, not the valuation, but the rate that is
levied for the purpose of carrying out the
functions of that local government. The
same thing is true of the municipalities.

Imagine what a burden it would be to
try to thrust onto the Secretary of the
Treasury the responsibility for determin-
ing what is a fair market value for farm-
land in Echols County, Ga., and what is
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a fair market value for the Chrysler
Building in the City of New York. Yet the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Florida would put that bur-
den on him.

In addition to that, it would authorize
him to cut off every dime of revenue-
sharing funds that would go to any
county or to any municipal government
if the Secretary of the Treasury deter-
mined that, from his standpoint, the
local government was not fairly valuating
or correctly assessing property within its
jurisdiction. "

I do not think we ought to make the
Secretary of the Treasury a czar on local
taxation in 38,000 or more local subdivi-
sions of government in this country.

It was the thought of the Finance Com-
mittee, when this bill got to us, to make
it free of strings, so that the money could
go to the States, the counties, and the
municipalities to be utilized for any nor-
mal function of government in accord-
ance with their regular budgetary pro-
cedures and laws for them to correct
their greatest problems and meet their
highest priorities. That is the way the
bill now reads, but if we agree to the
amendment of the Senator from Flor-
ida, it will do just the opposite of that.
It will put the greatest strain of all on
the Secretary. It will vest in the Secre-
tary of the Treasury the power to con-
trol the property taxes throughout the
United States, the fair assessment on
property throughout the United States
of America, and the right to cut off every
dime that goes to local governments out
of this more than $3 billion that we are
authorizing over a 5-year period.

I do not believe the Senate wants to do
that. I urge it to reject the amendment.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
vield to the Senator from Utah, the rank-
ing minority member of the committee.

Mr. BENNETT. Is it not true that we
have instructed the staff of the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa-
tion to study this problem and bring us
a report next year?

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. BENNETT. We recognize the
problem, and we have set the machinery
in motion to prepare an orderly solution
for it. I do not think it would be wise
today to undercut that decision and try
to provide an apparently simple solution
that may in fact create far more prob-
lems than it would solve because of the
difficulties in complying with it.

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree. There is
nothing in America that is more contro-
versial than what is a fair evaluation
when there is no buyer. In recent elec-
tions they have cleaned out courthouse
after courthouse all around me on that
very question.

Under the law that exists at the pres-
ent time virtually every State in the
Union has some officer in the State gov-
ernment to see that property values are
adjusted on an equitable basis, that what
is done in one county must be done in
another, so that there is a uniform level
of assessments and valuations. I can-
not think of anything that would be
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more controversial than to delegate to
the Secretary of the Treasury the power
and authority to establish the fair mar-
ket value of every acre of real estate in
America, and then authorize him, in the
final analysis, if he is not satisfied with
what the local people have done, to con-
sider this matter, appoint assessors, ap-
point arbiters, and litigate it in the
courts. The measure would empower the
Secretary of the Treasury fo say the
assessment ratio is not fair, to say “You
have got to do it my way; you cannot do
it any other way or we will cut off all
your money.”

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand the argument in opposition to
the amendment—and I have listened
carefully to the manager of the bill, the
senior Senator from Georgia, as well as
the distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber of the committee—two points have
been made against the amendment.

One is that the property assessment
rolls are so bad in the United States that
the Joint Committee on Taxation has
been urged to do something about it. All
I say is that that completely buttresses
the argument I have made for the
amendment and the reason why we
ought to do something about it now. We
ought to do something before giving $30
billion, using the figure of the manager
of the bill, for State and local govern-
ments to spend without any reins or
strings. I do not think we should go as
far as telling them how to spend the
money, but I certainly think that strings
ought to be tied to the money they get
to see that local tax assessors are doing
the proper job back home.

It is argued that Congress is going to
make a long, delayed study. This sup-
ports the argument that we ought to do
something about it now.

The other argument I sensed is that
the Secretary of the Treasury is going
to be given some authority here to deter-
mine the fair market values of all prop-
erty in 30,000 or more taxing districts.
I hasten to say that the measure does
not say anything about that at all. All
it says is that the local people them-
selves have to make some determinations
and send those figures to the Secretary.
Those figures, which the local tax people
themselves determine, must show that
the tax assessments are made within 15
percent of the statewide average. The
Secretary is authorized to require them
to bring the property tax assessment to
within 15 percent of the statewide aver-
age.

gAll the Secretary would do is determine

whether the tax assessment rolls in an
area are within 15 percent of the state-
wide average, and the raw figures in-
volved are generated within each par-
ticular district.

So we are not putting anybody in
jeopardy and we are not thrusting upon
the Secretary of the Treasury, as I see it,
anywhere near the responsibility the Sec-
retary already Las in the bill. He already
has the authority to determine whether
the money spent under this bill has been
spent in accordance with the bill's provi-
sions. The bill already requires that. My
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amendment would require that informa-
tion be sent forward based on the fizures
on che particular tax rolls, and if the as-
sessment ratio is not within 15 percent
of the statewide average, the Secretary
would tell them to make it within 15 per-
cent of the statewide average.

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

Mr. GURNEY. How much time does
the Senator need?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator.

Mr. BENNETT. Reading from the
amendment:

If the Secretary determines that the prop-
erty tax fairness factor for any local assess-
ment authority is less than 85—

That is fairly simple, but I go on:

Or if he determines that any local assess-
ment authority has failed to comply substan-
tially with any provision of this subtitle . . .

That puts on him the responsibility
to analyze the figures of the local as-
sessing authority from every point of
view in the subtitle, and then he has no
discretion. He must—he shall—notify
the chief executive officer of that local
assessment authority, and so on. And
if he does so notify him, until he is sat-
isfied, the Secretary shall make no fur-
ther payments of such amounts. So he is
not only involved in the 15 percent; he
is involved with the whole question of
substantial compliance with all the fac-
tors of the amendment, and then he is
left with the responsibility of making
no further payments. So it seems to me
that we have involved the Secretary di-
rectly in all of these 38,000 tax assess-
ing units of general government.

He not only must look at the arith-
metic, he must look at the method of
compliance, and whether or not it is
substantially in accordance with the pro-
visions of the act.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may I
ask a question of someone?

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, if I may
reply very quickly: It is true that the
Secretary is involved to the extent of
analyzing these determinations of per-
centages that are set up by the local tax
assessor, to see if he has complied by
bringing his roll within 15 percent of the
State average.

The language the Senator has read
from the bill does require that. But it
does not in any way, as I said before,
require the Secretary to make any deter-
minations of value himself by sending
his own appraisers out. That is all done
at the local level.

If I may say so to the distinguished
Senator, I did spend some time in local
government. In this particular area, I
spent 8 years. There is no particular
secret involved in bringing tax rolls into
good shape. It does require a tax assessor
who has some brains and enough honesty
to put his tax rolls in shape; aside from
that, it is an easy job.

All this amendment does is focus upon
the question of whether or not the local
tax assessor has brought his roll into the
same general picture as the average for
his State. I think that is a simple require-
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ment, and it seems to me it is a very
small, little step in the direction of put-
ting the tax assessors’ rolls in better
shape.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, if you
assume that all the Secretary is going
to do is check the mathematies, then this
amendment is not particularly necessary;
but as I read it, the Secretary of the
Treasury has got to be in a position to
send an individual into a county if some
taxpayers in that county challenge the
assessment of the tax assessor. He has
got to make sure that the local assess-
ment authority has complied substan-
tially with every provision of the subtitle.
So I can see the Secretary with the obli-
gation to send representatives all over
the United States to analyze the manner
in which the assessments are made, and
probably to hear complaints from tax-
payers who say, “Well, our taxes were
not assessed in accordance with this
proper method.”

In my State, we have a State tax com-
mission that has equalization authority.
Now it is proposed to put the Secretary
of the Treasury on top of them, in an
attempt to decide whether or not the
provisions of this subtitle have been com-
plied with, because the Secretary is man-
dated to withhold the money if they
have not been. He cannot afford to take
the chance of withholding the money
unless he has been able to satisfy himself
completely that the local government is
not in compliance, and that decision
could be challenged by any taxpayer
under the circumstances,

So I think it is not only very dangerous
but very difficult and very expensive, and
I hope the amendment will be rejected,

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, if I may
reply again to the distinguished Senator
from Utah, the words “substantial com-
pliance” are actually language taken
from the rest of the bill concerning com-
pliance by the local authority with all the
other provisions of this rather substantial
bill. It is simply language we used before.

The only thing the Secretary would
have to check here to monitor com-
pliance, other than the mathematics
which a first-year student in arithmetic
could figure out, is whether or not the
taxing authority did employ a qualified
assessor every 2 years to take a sample of
the properties on his roll, in order to de-
termine the figures submitted to the Sec-
retary. The Secretary would merely
crank those figures into the determina-
tion of whether the tax roll is within 15
percent of the State average. I do not
think that is any great degree of super-
vision, and I do not think the Secretary
would have to employ an army of skilled
people to do it, either. It is a rather sim-
ple requirement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Who vields time?

Mr. BENNETT. How much time have
the opponents of the amendment re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
position has 9 minutes remaining.
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Mr. BENNETT. The Senator from
Kentucky wanted to ask a question.

Mr. COOPER. He may not have time
to answer.

Mr. BENNETT, Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from Florida,
so that he may answer the question.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I want
to know where in the title is the lan-
guage which states that the local assess-
ment ratio must equal what I thought
the Senator stated was the State assess-
ment ratio, the average, Is this depend-
ent upon local assessments, authority
by authority, or is it a comparison of
the local to the State assessment ratio?

Mr. GURNEY. It is the latter.

Mr. COOPER. Where is the language?

Mr. GURNEY. The language is in sec-
tion 152, and it is also in the definitions.

Mr. COOPER. I know the Senator is
very familiar with his amendment, but
I regret that I cannot find that.

I recall to mind what the Senator from
Georgia said, where a local assessment
ratio, say, in X county's roll, was at a
certain level, and one in Y county was
much higher, and yet you would have X
county deprived of revenue, and Y county
receiving revenue, in the same State.
They both might be low.

Mr. GURNEY. If I may reply to the
Senator, the assessment ratios here are
set out in the definitions in section 153,
and those definitions indicate how to
arrive at vhe local assessment ratio and
the State assessment ratio. A compari-
son of the local ratio with the State ratio
shows whether or not the variation ex-
ceeds 15 percent. It is a matter of mathe-
matics, under the definition.

Mr, COOPER. Well, assessments in
EKentucky -have changed; the local su-
pervisors of assessments now are ex-
amined by the State, and the State at-
tempts to get an average of assessments
throughout the State. I really thought,
on reading the amendment, that under
the Senator's amendment this would not
be done, but he could have different ratios
throughout the State with different
counties, and they could be very in-
equitable between the counties.

Mr. GURNEY. If I understand the Sen-
ator’s question, that is exactly what the
amendment is designed to do, to bring
the ratios of units in the State to within
reasonably fair equality, as compared to
each other. A fair amount is within 15
percent of the State overage. That is a
prineiple fairly generally recognized,
that you have to give a certain leeway
when assessing property, so that com-
petently assessed rolls will not be thrown
out. You cannot make them exactly
perfect.

I might say also that some States are
enforcing this kind of law, to determine
the ratios in different jurisdictions within
the States. Florida has had a law on the
books for some time that does require
local jurisdictions to upgrade their tax
rolls, and it is working. So all these mat-
ters have been tried before, and all the
amendment would necessitate would be
that they be done in some places where
it is not now being done.
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Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if the
estimation given by the Senator from
Florida with reference to the amend-
ment is correct, the amendment is mean-
ingless, and amounts to nothing except
so much language on a piece of paper.
I do not accept that view. I think the
view of the Senator from Utah and the
view I have accepted is correct: this
amendment would make the Secretary
of the Treasury the tax assessor for 38,-
000 or more political subdivisions of
Government in the United States.

I read, on page 2 of the amendment,
line 16:

Until he is satisfied—

Now, who is he? The Secretary of the
Treasury:

The Secretary shall make no further pay-
ments of such amounts.

That means that if the Secretary is
not satisfied, he can cut out every dime
of the money and then, of course, the
triggering language is in the earlier lines
there, too.

So this amendment makes the Secre-
tary of the Treasury the tax assessor for
the more than 38,000 units of local gov-
ernment in this country, and I think it
ought to be rejected overwhelmingly.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified, of the Senator
from Florida. On this question the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the role.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from California (Mr.
CransTON), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), the Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. HuoMPHREY), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr, KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov-
ERN), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
Muskie), the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PeLr), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SparkMAN) and the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. SpoNG) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
Sroncg) would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr, ALLOTT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL~
MoN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
Haxnsen), and the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MILLER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is necessarily absent because of
death in his family.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. Arrort) and the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MiLLER) would each vote
unay.n

The result was announced—yeas 8,
nays 75, as follows:
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[No. 412 Leg.]
YEAS—8

Cotton

Dcle

Gurney
NAYS—1T56

Fulbright
Gambrell
Gravel
Griffin

Beall
Chiles
Ceok

Packwood
Percy

Ajken
Allen
Anderson
Bayh
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Brecoke
Buckley
Burdick

Nelson
Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
Hart Randolph
Hartke Ribicoff
Hatfleld Roth
Hollings BSaxbe
Hruska Schweiker
Hughes Scott
; Inouye Smith
Byrd, Jackscn Stafferd
Harry F., Jr. Javits Stennis
Byrd, Robert C. Jordan, N.C. Stevens
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Stevenson
Case Long Symington
Church Magnuson Taft
Cooper Mansfield Talmadge
Curtis Mathias Thurmond
Dcminick McClellan Tower
Eagleton McGee Tunney
Eastland McIntyre Weicker
Edwards Metcalfl Willlams
Ervin Mendale Young
Fannin Montoya
Fong Moss
NOT VOTING—17
Hansen Mundt
Harris Muskie
Humphrey Pell

Eennedy Sparkman
McGovern Spong

Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Breck
Cranston
Goldwater Miller

So Mr. GurNEY'S amendment
1485), as modified, was rejected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BearLn). Under the previous order, the
distinguished Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHILES) is now recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 1504

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I call up
Amendment No. 1504 and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 63, beginning with line 17, strike
out through line 23 on page 66.

On page 67, line 1, strike “Subtitle C"
and insert “Subtitle B".

On page 67, line 2, strike “Sec. 141"
insert “Sec. 121",

On page 69, line 7,
insert “Sec. 122".

On page 69, line 16, strike “Sec. 143"
Insert “Sec. 123",

On page T1, line 7,
Insert “Sec. 124",

On page 100, beginning with line 1, strike
out through line 15 on page 112.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor from Florida will yield me 30 seconds
I ask unanimous consent that Mary Mc-
Auliffe of my staff be accorded the privi-
lege of the floor during consideration of
the pending bill.

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

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. George Pat-
ten and Margaret Maruschak be accord-
ed the privilege of the floor during the
consideration of the pending bill.

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

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the

(No.

and

strike “Bec. 142"

strike “Sec. 144" and
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distinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GamererL) be added as a cosponsor of
the amendment.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Florida kind-
ly add me as a cosponsor of his amend-
ment?

Mr. CHILES. I am very happy to do so.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the name of the distinguished Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. Javits) be added
as a cosponsor of the amendment.

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

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, this
amendment would strike from the sec-
tions of the general revenue sharing bill
those portions having to do with social
services, including the $1 billion “sweet-
ener.”

The reason for striking this portion
from the bill is to instruct the Finance
Committee to make a thorough study of
the problem of social services and come
up with a realistic cap as to what kind
of eap should be placed on social services.

My feeling is that the bill attempts to
mix apples with oranges. Social services
have no direct relationship to general
revenue sharing. But the pending bill at-
tempts to lump the subjects together and
consider them at the same time, deleting
certain social services but recognizing
and leaving with an open-end provision
other social services.

During the past 2 years, the States
have made many uses of the lack of lim-
its on social services under the Social
Security Act’s open-ended 75-percent
mafching fund, to be used for a wide
variety of social services, some good and
some bad, such as, employment services,
health-related services, rehabilitation
for alcoholics, rehabilitation for nar-
cotics users, homemaker services, pro-
tective services for adults, special serv-
ices for the blind, information services,
chore services, day care services for
adults, educational services, home deliv-
ered or congregate meals, homeman-
agement and other functional educa-
tional services, legal services, transporta-
tion services, housing improvements,
and others.

Mr. President, many of the services
are certainly valuable to the concept that
Congress set up when it provided for
matching funds for social services in an
attempt to keep many of our citizens off
welfare and off of the welfare rolls. Cer-
tainly, in addition to that, there have
been many States that have abused the
program and some of the funding. They
have attempted to use it under these cir-
cumstances.

The Finance Committee version of the
revenue-sharing bill allows the open-
ended services for child care and family
planning. All of the services are knocked
out of the bill. And, as I understand it,
they could be taken care of with the
funds that are added, the $1 billion
sweetener, if the States and local govern-
ments and sharing units care to use those
funds for that purpose,
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These services are even further de-
fined as only those needed to enable a
member of the family to work or to take
job training or to provide necessary su-
pervision for a child whose mother is dead
or incapacitated.

Mr. President, I enclosed a chart with
my “dear colleague” letter which gives
some indication of what States stand to
lose in social service funds with the Fi-
nance Committee version of the bill.

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

Mr. CHILES. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, my of-
fice has prepared a chart which the
Senator may find very useful. Would the
Senator mind if I told him what the
chart contains?

Mr. CHILES. No; I would be delighted
if the Senator were to do so.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this is a
very interesting chart. It shows how
the $1 billion would be divided. It shows
that 26 States according to this chart
lose more than they actually spend,
which was roughly $1.5 billion in the
preceding fiscal year. And even after we
take the scare headlines which we saw
in May of 1972, even on that basis $1.759
billion was spent, and not any $4.5 bil-
lion figure.

The loss is very high. And the chart
adjusts the figures for the two items
remaining, child care and family plan-
ning. Also it shows that over half of
the States, and by far the most populous
States, lose on this $1 billion basis. This
makes it crystal clear as to the absolute
necessity of supporting the Senator’s
amendment.

Does the Senator mind if I have the
chart printed in the Recorp?

Mr. CHILES. I would be delighted if
the Senator from New York were to do
50.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have the chart to
which I have referred printed at this
point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
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Note: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

Sources* Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Senate
Committee on Finance.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, as the
Senator knows, there are all kinds of dif-
ferent figures and all kinds of different
charts that are available. Many of them
are greatly exaggerated and greatly mis-
leading. However, I think that really all
that these figures point up is the need
for the Finance Committee to take a look
at this and try with the staff of the com-
mittee to sift through some of these fig-
ures and get to the hard truth of the
matter here. This should be done.

I have heard a lot about the abuses of
the program. We know that there cer-
tainly have been some abuses. However,
I have not heard much, and I do not
think that the Finance Committee took
any testimony about this, about some of
the good things about the program. It
was defined by Congress as an effort to
reduce the welfare rolls. I wonder if any
State has been given an opportunity to
testify about some of the benefits of the
program and some of the good things
about it.

I can tell the Senate that in my State
we have turned over all social services
to the State level. We have reduced the
cost of operation. It is a computerized
operation. We can tell where every dol-
lar for services are spent.

I do not think that we have any frills
in the program. We have been able to
start in the program and adopt a mean-
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ingful alcoholic' rehabilitation program
and a meaningful program that does
something about providing services to
senior citizens.

It is truly keeping many people off the
welfare rolls that would be on the wel-
fare rolls and that would be a part of the
escalation of welfare if we did not have
a social services program. Where will we
be left by the Finance Committee ver-
sion of the bill? We will lose a tremen-
dous sum of the money we are now using
in what I think—and we can prove it
before any committee—are sound pro-
grams, soundly managed and with no
frills. However, with the quickener or
sweetener money, it will be divided one-
third to the State, one-third to the lo-
cal unit, and one-third to other units of
government. And that money will not
then provide the social services.

Those programs will be administered
at the State level. And the cities and
counties will say, “We look to the State
to provide those services.” Two-thirds of
those funds will be unavailable for the
services. They will be used to build build-
ings or build roads or to match some
other funds. They will be completely lost
for the provisions that Congress set out.

This is something that the Finance
Committee ought to look at and try to
determine when they are trying to de-
termine what kind of rules and regula-
tions the committee should prepare. Cer-
tainly the fact that the Department has
failed up to now to put on some mean-
ingful guidelines and rules and regula-
tions cannot be ignored. We cannot allow
it to stay open ended. There are abuses.
And those abuses must be brought under
control. The HEW themselves say that
they now have their rules and regula-
tions that they are ready to come for-
ward with.

I think the committee should try to
see what they are and consider them and
see whether Congress needs to write
guidelines and rules as to what funds
should be available for social services.

Mr. President, with one fell swoop,
however, to knock out all social services
except child care and family planning
and then say that we are putting in this
$1 billion sweetener and they can make
their own decisions on how to spend it
fails to look back to the decision Con-
gress made when it said that there are
some services the State should look to
so as to see how to reduce the welfare
rolls. That is an important thing.

I have a hard time in my mind rank-
ing drug treatment behind child care and
alcoholic rehabilitation behind family
planning. What makes one more impor-
tant? We leave it open ended and knock
out the money for the other and say to
them that they can take the sweetener
fund and use it for these purposes. I have
a difficult time in making that decision
in my mind.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the
Senator be willing to consider a unani-
mous-consent agreement on the limita-
tion of debate on his amendment?

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I think
there should certainly be a stage in the
debate at which I would be willing to do
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so. However, at the present time I do
not know what would be an adequate
time limitation on my amendment. I
would therefore like to wait until we dis-
cuss the issue a little more before we
do that.

We are operating under an almost
complete lack of information on where or
how our money is being spent. The com-
mittee report states that their trimming
of social services is due to the fact that:

Under present administrative guidelines—
or perhaps more correctly lack of guide-
lines—States have succeeded in financing
almost any government activity under this
provision,

The committee report goes on to say
that—

It appears that the Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare, estopped by his past
actions In approving State plans, is now
incapable of taking any effective steps which
will restore fiscal responsibility.

I think we have to look at the rules
and regulations that the HEW now says
they are ready to issue to determine
whether that is true or whether Con-
gress has to get into the picture and
write some meaningful rules and regu-
lations.

The bill as presently drawn virtually
eliminates those services that I feel are
necessary, effective, and successful in
preventing welfare dependency in many
States.

I mentioned alcoholic rehabilitation
and drug rehabilitation, services for the
elderly, employment services, hot meals
for the elderly. I think these are cer-
tainly as important in reducing the wel-
fare rolls in my State, and I think in
every other State, as any other feature
we could consider in the bill.

I know many Senators are talking
about a “cap.” They are talking about
what a cap is and what should be the
proper cap. This is something the com-
mittee should look for under the present
bill as drawn by the Committee on Fi-
nance. There is no cap on the services
that will be in the bill. Perhaps Congress
should decide on what the cap should be.
This is something the committee should
look into.

The committee in its report, and I
think that portion of the report is cer-
tainly laudable, seeks to tighten up on
social services and it points out spending
has gone the wrong route, but instead of
encouraging better administration and
accountability for spending and effi-
ciency, and demanding a look at the pro-
gram and the individual merits, they
have simply backed away and cut across
and hacked off the portion of funding
itself instead of responsibly looking at
the programs and determining if they are
doing the job, and if there are abuses,
how to get to them.

The bill as presently drawn would have
us express the national policy of the
United States to be one that does not en-
courage preventive social services, does
not reward States for efficient adminis-
tration, does not examine programs on
merit, and selectively prune and regulate,
but rather blatantly strikes at the core,
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the funding center, so that nearly all
States suffer because of isolated cases of
abuse.

The only aspect of this program that
has gotten any publicity so far has been
the abuse that has occurred in some in-
stances. The well-running programs just
are not newsworthy I suppose. But pro-
grams across the country bringing hot
meals to the elderly, helping rehabilitate
narcotics and alcoholics, providing day
care and chore service for the elderly and
many other services, are working—and
working well in accomplishing the goal
Congress set—the prevention of welfare
dependency.

I hope Congress will not turn its back
on a program that it adopted, and which
was sound at the time, but vote for this
amendment to strike the sections deal-
ing with social services from the bill, urg-
ing the Committee on Finance to give
this issue separate, complete, and early
consideration. At present we are oper-
ating under an almost complete lack of
information, juggling figures that are
fictional, and devising formulas whose
implications we cannot hope to fully
understand in such hasty considera-
tion. At present no one on the floor of
the Senate is in a good position to know
the ramifications of any of the formulas
being offered as far as his own State is
concerned. There is much confusion
everywhere. My amendment offers the
reasoned, logical approach of saying,
“Let us give this important issue the
consideration it deserves as a separate
question from revenue sharing, not
lumped with revenue services. But let us
take the time to find out the needs and
how they are being met, and what we
need to do to continue to meet them, and
how we can continue with a program
that is sound in reasoning but which has
been misinterpreted and misused by
some States, and by the Department in
its failure to set proper guidelines.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have
listened to the presentation of the Sen-
ator from Florida in connection with his
amendment. Among other things he said
the Committee on Finance had not held
hearings on this matter. That can be an-
swered by the members of the Commit-
tee on Finance and not me. I would like
to direct the attention of the Senator and
the Senate to the fact that there is a
committee that has been grappling with
this problem for the last 4 years. That is
the Subcommittee on Health, Education,
and Welfare of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, of which the distinguished
Senator from Washington (Mr. MaAGNT-
soN) is chairman, and on which I serve
as the ranking minority member.

This money does not go to the receipi-
ents, the old people, or the under-
privileged, or the retarded children, or
any of the recipients. This money is used
for administration. For every dollar the
States choose fto put in hiring social
workers and hiring various administra-
tors, the Federal Government is obli-
gated to match with $3. We pay 75 per-
cent.

It has been my experience for nearly
20 years in this body that every time we
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establish a program in which we agree
to pay more than 50-50 we find ourselves
running into trouble and find the money
leaking out as if there were a hole in
the bottom of the ship. That was true
in connection with the Interstate High-
way System, which we set up when I was
a freshman Senator and serving on the
Committee on Public Works. That was
90 percent and in no time at all States
were spending unheard-of money to buy
rights-of-way.

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

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wanted to
make clear that if anyone said here that
the Committee on Finance has not held
hearings on this matter of social serv-
ices, that is in error. I am sure the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has been strug-
gling with this matter as long as the
Committee on Finance, but we, like the
Committee on Appropriations, are aware
that as of now this open-ended 3-for-1
Federal matching for so-called social
services takes the cake as being the most
irresponsible, wide-open Federal expend-
iture to do things no one in Congress
ever intended, beyond any per adventure
of doubt.

For example, in New York City they
had a program to help drug addicts. They
took the money for drug addiction and
they call it a social service and they get
75 cents in Federal funds for every $1
they spend. We were dismayed to find
that they had a long waiting list for
drug addict treatment programs in New
York City, and that welfare payments
were being made to these addicts while
they received no treatment for their ad-
diction. In view of the fact that there
were so many people on the waiting list,
the indications were that more than
half of those addicts on welfare were
simply using the money to buy more
heroin,

We found all sorts of things were being
called social services that never were in-
tended to be funded under the social
services program.

I have here one of the pamphlets pre-
pared by our staff in connection with
our deliberations on social services. Here
is a quotation from Representative
Micuer of Illinois, a member of the
House Subcommittee on Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare Appropriations. This
is what he said in the House:

It is possible now for the States to finance
almost anything under this system. For ex-
ample, did you know that one State financed
a half million dollar TV documentary with
soclal services money?

In another State, social service funds have
gone into the State highway department.

Did you know that in one State program
funds are going for advice on personal
grooming to potential parolees from the
State prisons?

Another State is financing a prekinder-
garten education program with these funds.

And the list goes on and on. In many
States as much as 80 percent of their Fed-
eral fund.lng under this program is golng
for refinancing of what were formerly State-
financed services. State welfare departments,
who are supposed to exercise control over
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these expenditures, are becoming little more
than fiscal conduits. Some States have even
gone so far as to formally appropriate pri-
vate funds—like UGF, and so forth—so they
will qualify for Federal matching money.

Let me explain that last item. Money
donated to the United Givers Fund, or
what is called in some places the Com-
munity Chest, would be run through the
State or local government for the sole
purpose of having it matched with three
times as much Federal money. Through
this device, the State gets three Federal
dollars for every dollar put into it.

Some people who contributed to the
United Givers Fund or the Community
Chest are in the 70 percent tax bracket.
Then the United Givers uses the social
services device to multiply the funds
3-to-1. Then, Mr. President, the State
agency contracts back to the United
Givers Fund to provide the service. So
they take the Community Chest money,
pass it to the State, then the State picks
up Federal matching and gives it back.

This is actually going on in this coun-
try. I am quoting from Representative
MircHELL, and he is right about this:

A big part of the problem, too, is that there
is no formula for insuring an equitable dis-

tribution of social services money among the
States.

For example, California managed to
exploit the program early in the game.
Illinois heard about it and hired some
consultants to advise them on how they
could get the maximum number of dol-
lars by shifting money they were putting
up for other programs into so-called so-
cial services. So Illinois increased their
Federal grant tremendously.

Down in my part of the country, the
States were being told this kind of thing
could not be done. But it was done, for
example, in New York, to the tune of an
estimate $850 million in the current fiscal
year. Now Mississippi is working hard
trying to catch up. Mississippi people do
not like to look like pikers, even though
they might seem to be so from the island
of Manhattan. Now they are trying to get
$464 million matching for Mississippi.

Maryland is aiming for $418 million.
If this thing is done on the scale that
Mississippi and Maryland are trying to
do it, it will cost $20 billion at the Fed-
eral level alone.

Practically all of this was unintended.
When this provision went into the law
to begin with, the estimate was given to
us that it would cost $40 million. How
does $20 billion relate to $40 million? I
think it would work out to be 500 times
beyond what it was originally estimated
to cost.

There was a fine gentleman from
Florida, Mr, Bax. I think he is a very fine
and sincere young man, and he was en-
thusiastic about administering the pro-
gram under President Nixon. He is no
longer in HEW, but he did his best to
administer the program. His estimate
to me was that the social services pro-
grams would cost $4 billion this year and
$7 billion next year. That is a conserva-
tive estimate, based on the way the esti-
mates are coming in right now.
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The ridiculous thing about the situa-
tion is that the money is taken from high-
priority items among the States and put
into low-priority items which are then
called social services. For example, a
State will have a medicaid program for
medical care for the needy under which
it might receive 50-percent matching to
provide medical care to a welfare recip-
ient. Yet any program that can be fit
under the social services heading, no
matter how low its priority, will receive
3-to-1 Federal matching, even if it means
cutting back on medical care for the
needy. That may sound ridiculous, but it
happens.

The large growth in Federal social
service funds just means that the States
have been reprograming money. It
means they have taken money away from
some program and have reprogramed it
into another program where there is
75-25 matching.

This problem is something that the
Appropriations Committee tried to bring
within reason, and it was unable to per-
suade the House to go along, but the
Senate at least did support the Appro-
priations Committee in its efforts.

We on the Finance Committee were a
little late in realizing how bad this mat-
ter had become. The Appropriations
Committee was trying to get it under
control even before we did. Having seen
this example of probably the most fla-
grant abuse of an open-ended spending
program in the Nation's history, we felt
it was our duty to do what we could to
try to bring it under control. We realize
that the House might not be willing to
agree to the Finance Committee ap-
proach, but we would like to hope, at
least, to enter negotiations with the
House with our approach as the starting
point.

I appreciate what the Senator from
New Hampshire has had to say, because
he has worked in that field, and he and
the others on the Appropriations Com-
mittee tried to bring this matter under
control. He is indubitably correct. We in
the Finance Committee tried to cooper-
ate in bringing this matter into control.
We appreciate their efforts to bring this
open-ended spending program into some
reasonable context.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.
‘We on the Appropriations Committee are
appreciative of the fact that the Finance
Committee had grappled with this prob-
lem and has suggested at least a partial
solution.

I would like to make two or three
points clear, and I shall be very brief
about it. We have lived with this matter
for more than 4 years. In the first
year, as the distinguished Senator said,
the amount was $40 million. Very soon it
was $500 million. Then it jumped from
$500 million to $1 billion. Then it jumped
from $1 billion so that last May, when
the 51 States—and, of course, I include
the District of Columbia as a State—
came up with estimates of what they re-
quired—again, I emphasis, for the ad-
ministration of these social services—it
came to more than $2.1 billion.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question of fact?

Mr. COTTON. For a question, yes.

Mr. JAVITS. Just a question of fact.

Mr, COTTON. I yield.

* Mr., JAVITS. Is it not a fact that the
Senator has omitted what they actually
were spending?

Mr. COTTON. I am coming to what
they actually were spending in just a
moment.

Mr. JAVITS. That was at the rate of
$1.759 billion.

Mr. COTTON. I think the Senator
from New York will be satisfied when I
get a chance to finish what I have to
say, if I have that opportunity.

Mr. JAVITS. I am sorry.

Mr. COTTON. Last year, we on the Ap-
propriations Committee tried vainly—
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare was most anxious that there
should be a limitation, and we tried to
put on a percentage limitation. Health,
Education, and Welfare suggested that
no State, on these administration funds,
on this 3-to-1 business, should have more
than 110 percent of what they had in the
preceding year, in other words to hold
the increase to 10 percent,

We soon discovered that we did not
have a prayer—not a prayer—of doing
that in the Senate, because if that was
put on, certain States had already obli-
gated themselves beyond that.

So we tried for 120 percent, and we
were defeated on the floor of the Senate.
That was last year.

So this year, after the May estimates
came in totaling $2.1 billion, the Health,
Education, and Welfare Appropriations
Subcommittee decided to put a dollar
limit on and that dollar limit would be
$2.5 billion. We thought that we were
giving leeway. We found out that we
were not, and I shall come to that in just
a moment.

Now, mind you, this is for administra-
tion of the social services. In the mean-
time, only a few months ago, the Presi-
dent of the United States came out with
a bill—which I voted against, inciden-
tally—an emergency employment bill to
appropriate, I believe, $1 billion to go to
States, cities, counties, and subdivisions
to augment their working forces. To me,
it did not seem to be satisfying the kind
of unemployment we wanted to satisfy.
It seemed to me that that was going to
aid States and subdivisions to build up
bureaucracies by having $1 billion to put
ward healers, political hacks, and every-
body else on the payroll. But the fact re-
mains that the States had that $1 billion
in addition to the moneys they were al-
ready using on this open-end program.
We came into the Senate, and we pre-
vailed, and the Senate by a fairly sub-
stantial vote, voted to keep that $2.5 bil-
lion limitation into the bill.

We went to conference. Now, in jus-
tice to some of these States, and in jus-
tice to the point that was about to be
raised by the distinguished Senator from
New York—of which I am keenly
aware—in the meantime the States had
run up bills for fiscal 1972 that exceeded
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considerably the amounts of the esti-
mates they had previously given for 1973.
The House conferees said, “Well, we will
not try to write in any limit this year;
we will put some language into the bill
and warn the States that we are watch-
ing them, and that next year or some
subsequent year we are going to put a
stop to this leakage” which was like a
sieve,

Mr. President, what I am now about to
say will not be agreed to, I am sure, by
the distinguished manager of the bill, the
chairman of the Finance Committee.

We are not satisfied with what is in
this bill. The bill, still allows an open
end authorization for child care, which
I assume- means for day care centers
and family planning. If you follow the
history of this thing, you will realize that
if you leave this loophole, the States
will go on and employ all of these people,
most of them, ostensibly working for
child care and family planning, but they
will still be running the whole gamut of
social services.

So later on this afternoon, as soon as
we get an opportunity, an amendment
will be offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. RorH). The
distinguished Senator from Washington
(Mr. MacnUusoN) and myself are cospon-
sors of that amendment which will close
up the loopholes in the bill brought in
here by the Finance Committee. This
amendment will put on a real lid on these
services. We want that lid high enough,
and it will be high enough, as not fo
hurt no State, New York or any other
State, that has in fiscal 1972 run far
beyond the limitations that we were
putting on before. It will not hurt any
State in this Union, unless it hurts a
State that wants an increase of 4,000
percent, like one of the States referred
to by my friend from Louisiana. It is my
ardent hope, first, that the amendment
of the distinguished Senator from Florida
will not be adopted, and that we will not
strike this whole thing out. But I think
that what is in the bill deals with this
matter inadequately, and I hope the Sen-
ate will give careful consideration to the
very broad limitation and very high ceil-
ing, but very definite and all-inclusive
ceiling, that will be offered in the so-
called Roth amendment, cosponsored hy
thlef Senator from Washington and my-
self.

I just wanted to give notice that we
were going to do that; and when the
Senator from New York sees that amend-
ment—or perhaps he already has it be-
fore him—I think that he will find that
his situation is taken care of.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, according
to an old story, this event occurred in
the British Parliament many years ago:

A member of the House of Commons
introduced a bill which proposed that
the British Government should forthwith
issue and sell enormous gquantities of
bonds, that the proceeds of the sale of
the bonds should be immediately spent
to finance existing temporary programs,
and that no payment should be made on
the principal of the bonds until 50 years
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had elapsed. Another member, whose
economic views were similar to mine, de-
nounced the bill on the ground that it
was unfair to posterity. The author of
the bill replied:

Posterity has not done anything for me,
and I'm not going to do anything for pos-
terity. Besides, posterity can't vote In the
next election.

This old story ought to induce sor-
row rather than merriment among us.
This is so because it points up the fis-
cal folly which has prevailed in the Fed-
eral Government for almost half a
century.

For more than 40 years, occupants of
the White House and congressional seats
have emulated ostriches, and buried their
heads in political sands to hide from
themselves these unalterable economic
truths: First, persistent deficit spending
fuels the fires of inflation, and robs the
past of its savings, the present of its
earnings, and the future of its hopes;
and, second, any institution, private or
governmental, whose disbursements con-
stantly exceed its receipts is doomed to
fall into a financial abyss.

For more than 40 years, occupants of
the White House and congressional seats,
who won election by promising to balance
the Federal budget, have ignored their
promises, and heeded the pleas of politi-
cally powerful groups, who, like the
horseleach’s daughters, cry for more and
more and more money out of an empty
Federal treasury.

As a consequence, they have piled defi-
cit on deficit year after year, and thus
imposed upon the American people a
national debt of $450 billion, a national
debt which surpasses the combined na-
tional debts of all the other nations of
earth by far more than 100 billion dol-
lars.

Strange to say, all of this national debt
has not been accumulated in financing
obligations the Constitution imposes
upon the Federal Government. Indeed,
much of it has resulted from chronic for-
eign aid programs under which the Fed-
eral Government borrowed money and
gave it to foreign nations because of the
delusion of those who have ruled in
Washington that they can promote the
general welfare of Americans by taking
their patrimony from them and bestow-
ing it upon the rulers and people of other
lands.

I digress to observe that if an indi-
vidual should indulge in the unspeakable
folly of borrowing money to give it away,
his family and friends would institute an
inquisition in lunacy against him, and
the court would put his estate in guardi-
anship on the ground that he is mentally
incompetent to manage his own affairs.

President Nixon won the Presidency by
promising that he would restore financial
sanity to the Federal Government, stop
the deficit-financing of its activities, and
balance its budget.

His performances in office do not match
his promises as a candidate. The most
enormous deficits in the peacetime his-
tory of our country have occurred during
his administration.

In attempting to excuse or justify these
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deficits the President proves his prowess
as a semantic acrobat. In one breath, he
proclaims that the deficits are the in-
evitable results of his wise “full-employ-
ment budgets,” which require the em-
ployment of deficit-financing; and in the
next breath, he charges that an iniqui-
tous Congress is solely responsible for
the deficits.

The inescapable truth is that Presi-
dent Nixon and Congress are jointly re-
sponsible for the deficits. Under the Con-
stitution, Congress cannot appropriate a
single penny without the approval of the
President unless it overrides the Presi-
dent’s veto of an appropriation bill by a
two-thirds vote in both the Senate and
the House. Congress has not been ac-
customed to override presidential vetoes
since President Nixon was inaugurated.

The President expects his full employ-
ment budgets or an iniquitous Congress
to cause further deficits during his ad-
ministration. This is made obvious by his
constant demands that Congress legalize
further deficits by repeatedly raising to
unprecedented heights that hypocritical
restraint on Federal spending, the na-
tional debt limit.

President Nixon is urging Congress to
extract $33.5 billion from an empty Fed-
eral treasury by the legerdemain of def-
icit financing and give it over a 5-year
period to the States, with the biggest
shares going to a few big States who are
notorious for their extravagant welfare
and unemployment insurance programs.
To delude themselves into believing this
fiscal year folly to be righteous, the Pres-
ident and the sponsors of his proposal
euphemistically call the legislation which
is to authorize it a revenue sharing bill.

They remind me of a story. In some
rural areas of North Carolina, those
whose relatives were buried in small
country churchyards gather together an-
nually in the churchyards and undertake
to beautify them cooperatively by re-
moving briars and weeds from the graves
and planting flowers beside them. On
one occasion the people had assembled in
a certain churchyard to perform their
yearly labor of love. One of them, who
was somewhat lazy physically, hired
George to accompany him and perform
his physical tasks for him. George got
down on his knees beside a grave and be-
gan to pull up the weeds growing on it.
Suddenly George burst into laughter.
His employer asked: “George, why are
you laughing?” George replied: “It's
them funny words that are writ on this
grave stone,” as he pointed to an epitaph
which said: “Not dead, but sleeping.”
George’s employer said: “I don’t see any-
thing funny in that.” George replied:
“Blgss. he ain’t fooling nobody but him-
Se .N

The President and the sponsors of the
revenue sharing bill are not fooling any-
body but themselves.

As everybody else knows, the Federal
Government does not have a single di-
Iuted copper cent to share with anybody.
On the contrary, all it has of a financial
nature is a deficit which now amounts to
$450 billion—a deficit which is constantly
increasing in volume.

If the President and the sponsors of
the bill wish to give $33.5 billion or any
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other sums to the States under a new
program, they ought to exercise the polit-
ical courage to insist that old taxes be
raised or new taxes be imposed sufficient
to cover the cost of the program; and
if Congress wishes to give $33.5 billion or
any other sums to the States under a
new program, Congressmen ought to ex-
ercise the political courage to raise old
taxes or impose new taxes sufficient to
cover the cost of the program.

Anyone who expects the President and
the Congress to exhibit this political
courage, however, is as foolish as King
Canute who commanded the ocean waves
to be still.

If the Federal Government were an
eleemosynary institution and its treasury
were full ~ather than empty, a better
case could be made for the proposition
that Congress ought to pass the so-called
revenue sharing bill.

Even apart from the tragic financial
strait in which the Federal Government
finds itself, there are other considera-
tions which raise serious doubts in respect
to the wisdom of enacting the revenue
sharing bill. These considerations may
be summarized as follows:

First. To divorce the responsibility of
raising public revenues by taxation from
the power to spend such revenues is ex-
ceedingly unwise. Nothing is more certain
to encourage inefficiency and waste in
government.

Second. To make the States, the cities,
and units of local government through-
out the United States dependent upon
Federal handouts for defraying of gen-
eral expenses will rob the States, the
cities, and units of local government of
their independence and self-reliance and
thus impair, if not destroy, the Federal-
State system which the Constitution was
ordained to establish. There is nothing
truer than the ancient adage, “Whose
bread I eat, his songs I sing.”

Third. To afford the Federal Govern-
ment the opportunity to play Santa
Claus, which the revenue sharing bill
offers to it, will result in constantly in-
creasing Federal gifts to the States, the
cities, and units of local government, and
ultimately compel the Federal Govern-
ment either to impose confiscatory taxa-
tion or confess its bankruptcy. The Gov-
ernors of States, the mayors of cities,
and the officers of units of local govern-
ment would do well to realize that any
confiscatory taxes which the Federal
Government imposes will be imposed up-
on their constituents because they are
the only taxpayers this Nation has.

The temptation to vote for the revenue
sharing bill is great. The needs of the
States, the cities, and the units of local
government are great, notwithstanding
the fact that most of them are unlike the
Federal Government, in that they are
still solvent. Moreover, the Governors,
mayors, and officers of units of local gov-
ernment are politically powerful. Fur-
thermore, the overwhelming majority of
Congressmen will undoubtedly support
the measure. Consequently, I have been
strongly tempted to disobey the injunc-
tion of Exodus 23:2, which says: “Thou
shall not follow a multitude to do evil,”
and vote for the bill. To enable myself
to do this, I had hoped that I might
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find a spiritual surgeon who would am-
putate my conscience, and permit me to
vote for a politically popular bill which
is fraught with great peril to the future
of my country.

I have not been able to find a spiritual
surgeon to amputate my conscience. For
this reason, I cannot vote for the revenue
sharing bill. I love my country too much
to subject it to the future perils which
the legislation will inevitably present.

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr, President, I
should like to address some brief re-
marks to the amendment offered by the
Senator from Florida, but before doing
so, I should like to state that I am very
much persuaded by the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. Ervin) with reference to the
bill as a whole. I congratulate him on
the perceptiveness he shows in evaluat-
ing the entire proposal. It has been my
position since revenue sharing was first
suggested that it could be brought for-
ward in an atmosphere of fiscal respon-
sibility and on some basis whereby it
could be financed within itself, or that
the responsibility for levying any addi-
tional taxes that would be required
would be transferred to the States them-
selves and local governments.

So I find what the Senator from
North Carolina has said to be very per-
suasive. I have followed this debate care-
fully in the hope that some of the
amendments would generate such re-
sponsibility.

I might say that I found the proposal
of the Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckLey) to be very interesting. I
thought it was not perfect, but it was
worthy of deep consideration.

The same is true of the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH) and the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NeLson) . Although per-
suasive in principle, I felt it was imper-
fect and was persuaded by the commit-
tee’s urging that we not adopt a single
shot tax approach for this program.

I might say that before the debate is
over, however, if we cannot see our way
clear to determining what programs to
give up, admitting to ourselves and fto
the American people that this will re-
quire a considerable tax increase, and
telling the American people what taxes
will be increased, I would be inclined to
vote against this proposal in its final
form.

In reference to the proposal of the
Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES), I
have been urged by our State welfare
officials, and in particular by the Gov-
ernor of Georgia, to support the amend-
ment. This might seem contrary to the
comments I have just mades concerning
fiscal responsibility. I am going to offer
for the ReEcorp at this time some mate-
rial headed “State of Georgia's Position
on Social Services” and charts indicat-
ing how the present and proposed pro-
gram of the State in reference to this
type of activity which have been fur-
nished me by the State welfare officials.
I ask unanimous consent that this ma-
terial be printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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STATE OF GEORGIA’S POSITION ON SOCIAL
SERVICES

The 1962 and 1967 social services portions
of the public assistance titles of the Soclal
Security Act have provided increasing financ-
ing for State and local soclal services. These
services are designed to:

(1) Remove persons from the welfare rolls
or reduce welfare grants through training and
job placement,

(2) Help other low income persons with
problems that may, without services, result
in their becoming welfare recipients.

(3) Provide protective services to children
and adults.

(4) Provide community services and place-
ment alternatives to Institutionalization.

When the welfare rolls began to rise some
years ago, the States, including Georgia, be-
gan to use their only instrument—soclal
services—to control this increase. Many of
these public assistance cases could not, how-
ever, be served by a single program. For ex-
ample, one individual may require correc-
tional care, mental health service, and alco-
hol and drug services before he can become
self-supporting.

In an effort to coordinate services and to
deal with multi-problem clients on a multi-
service basis, Georgia began to purchase so-
cial services from many sources, concentrat-
ing on the purchase of those services which
led to bringing persons out of prisons, out
of high cost menta] retardation institutions,
and custodially-oriented mental hospital
wards, and back to the community. Because
other States faced the same problems, social
services costs began to expand quickly—so
quickly that HEW has not been able to report
adequately to the Congress on the States'
expanded services,

The increasing costs of the social services
programs have caused conslderable concern
in the Congress. For the past three years the
Congress has attempted to reduce the total
cost of this “local response™ program, mainly
by asking for a ceiling on the open-end in the
appropriations process,

Georgla belleves that “closing the end”
will control the increasing costs of the social
services programs. However, further actions
are necessary to guarantee that these funds
are used effectively and prudently and to
ensure that proven programs are continued
and, in some cases, expanded,

There Is no doubt that these programs
have tremendously benefited the poor and
indigent people of Georgla (see attachment).
What is of concern to Governor Carter and
the Congress is HEW's failure to issue guide-
lines for the purchase of social services pro-
grams and to design an internal account-
ability system for these funds.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

The maldistribution of social services
funds has resulted in the creation of three
classes of states with respect to the use of
these funds:

(1) States who were able to plan and im-
plement social services programs fully

(2) States who have recently begun to
make use of the social services programs, but
do not have fully operational programs

(3) States who have not completed plans
for an adequate social services program for
their people.

Georgia falls into the second category of
having planned and contracted for programs
which are not fully operational. Our ap-
proach, in keeping with the intent of the
Social Security Act, has been to assist the
impoverished and disabled to achieve self-
care and self-support.

We asked for and recelved the support of
our Congressional delegation in FY 71 and
FY 72 for an open-end funding on social
services in order to have time to plan and
implement a comprehensive social services
system. This system Is now belng vigorously
implemented as evidenced by the attached
listing of activities and services being
provided.

In addition to adhering to the original
intent of the Social Security Act, the State
of Georgla, as have many other States, has
made a concerted effort ‘o consistently pur-
sue efficiency in expending the “social serv-
lees” funds. Although DHEW has not devised
criteria to ensure accountability and now
finds itself incapable of managing these pro-
grams, this criticism cannot be justifiably
made of the programs in Georgla. We have
systematically monitored and accounted for
our “social services" expenditures. DHEW
auditors recently gave us a clean bill of
health on our day care programs at the
same time they were reporting to Congress
that they did not know how the funds were
being spent. This information not only sup-
ports the contention that the funds have
not been spent recklessly in Georgila, but it
also indicates a carefully planned approach
to future activity.

The Georgia State government fully agrees
with the Senate Finance Committee's posi-
tion that fiscal restraint and accountability
are Imperative and stands ready to cooper-
ate with the Congress to establish these
requirements.

We do not agree, however, that this ob-
jective can be best achieved by imposing an
arbitrary level on spending without regard
for needs of commitment, In an attempt to
only curb the rapid growth in expendi-
ture of these funds, the Senate Finance
Committee has closed off the open-ended
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social services program at a one billion dollar
level in an amendment to the Revenue Shar-
ing bill. {

Georgla fought aggressively against the
$2.5 billion ceiling placed on social services
in the HEW Appropriations Act because
Georgia's share of the $2.5 billion for social
services would not allow us to continue our
FPY 72 level of spending for social services
(let alone continue the services we have
contracted for in FY 73).

The Information provided the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee by HEW concerning
FY 72 expenditures for soclal services was
based on an estimate conducted by HEW In
April (and reported in May) which did not
take into account planning activity con-
ducted by the States during the last quarter
of FY 72. Consequently, HEW grossly under-
estimated the amount of funds needed to
carry out State commitments in social serv-
ices for FY T3.

Clearly then, the Senate Finance Commit-
tee’s one billion dollars in revenue sharing
(in lieu of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee's $2.56 billion) will even more disas-
trously affect existing Georgia programs and
plans which our Congressional delegation
h_glped us to achleve.

Although the $2.5 billion ceiling on social
services was appropriately eliminated by the
conference committee, Governor Carter was
pleased by the language contained in the
conference committee report. This language
mandated HEW to develop, in consultation
with the States, “a comprehensive plan for a
system of fiscal restraint and programmatic
accountability in the soclal services pro-
gram.” Georgla considers the inclusion of
this mandate essential to any subsequent
amendments to the social services portions
of the public assistance titles of the Social
Security Act. Therefore, Governor Carter's
position on the social services issue is clear:

(1) An adequate ceiling should be placed
on social services funding which takes into
account valid contracts and existing program
expenditures (which we signed and began in
FY 72 and that will operate in FY T73).

(2) An accountabllity system for the use
of soclal services funds should be developed
by HEW with guildance from the Congress
and in cooperation with the States.

(3) Uniform guidelines for approval of so-
cial services programs developed in consulta-
tion with the States, should be issued by
HEW and strictly enforced.

We earnestly urge our delegation, in taking
action on this program, to provide Georgia
with adequate amounts of funding to con-
tinue our current programs and program
commitments.

PRESENT AND PROJECTED USE OF SOCIAL SERVICE FUNDS UNDER PRESENT SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS

State of Georgia

State commitments in socia service funds as of (Federal dollars only)—

June 30, 1972

“Aug. 31, 1972 June 30, 1973

Amount

I. Contract services:
A. T|tle IV-A programs:

1, Day Care for children of working mothers and those being trained for ernp!n)rmeni or homemaker
skills to help them provide better child care__.____ -

Serving

Amount  Serving Amount Serving

$15, 356, 192

. Extended Day Care before and after school hours for children of working mothers. Sociai serw:es,

counseling, tutoring, family life education and job information and referral __

4,237,728

. Retardation Centers are training centers providing day care for mentally retarded children to help

them function more ade:&uate!y and to be less dependent upon others for support.
risis Intervention, Half-Way Houses for the diagnosis, evaluation, and_
work with emotionally disturbed children mcludm social services to families. ____

. Psycho-education Center,

3,981,653
1,223,599

. Family Planning is provided to assist families in health care and planning for children, mcludmg :

the numbar and spacmg of children..

ery of secl_al services. : -
. Special Services including help in secunn§ better housing, legal services, coordination of day care

- services, training volunteers, specialize
B, Title XVI programs:

and referral services are provided to communities for the deliv-

foster care, vocational rehabilitation and other services.

529, 425
834, 038
23, 552, 150

1. Retardation Centers are training programs providing day care for mentally retarded adults to help

them function more adequately and to be less dependent u
2. Aged and Disabled Adults provided health educahon Iega1 ai

. credit

n others for support_ 4 2,423,678
mea1 on wheels, adult s empluyrne nt,

ker, day care, chore services,

transportation and social services
3. Offender Rehabilitation, Drug and Alcohol T

social services, l:ounse!-

ng, !rg:'ning for employment, job information and referral, d

educa

for adults includi
i is, short term treat

6, 802, 955

12,886 $17,231, 219
196, 825 4, 598, 705
1, 598 5, 856, 653
1, 500 1,223, 599
4,290 529, 425
144 1, 209, 000
40,400 23,793,328

16, 070
209, 624
2, 500
2,000
5,290
173

43, 000

$19, 485, 000
6, 450, 000
8, 475, 000
1, 575, 000

675, 000
2, 340, 000
26, 400, 000

1,240 2,798,678 1,426 4, 500, 000

15, 790 2,119,966 17,964 5, 100, 000

23,824 7,177,955 24,224 8,625, 000
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PRESENT AND PROJECTED USE OF SOCIAL SERVICE FUNDS UNDER PRESENT SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS —Continued

State of Georgia

State commitments in social service funds as of (Federal dollars only)—

June 30, 1972

Aug. 31, 1972 June 30, 1973

Amount

Serving Amount  Serving Amount  Serving

11, State services:
A. Title IV-A programs:

1. Social Services to Families and Children including information and referral, legal services, pro-
tective services, child care, employment services, prevention or reduction of births out of wedlock
family planmng, services to meet dpamcu!ar needs including specialized planning, improved

family living, overcoming lamily an

housing problems, reuniting families, casework service to

runaways, family counseling through casework and referral, assist in money management, con-

sumer

- education, counseling in family living. Licensing services for adequate care and protection
midren. .. oo o el

17, 825, 000

2. Swal Services and Inlensve Tlreatrnent for rnentally retarded and emotionally ill children.

| trairing, oc

| therapy, social services

3. Soclal Services in Lmal Cnmmunllies for mentally retarded and emotional lyill children; to provide
services to children in their own homes and to prevent children from being institutionalized

B. Title lK‘n’l programs:

Social Services to Aged, Blind, and Disabled include information and referra’, protective payments
(personal replesentatwa) protective services, services to adults who remain in or return to own
homes, meet health needs, self support for hand:capped. legal services housing improvements
and assistance services services to adulls in foster care, educational services related to con-
sumer protection and money management, assistance in oblaining recreational services, volun-
teer services providing them opportunities to volunteer, family planning_ _ .

2. Diagnosis and Treatment of emnhonallr disturbed adults in community sallmgs on an oulpalmnt
0

basis, to help parents and children

cope with problems that arise in the school and in the

home. To refer adults and ch||dle|1 to other available socral services

3, Social Services and Int T tin

! setting for mentally retarded and men-

tally ill adults, Services include diagnosis and evaluation, vocational training, counseling,

group social and

recreational activities, and release planning. . =

65, 475, 000

4. Community Based Program for Adults with emotional problems, mental iliness and mental retar-

tion to p institutionali and to |

je services to adults leaving the mental institu-

tions. Services include diagnosis, e\ralua'sun social servicet, vocational rehabilitation, re-

ferral, referral job and counseling

Grand tota of all social services programs in Genma funded under titles IV-A and XVI of the

Social Secuity Act.................

! Counties

228,563
1,200
15,750

228,563 17,825,000 228, 563
0 7,275,000 200
0 15,562, 500 1,000

17, 825, 000
7,275, 000
15, 562, 500

58,630 7,000, 000 7, 000, D00 58,630

800 188, 667 850 375, 000 3,975

0 65,475,000 2,700 65, 475, 000 47,250

46, 687, 500 8,250 46, 687, 500 10, 800

220, 325, 051

226,522,205 622,291 243,638,667 771,469

Sources: Prepared by Georgia State Department of Human Resources, Division of Family and Children Services.

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, these
materials set forth, I think, very suc-
cinctly and clearly the situation which
faces the State of Georgia in regard to
these programs. Georgia, under a very
enlightened welfare administration, in
the last year or so has gone into the
development of the type of programs
contemplated by the term social services.
I am not sure where the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs) got the figures
shown here. However, the figures fur-
nished by the people from Georgia, and
also in the circular letter of the Senator
from Florida (Mr. CHILES), indicate that
Georgia's projected expenditures for
these programs over the next year would
be in the range of $220 million, rather
than, as I understand the figure from the
Senator from New York, $19 million.
However, in any event an enormously en-
larged program is contemplated in our
State, and a great many of the commit-
ments have already been made for the
current year and for the following year.
The passage of the pending bill in its
present form would require the saecrifice
of a great deal of planning and a great

deal of the expenditures that have al-
ready been made. Our welfare people in
the State of Georgia, in addition, take
the position that the services are very
urgently needed in our State. We know
that they certainly cannot be cut off in
midstream and that further considera-
tion shoula be given to a determination
of this type of support and whether it
should be given, rather than cutting
them down suddenly as is proposed.
Mr. President, I understand that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. RotH) and
others may come forward with an alter-
nate proposal which might have the pos-

sibility of giving some relief in this re--

spect. And I would propose to support
that effort if the Chiles amendment is
rejected.

It does seem to me in the present pos-
ture of the matter that it is incumbent
on me as a representative of the people
of my State to support the amendment.
And I will vote for the Chiles amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

STATE TAX COLLECTIONS IN 1971
TABLE 3.—STATE TAX REVENUE, BY TYPE OF TAX: 1971

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, would
the Senator from New York yield to me
for a moment?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President I yield to
the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from New
York. I appreciate his yielding very
much.

Last Friday, when we were debating an
amendment proposed by the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT),
he asked what percentage of the total tax
collections in the State of Wyoming were
represented by severance taxes. I re-
gretted at that time that I did not have
that information readily available be-
fore me. I told the Senator that I would
supply it for the Recorbp.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that a chart showing the total tax
collections and how much is represented
by the severance tax may be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

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

Sales
and
gross
receipts

State (Table 4)

Licenses
(Table 5)

Corporation
Individual net

income income Property

Severance

Number of States
using tax 50

50 43 44 43 49

2

All States $51, 469, 441  §29, 538, 058

" 5,024, 18

$10,125,954  $3,420,136  §$1,126,013

$1, 103, 514

$733,031

Alabama._............ 710, 351

Colorado.
Connecticut

281,
552,636

795, 589

53, 897

33,764
0]

26 %9 65, 547
26, 384 976
533,121 244,015
28,837 2,008
126, 7% @)

24,020

2,379
14, 491

4667
1,830
£67
®
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Sales

and

Eross

receipts

Total 4)

State (Table

Licenses
(Table 5)

Corporation
Individual net

income Property

Document
and
stock

Severance transfer

45, 395
1, 263, 408
3, 52

Delaware.._ ... ...
Florida

Georgi

Hawa

Idaho__ -
Hiinoks- . - oo ceaaae
Indiana

lowa......
Kansas_...
Kentucky_.

Louisiana

Maryland____
Massachusetts.
Michigan_.__.
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri___.
Montana.

New Jersey
New Mexico. _ .

North Carolina.
North Dakota_ .

ol
Oklahoma. ... ...

South Carolina.
South Dakota

Virginia. . =
Washington.__._._.._.
West Virginia
Wisconsin_

Wyoming

79; N’«l 317

2,085
12, 328
25,012

4,777
32,967

975

66
14,317
116, 301
401
17,718
8,873

2,326
58, 050
&

1 Not applicable.
2 Repealed.
3 Estimated data.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, further,
for the benefit of those Senators who
may not care to read through the rather
detailed chart, it will be interesting to
note that Wyoming’s severance taxes
raised only 5.2 percent of the total taxes
raised in the State.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New York for
yielding.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I support
the amendment. All one needs to do at
this point to support it is to invoke the
argument made by the distinguished
ranking minority member of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee of the Ap-
propriations Committee. This is a sub-
stantive question not particularly within
the purview of the Finance Committee.
It relates to certain social services which,
if anything, would come under either the
Appropriations Committee or the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee itself.

The fact is that I agree thoroughly
that the matter should be completely
explored, though we may disagree on the
remedies. Second, I agree that the De-
partment of HEW has been extremely
laggard in not imposing the proper ad-
ministrative regulations with respect to
this program.

Mr. President, I support the amend-
ment for that reason, and not because
any State is profligate, because the States
are too poor to be profligate in the sense
that they are looking for help in these
matters. Let us remember that this is
not a free program. States have to put up
25 cents for every dollar that the Federal
Government matches.

! This money was collected under the original income tax law which became effective March 4,
1971, and was declared invalid on June 24, 1971. Taxpayers will receive credit for this amoun
against their obligation under the new income tax law which was made retroactive to June 1, 1971.

I know of many programs in my own
State—and New York is supposed fto
be one of the afluent States—where they
have a 10-percent matching and the
State has preferred not to come up with
this money because of the difficulty in
finding that type of money in an ex-
tremely tight and debt-ridden budget.

My State has already cranked in the
money it hopes to receive from the pro-
gram. Otherwise we would have a defi-
cit budget. In New York, that would be
quite a mouthful because in New York
the Democrats arnd Republicans alike
have always prided themselves on the
fact that the budget is always balanced,
even in difficult times.

There is no question about the fact
that HEW was far behind in the parade
in not coming up with the proper regula-
tions on this matter. This is not a free
program. The Federal Government is
not putting up the money. The State
has to be willing to put up one-fourth of
the cost.

As to the catalog of horrors stated by
the Senator from Louisiana, one must
understand that he gives no estimates of
what States and what amounts were in-
volved in the particular horrible example
he gives. All of these horrible examples
can be swept away by intelligent regu-
lations from the HEW.

So the Senator talks about inequities of
the past. We are dealing with an amend-
ment that would take effect in the future.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I was

very much interested in what the Senator
from New York just said about the State’s
25-percent contributions, $1 for $3.

I gather that the attitude of the Sen-
ator from New York, and I think it
should be the attitude of every Senator,
is that vital needs for social programs
cannot be measured in dollars and cents,
and should not be curtailed. The problem
is where the temptation or situation is
that they can get $3 for $1, and some
States do not watch their priorities and
see to it that the social services are those
that are most vitally needed.

I would like to ask the Senator from
New York, who long has been so active
on the legislative committee, a question.
We would not need, in my opinion, to
talk about any limit on the administra-
tion of welfare programs if this were,
instead of 75-25, a program of 50-50,
because it would police itself. In 20 years
I have discovered, whether it be highways
or any other project, that when the Fed-
eral Government gets beyond that ratio
abuses inevitably result.

I would like to ask the Senator from
New York if in the long run it would not
be his opinion to forget about putting
any limit on expenditures, but to make it
50-50? I know my State and I think al-
most any State, would see to it, if they
had to match the Federal contribution
dollar for dollar, that it was only used
for the most worthy programs.

Mr. JAVITS. I wish to say to the Sena-
tor that I am against a ceiling in this
matter and I will explain why. I certainly
have an open mind on his point and I will
consider it very seriously. It needs, of




30094

course, to be juxtaposed according to
what regulations HEW will impose, be-
cause they will impose regulations, and
I certainly think the Senator’'s suggestion
is worthy of consideration.

The reason for my opposition to the
ceiling is that there is no ceiling on the
number of welfare recipients or the im-
pact of the welfare program. There is no
ceiling on distress. We are spending $6.6
billion on a nationwide basis on welfare.
In 1972 our expenditure, the actual dis-
tribution under this program, was $1.449
billion. Even the Department’s May esti-
mates, which are to be juxtaposed with
this lurid figure of $20 billion, were $1.759
billion. That is on the chart I have al-
ready placed in the RECORD.

Obviously if they tighten up even fur-
ther on the regulations, that figure would
go down. So until there is some kind of
handle on distress, on the welfare situa-
tion, other than in terms of the regula-
tions and the conditions, and perhaps the
sharing—how much the Federal Govern-
ment comes in for—I do not know how a
ceiling can be imposed. That does not
mean we cannot get into the fiscal part,
and we should, and I will lend my in-
terest to that.

However, we would cut off at the neck
large industrial States which are heavily
impacted with this problem if a ceiling
as has been discussed were imposed on
welfare. So in my opinion the approach
should be HEW regulations and a good
hard look, as the Senator from New
Hampshire said, at the percentages; but
not an arbitrary ceiling which takes into
consideration one element of the total
welfare picture and says that we are go-
ing to put a ceiling on that. We might as
well put a ceiling on the sea unless you
are going to further beggar the States
which are already in trouble on this score.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. In justice to HEW, the
Senator from New York served on the
Committee on Appropriations and we
both know how many people come in and
say they know what an authorization is
and think we have to appropriate an
authorization. But when Congress
writes into law an authorization that
whatever a State spends in social serv-
ices the Federal Government will triple
it and pay $3 for $1, does the Senator
from New York believe that the Depart-
ment of HEW by promulgating rules
could stop that practice? If a State said,
“We are going to do thus and so for a
group of our people that are in need,”
and if we are ready to pay the money, is
it the belief of the Senator from New
York, who as we all know is an extremely
sound lawyer, that HEW could stop that
by a rule or decision?

Mr, JAVITS, The Senator from New
York is unable to answer that in the af-
firmative in the absence of research into
the total body of law dealing with the
powers of the Secretary of HEW. How-
ever, I believe it was the duty of the De-
partment to do the research and if it saw
the difficulty burgeoning, as it undoubt-
edly did, if it found insufficient author-
ity, to let the legislative committees
with legislative oversight know. We have
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requests from the President himself
where he did not hesitate to write to the
Speaker, the President pro tempore, or
the Vice President and say, “I need a bill
on this.” He did not do it in this case and,
therefore, the States have found them-
selves faced with this situation. I do not
think the States should be blamed. The
executive branch and we did vote the
authority, so if it is my fault, mea culpa;
no guestion about that. We cannot shunt
this responsibility onto the States, which
already are in extreme difficulty.

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. I am afraid if HEW sent
word to Congress that it wanted author-
ity to say to any State in the Union, “You
must do this, and we have the power
to tell you that you have to curtail what
you are doing for your underprivileged
or handicapped, deaf, blind, or your
halt;” I do not believe Congress would
pay much attention to that.

Mr, JAVITS. Every other day I am on
the telephone with some department,
whether it is HEW, OEO, the Department
of Defense, or some other department,
in a case of serious distress. They say:
“We cannot do it. The law does not
allow it, or our appropriations do not
allow it.” I do not say HEW should be
lawless and make authority where it did
not have it. I say we should at least have
had the opportunity to act on it if they
felt they had no statutory authority to
deal with what was a burgeoning situa-
tion. Some ground rules should have been
set, but not having been set, I think the
ex post facto situation is not fair to
the States.

That is the situation we face.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
very much.

I would like to give some of the facts,
because the facts are -critically im-
portant.

Again, with respect to the enormous
estimate of $20 billion, or something
like that, based on the May 1973 submis-
sions, according to the best estimates we
have, the States estimate that $2.162 bil-
lion will be required for this year in the
Federal financing of the services here
under consideration.

My own State of New York, which has
probably the biggest welfare problem in
the country according to its expendi-
tures, spent at the rate of $442 million
per annum based upon the record.

Let us remember, also, which is criti-
cally important, that this figure of $442
million means the State spent $110 mil-
lion, and also let us remember that the
figure of $442 million excludes child care
and family planning which, even under
the Finance Committee’s idea, would be
retained.

For all those reasons, I feel that that
is not the wise thing to do from the
point of view of the national interest,
and I believe the amendment of the
Senator from Florida should be agreed
to. We will undoubtedly act in this mat-
ter. I have no doubt of it whatever. I am
sure no State has any doubt about it.
But we should not act improvidently. We
should endeavor to deal with it with a
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scalpel, and not with a cutlass, in a mat-
ter that is as sensitive as this one, in
view of the financial condition of the
States. I believe that kind of legislation
will come before us and that we will act
on it.

The provision which Senator CHILES
seeks to strike is not in the national or
State interest. At the very moment, we
are giving some help, which in fact they
need, on revenue sharing, we are going
to rob them of almost half of what we
have provided. So, if we really want to
help them, we should strike this provi-
sion from the bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, I have here
in my hand a chart prepared by the com-
mittee staff to show what the trend has
been in this area, It is interesting to note,
for example, that the State of New York,
for fiscal year 1973, is seeking $850 mil-
lion of Federal funds in this program.
Just compare that to a relevant State
Pennsylvania is about two-thirds the
size of New York in population. Pennsyl-
vania shares a common boundary line
Pensylvania is seeking $265 million. 1
could understand New York's getting 50
percent more or even 100 percent more
than Pennsylvania, but to see why New
York would get $850 million and Penn-
sylvania would get $265 million is some-
thing that calls for one's imagination.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, would the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I vield.

Mr. JAVITS. Can Pennsylvania not get
as much as or more than New York if
it just has the program? Is that not true?

Mr. LONG. The Senator is exactly
right. If we do not bring this matter un-
der control, it will cost $20 billion, which
would be 500 times as much as the esti-
mated cost when we first voted for it in
the Finance Committee,

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

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. We are talking about
New York and the needs of New York.
But in 1971 New York's need was for
$88 million, and that is what it got, but
New York now estimates that it will need
$850 million for 1973. Is anyone going
to tell me that the needs of New York
have multiplied 10 times in 2 years?

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

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator from
Louisiana has the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. I am asking him to yield.

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I am going to tell the
Senator exactly that, because the State’s
ability to finance this very bill has been
reduced by more than that. The State
is really badly up against it. That is what
we see reflected in the bills. We have
done the utmost to pay, ourselves. We
cannot pay any more. So, unless the
whole thing is to be shut off, we have to
go to the only source which can help us.
Incidentally, that is why we are having
revenue sharing.

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator from
Utah has the impression that New York
has as effective a group of welfare opera-
tors as there is in the country, and this
tenfold increase that is disclosed does
not represent a tenfold increase in need,
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but rather the proliferation of the ability
of its administrators to figure out how to
get more Federal matching.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if I may
just continue the point I have in mind,
New York is now smaller in population
than California. Keep in mind, Mr. Pres-
ident, that it was California that first
managed to use this program and expand
it in ways that nobody had ever dreamed
of applying this program to. So we must
credit California with the initial thrust.
Mr. Veneman, now Under Secretary of
HEW, and a man named Tom Joe while
they were in California figured out how
this program could be used to attract
Federal matching in ways that the mind
of man had never conceived of applying.
Then efforts were successfully made to
bring Mr. Veneman and Mr. Tom to work
in Washington, presumably on the theory
that it takes a thief to catch a thief.
However, instead of getting the genie
back into the bottle, the cost of the pro-
gram has been going up and up.

The cost. for the whole Nation was
originally expected to be $40 million. By
1971 California had succeeded in getting
its program up to a $210 million level.

At that time California was more than
2 to 1 ahead of New York. New York was
extracting only $88 million from the
Federal Treasury, while California was
extracting $210 million. But the follow-
ing year New York caught up and went
ahead in the derby, to the point where it
was $382 million for New York and only
$253 million for California.

What is the next projection for fiscal
1973? California undoubtedly felt that
it had to use its conscience not to go be-
yond demanding so much money from
the Federal Government, so California
said it would settle for $273 million, an
increase of merely $20 million. New York
bounced up and more than doubled its
request over the previous year to $850
million.

The whole reason for enacting the
social services program in the first place
was that we would keep people off wel-
fare rolls and out of hospitals by provid-
ing modest social services which would
save some money. But let us see how
much we are saving in New York. The
whole cash assistance program for New
York in 1973 is expected to cost $836
million in Federal funds, while New York
expects to empty the Federal Treasury
for so-called social services to the extent
of $850 million—more for the social serv-
ices than for the cash assistance pro-
gram in the State.

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

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not true that
one State has financed a half a million
dollar documentary film with this soeial
services money ?

Mr. LONG. It has. .

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not also true
that some of these funds go through
State highway departments under the
guise of social services?

Mr. LONG. Senator, just about any-
thing that the mind of man can conceive
of is being called social services to make
Uncle Sam pay 3 to 1 matching.

The attraction of 3-for-1 Federal
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matching is so great that States are
taking money away from better State
services to put it in worse State serv-
ices, taking it from higher priority items
to put it in lower priority items, just for
the sake of the matching funds.

For example, in the State of New
York, they expect to spend more money
for services than they spend for cash
payments to needy persons. Which do
you think the welfare recipient wants,
social services or cash?

Mr. TALMADGE. Will the Senator
vield further?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not also frue
that some of these social service funds
have gone for advice on personal groom-
ing to potential parolees from State
prisons?

Mr. LONG. Yes. There is no formula,
no limitation. As a matter of fact, Mr.
Bax, who used to administer this pro-
gram, came to Louisiana to give us some
ideas about how Louisiana might apply
for more of this money.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it not true that
some States have also gone so far as to
formally appropriate private funds, like
the United Givers Fund, and so forth, so
that they will qualify for Federal match-
ing money ?

Mr. LONG. The Senator is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Sena-
tor for yielding.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, when we
talk about trying to get this genie back
into the bottle, there is no way we can
do it equitably or fairly if we are going
to maintain the existing funding levels
some States have managed to get from
the Federal Government.

The Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT-
SEN) is not present at the moment, but
he has been complaining about the fact—
and I do not think he would object to
my making the matter public—that when
the Governor of his State requested
funds on the same basis as what New
York had already received, what Florida
had received, and what Illinois was re-
ceiving, he was told that the application
could not be accepted. Perhaps HEW now
is beginning to exercise some of the re-
sponsibility that they should have been
exercising & long time ago. At any rate,
the Senator from Texas was saying,
quite resentfully: “If you are going to do
something to bring this program under
control, you should not permit these
States that were able to distort this pro-
gram and make it apply to all kinds of
things to which it was never intended to
apply to benefit from an initial mistake
that should not have been made in the
first instance.”

I felt the logical way to do it would be
simply to say, “All right, we will con-
tinue to fund the services we think are a
very good investment.” We think the
services for family planning probably
save the Government substantial
amounts for every dollar spent.

In the area of child care, we have had
great complaints that mothers would
like to go to work, but that they cannot
find adequate child care and therefore
they cannot accept employment, which
would take the family off the welfare
burden of the State.
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In those two areas, we have not been
able to prevail upon the States to do as
much as we would like for them to do,
and one reason, I suppose, is that so
much of this money had been going into
all sorts of other items that no one ever
intended to direct any of that money
into. Presumably, if we had prevented
them from spreading all this money all
over the countryside for everything the
mind of man could conceive, the States
would have had enough money to pro-
vide adequately for child care and fam-
ily planning, and do the job we hoped
they would do and to this point have
failed to do sufficiently,

Under the committee amendment, we
provided in addition to funds for child
care and family planning $1 billion for
additional revenue sharing.

In conference we may well go to some
higher figure. But we would be in a bet-
ter position to start with a billion dollars
in revenue sharing and the limited pro-
gram for child care and family plan-
ning services that costs perhaps $600
million, which would be about the equiv-
alent of $1.6 billion as a limitation, and
leave the Senate representatives in a
position to negotiate upward from there
if we must, rather than to be in the
position of having to go for a much
higher figure.

I know that the Senator from Florida,
with his interest in people, would, of
course, like to see this program contin-
ued, or would like to see a higher cut-
off figure, if indeed the program is to be
brought under some kind of more re-
sponsible control. But I would think, Mr.
President, that the guestion is up to the
House of Representatives, to tell us at
what point the House is willing to dis-
continue this program, or to quit ex-
panding it, at a minimum.

The Senate offered the House a limi-
tation of about $2.5 million, and the
House was unwilling to agree to that.
But that was on a bill where the Gov-
ernors of these large States that are
getting large amounts of money from
this could call on their representatives
and say, “We do not want any program
of that sort,” or “Do not vote for any
limitation.”

I think if it was an amendment on a
revenue-sharing bill, which the Gover-
nors all want, we would have some lever-
age there to say, “Well, if you want the
revenue-sharing bill, you will have to
cooperate with us on bringing this
spending program under control,” and
on that basis I think we would have a
reasonably good chance of bringing this
program under some kind of limitation.

Mr. President, I think it would almost
enrage some Senators to see how little
their States are getting for social serv-
ices by comparison to the enormous
amounts others are getting. But this is
a prime example of a program complete-
ly out of hand, a program that should
be brought under some kind of control,
and I would hope that the Senate would
not strike the committee amendmeat,
but would support the committee in try-
ing to get this program under some kind
of reasonable control.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I shall be
able to close rapidly, now that we have
discussed the amendment.

I think it is interesting fto hear the
Senator from Louisiana say that, in the
parade of horrors we have heard now
twice during the debate, it was interest-
ing to hear both times that it comes from
what a representative from Illinois says,
and the Senator from Louisiana says, “I
think it is correct.” But the Finance
Committee has taken no testimony on
this point. The Finance Committee has
not looked at the State of Florida and
its program to determine whether they
think there are any abuses or any good
points in the State of Florida's program,
and that is the kind of thing I would like
to see. I would like to see the Finance
Committee study this matter.

The Senator from Louisiana said also,
“The Finance Committee got into this
late. We recognize that the House of
Representatives is not going to take this;
this is just something to start with, but
this is our idea of a couple of good pro-
grams, and we like these two programs
because we think they are good. We are
going to knock out all the rest of them;
this is where we are going to put the
limit, and we will put a sweetener in,
and use that as a kind of starting place.”

I think that shows that we have not
given the kind of attention we need to
something that is running away. I will
admit that this is something that needs
to be curbed, something the executive
branch allowed to get away, with several
States getting huge funds, but a program
that allowed States to come up with in-
novative new programs to reduce the wel-
fare rolls. Some States have taken that
to heart. I think my State has taken it
to heart. To come up with designs for in-
novative new programs, not old pro-
grams presently financed, but to come up
with new programs and to use those to
reduce the welfare rolls.

I have a hard time determining how
child care is more important than hot
meals on wheels for senior citizens, which
would keep them from being welfare re-
cipients, which would keep them from
being in a nursing home, and would al-
low them to stay home and enjoy the
twilight years and not be a ward of the
State. With respect to rehabilitation of
alcoholics, we know of the costs, how
alcoholics become wards of the State,
and how much money we are spending.

What I am saying is that the proper
committee should look into this matter
and determine what the ceiling should
be. We have all kinds of figures, and the
question is as to whose estimate is right
and whose is wrong. What kind of ceil-
ing is proper, and what kind of controls
and guidelines do we need to attack the
problem in a responsible way? That is
preferable to saying that this is some-
thing we had better start off with here
because when we go to conference, we
will work out something, and take it
along on that basis.

For that reason, I think the social
service portion of the bill should be
stricken.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if Senators
will look at pages 111 through 145 in the
committee hearings on the revenue shar-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ing bill, they will see this issue discussed
and the considerable amount of material
presented in connection with it. We also
discussed social services and took testi-
mony on it in connection with H.R. 1.

Furthermore, the Senate has discussed
this matter at length and voted to try
to bring this matter under control. It
has been debated for hours on the floor
of the Senate, and the Senate position
is that this program should be brought
under control, based on the recommen-
dations of the Appropriations Commit-
tee.

I am privileged, further, to say that the
administration favors the Senate com-
mittee position on this matter. The Nixon
administration favors the committee
amendment to bring this matter under
control in this fashion.

I would think that the matter has been
studied adequately by the Senate itself,
as well as by two responsible Senate com-
mittees, as well as by the administration;
and all believe that this is the epitome
of an unrestrained, open-ended, spend-
ing program that should be brought un-
der some kind of control.

I hope the Senate will reject the
amendment, which would have the ef-
fect of leaving this matter in the sad
fashion in which we now find it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Florida. 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 California (Mr.
CransTOoN), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. Kennepy), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
the Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PEeLL), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumpHREY), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. Harris) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumMpHREY) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ArroTT),
the Senator from ‘Tennessee (Mr.
Baker), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. BELLMON), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MiLLErR), and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is necessarily absent because of
death in his family.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ArLLoTT), the Sena-
tor from Iowa (Mr. MiLLER), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR-
monND) would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 18,
nays 67, as follows:

[No. 413 Leg.]
YEAS—18

Hart
Hughes
Inouye
Javits
Mansfield
Mathias

Brock
Brocke
Case
Chiles
Gambrell
Gravel

Mcancdale
Packwood
Percy
Stevens
Stevenscn
Tunney

September 11, 1972

NAYS—6T7

Eastland
Edwards
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Griffin
Gurney
Heansen Saxbe
Hartke Schweiker
Hatfield Scott
Byrd, Hollings Bmith
Harry F., Jr. Hruska Spong
Byrd, Robert C. Jackscn Stafford
Canncn Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Church Jordan, Idaho Symington
Cook Long Taft
Cooper Magnuson Talmadge
Cotton MecClellan Tower
Curtis McGee Weicker
Dole MecIntyre Williams
Deminick Metcall Young
Eagletcn Montoya
NOT VOTING—15

Harris Mundt
Humphrey Muskie
Kennedy Pell
McGovern Sparkman
Miiler Thurmend

So Mr. CHiLes’ amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I will
support a reasonable ceiling on social
services spending, either on this bill or
on the HEW-Labor Appropriation bill
which will come before the Senate
shortly.

But I cannot support the ceiling con-
tained in the committee bill, which would
force drastic cutbacks in existing
programs.

The social services program, conducted
under title IV(a) of the Social Security
Act, provides Federal funds to support
programs conducted by State and local
governments which are designed to
strengthen and support poor and near-
poor families, and to restore the heads of
those families to useful and productive
work.

The pending revenue-sharing bill, as
reported from committee, replaces the
existing program of social services with
an additional $1 billion in revenue shar-
ing, allocated among the States on the
basis of urbanized population. Social
services funding would continue only for
child care and family planning, and then
on a severely limited basis.

Some States are perhaps taking un-
fair advantage this year of the open-
ended provisions of the present social
services law which require the Federal
Government to provide 75 cents for each
25 cents supplied by State and local gov-
ernment. The Washington Post reports
that the total national expenditures
could reach $6 to $8 billion over budget
estimates by the next fiscal year. There
must be a stop to such irresponsible
growth.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article entitled “Back Door
Revenue Sharing,” from the Washing-
ton Post of August 7, may appear in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

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

BACK DoOOR REVENUE SHARING—AND ON A BIic
ScaLe
(By Jodie Allen)

While debate rages In the halls of the
Congress and the administration over rev-
enue sharing and welfare relief for hard-
pressed states and localities, a multi-billion

Aiken
Allen
Anderscn
Bayh
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Boggs
Buckley
Burdick

Moss
Nelscn
Pastore
Pearscon
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicofr
Roth

Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Cranston
Goldwater
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dollar program of fiscal rellef for states is
guietly being implemented under a little no-
ticed provision of the Federal welfare law
which provides federal matching for state
expenditures on “social services"” for needy
persons. A recent action by the Senate-
House Conferees on the 1973 HEW appropri-
ation bill on August 2 seems to assure that
almost $4 billion for *'social services' will be
added to the President's budget with little
debate and with virtually no public atten-
tion.

Program increases of this magnitude are
usually front page news, particularly in an
administration highly concerned over the
prospect of a record-breaking budget deficit.
The reason for this strange turn of events
lies in the peculiar history and characteris-
tics of the socilal service program.

There are three features of the social serv-
ice authority which explain its unique poten-
tial for breaking the federal bank. The first
is that the language of the social service
provisions, as modified -by a series of liberal-
izing amendments during the 1960s, is re-
markably broad. The services covered in-
clude any “services to a family or any mem-
ber thereof for the purpose of preserving,
rehabilitating, reuniting or strengthening
the family and such other services as will
assist members of a family to attain or re-
tain capability for the maximum self-sup-
port and personal independence.” Further-
more such services may be provided not only
to current welfare recipients but since 1965
to former or potential recipients as well.

Without even stretching the imagination it
would seem that practically the entire
gamut of services provided by state and lo-
calities for their citizens—including voca-
fional rehabilitation, job training and coun-
selling, child care, foster care, family plan-
ning, family counselling and referral, protec-
tive services for dependent persons, mental
health and mental retardation services, com-
munity health services, homemaker services,
non-formal or compensatory education, and
information and referral services of all
sorts—might easily be justified at least in
part as deserving of federal support under
the amendments. In fact the only services
specifically excluded from support are public
school education and institutional care and
the only additional limitation appears to be
a vaguely worded caveat in a HEW memo-
randum to the states that they must “signifi-
cantly expand" not merely refund existing
services. And to make it all easier, since
1967 the law has allowed the states not only
to provide such services themselves but to
purchase such services from other public
and private agencies with federal support.

The second siriking feature Is that the
terms of the federal support are extremely
attractive. For every $25 the states or locali-
ties proffer for these services the Feds wiil
supply another $75. The Talmadge amend-
ments of 1971 went this one better and al-
lowed 90 federal dollars for every 10 state or
local dollars if the services provided were
such as to enhance the employability of cur-
rent, former or potential welfare recipients.
(This largesse should be compared the rela-
tively miserly 50 per cent matching which is
all most large states can receive on actual
cash grants to recipients.)

Last and best there is the “open-end” fi-
nancing provision—which means exactly
what it sounds like. Unlike most federal au-
thorizations for which a fixed amount is ap-
propriated by Congress each year, the social
service fund is essentially a bottomless pit.
As is the case for public assistance cash pay-
ments, whatever amount of money states and
localities express willingness and ability to
spend for social services in a given year, the
federal government must stand ready to
match at $3 or more for 1.

Given these generous provisions, the only
thing that is hard to understand about the
social services program is why it is not al-
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ready the largest domestic program in the
federal budget. In fact most states were slow
to recognize the potential of the social serv-
ice program. In 1964 only $76 million in fed-
eral dollars went to social services. By 1968
the federal cost had risen to the still modest
level of $230 million and by 1969 even after
a one year increase of 59 per cent the federal
share was still only $366 million. A few sharp
state officials however were beginning to
catch on. One state, California,.had by 1970
managed to corner almost 40 per cent of the
total soclal service budget of $500 million for
that year largely through the cleverness of a
consultant to the California State Assembly,
Tom Joe. In a fascinating article in the
June 17, 1972, issue of the “National Jour-
nal.” John Iglehart has traced the subsequent
involvement of the ingenious Mr. Joe who,
as part of the entourage accompanying for-
mer HEW BSecretary Finch to Washington
from California, has subsequently stayed on
at HEW. There, in an informal capacity, he
has spread the glad tidings of largesse to
other less favored states—to the ultimate dis-
comfort of the administration.

For discomforted indeed are HEW budget
managers. From a sleepy little sub-billion
dollar program, social services has in the last
several months skyrocketed with a multi-bil-
lion dollar flare likely to eclipse in impor-
tance both the much heralded revenue shar-
ing proposals now being debated in the Sen-
ate Finance Committee and the now be-
leagured welfare reform package with its
promise of some $2 billion in state welfare
savings.

Picking up the thread of our chronology
we find that by fiscal year 1971 the federal
share of soclal service expenditures had
climbed to almost $700 million with the Con-
gress ignoring a request by the administra-
tion in its budget for that year to impose a
10 per cent ceiling on expenditure increases
over the previous year (a request repeated
and again denied in the administration FY
72 budget). In FY 72 social services again
surprised everyone by outstripping the origi-
nal administration estimate of $838 million
by at least another $450 million and, by
some estimates by perhaps, as much as $7560
million. In either case the federal govern-
ment is thus already spending at the rate of
over $1.3 billlon a year on social services—
an amount almost twice that expected in
the previous year and already larger than
the administration’s $1.2 billion request for
the upcoming fiscal year, 1973.

But that discrepancy must be counted as
minor. For while the Congress has been con-
sidering the HEW request, the states have
quietly been revising drastically their esti-
mates of federal dollars required in FY 73.
In May to the consternation of HEW offi-
cials a new estimate of $2.2 billion, almost
twice the administration’s 1973 budget re-
quest of $1.2 billion, was computed. The Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, alerted to
the danger added to the HEW appropriation
bill a ceiling of $2.5 billion on social service
expenditures. But pressure from governors
and state officlals anxious to cash in on the
bounty proved too strong and, with virtually
no public attention, the limitation was
dropped in the Conference Committee de-
spite asserfions in the conference report is-
sued on August 2 that the conferees “agreed
with the basic premises of the Senate
amendment: (1) to insure fiscal control over
a program which is presently increasing at
an alarming rate and (2) to insure that
funds are disbursed prudently and effec-
tively.”

But the conferees literally didn't know the
half of the matter. For by the end of June
the states had set their sights far higher
than a mere $2.2 billlon—in fact having
doubled the estimate once, they decided to
do 1t again this time submitting a total FY
73 request of almost $5 billion, a quadru-
pling In expenditures over the previous year
to an amount equal to the much publicized
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revenue sharing program. And there is
unanimous agreement on the Hill and in
HEW that that estimate is probably too low.

Fortunately it is not necessary to question
the efficacy or relative utility of social serv-
ices In order to question the desirability of
this turn of events. It is fortunate in that no
one seems to have any clear idea of what
the money is being spent on.

But apart from the merits of soclal serv-
ices per se three things are abundantly
clear:

1. A huge sum of taxpayer money is being
distributed among states in a quixotic fash-
ion unrelated either to relative need or to
the ability and willingness of states to use
the money constructively.

2. It is not possible for states and local
governments to achieve a four-fold expan-
slon in services of any kind in one year (on
top of a doubling the previous year) and par-
ticularly not in services of a type for which
no clearly successful record of performance
has yet been demonstrated, even on a modest
scale.

3. Even if the money is in fact expended
for the purposes intended, serious imbal-
ances are occuring within state expendi-
tures patterns between social service activi-
ties for low income populations and other
forms of assistance and service both to this
population and to other groups in the
population.

To illustrate these points one need only
look at a few states. In 1971 Mississippi spent
about $950,000 on social services. Its esti-
mated expenditures for 1972 increased by 88
per cent to $1.8 million. In 1973 Mississippi
now estimates it will spend some $460 mil-
lion on soclal services, over 250 times the
amount it spent the previous year.

Two other comparisons are equally inter-
esting. IT Mississippi's social service benefits
were spent entirely on welfare recipients, it
would turn out that Mississippi would be
spending some $1,625 per welfare recipient
on social services, or about $6,500 per year on
a family of four (a number familiar to the
National Welfare Rights Organization). Apart
from the striking generosity of this allotment
it Is Interesting to compare this expenditure
with the maximum welfare cash grant which
such a family if it had no other income could
receive in Mississippi. That amount is $720.
And lastly it is interesting to observe that if,
as is likely most of the $460 million in federal
dollars is used simply to support existing
state and local services in Mississippi, this
amount alone will account for over half of
the current total Mississippi state budget.

Other examples abound. Maryland’s esti-
mated expenditures will grow from a 1971
level of $15 million to an estimated level of
almost $420 million in 1973. At this point
Maryland will be spending some $1.650 per
welfare recipient or about $6,600 for a family
of four. Georgia plans to expand its program
from a 1971 level of $12 million to a 1973 level
of over $220 million. New York will expand
from $67 million, 1971 to $850 million, Illinois
from $24 million to over $180 million. Faced
with an unplanned increase in the President’s
budget of at least $3.6 billlon and the
irightening potential of even more stagger-
ing increases to come (the estimates are from
$6 to B billion in the next fiscal year) there
appears to be little that the administration
can or, perhaps, wants to do to stem the
flowing tide. To *close the end” on social
services would require legislative action and,
as has already been demonstrated by the re-
cent action of the appropriation conferees,
such action is unlikely to be forthcoming,
particularly in an election year, given the
opposition to such a change that would be
generated by enthusiastic state and local of-
ficials who have suddenly discovered that
there is indeed a pot of gold at the end of
the federal rainbow.

There is also the difficult problem of de-
vising a formula which, at once, distributes
the fund among the states in at least some
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vague relationship to need and current fis-
cal effort; maintains each of the states at
least at their current level of expenditures
and probably allows some increase (a practi-
cal necessity to ensure acceptance of any for-
mula); and, at the same time sets a reason-
able dollar limit on the total budget.

Despite the practical and political difficul-
ties involved, however, it is clear that some-
thing constructive must be done not simply
to control a runaway program, but to insure
that the monies are distributed equitably
among states and that real and needed pub-
lic services are produced in the process.
Surely some more rational basis must exist
for distributing several billion dollars of tax-
payer money than one depending upon the
relative ambition and ingenuity of a few
state and federal officials.

Mr. MONDALE. On the other hand,
the committee bill would work severe
hardship on States which have made con-
structive use of the Federal program—
and who have relied in good faith on its
continued life.

In my own State of Minnesota, social
services funds support child care, voca-
tional rehabilitation, foster care, family
and marriage counseling, consumer edu-
cation, drug and alcohol rehabilitation
programs, services for disturbed and re-
tarded children, and & host of other im-
portant activities.

Minnesota last year received $44 mil-
lion in social services funding—and under
the committee bill Minnesota would re-
ceive less than $16 million this year for
the same purposes. Hennepin County, for
example, will suffer a net $8 million loss
under the revenue-sharing bill, if the
committee ceiling is retained.

Because of the very severe effects of
{the committee ceiling, I will support the
pending amendment to strike this provi-
sion from the bill, and refer it to commit-
tee for further study.

I wish to stress, however, that I will
support a reasonable ceiling, which will
not harm those State and local govern-
ments which have in good faith made re-
sponsible use of the social services pro-
gram.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota’'s remarks.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, the Federal,
State, and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of
1972 represents a concept endorsed by
the Nixon administration in 1969 and
one which I have supported in the form
of cosponsorship since coming to the
Senate. I would now like to go on record
in favor of the Senate Finance Commit-
tee bill, H.R. 14370, which distributes $6.3
billion to State, city, and county govern-
ments on a no-strings-attached basis ef-
fective January 1 of the present year.

As all of us know, there are very few
cities left in this country which are fi-
nancially sound. State governments are
faring little better and it is time for the
Federal Government, having greater ac-
cess to revenue, to come to the rescue.
Presently, most State and local govern-
ments are merely treading water in an-
ticipation of these funds. The commit-
tee bill, presently under consideration by
the Senate, would lend the necessary sup-
port to these local and State governments
and, hopefully, establish the momentum
to put them back in sound operating
condition.
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Local and State governments find
themselves, in many cases, in the posi-
tion of having to deny services to the
public which the public is demanding in
ever-increasing intensity and with
greater expectation. Specifically, many
cities, such as my hometown of Louisville,
have had to forego the installation of
sprinkler systems in hospitals; or lights
in high crime areas—even parks. Police
and firemen have had to be cut back or
denied long-overdue pay increases—of-
ten both. Air pollution abatement sys-
tems are needed. Schools are in desper-
ate need of money. Roads need to be re-
paired or built.

In order to meet these demands, city
officials have had to expand the tax base
or increase taxes. The result of this has
been to force more and more people into
the suburbs leaving those with limited
income in the cities. These people can-
not possibly support the financial needs.
Many rural areas are also inhabited by
the relatively poor and some county gov-
ernments are experiencing the same
problems. It is a vicious circle and the
buck stops here.

The Federal Government is the most
efficient revenue collector. It also serves
the same constituents as local and State
governments. The revenue-sharing bill
would merely turn money collected at
the Federal level back over to the State
and local governments to use as they see
fit, responding to the prevailing and pri-
ority needs in their communities, Local
officials, needless to say, are best

equipped to determine what these pri-
orities are.
Previously, State and local govern-

ments have only been able to resort to
Federal block grants and Federal match-
ing funds. The difficulty here is that
quite often the grants available do not
correspond with the top priority needs
of the community. In the case of Fed-
eral-State matching grants, the States
frequently do not have the funds avail-
able to take advantage of these federally
assisted programs. More often, local gov-
ernments respond to these matching
grants by using up available funds in
areas which are not of the top priority
level. Forced to reply on fluctuating rev-
enues and the uncertainty of available
funds, local and State officials have been
unable to proceed into major programs
with the confidence that funds could be
obtained to see the programs through to
completion. This is certainly a sorry
state of affairs.

The Revenue-Sharing Act would guard
against such a situation since city and
state officials will be able to plan ahead.
Revenue sharing is a 5-year funding pro-
gram. When the act is enacted into law
each State and local government will
know exactly how much money it will
receive over a 5-year period.

I would like to make some further
comments on the desirability of this bill.
It will not involve a tax increase be-
cause revenue sharing will use money
which is already being collected by the
Federal Government. Funds will also
come from the conversion of a set of
narrower categorical grants.

Revenue sharing is a method of de-
centralizing the Federal Government by
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placing the responsibility back on the
State and local governments who are
most equipped to understand and meet
the needs of their constituency. For those
who continuously complain about bu-
reaucracy and redtape in the Federal
Government—and I, on numerous occa-
sions, have been one of those—this bill
is a major breakthrough. It is a land-
mark. Hopefully, it will set precedent.
After all, the same people who elect State
and local officials also elect us who serve
in the Federal Government. These peo-
ple are qualified to elect competent offi-
cials to run their local and State gov-
ernments. By supporting this bill we are
respecting the confidence of the Amer-
ican people in their local and State of-
ficials. I see no need for the Federal Gov-
ernment to dictate, supervise, or inter-
vene in the distribution of revenue-shar-
ing funds except for the minimal ac-
counting requirements contained in this
bill.

As you are well aware, inflation has
taken its toll on the financial situation in
local and State governments. Since 1966
the prices paid by State and local gov-
ernments for goods and services have
risen about one-third.

We must create sound local and State
governments so as to enhance the qual-
ity of life for Americans. We must re-
store sound government at the grass-
roots level. We have the responsibility of
using the American taxpayer’s dollar as
best we know how.

Therefore, let us be on about our busi-
ness without wasting additional time.
Let us pass revenue sharing now. Let us
demonstrate effective government at its
best.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I have
general revenue sharing with the most
mixed feelings.

It is abundantly clear that a large
number of local governments across
America face today an acute fiscal crisis
for reasons over which they have had
little or no control. They have simply
been required to handle greater respon-
sibilities than the limited taxing powers
which they have been assigned can
equitably support.

A major portion of the blame for their
fiscal problems, as well as for those also
faced by State governments, can be laid
at the door of the Federal Government.
The proliferating Federal categorical
grants programs have too often forced
State and local governments to follow
Washington's priorities rather than
their own, and to divert scarce revenues
from more pressing needs in order that
they might qualify for Federal funding.
Furthermore, it is extravagance of the
Federal Government which has caused
the inflation which has exacerbated the
financial difficulties in which the States
and localities now find themselves.

For these reasons, I find it entirely
proper that the Federal Government
adopt temporary measures designed to
alleviate the current difficulties while
basic reforms are enacted to eliminate
their causes. General revenue sharing,
for a limited period, clearly represents
a means for providing such relief. My
major concerns over the present bill
are focused on my fear that it will not, in
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fact, prove to be a temporary measure;
but rather, that it will in time become
simply an additional Federal program
recycling funds collected from individ-
ual taxpayers for distribution back to
the communities and States in which
they live in a manner which will weaken
the accountability of State and local
governments to their citizens for the tax
moneys which they expend, and invite
still further Federal intrusion into what
ought to be the exclusive responsibilities
and prerogatives of other levels of gov-
ernment within our federal system. |

It is because of these fears, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I have offered four amend-
ments seeking to limit Federal restric-
tions on the uses to be made of shared
revenues while at the same time encour-
aging reform and accountability at the
State and local levels, Only one of my
amendments has been accepted; but in
the course of the debate on these amend-
ments, as well as on others which have
been submitted, I have been encouraged
to believe that my concerns are far more
widely shared than I had at first antici-
pated.

In the first place, the legislative his-
tory of the bill in the Senate and in the
House makes it clear that it is being en-
acted essentially as an emergency meas-
ure, and that there is no present inten-
tion or. the part of Congress to institu-
tionalize it as a permanent source of Fed-
eral financing for other levels of govern-
ment. Second, it is clear that a majority
of the Senate appreciates the necessity
to keep the general revenue-sharing bill
free of the kind of federally imposed re-
strictions and controls which have
proven so costly and inhibiting in the
categorical grants programs. Finally, be-
cause of the testimony received from
State and local officials in the course of
hearings on the pending legislation, there
now exists in the Senate a far better ap-
preciation of the disruptive effect of too
many of our categorical grant programs
on the efficient functioning of State and
local governments.

Mr. President, I have found it extreme-
ly difficult to balance the short-term
needs for this legislation against the
long-term hazards which are inherent in
it. After the most careful study, I have
decided to vote for the general revenue
sharing bill in its present form. I will
vote for it as emergency legislation which
represents the only immediately avail-
able means for meeting a fiscal crisis
among State and local governments
which the Federal Government has been
instrumental in creating. I want to make
it clear, however, that I cannot and do
not approve of general revenue sharing
as a permanent source of supplemental
financing for State and local govern-
ments. By supporting the bill at this
time as a temporary emergency meas-
ure, I believe I will be in a better po-
sition to work for the necessary reforms
in our chaotic system of Federal categori-
cal grants.

At the same time, I hope that State
and local governments will work with
the utmost diligence to achieve a more
effective and equitable distribution of
governmental responsibilities and taxing
powers within each State well before the
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term of the current legislation expires.
Such action on their part is essential if
we are to return to conditions which will
allow each level of government within
our system to reacquire its full vitality
and independence.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. METCALF obtained the floor.

(The remarks that Mr. MeTCALF made
at this point when he introduced Senate
Joint Resolution 266 and the ensuing
discussion are printed in the routine
morning business section of the Recorp
under Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.)

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (M.
Bearvn) . The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, in accordance with Public Law
85-474, appoints the following Senators
to attend the Interparliamentary Union
Meeting, Rome, Italy, September 21 to
29, 1972: the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. Pastore), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Jorpan), the Sena-
tor from Indiana (Mr. HarRTKE), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. BayH), the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HoL-
LINGS), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BenTseN), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Saxse), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TarT), and the Senator from Vermont
(Mr, STAFFORD) .

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice Presi-
dent, pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 140(g), Public Law 92-318, appoints
the following Senators to be members of
the National Commission on the Financ-
ing of Postsecondary Education: the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PerLr) and the distinguished Sena-
tor from Maryland (Mr. BEALL) .

SENATE RESOLUTIONS 299 AND 304—
CHANGE OF DATES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presidenf, on
behalf of the distinguished minority
leader and myself, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the date sei forth in Senate
Resolution 299, fo conduct a study and
report its findings and recommendations
to the Senate by February 15, 1973, which
was adopted by the Senate on August 15,
1972, be changed from February 15, 1973,
to January 2, 1973; and that the date
February 28, 1973, found on pages 3 and
4 of Senate Resolution 304, authorizing
expenditures by the special committee
on the termination of the national emer-
gency, which was adopted by the Senate
on June 23, 1972, be also changed from
February 28, 1973, to January 2, 1973.

The purpose is to effect an accom-
modation with the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Senate Resolution 299
is the resolution for an ad hoc commit-
tee to determine what we should do with
classified matters, of which I was the
author. I am advised it is impossible for
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leadership to go into the appointment
of a committee unless the date is limited
to this Congress. I also understand that
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hruska), who is the only Senator who
has taken a somewhat adverse view, un-
derstands the situation and has agreed,
and also has agreed to allow time for
the committee to report.

We may come in immediately on the
convening of the new Congress and get
the same dates. I would appreciate it if
the leader would confirm that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

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 pri-
ority expenditures, to encourage the
States to supplement their revenue
sources, and to authorize Federal collec-
tion of State individual income taxes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and Senztors BroOOKE, BUcKk-
LEY, Casg, INoUuYE, MaTHIAS, PERCY, and
TunNEY, I call up amendment No. 1465
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 63, after line 16, insert the follow-
ing:

“SUBTITLE B—ALLOCATION AND PAY-
MENT OF FUNDS BASED ON URBANIZED
POPULATION

“Sgc. 121, CrEaTION OF TRUST FUND

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is created on the
books of the Treasury of the United States
a trust fund to be known as the Urban
Dividend Trust Fund (referred to In this
subtitle as the 'Trust Fund’). The Trust
Fund shall consist of the amounts appro-
priated to it as provided in this section. There
are hereby appropriated to the Trust Fund,
out of any moneys in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, amounts equivalent to—

*“(1) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, one-half of 1 percent of the Federal
individual income taxes received in the
Treasury during such fiscal year;

*(2) for the fiscal years ending June 30,
1973, June 30, 1974, June 30, 1975, and June
30, 1976, 1 percent of the Federal individual
income taxes received in the Treasury during
each such fiscal year; and

“(3) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1977, one-half of 1 percent of the Federal
individual Income taxes received In' the
Treasury during such fiscal year.

The amounts appropriated by paragraphs
(1), (2), and (3) shall be transferred from
time to time from the general fund of the
Treasury to the Trust Fund on the basis of
estimates made by the Secretary of the
amounts referred to in such paragraphs.
Proper adjustments shall be made in amounts
subsequently transferred to the extent prior
estimates were in excess of or were less than
the amounts reqguired to be transferred.

*“(b) FEDERAL INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAXES—
For purposes of subsection (&), the term
‘Federal individual income taxes' means the
tax imposed by chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 on the income of
individuals and the tax deducted and with-
held at source on wages under chapter 24 of
such Code.

*{c) TrRUSTEE; REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The
Secretary of the Treasury shall be the trustee
of the Trust Fund, and shall report to the
Congress not later than March 1 of each year
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on the operation and status of the Trust
Fund during the preceding fiscal year.

“(d) ExpENDITURES FroM Trusr FuND—
Except as provided in' this subtitle, amounts
in the Trust Fund shall be available for, and
may be used only for, payments by the Sec-
retary to State governments and units of
local government under this subtitle. Such
amounts shall remain available without fiscal
year limitation,

“{e) TraNsFeERs From TrRUST FUND TO GEN-
ErAL FunNp—The Secretary shall from time
to time transfer from the Trust Fund to the
general fund of the Treasury any moneys in
the Trust Fund which he determines will not
be needed to make payments to State govern-
ments and units of local government under
this subtitle.

"Sgc. 122. PAYMENTS TO STATE AND LocaL
GOVERNMENTS

“Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
title, the Secretary shall, for each entitle-
ment period, pay out of the Trust Fund to—

“(1) each State government a total amount
equal to the entitlement of such State gov-
ernment for the period (determined under
section 123(c) ), and

“(2) each unit of local government (within

the meaning of section 105(d)) a total
amount equal to the entitlement of such
unit for the period (determined under sec-
tion 123(d) ).
Such payments shall be made in install-
ments during the entitlement period but
not less often than once each guarter. Such
payments for any entitlement period may be
initially made on the basis of estimates.
Proper adjustment shall be made in the
amount of any payment to a State govern-
ment or a unit of local government, to the
extent that the payments previously made to
such government under this subtitle were
in excess of or less than the amounts re-
quired to be paid.

“Sec. 123. ALLOCATION AMONG STATE AND LoO-
CAL GOVERNMENTS.

“({a) In GENERAL—The Secretary shall, for
each entitlement period, allocate among the
States so much of the moneys appropriated
to the Trust Fund for the fiscal year which
includes such entitlement period as does
not exceed—

“(1) $300,000,000, in the case of the en-
titlement period beginning on January 1,
1972,

“(2) $750,000,000, in the case of the en-
titlement period beginning on July 1, 1972,

“(3) $900,000,000, in the case of each of the
entitlement periods beginning on July 1 of
1973, 1974, and 1975, and

“(4) $450,000,000, in the case of the en
titlement period beginning on July 1, 1976,

“(b) ArLLocAaTION AwmoNc StaTEs—There
shall be alloecated to each State for each en-
titlement period an amount which bears the
same ratio to the total amount to be allo-
cated for such period under subsection (a)
as the urbanized population of that State
bears to the urbanized population of all the
States.

“{c) DivisioNn BETWEEN STATE AND LocaL
GovErNMENTS.—The State government shall
be entitled to receive one-third of the
amount allocated to that State for each en-
titlement period. The remalning portion of
each State's allocation shall be allocated
among the units of local government of that
State as provided in subsection (d).

“(d) AvLocAaTIoNs To LoCAL GOVERN-
MENTS—The amount to be allocated to the
units of local government within a State
under subsection (e¢) for any entitlement
period shall be allocated among such units
of local government so that each unit of
local government will recelve an amount
which bears the same ratio to the total
amount to be so allocated as—

“(1) the payments to which such unit of
local government is entitled under subtitle
A for the same entitlement period, bears to
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“(2) the aggregate payments to which all
units of local government within the State
are entitled under subtitle A for the same
entitlement period.

Each unit of local government shall be en-
titled to receive the amount allocated to it
under this subsection.

“(e) APPLICATION OF SUBTITLE A.—The pro-
visions of sections 107, 108, 109, and 110 of
subtitle A shall apply to the making of pay-
ments under this subtitle.

“(f) CoorDINATION OF PaymeENTs.—To the
maximum extent feasible, payments under
this subtitle shall be made at the same time
and in the same manner as payments are
made under subtitle A.

“Sec, 134. DEFINITION OF URBANIZED POPULA-
TION,

“For purposes of this subtitle, the term
‘urbanized population’, when used in refer-
ence to any State, means the population of
each area, within such State, which consists
of a central city or cities of 50,000 or more
inhabitants (and of the surrounding closely
settled territory for such city or cities) which
is treated as an urbanized area by the Bureau
of the Census for general statistical purposes.
The data used for determining urbanlzed
population under this section shall be the
most recently available data provided by the
Bureau of the Census, except that where the
Becretary determines that the data so pro-
vided are not current enough or are not
comprehensive enough to provide for equita-
ble allocations, he may use such additional
cata (including data based on estimates) as
may be provided for in regulations.”

On page 38, strike out lines 5 through 14,
and insert the following:

*“(2) $5,300,000,000, in the case of the en-
titlement period beginning July 1, 1872,

“(3) $5,300,000,000, in the case of the en-
titlement period beginning July 1, 1973,

“(4) $5,300,000,000, in the case of the en-
titlement period beginning July 1, 1974,

“(b) $5,450,000,000, in the case of the en-
titlement period beginning July 1, 1975, and

“(6) $2,876,000,000, in the case of the en-
titlement period beginning July 1, 1876.”

On page 63, line 17, strike out “B” and
insert “C".

On page 63, line 19, strike out 121" and
insert “131".

On page 64, line 12, strike out "“122" and
insert *'132". .

On page 66, line 5, strike out “123" and
insert 133",

On page 67, line 1, strike out “C” and
insert “D”.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intend
to yield momentarily to Senator GRIFFIN.
However, before I do I would like to state
to the Senate that this is a substitute
revenue-sharing amendment that is
very critically important to the States
which have cities in them. It concerns
funds for urbanized areas. There is no
question of irrelevancy or any element
of social security or anything else. This
is right on the beam on this bill. It high-
lights a very serious discrimination
against States which are urbanized.

I hope that the Senate will hear my
purpose. I intend to be as brief as pos-
sible. I intend to take 15 minutes.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Illinois first.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New York for yield-
ing. I have an executive committee
meeting at the Kennedy Center. I ap-
preciate the opportunity to finish my
comments briefly.

Mr. President, I am a cosponsor of this
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amendment and I support it unequivo-
cably.

There is a very serious flaw in the
formula used by the committee to deter-
mine the distribution of revenue-sharing
funds among the States. This flaw is the
committee’s failure to take account of
the fact that the degree of a State's ur-
banization to a very large extent deter-
mines the degree of a State's expenses
for all kinds of social and community
purposes: Environmental control, police
protection, drug abuse prevention, and
other programs associated with our
urban centers.

Senator RieicorF, in his statement be-
fore the Senate on September 7, cited
what I believe to be the telling facts.
Under the Finance Committee formula,
each person in Hartford County, Conn.,
will receive $14.61, but each person in
certain other local communities will re-
ceive $31.12. There simply can be no
justification for this amount of discrim-
ination against the urban centers.

This amendment would correct this
disequilibrium. It takes into account the
key factor of urbanized population, and
distribute an additional $1.5 billion over
the five full fiscal years of the bill fo the
States, and it will redistribute the incre-
mental amounts over $5.3 billion already
scheduled by the bill on the basis of this
key factor.

The fact that Illinois will gain funds
is of course extremely important to me.
But Illinois is not the only gainer—the
gainers are the millions of people who
live in our country’s urban centers,
where the quality of life too often seems
to be in serious decay. We talk frequently
in this Chamber about the need for rural
development as a means of helping stem
the flow of people to the cities, and as
a means of alleviating the burdens of
the cities. We have already enacted this
yvear a very extensive, comprehensive,
and very costly new rural development
program, which I very much favored,
and which I know will benefit the rural
constituencies represented in this Cham-
ber. Now let these same Senators, who
represent the majority of the States,
the unurbanized States, give the same
consideration to our problems by help-
ing us enact a revenue sharing program
that will take adequately into account
the aspirations and needs of our cities.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the majority and minority leaders with
the understanding that I may gain the
floor when the colloguy is completed.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from New York for graciously
yielding.

I would like to inquire of the majority
leader whether or not we are making any
progress or whether there is any likeli-
hood of passing this or any other legis-
lation this session.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as
the distinguished minority leader will
recall, we discussed this earlier tods
and expressed the hope that if at all pos-
sible we would like to finish the revenue-
sharing bill by tonight and that we were
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prepared to stay in until the hour of 9
o'clock if that was possible. However, we
have an amendment pending before the
Senate at the present time on which
there is a 2-hour limitation, the Javits
amendment. Then I understand follow-
ing that will be the Roth amendment. I
understand that the distinguished Sena-
tor from Delaware (Mr. RorH) has in-
dicated that he would be willing to con-
sider a 1'% -hour limitation with 45 min-
utes to a side, if that will meet with the
approval of the distinguished chairman
of the committee.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President,
agreeable.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would take us
up to 8 o’clock or 8:30 this evening.
What other amendments are there?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of the Senate, the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. MatuIiAs) and I
have an amendment. We would certainly
agree to a time limitation. Four or five
Senators have said that they want to
speak on the matter. So, I would think
2: would take an hour or an hour and a

alf.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Would the Senator
give consideration to an hour to be
equally divided, with some of the Sena-
tors putting their speeches in the ReEcorp
in the interest of the Senate?

Mr. PERCY. I would certainly give
consideration to it. I would like to speak
to the Senators who have spoken to me
to see if that would be agreeable to them.
Certainly an hour and a half maximum
would be all right. I can agree to the
hour and a half maximum now.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
agree to an hour now with the under-
standing of the chairman of the com-
mittee that if more time is needed, it
can be done?

Mr. PERCY. I would certainly do that,
because my own statement would not
take more than 10 or 12 minutes.

Mr., LONG. Mr. President, I would
rather wait to see if we are going to do
this tonight or tomorrow. I would be
willing to agree to a limitation, how-
ever, as long as the majority leader would
agree to it. I will go along with it.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thought
I would help the Senate by saying that
I am very hopeful that we will not need
all of the time on my amendment. As I
have said, I will speak 15 minutes. I
do not know what the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. Lownc) has in mind. How-
ever, I have the time and I want to keep
it for protection. I hope that we will be
able to vote within an hour, however.

Mr. MANSFIELD, The Senator from
Ohio has an amendment.

Mr. TAFT, Mr. President, I have two
amendments, both of which have been
printed. One of them is of a rather tech-
nical nature and will not take very long.
I think the chairman of the committee
is aware of that amendment. I think I
told him informally that it would take
20 minutes.

The other amendment, however, I
think is rather substantive. I am not
ready to agree to a limitation of time on
that amendment at this time.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I might
say to the majority leader that I have

that is
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two amendments. However, I would not
like to proceed at this time until I get
an indication from the chairman of the
Finance Committee as to the ultimate
proposal, which is whether we will really
have a welfare reform proposal before
the Senate in this session for its serious
consideration. This will be the last oppor-
tunity to do this unless we do it on the
debt limit bill, It would provide some
substantial relief to the people on wel-
fare.

The second provision relates to loop-
holes dealing with corporations.

The fact is that there have been no
hearings scheduled on this matter in the
Finance Committee. And until such time
as we can make substantial progress
on it, this may be the last opportunity
to present this matter.

I have discussed the matter with the
chairman of the Finance Committee. He
has not given any indication except to
say that we can have hearings next year.
I would like to have pretty definite in-
formation before I forego the possibility
of h_a,ving a vote on this matter in this
session.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, much as I
would like to expedite the vote on the
bill, I am personally not prepared to
agree at this point, particularly sight un-
seen, to agree to vote on any amendments
that are not strictly, from a reasonably
strict point of view, germane to the bill.

So understanding that what the
majority leader is trying to arrive at is
an agreement that will assure on a unani-
mous-consent basis a vote on the bill, I
regret I do not think that is possible at
this time although I think the chances
are good for final passage of the bill to-
morrow. I hope it will be this evening, but
observing what has transpired, we have
not moved as fast as the desire for ad-
journment would dictate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree with the
remarks just made by the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana, It does not ap-
pear we could finish tonight. That does
not mean we should not stay in and go
as far as we can because, after all, we
have an election and each passing day
means this session of the 92d Congress
is that much closer to the end.

I disagree with the distinguished Sen-
ator that we have not made progress; I
think we have made excellent progress.

Mr. LONG. I believe we have. I am
sorry the Senator did not quite under-
stand. I believe we have made progress.
Moving under the most expeditious rules
we have been able to devise in the Com-
mittee on Finance we were able to report
the bill in 5 days of executive sessions,
and we might move as fast in the Sen-
ate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree.

With the concurrence of the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois, and the
distinguished Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT), the ranking Republican mem-
ber of the committee, I ask unanimous
consent that the time on the Roth
amendment be limited to 15 hours, the
time to be equally divided between the
manager of the bill and the sponsor of
the amendment, and that there be a
time limitation of 30 minutes on amend-

30101

ments thereto, the time to be equally
divided between the sponsor and the
manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that on the Percy amendment
there be a time limitation of 1 hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, is that with the
understanding previously stated by the
Senator from Illinois?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, together with
the statement made previously.

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not ob-
ject, I hope the Senator makes provi-
sion for amendments in the second
degree. It is most embarrassing when it
is not done.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that there be ' hour on amend-
ments to amendments to be offered, the
time to be divided as indicated.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I have been
asked by some Senators to inquire if
there is any possibility of reaching an
agreement on time for final passage.

Mr. MANSFIELD. On the basis of what
has been said tonight, the Senator from
Ohio (Mr, Tarr) indicated he would be
reasonable on one amendment but could
not at this time make a commitment on
a second amendment, the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HAarTKE) has two amend-
ments but he is not prepared to agree to
& time limitation, it is my hope that if
the Senate comes in at 10 a.m. or 9 am.
tomorrow, say 9 a.m., and we get to the
pending business at 9:30, I would guess
we would probably come to a final vote—
and we would have to make exceptions
in this guess—around 1 o’clock.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished
majority leader. Senators may wish their
views known to constituents and the
country and may not wish to go through
the rather lengthy exercise of deliver-
ing their speeches in full. I would hope
that some Senators would extend their
remarks in the Recorp. If they have any
apprehensions, I agree with the Sena-
tor that we could designate one Senator
on each side to read all the speeches be-
tween now and Christmas.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As always, I come
out second best.

Mr., SCOTT. Mr. President, I would
like assurance that there will be no vote
on the revenue sharing bill tonight, so
that Senators will be advised accord-
ingly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There will be no
vote on final passage tonight but it would
be the hope of the leadership that we
would be able to dispose of the Javits
amendment, on which the yeas and nays
have been ordered, the Roth amend-
ment on which there is an agreement
and on which the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and hopefully the Percy-
Mathias amendment, on which a time
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limitation has been tentatively agreed to,
so I would say we will remain in session
until around 8 o’clock tonight.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the
amendment I have proposed is intended
to correct a gross inequity in the bill as
reported by the Committee on Finance,
an inequity which did not arise in the bill
sent here by the House because they did
exactly what I am trying to do, at least
in part, in terms of the amount of money
in dealing with problems of the urban
States. I will point out how heavily
weighted this bill is against those urban
States, not for but against them, and
the grave disproportion that would re-
sult. I was treated to quite a lecture
on disproportion regarding my State in
connection with social services awhile
ago; I am going to be able to point out
the grave disproportion which States
other than urbanized States are put into
in this matter, whether they need it or
not, whereas the real crisis which brings
on revenue sharing is brought on by
the urbanized States.

The States to which I refer are 27
in number. The urbanized States are
27 of the 50 States. This is a very critical
maftter.

The amendment I have offered——

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the
amendment I have offered answers the
need I have discussed by designating an
urban dividend of $600 million the first
vear and $900 million for each subse-
quent year to be divided among the
States according to an urbanized popula-
tion formula. The definition of urban
population in the amendment is the same
as the Census Bureau definition.

In speaking of the urbanized areas of
the countries let us remember we are
speaking of areas in which well over half
of the population of the United States
lives and works. That is the urban con-
tent of our population.

This urban dividend, which I have de-
scribed, is financed partly out of the
growth factor written in the committee
bill. Specifically, the amendment deletes
the $300 million annual growth factor in
the committee bill for calendar years
1973, 1974, and 1975. The $300 million
growth factor for 1976 has been left in.

The amendment which I have offered
differs in one important respect from the
amendment as I had it printed at the
time when Ilaid it on the table just about
a week ago. At that time the amendment
called for $900 million the first year. I
have reduced that to $600 million.

I was very encouraged by the response
of my colleagues to the concept of an
urbanization dividend, but as some res-
ervations were expressed about the
amendment’s cost, I decided to cut that
cost for the first year, as a kind of pre-
load year, by $300 million. The cumula-
tive cost for the entire 5-year period of
the bill, if my amendment were adopted,
would be $31 billion, compared to $29.5
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billion for the basic Finance Committee
bill.

No State would receive any less under
my measure—other than the $300 million
dividend—than what is provided by the
Finance Committee’s bill, over the 5-year
period, 27 States would receive materially
more.

In order to give my colleagues an ac-
curate picture of exactly what the
amendment means to each State in its
first year’'s distribution both with and
without the amendment which I have
proposed, I send to the desk and ask
unanimous consent that there be incor-
porated in my remarks an appropriate
chart relating to the distribution.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

IST-YEAR DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUE SHARING FUNDS

|In millions}

Committee

Finance bill with

House Committee proposed
i bill*  amendment

Alabama..__...._.__.
[ S SRS
[T e I
Arkansas. _ .
California. . -
Colorado. ...
Connecticut. 5
Delaware._.__.......
District of Columbia._.
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Mr. JAVITS. Also, we have developed
a flow chart showing the relationship
of the cost of this urban dividend amend-
ment at each stage of the bill in terms
of the number of years which go by,
showing how it starts in the first year
and ends up in the last year, and there-
fore how the $300 million growth divi-
dend is accounted for in respect of this
particular urban dividend.

I ask unanimous consent to have that
chart printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

CUMULATIVE COST OF URBAN DIVIDEND AMENDMENT
[In billions of dollars]

Senate bill
with urban
dividend

Senate bill amendment

Calendar year:
197

5.
2,
8.
4,
1.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I am
privileged to be a cosponsor of this
amendment. I salute the Senator from
New York for his leadership in offering
the amendment.

I rise to join the Senator from New
York and the Senator from Illinois in
offering this amendment to assure that
this historic revenue sharing legislation
is fully responsive to the needs of the
great urban areas of America, which
are growing so rapidly and contain the
heart of so many of our Nation's domes-
tic problems.

I am concerned that the bill as re-
ported by the Finance Committee alters
the House bill by shifting funds from
the large urban States to the smaller
rural States. In the case of my State of
Maryland, it reduces our share of the
funds from $117.5 million to $94.8 mil-
lion. This massive slice leaves too little
to meet the needs and expectations of
the people of my State. The city of
Baltimore is counting on revenue shar-
ing to balance its budget in the coming
years. Other cities and suburban areas
need these funds to finance housing,
transportation, education, and other
services demanded by our rapidly grow-
ing population. There is a real need for
all the funds allotted for Maryland
under the House bill.

I know that there are many views as
to how revenue sharing should be dis-
tributed among the States. It seems to
me, however, that whatever formula we
adopt must recognize the special prob-
lems associated with large metropolitan
areas, and that one factor in the for-
mula should be urban population. That
is the purpose of the amendment which
we are offering today. This amendment
would establish a pool of $600 million to
be apportioned among the States ac-
cording to their urban population. The
amount of funds in the pool would in-
crease to $900 million during the sec-
ond year of revenue sharing. The added
cost of the program would be absorbed
by the planned increases in the amount
of funds devoted to the revenue-sharing
program.

This amendment would go a long way
toward correcting the weakness in the
bill as reported by the committee. It
would provide an additional $14.5 mil-
lion for my State of Maryland, and over
$19 million during the second year. This
would not raise us entirely to the amount
provided by the House bill during the
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first year, but we would reach the same
level approximately in the second year of
the bill. I know these funds are needed by
the urban and suburban areas of Mary-
land and of other States in our Nation,
and therefore I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my testimony before the Fi-
nance Committee in favor of the bill as
reported by the House be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES McC. Ma-
THIAS, JR.,, SUBMITTED TO THE SENATE FiI-
NANCE COMMITTEE, JULY 27, 1972
Mr. Chairman, I am deeply grateful to have

the opportunity to express to your Commit-
tee my enthusiastic support for 8. 3651, the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972.
As a former member of the Senate Govern-
ment Operations Committee's Intergovern-
mental Relations Subcommittee, I am all too
familiar with the fiscal plight of our State
and local governments and with the various
proposals for easing it. Moreover, I recently
held hearings in my own State of Maryland
to study alternatives to the inadequate prop-
erty tax system upon which our local gov-
ernments have been forced to lean. I am
convinced that revenue sharing is essential,
not only to the survival of the federal sys-
tem as we know It, but to the solution of our
most urgent public problems.

Maryland will receive £117.56 million this
year if S. 3651 is enacted, bringing relief to
property owners who have watched their
taxes soar as local governments strive to pay
for schools, police, fire protection, water and
sewer lines and other public services. The
$19.4 million avallable to Baltimore this year

under revenue sharing is essential to bring-
ing new life to the urban center of Maryland.
How essential will be understood when it is

realized that the current Baltimore City
budget anticipates these funds and will be
in default if they are not provided. A real
urban crisis would follow the defeat of this
bill,

I would like to address myself to one of
the objections most often raised against rev-
enue sharing—the charge that it would
divorce the authority to tax from the au-
thority to spend and thus destroy one of our
most basie bullt-in controls over Irrespon-
sible spending. There is, it is argued, no
more effective check upon such spending
than the requirement that the responsibility
for raising and for spending money should
rest upon the same governmental shoulders.
To permit a government to enjoy the power
of spending money without having first to
endure the pain of raising it is, we are told,
to undermine the principle of public ac-
countability.

On the face of it, Mr. Chairman, this argu-
ment would seem to have a good deal of force.
But it simply does not stand up under close
and careful analysis.

To begin with, revenue sharing is not the
novel notion—the allen and untried idea—
that some would have us think it is. In the
broadest sense of the phrase, revenue sharing
has been with us since the early decades of
the Republic. It has, more recently, become
not only a fact of federal 1ife, but an increas-
ingly important feature of our federal sys-
tem. We have developed what Daniel Elazar
has called a “cooperative system,” In which
“the federal government, the states, and the
localities share the burden for the great do-
mestic programs by making the larger gov-
ernments primarily responsible for raising
the revenues, and the smaller ones primarily
responsible for administering the programs.”
As we all know, state and local officlals have,
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for decades now, administered billions of
dollars of federal assistance. But what ls far
more significant, and what we rarely seem to
recognize, is the fact that for years every
state in the nation has been sharing large
portions of its revenues with local units of
government, In fiscal 1969, the states dis-
bursed almost $25 billion to thelr local gov-
ernments.

The development of these state revenue
sharing practices has not been merely a mat-
ter of accident or convenience, but of de-
liberate design. We have relied heavily, un-
der our federal system, upon those govern-
ments and agencies closest to the people—
upon local governments and agencles—for
the actual provision of many of our public
services. We have, at the same time, relled
just as heavily upon the Federal and state
treasuries for much of the funding of these
services. And we have done so for some very
sound reasons.

It is, to begin with, impossible to devise a
set of geographic boundaries that would
divide the country into governmental units
capable of raising precisely the amount of
revenue each unit would need. Some of our
areas are wealthy, others poor; some are
rural, others urban; some are industrial,
others residential; and so on. Yet none of
these areas is self-contained. Over their
boundaries, countless times dally, millions
upon millions of people are passing—making
demands upon one jurisdiction while paying
taxes In another,

The only way to make government respon-
sive and effective under these conditions is
to work out a system of intergovernmental
transfers to help Insure the provision of at
least the essential services In every jurisdic-
tion. Without some such system, many units
of government would inevitably elect to
block the Immigration of people or busi-
nesses or activities which, for one reason or
another, might add to its financial burden.
In varying degrees this has, in fact, already
happened—most notably in the resistance of
some suburbs to the construction of low and
moderate Income housing. It is to counter
this tendency that we have developed a
rather complex set of both federal-state and
state-local transfers.

Recently, the federal-state system of
transfers—the federal grant in ald system—
has come in for a good deal of attention.
But we have in the process almost entirely
ignored the fact that, for many years, the
states have had highly advanced systems of
grants. Indeed, state grants account for over
30 percent of local governmental expendl-
tures, and for about a third of state budgets.
Many of these grants are for specific pur-
poses, but many others are not. State grants,
in other words, cover the entire spectrum of
possibilities—from grants that are com-
pletely united, to others which allow a great
deal of latitude, to still others that leave
state-local officlals with virtually no dis-
cretion.

Take, for example, my own State of Mary-
land. We have had school equalization grants
for many years. These are transfers from the
State to local governments which spend
money they do not railse In taxes. Every
school board in my State spends money it
is not responsible for raising. Finally, the
county "“plggy-back" income taxes are a
form of revenue sharing, at least to the
extent of the minimum 25 percent which
the State requires of all counties.

The same sltuation holds true in a variety
of ways throughout the country. A number
of states have Independently enacted “per
capita grants” to their local governments,
which are similar in every respect to the
revenue sharing grants proposed in the leg-
islation before us today. Back In 1840, New
York State replaced most of its shared taxes
(personal and corporate income, alcoholic
beverages, and utility taxes) with per capita
shared taxes in one form or another; and
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still others provide support in the form of
property tax relief.

The enactment of a new revenue sharing
plan in New York stands out as the most
dramatic state ald development of 1970. The
New York plan will distribute 21 percent of
the State personal income tax to counties
and munieipalities. As a result, New York's
per capita aid will triple from the present
$200 million to $600 million.

At the federal-state level, some degree of
federal sharing of revenues with the states
has occurred in every period since the be-
ginning years of the nation. Before the de-
pression years of the 1930's, most such dis-
tribution of funds was of a temporary or
short-term nature—with a few notable ex-
ceptions such as the land grant colleges, vo-
cational education, and the federal ald
highway system. In 1790, at the recoms-
mendation of Secretary of the Treasury
Alexander Hamlilton, the Federal govern-
ment assumed some $18.3 million worth of
Revolutionary War debts Incurred by the
states. During the closing years of the sec-
ond Jackson Administration federal reve-
nues exceeded both the national debt and
the level of current expenditures. The Fed-
eral government decided, in 1836, to dis-
tribute more than $28 milllon of its sur-
plus funds to the states in proportion to
their electoral votes.

Today, in addition to the billlons of dol-
lars of federal categorical or restricted as-
sistance which each year pour out of the fed-
eral treasury and into the hands of state
and local officials, the Federal government
directly shares with state and local govern-
ments a portion of the revenues It derlves
from the sale of public lands from grazing
leases and permits, and from the use of na-
tional grasslands.

In short, Mr. Chairman, state and local
officials are already very much involved in
spending funds which they themselves have
had no hand in raising—and they have been
doing so for many, many years.

There is, however, one glaring gap be-
tween the Federal-state and the state-local
transfer systems: states do make general
purpose grants to localities, while the Fed-
eral government currently makes no such
grants to state and local governments. That
gap should, in my judgment, be closed by
a carefully consfructed program of Federal
revenue sharing.

The major reason for revenue sharing,
which I shall not expand upon here, is to
help reduce the enormous disparities that
have developed In the revenue raising abili-
ties of our state and local governments—
disparities that we cannot diminish through
the conditional grant system. Next to the
swelling growth In Federal revenues—a nine-
ty-fold increase in 36 years—state and local
revenues seem almost at a standstill, their
growth stifled by their dependence upon
regressive and excessive property and sales
taxes. As John EKenneth Galbraith once
said: “The great economic anachronism of
our time is that economic growth gives the
federal government the revenues while, along
with population increase, it gives the states
and especially the citles the problems.”

A federal revenue sharing program to
overcome that fiscal imbalance would, I
am convinced, strengthen rather than sub-
vert political accountability at all levels of
government—Federal, state and loeal.

If divorcing the authorities to tax and
to spend were as dire a deed as some sug-
gest, then we would have been done for long
ago—for, as I've stressed, we have had such
a divorce, in some form or other, from the
start.

Nor do I see how the current system of
categorical ald is In any respect more
“accountable” than a system of general rev-
enue sharing. As President Nixon noted in
his Revenue Sharing Message to Congress,
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the “crucial operating decisions are often
made by anonymous bureaucrats who are
directly accountable neither to elected of-
ficials, nor to the public at large.” Indeed,
even many of the elected officials who con-
trol federal spending have only a limited
degree of public accountability. In its sheer
size and complexity, with its 500 different
spigots, the current multi-billion dollar
categorical aid system defles both Presi-
dential and Congressional oversight. Under
this system, authority rests in the hidden
hands of thousands of program administra-
tors who run the system by spawning a
vast jungle of regulation that serves as an
almost impenetrable obstacle to efficient state
and local use of Federal ald dollars.

Presldential and Congressional control over
this sprawling system has steadily slipped
away. Increasingly, the Congress has relied
on trust funds, long term contract author-
izations, and debt service grants to help fi-
nance highways, airports, mass transit fa-
cilities, college housing, and public housing
units. The great gap between Federal ald
promises (program authorizations) and
funding performance (annual appropria-
tions) has been one of the strongest factors
behind the demand that Congress make the
funding of these and other capital facility
programs far more certain, We have paid an
extremely high price for that certainty—as
the President and the Congressional appro-
priations committees have been stripped of
much of their annual budgetary control over
these categorical aid programs.

In a real sense, then, neither the Congress
nor the President nor the Federal bureau-
crats down the line are capable of being
really accountable or responsive to the mass
of citizens who are affected by their actions.

As President Nixon put it in his Message,
“accountability really depends, in the end,
on accessibility—on how easily a given of-
ficial can be held responsible for his spend-
ing decisions.” The crucial question is thus
not where the money comes from, but
whether the official who spends it can be
made to answer to those who are affected
by the cholces he makes. To echo the Presi-
dent: Can the people get their views through
to him? Is the prospect of their future sup-
port a significant incentive for him? Can
they remove him from office if they are un-
happy with his performance? These ques-
tions, quite clearly, are far more likely to
recelve an affirmative answer in a smaller
jurisdiction than in a larger one.

Under revenue sharing, therefore, the po-
litieal accountability of state and local of-
ficials to their electorate would stand as a
powerful and natural defense against waste-
ful fiscal practices. Local policymakers will
fully reallze that, if they fritter away rev-
enue sharing funds, they will be forced to
ask thelr constituents to pay yet higher
taxes.

As an argument agalnst revenue sharing,
therefore, the issue of divorced taxing and
spending and of diminished accountability
slmply does not stand up. It is a false issue
that simply diverts our attention from the
real one—the urgent and overriding need to
relleve the fiscal plight of our states and
localities.

Mr. Chairman, we can no longer ignore
the fiscal crisis threatening our states and
localities—we can no longer delay action on
revenue sharing. I strongly urge prompt
adoption of 8. 3651,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, one very
important factor emerges here which I
think is so related to what I think we
have been arguing in respect of the so-
called social services proposition that I
think it needs to be noted immediately
at the outset.

The committee said—and I use that
word very advisedly and very strongly—
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that it was providing a dividend to the
urban areas out of the $1 billion which
it had inserted in the bill—an amend-
ment to strike that provision was just
defeated—relating to social services
grants, that money being distributed on
an urbanization basis. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, I hasten to point out that this is
nothing but a disguised way of eliminat-
ing any urbanization dividend and strik-
ing out the social services grants provi-
sion, hecause this $1 billion does not add
anything.

In the first place, it is nothing but an
authorization, unlike the rest of the bill,
which is now a direct appropriation, Sen-
ator McCLELLAN's amendment having
been defeated. So the $1 billion is only
an authorization. It is an authorization
only in place of social service grants. It
is not even an authorization in respect
of any urbanization consideration.
Therefore, to flag it as such is entirely
inaccurate and inappropriate.

I noted that in debating the social
services grants proposition just on the
last amendment, the chairman of the
committee (Mr. Lonc) said as follows,
and I give his words as nearly as I got
them as he was speaking: “The $1 bil-
lion was a tradeoff for this social services
program.” Therefore, to pretend for one
minute that this is an effort to adjust to
the problems of the urbanized States is
very misleading.

The fact is that this is the committee’s
effort—ploy, if you will, because that is
what it is—to get rid of social services
grants. They figured as long as they were
doing that they might as well call it an
effort to compensate for urbanization,
which it distinetly is not. It certainly
cannot be that, and the chairman has
already made it clear that it is intended
to be a tradeoff for the social services
program.

So we face a bill which is loaded
heavily against the urbanized States, and
which has no compensatory feature for
them, and which is diametrically opposed
to the House of Representatives bill on
the same subject.

A lot of dazzling rhetoric has passed
into the ReEcorp about the plight of our
cities, and while I strongly agree with my
colleagues on this very important subject,
I shall not endeavor to repeat here what
has been said and what is only too well
known. Indeed, as I said a minute ago,
the Finance Committee recognized the
problem, but did not do anything about
it, when it sought to make us think that
this billion dollars was an urbanization
dividend.

The fact is that the problem of the
cities is not only a problem of the cities
alone but of the State governments with-
in which those cities are contained, for a
major percentage of the budgets of those
States is devoted to aid to cities and other
communities, towns, and villages within
those States. For example, a major in-
crease in the outlay of New York City in
respect of its welfare rolls has had a di-
rect effect upon the budget outlays of the
State of New York, and the existence of
cities and other heavily urbanized areas
within a State has a direct effect on State
outlays for medical care, crime control,
housing, highways, education, and parks,
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But, Mr. President, even this is but
one-half of the grim story. The cost of
providing these increased services is
higher because of the increased costs in
highly urbanized States. For example, the
rent of living quarters averages $20 per
unit more in the urbanized Northeast
than in the South. Urbanized States gen-
erally pay higher wage scales than rural
States. Population migration may seem
like a problem of the cities, but it is a
State problem as well. Migration of the
poor from other States into New York,
for example, has created vast pressures
on the State to supply adequate services
and infrastructure—roads, buildings,
and similar facilities. During the past
decade, the population of New York
alone has grown by an amount equal to
the entire population of Nebraska and
many of the in-migrants settle in urban-
ized areas within the State of New York.

To be sure, many of them are also
taxpayers, but it is common knowledge
that the tax base has not kept up with
the staggering demand of providing a
large capital investment plan for the
services which such growth requires.

Mr. President, the problems of New
York only mirror the problems of almost
every other State of the Nation. The
problems of urbanization are not con-
fined to a few industrialized States in the
North or Northeast. The Census Bureau
recognizes the fact of urbanized areas in
Utah, North Dakota, Wyoming, and
Idaho. For this reason my staff's projec-
tions show that during the 5-year period
of this bill, assuming constant conditions
as we face them now, a majority of the
States will benefit from this urbaniza-
tion amendment.

Another important point, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that the definition “urbanized
population” includes—Mr. President, may
we have order? There are not many Sen-
ators to listen, but let me at least hope
those who are here will allow me to
speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator may proceed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the defini-
tion of “urbanized population” includes
our Nation’s suburbs, and it is most im-
portant to include in the REcorp some
corrective remarks about our so-called
rich suburbs. Economists are beginning
to find that many of our suburbs are los-
ing their former function as bedroom
communities for wealthy city workers,
and are becoming cities in their own
right, with all of the problems of the
cities. This has been caused, in part, by
the problems of the central cities them-
selves in not being able to provide the
jobs that our burgeoning suburbs re-
quire, and in part by the simple fact
of economics that any large and growing
community eventually establishes its own
industrial base.

Let us see what has happened in those
allegedly rich suburban communities
outside, for example, my own New York
City. They are very well known through-
out the country. Suffolk and Nassau
Counties are Long Island areas outside of
New York City, which is also partly on
Long Island.

The population of those two counties is
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over 2.5 million. Over the past year, the
number of unemployed in those two
counties—these rich suburban counties—
has grown up unbelievably, drastically,
and now stands at a staggering high 7.4
percent rate, two percentage points above
the national average. In the last 2
months alone, Mr. President, major com-
panies in the Long Island area have an-
nounced cutbacks or threats of cutbacks
in excess of 1,600 workers.

I realize that you can take almost any
area and find problems there, but I would
not want to leave my colleagues with the
impression which I get from the Finance
Committee’s report that our so-called
well-to-do suburbs do not deserve spe-
cial consideration in a distribution
formula.

Mr. President, may we please have or-
der? I can hardly hear myself, let alone
listening to the conversation of others.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator from New York may pro-
ceed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, what does
the Finance Committee bill do for our
urbanized areas? In the first place, of the
17 jurisdictions receiving less money un-
der the Finance Committee bill than un-
der the House bill, 16 are urbanized
States, with urbanized populations in ex-
cess of 50 percent of their total State
populations. In the aggregate, those 16
urbanized States——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 15 minutes have expired.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself another 10
minutes.

In the aggregate, Mr. President, these
16 urbanized States lose $523,700,000 be-
tween the Finance Committee’s bill and
the House of Representatives bill. Every
year. Let me repeat that, because it is the
key reason for my offering this amend-
ment. Sixteen of the 17 jurisdictions re-
ceiving less money under the Senate Fi-
nance Committee bill than under the
House hill are urbanized, and their urban
populations exceed 50 percent of their
total State populations. Yet it is these
very States that lose $523,700,000 be-
tween the Finance Committee’s bill here
in the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives bill.

Revenue sharing is absolutely essential
to those States, because that is why reve-
nue sharing was originally invented. The
States that do not need it are the ones
that are being loaded with it here; the
States that do need it are not getting it,
and it is highly inequitable and unfair.

To illustrate what the urban dividend
of my amendment would restore, Mr.
President, the same States would recover
$401,400,000 of that loss in the first year,
1972. The urbanized States take the rap
for 10 percent of the whole amount to be
distributed under revenue sharing, to
wit, half a billion dollars out of $5.3 bil-
lion. What my amendment would seek to
restore to them is something in the area
of 8 percent.

In the first place, let me point out that
the Finance Committee struck out com-
pletely in this bill any factor of urbaniza-
tion. The House bill contained a 22-per-
cent factor for urbanization, but the Fi-
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nance Committee struck it out com-
pletely.

Now let us take an example as to three
cities, Mr. President—and I have picked
widely diverse cities, with widely diverse
conditions, all of the same size: Shreve-
port, La., in the home State of the
chairman of the Finance Committee;
Warren, Mich.; and Syracuse, N.Y. Each
of those cities has about the same popu-
lation roughly 180,000. All three, there-
fore, Mr. President, have comparable
problems.

But indeed, one would call the State of
Louisiana, in which Shreveport is located,
less urbanized than the other two, that
is, Michigan and New York, because
Louisiana’s urbanized population is less
than 50 percent of its total State popu-
lation, whereas in Michigan and New
York, the urbanized population is more
than 50 percent of the State's popula-
tion.

Let us see what the Finance Committee
bill does for Shreveport, what it does for
Warren, Mich., and what it does for Syra-
cuse, N.Y.

The Finance Committee bill gives
Shreveport an amount equal to 37.3 per-
cent of Shreveport’s annual hudget. Let
me repeat that. The Finance Committee
bill gives Shreveport, La., 37.3 percent
of its aggregate annual budget.

Now let us turn to Warren, Mich.
The Finance Committee bill gives War-
ren, Mich., less than half of that: 17.4
percent of its budget. And when you get
to Syracuse, N.Y.—which, incidentally,
has a higher unemployment rate than
Shreveport—Syracuse gets 8.3 percent of
its budget—less than one-quarter of
what Shreveport gets, a similar -city,
comparable in size.

That is how this bill has been loaded
most unfairly. Talk about being enraged
to see the list of the figures, Mr. Presi-
dent, on social services grants: I think
this is even more enraging, because
this is not based on any quanfum of ser-
vices or quantum of troubles, but it is
based strictly upon how the committee
divided the money, period. They divided
it most unfairly and most prejudicially to
the urbanized States, and only the State
can correct it. And I hope it will.

Mr. President, the list of cities in New
York, including New York City itself, for
which revenue sharing, as styled by our
Finance Committee, would help by less
than 10 percent of their budget—and let
us remember that 47.3 percent of Shreve-
port, La—is absolutely staggering: Al-
bany, Buffalo, Rochester, Binghamton, to
name but a few major cities in my own
State. That being true, why should Little
Rock, Ark., be helped out to the extent of
442 percent of its budget? Why should
57 of Arkansas’ 65 counties be bumping
against the committee ceiling of 50 per-
cent of their own annual budgets? Even
Wirsur MirLs would not go that far. And
yet that is the situation.

So, Mr. President, these nonurbanized
States have simply been loaded up, in
contrast with the urbanized States. That
is exactly what has happened in this Sen-
ate bill, and we must correct it if we are
going to be fair, because the purpose of
this whole exercise was to deal with the
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grave exigencies which were faced by the
urban centers of the United States; and
the definition of an urbanized State, as I
pointed out a minute ago, is not all that
big. It is a city of 50,000 and its surround-
ing, closely settled territory.

Mr. President, the exercise which I
have gone through illustrates the truly
grave disparities in benefits received by
urban as opposed to rural States under
this bill, and the amendment which I
have proposed would seek, to some ex-
tent, to correct that disparity. It does so
at a minimum cost, considering the im-
mense needs which are involved. It bene-
fits a majority of States both in 1972 and
during the 5-year period of the bill.

Indeed, if you take the first year, when
you do not have this $300 million incre-
ment—this so-called growth inerement
which is cranked into the bill—there are
only three States—Alaska, Wyoming,
and Vermont—which do not benefit di-
rectly from this dividend in the first year.

Mr. President, one other point about
this so-called growth dividend: It will be
noted that the Senate committee in its
report kind of brushed it off, once over,
rather lightly. I invite attention to page
11 of the Senate committee’s report, in
which will be found a paragraph which
deals with the question of the $300 di-
vidend. I should like to read that para-
graph into the REecorp, because it re-
veals very clearly how this bill was load-
ed in respect of the nonurbanized States.

These considerations led the committee to
the conclusion that specific amounts of ald
should be provided both in the case of the
States and the local governments and that
it should be provided for a specific period of
time. As a result, the commitiee set the an-
nual amount of revenue sharing at a spe-
cific figure—starting at the rate of 5.3 bil-
lion in the initial period and increasing by
an additional $300 million a year after the
first full year. While this is the same total
amount of regular revenue sharing funds as
provided by the House bill, as is indicated
below, the committee also provided an addi-
tional §1 billion a year in supplemental shar-
ing grants which replace social service grants
(other than those for child welfare and fam-
ily planning). The committee bill also dif-
fers from the House bill in that the $300 mil-
lion of annual increments are distributed
one-third to BState governments and two-
thirds to the local governments. The House
bill proposes to distribute the entire $300 mil-
lion increment to the States.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself an addi-
tional 5 minutes.

That is the whole way in which this
$300 million is kissed off.

The House report, on the other hand,
related to a totally different fact, on a
totally different premise, which is not
figuring in the Senate bill at all. The
House of Representatives put the $300
million growth increment per annum on
the States, gave it to the States rather
than the localities. It pointed out that
the growth increment was to keep States
which had income taxes from being pe-
nalized by the enactment of income taxes
by other States. In order to be of assist-
ance to the States which had an income
tax, which was a heavy part of the for-
mula of the other body in respect to rev-
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enue sharing, they put in the $300 mil-
lion a year growth increment.

The reason I point that out in such de-
tail is to show that even when it came
to the growth increment, it is the urban
areas that are growing; it is not the non-
urban areas that are growing that fast.
People are moving into the cities in
droves. That is where the problem is.
Even when it came to the growth element
which was going to be cranked into this
bill, again it was loaded strictly in favor
of the nonurbanized States and against
the urbanized States. So that even in
that small respect, no effort whatever
was made to try to deal with this inequity
against the urbanized States, but they
were hit over the head all over again by
the Finance Committee’s formula.

I repeat: Only the Senate itself can
correct this matter. I realize the reluc-
tance of the Senate to put on extraneous
amendments on social security and prop-
erty taxation and many other things.
Indeed, I voted that way and felt that
way myself on this bill, and I voted
against some pet proposals of mine, such
as voter registration, simply because I
think revenue sharing is so critical and
s0 urgent. But this is not that kind of
amendment, nor is it an amendment to
deal with changes in formula, nor is it
very complicated. It is simple. This
amendment simply says that this bill is
loaded against the urbanized States, and
the only way to get some equity in re-
spect of the bill is by reforming in that
way; and the only way I could see to re-
form it so that it was simple and under-
standable and utilized the growth divi-
dend—the growth dividend was for
places that grow, not for places that did
not grow, and that is exactly what is hap-
pening to these urban areas. They are
the ones that are growing. So by crank-
ing in the growth dividend, it was pos-
sible to give this dividend annually to
the urbanized States and at the same
time not to increase materially the
amount of the bill—the aggregate in-
crease is $1.5 billion—and not to disturb
materially, outside of the growth divi-
dend, what the nonurbanized States are
getting under the bill.

Mr. President, one last word. It is al-
ways a popular sport around here to haul
New York up on the carpet. Incidentally,
I might say that as time goes on, Texas,
California, and perhaps a few other
States will get it, too. But it is always
a popular pastime to haul New York up
on the carpet. They got this and that
and the other. Never is anybody very
interested in what they spend and what
they pay to the Federal Government and
what the Federal Government returns.
That never enters into the calculation at
all. New York is and was and continues
to be—and, so far as we can see, will con-
tinue to be, for a long time to come—
the biggest loser on the exchange in
terms of volume and percentage.

We would be in fine shape if we were
the United States of New York. But that
is ridiculous, of course. It is just out of
the question. Nevertheless, that is the
way to look at it. You look at everything
they get, but not what they put in.

A former colleague of mine, Senator
Keating of New York, once voted against
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a highly desirable education measure
which I was for. It was a very embarrass-
ing political development to me, because
he pointed out—and he was right—that
New York got thoroughly trimmed in
terms of what it sends down here and
what it gets back under the allocation of
that bill.

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

Mr, JAVITS. I yield myself an addi-
tional 3 minutes.

That does not just happen in respect
of one program. It happens in respect of
250 programs. All kinds of formulas are
written in which, when you reflect upon
what we pay and what we get, are ex-
tremely unfair to us.

It is something like the Hill-Burton
formula, which doubles a particular ratio
so that it operates against States like
New York. It has been going on for years
and years and has paid out hundreds of
millions of dollars in respect of hospital
construction, which we need as badly as
anybody else.

So I am not a bit intimidated by that,
and I hope Congress will not be. These
are ancient days, characterized by the
cry of “Hey, Rube!” of long ago, and I do
not think by colleagues are going to be
panicked by that in 1972.

Mr. President, I think that what I
have said bespeaks the honest analysis
of this bill. The pendulum has swung too
far in the Senate’s bill against the
urbanized States. The pendulum must be
brought somewhat back. I have offered
to the Senate a means by which it can
be brought back to some extent. I repeat
that my amendment would restore $400
million to the urbanized States, roughly,
as against the $525 million difference, for
them, between the House bill and the
Senate bill. It restores less.

Second, that it does not add greatly to
the cost of the bill, $1.5 billion out of
almost a $30 billion, anyhow, because
it utilizes the growth dividend. I point
out that in the House the growth div-
idend was directed toward dealing
with inequities for income for States
which had an income tax. Here the
growth item, $300 million, was simply
loaded more against the urbanized States
than before, It is called the same thing
and is the same amount but it is only
a cover for loading the bill even worse
against the urbanized States.

I hope, on this vote, that we have a
kind of way for ideas to travel here, even
if Senators are not in the Chamber, by
some kind of intellectual osmosis, of
which we are all aware, that somehow
or other they will all know about it.

I hope, of course, that Senators will
look at the chart and will consult the fi-
nancial interests of their States and not
be dissuaded or distracted by generalized
arguments, but will look at what it means
in hard dollars and cents; because I can
assure them that Senators from the non-
urbanized States do that 365 days a year
with the greatest of care. We should take
our experience from them, at least on
this measure, which is strictly a division
of money—no prineiples involved—but a
division of money, and we should look at
it ourselves with that very clear eye.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
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reason I rise is that the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. JaviTs) is
making a dramatic and emphatic state-
ment of his position and has kept look-
ing at the Senator from Rhode Island.
I suspect it was in the hope that it
would provoke me to rise and speak out.

I merely want to say at the outset,
without any disrespect or any ulterior
motive, that 13 members of the Finance
Committee will profit by the new for-
mula suggested by the committee—13
members out of a membership of 16.

I realize there is always a parochial
position to consider, even affecting a U.S.
Senator. We realize that we have to be
elected to this office by the people of our
States, even though we are U.S. Sena-
tors. But I would invite the attention of
those who come from the rural areas to
the fact that we in the urbanized areas
have always been amenable to legisla-
tion that has to do with subsidies on
agricultural products, even though in
many instances it meant that the con-
sumer would have to pay a little more
for his fruit, his produce, and also for
his meat.

Now the distinguished Senator from
New York has made what I believe to be
a rational argument. What we are say-
ing is that much of the trouble which
confronts the country today has sprung
up in the urbanized areas. Right or
wrong, something needs to be done about
it. In many of these areas they are hard
pressed for money. The country has now
recognized the fact that there has to be
some sharing of the revenues collected
by the Federal Government. I think we
are all for that. The only trouble comes,
in deciding what the formula should be.

The House did pass a formula which
in my particular case meant that Rhode
Island would get $3 million more under
the House formula than under the Sen-
ate formula. When I called that to the
attention of the chairman of the com-
mittee and I told him that we were going
to make quite a discussion of that on the
floor, I understand that the committee
made amendments on the matter of
social services, which means in dollars
and cents that we might get the same.
But the fact remains that the formula is
somewhat unfair to the urbanized areas.

I want to congratulate the distin-
guished Senator from New York for his
amendment. I realize that it is destined
to defeat, just like the amendment sug-
gested by the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut. We are pleading but our
words are falling on deaf ears.

I am a little surprised that the Sen-
ate committee did go as far as it did in
changing the formula. So far as I am
concerned, it will always be a source of
discontent on my part that the formula
was changed to aid 13 of the 16 members
of the Finance Committee of the Senate.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from Rhode Island very much. I owe him
an explanation. I have myself, and so
have members of the Finance Committee
and others, often acted against our own
parochial interests and I was not mean-
ing to imply that. If I did, I withdraw it
and I apologize for it. But I feel, on the
facts and the figures, that a serious bias
is created against the urbanized State. I
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think we have a right here in order to
break through the thinking—as the Sen-
ator says, there is a lot of apathy on this
anyhow—to make it as dramatic as we
can,

One thing I should note to the Senator,
especially as we both have served here a
long time together, is that he has often
voted for measures which were not
necessarily loaded in favor of his partice-
ular State. I have, too—very frequently.

I should like to give the Senate an illus-
tration of that.

With regard to the conference on the
antipoverty bill, I allowed to be stricken
from the bill a provision dealing with a
certain type of housing in slum areas in
the cities, in order to help a similar pro-
vision which came over from the House
about slum areas in rural parts of the
United States, in the hope that from
some other housing project we would be
able to help the cities.

That is one illustration of many.

The example I gave of former Sena-
tor Keating and myself parting com-
pany on an education bill which was
heavily against New York in its formula
is also germane. I voted for that bill. In-
deed, I was its principal protagonist. I un-
derstand that and I accept it. I am proud
of it in my legislative career.

All T argue is, when many States come
along, on what is a transfer of dollars
and cents from one area—to wit, the
Federal Government—to States and cit-
ies whose needs are so urgent, that the
formula should at least accommodate
the place of urgent need which gave rise
to the whole concept, rather than being
loaded, as I see it, expressly against the
very urbanized areas.

For these reasons, Mr, President, I
hope that my amendment will be agreed
to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I am
not apologizing for anything I have said.
All I am saying is that I thought the
formula instituted by the House was a
good one and if we had adopted it, I do
not think we would have had the fracas
on the floor of the Senate we have had
these several weeks.

Mr. JAVITS. Not at all.

Mr. PASTORE. All I am saying is that
it is a rare situation, indeed, when 13
members of a 16-member committee will
profit more from the Senate formula
than they would from the House
formula.

I realize that the composition of the
Senate is different from the composition
of the House.

I also realize that whether we come
from an urban area that is large, or an
area that is small, the whole science
behind the democratic process is to give
each State equal representation in the
Senate. I understand that completely. I
am not disputing that for one moment.
I do not want to change it. But I am
talking about conscience, the troubles in
America that occur are in the urban
areas. That is where the drug addiction
is. That is where the trouble is. That is
where the ghettos are. That is where the
money belongs I am saying that any time
we begin to tamper with that, we take
more from them. Therefore, we are act-
ing counterproductively.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank
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the Senator from Rhode Island very
much. I reserve the remainder of my
time.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may require to the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am
about to read some figures that may sur-
prise my friends, the Senators from New
York and Rhode Island.

New York City under the House bill
would receive $20.12 per capita; under
the Senate bill it would get $33.13 per
capita. The Senate bill increases the
amount.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, that is
after having added extra money for social
services. Am I right or wrong?

Mr, BENNETT. It is included. How-
ever, this is an increase of 65 percent,
and since the supplemental amount is
an increase of only 19 percent, this alone
cannot account for more than a minor
portion of the increase for New York
City under the committee action.

Mr. PASTORE. However, the answer to
the question that I ask categorieally is
that this is after I had complained to the
chairman of the committee and it went
back into conference and added social
services. That is when the change was
made. Moreover, when we go into con-
ference with the House, I do not know
what will happen to the money.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the change
in the formula caused New York City to
get a lot more money. And that was
before the Senator ever complained about
it, because after taking inverse income
and tax effort into consideration, New
York City and practically every other big
city got a lot more money. The affluent
suburbs got less.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, may I
ask a question categorically of both
Senators. Is it not true that Rhode Is-
land got $26 million under the House
formula, and did Rhode Island not end
up with $23 million under the Senate
formula?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the im-
portant thing here is that the Senator
from New York has complained that we
have short-changed the big cities where
the ghettos are and where the problems
are. If the Senator will permit me, I
would like to read into the Recorp the
differences between the House bill and
the Senate bill for the larger cities in
the United States.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, would the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BENNETT. No. I want to finish my
statement.

Mr. JAVITS. I am sorry. I challenge
every one of those figures, and I will do
it on my own time.

Mr. BENNETT. That is all right.

Under the House bill, Los Angeles
would receive $10.55 per capita. Under
the committee bill, it would receive
$14.58.

Under the House bill, S8an Francisco
would receive $19.59. Under the Senate
bill, the figure would be $31.21.

Chicago under the House bill would
receive $17.49. Under the Senate bill, it
would be $23.75.

New Orleans would receive $21.70 un-
der the House bill. Under the Senate bill
it would receive $30.38.
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Baton Rouge, which the Senator from
New York mentioned, would receive
$20.15 under the House bill. Under the
Senate bill, it would receive $23.16.

Baltimore under the House bill would
receive $21.37. Under the Senate bill, it
would receive $28.66.

St. Louis, under the House bill, would
receive $21.39. Under the Senate bill, it
would receive $26.84.

Newark, under the House bill, would
receive $15.89. Under the Senate bill it
would receive $26.03.

New York City, as I said, under the
House bill, would receive $20.12. Under
the Senate bill it would receive $33.13.

Buffalo, under the House bill, would
receive $14.71. Under the Senate bill it
would receive $16.74.

Cleveland, under the House bill, would
receive $15.36. Under the Senate bill, it
would receive $21.83.

Portland, under the House bill, would
receive $18.52. Under the Senate bill it
would receive $27.29.

Philadelphia, under the House bill,
would receive $21.21. Under the Senate
bill it would receive $28.49.

Under the House bill, Providence, R.I.,
would receive $22.67. Under the Senate
bill it would receive $29.80.

Mr. PASTORE. At that point, would
the Senator yield, having mentioned
Providence?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Now, what would
Rhode Island get under the House bill
and what would Rhode Island get under
the original version of the Senate bill
until it was increased?

Mr. BENNETT. I do not have those
figures.

Mr. PASTORE. I will give them.

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator has al-
ready given them.

Mr. PASTORE. I will repeat them.
Under the House language, Rhode Island
would receive $26 million, Under the
Senate bill in its original form, it would
receive $23 million. We lost $3 million.
Does the Senate blame me for rising and
making a point of it as the Senator from
Utah would rise up if Utah were to lose
$3 million because of a change in the
formula?

Mr. BENNETT. I do not blame the
Senator. However, I think the point has
to be made.

Mr. PASTORE. That the Senator gets
more than I get?

Mr. BENNETT. No, that we have in-
creased the funds for the urban areas,
which is supposed to be the purpose of
the amendment of the Senator from New
York. Some centers in Rhode Island are
not urban. However, for Providence, R.I.,
it was increased.

Seattle under the House bill would re-
ceive $19.99. Under the Senate bill it
would receive $23.84.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the
Senator yield?
yil\la!r. BENNETT. I would be happy to

eld.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator reviews the history of the way the
bill progressed in the House, he will note
that the administration recommended
that the formula should be based on rel-
ative tax effort.

The House, even though it added $300
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million to the bill, put a factor in there
that had to do with urbanization, which
the administration did not recommend,
and it put in another factor that had to
do with the extent to which a State relies
on personal income tax. By doing so, it
came out with a formula which, even
though it had put in an additional $300
million, caused 29 States—more than
half of them—to do worse than the ad-
ministration’s initial recommendation on
the formula.

We in the Senate proceeded to adopt
a simple formula which the administra-
tion now tells us is better than the one
they suggested to begin with.

We considered factors that caused the
poor to do better because they are poor.
We also considered the relative tax ef-
fort, which the administration suggested.

By doing that we found that two-
thirds of the States would do better than
they would by the House bill.

Having agreed to that by a 2-to-1
margin, the Finance Committee then
proceeded to feel that we would be justi-
fied in adding $1 billion to revenue shar-
ing because we recommended a cutback
of the program which we hoped would
save the country a lot of money. And
even though we had enough votes by a
3-to-1 margin to vote that measure
down, we agreed to distribute 15.9 per-
cent of the money on the urbanization
formula, and those who complained now
find it to be the most advantageous thing
that they could have.

It was said that they did not think it
could be justified other than on the basis
of a trade off on social services because
some of the big urban States had been
receiving the largest grants in the social
services program.

However, when we put that $1 billion
on the bill, the majority of the Senators
on the committee, when they increased
that distribution formula, were voting
for their States getting less so that other
States could get more. While some may
complain about it, there was a great deal
of statesmanship in that effort to add $1
billion.

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

Mr. BENNETT. After I finish my pres-
entation, I would then be glad to do so. I
point out to the Senator from New York
that New York City under the House bill
would receive $20.12 per capita. Under
the Senate bill, without the social serv-
ices supplementary grants, it would re-
ceive $26.88 per capita, and with the so-
cial services funds, it would receive
$33.13 per capita. So we increased the
benefits of citizens of New York, where
the problems are the greatest, by 30 per-
cent, even without the social services
funds.

The Senator from New York has made
another point. He said the growth for-
mula should be where the growth is. I
have in my hand the summary of the
1970 census population. For a rough-
and-ready measure of where the growth
is in the United States I have marked
those States which in 10 years grew more
than 20 percent. New York is not among
them. They are New Hampshire, Dela-
ware, Maryland, Florida, Colorado, Ari-
zona, Nevada, California, Alaska, and
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Hawaii. If they are going to put the
growth money where the growth is, and
this is where the money should go, most
of these States are in the West and
Southwest. The Senators who have spok-
en for the amendment will recognize that
most of the high-growth States are rural
and will probably state that they already
get too much benefit from the Federal
Government and, therefore, should not
share in this program.

May I say to the Senator from Rhode
Island that in the House Providence got
$22.67 per capita and under the Finance
Committee bill, without social services,
the figure is $23.49. So where the real ur-
ban problem is present in Rhode Island,
we did raise them high—not as much as
New York, but we increased the amount
in Providence.

Mr. PASTORE. I do not think that he
will like me for saying it, but I must
state the truth, but I do not think the
amendment of the Senator from New
York will carry any more than the
amendment of the Senator from Con-
necticut. I rise at this time to aamonish
the conferees, and I hope they will stand
fast in preserving the social services at
$1 billion, because I think that makes
the difference.

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator can be
sure we will do that. I would like to make
this point.

Try to work out a formula which will
make the representatives of 50 States
and 38,000 communities all feel that they
fared better than somebody else. We did
not sit down and say, “What can we do
for this town and this State?” We worked
out a mathematical formula trying to
weight the factors which were involved.
We felt that the formula we worked out,
which was population weighted by tax
effort and weighted by inverse income,
or the poverty ratio, was as good as we
could come up with.

Mr. PASTORE. If the Senator will
yield, I realize that we cannot satisfy 50
States, but we are a country of over 205
million people. Any formula we adopt is
directed toward the welfare of the people
of all the States.

Mr. BENNETT. I agree completely with
the Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 13 minutes remaining.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 3 minutes.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the argu-
ment we just heard from the Senator
from Utah may go down in history, be-
cause that is pretty much the way the
bill is drafted, as the razzle-dazzle argu-
ment, whereby States receive less even
though the need is more. I tried to catch
the names of the States the Senator read.
The States of California, Delaware,
Hawail, and Maryland get $130 million
less under the bill of the Committee on
Finance than they do under the House
bill. That is $130 million less. These are
the growth States. I have the full list of
States that get taken for $524 million.
But that is $130 million.

The other part of the razzle-dazzle
argument is that they wrote it so that I,
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coming from New York City, would feel
they are getting more money, but the
State is not, and the State does a lot to
support the people. Many places in New
York need money for important services
and are very much harmed by this dis-
tribution. For example, there is a 7-per-
cent unemployment rate in our two so-
called rich counties of Nassau and
Suffolk, Under the House bill Nassau
County would get some $27 million, and
under the Senate bill $16 million. I do
not know how you can trick around that
figure. Suffolk County would get $21 mil-
lion under the House bill and here it
would get $13 million. A whole list of
cities would be similarly situated, such
as Schenectady, Utica, Rome, and Roch-
ester, all of which will get less.

The answer is what has been cranked
in here, and that is why there is the
razzle-dazzle argument for the $1 billion.
It has been cranked in and the cities
have been loaded against the States.
That does not do us any good. What
does do us good is a composite of what
we get.

In my State, the State spends over 50
percent of its revenue for the support
of the cities. What you give in this hand
you take away with the other hand by
sweeping out the whole system and in-
serting $1 billion; you have already taken
away several million dollars from my
State and you are not going to replace
it with revenue-sharing funds no matter
how you compare the situation for New
York City.

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
Pastore) with his great gift for putting
his finger on the main point, has pointed
this out clearly. The fact is that this bill
has been rewritten so that it seriously
prejudices the urbanized States, and
whatever tricks you play with it, it still
does so. It should be corrected.

I do not agree that the Senate will not
vote for this amendment. I do not think
the Senate will refuse to vote for some-
thing that is desirable if it can be proven.
If the Senate rejects this amendment it
is because we have not broken through
with the facts and figures, but on the
merits it does deserve to pass, and I urge
the Senate to agree to the amendment.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

Mr. President, the Senator from Rhode
Island has left the Chamber. I am sorry,
because he mentioned his grief over los-
ing $3 million in the Senate committee
version. I wonder how he would feel if
he lost $92 million under the version of
the bill reported by the committee. That
is what happened to the State of Ohio
under this bill. That is why I offered an
amendment the other day to correct the
situation.

My purpose today in this brief period
is to try to ask the chairman of the com-
mittee and the ranking minority mem-
ber to explain why they have applied the
formula they arrived at, because it seems
to me that the Senator from New York
made some excellent points as to the im-
propriety of the formula and its applica-
tion insofar as the genuine needs of re-
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venue sharing we are considering at this
time, to do something about the prob-
lems of urban America.

I understand the three factors that
were used but why multiply them by
each other so that any discrepancy in
one is carried to the ultimate extreme? I
have never seen & formula applied to a
distribution where the factors are multi-
plied three times each other.

Ordinarily you would take one-third
and apply that or some other percentage,
and apply it to certain given percentages,
but here it was necessary to multiply one
factor times another factor times an-
other factor. This resulted in an inequity
and I share the hope of the Senator from
Rhode Island that it will be corrected in
conference.

I think perhaps we can get this bill
straightened out when it gets there. I
have little hope it will be straightened out
here. It appears that the tracks are
pretty well greased to get it through as
it is. But that does not mean we should
not have a full discussion of it here on
the floor, and a discussion of other
formulas that ought to be considered,
before we accept blindly a formula which
makes no sense.

I will be glad to yield to any Senator
to have him explain to me how a formula
was arrived at which involved multipli-
cation of these factors.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may need.

When the bill came to the Senate
Committee on Finance from the House
of Representatives, which held hearings
looking into the matter and the various
formulas, the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance was impressed by the fact that the
richer the States and the richer the sub-
urbs, the more money they received un-
der the bill. Under the same formula of
the House, the poorer the States and the
lower the income of the municipalities
and the States, the less they got.

This struck the Committee on Finance
as being wrong. If we were going to have
a revenue-sharing bill, the Committee
on Finance thought it ought to be a reve-
nue-sharing bill that held the cities that
were poorest, that helped the municipali-
ties that were poorest, that helped the
States that were poorest.

So we changed the formula. What did
we do? We set up a mathematical for-
mula that applied to all 50 States—not
just the States represented by members
of the Finance Committee, but States
represented by every Senator in this
body. Here is what the formula provided:
First, population. Second, it was based on
income in inverse order. In other words,
the poorer they were, the more they got.
Third, it was based on tax effort. In addi-
tion to that, we added $1 billion annually
to be allocated purely on the basis of
urbanization.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. What were the re-
sults? The bill that was sent to us by the
Ways and Means Committee gave 22 per-
cent of the money to urbanization. The
Finance Committee gave 15.9 percent of
the money to urbanization.

The amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from New York would go even be-
yond the Ways and Means Committee
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provision and give 23.2 percent of the
money to urbanization alone. It would
be beyond what the Committee on Ways
and Means sent to the committee origi-
nally

Our staff has studied carefully the
amendment that has been offered by the
distinguished Senator from New York
and here is what it does: The first year
it adds $600 million to the kitty to be
divided. The second year it adds another
$300 million. The third year the figure
stays the same—$900 million. The fourth
year the figure stays the same—$900
million. The fifth year the figure in-
creases to $1.2 billion.

What the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance did was add zero the first year,
except what was in the bill for the first
year. The second year we added $300
million. The third year we added $600
million. The fourth year we added $900
million. The fifth year we added $1.2
hillion.

The Senator from New York has dis-
tributed a formula as to how the money
would be allocated, but that goes only
for the first year. The Senate Committee
on Finance has projected it beyond the
first year, and what happens? The third
year the figures were changed substan-
tially. The fourth year 32 States would
receive less money than they would get
under the Finance Committee’s pro-
posal. The fifth year 32 States would get
less money than they get under the Fi-
nance Committee's provision. The staff
has looked at it carefully, and that is the
conclusion they come to. So the situa-
tion is not exactly accurate as stated.

It is difficult to write a formula for an
outlay of $30 billion to 38,000 political
subdivisions of government. One can
write a formula that will show anything
he wants.

I want to say, for the benefit of the
Senator from Rhode Island, that it is
true that perhaps 13 members of the
Finance Committee represent States that
get more money under the Finance
Committee’s version, but it is also true
that 32 States out of 50 get more money.
Some States get less because those States
have a higher per capita income than
other areas. It will be seen that some of
the rich suburbs get less and some of the
rich areas get less, but the poor ghettos
get more.

I ask unanimous consent to insert a
table at this point illustrating that by
the fourth year of the program 32 States
lose under the Javits proposal, not tak-
ing into account the supplementary
grants.

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

UNDER FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL AND SENATOR
JAVITS' PROPOSAL

[In millions of dollars]
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr, TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I just point out that the
Senator has not yet answered in any way
the question I asked, and that is why,
after deciding upon the factors to be
used, it was decided to multiply one fac-
tor by another factor by another factor.
Why was multiplication used rather than
percentages?

Mr. TALMADGE. We thought it was
the best formula to be devised. I do not
know of any better formula to be devised
than population, tax effort, and poverty.

Mr. TAFT. Those are fine, but why
were they multiplied?

Mr. TALMADGE. To arrive at a for-
mula that was reasonable and accurate in
the eyes of the Finance Committee.

Mr. TAFT. Was there any rationale for
that?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. LONG. For the benefit of the Sen-
ator, may I also point out that this for-
mula was at the suggestion of the Sena-
tor from Utah (Mr. BeENNeTT), but the
Senator gave credit to the Treasury De-
partment for suggesting that that would
be the fairest way to do it. We agreed
on it.

At the time we were discussing it, we
talked about whether we should take
poverty or poverty and tax effort and
multiply those, but the Treasury Depart-
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ment said this was the fairest way to do
it. It was suggested that we apply it and
see how it would work among the States,
and we concluded it was the fair way to
do it. That was done not at the suggestion
of the Senator from Georgia or of the
Senator from Louisiana, but at the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Utah, who
can confirm that if he wishes. The Treas-
ury Department suggested that in con-
sidering the poverty factor and multiply-
ing it relative to the population, it would
be fairer if we also took into considera-
tion the tax effort. By multiplying the
two factors, inverse income and tax effort
relative to population, there would be
more impact than merely considering the
two elements as additive factors, because
the two factors interact on each other.

It is amazing how this formula works.
For example, Georgia would be better
off if the formula were applied only on
the basis of poverty. Mississippi would
be better off if it were applied only on the
basis of tax effort, even though it is the
poorest State in the Union.

Persuasive and logical arguments were
made for the urbanized areas. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) is
a most articulate and able Member of this
body, and he was so persuasive that he
persuaded us to add $1 billion, which we
hoped would help extricate us from the
impossible social services fiasco, on the
basis entirely of urbanization. So, inso-
far as the Senator would like us to add
something for the urbanized States, we
did what they would like to have done to
a much higher degree than many of them
realized.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I would confirm what
the chairman said. We worked with the
Treasury. They ran formulas through the
computers night after night. It was the
Treasury’s recommendation that finally
persuaded us to adopt the present
formula.

I would just like to add a litile foot-
note to what the chairman has said. Utah
would fare best if we developed a formula
entirely on urbanized population be-
cause, strange as it sounds, 80 percent
of our people live in five urban communi-
ties. They are not big communities like
New York, but they qualify as urbanized
areas.

The thing is that there are so many
variables, there are so many variations in
local situations, that you will never get
a formula that will make everyone happy.
But as I say, this multiplication idea was
the recommendation of the Treasury De-
partment, after they had run these
things through their computers.

Mr. TAFT. That may be true, but what
is the logic? That is really the question to
which I am speaking. I would be satis-
fied if I knew what the logic was in multi-
plying. It seems to me if there is some
peculiarity in the makeup of some par-
ticular State that is involved here, this
would accelerate it in a way that does not
seem to be justified.

Why did they not use those studies?
They used the population, the inverse
income factor, and the tax effort, and
they are working on that, and all of a
sudden, at the last minute, when the bill
goes to the committee somebody comes
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back here and announces they are going
to multiply one factor times another.

Mr. BENNETT. I think that is a rather
dramatic misexplanation of the way the
committee worked. As I said, we tried
formula after formula, and the compu-
ters worked all night between meetings
to tell us what would be produced by
each suggested formula. Out of all that
came our suggestion to modify it—we
basically started with population, and
then we built on population by multi-
plying it by a factor representing inverse
income, and then multiplying both by a
general tax effort factor.

Mr. TAFT. Why did not the committee
say, “Well, we are going to use the three
factors we are using in the bill. We are
going to take one-third times per capita,
one-third times inverse income, and
one-third times tax effort”?

Mr. TALMADGE. If you multiply the
one by the other, of course, it increases
the impact, and that is why the Senate
Finance Committee did that.

Mr. TAFT. That is exactly the point I
am making. By increasing the impact of
one factor rather than three factors,
you increase the inequities.

Mr. TALMADGE. Those are the fac-
tors we wanted to increase the impact of.
This does not increase inequities unless
you think it is inequitable to help the
poor and those who have a large tax
effort.

Mr. BENNETT. We increased the im-
pact of two factors, inverse income and
tax effort.

Mr. TAFT. I see that the Senator from
Rhode Island is back on the floor, and 1
would like to ask him: I agreed with
him about his 3 million; I want to ask
him whether he would agree with me as
to my 92.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I have the floor. Does the Senator
from Rhode Island ask me to yield
briefly?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I
merely want to say this: I agree with
the Senator from Ohio, but it is a lost
cause.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I have
only one final thing to say. We have
heard much about urbanization here
this evening. That was what the Fi-
nance Committee tried to do, with the
urban areas and allocations to the cities
themselves. The bill sent us by the Ways
and Means Committee gave most of the
money to the urban suburbs. The larger
the city and the more poverty they had,
the less they got. We felt that was wrong.
We looked at some of the rich areas of
California, out where the movie stars
live, and they had the highest per capita
income of any municipality, and we felt
that was wrong. We looked at Beverly
Hills. It was a huge allocation we were
%iving them under the House-passed

ill.

I looked at some of the areas of my own
State. And do you know which munici-
palities got the most? The ones with the
highest per capita income in the State of
Georgia. We did not think that was right.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we do
not have an actor in Rhode Island, but
how come we got more money under the
House bill than under the Senate bill? I
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am not talking about Beverly Hills, but
we do not have one actor in Rhode Is-
land, as far as I know.

Mr. TALMADGE. Maybe their per
capita income is not as high as Beverly
Hills

Mr. PASTORE. I know it is not.

Mr. TALMADGE. But when we started
allocating the money, we gave to Provi-
dence a great deal more money than the
House bill did. Maybe the Senator can
throw some light on it. I am looking at
Rhode Island; what kind of community
is Cranston?

Mr. PASTORE, That is where I live. It
is a fine community.

Mr. TALMADGE. High income?

Mr. PASTORE. Well, no, it is average.

Mr. TALMADGE. We gave Cranston a
little less than what they gave Cranston.
We gave Warwick a little less than what
they gave Warwick. I assume they are
high income areas.

Mr. PASTORE. No, they are not. They
are actually bedroom areas of Providence.

Mr. TALMADGE. Well, the bedroom
areas of Atlanta are the highest per
capita income areas in my State, and I
assume that is what the Senator is talk-
ing about. That is what we were trying
to rectify; so when we were channeling
money to cities, we sent it to the areas
where the ghettos were and the need was
great. I thought the committee acted
wisely, and I hope the Senate will sustain
that action.

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

Mr. TALMADGE, I yield.

Mr. TUNNEY. The Senator mentioned
Beverly Hills and the fact that the movie
stars and rich people live there. I wonder
if the Senator could fell us how California
was benefited by the Finance Committee
bill; the way I read it, we lost more
than $100 million?

Mr. TALMADGE. We used the for-
mula we thought was the wisest. Some
of the States benefited, some did not.
California had one of the highest per
capita incomes in ‘the Union, and that
was one of the reasons they got less un-
der the Finance Committee bill than un-
der the House bill. I think if the Senator
will look at the poorer cities in Califor-
nia, he will find those cities got more
under the Senate committee bill than
under the House-passed bill.

Mr. TUNNEY. But the State of Cali-
fornia also contributes more to the Fed-
eral Treasury than any other State.

Mr. TALMADGE. There is no doubt
about that. If the Senator believes that
the rich ought to get richer and the poor
ought to get poorer, that would make
good sense, but I do not buy that.

Mr. TUNNEY. No, we are not suggest-
ing that the rich ought to get richer and
the poor get poorer, but if you take a
look at the allocations per capita to help
communities through Federal aid, I
think you will find that the States of
Georgia, Louisiana, and Mississippi re-
ceive far more than the State of Cali-
fornia or the State of New York. I just
do not see how we are benefited inas-
much as California loses $100 million un-
der the Finance Committee version of
the bill.

Mr. TALMADGE. I was glad to yield
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to the Senator for a question, but I can-
not yield more of my time for a speech.
We are on limited time.

Mr. TUNNEY. Well, I ended up with a
question.

Mr. TALMADGE. I have answered the
Senator’s question. The Senate Com-
mittee on Finance thought we ought to
allocate the money where the poverty
was, where the people were, and where
the tax effort was, instead of where the
rich suburbs were.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. LONG. It is interesting to note
that with all the complaints, after tak-
ing into account poverty and relative tax
effort, we have yet to see anybody try to
change the formula as to how the money
would be distributed within a State. And
may I say that our study has been apply-
ing the same factors uniformly within
a State that we recommended applying
among the States.

We found that these large cities did
better than they did under the House
bill, even though the State might get
less money. And may I say, applying it
within my own State, although I know
I will have some complaints from about
10 percent of those areas where they
either make a very low tax effort or else
they are well off financially from the per
capita income point of view, so that the
communities would receive less, it makes
sense and it makes for justice as between
a wealthy suburb and the poor central
city. The poor central city ought to get
the help. I do not know whether every-
one has had the experience that I have
had of living in rural areas as well as
in the cities. I have lived both ways
many times in my life.

Somebody, sometime, ought to say a
good word for a fellow who does not
have a sidewalk, who does not have a
sanitary sewer, who does not have a
paved street, who does not have any of
these things, who is lucky to get an REA
powerline, and about half the time when
you get a high windstorm down that
comes.

So that there are many things needed
in these rural areas that deserve some
consideration. Why have so many people
moved away? Because there is so little
to offer out there in the way of public
services. Somebody ought to think about
some of those people, because people like
that exist in every State of the Union,
with very few exceptions.

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the
Senator.

Mr. President, the staff just handed
me some computations. If the amend-
ments offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York is agreed to, of the
10 richest States in the United States,
every one except Alaska, will get an in-
crease. Of the 10 poorest States in the
Union, under the amendment offered by
the Senator from New York, every one
of them will be cut.

So this is the same theory that the
Ways and Means Committee sent us:
The richer the State, the more you give
them; the poorer the State, the more you
take away from them.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent that this table be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows: :
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Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think the Recorp should show
this: The measure which came to the
Senate Finance Committee from the
House of Representatives provided that
40 percent of all the funds would go to
five States—New York, California, Illi-
nois, Michigan, and Pennsylvania. Even
under the Finance Committee proposal,
35 percent of all the funds would be dis-
tributed to those five States. I think it is
important that the Recorp show that,
Mr. President.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from California.
Mr. TUNNEY. I thank the Senator.

In answer to the comment made by the
Senator from Virginia to the effect that
five States would receive 40 percent of
the funds, you have to take a look at the
size of those States. California represents
10 percent of the country; we have 20
million people.

We have areas of extreme poverty in
California. We can bandy about figures
that California has the richest per capita
income of any State. Yet, if we take a
look at California, as I have, if we take a
look at south-central Los Angeles, Oak-
land, and the Central Valley, we see ex-
treme poverty.

Under the Finance Committee version,
the State of California is going to lose
$100 million that it would receive under
the House version of the bill. One of the
areas cut is the State government of
California. The California State govern-
ment has been, perhaps, more farsighted
than any other State in giving assistance
to local communities to help them with
their problems. By cutting the State of
California, what you are doing in effect
is cutting the State's ability to grant re-
lief to local communities.

As I read the Finance Commitiee ver-
sion of the bill, approximately $525 mil-
lion was cut from the industrial States’
entitlements. That might make good
sense to me if I came from a rural State
that was going to receive an additional
$40 million or an additional $60 million.
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But it does not make any sense to me,
representing a State of 21 million people,
10 percent of the population and, by the
way, which contributes a very significant
portion, a disproportionately significant
portion, of Federal revenues that go into
the general revenue fund in order to pro-
vide categorical aid grants in dispro-
portionately large amounts to rural
States.

I do not see how anyone can say that
it is fair to take States like New York
and California, which each have 10 per-
cent of the population, deprive them of
hundreds of millions of dollars and say
that they are being benefited.

I was born in New York. I have been
in northern Manhattan, Harlem, and
Brooklyn. You see some of the most
impoverished areas of the world there. I
do not know how many Senators have
had the opportunity to travel through
those areas. They are asphalt jungles in
the extreme.

I think that to cut a State like New
York or a State like California to the
degree that the Finance Committee did
does not make sense, in the name of
humanity.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, TUNNEY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. What percentage of the
population does California have?

Mr. TUNNEY. About 10 percent of the
country.

Mr. LONG. California gets 10 perecent
of the funds under this bill. I do not
know why California is complaining. Is
the Senator contending that the wealthy
ought to get more and the poor relatively
less?

Mr. TUNNEY. No. I am saying that
we have to take a look at California’s
poor population. California has a couple
of million senior citizens who are des-
perately poor. Many of them come from
other States to California, where they
are expecting the State to provide serv-
ices, even though they had never con-
tributed to the State in the way of taxes
during their productive years. States like
California and Florida, for example,
have had to pick up a substantial portion
of the welfare burden because other
States have not done the job. We have
significantly higher welfare payments
than other States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
yielded the Senator from California by
the Senator from New York has expired.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 1 minute.

California has a per capita income of
$3,632 as against an average of $3,134
for the United States as a whole. So Cali-
fornia’s per capita income is 16 percent
above the average of that of the United
States, which of course adds to Califor-
nia’'s ability to help the poor. The Sena-
tor is very much interested in helping
them, and so am I. I have sponsored
amendments that would give California a
great deal more money than would go to
Louisiana, and sometimes I have had
difficulty persuading California Sena-
tors—not the present Senator from Cali-
fornia—to vote for that kind of amend-
ment. We will be doing more of that.

In terms of revenue sharing, it seems
to me that with more than the national
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per capita income and 10 percent of the
population, if the State gets about 10 per-
cent of the money provided, the State is
doing very well.

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

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator from
California was not in the Chamber when
I read the figures for the city of Los
Angeles and the city of San Francisco.
Under the House bill, the city of Los
Angeles got $10.55 per captia. Under the
Senate bill, it gets $14.58 per capita. San
Francisco runs from $19.59 fo $31.21.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
tell the minority leader, under the cir-
cumstances, that I would be compelled
to offer an amendment to the amend-
ment, in order to get more time, so that
I may have an understanding as to when
we are likely to vote.

The two things I should like to call to
the Senator's attention, because he has
brought them out very admirably, are
these: All these things being quoted are
what go to a particular municipality
which may get more or less, depending
on many factors. But as to what a State
can do for the cities—it does a great deal,
of course—they get less. You cannot
shine this mirror into your eyes so that
you do not see anything.

The second point is this: All these
figures, including those cited by Senator
TaLmabpcE, trying to tell us that 32 States
get less after the first year, is because
they crank in this billion dollars. That
is the biggest phony of all, because they
are taking away with the one hand per-
haps $3 billion and they are just author-
izing a billion dollars. Then you are sup-
posed to take that; that is your urban
dividend. Again, that mirror shines in
your eyes so that you do not see any-
thing.

We are U.S. Senators; we are not chil-
dren. The fact is that you will get less,
a great deal less, and this bill is loaded
against you, and it should not be. This
is revenue sharing. So who puts up the
revenue is very important. This is not
some bill about rivers and harbors or
health. It is revenue sharing.

I do not agree with Senator PASTORE.
I do not give this up at all. I think we
ought to fight like tigers here. A major-
ity of the States of the United States
are being prejudiced. There is a bias in
this bill against them. We should over-
turn it. If we have the votes, let us do it.
If we do not, we should be held account-
able, every one of us, by the people of
the States.

Mr. TUNNEY. I do not know what the
situation is in other States, but in Cali-
fornia, the city of Los Angeles has no wel-
fare responsibility. It is the county of
Los Angeles that has the welfare respon-
sibility. So the fact that we give to the
city of Los Angeles additional sums and
at the same time we take away from the
State government $100 million, in effect
is, as the Senator from New York sug-
gests, playing with mirrors, because in
California the net loss is $100 million,
and 21 million people are suffering as a
consequence.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor wishes, he can have some of my time.
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I have 23 minutes and I would be glad to
let him have half.

Permit me to say, first, that I do not
for one moment agree that there was
ever any justice, any equity, or any fair-
ness in the House decision to distribute
this money so that a wealthy State would
receive more money than a poorer State
because there were a higher percentage
of people in that relatively wealthy State
who lived in its cities. It seemed to me
that was irrelevant. If we look at the
State which I have the honor to repre-
sent—if we look at the living conditions
in the rural areas—and I have lived in
the rural areas of other States than the
great State of Louisiana, I have observed
how the people live there—generally
speaking, in rural areas the working
population probably needs help even
more than the areas to which the people
in the rural areas are now moving—mov-
ing, poor though they may be, to the
central cities. They move there because
the people are finding conditions better
in the central cities than in the rural
areas; otherwise they would not have
moved.

We cannot ignore the poor rural areas
if we are going to be fair to them, which
we did with regard to every State in the
Union except four, and by the time we
were through, adding an additional §1
billion which was on an urbanized
formula. It was there, and we could jus-
tify that, because we were looking on it
as a trade which was closing in on some
of the abuses of the social services pro-
grams which had developed. So that we
felt, on that basis, we could justify put-
ting it on the urbanized formula. By the
time we look at the additional amount,
the large States did well compared to the
House bill. So that a great State like Cali-
fornia actually receives $35 million more
than it did under the House bill.

I would be frank to say I am not say-
ing we did not add $1 billion to the bill.
We undoubtedly did. We did it in a way
calculated to benefit California the most.
If there was any discrimination, that is
where it was, frankly, Senator. There is a
lot more logic, and also the votes, to sup-
port the formula we agreed to in the
committee.

If we had tried to put this entire
amount on a formula distributing that
money on the basis of urbanization,
someone would have given us a poverty
formula or a relative tax effort formula
to begin with, and our committee would
have been ignored. We added to the for-
mula close to what the administration
recommended. We did the best we could
in trying to see that the States would do
no worse. I regret that New York did not
do quite as well, but New York was well
taken care of by the House when the ad-
ministration recommendation was shift-
ed, so that even though they added the
$300 million to the bill, 29 States did
worse than under the administration's
recommendations. That cannot be justi-
fied to the Senate. It can be supported
in the House because the large States
have large delegations down there.

Mr. TUNNEY. Under the Senate bill,
which includes $1 billion in social serv-
ices, California receives slightly more
than under the House bill; but the net ef-
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fect of it is to take away from the States
between $2.5 billion to $3 billion in social
services under the Social Security Act,
and give $1 billion to the States in return.
California, as an example, with its 21 mil-
lion citizens, would have received this
year, under the open-ended program—
and I do not believe in an open-ended ap-
propriation for social services—$271 mil-
lion, up $21 million from last year. Our
share of the $1 billion available for social
services is only $134 million. There is,
therefore, a net loss of about $137 million
not taking into account child care and
family planning. California loses close to
a quarter of a billion dollars.

Mr. LONG. That is just one way of
looking at it, Senator. On page 4 of the
committee report, in the table, it says,
administration recommends revenue
sharing for New York, $534 million. That
bill recommends $625 million. That is
more than $90 million above what the
administration recommended. The only
reason I would think that New York
would be heard to complain was that the
House jumped that $534 million figure to
$649 million, which is $115 million more
than the administration recommended.
We do not think that can be justified on
any basis whatever. That is a difference
of opinion.

Now look at the California figures.
California was recommended for $590
million by the administration. The com-
mittee bill recommended $644 million,
$54 million above what the administra-
tion recommended. I would think that
there would be little to complain about
on that, if the House had not already
raised it—without adding as much as we
did to the bill—up to $610 million.

So that what the State would get is
substantially beyvond what the figures of
the administration recommended.

The Senator’s State may not be en-
tirely satisfied that we did not do the
best we could, but taking all the factors
of equity into account——

Mr. TUNNEY. I believe that I know
why. The Senator worked out that for-
mula. I have great sympathy for the
problems the Senator has in his State, as
well as all the other rural States in the
South and Midwest. It seems to me that
where we have a revenue-sharing bill
which makes money available to a State
to enable it to be of greater service, we
must recognize the special circumstances
of the large States. We have higher wel-
fare payments due to our higher stand-
ards of living, and people have emigrated
to those States, even though they have
not contributed in the slightest to the tax
revenues in the past. They expect their
local governmental agencies to provide
them with assistance and services. Under
the Senate version of the bill, the effect
is to take away the $137 million in social
services because social services are elimi-
nated and we are given only $510 million
under the revenue-sharing provisions.
Insofar as the House bill is concerned,
we have lost $100 million. So, in essence,
if the Senate Finance Committee version
of the legislation passes, California will
lose approximately $237 million that it
would have received under the House
version of the bill.

I believe strongly that there should be
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a limit on social services. I believe that
$2.5 billion or $3 billion or $3.6 billion
makes a lot of sense. The $1 billion limit
is just not adequate, particularly in
California. Local and Stute governments
will be required to pay the additional
$150 million to bring it tc an even level.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, with regard
to these welfare expenditures, that is a
different subject. That is covered more
fully in HR. 1. That will be considered
in the future. When the Senator sees
the report on it, I know that the way it
stands now, California is one of the
States that gets the largest amounts in
that measure because California is doing
a lot in that area. I do not think that the
Senator will be disappointed with the
way California makes out in that bill,
at least as far as the committee recom-
mendations are concerned. Nor do I
think that the Senator should really feel
very badly about the fact that his State,
with just under 10 percent of the popula-
tion and 16 percent above the average
income, receives just over 10 percent of
the money under the bill.

So, on the whole, with respect to Cali-
fornia, we do not propose to do quite as
well as the House did. We cannot justify
doing what the House did. The House
looked at the personal income taxes and
whether a person does or does not live
in the metropolitan area and shifted
more money to the large metropolitan
States. At the same time, when we take
all factors into account, I believe that
California has been treated very fairly.
And I believe that the figures will speak
for themselves.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield further, I have just
one last point I would like to make. Un-
der the administration proposal, Cali-
fornia would have received $590.2 mil-
lion. Under the Finance Committee pro-
posal, we would receive $510.4 million. So,
we do receive about $80 million less.

Mr. LONG. But the Senator is leaving
out his State’s share of the additional $1
billion.

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes. I am leaving out
social services because the Finance Com-
mittee bill takes away the $250 million
that we are receiving right now for social
service programs.

Mr. LONG. We would not reduce the
money for child care nor family plan-
ning. Your share of that must be some-
thing like a $100 million plus $134 mil-
lion you received under the supplemen-
tary grants. You cannot count this as a
loss on both sides. Also, we have another
bill coming along, H.R. 1, that will pro-
vide a large amount of additional funds
to help the Senator with the welfare
problems and the aged and the family
planning category as well.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, would the
Senator yield? I gather that the Senator
would prefer us to use his time.

Mr. LONG. I am happy to yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield me 10 minutes, I
vield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Ilinois.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining? If I have 10
minutes, the Senator may certainly
have it.
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Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield
me 8 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 11 minutes remaining.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if I have
11 minutes remaining, the Senator may
have the 11 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague.

I think that this colloguy has been
among the most important exchanges
we have had. We are getting down to the
nitty-gritty of the bill. I am delighted
that the Senator from Georgia has re-
turned to the floor, because he raised a
profound guestion.

What other formula could be adopted?
There are an infinite number, And when
some of us support the proposal, we do so
because it is absolutely necessary to do
so. The committee has made it possible
to have this argumentation on the floor.
We would not have been here if the com-
mittee had not met for week after week
of hearings to report the bill. And we did
say that we would take this if it means
taking nothing otherwise. From that
standpoint it is a magnificent bill. How-
ever, we do not want to be steamrollered
in conference because the House has rec-
ognized certain factors that are so im-
portant to all States that they will have
to be taken into account.

I ask the committee why it chose to
ignore income tax as a special factor.
When we give $5 million back to the
States we ought to say what my distin-
guished colleague said last Thursday in a
quotation that I have reference to and
will put in the Recorp tomorrow. The
fact is that his State of Louisiana has
received more. I realize the difficult job
of putting on an income tax. That fact
has destroyed Governors and moved the
people out of office that have proposed
them. However, States have had to do it
because they could not do it on the sales
tax alone. We know how inequitable that
is.

What the House has done, which has
gone further than we have and we recog-
nize the wisdom of it, is to provide a
special incentive to those States and
award those States that have bitten the
bullet and moved forward and started
to hase their future revenue on income
taxes which, as we know, is the only sen-
sible and sound way to finance a govern-
ment. That is the only way we have been
able to finance the Federal Government.
1t is the only way that we have been able
to finance State and local governments.

So I merely ask why the committee did
not take into account the fact that in-
come tax should be set up as the way to
finance Government operations and pro-
vide an incentive for the States to move
forward and reform their own system.

Mr. President, I would like to put in
the Recorp at this time the comments
made by Robert E. Merriam, Chairman
of the Advisory Commission on Intergov-
ernmental Relations.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
comments printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the com-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:
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STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY ROBERT E. MERRIAM,
CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTER-
GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

The Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations has been in the vanguard
of those advocating the revenue sharing idea.
The basis for the Commission’s commitment
to the concept is its belief that revenue shar-
ing will build greater flexlbility into our in-
tergovernmental system—the kind of flexi-
bility that will enable State and local gov=-
ernments to be more responsive to the diverse
conditions and needs in this vast country.
This is, of course, the essence of federalism
and the source of its benefits as a form ot
governmental organization.

As recently as December, 1971, the Com-
mission expressed its appreciation to the
House Ways and Means Committee for re-
solving to make H.R. 11950, the progenitor
of H.R. 14370, its first order of business when
Congress reconvened in January 1972. The
Commission noted at its December 17, 1971,
meeting that from its earliest espousal of
the idea of Federal revenue sharing with
States and localities, “this Commission has
consistently taken the position that the first
order of priority is to establish the principle
of general support payments.” HR. 14370
does this and therefore on behalf of the Com-
mission I can say that it supports this bill.

In addition to being in the vanguard of
those advocating revenue sharing, the Ad-
visory Commission on Inter-governmental
Relations has been in the vanguard of those
advocating more intensive use of the State
personal income tax. While it comes as no
surprise to members of the Advisory Com-
mission that the limited State income tax
incentive provided in H.R. 14370 is under at-
tack, we want the record to show clearly that
ACIR favors the retention of the State in-
come tax incentive.

The case for linking revenue sharing with
encouragement of the State personal income
tax rests on three arguments:

1. Without an inducement to use the per-
sonal income taz, revenue sharing would
tend to undercut State use of this prime tax
source. State legislators, especially those in
the non-income tax States, could be expected
to live in constant hope that even larger
Federal revenue sharing grants will take
them off the fiscal hook. Yet no rhetoric
about the plight of financially hard-pressed
State and local governments can gloss over
the fact that the non-income tax States are
failing to help themselves.

2. The claim that a Federal inceniive for
the use of the State personal income taxr is
“coercive” carries little weight when the in-
ducement is part of a revenue sharing bill,
If Congress is willing to make general sup-
port payments to States and localities, it
becomes quite reasonable for Congress to
enact as part of H.R. 14370 a provision that
would help insure that States tap their own
Income tax potential. s

3. The combination approach—revenue
sharing coupled with a State personal in-
come taz inducement provision—is the best
hope of meeting both the immediate and
long-range fiscal requirement of State and
local governments. H.R. 14370 will provide
high income tax States such as California,
New York, Oregon and Wisconsin immediate
financial aid and long-range assistance in
the form of reduced vulnerability to inter-
state tax competition. The somewhat larger
allocations to income tax States would tend
to prompt non-income tax States, e.g. Con-
necticut, New Jersey, Tennessee and Texas,
to enter the income tax field and the re-
sultant reduction in the vulnerability of
income tax States to interstate tax compe-
tition would then permit States such as New
York to make further use of the personal
income tax.

In summary, HR. 14370—the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act—promotes the in-
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terests of federalism by Introducing both a
badly needed element of flexibility into our
Federal ald arrangements and an incentive
for greater State use of the income tax.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. MERRIAM, CHAIRMAN,

ApvisoRY CoMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN-

MENTAL RELATIONS, BEFORE THE HOUSE

WAYS AND MEANS ComMMITTEE, U.S. HOUSE

OF REPRESENTATIVES, JUNE 14, 1971

Mr. MerrIaM. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

For the record, I have with me William
MacDougall, the Executive Director of the
Commission, a.ad John Shannon, who is As-
sistant Director.

I also for the record make note of Con-
gressman Ullman’s kind remarks and recall
that you, Mr. Chairman, were one of the
original members of this Commission in 1959
when it was formed.

Mr. Percy. Mr, President, I will read three
short sentences.

The case for linking revenue sharing with
encouragement of the State personnel income
tax rests on three arguments:

1. Without an inducement to use the per-
sonal income taz, revenue sharing would tend
to undercut State use of this prime taz
source. State legislators, especially those in
the non-income tax States, could be expected
to live In constant hope that even larger
Federal revenue sharing grants will take them
off the fiscal hook. Yet no rhetoric about the
plight of financially hard-pressed State and
local governments can gloss over the fact
that the non-income tax States are failing
to help themselves.

2. The claim that a Federal incentive for
the use of the State personal income taz is
“coercive” carries little weight when the in-
ducement is part of a revenue sharing bill. If
Congress is willing to make general support
payments to States and localities, it becomes
quite reasonable for Congress to enact as
part of HR. 14370 a provision that would help
insure that States tap their own income tax
potential.

3. The combination approach—revenue
sharing coupled with a State personal in-
come tar inducement provision—is the best
hope of meeting both the immediate and
long-range fiscal requirement of State and
local governments. HR. 14370 will provide
high income tax States such as California,
New York, Oregon and Wisconsin immediate
financial ald and long range assistance in the
form of reduced vulnerability to interstate
tax competition. The somewhat larger allo-
cations to income tax States would tend to
prompt non-income tax States, e.g., Connect-
ieut, New Jersey, Tennessee and Texas, to
enter the income tax field and the resultant
reduction in the vulnerability of income tax
States to interstate tax competition would
then permit States such as New York to make
further use of the personal income tax.

In summary, HR. 14370—the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act—promotes the
interests of federalism by introducing both a
badly needed element of flexibility into our
Federal aid arrangements and an incentive
for greater State use of the income tax.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, that is from
Chairman of the Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I want
to conclude this debate. It has gone
longer than I had expected. It is indic-
ative of the deep feelings existing here
about this matter. The fact is that we
have simply faced an issue that at one
and the same time the social services
proposition is being wired out. And al-
legedly we are gettins an urban dividend
which only replaces it at the most by 40
percent—that is the social services pro-
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vision. And in addition we are asked to
assume that this represents the correc-
tion of a bias against industrialized
States and urbanized States which is
found in the bill.

I do not see how we can do that, espe-
cially as the history of what States re-
ceive shows that they spend a greater
part of what they receive for the bene-
fit of their city areas. And even to gloss
over this by saying that we are some-
what bettering the city areas means that
we should not be taken in by that, be-
cause each of the States I have men-
tioned takes a very material reduction
under this measure.

Mr. President, in conclusion let me say
first there is absolutely no urbaniza-
tion aspect to the Senate formula, not-
withstanding the fact that most of the
population of our country is urbanized
and that urbanized areas exist in a great
majority of our States. This is simply
stricken out. It was in the House bill
but it is not here.

Also, Mr. President, you cannot have
it both ways on the $1 billion. You can-
not argue at one and the same time that
it is a tradeoff for the social services
program and also that it is an urban
dividend on revenue sharing. It will not
stretch that far. Nor do I think we are
going to be bemused by the so-called
cranking in of $1 billion. It may be clever
but I think we have enough brains to
see through it. They have cranked in $1
billion. You may be getting $1 billion
more in this but you may be losing $1
billion or $2 billion or worse in the other
provisions.

So I hope that Senators from States
with wurbanized populations will see
that their interests have not been fairly
served in this bill by this formula, that
the urban dividend I have suggested is
the way to correct that inequity, and that
the Senate will agree to the amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I can un-
derstand why Senators from New York,
Illinois, even California might complain
about the committee recommendation.
But the House committee, and keep in
mind that in the House a large State like
New York has more than 10 times as
many Representatives as a State like
Utah——

Mr. BENNETT. Twenty. ’

Mr. LONG. They have more than 20
times as many Representatives as a State
like Utah, but they do not have any
more Senators than Utah when they
reach the Senate. So they have five times
as many Representatives as Louisiana,
but no more Senators when they reach
the Senate. That was the great compro-
mise to begin with.

Recognizing those factors, let us face
it. The Ways and Means Committee in
the House has to take into consideration
the composition of the House, just as we
who serve on the Committee on Finance
have to take into consideration the com-
position of the Senate.

On the House side, based on a logical
and reasonable formula recommended by
the Nixon administration, they proceeded
to change the formula to help 17 States
and hurt 33 States. Who received the
most help? It was the wealthier States
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and the urbanized States, such as New
York and Illinois.

We on the Senate side would not buy
that formula. How could we? If we came
to a formula on the administration rec-
ommendation and benefited 17 States and
hurt 33 States, we would have been voted
down by a 2-to-1 margin, and we should
have been. We would not be recommend-
ing something the Senate would be will-
ing to buy. We did it the other way
around. We helped 33 States instead of
17, by turning it around the other way
and making it far more in line with the
administration recommendation. The
committee bill was so much in line with
the administration recommendation that
without one word of solicitation by any
member of the committee, the adminis-
tration said that what we did was better
than what they had recommended to
begin with, whereas on the House side
they were told, “Support that concept or
no bill.”

Frankly, when the administration saw
the good way things were going, that we
were considering poverty as the sole fac-
tor, they suggested that to put poverty
together with the tax effort factor would
make better sense.

The same wealthier States said we bet-
ter improve their situation on the theory
that to him who has it shall be given and,
from him who hath not it shall be taken
away. What was left to the rest was taken
from them by the House, and the Finance
Committee in the Senate restored to the
poor States what had been taken away
from them.

REVENUE SHARING MUST GIVE RECOGNITION TO

URBAN PROBLEMS AND EXTENSIVE USE OF IN-
COME TAXES

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I support
the principle contained in amendment
No. 1465 to the Finance Committee ver-
sion of H.R. 14370, the State and Lo-
cal Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972. If this
measure, offered by Senators Javrrs,
MarHIAS, and PErcy, were to be adopted,
“urbanized population” would be ac-
corded greater weight in determining
State allolments of the shared revenues.
This goal could be accomplished without
penalizing the less urban States. The
amendment would increase the cost of
revenue sharing over a 5-year time
period by just $1.5 billion since, except
for the final year, annual increments to
the national revenue-sharing fund would
be eliminated.

Frankly, I am opposed to any increase
over the funding approved by the House.
However, I intend to vote for this amend-
ment with the hope that a way can be
found in conference to attend to urban
needs without expending more total
funds on revenue sharing than were au-
thorized by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee version of H.R. 14370.

I have long endorsed revenue sharing
as an interim measure to relieve the
State-local fiscal crisis. For that reason,
I support the Ways and Means Commit-
tee bill because it terminates revenue
sharing after 5 years. Further, compared
to some other proposals, it directs rela-
tively greater assistance to urban States,
and provides an incentive for the wider
use of State income taxes. The amend-
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ments offered by the Finance Committee
to HR. 14370 would weaken the bill in
these two senses.

Any really constructive program of
revenue sharing, to my mind, must direct
adequate amounts of shared funds into
those States where our great urban cen-
ters are located. The 17 States, plus the
District of Columbia, which receive

- smaller allocations under the Finance

Committee bill, as compared to the Ways
and Means approach, include most of our
great urban States. These States together
contain about 50 percent of the popula-
tion of the United States. While these
States and their cities often have great
economic resources, the public problems
which they face frequently far exceed
these resources. Similarly the costs of
supporting a family are usually higher in
metropolitan areas than outside such
areas. Greater wealth is required to pro-
vide adequate living standards as well as
public services.

The Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations has found that
the per capita cost of providing many
public services increases as a community
becomes larger. In other words, in the
provision of governmental services, there
are diseconomies of scale. Costs of public
services and the number of public em-
ployees per 100 population may be as
much as 50 percent higher in cities of
250,000 population or more as compared
to smaller communities.

These larger governmental expendi-
tures result partly from the greater com-
plexity of life in crowded urban environ-
ments. However, the presence of propor-
tionally larger numbers of poor, mini-

mally educated, older, and nonwhite resi-
dents are important factors which also

influence these outlays. Crime, poor
housing, and unemployment are all
manifestations of the urban social situa-
tion which necessitate great public ex-
penditures.

Not only are the governments of urban
areas faced with public problems of a
magnitude greater than those of most
other areas, but they possess fewer re-
sources to meet them. The bases for prop-
erty and retail sales taxes do not grow as
rapidly in center cities as elsewhere. Yet,
the burdens of taxation, especially that
on real property, often weigh heaviest on
the residents of the inner cities.

State aid, which can help offset these
fiscal disadvantages of big cities, is nor-
mally a smaller contributor to center city
revenues than to those of other com-
munities. The Federal domestic grant
system also delivers on the whole less
per capita aid to the heavily urbanized
regions of the Nation than to those which
are less urbanized.

When State contributions to the Fed-
eral revenues in fiscal year 1970 are com-
pared to benefits {rom Federal grants-
in-aid during that period, it is clear that
money is redistributed away from the
urban States to the poorer rural States.
In many cases, these are the same States
which would be penalized under the pro-
visions of the Senate Finance Committee
revenue-sharing proposal. The loss to my
own State of Dalaware, as compared to
the House form of H.R. 14370, would be
$4.4 million. I do not wish to say that no
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redistribution of resources should take
place within the Federal system or that
rural areas are not plagued by grave
social, economic, and political problems.
Rather, I do urge that the meeting (=
urban needs be a primary goal of revenue
sharing since the problems of nonurban
areas are already the focus of our grants-
in-aid.

The argument has been put forth that
while the Finance Committee’s bill may
not affect urban States as favorably as
the Ways and Means Committee meas-
ure, it put larger portions of State al-
locations in center cities. This contention
overlooks the fact that large percentages
of State funds—over 30 percent—are de-
voted to intergovernmental aid to local
units. The denial of adequate revenue-
sharing funds to urban State govern-
ments will, of course, make it more diffi-
cult for them to direct this assistance to
their cities.

The major city of my State, Wilming-
ton, receives $831,349 less under the Sen-
ate proposal even though an additional
$1 billion “supplemental sharing” money
is included in the national fund by the
Senate committee. Consequently, we in
Delaware have an additional reason to be
concerned with the revised form of HR.
14370. The data found in the Finance
Committee’s report show at least 24 other
cities which represent significant urban
centers within their States also receiving
less money from the Senate formula than
from that of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Urban problems are clearly not re-
stricted to the center cities. America’s
suburbs more and more must undertake
governmental tasks of a magnitude simi-
lar to that of those confronted by the
center cities. These suburban counties
and cities, according to advocates of the
Finance Committee bill, would not fare
well as a result of its pattern of intra-
state distribution.

When assessing the impact of the Fi-
nance Committee bill on States and lo-
calities, it is important to separate the
funds derived from the newly appro-
priated revenue-sharing moneys from
those provided by the $1 billion “supple-
mental sharing grants.”

The “supplemental grants,” to be dis-
tributed on the basis of “urbanized popu-
lation,” are in reality funds which States
are already receiving under the open-
ended social services grant program. The
Finance Committee has movea to set a
$1 billion national limit on expenditures
under this program, excluding child care
and family planning services. I favor a
limitation on the open-endedness of so-
cial service grants, but would apply it to
all elements of the program.

The substitution of *“supplemental
revenue-sharing grants” for the bulk of
the social services program creates one
further difficulty for States and localities.
The bill, as currently structured, would
apportion these grants on a basis of one-
third to States and two-thirds to locali-
ties. Some States, including my own,
place the responsibility for most social
services at the State level of government.
H.R. 14370 as altered by the Senate Com-
mittee would in some cases not put the
supplemental funds in the hands of those
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who have responsibility for social serv-
ices.

The second major weakness of the
revenue-sharing bill presently before the
Senate is that it fails to provide an in-
centive for the wider use at the State
and local levels of the more productive
and equitable personal income tax. It is
only through the use of such modes of
revenue that our States and communi-
ties will be restored to their proper places
of responsibility within the Federal sys-
tem. Currently only about 8 percent of
State and local revenues are derived
from this source.

Revenue sharing without encouraging
the modernization of non-Federal taxes
will do little to free States and localities
from their dependence on Federal funds,
which are frequently encumbered with
complex requirements. It is quite rea-
sonable to assume that revenue-sharing
funds themselves would soon become
subject to extensive Federal regulation,
similar to those applied to grants-in-
aid, once misapplications of the funds
were discovered. Funds obtained as a re-
sult of more extensive use of the income
tax by non-Federal bodies would be
raised and spent at the same level of
government.

This amendment would provide an an-
nual “urban dividend” of $600 million
during the first year of revenue sharing
and $900 million thereafter, to be divided
among the States on the basis of ur-
banized population. Neither “supplemen-
tal grants” nor the local pattern of dis-
tribution would be affected by the meas-
ure. It would allow the great urban
States to receive funds partly in propor-
tion to their wurbanized population.
Frankly, I prefer the House version, but
I commend the senior Senator from
New York for so forcefully arguing the
inequities contained in the Finance Com-
mittee version. As I stated earlier, I am
hopeful that the conference between the
two Houses could find a way to meet the
urban needs without exceeding the total
amount of revenue-sharing funds au-
thorized in the House bill.

I urge Senators to join me in support
of this amendment, which offers an
excellent compromise revenue sharing
package. Such a compromise would per-
mit us to expeditiously deliver badly
needed funds to our States and localities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
New York. 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 California (Mr.
CransTON), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), the Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. HumMPHREY), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov-
ERN), the BSenator from Maine (Mr.
Muskie), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PeLn), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SpargMAN), and the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON) &It neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpPHREY) would vote “yea.”
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Mr. GRIFFIN, I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) ,
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr, BELL-
MoN), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MiriEr), and the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are necessar-
ily absent.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is necessarily absent because of
death in his family.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunoT) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. Arnorr), the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. MiLLEr), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr,
THURMOND) would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 57, as follows:

[No. 414 Leg.]

YEAS—27
Griffin
Hart
Inouye
Javits
Mathias
Mondale
Pastore
Percy
Ribicoff

NAYS—bH7

Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
Gambrell
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen

Roth
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Stevenson
Taft
Tunney
Weicker
Williams

Bayh
Beall
Boggs
Brocke
Buckley
Case
Cook
Cooper
Fong

McIntyre
Metcalfl
Montoya
Moss
Nelson
Packwoeod
Pearson
Proxmire
Randolph
Smith
Spong
Stafford

Alken
Allen
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Brock
Burdick
Byrd, Hartke
Harry F., Jr. Hatfield
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings
Cannon Hruska
Chiles Hughes
Church Jackson Stennis
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Stevens
Curtls Jordan, Idaho Symington
Dole Long Talmadge
Dominick Magnuson Tower
Eagleton Mansfield Young
Eastland McClellan
Edwards McGee

NOT VOTING—I16

Harris Muskie
Humphrey Pell
Kennedy Sparkman
McGovern Thurmond

Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bellmon
Cranston Miller
Goldwater Mundt

So Mr. Javirs' amendment (No. 1465)
was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
will the Senator from Delaware yield to
me before he calls up his amendment?

Mr. ROTH. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
for the information of the Senate, when
I was questioned by the distinguished
Republican leader earlier today, I esti-
mated that we would finish this bill at
1 o'clock tomorrow afternoon. In view
of developments that will not be possible,
but we ought to finish it some time to-
morrow afternoon and dispose of this
bill at that time, and then go back on
the Interim Agreement on Offensive
Weapons.

I thank the distinguished Senator.

AMENDMENT NO. 1505, AS MODIFIED

Mr. ROTH. Madam President, I send
to the desk my amendment No. 1505, as
modified, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. Ep-
WwARDS)., The amendment, as modified,
will be stated.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
Beginning on page 63, line 17, strike out
through page 66, line 23.
On page 67, line 1, strike out “Subtitle C”
and insert in lieu thereof “Subtitle B”.
Beginning on page 100, line 1, strike out
through page 112, line 15, and insert in lieu
thereof the following new title:
“TITLE HI—LIMITATIONS ON GRANTS
FOR SOCIAL SERVICES UNDER PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

“LIMITATIONS ON GRANTS TO STATES

“Sec. 301. (a) Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of section 3(a) (4) and (5), 403(a)
(3) and (5), 1003(a) (3) and (4), 1403(a)
(3) and (4), or 1603 (a) (4) and (5), amounts
payable to any State under any such section
with respect to expenditures incurred for
social services for any calendar quarter com-
mencing after June 30, 1872, shall be reduced
by any such amounts as may be necessary
to assure that the total amount paid to such
State for any fiscal year (commencing with
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1972) under
all of such sections with respect to such
expenditures does not exceed the allotment
of such State for such fiscal year (as deter-
mined under subsection (b)).

“(b) For such fiscal year (commencing
with the fiscal year ending July 1, 1972)
there shall be allotted to each State—

(1) an amount which bears the same
ratlo to $2,750,000,000 as the population of
such State (determined on the basis of the
most recent data avallable from the Bureau
of the Census as of the beginning of such
fiscal year) bears on the population of all
the States (as so determined); and

“(2) in the case of any State whose allot-
ment (as determined under paragraph (1))
is less than the smaller of—

“(A) the total payments received by such
State with respect to social services for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, under all
of the sections of the Soclal Security Act
referred to in subsection (a), or

“(B) $450,000,000,
such additional amount as may be necessary
to bring the total allotment of such State
for such year up to the smaller of the
amounts referred to in clauses (A) and (B),
reduced by such amount as may be necessary
to assure that the total amount allotted to
all States under this paragraph does not
exceed $25,000,000.

“Sec. 302. In addition to any sums other-
wise appropriated, for the purpose of en-
abling the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to make payments to the
States for social services provided under
title I, X, XIV, or XVI or part A of title IV
of the Soclal Security Act, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$160,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973. The sums appropriated under
this sectlon shall be available to the Secre-
tary of HEW for the making of payments to
States with respect to such social services
(including, but not limited to)—

“(1) to insure that no State is paid less
for social services provided under any such
title during the flscal year ending June 30,
1973, than such State recelved for the provi-
sion of such services for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1972, and

*“(2) to provide for making supplemental
payments to States which provide soclal
services under such titles during the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, pursuant to re-
vised plans for the provision of such services
which were submitted to the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare prior to
July 1, 1972, and which have entered into
purchase of service contracts requiring pay-
ments in excess of amounts they would
otherwise receive for the provision of such
services under section 301 of this Act, and

“(3) to make additional payments to
States upon approval of a State plan which
demonstrates a clear and significant cost
benefit, as that term is defined in regulations
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issued subsequent to the passage of this
legislation.

“Sec. 303. For the purposes of this title,
the term ‘State’ means the fifty States and
the Distriet of Columbia."”

AMENDMENT OF AIRPORT AND AIR-
WAY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1970

Mr. CANNON. Madam President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on 8. 3755.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Epwarps) laid before the Senate the
amendments of the House of Represent-
atives to amend the Airport and Airway
Development Act of 1970, as amended, to
increase the United States share of al-
lowable project costs under such Act; to
amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958,
as amended, to prohibit certain State
taxation of persons in air commerce, and
for other purposes, which were to strike
out all after the enacting clause, and in-
sert:

That, during the e¢ighteen-montn period
beginning on the date of enactment of this
Act, no State (or any political subdivision
thereof) shall levy or collect any tax, fee,
or other charge, directly or indirectly, on
persons traveling in interstate, overseas, or
foreign air transportation or on the carriage
of persons in interstate, overseas, or foreign
air transportation.

SEc. (a) The Civil Aeronautics Board shall
conduct a full and complete investigation
of taxes, fees, and other charges levied and
collected by States and their political sub-
divisions, directly or indirectly, on persons
traveling in interstate, overseas, or foreign
air transportation or on the carriage of per-
sons in interstate, overseas, or forelgn air
transportation in order to determine the ef-
fect of such taxes, fees, or other charges on
air transportation in the United States. Not
later than twelve months after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Board shall report
to the President and to the Congress the
results of such investigation, together with
such recommendations as it may deem ap-
propriate.

(b) The Civil Aeronautics Board may se-
cure directly from any department or agency
of the United States information necessary
to enable it to carry out this section. Upon
request of the Board, the head of such de-

‘partment or agency shall furnish the in-

formation so requested.

(e) In the conduct of the investigation re-
quired by this section, the Civil Aeronautics
Board may hold hearings, issue subpenas, ad-
minister oaths, examine witnesses, and
receive evidence in the same manner as pro-
vided by section 1004 of the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1484).

Sec. 3. As used In this Act—

(1) the term “State’” means a State of the
United States, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the District of Columbia, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam; and

(2) the terms “interstate air transporta-
tion”, “overseas air transportation”, and
“foreign air transportation” shall have the
same meaning given such terms by section
101(21) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958
(49 U.S.C. 1301(21) ).

Sec. 4. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums, not to exceed $100,000,
as may be necessary to enable the Civil Aero-
nautics Board to carry out the provisions of
section 2 of this Act.

Sec. 5. The first sentence of section 12(a)
of the Airport and Airway Development Act
of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1712 (a)) is amended by
striking out “two years"” and inserting In
lieu thereof “three years".

And amend the title so as to read: “An

act to provide for a moratorium on State
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taxation of the carriage of persons in air
transportation, and for other purposes.”

Mr. CANNON. Madam President, I ask
that the Senate disagree to the House
amendments and request a conference
with the House of Representatives on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that the Chair be author-
ized to appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MaAGNU-
soN, Mr. CannoN, Mr. HarT, Mr. COTTON,
and Mr. Pearson 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 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.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
for the information of the Senate, there
will be no further votes this evening.

Mr. ROTH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
senior Senator from Ilinois (Mr. PErcY)
be added as a cosponsor of my amend-
ment.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that time
on the pending amendment not begin
running until tomorrow.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
9 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business to-
night, it stand in adjournment until 9
o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, 1t is so ordered.

ORDER VACATING THE ORDER FOR
RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
RIBICOFF TOMORROW AND FOR
HIS RECOGNITION ON WEDNES-
DAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order previously entered recognizing the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RieicorF) for not to exceed 15 min-
utes on tomorrow be vacated, and that he
be recognized instead on Wednesday for
not to exceed 15 minutes immediately
following the recognition of the two
leaders under the standing order.

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

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.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
the disposition of the amendment No.
1505, as modified, by the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. RotH), the distinguished
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy) be
recognized for the purpose of calling up
an amendment No. 1500.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR BENTSEN TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
tomorrow, immediately following the
recognition of the two leaders under the
standing order, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) be rec-
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

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

ORDER TO LAY BEFORE THE SEN-
ATE THE REVENUE SHARING BILL
FOLLOWING THE TRANSACTION
OF ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the recognition of the distin-
guished Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT-
sEN) on tomorrow, there be a period for
transaction of routine morning business
of not to exceed 15 minutes, with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes, at
the conclusion of which the Chair lay
before the Senate H.R. 14370, the reve-
nue sharing bill; that the unfinished
business, Senate Joint Resolution 241,
the Interim Agreement on Offensive
Weapons, be temporarily laid aside, and
that it remain in a temporarily laid aside
status until the close of business tomor-
row or until the disposition of the reve-
nue sharing bill, whichever is the earlier.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Pres-
ident, may we have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

FOR VICTIMS OF CRIME

Mr. ROBERT. C. BYRD. Madam Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent—having
been authorized by the distinguished ma-
jority leader to do so, and affer clearing
this request with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN),
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Erviy), and the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hrusga)—that at such time as the vic-
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tims of crime compensation bill 8. 750,
is laid before the Senate and made the
pending business, there be a time limi-
tation thereon of 114 hours, to be equally
divided between and controlled by the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCreLLAN) and the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) ;
that time on any amendment thereto be
limited to 30 minutes, to be equally di-
vided between the mover of such and the
manager of the bill (Mr. McCLELLAN) ;
that time on any amendment fto an
amendment or in the second degree, de-
batable motion, or appeal, be limited to
20 minutes, to be equally divided between
the mover of such and the mover of the
amendment in the first degree, in the
case of amendments in the second de-
gree; and that in the case of any debat-
able motion or appeal, the time in op-
position thereto be under the control of
the distinguished manager of the bill
(Mr. McCLELLAN) .

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

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ALLEN. Madam President, at this
stage of the proceedings for the la.st. -
days, we have made inquiry of the dis-
tinguished majority leader or the assist-
ant majority leader as to the plans of
the leadership with respect to calling up
H.R. 13915, the antibusing legislation bill.
Each time, it has been pointed out to
the Senate that the scheduling of that
bill is a matter for the joint leadership
to decide, and we have not yet had an
expression from the Republican leader. If
the acting Republican leader would
kindly engage in a colloguy with the Sen-
ator from Alabama, the Senator from
Alabama would appreciate being advised
as to the position of the Republican por-
tion of the joint leadership with respect
to the scheduling of this bill. He would
appreciate an expression from the acting
Republican leader in this regard.

Mr. HANSEN. Madam President, may
I say.that I came on the floor just mo-
mentarily to assist, if I could, in the
handling of the further debate on the
revenue sharing bill. I regret that I am
not prepared to respond to the inquiry
by the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama on the question he has posed. I just
could not venture an opinion.

Mr. ALLEN. Will the distinguished
acting Republican leader be able to en-
lighten the Senate as to whether or not
the Republican leader, the distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScorT)
has been approached by the Democratic
leadership with respect to reaching an
agreement for a recommendation by the
joint leadership on this question?

Mr. HANSEN. I am sorry, Madam
President, to have to respond in the neg-
ative. I do not know whether the minority
leader has been approached.

Mr. ALLEN. I wonder whether the
distinguished Senator could advise the
Senator from Alabama as to the where-
abouts of the distinguished Republi-
can leader, the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. HANSEN. May I say that, as is
rather a common practice, I am sure,
when a bill is being debated for some
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time, as has the bill now before the
Senate, the revenue sharing bill, it has
been the custom for the chairman and
the ranking Republican member to as-
sume leadership positions, as indeed they
have assumed them all day long.

I regret that I cannot be more helpful.
I came on the floor only to relieve the
distinguished ranking Republican mem-
ber of the Finance Committee, the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT).

Mr. ALLEN. As the Senator from Ala-
bama recalls, on each of the four eve-
nings that this question has been brought
up, the distinguished Republican leader
has not been occupying the leadership
chair on the opposite side of the aisle.
The junior Senator from Alabama would
like to inquire as to what method is used
from time to time by the Republican side
of the aisle to ascertain the whereabouts
of missing Senators. Does the leadership
or the acting leadership send out an
all-points bulletin to seek to locate the
missing leader when he does not show
up? What system is followed? Would the
Senator mind enlightening the Senator
from Alabama in this regard?

Mr. HANSEN. Madam President, I
would be presumptuous, indeed, to try to
detail any course of action to my distin-
guished and beloved colleague, the Sena-
tor from Alabama. Despite the fact that
I have been a Member of this body for a
little longer than he has been a Member
of this body, I know full well how knowl-
edgeable he is with respect to the rules
of the Senate. He has been on the floor
constantly. He has earned the admira-
tion of all of us. He certainly has my ad-
miration. I know that every maneuver,
every device, every channel, every op-
portunity that is available to anyone to
find out anything about any other Mem-
ber of this body is at least as well known
to the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama as it is to me. I suspect that if I
were trying to find out about some Mem-
ber, perhaps I would call his office. I do
not know whether that has been done.

Irepeat, Madam President, that I came
on the floor only to relieve the distin-
guished Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT), who has been here a very long
time today, as he has been for the past
several days.

Mr. ALLEN. Does the Senator an-
ticipate the presence of the distinguished
Republican leader in the Senate Cham-
ber on tomorrow?

Mr. HANSEN. I suspect so.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator recalls that
the distinguished Republican leader and
the distinguished majority leader have
great familiarity with this type of leg-
islation, because they, acting as Senators
from their respective States, had the
famous—or infamous—=Scott-Mansfield
amendment as an amendment to the
higher education bill. So they have great
interest and knowledge and familiarity
with this subject.

The junior Senator from Alabama
would not feel that it would be too dif-
ficult for the two leaders to get together
and decide on a time when the Senate
would be allowed to consider this meas-
ure. What the Senator would like to in-
quire of the distinguished acting Re-
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publican leader is this: Does he antici-
pate that the Republican leader will be
willing, as half—or the lesser half, pos-
sibly—of the joint leadership, to see the
Senate given an opportunity to vote on
H.R. 13915 prior to our adjournment by
recess prior to the general election?

Mr. HANSEN. Madam President, I
think the minority leader has been most
diligent in the discharge of his duties as
a Member of this body. I certainly think
his record speaks for itself.

I can see that no useful purpose would
be served in my trying to speculate on
his precise activity at any given moment.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator does feel
that the Republican leader will be in the
Chamber tomorrow and that he would
have no objection to being questioned as
to his plans and wishes with regard to
scheduling this measure for Senate ac-
tion?

Mr. HANSEN. May I answer the two-
pronged inquiry of the distinguished
Senator from Alabama by saying that I
suspect that the minority leader will be
in the Senate tomorrow, so far as I know.
I have just returned from Wyoming, late
this afternoon. I have not had an op-
portunity to visit with him. My guess is
that if he is in town, he will be here.

I do not think that it would be appro-
priate for me to speculate as to his reac-
tion to any question. I could say gen-
erally that I have found him to be very
forthright and candid.

I see that no useful purpose would be
served by my going beyond that in trying
to guess what his attitude would be on
any particular subject.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator does feel
that he will be here tomorrow to speak
for himself?

Mr. HANSEN. As nearly as I know.
The Senator from Wyoming is simply
speculating. As I say, I have not seen him,
If he is in town, I assume he will be
here. Beyond that, I cannot go, in good
candor.

Mr. ALLEN. I would hope that if the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming,
the acting Republican leader, should
chance to come upon the distinguished
Republican leader, he would advise him
that there are Senators who would like
to question him as to his attitude about
glilﬁ bringing up of this most important

I' thank the distinguished Senator.
Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Senator.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR FULERIGHT TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at
such time as the unfinished business,
Senate Joint Resolution 241, is laid be-
fore the Senate tomorrow, the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FurericuT) be then recognized.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, the program for tomorrow is as
follows:

September 11, 1972

The Senate will convene at 9 a.m. After
the two leaders have been recognized un-
der the standing order, the distinguished
Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) will
be recognized for not to exceed 15 min-
utes, after which there will be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business for not to exceed 15 minutes,
with statements therein limited to 3 min-
utes; at the conclusion of which the
Chair will lay before the Senate H.R.
14370, the revenue-sharing bill.

The pending question at that time will
be on the amendment, No. 1505, as modi-
fied, of the distinguished Senator from
Delaware (Mr. RotH), on which there is
a time limitation of 1 hour and 30 min-
utes. There will be a yea-and-nay vote
on that amendment.

Upon the disposition of amendment
No. 1505, as modified, the distinguished
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy) will
be recognized for the purpose of calling
up his amendment, No. 1500, on which
there is a time limitation of 1 hour.

There will be yea-and-nay votes on
that amendment and on various other
amendments tomorrow.

As the distinguished majority leader
has already stated, he hopes and believes
that the Senate will complete action to-
morrow on H.R. 14370.

Upon the disposition of such, the Sen-
ate will tomorrow resume consideration
of the unfinished business, Senate Joint
Resolution 241, the interim agreement
on offensive weapons.

ADJOURNMENT TO 9 AM.,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
9 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at 8:02
p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Tuesday, September 12, 1972,

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate September 11, 1972:
NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD

Kay McMurray, of Illinois, to be a mem-
ber of the National Mediation Board for the
remainder of the term expiring July 1, 1974,
vice Peter C. Benedict, deceased.

PactFic NORTHWEST REGIONAL COMMISSION

Jack O. Padrick, of Virginia, to be Federal
Cochairman of the Pacific Northwest Reglon-
al Commission; new position.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate September 11, 1972:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Frank D. McCown, of Texas, to be U.B.
attorney for the northern district of Texas
for the term of 4 years.

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Thomas B. Curtls, of Missourl, to be a
member of the Board of Directors of the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting for the re-
malinder of the term expiring March 26, 1976.
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