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At Vanderbilt University, for Instance, 38
graduates achieved Ph.D. status in 1961,
compared to 126 in 1871.

Nationally, there were 20,000 new Ph.D.'s
in 1970, an incredible increase that will soar
the Ph.D. ranks to 60,000 a year in a decade
if that rate continues.

With a record number of highly educated,
highly trained graduates looking for em-
ployment, a tight job market has caused
many PhD.'s to take less demanding jobs.

A major reason for the job decline stems
from the huge cutbacks in federal spending
for defense-aerospace-research projects. Iron-
ically, the availability of these jobs a decade
ago is what prompted many students to pur-
sue Ph.D.'s in the first place.

In addition to the prospect of federal jobs,
the Ph.D. corps ballooned when many male
students continued their high-level academic
pursuits as a way to dodge the draft and
the Vietnam war.

A further problem, noted in a Southern
Newspaper Publishers Assoclation Founda-
tion report edited by Vanderbilt Provost
Nicholas Hobbs, 1s that more and more stu-
dents are viewing college as a permanent life-
style, rather than preparation for a life's
work.

“All of this seems to be a part of the
avoldance of that fateful moment when one
is forced to leave the university for a seem-
ingly hostile outside world,"” the report says.

Not all doctoral candidates fit in this cate-
gory, of course. But the problem of bringing
the number of Ph.D. reciplents in Iine with
the nation's job requirements Is one that
deserves attention from government leaders
and educators alike.

EULOGY TO WILLIAM FITTS RYAN

HON. JOSEPH P. ADDABBO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, September 27, 1972
Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 24, 1972, I attended and par-
ticipated in ceremonies at Canarsie
Park, Brooklyn, N.Y., in recognition of
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“Jamaica Bay Day” in New York State.
The ceremonies were particularly time-
ly in light of action this week by the
House of Representatives approving by
an overwhelming vote a bill to establish
the Williams Fitts Ryan National Park.

This landmark legislation will preserve
and protect the natural resources of
Jamaica Bay and other land near the
entrance to New York Harbor for the
benefit of future generations. The House
of Representatives changed the proposed
name of this recreation area from Gate-
way Park to the William Fitts Ryan Na-
tional Park, a most appropriate step in
light of the tireless efforts of our late
colleague in support of this and many
other environmental measures. As a co-
sponsor of the bill, I am guite pleased
that the national park will carry the
name of our most distinguished and ded-
icated former colleague.

At the ceremonies this past weekend,
I had the pleasure of introducing Mrs.
Ryan and the Ryan family to those in at-
tendance. Following those introductions,
we heard an inspiring eulogy to William
Fitts Ryan, delivered by his former con-
gressional assistant and friend, Mr. Mi-
chael Cohen. At this point, Mr. Speak-
er, I place in the Recorp the full text of
Mr. Cohen's remarks and eulogy to our
late colleague, William Fitts Ryan:

When people talk about Bill Ryan they
remember many things. They remember that
he was never afraid to stand alone when he
knew he was rlght.. Thus, he was often
ahead of his time in such issues as civil
rights, peace, middle and low income housing,
and of course, the protection of the environ-
ment.

Some of us see these as separate Issues,
each righteous and just. Bill Ryan saw them
as just one issue. His was a political career
with a singular and sall-consuming purpose.
He was dedicated to the principle that we
should all enjoy a life of quality, dignity
and beauty.

Gateway was another battle he fought to
improve our lives. Here the urban dweller
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can come and find recreation, natural beauty,
and rest.

Bill Ryan saw the Gateway area as offer-
ing us a new and rare opportunity—The op-
portunity of creating a national recreation
area open to milllons of urban dwellers who
have been barred by distance and by eco-
nomics from saccess to our natlonal parks
system. To him Gateway was more than a
vast assemblage of water and sand, more
than just a way to preserve and enhance the
ecology of the area. His vision was an accessi-
ble unspolled area at which milllons of per-
sons who were tied to asphalt pavements
could come and enlarge thelr experience and
enrich their lives.

In the New York Metropolitan region there
are more than 19 million people. By the year
2000 there will be some 30 million. Bill Ryan
saw Gateway as their national park. A park
for the millions not fortunate enough to be
able to afford summerhomes, long vacations,
or expensive trips to our great western pre-
serves. He saw it as a park for the millions
of disadvantaged whose summer recreation
resources are now limited to an open fire
hydrant or a crowded neighborhoed pool. He
saw it as a park for the middle income fami-
lies now excessively charged for private rec-
reation facilities. He knew that for the urban
child, preserving our wilderness areas in Wyo-
ming or Colorado had little meaning. That
child would still be left to the hot summer
streets of his neighborhood. And Bill Ryan
acted in his uniquely tenaclous way to help
bring about Gateway for that child.

Bill shared the view of Interior Secretary
Walter Hickel that “We have got to bring the
natural world back to the people rather than
bhave them live in an environment where
everything is paved over by concrete and
loaded with frustration and violence.”

When Blll Ryan saw an opportunity to
correct an injustice or to improve people’s
lives, he never passed it by. He would orga-
nize and act as no one else could. He had
the unique quality of getting people to mc-
complish things they thought impossible.
Thus great achlevements surrounded his
brief but full life. His final achievement was
Gateway or, as I hope it will be known, the
William Fitts Ryan National Park. We have
all been touched by Bill Ryan, we know it,
and we are better for it. And we shall re-
member him,
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The Senate met at 8:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. EASTLAND).

PRAYER

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

Eternal Father who wateches over Thy
people by day and by night, and hast
promised that wherever they are gath-
ered in Thy name Thou art in the midst,
be with us who now call upon Thee. In
this sanctified silence and through the
unfolding events of the day be Thou our
guide and strength.

Dispel, O Lord, any sense of frustra-
tion, ineptitude, or failure. Rally our
shared resources for completing the com-
mon task of making a better nation.

Be graciously near those whose labor
is difficult and obscure, especially those
who care for the homeless, the aged, the
little children, the sick, and the im-
prisoned.

May we be joined in heart and in labor
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with all those who work for peace and
justice at home and abroad. Keep us
strong and steadfast when we would
falter and fail. Reward us at the end with
souls at peace with Thee and with one
another.

We pray in His name who first loved
us. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, September 27, 1972, be dis-
pensed with.

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

SANCTIONS AGAINST NATIONS
HARBORING TERRORISTS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, on behalf
of the distinguished majority leader and
myself, I send a concurrent resolution
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will read the concurrent resolution.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the concurrent resclution.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the concurrent resclution be dis-
pensed with.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the entire
world is conscious of the terrible events
which occurred at Munich on Septem-
ber 5 and 6. In its Senate Resolution
358, adopted by unanimous vote on the
6th, this body expressed its sorrow and
alarm and resolved that all means be
sought to bring an end to such acts of
barbarism as we have recently wit-
nessed. It is our duty as the representa-
tives of an aroused people that we not
let the matter rest.

The President has directed and the
executive branch has mounted an all-
out effort against terrorism both within
the United States and in cooperation
with foreign governments and interna-
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tional organizations. The President has
directed the Secretary of State to take
personal charge of efforts around the
world to make sure that all possible
effective measures are being taken. We
must not fail to voice our strongest and
most unequivocal support for these ac-
tions, so that they may be carried for-
ward with the full knowledge by all par-
ties that the people and the Govern-
ment of the United States are united
on these issues. It is not a partisan ques-
tion.

In addition, we must continue to ex-
press our deep concern at the increase of
terrorist violence and to insure that
every effort is made to combat the use
of terror by those who would undermine
world order. We must insure that indi-
vidual civilians are not exposed to the
risk of being taken hostage or being
killed for the political ends of small
groups of fanatics.

The resolution we are offering today
requests the President to consider the
imposition of direct sanctions against
nations which provide sanctuary for
these globe-traveling terrorists.

Mr. President, long prior to the most
recent tragedy, our Government was al-
ready actively pressing for effective in-
ternational action to combat aireraft hi-
jacking and sabotage and other forms
of terrorism, The 1963 Tokyo Convention
on Crimes Aboard Aircraft, the 1970
Hague Convention for the Suppression
of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft, and the
1971 Montreal Convention for the Sup-
pression of Unlawful Acts Against the
Safety of Civil Aviation have resulted
largely from U.S. initiatives.

Together, these agreements are de-
signed to obtain the prompt return of
passengers, crews, and aircraft in cases
of hijacking and to facilitate the appre-
hension and prosecution of international
airline hijackers and saboteurs, wher-
ever they may be found. The Secretary
of State has personally taken the lead
at the direction of the President in eall-
ing for the widest possible adherence to
these conventions by other govern-
ments.

In addition, a special subcommittee
of the International Civil Aviation
Organization convened in Washington
on September 4 of this year to consider
provisions of a United States and Cana-
dian sponsored convention which would
provide for termination of air services
and other boycott activity against a
state ‘which does not fulfill its obliga-
tions under the Hague and Montreal
conventions to extradite or punish of-
fenders. The special subcommittee has
now forwarded draft articles of such a
convention—sponsored by Canada, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and
the United States—for early considera-
tion by the full legal committee of the
ICAO.

In immediate response to the Munich
killings, ambassadors or chargés from
more than 50 countries, including a num-
ber of Arab nations, were called into the
State Department on September 6 and
7 to be informed of our concern with con-
tinued acts of political terrorism. As the
first step of a continuing consultation
process, the foreign representatives were
urged to join with the United States to
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improve international capabilites for
countering terrorism. In addition, the
Secretary has sent a series of personal
messages to foreign ministers through-
out the world, urging their cooperation on
measures to control terrorism.

At the United Nations, the United
States on September 10 exercised its Se-
curity Council veto for only the second
time ever, to enforce our determination
that Israel military action over the
cease-fire line be considered in the con-
text of the Munich murders and terror-
ism elsewhere against the Israeli State
and its people. The Secretary General,
with our full support, moved to place the
problem of terrorism before the General
Assembly earlier this month, and during
the General Assembly, the United States
will press for priority attention to a
draft convention developed by the Inter-
national Law Commission on the Pre-
vention and Punishment of Crimes
Against Diplomatic Agents and Other In-
ternationally Protected Persons.

These are some of the things the
United States has done and will be do-
ing in the immediate future. These meas-
ures must go forward, and they must
carry with them the full weight of sup-
port from every segment of the United
States, and especially from this Con-
gress.

And, in conclusion, individual nations
must know that the Congress of the
United States is prepared to support the
President in further steps to stop these
senseless and desperate murders.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that further action on the resolu-
tion occur immediately following the spe-
cial orders and at the beginning of the
period for the transaction of routine
moming business.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of the concur-
rent resolution which was initiated by
the distinguished Republican leader. It
expresses our feelings about a situation
which has been developing and which
must be curbed. It is also a means where-
by the legislative and executive branches
can work in partnership, because, as the
distinguished Senator has pointed out,
this is not a partisan matter. It is one
which affects all of us. I think it is a
good move, and I would anticipate that
the Senate would approve the resolution
overwhelmingly.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. President, I yield back my time.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) is recognized for
not to exceed 15 minutes.

THE PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, we are in
the midst of a presidential election cam-
paign, so we can expect to see some hard
fighting and political warfare in the next
few weeks. What we all hope and pray
is that the candidates involved will recog-
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nize the rights of the others; and that
throughout this land we will have the
good sportsmanship and the same type
of understanding that has made this
Nation great.

Mr. President, I am deeply concerned
that facilities belonging to the Demo-
cratic presidential candidate are being
used to promote demonstrations against
President Nixon.

This is an extremely dangerous prac-
tice that is contrary to the democratic—
with a small letter “d”—traditions of
this Nation. It would appear that this
tactic is the product of desperation, evi-
dence that the challenger has failed to
generate enthusiasm for his own can-
didacy through positive means and,
therefore, some of his supporters are
resorting to negative efforts to sabotage
ahetcampaign appearances of the Presi-

ent.

Just one article to illustrate what I am
saying. This is from Los Angeles, an Asso-
;:gated Press release, and I will just read

Antiwar activists used telephones at the
local campaign headquarters of Democratic
presidential candidate George McGovern for
two nights to promote a planned demonstra-
tion against President Nixon, a McGovern
spokesman says.

But McGovern campaign officials have told
the activists they cannot use their telephones
any longer, spokesman Fred Epstein said.

“I don't know who allowed them to use
the phones or who told them to stop,” Ep-
stein said today. “It probably was some over-
zealous person in the campaign.

“Once I knew it wasn't going on any longer,
I didn’t pursue trying to find out who was
responsible,” Epsteln said. “The important
thing is that the antiwar activists no longer
are using the McGovern phones.”

A “handful” of persons had been using the
phones to seek support for a demonstration
outside the Century Plaza Hotel when Nixon
addresses a $1,000 a plate campaign dinner
Wednesday, Epstein said.

Protest organizers have said “More than
20,000” persons are expected to take part in
the demonstration, but police say their esti-
mates range from 20,000 downward to 1,000,

Senator McGoveErN’s campaign head-
quarters in Los Angeles has admitted that
their facilities were used in an attempt
to promote a demonstration last night
outside the Century Plaza Hotel.

The Democratic candidate was quoted
recently as criticizing President Nixon
for not making more personal campaign
appearances. Yet, when the President
does schedule such appearances, the
Democratic candidate’s campaign ma-
chinery is then utilized to promote a
demonstration that is likely to disrupt
and detract from the real issues to be
discussed.

Senator McGoveErN has charged that
press coverage of this campaign has con-
centrated on the organizational prob-
lems and on other problems of cam-
paigning rather than on the issyes.

Yet, it is Senator McGoOVERN's sup-
porters and allies who attempt to orga-
nize disruptive demonstrations which
prevent the President from focusing
clearly on the issues. And I have yet to
hear the Democratic candidate repudi-
ate the individuals or groups who think
that the way to support McGoverNw is to
prevent President Nixon from speaking.

Mr. President, on several occasions in
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the past few months Senator McGoVERN
has compared the policies of President
Nixon with those of Hitler. This is an
outrageous comparison. The Senator is
engaging in divisive rhetoric that con-
tributes nothing to the understanding
of the issues. He is attempting to en-
flame without informing.

Since the Democratic candidate
raised the subject of Hitler, however, I
would like to point out that certain
elements opposing the President have
taken a page from the Fascist, or Com-~
munist, book in their efforts to influence
our elections.

Most of us in the Senate are old
enough to recall the tactics used by Hit-
ler to gain power in Germany. Other
dictatorships have followed the same
blueprint.

One of the main tactics used is the
deployment of bands of fanatical dem-
onstrators who shout down or intimi-
date anyone who speaks contrary fo the
Fascist, or Communist, line.

Mr. President, our political and elec-
toral system depends upon the right of
candidates for public office to speak
freely and without disruption. Without
this guarantee, we will cease to have
political freedom. We will sink into
anarchy, or a Communist or Fascist
dictatorship.

It appeared that we were headed this
direction in the 1960’s when violent
demonstrations, street and campus riots,
were the order of the day. There was a
brief time when extremists ruled the
speakers stand—that is, it was a time
when extremist elements infiltrated
audiences so that they could drown out
any speaker who said anything the radi-
cals disagreed with.

Mr. President, the American people
quickly tired of this radical element that
provided us with nothing more than dis-
ruption, disorder, and destruction.

Those who organize massive demon-
strations almost inevitably vow, it seems,
that they are nonviolent. After the ex-
perience. of the past decade, we know
that all too often such demonstrations
are infiltrated by radicals who seek to
cause incidents, who seek to use force to
achieve their selfish ends.

It had been my fervent hope that we
had learned something by the unreason-
ing violence of the 1960’s.

We have had more than 3 years of
relative calm in America. People lowered
their voices, and we have been hearing
each other much better during the past
315 years. We do not have to agree with
each other, but we certainly should have
a right to speak and to hear what others
are saying.

With the coming of the current elec-
tion campaign, we have seen the signs
of return of the disruptive, so-called
street politics, which repulsed Americans
in the past decade.

At Miami Beach this vear we saw re-
newed attempts by small, radical groups
who attempted to gain publicity through
juvenile behavior, the use of obscenities,
the senseless destruction of property, as-
saults on convention delegates, and in-
terference in the rights of other Ameri-
cans.

On Tuesday we saw a few disrupters
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attempt to divert attention from the
President and the issues. These dis-
rupters shouted their simplistic slogans
as the President spoke at the Statue of
Liberty. The President very properly
pointed out that out of the many hun-
dreds of persons present, no more than
a half dozen took part in the demonstra-
tion. Yet, when this tiny demonstration
began, television cameras swung in their
direction. And, of course, the Washington
Post gave them coverage. Bad manners
seem to make news these days.

Then, again last night, efforts once
more were planned to disrupt the Presi-
dent’s campaign by staging a demonstra-
tion in Los Angeles.

Mr. President, the right to demon-
strate is precious and should be treated
with respect. But demonstretors have an
obligation to maintain the peace and
they must not interfere with the other
fundamental rights.

If our political system is to function
and to maintain political freedom, then
candidates and political organizations
must respect the rights of others to con-
duct a campaign free from disruption or
intimidation. Some simple good manners
and good sportsmanship also is advis-
able.

As an American who believes in our
democratic system, I want to hear both
candidates.

In a New York Times article on April
25, 1972, Senator McGoOVERN wrote:

I want this Nation we all love to turn away
from cursing and hatred and war to the
blessings of hope and brotherhood and love.

If he truly believes this, I urge Senator
McGoverN to repudiate those individuals
or groups who are using disruptive tac-
tics in their campaign on his behalf. If
it were the other way around I would
urge President Nixon to do the same.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield

Mr. FANNIN. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land.

Mr. BEALL. I congratulate the Sena-
tor from Arizona for the observations he
has made this morning, and wish to take
this opportunity to observe, as he does,
that in any political campaign, there is
a great deal of talk on both sides, but
usually the candidates and those work-
ing for them stay within the limitations
of propriety and respect without which
the democratic process would lose all
meaning.

It is not unfair in a campaign to attack
your opponent’s record.

Nor is it unfair to make this record
l;no;:’n to those who may be disturbed

v .

A campaign is, in the simplest con-
text, communication between a candi-
date and his people and the voters of
this country.

All of us, Democrat and Republican
alike, are dedicated to letting the candi-
dates on both sides have their say—
whether we agree or disagree on what is
said.

However, I have noticed a dangerous
trend which began in the last election
and culminated just this week with con-
duct that is totally outside of our demo-
cratic system.
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In 1968, as you will recall, both Presi-
dent Nixon and Senator HUMPHREY were
confronted at times with individuals who
refused to let them speak. As a matter
of fact, I guess Senator HuMmpHREY—then
Vice President—experienced this more
than any other candidate as he was con-
stantly heckled and prevented from
speaking by so-called antiwar protesters.

I remember thinking at the time of
how disagreeable this was in a nation
that prides itself on allowing all points
of view to be presented. It was censor-
ship—pure and simple—as screaming
and yelling demonstrators cut off re-
marks to those who came to hear what
a candidate had to say.

It was a demonstration of intolerance
that is not acceptable in a democratic
society.

And now I regret to say that I believe
we are experiencing conduct even more
reprehensible in this political campaign.

And T am referring to the use of tele-
phones, as the Senator from Arizona
pointed out, at the headquarters of pres-
idential candidate McGovern in Cali-
fornia by antiwar activists to promote a
demonstration against President Nixon.

Never before has a presidential candi-
date allowed his facilities to be used to
arrange a demonstration against the
President of the United States—a dem-
onstration that could have led to serious
violence.

I have heard no comment from Senator
McGovern with respect to this escapade.
I would hope that he would take this op-
portunity to condemn these antics which
are so demaging in an open and demo-
cratic society. I call upon him to dis-
associate himself from such demonstra-
tions and reaffirm his devotion to the
principle that all candidates for office
have a right to meet with the public
without such interference.

All of us must be concerned about
democracy in this country and our toler-
ance for the viewpoints of our oppo-
nents.

We are not just talking about respect
and courtesy to a candidate for Presi-
dent. We are talking about respect for
the Office of President of the United
States.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Maryland for his remarks. I certainly
agree that both the President of the
United States and the candidate for the
Presidency deserve to be heard.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Maryland has
expired.

Under the previous order, the Senator
from New Jersey is recognized.

NIXON ADMINISTRATION A DIS-
ASTER FOR WORKING PEOPLE

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the
nearly 4 years of the Nixon administra-
tion have represented a period of disaster
for the working people of our Nation.

As we have seen in such episodes as
the grain deal and the ITT affair, this
is an administration which has been
peculiarly responsive to the interests of
a special few.

At the same time, and in stark con-
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trast, it has either ignored the vital
needs of our working people, or has
readily subordinated those needs to other
considerations.

Certainly the most havoc-wreaking
and visible aspect of the administration’s
performance, from the point of view of
our working people, was the administra-
tion’s deliberate and heartless contrac-
tion of job opportunities, as part of its
original program for dealing with in-
flation.

That effort brought our unemployment
rate from 3.4 percent at the start of the
Nixon administration to over 6 percent
during most of the last year.

In terms of people, this has meant the
addition of between 2 and 232 million
people to the lists of the unemployed.

One inevitable byproduct of the sky-
rocketing unemployment rate has been
the addition of millions of people to the
Nation's welfare rolls.

Because of the destruction of job op-
portunities, people have been forced to
choose between starvation and welfare.

And now their predicament is mocked
by the President, with his pious talk of
the “work ethic versus the welfare ethie.”

So deliberate was the administration’s
determination to reduce employment
that the President repeatedly vetoed con-
gressional attempts to create jobs.

These include the Employment and
Training Act of 1970, which would have
created hundreds of thousands of jobs in
public service employment; the Acceler-
ated Public Works Act of 1971, authoriz-
ing $5.6 billion for job creation in areas
of high unemployment; and the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act Extension of 1971,
which provided for additional jobs for
out-of-school teenagers under the Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps.

It was only after long months of op-
position and constant threats of a veto
that the President, under great pressure
from throughout the Nation, finally re-
versed himself and signed the Emergen-
cy Employment Act of 1971.

Under that bill, some 150,000 previous-
ly unemployed persons are now working
for State and local governments on local-
ly designed public service jobs.

With characteristic hypocrisy, the ad-
ministration now takes great credit for
the success of this program.

While I believe that other Senators
will speak this morning in more detail on
the administration’s record regarding
jobs and manpower programs and the
alternatives available, I think the funda-
mental point is that this administration,
in determining the policies it will pursue,
has deliberately refused to take account
of the needs of our working people—in-
cluding the most basic need of opportu-
nity for a decent job.

For those workers fortunate enough
to be employed during this period of
vanishing jobs, the administration has
been presented with the unparalleled op-
portunity—as a result of recent congres-
sional enactments—of making great
strides toward achieving the goal of safe
and healthy workplaces for all Ameri-
cans.

Here again, the record has been one of
neglect and ineptness—or worse.

The Occupational Safety and Health
Act of 1970 gave the administration

ample statutory authority to begin an
effective attack upon the more than
14,000 deaths, the more than 2.2 million
disabling injuries, and the hundreds of
thousands of disabling ocecupational
diseases that occur in the workplace each
year.

Since its enactment, as I am sure that
every Member of Congress is fully aware
there has been a great outery from em-
ployers concerning its enforcement
stemming in large part from the admin-
istration’s failure to make its regulations
meaningful and accessible to the smaller
employer.

The administration would have the
workingman believe that this outery at-
tests to its zealousness in enforcing the
act on his behalf.

This, of course, is far from the fact.

It should be clear that the administra-
tion’s failure to recognize the need of the
small employer for information and as-
sistance—a need which the large enter-
prises are able to meet on their own—
has endangered the workers employed by
those small businessmen.

Moreover, it is clear that the admin-
istration has made very little effort to
take on in any meaningful way some of
the most insidious dangers of the work-
place, such as the healtly hazards caused
by the thousands of toxic materials to
which workers are subject.

The Department of Labor's widely
trumpeted target health hazards pro-
eram—designed to give special enforce-
ment emphasis to some of the most
serious health dangers—has so far been
a grave disappointment.

For example, despite the now well-
known fact that asbestos threatens more
than 200,000 with the risk of cancer and
lung disease, and despite the administra-
tion’s recognition that it is not only in
widespread use, but that such use is
readily susceptible to swift compliance
action, only 48 inspections for dangerous
use of this substance were conducted dur-
ing the first 5 months of the program.

Other health hazards included in the
target program—carbon monoxide, silica,
lead, and cotton dust—were similarly
neglected; in fact, all of the target haz-
ards together accounted for less than 2
percent of the inspections made by the
Labor Department during this period.

It is clear that despite the administra-
tion’s ballyhoo regarding this program,
workers who suffer the threat of short-
ened lives and impaired health because
of these substances, have little reason to
take comfort from the administration’s
expressions of concern.

Farmworkers are another group whose
safety has been treated with appalling
neglect by the administration, even
though the President, himself, has pub-
licly recognized that agriculture is one of
the most hazardous of occupations, and
has pointed out that increasing tech-
nology has brought the dollar cost of
agricultural accidents to $2 billion an-
nually.

Despite this public pretense of con-
cern, the administration waited till a
year and a half after the act’s passage
before even appointing an advisory com-
mittee whose role will be to begin con-
sidering what protections should be ac-
corded farmworkers.
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No action has been taken to require
even temporary protective measures
against exposure of farmworkers to pesti-
cides—another hazard whose existence
the President has recognized.

Thus, in Aagrant disregard of the act’s
clear mandate that occupational hazards
should be dezlt with on a “werst first”
basis, the administration has given the
lowest possible priority to the dangers
faced by this largely powerless group of
workers.

The administration’s lack of interest
in achieving the most meaningful ob-
jectives of this act has also been dem-
onstrated in its unwillingness to support
more than a minimal level of research
into the health and safety hazards of the
workplace.

Recognizing the tragic lack of atten-
tion that had been accorded such re-
search over the years, Congress estab-
lished a National Institute of Occupa-
tional Safety and Health for the express
purpose of undertaking a variety of re-
search efforts concerning toxic materials
and harmful physical agents, as well as
other factors affecting safety in the
workplace.

Measured against the scope of the
health hazards which exist on the job,
and the research needs which must be
met, the administration’s budget re-
quests for this Institute can only be cate-
gorized as irresponsibly meager.

One measure of the gap between rec-
ognized need and the administration’s
program may be found in the number
of toxic substances known to be used in
industry.

As the administration itself acknowl-
edges, over 12,000 toxic substances are so
used, but unfortunately, standards exist
for only some 400 of these.

Despite the many thousands of hazard-
ous substances which require research,
the administration has subjected the In-
stitute to such strangling wudget con-
straints that it is able to produce medical
criteria for only about a dozen of these
known 12,000 substances a year.

While Congress, in evident exaspera-
tion with the administration’s eallous in-
difference toward the essential research
responsibilities of the Institute, more
than doubled its funding in the fiscal
year 1973 appropriations bill, this effort
of course fell victim to the veto which
signified the President’s relentless deter-
mination that Congress must conform to
his own narrow view of the essential
lt;ealth and education needs of the Na-

on.

The history of the previously enacted
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969
provides its own dismal record of half-
hearted implementation.

Despite the broad authority given the
Department of Interior Ly this act, and
despite the ample funding provided to
implement that authority, the failure to
take effective action has led to a fatality
rate in underground coal mining which
has shown no improvement since before
the act’s passage.

And each new major disaster that has
occurred since then has provided further
demonstration that lack of adequate en-
forcement action by the administration
has been a significant cause of these
tragic accidents.
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Indeed, when this lack of enforcement
resulted in the loss of 125 lives in the
Buffalo Creek, W. Va., disaster, the ad-
ministration went so far as to claim it
had no jurisdiction over the unsafe con-
ditions which existed there.

The political motivations and respon-
siveness to narrow private interests
which have led the administration to
preside over the almost systematic emas-
culation of the Coal Mine Health and
Safety Act have been repeatedly demon-
strated.

Shortly after Congress enacted this
legislation, the Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee learned that the imple-
menting safety regulations were being
written in closed-door secret meetings
between the Government and the coal
industry.

Those meetings ended after Congress
complained, but the cozy relationship
has continued right down until teday.

Administration employees who had
been helpful in writing the legislation
were fired.

A Government lawyer preparing to fly
te a Federal court in Virginia to defend
the constitutionality of the act was or-
dered to stay home and silently watch
the Federal court enjoin the enforcement
of the act.

A political campaign specialist was
hired as the “enforcer” of the act and
proceeded to set up a system of reducing
penalties in newly styled closed-door
meetings with the industry. It should
be noted, or maybe I should say under-
scored, that he is now one of the top
officials of the committee to reelect the
President.

One cannot recite the entire litany
of failure, but let one other example
suffice.

One coal company was cited eight
times for violation of the same regula-

tion requiring guards over electrified
trolley wires.

Each time, this company—owned by
one of the major oil producers in the
world—was fined only $25, as if nothing
more were involved than a parking
ticket.

But nine hard-working Americans had
to pay with their lives when those un-
guarded electrical power wires were in-
volved in the Blackville disaster last
Memorial Day weekend.

Mr. President, while there are many
other areas in which the administration
has paid lipservice to the well-being of
our working people, but has in actuality
undermined efforts to respond to their
needs, one further area which is particu-
larly timely is that of private pension
plan protection.

A 3-year study by the Senate Labor
Committee has made it unmistakably
clear that not only do a small portion of
the American workers ever earn a vested
right to a private pension, despite years
of employment with a single firm, but
that in a heartbreaking number of cases,
employees who do attain a vested right
find it to be an empty hope when their
plan terminates with insufficient funds
to pay its obligations.

Mergers, business failures, and the
movement of plants from one part of the
country to another have made this an
all too frequent occurrence.
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It is clear to anyone who looks at this
problem with the least bit of concern
that there is a need for legislation to pro-
vide employees with reasonable vesting
rights, and to protect those rights by
imposing realistic funding requirements
and by providing reinsurance of un-
funded liabilities.

The Labor and Public Welfare Com-
mittee has reported a bill for this pur-
pose which is unanimously supported by
all members of the committee.

However, being responsive to such
compelling needs of our working people
is not the course which this administra-
tion has chosen to pursue.

In league with the chamber of com-
merce, which believes that meaningful
pension reform is too expensive, the ad-
ministration has pressed for its own ver-
sion of pension legislation.

While it does provide for vesting of
pension rights, such vesting would be
based on the administration’s so-called
rule of 50, which would exclude many
workers who could not meet this par-
ticular formula.

Even more glaringly, the administra-
tion’s proposal fails to provide for sys-
tematic funding of private pension plans
nor any program of insurance against
pension plan termination.

In short, the administration’s position
on pension legislation offers nothing but
a vain and empty promise, designed sim-
ply to delude American workers that the
administration is concerned about pro-
tecting their interests.

The administration’s posture on this
issue is symptomatic of its attitude to-
ward the entire range of issues affect-
ing the working people of this Nation.

This administration is plainly incapa-
ble of committing itself to making life
better for all our people—not just the
stockholders of ITT and the large grain
exporting companies.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ros-
ErRT C. Byrp). Under the previous order,
the distinguished Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss) is now recognized for not to
exceed 15 minutes.

THE ECONOMIC ISSUE IN 1872

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, rarely in the
Nation’s history has the private interest
so dominated over the public good.

This week, as President Nixon attends
$1,000-a-plate dinners in his own honor,
5 million Americans remain unemployed.
As the Republican administration and its
friends in big business celebrate the
greatest corporate tax cuts in history, the
American consumer must pay the fastest
rising prices in 20 years. Today, the Nixon
administration is reaping the financial
and political rewards of 314 years of the
most arrogant form of favoritism.

It is not hard to understand why the
Nixon administration has been so suc-
cessful in raising funds this year among
the Nation’s corporation executives. Few
Presidents have been so devoted to their
interests.

Within a few months of taking office
Mr. Nixon had appointed his old law
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partner to head up a special presidential
task force to develop ways of easing the
corporate tax burden. In 1 year Richard
Nixon had achieved a corporate tax cut
of 15 percent. Using a variety of gim-
micks, including accelerated deprecia-
tion, investment credits, and special tax
deferral systems, he made it clear to
one and all that big business had a friend
in the White House,

The cost of this favoritism continues to
plague the American people as a whole.
They continue to feel the impact of a
“trickle down" policy which gives big tax
breaks to business, ignores the needs of
the consumer, and vetoes any significant
effort by Congress to deal with the job-
less situation directly.

The American people continue to feel
the burden of high and rising prices
which have been spurred on by zooming
profits and an administration laxity to-
ward antitrust policy. Never has the
monopolist had it better than under
Richard Nixon.

The President, quite understandably,
has chosen not to campaign on the eco-
nomic issues in 1972. Instead, he engages
in vague generalities such as the “work
ethic” and the contribution of immigrant
Americans to the “building of America.”

It is not surprising that the incumbent
President would prefer that the Ameri-
can people ignore the facts and figures:
not see the record behind the rhetoric.

JOBS

I have brought with me just three
charts which demonstrate quite vividly
the direction of the American economy
under 3% years of the Nixon adminis-
tration. The first of these concerns the
question of jobs.

In January of 1969 when Richard
Nixon became President, the economy
was operating at full employment condi-
tions. One year later, the jobless rate
had climbed to 4.9 percent. By last year
it had risen to 5.9 percent. Today it re-
mains far above the level of the last 10
years.

These figures are from the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. They are not from any
source that could be considered political
or biased in any respect.

These national figures, however, fail to
measure the serious unemployment prob-
lem faced by many groups in the coun-
try. Vietnam veterans, for example, have
an unemployment rate of approximately
8 percent, while American blacks have
one around 10 percent. In many rural
areas, such as the southern and central
counties of Utah, the unemployment rate
almost doubles that of the national
average.

The administration response to this
serious situation has been a failure from
the very beginning. For 214 years the ad-
ministration pursued its notorious “game
plan.” What this came down to was that
the Government should hold back on
production and job opportunities in or-
der to stabilize prices. This “game plan”
was responsible for unemployment ris-
ing from 3.4 percent in January of 1969
to 6 percent by August of last year.

Even when the unemployment situa-
tion had become outrageous to all Amer-
icans, the administration refused to take
action., In December of 1970 when Con-
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gress passed the Manpower Act, the
President vetoed it. In July of the fol-
lowing year, when Congress passed the
accelerated public works, a bill to cre-
ate 200,000 jobs in environmental pro-
tection work, the President again vetoed
the measure. Even when he finally agreed
to sign the Emergency Employment Act
of 1971, the President destroyed the en-
tire intent of the legislation by firing
150,000 Federal workers. At the same
time the President took this action, he
proposed billion-dollar tax bonanzas for
the American business corporation. In
January of 1971, for example, he issued
an Executive order cutting corporate
taxes by $35 billion over the next dec-
ade. In addition to liberalizing deprecia-
tion allowances, the President handed big
business a $5-billion-a-year tax break in
the for mof investment credits. He also
created a special tax-deferral system for
export firms, another bonanza which had
to be paid for out of individual taxes.
None of these giveaways were considered
inflationary by the same administration
which had called direct job programs
inflationary.
PRICES

Just as the Nixon administration
would prefer to speak of “the work
ethic” than to actually do something
about the jobless situation, it prefers to
speak of “fiscal responsibility” rather
than protect the consumer from exorbi-
tant price increases.

As can be seen in this second chart, a
chart on prices during the 3!z years of
the Nixon administration, the national
rate of inflation, as measured by the
wholesale price index, has risen at an
annual rate of 44 percent. This com-
pares to a year-to-year average of only
1.1 percent during the 8 years of the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations.
There are two major reasons for the fail-
ure of the Nixon administration policy.
They represent the two stages of Nixon
thinking on the price issue. For the first
215 years, prior to August 15, 1971, the
administration policy on prices was
‘“hands off.”” The Government had no
role to play in prices. Government told
big business that it had a free hand in
raising prices. It abandoned guidelines,
jawboning, or any other method of Gov-
ernment persuasion to keep prices in line.

The results of such a “hands off” policy
were inevitable. Corporate prices, espe-
clally steel, rose at a shocking rate.

On August 15, the President began a
90-day wage-price freeze. He followed
this with an indefinite period called
phase II of wage and price controls. Few
Americans believe this control system has
been equitable. While wages have been
tied to strict annual guidelines, prices
have been allowed to increase according
to vague “cost” conditions.

Nixon’s “new economic policy” has
been a failure with regard to prices. In
the last 9 months, prices have risen at an
annual rate of 5.9 percent. This com-
pares to a rate of only 5.2 percent in the
8 months prior to the freeze. Wholesale
prices are in fact rising today at their
fastest rate since 1951,

Overall, the Nixon administration’s
price policy has been disastrous for the
American ~onsumer. Since taking office
in January of 1969, consumer prices have
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risen at an average of 18 percent. The
cost of basic consumer items such as
home maintenance, food, insurance, and
medical services have risen at a consider-
ably faster rate. The Joint Economic
Committee, for example, has pointed out
that a visit by a physician now costs 23
percent more than it did when Nixon was
inaugurated, a hospital room 41 percent
more, and surgery 38 percent more.

Just about everything has gotten a lot
more expensive under the Nixon ad-
ministration, and now the Republicans
are talking about starting a mnational
sales tax.

INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC DIFFICULTIES

The third chart I have brought today
concerns America's international eco-
nomic difficulties. This chart is by the
U.S. Department of Commerce.

When President Nixon took office the
United States balance of trade enjoyed
a modest surplus. By 1971, that surplus
had become a deficit of $2 billion a year.
For the first time since 1893 the United
States was importing more goods than it
was exporting. This year the situation
has become much more extreme. Despite
President Nixon’s historic devaluation of
the dollar, something he promised he
would never do, the trade deficit now sur-
passes $6 billion a year.

This trade deficit has had a disastrous
impact on the U.S. employment situa-
tion. In 1971, for example, the American
Federation of Labor estimated that the
United States lost 400,000 jobs as a result
of overseas competition. This competi-
tion did not come from foreign firms, but
from American firms located overseas.
These multinational conglomerates,
supported by the Nixon administration,
sought to take advantage of the low
wages and tax benefits of overseas pro-
duction. Cynically, they have robbed the
American worker of his livelihood to en-
large their own profits.

It is difficult to find an area of Ameri-
can economic life where the Nixon ad-
ministration has not taken the initiative
to favor big business as against the aver-
age American consumer and working
man. These last 31, years have produced
the worst international payments deficits
in history, the worst Federal deficits
since the Second World War, the first
trade deficit in this century, the worst
unemployment in 10 years, and the worst
inflation in 20. This is the legacy of an
administration which sought to put the
interests of big business above those of
the economy and the people as a whole.

When economic conditions called for
Government restraint on corporate
prices, the administration gave them a
free hand.

When conditions oalled for incentives
to the consumer in the form of tax cuts,
the administration chose to divert these
tax cuts to the big businessman. When
there was a need to create jobs, the ad-
ministration made excuses. It denied that
the Nation faced an unemployment crisis.

Instead it resorted to rhetoric. In 1970,
when unemployment rose to 4.9 nercent,
it blamed it on the need to stabilize
prices. In 1971, when unemployment rose
to 5.9 percent, the administration blamed
it on the number of veterans on the job
market. This year, the President, in his
economic report, cited the large number
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of women and young people on the labor
market as an excuse for high unemploy-
ment.

Forly years ago, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt spoke of an incumbent Repub-
lican administration “frozen in the ice of
its own indifference.” Today, the Ameri-
can people have an administration which
is not only indifferent to the plight of the
unemployed, but seeks to encourage this
indifference on the part of the average
citizen. It also seeks to encourage in-
difference regarding its own relationships
with big industry. Today, the Nixon ad-
ministration reaps the political economic
benefits of its historic favoritism towards
big business, a favoritism which was pur-
chased with the jobs and well-being of
the average American. This has been the
unjust stewardship of Richard Nixon.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
California is recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes.

UNEMPLOYMENT

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
listened with great interest to the state-
ment by the distinguished Senator from
Utah. He has described a very tragic
situation in our country which we must
remedy.

Symptomatic of the problem we face
and of the lack of understanding of what
must be done by the present adminis-
tration is a statement by Charles E.
Walker, Deputy Secretary of the Treas-
ury, who recently singled out manpower
programs from all Federal programs as
his personal favorites for elimination.
His ground is that the manpower pro-
grams had failed to make a dent in the
rate of unemployment.

Such remarks are of a pilece with the
backward reasoning of a President who
eliminates jobs, forces people onto wel-
fare, and then accuses the poor of hold-
ing onto an imaginary welfare ethic.

Who reasonably expects that man-
power training alone could reduce un-
employment? If there were a great back-
log of jobs begging to be filled one might
begin to make such an argument. Bub
that is not the fact. The Government
gathers very little in the way of job va-
cancy data. But where it does have data
they show that job openings tend to run
at the level of 1 percent or so and are
quickly filled. On the other hand we have
very solid statistics that document that
4.9 million men and women were looking
for work in August and were unable to
find it.

The manpower programs SeIrve per-
haps some 500,000 people at any one
time. There are now—and have been for
over a year—something like 5 million un-
employed. How can our relatively small-
scale manpower programs do anything
for an army of unemployed? And with
unemployment so high, how can the
manpower training programs reduce the
unemployment rolls at all?

Certainly there is something wrong
when people who want to work, but can-
not find work, proceed to learn in man-
power training programs, complete suc-
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cessfully, and then find they still cannot
find work. They are dismayed and disil-
lusioned.

There is a sensible way to deal with
this problem. We could have a major
public service employment program such
as I have proposed in S. 3311.

That bill would authorize some $10
billion dollars to create more than 1.25
million jobs. It would create the 1.25 mil-
lion jobs directly—plus an additional
400,000 to 1,000,000 or more jobs in the
private sector as a result of increased
spending by local and State govern-
ments.

In April a very distinguished panel of
economists tsetified before the Subcom-
mittee on Employment, Manpower, and
Poverty. They included R. A. Gordon of
the University of California at Berkeley;
William Fellner of Yale—who is gener-
ally recognized as a fairly conservative
economist—John Galbraith of Harvard,
and Bennett Harrison of the University
of Maryland. They asserted that such a
public service employment program, if
deficit financed, would lead to a addi-
tional $20 billion in GNP. At current tax
rates, this would produce an additional
$4 billion in Federal tax revenues.

Thus a program which would create
nearly 2 million additional jobs would
cost the Federal Government something
like $6 billion in net cost. That cost
would be further reduced to the extent
that people now on welfare or on unems-
ployment compensation got jobs under
the program.

No one who has seen the deterioration
of public services in our major cities
doubts that ample and legitimate work
needs to be done: improved sanitation,
more road and building maintenance,
new housing, and public facilities, more
police, and firefighters, more park at-
tendants and more park and recreation
construction.

After a few months experience with
the modest Emergency Employment Act
that funded only 150,000 jobs, the Na-
tion’s mayors asked the subcommittee
to support a program of 1 million jobs
in public service employment. A recent
survey conducted by the Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare Committee shows that there
were five applicants for every one job,
and that the cities and States could have
created twice as many jobs immediately
if additional funding were available.

But major job creation programs are
not what this administration is inter-
ested in.

In fact its basic policy runs in quite
the other direction.

Mr. Nixon assumed office with only 2.4
million unemployed, a rate of 3.4 per-
cent.

In an unsuccessful attempt to fight in-
flation under which Mr. Nixon finally
had to resort to the price and wage con-
trols he earlier had denounced, the pres-
ent occupant of the White House engi-
neered a depression that threw millions
of American men and women out of work,

Unemployment under Mr. Nixon rose
quickly and steadily to 5.2 million, fully
6 percent of the work force.

In poverty neighborhoods, whose peo-
ple are usually last hired and first fired,
unemployment rates run twice as high
as the national average.
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The Nixon administration canceled
for this election year the quarterly re-
port on unemployment conditions in pov-
erty neighborhoods, so we lack data for
1972. But the historic pattern undoubt-
edly persists.

The actual conditions are, in fact, even
understated in the poverty area unem-
ployment rates. If you ask yourself not
simply “who is unemployed?” but rather
the more important question *“What per-
centage of these people can make it in
the job market?” the answer is truly
terrifying.

The Census Bureau employment sur-
veyed 60 inner city job markets in the
Nation’s 51 largest population centers,
as analyzed by the Subcommittee on Em-
ployment, Manpower and Poverty. They
found that fully 30 percent of the labor
force is in serious trouble.

National unemployment at the time of
the survey was about 5 percent. But
poverty area unemployment in the cities
studied was near 10 percent. But we
should add to the unemployed those who
are discouraged workers, people who
want jobs but have given up looking.
And we should add those who are work-
ing part-time but seeking full-time work.
And we should add those who are work-
ing full time but who earn less than $2 an
hour which is just enough for the poverty
level of $4,000 a year, and then only if
the work is steady. If we add all these
people, as we should, then the subem-
ployment rate stood at 30.5 percent of the
workforce. Remember these study areas
were not simply the worst ghettos. On the
average they include 33.5 percent of the
population of the cities studied.

In California the subemployment rates
varied from 34.6 percent in parts of Los
Angeles to 27 percent in San Francisco,
to 39.9 percent in a small poverty area in
San Diego, to 35 percent in Oakland.

With a third of our people unable to
make even poverty wages in 1970, our
Nation was, and is, in terrible trouble.
What has happened? Well, for one thing
the AFDC population, and the welfare
population, have followed the unemploy-
ment rates right through the ceiling. The
number of people on AFDC has doubled
during the Nixon years, from an original
6 million to the 12 million which is an-
ticipated for this fiscal year.

Many middle-class working men and
women resent welfare bitterly. Life is not
easy for them either. They face high
and still rising prices, high property
texes plus job insecurity. But we who
are better off sometimes do not realize
that life in poverty neighborhoods is so
much worse.

Nixon policies have forced an enormous
growth in the welfare rolls. And then to
find the same President who engineered
the unemployment now standing up and
berating the poor for following a so-called
welfare ethic rather than his work ethic
is a very bitter pill.

And then, a Nixon Treasury official
suggests that manpower programs be
eliminated because they do not lower the
unemployment rate.

For the past 4 years we have been
battling with the President, attempting
to establish a major public servicé em-
ployment program.

The Employment and Manpower Act

32643

of 1970 passed the Senate 68 to 6. But the
President vetoed the bill. He does not like
public employment jobs. They reminded
him, Mr. Nixon says, of the WPA—as if
that phrase were enough to condemn a
jobs bill while millions are unemployed
and public works projects go undone.

Mr. Nixon also vetoed an accelerated
Public Works Act, and an Economic
Opportunity Act extension that would
have authorized an additional $500 mil-
lion for jobs for unemployed teenagers.

Mr. Nixon did sign the relatively
smaller scale Emergency Employment
Act of 1971.

Under that bill some 150,000 unem-
ployed Americans now have jobs. The
bill provides a priority for hiring
Vieinam-era veterans. It is a good pro-
gram. It demonstrates that public
service employment is a workable con-
cept—public service employment that
pays prevailing wages, provides some
training, and is tied to the civil service
system.

While we have been pushing for publie
service employment, the administration
has been devoting its efforts to shifting
responsibility for manpower programs
from the Federal Government to the
States through manpower revenue
sharing.

The administration pretends that the
problems manpower programs face be-
cause of high levels of unemployment
and low-wage employment in poverty
areas, are really the result of admin-
istrative confusion and that the answer
is simply for the Federal Government to
wash its hands of all responsibility.

What nonsense. The Congress passed
responsible manpower reform legislation
in 1970—only to have it vetoed. We shall
pass such legislation again.

But the focus must be kept on jobs.
The Neighborhood Youth Corps out-of-
school program is one of the most impor-
tant of these. Unemployment among
youth remains terribly high. For young
black men it has been as high as 40 per-
cent during the Nixon administration.
How much thought do you think the
President has given to the relationship
between street crime and a 40-percent
unemployment rate? Very little, it seems,
The record shows that the New York City
out-of-school program has been cut
nationwide from 68,000 slots to only
37,000 slots. And the $500 million for New
York City was vetoed by the President
along with the 1971 EOA extension act
including the day care and legal services
programs.

Mr. President, it has been this ad-
ministration’s policy to ask the poor to
bear the brunt of their fight against in-
flation—by taking their jobs away and
thus their hope for dignity and advance-
ment.

And then the administration has
blamed the poor when they find them-
selves turning to welfare just to eat.

What can be said for such a program?
It certainly is not what America is all
about. If we do not offer genuine eco-
nomic opportunity for all our citizens,
then we fail in our most basic responsi-
bility as a Government. And that is pre-
cisely what we have been doing these
last 4 years.

high

GeorGE McGovery deserves
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praise for recognizing that full employ-
ment is the basic requirement for eco-
nomic justice, social stability and eco-
nomic growth. In his administration, we
can get about the business of establish-
ing full employment.

For too long we have been content to
provide welfare and social progress
aimed at the symptoms of poverty.

Now is the time to provide programs
and do away with poverty. Now is the
time to embark on programs that will
help us build cities and a Nation we all
can be proud of. !

The Nixon record is negative. Presi-
dent Nixon is an “agin’er.” America can
do better by those who desperately want
to work.

But America cannot do better while
Richard Nixon resides in the White
House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Washington was to be recognized.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the recognition of Mr. MacNUsON and
then Mr. HarT be reversed.

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

The Senator from Michigan (Mr.
HarT) is recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I listened
with attention to the remarks made by
the Senator from California, and hope
that many will read the record which he
has developed.

With respect to the unemployment
figures, there is also a problem for people
who have employment. It is a sort of
“damned if you do and damned if you
don’t.” It is tragic when a good man seeks
work and cannot find it. It is tragic when
a good man gets work and then is killed
or injured on the job.

FEDERAL JOB SAFETY STANDARDS

Mr. HART. Mr. President, while this
country continues to rain destruction on
Vietnam, American working people con-
tinue to be injured or killed because of
unsafe working conditions.

While this administration is willing to
pay and pay for more and more bombs
to drop on Asians, it continues to under-
refund the Occupational Health and
Safety Act.

If one were forced to describe the ad-
ministration’s record on job safety, one
would have to call it a record of neglect.

In choosing “hat word, there is no need
to consider motives, for to the injured
worker or to the family of an employee
killed on the job, it does not make much
difference if the neglect were by design
or oversight.

Let me list the planks in this platform
of neglect.

The administrator seeks only 500 com-
pliance officers, which means each
inspector will have to visit 10,000 estab-
lishments if the act is to be fully imple-
mented.

The administration’s delay in adopting
a lower asbestos air quality standard
could mean the deaths of an additional
tens of thousands of workers.

The administration seeks $28 million
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rather than the $60 million, approved by
Congress, to fund the National Institute
of Occupational Safety and Health, the
agency which is to set on-the-job medical
standards.

Under the administration’s proposal
level of funding it will take 12 years to
develop standards for the more than
10,000 toxic substances for which no
standards now exist.

The administration delayed 18 months
in initiating the standard-making proc-
ess for agricultural employment despite
the fact that such jobs are among the
most hazardous in the U.S. economy.

The administration continues to drag
its feet on implementing the Coal Mine
Health and Safety Act of 1969.

That is the record, and the voters
should ask, “Why? Why so much for
killing abroad and so little for job safety
at home?”

The workers also should ask when the
administration plans to come up with
an adequate safety program.

Inasmuch as an adequate program will
require more money, I would suggest
that, based on statements from this ad-
ministration, the outlook is dim indeed.

There are three principal ways to gen-
erate more Federal funds—increase
taxes, increase revenues by closing tax
loopholes, and increase resources avail-
able to apply to job safety and other ef-
forts by cutting the Pentagon spending.

The President’s former Treasury Sec-
retary, who comes from an oil State,
says there are no tax loopholes to close.

The Pentagon projects that it will in-
crease its budget from $78 billion to more
than $100 billion by 1980.

And now, the administration is press-
ing for a spending limit which would
require a significant cut in existing
programs.

In short, there may well be no new
money for expanding the job safety—
or any other important domestic pro-
gram.

One might well conclude that the cost
of each additional bomb dropped on Viet-
nam is one reason there is so little money
available to help protect the health and
safety of American workers.

One might also conclude that this ad-
ministration is perfectly willing to pro-
vide rhetoric for workers, but, when it
comes to spending, is more interested in
collecting campaign contributions from
special interests than in funding pro-
grams of special interest to the workers
of this country.

Unhappily, the administration’s reluc-
tance to support job safety programs also
stretches to the question of pension re-
form, another issue of vital concern to
working men and women.

Based on its performance on these two
issues alone, one can ask if the Ameri-
can worker can afford 4 more years of
the present administration.

The voters have a choice between 4
more years of the same, or of an admin-
istration dedicated to ending the sense-
less killing in Vietnam and the senseless
neglect of American workers here at
home. .

They have a choice between an ad-
ministration tied to special interests
which will resist advances in such areas
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or a candidate, GEorGE McGoOVERN, free
of the strings, free to do what is right for
the men and women who produce goods
and services for this Nation.

Admittedly, I view that choice through
partisan eyes; but I suggest that it is a
choice that should be an easy one to
make. One or the other of the two
chances that a new administration
would offer should alone be enough—
either stopping the killing of people 10,-
000 miles away, or doing that which is
required to protect the men and women
in this country who work. But both are
available as the difference between the
candidacies the choice of which is of-
fered to the people of this country in
November.

Mr. President, I suggest that a nation is
bound by the same moral restraints in
taking life that an individual is bound
to observe. An individual is told that
he shall not kill, but we are permitted
to kill when someone threatens us with
such violence as to place us in a rea-
sonable belief that our survival requires
the killing of the offending person.

Apply that test to Indochina. Are the
peoples of that region so threatening to
our very survival as to justify their kill-
ing? No one would say that today.

The second exception from the rule of
“Thou shalt not kill” is if a person is
doing such evil and violence to a third
party that one could justify interven-
ing with force against the party inflict-
ing that gross evil on the third party;
and this is the business of what the
North would do to the South in Vietnam
if we stopped our killing.

I cannot conceive that there is the
will nor the resources in the North to do
such violence to the people of that pe-
ninsula as we are doing to them. This Na-
tion does not meet the tests to justify
those killings, and there is no excuse,
with respect to the second of the two rea-
sons, that would persuade the people of
this country not to turn to Georce Mc-
GoverN. There is no justification for a
society with such resources as ours to
permit men and women who are fortu-
nate enough to get work to work under
conditions that are dangerous to their
health and their very lives.

Mr. President, may I inquire as to what
the order is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes remaining. He can
use that up in a quorum call if he wishes.

Mr. HART. I was looking at the clock
?nd thought I had overextended my

ime,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has until 9:51 if he wishes to use
it.

Mr. HART. Yes, Mr. President, I do.
I think it would be desirable for the Rec-
orp to contain at least some of the spe-
ciflcs on which the broad statements of
indictment that I have enumerated are
based.

I mentioned the threat of death be-
cause of asbestos poisoning. When
adopting a new standard for asbestos
last June, OSHA granted industry a 4-
year delay in reducing the existing five-
fibre per cubic centimeter of air stand-
ard to a two-fibre standard. Dr. Irving
Selikoff, a leading researcher in the field,
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has predicted that because of this de-
lay, and other inadequacies in the new
standard, tens of thousands of workers
will die—pointing out that the five-fiber
limit eould mean that a worker will in-
hale 20 to 30 million fibers a day. As-
bestos is now well recognized as causing
disabling and fatal lung disease, as well
as cancer of the lung and stomach lin-
ings.

In adopting its target health hazards
program last January, OSHA announced
its intent to vigorously enforce those
standards dealing with five of the most
severe and widespread occupational
health hazards—asbestos, carbon monox-
ide, lead, silica, and cofton dust—to
which over 4 million workers are ex-
posed. Nevertheless, in the first 5 months
of this program, only 221 inspections
were made for these hazards, and 127
of these had to be prompted by employee
complaints. In all, less than 2 percent
of OSHA’s inspections during this 5-
month period were directed toward these
target health hazards.

Despite the fact that the act requires
OSHA, in setting priorities, to act on a
worst-first basis, OSHA has given the
lowest possible priority to agricultural
employment, by waiting until June
1972—11% years after the act’s passage—
before appointing an advisory committee
to even begin considering what standards
should apply to such employment. All
other occupations have now been covered
by standards for over a year. This delay is
in the face of the President’s own public
recognition that agricultural employ-
ment is among the three most hazardous

industries, and that farm accidents cost
the Nation $2 billion a year.

These are the specifics.

In addition, each recent major mining
disaster—Hyden, Ky.; Buffalo Creek, W.
Va.: Sunshine Silver Mine, Kellog, Idaho;

Blacksville, W, Va.—has revealed that
the Bureau of Mines has failed to take
enforcement action against clear vio-
lations of the Coal Mine Heslth and
Safety Act of 1969, or the Metallic and
Nonmetallic Mine Safety Act of 1966.

Twice the Comptroller General has
concluded, in reports to Congress, that
enforcement of the Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act of 1969 has been ineffec-
tive, confusing, and inequitable.

Although the manpower and inspec-
tions under the Coal Mine Health and
Safety Act of 1969 have doubled in the
past year, the number of mine closure
orders has been reduced by 50 percent
in that period.

Mr. President, it is specifics such as
that on which I base the rather broad
indictment that I voice—that while we
have the capacity to insure a safe work-
ing place for men and women in this
country, we have not used that capacity;
rather, we have diverted our efforts to
continue to rain destruction on the peo-
ple of Indochina.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this
time, under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Washington is to be recog-
nized for a period not to exceed 15 min-
utes.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum, and
I ask unanimous consent that the time
be charged against the time allotted to
Mr. MAGNUSON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

‘The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the able
majority whip.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the recognition of Mr. MacNUsoN and
then Mr, SymincToN be reversed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized for a period not to exceed 15 min-
utes.

SECRET SOVIET TRADE NEGOTIA-
TIONS—ANOTHER CASE OF IG-
NORING THE CONGRESS AND THE
PEOPLE IN FAVOR OF A CHOSEN
FEW

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, on
July 8 it was announccd that the So-
viet Union and the United States had
concluded, in the words of Secretary of
Commerce Peterson, “the largest agri-
cultural commercial transaction in his-
tory.”

This talk does not dwell on the “con-
flict of interest” questions that have
arisen as a result of this transaction,
rather on the nature of the transaction
itself, and other reported transactions.

Under the agreement in question, the
United States provides the Soviet Union
with $750 million worth of grain over a
3-year period. These purchases are to be
financed by the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture at the CCC's present going
interest rates, on identical terms and
conditions as apply in the extension of
credit to our other trading partners.

Said agreement came as news to me as
well as to other Members of the Senate,
although it has been charged that it
did not come as a surprise to certain
large companies who will greatly profit
thereby; and who may be the only ones
who will profit.

In any case, it all came as an unpleas-
ant surprise to many Americans, with
severe pressure on bread prices and addi-
tional drains on the public budget for
the benefit of a few individual grain
dealers.

In a recent press article, the unhap-
piness of farmers who sold grain for
$1.21 per bushel and a few hours later
learned about the Soviet deal—the cur-
rent price of wheat is $1.91—is made
clear.

Parenthetically, I would add that the
same unhappiness extends into feed
grains and to those farmers who are
interested primarily in feed grains.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
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ticle published in the New York Times
of September 22, entitled “Wheat Belt
Farmers Upset Over U.S. Deal,” be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of these remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, sub-
sequently we read in the press of the
bad harvest in the Soviet Union, of the
Soviet need to buy grain abroad, and of
their desire to do so without digging too
deeply into their gold reserves.

Was this agreement, in effect, a po.hti-—
cal favor to the Soviet Union? It was no
economic favor to our own people, al-
though, as the press has reported, a few
insiders did profit handsomely.

We in the Senate do not know of the
details of this secret deal. We do not
know what political quid pro quo, either
explicitly or implicitly, was part of said
agreement.,

Now we read in the press about the
continuing negotiation of a broad, ever-
all trade agreement between the United
States and Soviet Governments. We learn
from press reports that this week there
are three Soviet negotiating teams in
Washington. We note from newspaper
reports that there has been agreement
in principle that the Soviets will dis-
charge their $11 billion lend-lease debt
by paying the United States $500 million
over the next 30 years.

We are also told by the press that this
settlement will permit the Export-Im-
port Bank to provide the necessary fi-
nancing for the export of U.S. goods to
the Soviet Union, and will lead to the
administration asking Congress to grant
most favored nation trading privileges
to the latter country.

We learn in the same way that this
trade agreement will include the devel-
opment of two Siberian natural gas
projects requiring a capital input of $10
billion; also, that under the agreement
the United States will contract to pur-
chase from the Soviet Union 2 billion
cubic feet of natural gas per day from
fields in north central Siberia and be-
tween 1.5 billion and 2.5 billion cubic feet
of gas per day from eastern Siberian
fields; this gas to be transported to our
west coast by a United States-Japanese
consortium.

Again, this is what we read in the press.
What we hear from our own Govern-
ment, however, is little indeed.

In his August report on “U.S.-Soviet
Commercial Relationships in a New
Era,” Secretary of Commerce Peterson
referred to two projects in the gas field
which he said could require “capital in-
puts in excess of $5 billion.” He said
nothing about any $10 billion capital in-
put.

The Secretary did say that the total
credit exposure of the Export-Import
Bank on all loans was currently about
$16.5 billion; also that the largest Ex-
port-Import Bank exposure to any single
country—up until now, anyway—was
about $1.3 billion. He added that the Ex-
port-Import Bank “‘could not undertake
financing on the scale of the Soviet proj-
ects without substantially changing its
historical practices and perhaps even the
nature of the institution.”
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Clearly, the trade agreement with the
Soviet Union will produce major economs-
ic consequences for just about every
American. Equally clear, neither the
Congress nor the public has been given
any meaningful information about it; in
fact in his August report, Secretary
Peterson did not mention Congress.

Will this trade agreement be advan-
tageous to the United States? Once
again, we in the Senate do not know be-
cause we have been told nothing.

We have heard rumors of some agree-
ment on the part of the Soviet Union,
in return for these gigantic credit terms,
to stop providing the flow of arms and
materiel to North Vietnam that has a
lot to do with making it possible for this
war to continue. Up to this time, before
these gigantic credit terms, we have been
unable to convince the Soviet Union to
take such a step.

Perhaps the advantages which will
flow from such a trade agreement will
produce this result. Let us hope so. We
havé tried everything else in Vietnam.
Why should we not try buying our way
out of this war in this way?

Nevertheless the taxpayers of Amer-
ica—who will pay both the direct and in-
direct costs for any such credit arrange-
ments and guarantees—and also the
Congress, which has the constitutional
right to regulate foreign trade and pass
any required legislation, have a right to
know more about any such possible ar-
rangements, especially what will be the
cost.

In passing, we might ask among other
pertinent questions whether this ad-
ministration believes the extension of
these credit terms will be of service to
the Soviets as they step up their ship-
ments of modern weaponry to Syria.

Secretary Peterson understands well
the connection between international
political relationships and economic re-
lations. In his news conference at the
American Embassy in Moscow on August
1, when asked whether the American
position on trade questions was colored
by general political and foreign policy
considerations, the Secretary replied:

Well, I think it has been said that war is
too important to be left to the generals. I
think it might be said that trade is getting
too important to be left to commercial min-
isters. For me to suggest that the progress of
trade will not be affected by the larger polit-
ical environment would be, I think, not to
understand that there is relationship be-
tween economics and politics. The more fa-
vorable the political environment, the more
political tensions are reduced, given the kind
of system we have in the United States, the
more likely, I think, that the American pub-
lic, the Congress, and others will aupport the
concept of expanded trade.

We agree with that statement; but
would add that, given the system of gov-
emment we have in the United States,
neither the Congress nor the American
public will support these concepts unless
they have more understanding of just
what political gains are involved.

In summary, it is time to let the rest
of us in on what is going on. As Mr.
Peterson said, trade is too important to
be left to commercial ministers. We
would go further and say that all this is
too important to everybody to be left to
decisions of secret negotiators who con-
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stitute a small group of officials in the
executive branch.
Exsisrr 1
[From the New York Times, Sept. 22, 1972]
WHEAT BELT FARMERS UPSET OVER U.B. DEAL
(By B. Drummond Ayres, Jr.)

KimnsLey, Eans—There is a saying out
here in the wheat country that growing grain
is riskier than gambling in Las Vegas. Some-
body once figured out that no fewer than 67
key factors ranging from weather to bug
spray must mesh to produce & bountiful har-
vest. One pelting hailstorm sweeping across
the flat, golden fields, one spring blitzkrieg
by the hated Hassian fly and a man might as
well plow everything under and start again.

But being hardly perennials and high roll-
ers, wheat farmers accept such risks, mask-
ing their acceptance behind a face-saying
bluff of good-natured griping. Come rain
or shine, they bellyache.

In recent weeks, however, the complaining
has taken on a bitter and cynical tone. Be-
cause of the confusion surrounding the huge
wheat deal between the United States the
Soviet Union, there is now genuine unhappi-
ness among many of the dusty flgures in
blue-gray denim overhalls who handle the
roaring tractors and flailing combines that
keep America and much of the rest of the
world in bread.

“They really stuck it to us,” said Elmer
Frick, referring to the charge—denied by the
Government—that the Agriculture Depart-
ment gave the big grain exporting companies
a tip that enabled the companies to make
windfall profits on the Soviet deal.

Mr. Frick, who farms a half section, or 320
acres, sold his entire 1972 wheat crop of 4,000
bushels on July 8, just a few hours before
the 400-million-bushel, #760-million deal was
announced. He got $1.27 a bushel. Today, the
price was £1.91 a bushel.

THE WHEAT BELT

No one knows precisely how many other
wheat farmers lost money by selling early—
or how many made small fortunes by selling
late. So the full political impact of the cur-
rent unhappiness is impossible to assess.

Wheat is grown commercially in four of
every five states, with the so-called Wheat
Belt starting in Texas and stretching north-
ward through Oklahoma, Kansas, Nebraska
and the Dakotas.

At the time of the July announcement,
the harvest was just ending in Kansas, which
grows about a fifth of the 1.5 billion bushels
produced annually in the United States.
Farther north, the harvest—and thus the
buying and selling—had not begun.

In the Dyne-Quik Cafe, Kinsley's favorite
gathering spot, the gossip is that at least half
of the farmers in this southwest Kansas area
sold before learning of the Russian deal.

Hunched over.a cup of coffee, a grimy
baseball cap perched askew on his head, a
jutting white grain elevator filling the plate
glass window behind him, Bob Anderson said
wearlly:

“Seems like just about every other person
I talk to sold too soon. It -ever fails. If only
I could have goiten what they're paying to-
day I could have settled all my debts except
the land mortgage.”

Mr. Anderson, who farms 950 acres, let
11,000 bushels of wheat go for $1.35 each.

A friend, Vernon Van Nahmen, added: "If
Washington wants to play politics, I can play
too. I've still got my vote.”

Mr. Van Nahmen farms 700 acres. He sold
5,000 bushels of wheat for $1.24 a bushel and
5,000 more for $1.38.

Robert Schmitt still has his wheat—all
12,000 bushels. He grinned while his friends
complained.

But finally the litany of unhappiness got
to him, too, It is as though he found it
heretlcal to sit in the Dyne-Quik, listening
to complaints about farming, without find-
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ing something to complain about himself. He
blurted out:

“Well, maybe I was lucky. Still I don't like
it. The U.8. Government will lend money to
the Russians to buy our wheat but it won't
lend money to my son so he can start farm-
ing.

The rule-of-thumb estlmate in this part of
Eansas Is that a man needs a rich father or
about #$175,000 to start a wheat farming
operation. Land goes for $200 to $300 an acre,
combines for $25,000 each and tractors for a
$1 a pound or $100 a horsepower, buyer's
cholece.

If the new farmer is successful, he may
realize 4 to 5 per cent a year on his invest-
ment, about what he could make by salting
it away In a bank,

Little wonder then that most of the men
who stop by the Dyne-Quik for coffee or the
#1.36 hot-lunch special are 50 to 60 years
old. At a time when many should be think-
ing about slowing down and lingering and
complaining a while longer over that coffee,
they are trying to expand and diversify their
operations to hold their own against one of
the tightest cost-profit squeezes in the Amer-
fcan economy.

TOUGH GOING

“Not many new fellows go into agriculture,
and those already in are having a tough go
of it,” sald C. W. Allison, president of the
Kinsley Bank. He has not set up a new farm-
er in almost a year.

At Kinsley High School, the class of "T2
had its dream. But farming was not a part
of it.

Most graduates headed for "Hutch" or
“Dodge” (Hutchinson or Dodge City), leav-
ing an aging and deteriorating Kinsley, pop-
ulation 2,200, to fend for itself, tired blood
and all.

Though the American farmer may once
have been among the freest of spirits, he now
considers himself the slave of bureaucracy
and regulations, planting what Washington
wants in the amount Washington says.

In return, he is paid a subsidy. This is his
reward for becoming so good at his game
that, free again, he could produce a surplus
that would glut the market—or feed the
hungry around the world.

“REASONABLE"” RETURN

The wheat subsidy is designed to bring
farmers what the Qovernment counsiders a
“reasonable” return, roughly $3 a bushel. It
is computed by taking the average price of
wheat during the harvest season and adding
enough Federal funds to that figure to
make §3.

This year, the average sale price may be
around $1.756, in which case the subsidy would
be about $1.25. So, men like Elmer Frick and
Bob Anderson who sold their wheat early
for #1.27 and $1.35, stand to make consider-
ably less than the farmers who are now
getting #1.91. “1.25 added to 1.35 is not the
same as 1.26 added to 1.91,” sald Mr. Ander-
son, “It all makes be doubly mad.”

He then drained his coffee cup, climbed
into his dusty red pickup and headed for his
farm.

“Gotta get another quarter section ready,"
he sald, “cause next year is going to be my
year.”

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WiLriams) . The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the orders
for the recognition of the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Macnuson) and the
Senator from California (Mr, TUNNEY)
be reversed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the Sena-
tor from California (Mr. TUNNEY) is now
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

SOVIET JEWS AND SOVIET TRADE

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I rise to-
day to discuss the -existence and exacer-
bation of an intolerable situation. Unfor-
tunately, the problem has been over-
shadowed in the news by the apparent
easing of tensions between the United
States and the Soviet Union and by the
gruesome headlines which followed the
Munich massacre. I am speaking of the
alarming escalation of repression of So-
viet Jews.

Few Americans are sufficiently aware
of the reality of terror and intimidation
which haunts the daily lives of the Jew-
ish citizens of the Soviet Union. Diserimi-
nation by the Soviet Government against
its Jewish citizens has long been a tragic
fact of life, but in recent months the op-
pression has dramatically increased in
scope and in magnitude.

It has become obvious that the pres-
sure and restrictions directed at Soviet
Jews are greater now than at any pre-
vious time since the inception of the
movement of Soviet Jews to emigrate to
Israel.

It is common knowledge that Soviet
Jewish citizens who applied for exit visas
have in the past been harassed and in-
timidated, dismissed from their jobs,
prosecuted under Soviet law, forced to
suffer abuses and indignities, and re-
quired to raise a significant sum in eco-
nomic ransom before they could leave
the country.

Recently when I was in Israel I had
the opportunity to talk to a number of
these emigrants and they related in stark
detail the horror of their lives once it
became known to Soviet authorities that
they wanted to leave the country.

In spite of these sanctions, and in the
face of a shameful silence on the part
of most of the world, the Jews somehow
suffered the indignities, survived the in-
timidation and harassment, raised the
ransom, and, when they were able, left
the.country.

But in August of this year, the Soviet
Government imposed an educational
ransom which exponentially increases
the price for those Jews who wish to
emigrate. This ransom has an over-
whelming impact upon the educated
Jews who wish to leave Soviet Russia. Its
impaect is felt especially by scientists. The
levy varies with the amount of education
the applicant has received. It ranges, I
understand, from a minimum of more
than $5,000 to well over $30,000 per ap-
plication.

The total sum necessary in order to
ransom these people will reach hundreds
of millions of dollars.

Given that the average Soviet citizen
earns less than $1800 per year, and that
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savings of any kind are extremely dif-
ficult to accumulate, it is evident that the
Soviet Government intends virtually to
eliminate emigration of the educated
Jewish population—unless American
Jews can somehow divert their resources
to the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Government has decided to
make Jews, in the truest sense of the
word, commodities for export.

Aside from the absurd fiscal implica-
tions of this policy, the psychological
impact of the decision is devastating to
Soviet Jews. When a Jewish citizen ap-
plies for an exit visa, the Soviet Gov-
ernment directs that he be dismissed
from his job, cut off from his associates,
excluded from his profession, and often
threatened with harassment by the po-
lice. He sees the entire apparatus and
machinery of the Soviet state operating
to make his life as barren and mean-
ingless as possible. His only source of
encouragement is that some day he can
leave. When the ransom becomes pro-
hibitive, the hope is eliminated.

The resultant desperation can force
irrational action. In a vain attempt to
obtain the ransom, some will sell every-
thing they own, either on the open mar-
ket or the black market. If they use the
black market, they will be committing an
economic crime according to Soviet law
and will subject themselves to arrest by
the Soviet Government. Young people,
fearing that their ransom will be in-
creased if they stay in school, will with-
draw from universities or refuse to en-
roll. But if these young people happen
to be men, they will then be subjected to
2 or 3 years of military service. And the
Government has claimed the power to
detain families of a person in military
service from leaving for a period of up to
5 years after the time in which the serv-
ice is ended.

Throughout the evolution of this
travesty the West has been woefully si-
lent. Two years ago, the cost for the
Soviet exit visa to capitalist countries
was increased by over 2,000 percent.
‘What had initially cost 20 to 40 rubles
was inereased in priee to 900 rubles. And
no protest was registered from the West.
The money was paid.

This silence becomes particularly sig-
nificant when one considers the impor-
tance apparently attached by the Soviets
to the U.S. reaction to the educational
ransom. Rumors have circulated for
almost 2 years that the Soviet Union
might impose the educational levy. But
no official action on the matter was taken
until after the May summit meeting in
Moscow. The logical conclusion which
follows from this sequence of events is
that the Soviets refrained from acting
until they secured the economic objec-
tives they desired.

In order to minimize the chances for
any statements by Soviet Jews during
the negotiations, the Soviet Government
at the time of the summit discontinued
phone service to prominent Jewish
leaders, jammed all radio communication
with western countries, prohibited travel
by Jews living outside Moscow and de-
tained prominent Moscow Jews in a lo-
cation outside the city.

Mr. President, I am not raising this
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issue at this time because of any partisan
objective. In fact, I have strongly sup-
ported the accomplishments at the sum-
mit. I have long been a strong believer
in increased trade and improved rela-
tions with Communist countries, I have
cosponsored legislation designed to ex-
pand trade between the East and the
West. I have supported arms control
agreements and have uged strongly that
they be expanded and strengthened. I
strongly favor a policy which make de-
tente possible and real. But I will not be
a party to a policy which achieves an ap-
parent easing of tensions at the price of
increased repression and suffering. I will
not support any agreement which, in the
name of improved relations or increased
trade, treats human beings as a com-
modity for export whose freedom is to be
bartered for corn and wheat and grain.

I think that it is unfortunate that this
problem has become so urgent this close
to a presidential election in the United
States. We must not allow it to become
a partisan issue. Both parties, indeed, all
American citizens, should join in de-
manding that the Soviet Union, if only
for her own self-respect and national
dignity, observe basic and minimum
standards of international justice and
common decency—standards to which
the Soviet Union pays lip service and to
which all civilized men should adhere.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
needless sermonizing or moralizing is ap-
propriate or constructive as a means of
conducting foreign policy. I believe, for
example, that the United States must
recognize governments who exercise ef-
fective control of their territory even if
we strongly disapprove of their domestic
or foreign policies. But I also believe that
certain basic and minimum standards
must be established and maintained if
the concept of human dignity is to mean
anything in this world. Only if the na-
tions of the world accept and maintain
the so-called minimum standards of in-
ternational justice will international
order be consistent with simple concepts
of fairness and justice.

That is the reason why I felt compelled
earlier this year to urge this body to dis-
continue military assistance to the Gov-
ernment of Brazil until that Government
could demonstrate that prisoners in Bra-
zilian jails were not being subjected to
torture.

That is why I voted against the pur-
chase of chrome by this Government
from the Government of Rhodesia, in
conforming with the U.N, sanction
against repressive policies pursued by
that government against its own black
citizens.

That is why I rise today to urge our
Government to make known—through
effective action—its alarm, its dismay,
and its disapproval of the Soviet repres-
sion of Jewish citizens.

I believe that detente between the
United States and the Soviet Union is
vital. I believe that world peace requires
an improvement in relations between
these two superpowers. I believe that the
mutual suspicion and mistrust which
have marked the relations of our two
countries have been distorted beyond
proper bounds. I have worked ever since
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I first served in the Congress to see the
suspicion reduced, the tension curbed,
and the cooperation between our two na-
tions increased.

But those objectives cannot be
achieved by unilateral American action.
They cannot be achieved by applauding
those Soviet policies which are construc-
tive and ignoring those which contravene
American interests and which challenge
deeply held convictions.

I think that it is also important and
only fair to recognize, Mr. President, that
no government enhances the prospects
of peace when it represses a part of its
own people, the Governments of
Rhodesia, South Africa, and, more re-
cently, Uganda, have all practiced their
own brand of domestic tyranny. These
practices, in varying degrees, have all
had international repercussions. The
Government of the Soviet Union, merely
because it is stronger and mightier than
the others, is no less culpable than other
governments which practice domestic
repression.

While there might be little that the
United States can effectively do to con-
vince the Soviet Union to change its
odious policy, there is a considerable
amount we can do to express strongly
and unequivocally our resolve that we
will do nothing which will assist the
Soviets, even implicitly, in pursuing their
cruel program.

As a consistent advocate of increased
trade with Communist countries, I think
that I must indicate here and now that
this brand of Soviet tyranny, this callous
attempt to impose an unbearable eco-
nomic price upon legitimate human as-
pirations, could severely damage the
relations which we all hope to improve.

If the Soviet Government believes that
detente with the United States frees it
to impose harsh and stringent conditions
upon its Jewish citizens, the United
States must reevaluate her own policies
to be certain that we in no way help
expedite that policy.

The Soviet Union is presenting an un-
pleasant and shocking picture to the
world. I am offended by that picture. I
believe that every political precept in our
history demands that we reject any in-
volvement with it.

I was pleased to read last week that
the Supreme Soviet deferred any deci-
sion on the educational levy and that the
expected decree formalizing the practice
was not issued, Perhaps the Soviet Gov-
ernment is recognizing that the export
of Jews is not a desirable policy and that
the repression of minorities is contrary
to her own interest. But until the Soviet
Government actually accepts that view,
we in the United States must do every-
thing we can to assure that we will re-
ject any policy which enables the Soviet
Union to believe that she can pursue this
dangerous pattern without strong Amer-
ican opposition.

Because of the urgency of this matter,
Mr. President, I have joined with a bi-
partisan group of my colleagues in the
development of an important amend-
ment which will be introduced in the
very near future. Our amendment alters
Senator MacnusoN's East-West Trade
Relations Act by denying most-favored
nation treatment in various U.S, credit
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programs to certain countries that deny
their citizens the right to emigrate or
impose prohibitive taxes on such emigra-
tion.

Senators Macnuson and Risicorr, the
principal sponsors of the Magnuson bill,
are among the principal sponsors of this
amendment. I would hope that a major-
ity of the Senate will join with us in
supporting this legislation. It is impor-
tant to tell the Soviet Union that the
U.S. Senate will not stand idly by and
benignly approve economic agreements
without resisting, in the most effective
manner possible, the commercial export
of Jews by the Soviet Government. I be-
lieve in detente, Mr. President, but I also
believe in justice.

Mr. President, I cannot help but be
reminded that this is the same policy
that Nazi Germany followed in the days
before Jews were herded into concentra-
tion camps and put to death. The Nazi
government felt that the exportation
of its Jewish citizens, for commercial
benefits to Germany, was a good policy
because it made money for the Nazi gov-
ernment. We all saw what happened as
a result of that policy. We all saw the in-
justice increase in tempo and degree
until finally 6 million Jews lost their
lives. The world in 1972 must be willing
to act much more quickly than it did
in the 1930’s and 1940’s.

I hope that the Soviet Union, in light
of its apparent distaste for policies
which can be compared to those of Nazi
Germany, will reverse this cruel policy
before the Soviets find that their own
policies become foo reminiscent of those
pursued by Hitler’s Germany.

Until the Soviets themselves alier
their course, I have no choice but to
pursue, however reluctantly, a policy
which will tell the Soviet leaders that
we will resist the path upon which they
have embarked. Accordingly, I urge my
colleagues to support our amendment
and to join us in condemning these op-
pressive and unfortunate Soviet policies.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, does the Senator wish to relinguish
the remainder of his time?

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield myself 1 minute of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from West Virginia is recog-
nized.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR MAGNUSON VACATED

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the recognition of the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Maenvson) be va-
cated.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN
COMMITTEES TO MEET DURING
SESSION OF THE SENATE TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the For-
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eizn Relations Committee Subcommittee
on Oceans and International Environ-
ment; the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare Subcommittee on Labor; the
Public Works Committee; the Armed
Services Committee; and the Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee be authorized
to meet during the session of the Senate
today.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum on
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President
I reserve the remainder of my time.

WICKER'S MACEDONIAN CRY

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an article published in the
New York Times by Mr. Tom Wicker.
Mr. Wicker is certainly no admirer of
this administration, but I thought his
Macedonian cry would be amusing and
interesting.

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

Come HoME, GEORGE McGOVERN
(By Tom Wicker)

Senator George McGovern is planning some
“fireside chats™ for the near future, and well
he might. He senses, probably correctly, that
he is not making much of a personal impact
on the voters, although the Democrats have
been recently encouraged by the large crowds
he is drawing and by daily evidences that
the party and its traditional labor support
are beginning to rally round the candidate.

Is it contradictory that Mr. McGovern
thinks he is not getting across personally but
that he also is attracting good crowds and
building party unity? Not necessarily; the
fact is that one of his foremost personal prob-
lems is the long season of compromise and
retreat he has gone through in order to per-
suade his party and the labor unions that
he is not a flery radieal.

Apparently he has had some success in
that effort, but at considerable cost. Because
the fact also is that George McGovern’s hard-
core support, the people at the heart of his
campaign, had thought all along that he was
a radical, at least in contrast to the accepted
norms of American two-party politics.

That was much of his appeal—that he
was a candidate so far above the usual give-
and-take of interest group politics, so com-
mitted to a stated line of action rather than
to the bland and deceltful generalities usually
heard in election years, that his election
would, at last, make much more than George
Wallace's proverbial “dime’s worth of dif-
ference.”

But the process of “moving to the center,”
which Mr, McGovern has elther acquiesced in
or proved unable to resist, has all but de-
stroyed his above-politics appeal. BSpeci-
cally:
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When rigorous analysis disclosed the de-
fects in the McGovern scheme to replace the
welfare mess with a $1,000-per-person guar=-
anteed income plan, he prudently abandoned
that specific proposal. But instead of contin-
uing to insist on the principle involved—
that of income maintenance, not only for
welfare recipients but for the working poor—
he retreated all the way to the New Deal,
with a tripartite proposal for public service
jobs, expanded Social Security coverage, and
more cash for those on welfare. That is not
welfare reform but more welfarism, and it is
not much improved by the bland generality
of promising ‘‘careful study” of income main-
tenance for low- and moderate-income per-
sons,

When Mr. sIcGovern wrote the American
Jewish Committee that he opposed—as “det-
rimental to American society”—the idea of
quotas to redress racial and other forms of
discrimination in employment, he retreated
all the way past the New Deal to President
Nixon's position. In fact, the so-called “Mc-
Govern reforms” the candidate had done so
much to imposs on the Democratic party
formed a quota system; blacks like the Rev.
Walter Fauntroy, the District of Columbia
Congressional delegate, thought they had a
commitment from him for Federal patronage
“in reasonable proportion” to their share of
the population; and again the situation was
not improved by another bland generality
that employment discrimination could be
ended “without abandening the merit sys-
tem."

Back there in the primary campalgns, Mr.
McGovern—relying on one of the best cam-~
paign documents of the year, his “alternative
defense budget”—was going to recuce annual
defense spending to about $55 killion. That
figure is not much heard nowadays, and the
current McGovern defense advisers—headed
by Pentagon veterans Clark Clifford, Paul
Warneke and Herbert York—have ‘ust put
out a report that doesn’t mention $55 billion.
But it blandly promises to cut “wasteful and
dangerous elements” In the defense budget
without endangering national security.

Almost incredibly, this Presidential can-
didate who reached his present eminence
through long, honorable and passionate op-
position to the war in Vietnam, and its per-
petrators, was willing to reward Lyndon
Johnson for his lukewarm and dubious sup-
port by stating that “he inherited that war.
He didn't start it. He gave up his chance
for re-election in an effort to end it.” Can
George McGovern, of all people, really be-
lieve that Mr. Johnson had no choice but to
send a half million troops to Vietnam? Does
he suggest, in the face of the 1968 McCarthy
and Kennedy campalgns from which his own
derives, that L.B.J, quit from altruism rather
than because of political pressure? And if
Lyndon Johnson Inherited the war and is
blameless for it, what about Richard Nixon?

No one can deny the necessity, after Miami
Beach, for George McGovern to have sought
party unity; no one can deny, either, the
constant necessity in a plural society for
political compromise. But at some point com-
promise becomes flight, and if the Senator is
wondering why he is making so little per-
sonal impact on the voters, it may well be
because many people no longer can be sure
who he is or where he stands.

It may be that political success in America
still requires a candidate to avoid strong
positions and play to the prejudices of the
voters. But if so, Mr. McGovern has no hope
of beating Mr. Nixon at that game; and any-
way, there is growing evidence that millions
of Americans are sick and tired of politics
and politicians as usual, with their promises,
their evasions, their pretensions and their
fallures.

So come home, George McGovern, in those
fireside chats you're planning. You were doing
better when you seemed to be your own man.
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ECONOMIC INDEX RISES

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Wash-
ington Star yesterday published on the
front page an article entitled “Economic
Index Rises."” The article points out:

The government's index of leading business
indicators jumped 2.2 percent last month,
the biggest rise in the closely watched eco-
nomic report since March, the Commerce
Department said today.

The August rise in the composite index
compared with an average monthly increase
of 1.3 percent since the index began moving
up about two years ago.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the article may be printed in the
REecoRrbp.

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

Economic INDEX RiIses

The government's index of leading business
indicators jumped 2.2 percent last month,
the biggest rise in the closely watched eco-
nomiec report since March, the Commerce
Department said today.

The August rise in the composite index
compared with an average monthly increase
of 1.3 percent since the index began moving
up about two years ago.

The index samples movement in 12 diverse
areas of the economy and is considered a key
guide to later business trends, The August
figures “are continuing to signal strong
growth for the economy in the future,” Asst.
Commerce Secretary Harold C. Passer said.

Of the eight indicators available for today’s
report, only one, contracts and orders for
plant and equipment, was down. Those in-
creasing were the length of the average work
week, new orders for durable goods, building
permits, industrial materials prices, stock
prices and the price-labor cost ratio.

Initial claims for unemployment insurance
declined in August, considered a favorable
sign for the business index.

The department placed the composite in-
dex of indicators at 1455 for August. The
index assigns the value of 100 to indicator
levels of 1967. The index is now 28 percent
above the low point reached in 1970,

At the same time, the department revised
downward its earlier assessment for July,
reducing the grain In th: index from seven
tenths of one percent to one-tenth of one
percent, the Associated Press reported.

ECONOMIC FACTS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr, President, workers’
real weekly spendable earnings have
risen over 4 percent in the past year,
more than three times the average rate
from 1960 to 1968, Total civilian employ-
ment has increased by 2.5 million in the
past year and 4.5 million since the be-
ginning of the Nixon administration.
The unemployment rate has declined
from about 6 to 5.5 percent, which is
slightly below the average of the Ken-
nedy-Johnson administrations before the
Vietnam war buildup.

I may add they did not face the prob-
lems of unwinding the war and the in-
herited inflationary pressures which were
faced by this administration.

Our economy is growing at a rate of
almost 9 percent a year, the highest since
1965.

The annual rate of real net income per
farm in the first half of this year has
been higher than in any previous year.

In the 12 months ending in August,
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the first year of the economic stabiliza-
tion program, the Consumer Price In-
dex rose 0.9 percent. This compares with
a rise of 4.4 percent in the preceding 12-
month period, according to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics. The BLS report said
living costs in August rose two-tenths of
1 percent, half the previous month’s rise.

The Bureau also reported that the
average paycheck of some 50 million
rank-and-file workers rose to $137.23 a
week and that, after allowance for in-
flation, the past year’s increase in pur-
chasing power was the largest on record.

I might add that the September figures
show an even further increase.

The situation, therefore, is that, first,
more people are employed in the United
States today than ever before in the
history of this Republic—some 83 mil-
lion people. Second, the rate of infiation
is lower than that of any other major
nation in the world, the rate of inflation
in the United Kingdom and continental
countries being from 5.5 percent to about
7 percent, and in some instances higher
than that.

The average weekly income of workers
in this country in real wages, even after
allowing for all inflation, is higher than
has ever been received by the working-
man in history.

Now, these are facts. They cannot be
derogated by deploring the condition of
the average American workingman. He
has less to suffer from inflation than in
any other country. He earns more in-
come, more are employed. The unemploy-
ment rate for married men in this coun-
try is 2.6 percent. We have a mobile
population, with many young, teenage
workers coming in and out of the em-
ployment market, and that in itself ac-
counts for some of the fluctuation.

But let us see what has been done
not only in the area of job ecreation but
in social services. This administration
has spent more money for education than
any previous administration. It has spent
more money for job creation and reha-
bilitation and for veterans and for the
disabled and the handicapped than any
other administration.

Now, it is customary to attack these
figures by claiming that they are under-
funded. What does that mean? It means
simply that the speaker who criticizes
would have funded them with a greater
amount of money. It is undeniably true
that the more money you put out, the
more somebody gets of it. But, there is
a breaking point where the expenditure
of more money than is contemplated by
any administration’s budget is itself in-
flationary, and then inflation, like a thief
in the night, burgeons and swells and
increases and takes away from that
workingman the very wages which he
has just been receiving in greater
amounts. So that, in one sense, every-
thing the Government does is under-
funded, because someone else would
always outbid you and spend more.

But prudent funding has resulted in a
better condition for the American work-
ingman in the past 4 years than at any
other time, and that is undeniable.

Now let us look at the other side of
the shield. Mr. Joseph Young, writing in
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the Washington Evening Star of the 19th
of September, points out in his column
on Federal employees:

Sen. George McGovern's defense cutback
proposals would mean the loss of 275,000 De-
fense Department civillan jobs.

These figures are not estimates made by
Nixon administration officials, but by Mc-
Govern in his defense proposals that were
carried in the Congressional Record Jan. 24
during his successful campaign for the Dem-~
ocratic presidential nomination.

McGovern's plan would eliminate the elvil-
ian jobs over a two-year period. By the end
of fiscal 1975 the present 1,036,000 civilian
jobs would be reduced to 761,000.

Army civilian jobs would drop from 365,000
to 265,000, Navy from 338,000 to 225,000, and
Alr Force from 277,000 to 225,000. The other
66,000 Defense Agency jobs would be reduced
to 46,000.

Now let us compare the Republican
record with the McGovern proposal. The
Republican platform stands for full em-
ployment—a job for everyone willing and
able to work in an economy freed of in-
flation, its vigor not dependent upon war
or massive military spending, This year
we must choose between an expanding
economy in which workers will prosper
and a handout economy in which the
idle live at ease.

The McGovern platform proposes an
expensive Government bureaucracy to
provide make-work welfare jobs while
cutting back employment in some of our
high technology industries.

The Republican platform supports
the strong, temporary wage-price con-
trols which have resulied in take-home
pay increasing at an annual rate of 4
percent, an 8-year high. We also sup-
port the tough actions on prices which
have cut inflation in half and better.

The McGovern program is apparently
unaware of the administration’s achieve-
ments, and it would immediately and
irresponsibly eliminate wage and price
controls.

Again, the Republican platform
pledges vigorous efforts to reform the
congressional budgeting process. The
House of Representatives, to its credit,
has provided favorably for a spending
ceiling. I hope the Senate will do like-
wise. The Republican platform states
that we believe the Nation needs a rigid
spending ceiling on Federal outlays each
fiscal year, a ceiling controlling both
the executive branch and the Congress.
The McGovern proposals would increase
the budget by over $144 billion, and that
does not include the cost of the various
welfare proposals which Senator Mc-
Govern has put forward from time to
time.

So what we are up against is credibility
or believability;, and the opponents have
made a grand play for the title of “The
Most Believable.” However, neither the
facts nor the opinion of the majority
of the American people bear this claim
out.

A column, which was published in to-
day’s Washington Post, by John P,
Roche, a well known liberal columnist,
discusses some of these facts. In addi-
tion, a just-released Gallup poll, also
appearing in today’s Washington Post,
shows that the American people, by a
majority of 59 to 20 percent believe
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President Nixon to be more sincere than
the candidate of the opposition.

Mr. Roche notes that such writers as
Dave Broder, of the Washington Post,
Max Frankel of the Times, and others
would not invent incidents or put words
in people’s mouths, but we have seen in
recent weeks persons on the McGOVERN
staff flatly denying stories by such re-
porters. Needless to say, the latter do
not enjoy being called liars.

During the Gallup poll, as to the gues-
tion of which man is more believable, it
is interesting to note that, among Demo-
cratic voters, a majority said they believe
President Nixon more than they believe
Senator McGovern, although the differ-
ence is only 38 to 37 percent, and 25 per-
cent have at this time no opinion.

This is a very high level of believability
in Mr. Nixon and in this administration.
So these charges which are repeated here
ad infinitum, ad nauseam, and ad exten-
dum, are falling on barren ground. They
take no seed. One would think that this
so0il, having been so enriched, would bring
forth some sort of plant, or at least some
weeds, but all that comes up is the dust
which has been stirred up from this bar-
ren ground by the scuffiing and the kick-
ing of futile heels.

I am not denominating anyone; I am
only using an analogy here. I refer only
to the heels of the shoes of the kickers.

But after all, where are we getting?
As I have said so many times before, I
am willing to call all this off if the op-
position is. No one is listening. No one is
paying any attention. We speak to empty
chambers, and every day four or five Sen-
ators get up and intone their readings
from scriptures prepared, perhaps, by
themselves—perhaps, I say.

They fail to endorse the candidate of
the opposition—that would be asking too
much of them—but they do make their
small points. And their small points, hav-
ing no quality of the diamond but rather
the quality of dust, leave no marks upon
the surface of public opinion,

So I favor what I have proposed be-
fore: A treaty of political nonviolence,
that we save the Senate’s time and the
Senate’s ears, because U.S. Senators are
not like Roman Senators, sitting here
with auris erectis or erect ears to hear
the pearls of alleged wisdom which drop
unheeded on the silent soil.

So we are really spinning our wheels,
and I am sure that the leadership on
both sides knows we are spinning our
wheels. You are only making me work
hard, and being normally a lazy man, I
get a great deal done. Lazy men do that,
because they feel that in the end some-
one has to say something to put an end
to it, and that is what I am trying to do.

But if you want this conflict to con-
tinue, I will be here day in and day out,
adding my little bit, and maybe my little
auger, to whatever may be said.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I shall in a moment. But
speaking of augers, I will provide for you
an augury, and this is, “Gentlemen, you
ain’t getting nowhere at all.”

I now yield. First, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have these articles printed in the
RECORD,
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There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Evening Star and Dally News,
Sept. 19, 1973)
SUBsTANTIAL DEFENSE JoB CuUTs APPEAR
IMMINENT
(By Joseph Young)

Sen. George McGovern's defense cut-
back proposals would mean the loss of 275,~
000 Defense Department civilian jobs.

These figures are not estimates made by
Nixon administration officials, but by Mec-
Govern in his defense proposals that were
carried in the Congressional Record Jan. 24
during his successful campaign for the Dem-
ocratic presidential nomination,

McGovern's plan would eliminate the ci-
vilian johs over a two-year period. By the
end of fiscal 1975 the present 1,038,000 ci-
vilian jobs would be reduced to 761,000,

Army civilian jobs would drop from 365,000
to 265,000, Navy from 338,000 to 225,000, and
Air Force from 277,000 to 225,000. The other
56,000 Defense agency jobs would be reduced
to 48,000.

Though these projections are enough to
gElve civilian defense workers the shakes, a
slzable employment cut also might very well
occur if President Nixon is re-elected.

The cuts wouldn't be as severe as McGov-
ern advocated in January, but they still could
have a heavy impact.

There were strong rumors months ago that
many defense Installations throughout the
country were scheduled to be closed, con-
solidated or curtailed. b

Also, the administration has been under
heavy congressional pressures to reduce the
slze of Defense department's headquarters
staffs here.

There is considerable talk that Nixon, if
re-elected, will move to make substantial
cuts in the Defense department's civilian
establishment. It's said the fact thet this is
an election year has been the only reason
for the delay.

When Deputy Defense Secretary David
Packard resigned last year, he sald more than
81 billion could be saved in manpower re-
ductions.

Nixon's hand also may be forced by the
more than $4 billion the House slashed from
the fiscal 1873 Defense budget. This by itself
could mean the loss of a large number of
civilian jobs.

Another factor Is the administration’s fis-
cal and budgetary problems and its efforts
to get around the $250 billion budgetary ceil-
ing. As one administration official said, “De-
fense offers us the best chance to trim the
budget.”

So the outlook next year, no matter who
wins, appears to be for considerable turmoil
in the Defense establishment.

Bills imperiled—The rush by Congress to
adjournment could imperil several major
government employe bilis,

The combination “80" retirement bill has
been approved by the House Civil Service
Committee and awaits a rule by the Rules
Committee to bring it to the House floor.
However, further action this year seems un-
likely.

The bill to Increase the government's
health insurance premiums contributions is
deadlocked in House-Senate conference and
little hope is held for it.

The measure to raise the annuities of re-
tired federal employes and their survivors,
particularly those with minimal annuities,
has been the subject of hearings by the
House and Senate Civil Service Committees.
But unless actlon is taken soon, such legis-
lation also will wind up in the discard bin.

The House has approved the bill to liber-
alize government employes’ use of annual
leave. But the Senate Civil Service Commit-
tee has not acted on the bill,
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The administration proposed a measure to
allow federal employes who retire with as
little as five years service to qualify for con-
tinued health and life insurance benefits in-
stead of the present 12 years requirement.

The request seemed uncontroversial, but
neither the House nor the Senate Civil Serv-
ice Committee has taken action.

McGovERN LASHES AT JOURNALISTS
(By John P. Roche)

Recently Sen. George McGovern got quite
cross at the press, accusing the political re-
porters who have been covering him of im-
pugning his “credibility.” After all, the sen-
ator said modestly, credibility was his strong
suit.

With specific reference to the deposition
of Sen. Thomas Eagleton, McGovern said that,
properly understood, his position had been
guite consistent. He allowed that his con-
tradictory statements on the SBalinger mission
were a blunder—but still not a reflection on
his credibility. Indeed, he complained to
Newsweek that “there was a little too much
eflort to try to find some credibility prob-
lem. . . Some of those syndicated columnists
are terrible.”

Sorry about that, but the fact is that the
McGovern campaign has a credibility prob-
lem of the first magnitude. As one who puts
respect for the truth above partisan loyslty,
it seems to me an obligation to point this
out. I'll do as much for President Nixon any-
time, but when he says he is opposed to
guotas, I believe him. To date, the main at-
tack on the President's credibility has been
based on a bogus quote, & statement he never
made that he had a “secret plan" to end the
WAr.

Take the whole matter of McGovern's rec-
ord on Vietnam. By now, you might have
the Impression that he was the Patent Office
“dove.” But I was there and my political
evaluation is based on a man's voting record,
not on his speeches. True, McGovern was un-
happy about Vietnam back in 1863, but how
unhappy? He did not join Sens. Wayne Morse
and Ernest Gruening in opposing the Ton-
kin Gulf Resolution in 1964.

But the war was escalated between 1964
and 1968 and every year the Senate was given
an opportunity to register its views in a very
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respondents in the business, noted for his
remarkable interviews with such varying
characters as Charles de Gaulle, Mrs, Golda
Meir, Gamal Abdel Nasser, Mrs. Indira
Gandhi. In a recent column I cited his re-
port of a session that McGovern's "ambas-
sador” Abram Chayes, held with newsmen
in Paris. Subsequently Chayes flatly denied
the attributions—in effect, ecalling Boreh-
grave a liar. Then the world fell in on
Chayes, who seemed to think nobody was at
the meeting but Borchgrave: the New York
Daily News obtained a full transcript from
French sources and it sustained Borchgrave
at every key point.

The point is that there is one way of main-
taining one's credibility: by sticking to the
truth.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 28, 1972]
THE GaLLUP PorLL—NixoN MoRE BELIEVABLE,
59 PERCENT TO 20 PERCENT

PrivceETON, N.J.—Although MeGovern’s
party strategists have sought to make polit-
ical capital by ascribing a credibility gap to
Mr. Nixon, the President is seen as “more
sincere and bellevable” than MecGovern by
a 6-to-2 margin with the nation’s voters.

Even among McGovern's own party mem-
bers, many see Mr. Nixon as the more “sin-
cere and believable” of the two candidates.

In the case of young voters, 18-29 years,
on whom McGovern has pinned high hopes,
Mr. Nixon wins by a sizable margin on this
issue.

Following is the question asked and the
results:

Which candidate—Mr. Nixon or McGov-
ern—do you think is more sincere, believ-
able?

[in percent]

Nixon McGovern  No opinion

concrete fashion: the vote on the Supl

tary Appropriation to finance the U.8. mili-
tary effort in Vietnam. In 1966, only Morse
and Gruening voted “Nay.' In 1967, a third
man joined. George McGovern? No, Sen. Gay-
lard Nelson of Wisconsin. In that same year,
Gruening introduced a measure to forbid
the shipment of draftees to Southeast Asia
except as volunteers. Only Morse and Gruen-
ing voted for it.

In 1968, McGovern again voted for the Viet-
nam Supplemental (Morse, Nelson, and
Gruening opposed it), and for a measure
that authorized the use of defense funds In
Laos and Thailand for support of local forces
(later referred to as “mercenaries” by the
anti-war movement). True, McGovern was
even more unhappy about events In South-
east Asia than before, and he made a num-
ber of anguished speeches. But how do you
Jjudge a legislator? By his speeches? Or by his
votes?

If the SBenator has credlbility problems,
his staff certainly compounds them. Experi-
enced political reporters specialize In accu-
racy, and in my judgment it is Inconceivable
that, say, Dave Broder of The Washington
Post, Max Frankel of The Times, or a number
of others at the top of the profession, would
invent incidents or put words in people’s
mouths. But in recent weeks we have seen
members of Sen. MeGovern's staff flatly
denyling stories by reputable reporters. Need-
less to say, the latter do not enjoy being
called Hars.

Arnaud de Borchgrave of Newsweek is, for
example, surely one of the ablest foreign cor-

As the above Iindicates, non-whites are
the only major population group which cred-
its McGovern with being more sincere or
believable than Mr. Nixon; they give Mc-
Govern a 2-to-1 edge over Mr. Nixon on this
question.

A total of 1,634 adults, 18 and older, were
interviewed in person in this survey, which
was conducted in more than 30 scientifically
selected localities across the mnation during
the period of Aug. 24-27.

Findings, up to this point in the 1972 race,
indicate that Preisdent Nixon's personal pop-
ularity has remained fairly constant in the
three presidential races in which he has en-
gaged. In tests to date, McGovern does ap-
preciably better than Barry Goldwater in
1964, but slightly less well than Hubert
Humphrey in 1968.

The personal popularity of candidates im
elections since 1952 is reported below. The
figures represent the percentage of those in-
terviewed who give the candidate the highest
positive rating.

1972 Nixon 39.8%—McGovern 23.4%.

1968 Nixon 37.5%—Humphrey 28.5%.

1964 Johnson 48.6 % —Goldwater 16.2%.

1960 Eennedy 41.6% —Nixon 39.7%.

1956 Eisenhower 56.7 % —Stevenson 33.8%.

1952 Eisenhower 47.2%—Stevenson 37.0%.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the distinguished minority leader has
been quoting a lot of Scriptures this
morning. He has referred to himself as
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a lazy man. Does the distinguished Sen-
ator care to recall what happened to
the lazy man in the parable of the tal-
ents?

Mr. SCOTT. Well, I do remember that
some of the men in the parable of the
talents used their talents more wisely
than others, yes.

I try not to bury mine. I allow them
a certain amount of exposure, because
if not exposed, they develop a certain
amount of patina, and I would not want
anyone to say that the Senator from
Pennsylvania is green from disuse, nor
am I green from jealousy or envy. I
shine from exposure, rather, in the re-
flected pride which I feel in the achieve-
ments of the present administration.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the
watchman at the gate has concluded his
remarks——

Mr. SCOTT. Let me conclude by say-
ing that I am not so much the watch-
man as the custodian of the watchman,
who is the one who watches the watch-
man, or the one who will keep the light-
house when the lighthouse keeper is
keeping house.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I must say the Sen-
ator is in great form this morning.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
100—SANCTIONS AGAINST NA-
TIONS PROVIDING SANCTUARY
TO TERRORISTS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Wirrtams). Under the previous order,
the Chair lays before the Senate the
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 100),
which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
concurrent resolution by title.

Mr. SCOTT. I ask unanimous consent
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 100) requesting
the President to consider sanctions
against any nation that provides sanc-
tuary to terrorists.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the concur-
rent resolution.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to

The preamble was agreed to.
The concurrent resolution, with its
preamble, reads as follows:
5. Cowm. Res. 100
Concurrent resolution requesting the Presi-
dent to consider sanctions against any na-
tion that provides sanctuary to terrorists

Whereas the Congress of the United States
deplores any act of international terrorism,
particularly where innocent third parties are
utilized to accomplish such acts,

Whereas, by its Resolution 358, the Sen-
ate has condemned the tragic violence which
occurred at the Olympic Games in Munich,

Whereas the Congress is convinced that
intensification of effective measures to pre-
vent terrorism is of the highest priority and

urgency, \
Whereas both the Congress and the Presi-
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dent are taking measures to increase pro-
tection of forelgn officials, property and visi-
tors in the United States and of United
States officials, property and travelers abroad,

Whereas, at the direction of the Presi-
dent—

the Secretary of State has commenced
consultation with Foreign Ministers around
the world on actions against international
terrorism, and in particular has urged that
as many states as possible become parties
to international conventions dealing with
aireraft hijacking and sabotage, and

the Executive Branch is taking urgent
steps in consultation with other govern-
ments, the United Nations and other inter-
national organizations to bring about co-
operative action for dealing with interna-
tional terrorism, and

consideration is being given to possible
means of inducing states to fulfill their obli-
gations under international law to prevent
their territory or resources from being used
by terrorist groups to organize criminal acts
of violence against other states or theilr na-
tionals, and to apprehend perpetrators of
such acts for prosecution or extradition: Be
it therefore

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the President
be requested to consider the suspension of
United States ald to and the imposition of
economic and other sanctions against any
nation which provides sanctuary for terror-
ists who have injured or abused citizens or
property of one nation in committing illegal
or terroristic acts against another nation or
the citizens or property thereof.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Secretary of the Senate, in the
engrossment of Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 100 agreed to earlier today, be
authorized to make certain technical
changes.

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of routine
morning business.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, what
I am about to say has nothing to do with
the campaign of any candidate. I only
say to the Senator from Pennsylvania
that I endorse unequivocally, enthusi-
astically, and without gualification the
candidacy of GEOrRGE MCGOVERN.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. Whenever that happens
on this floor, I always commend the
courage and gallantry, with head bloody
but unbowed, of the Senator involved.
The Senator from Montana is hurt and
the Senator from Wisconsin is ailing, and
1 congratulate them.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Well, I try hard. Of
course no one tries harder than the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. President, I am going to criticize
the administration, however; but what I
have to say goes far beyond any cam-
paign.

ADMINISTRATION WEAK-KNEED IN
LAVELLE CASE

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
failing to assert the historical U.S. Gov-
ernment position of absolute control
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over the military, the administration has
acted feebly in the General Lavelle case,
What kind of a weak-kneed, namby-
pamby, panty waist administration have
we which not only failed to assert deter-
mined civilian control over the military
but took an active part in trying to sweep
the entire matter under the rug?
PRESIDENT MUST ASSERT CIVILIAN CONTROL

The President of the United States
should make for a ringing assertion that
in the future he and the eivilian authori-
ties will exercise full and complete con-
trol of bombing and other military
operations.

The President should give absolute
assurances that he has issued the orders
and provided the mechanism that in the
future will insure the receipt of regular,
daily accurate, double-checked reports
of military activities in the field.

The President and the Secretary of
Defense should make clear in forceful
public statements that henceforth any-
one, whether he be a general or admiral,
involved in unauthorized bombing, fail-
ure to carry out orders, or the cover-up
or falsification of reports will be dealt
with summarily by court martial.

WEAKNESS PILED ON WEAKNESS

In the Lavelle case we have a situation
where a commander in the field took the
war into his own hands, Twenty or more
unauthorized raids took place. He
bombed targets contrary to the rules of
engagement at a time when sensitive ne-
gotiations were proceeding. Records and
reports were systematically falsified. Yet
the chain of command was so weak that
the superiors of General Lavelle claim
they had no knowledge of the events
until a lowly sergeant blew the whistle.

Then weakness was piled on weakness.
When the situation was verified, the
Secretary of Defense, according to Gen-
eral Ryan’'s testimony—General Ryan, of
course, is the Chief of Staff of the Air
Force, and was the man who was superior
to General Lavelle—quickly decided that
General Lavelle would be quickly dis-
charged without a court martial. He was
tapped on the wrist and retired at $27,000
a year, most of it tax free,

Of course, if any enlisted man has re-
fused to obey orders or had violated or-
ders in this way, he would have been
court martialed, sentenced to 5 years in
the brig, if he was lucky, and then given
a dishonorable discharge.

TAP ON THE WRIST

The failure to assert civilian control;
the attempted cover-up of the incidents
by the announcement that General La-
velle was retired for personal and health
reasons; and the failure to bring charges
éither against General Lavelle or those
in the chain of command who took part
in the falsification of records, leads me
to one fundamental conclusion.

It is time for the President to make
it clear beyond a peradventure of a doubt
that the civilians, not the military, are
running the show.

The time for men to act like men is
long past. The only way to prevent un-
authorized raids, the falsification of re-
ports, and the military from taking over
the war is for the civilians in the Gov-
ernment to assert their authority with
no ifs, ands, or buts.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

September 28, 1972
THE CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of the
following two items on the calendar:
Calendar Orders Nos. 1146 and 1163.

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

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES ACT

The bill (H.R. 9501) to amend the
North Pacific Fisheries Act of 1954, and
for other purposes, was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

PROHIBITING THE USE OF CERTAIN
SMALL VESSELS IN U.S. FISHERIES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 3358) to prohibit the use of cer-
tain small vessels in U.S. fisheries, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Commerce with an amendment to
strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That for a period of five years from the
date of enactment of this Act, it shall be
unlawful for any person on board any pro-
hibited vessel to transfer at sea or cause to
be traunsferred at sea any prohibited fish or
to land or cause to be landed any prohibit-
ed fish In a port of the United States.

Sec. 2. Any prohibited fish landed in con-
travention of this Act shall be liable to for-
feiture. Any person or persons who know-
ingly takes, sells, transfers, purchases, or
receives any prohibited fish landed in con-
travention of this Act shall be liable to a
penalty of not more than $1,000 for each
offense, In addition to any other penalty pro-
vided in law.

Skc. 3. Enforcement of this Act shall be
the joint responsibility of the Secretary of
Commerce and the Secretary of the depart-
ment in which the Coast Guard is operat-
ing.

Sec. 4. The provisions of this Act shall
not apply to any vessel acquired prior to the
date of enactment by a citizen of the United
States or a resident alien.

BEc. 5. The Secretary of Commerce and the
Becretary of the department in which the
Coast Guard is operating are authorized
jointly and severally to issue such regula-
tions as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this Act.

DEFINITIONS

SEc. 6. (a) As used in this Act the term
“prohibited vessel” means any vessel of less
than five net tons which (1) was construct-
ed in a foreign country and (2) has been
used in a fishery of a forelgn country, and
{(3) has been subsequently prohilbited in
siich country from continuing to engage in
slich fishery.

(b) As used in this Act the term “prohibit-
ed fish" Includes mollusks, crustaceans, and
all other forms of marine animal or plant
life, with respect to which a prohibited ves-
sel's further use was prohibited in a for-
elgn country.

(c) As used in this Act the term “offense™
means each separate landing or transfer of
fish in contravention of this Act.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, S. 3358
will prohibit the use of certain small
vessels in the U.S. fisheries. I have re-
ported this bill on behalf of the Senate
Commerce Committee which held hear-
ings on the bill last June 22, The bill was
unanimously recommended by the full
committee in executive session on Sep-
tember 15.
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The bill was redrafted with substan-
tial revisions by the Department of
Commerce and the other governmental
agencies concerned. It is the product of
intense effort by a large number of
people.

The bill is designed to prohibit the use
of vessels obtained at auction under a
repurchase program by the Canzdian
Government. This program is carried
out particularly in British Columbia.
Under this program excess boats are re-
purchased by the Canadian Government
at a fair market price, ther resold at
auction for a fraction of their original
purchase price. A large number of them
are inundating the Western Ameri-
can fisheries at the present time. Fish-
ermen, however, throughout the North-
ern States on both coasts are concerned.
At least four auctions have been held this
year and several hundred boats have been
put on the block. More auctions are
scheduled and at least 850 boats will be
sold eventually. This is a most serious
problem requiring immediate attention
by Congress.

I particularly appreciate the prompt
reporting of this bill favorably by the
Senate Commerce Committee and hope
that this body will move rapidly to pass
this bill.

I am informed that the House Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee
has already held hearings on this bill.
I hope that the House of Representatives
will act equally rapidly. Many fishermen
face economic devastation unless we
move swiftly to rectify the situation.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ecall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
VOTE ON H.R. 9463

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, yester-
day I served notice that I would reserve
the right to make a motion to reconsider
an item on the Consent Calendar, HR.
9463, which was a fairly routine bill, com-
ing over from the House Ways and Means
Committee, but had been amended in
the Senate to include a provision respect-
ing customs port security.

This customs port security measure
was of great interest to us. It dealt strict-
ly with international cargo and the ter-
rible problem of theft and pilferage in
respect of international cargo, which we
estimate at a billion dollars a year.

Inasmuch as we have had pending—
that is, the Senators from New York and
New Jersey—an interstate compact to
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considerably tighten security in this re-
spect by establishing a New York-New
Jersey airport commission, we wanted to
be absolutely positive that we were not
being preempted by this legislation or
that, if we were, the security scheme con-
templated by the legislation was at least
as good as the security scheme contained
in our compact.

I have examined the bill, and I have
made inquiry of the Treasury Depart-
ment respecting the interpretation they
will give the bill, which they favor; and
a letter has been sent to Senator Lowg,
as chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance, from which I read an excerpt:

The approach to the problem of cargo
theft and pilferage taken in the Compact—
control of personnel having access to eargo—
is entirely consistent and compatible with
the approach taken in the Customs Port Se-
curity Act. The licensing provisions of the
proposed Compact and the existing Water-
front Compact are not affected or super-
seded by any provision in the Customs Port
Security Act. Furthermore, the Customs Port
Security Act only relates to the security of
terminals handling international cargo while
the Compact applies to all airport terminals
in New York and New Jersey.

I point out in that regard that two of
our terminals—to wit, La Guardia and
Newark—handle only domestic freight
and, therefore, would be completely ex-
cluded from this bill, and that even at
Kennedy Airport a few terminals also
handle only domestic freight and, there-
fore, would be excluded from this bill.

For all those reasons, Mr. President,
I should like to ask Senator Lowne
whether, as the manager of the bill, he
accepts the Treasury’s explanation, and
whether or not his interpretation of the
bill is exactly as the Treasury Depart-
ment states. I again want to express to
him my appreciation for bearing with
me while I held up his bill, as it were,
for a day in order to look into it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
Recorp the letter from the general coun-
sel of the Department of the Treasury.

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

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., September 27, 1972,
Hon. RussrLL B. LoNe,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR MRr. CHAIRMAN: Senator Javits has
requested clarification of the relationship
between H.R, 9463, as passed by the Senate
and S.J. Res. 54, “Granting the consent of
Congress to the States of New Jersey and New
York for certain amendments to the Water-
front Commission Compact and for other
purposes.” 8.J. Res. 54 grants the commission
provided for therein the authority to control
access, egress, and traffic in alrports through
a licensing and identification card system. It
can issue, revoke, or suspend licenses and
assess penalties. The commission is also au-
thorized to promulgate such rules and regu-
lations as the commission may deem neces-
sary to provide for the maximum protection
of air freight, The commission will be funded
through an assessment on businesses operat-
ing at the New York-New Jersey airports.

The customs port security title of HR.
9463, provides that if the Secretary of the
Treasury determines that the theft or pil-
ferage of imported cargo or cargo for export
has become detrimental to the international
trade and commerce of a port of entry, taking
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into account the pertinent factors relevant
to the securlty of cargo at the port, he shall
after consultation with the various federal,
state and local agencies having authority over
the safety of goods and merchandise moving
in commerce, establish such cargo security
measures as he may require to protect such
cargo at cargo terminals,

The approach to the problem of cargo theft
and pilferage taken in the Compact—control
of personnel having access to cargo—is en=-
tirely consistent and compatible with the ap-
proach taken in the Customs Port Security
Act, The licensing provisions of the proposed
Compact and the existing Waterfront Com-
pact are not affected or superseded by any
provision in the Customs Port Security Act.
Furthermore, the Customs Port Security Act
only relates to the security of terminals han-
dling international cargo while the Compact
applies to all airport terminals in New York
and New Jersey. Treasury has pledged to work
in close cooperation with state and loeal
agencies on eradicating the cargo theft prob-
lem at ports of entry, and there will be close
consultation with such bodies before the is-
suance of any regulations relating to the se-
curity of cargo terminals which might have
the effect of preempting any state or local
laws. The mere passage of this legislation will
not preempt any such laws,

Sincerely yours,
SamvueL R. Pierce, Jr.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I assure the
Senator that this letter states the view
that those of us on the committee hold.

This event demonstrates the diligence
of the Senator from New York in watch-
ing matters which are of great interest
and concern to the citizens of his State
and, indeed, of the Nation.

We in the committee thought that we
had taken care of the matter to which
the Senator has addressed his concern.
I am happy that he is satisfied that the
compact he has referred to has been
adequately cared for. If it were not, we
certainly would want to hear from the
Senator. I thank him for his interest in
the matter.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, we have been trying fo
get this compact approved for several
years now. It is a remarkably fine initia-
tive on the part of the States, and cer-
tainly our interplay with respect to this
bill demonstrates its need. Even this bill,
which Senator Lon¢ has brought to us
and has given us the opportunity to pass,
leaves out an enormous element of the
air commerce of the New York metro-
politan area, and the situation is the
same elsewhere, The problems of cargo
theft'and organized crime at the airports
are colossal.,

The Committee on the Judiciary has
completed its hearings on our compact
resolution; and I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorpn, for
the information of Senators, the testi-
mony of the attorney general of the
State of New Jersey and of the Governor
of the State of New York and my state-
ment in support of the compact.

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

STATEMENT OF GeorcE F. KucLer, JR.,

ATTORNEY GENERAL, STATE OoF NEW JER-

SEY, BEFORE THE SENATE JUDICIARY CoM-

MITTEE, IN SUPPORT OF BSENATE JOINT

ResorLurion 54, SEPTEMEER 19, 1972

As the Attorney General of the State of
New Jersey, I wish to thank this Committee
for the opportunity to appear once again be-
fore the Committee and to emphasize the
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continuing strong support of the BState of
New Jersey for the Airport Commission Com-
pact, to seek to impress upon the Commit-
tee the vital importance of the Compact to
the economic growth of the State of New
Jersey, and therefore to urge speedy Con-
gressional approval of the Compact in the
waning days of the Congressional session.

In my prior appearance before the Com-
mittee, I explained how the various provi-
sions of the Compact would cope with the
criminal control by organized crime of the
airfreight industry at the New York and
New Jersey Metropolitan airports and im-
prove cargo security at such airports. I also
gave my opinion that the Compact more
than met all the requirements of due process
and provided the necessary legal safeguards,
including the right to hearing and judicial
review. I also briefly reviewed the vast im-
provements brought about by the Water-
front Commission on the New Jersey-New
York waterfront since its creation in 1953.

I would now like to address myself to the
objections raised by the airlines before vari-
ous Congressional Committees in opposition
to the Compact.

One of the major arguments made by the
airlines is that the Compact conflicts with
various federal proposals in the area of cargo
protection. Significantly, the airlines are the
only persons who make this clalm.

No interested federal department or agency
has ever stated at any time that there is a
conflict of any nature between the Compact
and any federal program, either operative or
contemplated. On the contrary, every in-
terested federal agency and department which
has expressed a view on this question has
categorically stated that no conflict exists
between the Compact and their federal func-
tions and they do not oppose Congressional
approval of the Compact. Let me review with
you their most recent expressions of opinion
on the Compact:

By letter dated September 21, 1971 to the
House Judiciary Committee, the Department
of Transportation, upon which the President
has devolved the authority to coordinate all
federal activities in the area of cargo protec-
tion, has specifically stated that the provi-
slons of the Compact “do not conflict with
the various federal programs in which we and
other Federal agencies are now engaged. In
fact, should the Compact legislation be en-
acted we would hope to work closely with the
[Waterfront] Commission and exchange our
thoughts and program proposals with them."
[House Judiciary Report No. 92-1025, pp. 18-
19].

By letter dated September 17, 1871, the
Department of Justice stated that it has no
objection to the Compact, asserting **[w]e en-
dorse this objective [of the Compact to elim-
inate crime at he airports] and have no ob-

* jection to the enactment of this legislation”
|d. at pp. 12-13].

The Civil Aeronautics Board by letter
dated September 17, 1971 stated that it “con-
tinues to be in full accord with the objectives
of H.J. Res. 3756 [the Compact] and the re-
lated measures” [Id, at pp. 21-22].

The United States Postal Service by letter
dated October 7, 1971 stated that it “would
expect no difficulty in establishing a close
working relationship with the [Waterfront]
Commission, in view of the Commission’s and
our common objections in these matters”
[Id, at pp. 14-15].

The Department of Transportation by
letter dated April 24, 1972 stated, in connec=
tion with the recent passenger protection
program of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion against hi-jackings and bomb threats,
that, while the FAA's program “will indi-
rectly enhance the security from theft and
pilferages of cargo at many airports ... [w]e
do not, however, envision any conflict or diffi-
culty arising between the Federal Aviation
Regulations and the proposed Airport Com-
mission Compact”. [Id. at pp. 19-20].
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Thus, the interested federal agencles and
departments have unequivocally stated that
there is no conflict with the Compact and
that in fact they support the Compact. Hence,
the fact of the matter is that the airlines
alone are trying to create a conflict when in
fact none exists. Moreover, if in the future
some federal program may be enacted, Con-
gress is free to then decide whether to make
the federal program compatible with the Air-
port Compact or whether to preempt the
Compact.

In view of the absence of any conflict be-
tween the Compact and federal functions
together with - the fact that the Alrport
Compact is an anti-crime measure enacted
by the people of New Jersey and New York
in the exercise of their police powers to
protect themselves from the menacing prob-
lem of control of the air freight industry by
organized crime and from the concomitant
evil of cargo thefts at their airports, the sov-
ereign will of the people of New Jersey and
New York, as embodied by the Compact,
should not, I submit, be frustrated. Accord-
ingly, since the Compact before you not
only involves no impairment or diminution
of federal interests or prerogatives but in-
deed is afirmatively supported by the inter-
ested federal agencies and departments, those
who seek to block Congressional consent to
the Compact have a very heavy burden of
proof indeed, which they cannot meet. This
very fact was pointed out by the House Judi-
clary Committee when in reporting out the
Compact, it specifically stated that “the ac-
tion of the two States in fashioning the Air-
port Commission should be accorded every
accommodation short of betrayal of the fed-
eral interest. When the subject legislation is
given this benefit, the principal objections
to enactment lose much of their persuasive
weight''. [Id, at p. 9].

Another Important consideration is that
no proposed federal program-—and rightfully
so—provides for licensing the cargo workers
since all the airports throughout the nation
do not have the same conditions of criminal
control by organized crime as unfortunately
exist at our airports. Only the Airport Com-
pact, which is specifically tailored to combat
the particularly criminal conditions at the
metropolitan New York-New Jersey airports,
provides for licensing because those provi-
sions are a necessary remedial measure.

Even the airlines themselves acknowledge
that an effective screening program for their
workers is necessary for airport security and
in fact have attempted to institute such a
screening program. However, in the absence
of authority by the alrlines to fingerprint
workers and to obtain criminal records, no
such screening program can be effective.

Further, and most importantly, it is my
opinion—and I am sure that the Committee
will agree with me—that where screening of
employees is concerned, it 1s infinitely more
desirable that the screening be done under
governmental auspices rather than by private
business firms. I have in mind not only the
inability of private business firms to ascer-
tain the criminal records and criminal
activities of workers but, even more lmpor-
tantly, the protection of the rights of the
workers themselves. Under the Alrport Com-
pact, for example, a person may be denied
the right to work at the airports only for
stated statutory grounds and only after a
hearing at which the worker has the right to
be represented by his counsel, to cross-ex-
amine witnesses, to subpoena witnesses and
evidence on his behalf, and to court review
of any adverse determination. This umbrella
of rights and protections does not exist at
all in any screening of applicants for work
by private business firms.,

I have made reference in my statement to
you today about the sinister control of or-
ganized crime at the airports in the metro-
politan New York-New Jersey area. Obviously,
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the airlines are Impotent to deal with this
problem.

For example, In late 1971, one Harry David-
off, the head of the dominant truckers’ union
at the airports and a notorious mobster who
started his criminal career as a Member of
Murder Ine, and who publicly boasted that
he could personally shut down the operations
at Eennedy, was federally indicted in the
Eastern District of New York on twenty-five
counts of extorting from an alrline, by
threats of labor disputes and work stoppages,
airline tickets valued at more than §9500.
In July, 1972, three individuals, including
one Anthony Di Lorenzo, a Vito Genovese
crime family member and the head of Na-
tional Association of Air Freight, Inec., the
dominant air freight trucking association at
the airports, were federally indlicted in the
Eastern District of New York for extorting
£190,000 from an air freight forwarder, by
threats of labor disputes and work stoppages,
for labor consultant services that were un-
wanted and unneeded. Most importantly, the
same Natlonal Assoclation for Alr Frelght,
Ine.,, is under federal indictment together
with many individual member trucking firms,
for monopolizing the air freight trucking
business at the airports with the result, ac-
cording to the language of the indictment,
that “air carrlers bhave been deprived of the
benefit of independent decisions by the de-
fendant and co-conspirator truckmen as to
whether such truckmen would pick up im-
port air freight at the international air car-
riers terminals at JFE."

This series of indictments shows not only
that the airlines are powerless to deal with
organized crime but indeed that the alrlines
and the air freight Industry themselves are
the victims of organized crime and it is not
realistic to expect that the victims of or-
ganized crime can themselves eliminate the
criminals who oppress them.

The airlines also argue that, according
to Port Authority statistics, the thefts at
the alrports have been substantially reduced
and that there is no longer any need for the
Compact. As Waterfront Commissioner
Richard J., Vander Plaat has shown in his
testimony before this Committee, the theft
figures furnished by the airlines are in-
complete and inaccurate for a wvarlety of
reasons:

The air freight industry only reports
those losses which they themselves classi-
fied as thefts. In the connection, the air-
lines have yet fo make known to anyone
the total amount of losses at the alrports
from all causes, namely, thefts, non-delivery,
and unexplained disappearance.

The losses that occur at the growing num-
ber of alrport facilities located outside the
perimeter of the airport premises operated
by Port Authority are not included in the
theft figures cited by the airlines.

The airlines have never reported at all the
mail losses which the recent McClellan
hearings established were substantially in
excess of $70 million at Kennedy airport be-
tween the period late October 1967 and
July 1970.

The theft figures do not include many
thefts, especlally hijackings, which are
planned at the airports with inside knowl-
edge of the cargo being handled but which
actually occur elsewhere,

In fact, the Port Authority itself has
before Congress that theft figures used by
the airlines are inaccurate and cannot be
relied upon.

In closing, I wish to call to the attention
of this Committee that the people of the
States of New Jersey and New York,
through the Port Authority, are investing
two hundred million dollars in a vast ex-
pansion program for Newark airport. This
program will greatly increase the cargo
handling capacity at Newark. We are vitally
concerned that the criminal conditions
existing at our metropolitan airports do
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not stifle this growth at the expense of the
economy of the State of New Jersey. There-
fore, on behalf of the State of New Jersey,
I respectfully request the Congress to give
speedy consent to the Alrport Compact.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE NELSON A,
ROCKEFELLER, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF
New Yorx
Chairman Eastland and Members of this

Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity

to reiterate once again my support for the

Joint Resolution pending before you grant-

ing Congressional consent to a compact de-

signed to combat organized crime and air
cargo thefts at the New York City metro-
politan airports.

As you know from testimony given earlier
in these proceedings, the 1867 investigation
of the New York State Commission of Inves-
tigation clearly demonstrated that control
over the air cargo Industry at the New York

City metropolitan airports was increasingly

exercised by organized crime,

The State Commission of Investigation up-
dated this report in 1970 and found that
racketeer elements continued activity at the
airports. In response to this finding as you
know, the Legislatures of New York and New
Jersey passed the Compact now before you
with overwhelming bi-partisan support.

A more recent report from the State Com=-
mission of Investigation indicates that or-
ganized crime’s activity at these airports con-
tinues to this day. In a letter dated August 10,
1972, Chairman Paul J. Curran of that Com-
mission discussed the continuing incidence
of theft and went on to peint out:

““However, cargo theft was only one aspect
of our investigation. Our main focus was
upon the manifestations of racketeer infiltra-
tion in the air freight industry, labor union
and truckmen's association, with particular
relation to operations at EKennedy Interna-
tional Airport. As stated in our report, we
found that the dominant air freight union
at Eennedy Infernational Airport, Local 295
of the International Brotherhood of Team-
sters, was headed by two officers who were
associates of convicted labor racketeer John
Dioguardi (also known as Johnny Dio).

“We further found that the truckmen's
assoclation, which at the time of our public
hearing was known as MITA (Metropolitan
Import Truckmen’'s Association) was under
the influence of Anthony DiLorenzo, an ex-
convict and a known racketeer who has been
identified by law enforcement officials as a
member of the national crime syndicate. It
should be emphasized that the union and the
association were working together as a ‘ham-
mer and anvil’ between which both manage-
ment and labor were being hammered and
squeezed. This insidious arrangement placed
the air freight industry at Eennedy Interna-
tional Airport under the virtual control of
racketeers who ruled both organizations.

“Since the date of our public hearing in
December 1967, the aforementioned Anthony
Dilorenzo has been convicted and sentenced
to a 1l0-year prison term for transporting
stolen securities. As recently as July 25, 1972,
he was also charged in an indictment filed
in the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of New York with labor
racketeering. . . . This points up the fact
that the racketeers exposed in our investi-
gation, who seek to gain control over the air
freight operations at Kennedy International
Airport are, indeed, still active. The activi-
ties of these racketeers and other organized
crime figures who thrive on thefts and hi-
jacking of air cargo, are a continuous seri-
ous threat not only to the security of the
air freight industry and the metropolitan
airports but to the people of our State.”

Let me emphasize a point stressed by
Chairman Curran in his letter but which
has often been overlooked. The problem at
the New York City metropolitan airports
is not cargo theft alone; of even greater
significance is the influence of organized

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

crime. Racketeers have selzed virtual con-
trol of the air freight industry at these
airports by infiltrating of unions and the
truckmens’ association. Cargo theft is only
one manifestation of this organized crim-
inal activity. Of the bills now pendinz before
Congress, only the Compact Is addressed to
the broad, root problem of organized crime
that exists at the New York City metropoli-
tan airports. The Compact gives the bi-
state commission power to weed out racket-
eers, as well as to provide cargo protection.
None of the other pending bills goes beyond
cargo protection.

In summary, serious criminal problems
continue to exist at the New York Clty metro-
politan airports. They will not go away by
a wish or a prayer. The people of New York
and New Jersey have the right to protect
themselves against this ecriminal activity.
They have chosen, through thelr elected
representatives, to exercise this right by the
Compact now before you.

I reaffirm my support for 8.J. Res. 54 and
urge your prompt and favorable action on it.

Thank you for the careful attention which
I am sure you will give to this vital matter.

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR JAVITS

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful that the
Judiciary Committee decided to hold these
hearings and I appreciate the opportunity
to testify in support of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 54.

After conducting investigations and hear-
ings of their own, the two sovereign states
of New York and New Jersey found a com-
pelling need to create an interstate regula-
tory body to help control cargo theft at the
New York City metropolitan area airports.
The interstate compact embodied in this
Resolution represents the will of those states
to create such a body and I believe no rea-
son has been presented to prevent the states
from carrying out their own initiative.

This resolution would authorize the Water-
front Commission of New York and New
Jersey—to be renamed the Waterfront and
Airport Commission—to regulate the air
freight Industry at those airports. The com-
mission’s primary functions would include
the promulgation of regulations to provide
fiscal security for air freight; the designa-
tion and protection of air freight security
areas at which access would be granted only
to those with commission approval; and the
licensing of contract trucking firms, which
transport air cargo, and their truck per-
sonnel, the operators of air freight terminals,
the alrport employees handling air freight,
and labor relations consultants in the air
freight industry.

This resolution was introduced first in the
last Congress. In the Benate, after it was
referred to the Judiciary Committee for sub-
stantive review. The Commerce Committee,
after hearing many witnesses, favorably re-
ported it to the Senate and recommended
that it pass. Thereafter, it was referred
back to the Judiciary Committee which un-
fortunately did not act on it before the end
of the session. It was introduced again this
session and referred to the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

The Commerce Committee's report (91—
1262), recommending that last year's coun-
terpart to this Resolution (8.J. Res. 222)
pass, recognized the need for a national in-
termodal program for cargo security. The re-
port went on to say (p. 4) however:

“Nevertheless, with respect to the pres-
ent legislation (S.J. Res. 222; now S.J. Res.
54) there is a presumption In favor of State
action, unless it can be shown conclusively
that the interstate compact is in conflict
with existing Federal law; or that it would
be detrimental to interstate and foreign com-
merce; or that there is imminent Federal
legislation which would conflict with the
interstate compact.
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“On the basis of the hearing record, such
& showing has not been made."

I have testified before the Commerce
Committee last year on this same resolution.
The positions I took and the beliefs I ex-
pressed then remain the same as now—there
is and has been no reason to change them—
and I ask that that testimony be placed in
the record at the end of my remarks. There
are a few points I wish to reiterate, however.

This Compact admittedly grants signifi-
cant powers to the Commission. It would be
given discretion to determine who is and
who is not permitted to handle air freight.
Let me say at the outset that ordinarily I
would be loathe to grant any government
agency such life and death power over the
jobs of workers. But I feel Congress should
give its consent to this agreement for at
least two reasons: first, because the problem
of cargo theft at the New York area facilities
has so far defied the best, existing efforts of
government and private business using the
ordinary tools afforded by the law—as seen
dramatically in the recent hearings held by
Senator McClellan's Permanent Subcom-
mittee on Investigations; and second, because
this compaet represents the will of two
sovereign states to exercise their police
powers jointly, and, as such, deserves our
consent—unless we have something better
and immediate to offer in the way of federal
law. The Senate passed 5. 942, just a few
weeks ago, Senator Bible's bill to establish a
commission to develop the basis for such a
law; but at present, we do not have one,
Under the circumstances we cannot in good
conscience, repudiate the expressed will of
two state legislatures and the requests of
Governors Rockefeller and Cahill, When and
if a better Federal law comes along it may
supersede the compact.

The Waterfront Commission, after which
the Alrport Commission has been modeled
has been substantially successful Insofar as
it was called upon to put an end to
racketeering on the docks. All evidence points
to the fact that it has not abused its discre-
tion to license people to work. It has been
trustworthy in exereising its discretion prop-
erly and there is no reason to belleve that
extension of its authority to the airports
would produce different results, The Water-
front Commission, however, was not designed
to guard and protect cargo per se, as is this
Airport Commission extension.

This Resolution is not inconsistent with
existing nor imminent Federal law. It is en-
tirely consistent with the Bible bill as Sena-
tor Bible so stated in testimony before the
Commerce Committee last year. Sen. Bill 942
states, “The Congress further finds that
States and local governments, through exer-
cise of their regulatory powers, have an equal
responsibility in stimulating measures to en-
hance the safety and security of cargo stor-
age and transport.”

That bill, which I have cosponsored, was
introduced largely as a result of evidence
presented at hearings on cargo theft held by
the Senate's Small Business Committee, on
which I serve as ranking minority member,
Among other things, this bill which em-
bodies the imaginative concept of bringing
together the resources of the private sector
and the expertise of the Federal Government,
establishes a commission to investigate the
problem of thefts in all modes of transporta-
tion—air, truck, rail and water—and to make
legislative recommendations to end cargo
theft.

Other federal efforts in this field likewise
are entirely consistent with this compact.
To my knowledge, as is reinforced by the
Department of Transportation’s report on
this Resolution to this Committee, the com-
pact would be consistent with present reg-
ulatory agency regulations and with the on-
going efforts of the Department of Transpor-
tation and the Department of the Treasury.

I wish to stress that this Compact does
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not violate the prerogative of the Federal
Government to act. To the extent subsequent
inconsistent Federal legislation were to be
enacted, the Federal initiative, of course,
would prevail.

The Transportation Department, as you
may know, has recently launched a Cargo
Security Program under the aegis of General
Benjamin O. Davls, Assistant Secretary for
Safety and Consumer Affairs., Under his di-
rection are the Office of Cargo Security in the
Department of Transportation and sn In-
teragency Committee on Transportation Se-
curity which are now investigating all as-
pects of cargo security in an effort to de-
velop effective security for all modes of trans-
portation. There are twelve objectives to this
program which should be commended. I wish
to present a brief description of them for the
record which the Department has supplied
me and ask that it be inserted at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

There is great hope that this program, In
combination with the commission estab-
lished pursuant to Senator Bible’s bill, will
glve us the information and develop the ex-
pertise necessary to insure safety in cargo
transportation; but at the moment it is
principally investigatory in nature and the
results of 1ts efforts will not be transformed
into action for quite some time. It seeks a
long term solution for the entire cargo theft
problem, while this Resolution seeks an im-
mediate remedy to an emergency situation.

The Treasury Department, through its
Custom’s Division headed by Assistant Sec-
retary Eugene Rossides, has instituted a pilot
program at JFE Airport in an attempt to re-
duce cargo theft, By regulation the Depart-
ment has required a stricter accountability
of the cargo that is unloaded at those air-
ports and is requiring an improved physical
security during the unloading and at cargo
termiinals, and an investigation and inden-
tification of personnel handling cargo in in-
ternational trade,

Unfortunately, the Treasury Department'’s
Jurisdiction is limited to cargo in interna-
tional trade. It has no jurisdiction over do-
mestic cargo, not even interstate domestic
cargo and cannot, therefore, cover the whole
problem that exists at the New York-New
Jersey facilities. Nor does it have the con-
commitant licensing and regulatory authority
that the Commission authorized by this
Compact would have to cover all the cargo
at the airports proper and their perimeters,

Cargo loss is extensive. Unfortunately, the
question of just how extensive must be left
for conjecture, for there exists no uniform,
systematic and mandatory loss reporting
system which can give us the figures. Wit-
ness after witness before the Senate Small
Business Committee, the Commerce Com-
mittee, and recently the Permanent Subcom-
mittee on Investigations has described the
extensiveness of the theft and the pervasive
existence of criminals and corrupt practices
in the handling of cargo.

Yet no one is quite sure how much it is.
I am told, for example, that the total esti-
mated cargo loss for the nation for all modes
of transportation in 1969 reportedly reached
$1.2 billion, In 1970 it went up to £1.5 billion.
Yet it Is an estimate. Robert F, Cudak, a
convicted mail thief testified in June before
the MecClellan Subcommittee that he alone
stole more than $100 million, principally at
the New York airports and their environs.
Chief Post Inspector Cotter testified that
postal thefts at JFK amounted to more than
$70 million from 1965 to July of this year.

The Post Office Department has recently
instituted at a cost to the government a new
program—the Con-Con (convoy-containeri-
zation) program—which is designed to safe-
guard registered and high-valued mail to
and from plane side of domestic airlines.

The Ailrlines Security Council, set up by
the airlines to police their own problem
report that the thefts at the New York City
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metropolitan airports dropped from $3,708,-
235 in 1969 to $1,540,970 in 1970. These figures
must be examined closely, however, for I
question their accuracy in measuring the
“total loss" at the airports. I am told they
only measure thefts on the “terminal
grounds'—they do not include unclaimed
losses; I do not know if they take into ac-
count that liability to the airlines for lost
cargo is limited and paid by the “welight"”
of the loss rather than the “value” of the
loss—50 cents per pound for domestic cargo
and $7.50 per pound for international cargo—
and that the bulk of the air cargo shipments
is high wvalue consumer type commodities
whose value to weight is far in excess of these
liability limitations; nor do they include
losses that may occur transporting cargoe to
warehousing on the perlmeter of the air-
ports—which hasically is the airlines’ re-
sponsibility—where many thefts occur and
which would be within the jurisdiction of
the Commission, Alr carriers by tariff reg-
ulation are responsible for goods moving by
ground transport in conjunction with air
carriage unless otherwise specified by con-
tract. Further, there has been no require-
ment that the air carriers report theft, un-
til the Customs Division implemented its
accountability regulations on imported cargo.
There has been no mandatory loss reporting
system. The present Airlines Security Coun-
cil and New York Port Authority systems
are strictly voluntary and the Treasury De-
partment’s regulation on international cargo
loss reporting at JFK is just being imple-
mented now.

It is significant to note that during the
time the Airlines Securlty Council claims
losses were declining, Eastern Airlines, until
ordered otherwise by the CAB, sought to lim-
it the handling of clocks, watches and watch
parts in the New York area because insur-
ance was cancelled for their cartage agent
as a result of the extensive hi-jacking of
watch shipments and Lloyds of London, ac-
cording to a new clipping from Business In-
surance, June 7, 1971, issued a report that
warned several airlines that Lloyds cannot
go on meeting the mounting claims for lost
goods because of the poor cargo security at
American alrports, particularly at JFE.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to join all the
resources of law enforcement at every level
of government with the ingenuity and deter-
mination of industry and labor to meet and
match the problem that is seriously affecting
the economy of our nation: cargo theft,

There is no question but that we need a
national program, one which can be mar-
shalled whenever and wherever we are faced
with a high incidence of cargo theft.

In the meantime, however, the problem is
too acute in the New York-New Jersey area
to walt. The States of New York and New
Jersey have agreed upon and have enacted
a program which will give the states the op-
portunity to remedy a problem within their
own borders and which can be put into effect
almost immediately if the Federal govern-
ment gives the plan its consent. No other
governmental or private body has been able
to solve the problem satisfactorily or is likely
to solve it satisfactorily within a short time.
This was the thrust of the Commerce Com-
mittee's decislon last year.

The States of New York and New Jersey
belleve that the compact would not be in
confiiet with existing federal law nor be det-
rimental to domestic or foreign commerce,
and no other federal legislation is imminent,
Clearly the burden should be on those who
oppose the Resolution to show that this is
not the case.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to submit for the
record, an article from the September 21,
1971 issue of Airport News which describes
how criminal elements appear to he moving
their base of operation from the New York
airports because this Resolution is likely
to pass. If there is even the slightest possi-
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bility of this move—which I hope there is—
then we should not turn back on this Reso-
lution now.

Certainly cargo theft Is only part of a
greater crime problem involving organized
crime and the ordinary thief. It cannot be
attacked only by strengthening the physical
protective devises, increasing the policing
strength, or monitoring people, Those who are
confronted by the crime—in this case the
industries and businesses themselves—must
also be willing and encouraged to help. After
all, it is in their best interest. The Airlines
Security Council set up by the airlines to
police their own problems is a fine example,
whatever success it has had, and its creation
should be applauded. But when industry
and business fail or are unable to cope with
the situation alone, the government must
step In, The threat of government action in
the cargo theft area may already have shown
this to be correct. As the Transportation De-
partment states in its report to the Com- .
mittee on this Resolution, “Undoubtedly this
threat of regulation contributed to the air-
lines’ more vigorous pursuit of their secu-
rity program.” The Commission that would
be authorized by this Compact I hope would
not be viewed as a threat to the airlines
or the Airlines Security Council, but rather
as a partner in the effort to ensure cargo
securlty and sound business enterprises, as a
complement to their efforts.

Mr. Chairman, this Resolution is an excel-
lent initiative taken in the finest tradition
of our federal structure and I hope the Com-~
mittee will consider it favorably.

Again, allow me to thank the Committee
for convening these hearings.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the time
has come to let the States go forward
with what is obviously something not be-
ing done and is urgently necessary for
their own security in respect of these
tremendously important transportation
media. I hope very much that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary will report the
compact favorably—so far as I know,
there is no objection to it—and that it
can go through on the consent calendar
and that the States, at long last, will be
permitted to protect themselves. Ob-
viously, the bill we are now going to send
to the House does not protect the States
in the way we have now developed.

So. Mr. President, just for the record,
I withdraw my reservation on this biil.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR THE
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
for the transaction of routine morning
business be extended for 3 minutes.

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

THE POWER OF THE PURSE

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, ap-
parently, within the next week we will
be undertaking in this Chamber, if the
House passes the bill, the decision as to
whether or not to delegate to the Presi-
dent the power to cut expenditures in
this fiscal year above the figure of $250
billion.

This is not a matter to be taken lightly.
It will involve, if Congress undertakes
it, the delegation to the President of a
power that historically has been that of
Congress rather than that of the Presi-
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dent. The argument is going to be made,
I think, that Congress is unable fiscally
to govern itself. The budget has reached
such proportions and complexities that
it is beyond the ken of Congress to un-
derstand.

I have not yet determined in my own
mind which way I will vote on this bill
when it comes before the Senate because
I think all of us are aware of the fact
that we are presently faced with the
largest deficit in the peacetime history
of the United States in this fiscal year.
Congress seems unable itself, for the
moment, to put its own house in order.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have prinfed in the ReEcorp an
article published in the Wall Street Jour-
nal on September 19, 1972, entitled “Can
Fiscal Policy Be Controlled?” and an
editorial published in the Portland, Oreg.,
Oregon Journal for September 25, 1972,
entitled “Giving Away Power of the
Purse.”

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

CaN Fiscan Poricy BE CONTROLLED?

(By Paul M. McCracken)

Is it possible that modern governments
cannot manage fiscal policy? Only a few
years ago to raise such a question would be
to mark one as a troglodyte, a hair shirt who
had not yet discovered that the thing to do
with budgets was not necessarily to balance
them but to manage them in ways that
would produce the right economic condi-
tions. That might call for a surplus, or a bal-
ance or a deficit. It would all depend.

Why the new skepticism?

It is not all home grown. Part of it grows
out of international experience. In the early
part of last year, for example, Germany was
concerned about inflationary pressures on
her economy. The concern was understand-
able. The German price level was rising at
the rate of over 6% per year. This was about
our rate at its worst in 1969, and it was par-
ticularly unacceptable to an inflation-con-
scious country like Germany. The fiscal pre-
scription for this problem was cbviously to
limit spending and run a good strong budget
surplus. The fiscal program that actually un-
folded involved deficits and expenditures
which rose 129 in 1971. Piscal restraint,
never popular politically, apparently looked
particularly unattractive to this government
with its thin parliamentary majority. A
tough monetary policy was, therefore, de-
ployed, but this drove interest rates above
world levels and attracted a flow of funds
into the country which aggravated the inter-
national monetary problems of that period.

It might be assumed that modern fiscal
policy could at least be worked in the expan-
sionist direction. Yet Japan has had its
problems putting in place a sufficiently easy
fiscal policy. Their sluggish domestic econ-
omy has had more slack than ours, This has,
of course, produced sluggish imports, a large
trade surplus, and emergent pressure for an-
other upward revaluation of the yen (some-
thing which they very much want to avoid).
Moreover, Japan needs to spend more on
soclal facilities to bring them more into line
with those needed by an advanced and high-
income nation. Yet the required degree of
fiscal expansion never really has been put
in place.

A look over the world economy during re-
cent years, in short, produces a picture of
economic conditions which called for fiscal
policies that the political process did not,
and presumably could not, provide.

It is when we examine our fiscal problems
at home, however, that doubts about how
maneuverable fiscal policy really is have be-
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gun to emerge. Before we dismiss Japan's
difficulty in achieving a sufficlently expan-
sive fiscal policy as a special case, we should
recall our own major excursion into tax re-
duction almost a decade ago. President Ken-
nedy recommended tax reduction in January
1963, and indicated earlier that he would
do 80, but the actual tax reduction could
not be achieved until March 1964.
RISING FUBLIC OUTLAYS

The real problem for modern fiscal policy,
however, is the relentless rise in public out-
lays. The magnitudes are impressive. In 1966
the economy regained reasonably full em-
ployment. Yet from 1965 to 1968 the rise in
federal, state, and local outlays (on a na-
tional accounts basis) was equal to almost
57% of the rise in national income, and the
figure for the period 1968 to 1972 (first
quarter) was almost 489. With roughly half
of the increase in national income absorbed
by rising government outlays, the ground
swell of public concern about taxes becomes
understandable. Somehow our expenditure
decision-making process has been giving
us a larger rise in outlays than people are
ready to pay for. The result is a trend that
will carry expenditures for this fiscal year
at least $10 billion beyond revenues that
the tax system would produce at reasonably
full employment.

Part of the problem is that to a growing
extent federal outlays reflect permanent pro-
grams with yearly increases built in. They
are thus uncontrollable in the literal sense
unless legislation is changed. Social Secu-
rity, agriculture, welfare—these are programs
whose aggregate outlays will be determined
by specified benefit levels and the number
of eligible recipients. We thus have outlays
on a path that is rising more rapidly than
the increment of revenues that on-going eco-
nomic growth will provide from any given
tax system. The fiscal dividend of the 1960s
has been replaced by the fiscal mortgage of
the 1970s. If outlays continue to rise this
rapidly, periodic Increases in tax rates or new
taxes will be required, something that the
political process will not find it easy to
deliver.

The problem has many roots, but a major
one is the “new” fiscal policy ltself. In retro-
spect 1t seems clear that the “new” fiscal pol-
icy threw a baby out with the bath water—
namely, the idea of fiscal discipline. The old
always-balanced budget philosophy did seem
at times to call for perverse actions, such as
increased taxes or slashed spending in reces-
slons, but it did impose a discipline. It, in
prineciple, required that governments couple
with the delectabilities of spending the dis-
tasteful task of raising taxes. Thereby a
rough cost-benefit equillbrium was achieved.

It was achieved intellectually, and it
worked surprisingly well practically. Up to
the Great Depression the budget had a sur-
plus in two nonwar years out of three while
in the postwar period there have been defi-
cits in two out of three years. “Marriage is
popular,” observed George Bernard Shaw,
“because it combines the maximum of temp-
tation with the maximum of opportunity.”
Something like this seems to have character-
ized the actual working of modern fiscal pol-
icy. Having been told that there are times
when the budget ought not to be balanced,
the political process finds it tempting to as-
sume that “now"” is one of those times. And
the =always-balanced principle has meta-
morphosed into a never-balanced budget.

If modern fiscal policy is ever to live up
to its potential, the concept of fiscal disci-
pline must regain a central position in
budget policy.

The President put forward a helpful con-
cept with the idea that outlays should not
exceed the revenues the tax system would
generate at reasonably full employment. This
would enable the budget to be expansive
during a period of sluggish economic condi-
tions, but it would assure that the budget
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would come back Into equilibrium, with
revenues covering outlays, when no further
economic stimulus was needed.

CONGRESS IS THE KEY

The key to regaining a greater sense of fis-
cal discipline is in the Congress. Present
congressional procedures do a reasonably ef-
fective job of screening the merits of indi-
vidual requests for money. In that sense the
budget problem is not waste and foolish
spending. What one person considers “waste"”
or “unessential spending” is, of course, an-
other’s high-priority program. The problem
is that the aggregate of individually meritori-
ous programs will always exceed any viable
total. In that important sense the federal
government’s budget problem is similar to
that of a family or a business. There are
other respects in which it is different, but
economists have been so preoccupied with
the differences that this important parallel
has been overlooked.

Good budgetry, therefore, requires a pro-
cedure for deciding not only whether each
proposed outlay is good but whether it is
good enough to be included within some vi-
able limit or total. This is the missing ele-
ment in the congressional process. Without
it the whole process has a bias toward larger
spending than the citizenry will want—want
in the only meaningful sense of what it is
willing to forego in the way of private spend-
ing for these public programs.

The Appropriations Committees have made
a small beginning by initial hearings on
the budget as a whole. This is a good start. It
should develop further into some meaningful
actions about each year’s budget as a whole.

What is essential is some procedure by
which the Congress itself will decide what
total outlays should be, and by which Con-
gress also explicitly accepts responsibility for
the aggregate expenditures which are the re-
sult of their individual program decisions.
The initial congressional overview of the
whole budget might be extended to include &
total within which individual program deci-
slons would have to fit (though early postwar
attempts along this line were quickly
dropped). Individual appropriations bills
could be held until all are passed in order to
see what the results would be for total out-
lays, with perhaps an amendatory bill to keep
the total within a viable limtt,

Whether modern fiscal policy can yet be-
come a powerful tool for economic adjust-
ment, or whether it must remain a theoret-
ical idea with little substance in reality and
largely immobilized by a relentlessly rising
outlay trend, is going to depend heavily on
whether a greater degree of fiscal discipline
can be injected into the budgetary process.
Because fiscal policy has substantial potential
for domestic economic management and for
harmonizing divergent national objectives in
the world economy, it is important that the
budgeiary process be subjected to this
greater sense of discipline,

On this both the “new"” fiscalists and the
“old” budget balancers have common
ground.

BOARD OF CONTRIBUTORS

The Wall Street Journal is pleased to
announce a new feature, the Board of Con-
tributors, intended to present a broad range
of viewpoints on current topics. Four dis-
tinguished university professors have been
invited to contribute regular monthly arti-
cles, and each has agreed to write eight to
twelve times over the next year. The con-
tributors are:

Walter W. Heller, Regents’ Professor of
Economics at the University of Minnesota
and former chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers under Presidents EKen-
nedy and Johnson.

Irving Kristol, Henry Luce Professor of
Urban Values at New York University and
co-editor of the guarterly, The Public In-
terest.
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Paul W. McCracken, Edmund Ezra Day
University Professor of Business Administra-
tion at the University of Michigan and for-
mer chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers under President Nixon.

Arthur Schlesinger Jr., Albert Schweltzer
Professor of the Humanities at the City Unil-
versity of New York and winner of Pulitzer
Prizes in history and biography.

Dr. McCracken’s article is the third In
the serles. An Initlal article by Dr. Schles-
inger will appear later this week.

[From Portland (Oreg.) Journal]
Gving AwaY POWER oF THE PURSE

Reporters and congressmen were trying
to probe the depths of the power that would
be glven one man—the President—by a
spending-control bill in the House Ways and
Means Committee,

Administration officials who designed the
measure were asked whether the President
could go beyond reductions in the normal
appropriations bilis,

Could he, for instance, cut social security?
Or even the wages of federal employes and
congressional salaries?

Yes, he would have the authority to go
that far.

But “let's be realistic,” admonished an of-
ficlal. “You're quibbling now. It just would
not be politically realistic to do something
like that."

But the question was repeated: Not would
such cuts be made, but could they be made?
In other words, how much power was being
passed from the many to the one, from the
policy-making representatives of the people
in the Congress to the single executive?

Yes, the President’s power would be close
to absolute in spending money.

No, of course the President would not plan
to use that power to make politically un-
realistle cuts.

But the point is that the power would be
in his grip. How many times will members of
Congress have to complain about presidential
misuse of congressional authority that some
previous Congress had voted to pass on to
the executive before they begin to get their
own message?

Gradually, the lawmaking branch is erod-
ing its own rights and responsibilities, leav-
ing it devoid of its standing as a “separate
and equal” branch while surrendering more
and more of its duties to the White House.

Is the power of the purse about to follow?
At what point will Congress cease to be able
to justify its own existence?

To be sure, a mechanism Is urgently
needed to bring sanity to federal fiscal af-
fairs. Tossing the full responsibility to the
President might be an expedient thing to
do.

But It would not be sound government,
at least within the concepts on which the
American government is based,

It will be harder, but much more beneficial
in the long run, if Congress will develop its
own methods of keeping a 1id on spending.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

ListT oF CONTRACT AWARD DATES

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
of contract award dates, for the perlod Sep-
tember 15-December 15, 1972 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

REPORT OF NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER

CORPORATION

-A letter from the Vice President, Public

Affairs, National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
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tlon (Amtrak), transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of that Corporation, for the
month of June 1972 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Commerce.

Prorosep LEGISLATION RELATING To SUPPRES-
SION ©OF TUNLAWFUL ACTS AGAINST THE
SaFETY oF CIVIL AVIATION

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend section 101 and 802 of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 and chapter 2, title 18,
United States Code, to implement the Con-
vention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts
Against the Safety of Civil Aviation, and for
other purposes (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
REPORT ON APPLICATIONS PRESENTED BY LLANO

Estacapo FarMwoRKERS OF TEJAS, INc.

A letter from the Presldent and members
of the South Plains Association of Govern-
ments, Washington, D.C., transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on applications pre-
sented by Llano Estacado Farmworkers of
Tejas, Inc. (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution sdopted by the City Council
of Camphbell, Ohio, praying for the enactment
of legislation relating to the shortage of
natural gas; to the Committee on Commerce.

A petition of the staff of the Early Child-
hood Resource Center, Brooklyn N.Y. pray-
ing for the enactment of legislation relating
to Day Care; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HARRY ¥. BYRD, JR., from the
Committee on Armed Services, without
amendment:

H.R. 14537. An act to amend section 703 (b)
of title 10, United States Code, to extend
the authority to grant a special thirty-day
leave for members of the uniformed services
who voluntarlly extend their tours of duty
in hostile fire areas (Rept. No. 92-1233); and

H.R. 14015, An act to amend chapter 10 of
title 37, United States Code, to authorize
at Government expense, the transportation
of house trailers or mobile dwellings, in
place of household and personal effects, of
members in' a missing status, and the addi-
tional movement of dependents and effects,
or trallers, of those members in such a status
for more than one year (Rept. No. 92-1234).

By Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., from the
Committee on Armed Services, with amend-
ment:

8. 3203. A bill to amend the Soldiers’ and
Sallors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940, as amended,
in order to extend under certain circum-
stances the expiration date specified In a
power of attorney executed by a member of
the Armed Forces who is missing in action
or held a a prisoner of war (Rept. No. 92~
1232); and

HR. 14909. An act to amend section 552
(a) of title 37, United States Code, to pro-
vide continuance of incentive pay to mem-
bers of the uniformed services for the period
required for hospitalization and rehabilita-
tion after termination of missing status
(Rept. No. 82-1235).

By Mr. TUNNEY, from the Commiftee on
the District of Columbla, without amend-
ment:

H.R. 2895. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certailn real property in the District
of Columbia to the National Firefighting
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Museum and Center for Fire Prevention, Inc.
(Rept. No. 92-1237).

By Mr. TUNNEY, from the Commitee on
the District of Columbia, with amendments:

H.R. 11032. A bill to enable the blind and
the otherwise physically disabled to partic-
ipate fully in the soclal and economic life of
the District of Columbia (Rept. No, 92-1238);
and

H.R. 11773. A bill to amend section 15 of
title 4 of the District of Columbia Code to
exclude the personnel records, home ad-
dresses, and telephone numbers of the officers
and members of the Metropolitan Police De-
partment of the District of Columbia from
the records open to the public inspection
(Rept. No. 82-1239).

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

S. 3950. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to engage In feasibility in-
vestigations of certain potentlal water re-
source developments (Rept. No. 92-1240).

By Mr. EAGLETON, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment.:

8. 4044. A bill to strengthen and improve
the Older Americans Act of 1965, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 92-1242),

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON-
TROL ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1972—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE (S.
REPT. NO. 92-1236)

Mr. MUSKIE, from the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 2770) to amend the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
submitted a report thereon, which was
ordered to be printed.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

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

By Mr. EAGLETON, from the Committes
on the District of Columbia:

Rockwood Hoar Foster, of the District of
Columbia, Marjorie Parker, of the District of
Columbia, and Jerry A. Moore, Jr., of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to be members of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Council.

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. SPONG:

8. 4040. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to authorize the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia to sell or exchange
certain real property owned by the District
in Prince William County, Virginia." Referred
to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

By Mr, PERCY:

5. 4041. A bill to provide income tax in-
centives for the modification of certain
bulldings so as to remove architectural and
transportational barriers to the handleapped.
Referred to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. EAGLETON:

5. 4042. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Maria
Estela Lagus. Referred fo the Committee on
the Judiciary.
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By Mr. MONDALE:

S. 4043. A bill to prohibit pyramid sales
transactions, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. EAGLETON (for himself, Mr,
BeaLL, Mr, WiLLiams, Mr. RANDOLPH,
Mr, Peryn, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. NELSON,
Mr. Mownpare, Mr. CransTowN, Mr.
HucHES, Mr, STEVENSON, Mr. JAVITS,
Mr. SCHWEICKER, Mr. PACKwoop, and
Mr. STAFFORD) :

S. 4044, A bill to strengthen and improve
the Older Amerlcans Act of 1965, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. HATFIELD:

8. 4045. A bill for the relief of Ruben Jose
Naum, his wife, Elena Dalmira Magula de
Naum, and their child, Diana Mirta Naum.
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. PERCY:

S.4041. A bill to provide income tax
incentives for the modification of cer-
tain buildings so as to remove archi-
tectural and fransportational barriers to
the handicapped. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

ENVIRONMENTAL BARRIECRS

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am very
pleased and grateful that the Senate
approved the day before yesterday, Sep-
tember 26, 1972, my antienvironmental
barriers amendments to the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1972. I would like to express
my apbreciation to Senator CransTON,
ranking majority member of the sub-
committee on the handicapped, and who
acted as chairman of the hearings on
the bill for facilitating the approval of
my amendment. These amendments will
help make every American aware of the
problems environmental barriers create
for the handicapped and elderly and of
the justification for eliminating those
barriers so that new public buildings and
transportation systems will be designed
to serve everyone.

However, awareness without the
means to solve these problems is not
enough. Today I am introducing a bill
designed to forther combat the frus-
trating environmental barriers that our
society has so thoughtlessly placed in the
paths of our handicapped and elderly
citizens. With this bill, I hope to pro-
vide the appropriate incentives to stim-
ulate public and private action for elim-
inating environmental barriers from the
American scene.

One out of every five Americans to-
day—some 44 million people altogether—
confront problems of environmental bar-
riers. The majority of public buildings
and transportation systems in this coun-
try contain design barriers that prevent
millions of citizens from easy access.
Handicapped and elderly individuals
find their way to a normal life often
blocked—by a high curb, a flight of steps
at the entrance, a door or corridor that
is too narrow, telephones and water
fountains that are too high, bathrooms
that are inaccessible. These senseless
barriers often make it impossible for
the handicapped and the elderly to ob-
tain an education, earn a living, attend
a religious service, visit a national park
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or monument, go to the library or the
museum, or, even, use the post office
and the ballot box. With improved train-
ing and rehabilitation programs in re-
cent years, the biggest handicap that
many of our handicapped and elderly
citizens face is often not their physical
or mental limitations, but the thought-
less barriers imposed by a society de-
signed and built for the normal and
the healthy.

My amendments yesterday and this
bill I am introducing today will benefit
more than just the handicapped and the
elderly, for the problems of environ-
mental barriers really affect each and
every one of us. The truth is that almost
all of us, at one time or another, will
suffer from disabilities which may limit
our mobility and our capacity to func-
tion. The Department of Transportation
estimates that short term illnesses or in-
juries incapacitate about 4.6 million peo-
ple at any one time. Over 200,000 people
per year may be permanently disabled in
accidents, in war, and during birth. Eight
out of 10 families may have a family
member afilicted with a temporary or
permanent disability at one time or an-
other. And old age, of course, will catch
up with every one of us. Estimates show
that 71 percent of the population born
in the years from 1959 to 1961 can ex-
pect to live past the age of 60. Because of
technological progress, advanced medical
science, and social improvements, the
number of handicapped and elderly peo-
ple is ever increasing.

The American problem must recognize
environmental barriers as a problem of
the majority. Environmental barriers are
not just the problems of the handicapped
and the elderly. No one is assured of
physical fitness every day, all his life.
Everyone's physical and mental condition
is subject to change, and the variations
in one’s capacity to function are endless.
Every one of us has a need for an en-
vironment that is easily accessible and
usable.

Moreover, many environmental bar-
riers are more than barriers; they are
hazards. And our cities’' populations con-
tinue to increase, crowding in wurban
areas will become increasingly worse.
Autos, buses, trains, subways and build-
ings must handle the entrance and exit
of large masses of people at a rapid pace.
Vehicles and buildings with narrow
doors, turnstiles, and steps at entrances
do not make sense. The congestion of our
highways and city streets is a major
cause of serious disabilities, injuries and
death. The removal of these barriers
would increase efficiency and eliminate
risks, also making life more comfortable
for the handicapped and the elderly.

Removal of environmental barriers is
a real and honest human need It is a
need, that once understood, would gen-
erate a design response that can provide
everyone with a safer and more conven-
fent environment. It is a need that, if
given to the designer at the outset of his
planning, can be met easily and with
small, if any, extra cost, as design for
accessibility is basically a business of
eliminating rather than adding features.
In 1967, the National League of Cities
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made a cost study of three new build-
ings—a civic center, a city hall, and a
hotel. Comparing what was spent to what
would have been spent to make these
buildings accessible to the handicapped,
the league found that the increased cost
would have been less than one-tenth of
1 percent. The league also made cost esti-
mates of seven hypothetical buildings,
each representing a type commonly be-
ing built today. They figured that the
extra cost of building them barrier-free
would be less than one-half of 1 percent.

As for making existing facilities fully
accessible and usable, there is little data.
However, the General Services Admin-
istration reports that the increased cost
for accessibility renovations is minimal—
1 percent or less of renovation costs.

The problem of environmental barriers
is not only a human one; it is also eco-
nomie. Forty-four million people, or 20
percent of the population, represent a
consumer force that businessmen would
do well not to ignore.

For example, there are currently about
6,093,000 chronically handicapped peo-
ple in this country, comprising approxi-
mately 3 percent of the national popula-
tion. Of these 6,093,000 people, 5,693,000
would be potential riders of public trans-
portation if our mass transit systems
were barrier-free. In addition, it is esti-
mated that there are now more than 18
million elderly citizens who may have dif-
ficulty using available mass transporta-
tion.

The human resources among the
chronically handicapped are of consid-
erable significance. As long as this coun-
try continues to have an environment in
which only the normal and the healthy
can live and thrive, the resources of the
handicapped will be lost, costing this
counfry a great deal in both human and
dollar terms. Only 36 percent of this
country’s handicapped people are em-
ployed, compared with 71 percent of the
nonhandicapped population. If this coun-
try were a barrier-free society, 13 percent
of the chronically handicapped pepula-
tion aged 17 to 65—189,000 people—could
returm to work. Employment of this group
at salaries at the level prior to their dis-
ability would result in total yearly eco-
nomic benefits of more than $824 million,

Regardless of the economic cost, the
human cost is immeasurable and monu-
mental. I do not believe that the Amer-
ican people, if they understood the prob-
lem, would continue to deny the handi-
capped and the elderly their right to
belong, to pursue their aspirations, to
develop their talents, to exercise their
skills, to move about freely, and to live
in dignity and self-respect as every other
American. Given the chance, I am sure
that the American people will rise to the
challenge to create a barrier-free en-
vironment for the good of everyone—
young and old, handicapped and non-
handicapped.

My antienvironmental barriers legis-
lation, hopefully, will help make certain
that our public buildings and transpor-
tation systems are no longer off limits
to the handicapped and the elderly.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing bill and its summary be printed
at this point in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill and
summary were ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

S. 4041

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) part
VI of subchapter B of chapter 1 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
itemized deductions for individuals and cor-
porations) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sectlon:

“Sec. 189. ExPENDITURES To REMOVE ARCHI-
TECTURAL AND TRANSPORTATIONAL
BARRIERS TO THE HANDICAFPED

“(a) TREATMENT AS EXPENSE.—

“(1) In GENERAL.—A taxpayer may elect to
treat qualified architectural and transporta-
tional barrier removal expenses which are
paid or incurred by him during the taxable
year as expenses which are not chargeable to
capital account. The expenditures so treat-
ed shall be allowed as a deduction.

“(2) ELecTtioN.—An election under para-
graph (1) shall be made at such time and
in such manner as the Secretary or his dele-
gate prescribes by regulations.

“(b) DerFnrrions.—For purposes of this
sectlon—

*“(1) ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPORTATIONAL
BARRIER REMOVAL EXPENSE.—The term ‘archi-
tectural and transportational barrier remov-
al expense' means an expenditure for the pur-
pose of making any facility owned or leased
by the taxpayer for use in connection with
his trade or business more accessible to, and
usable by, handicapped individuals.

“(2) QUALIFIED ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANS-
PORTATIONAL BARRIER REMOVAL EXPENSE.—The
term ‘qualified architectural and transporta-
tional barrier removal expense’ means an
architectural or transportational barrier re-
moval expense with respect to which the tax-
payer establishes, to the satisfaction of the
Secretary or his delegate, that the resulting
removal of an architectural or transporta-
tional barrier meets the standards set forth
by the Administrator of the General Serv-
ices Administration, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment pursuant to the Architectural
Barriers Act of 1968.

“(c) REGULATIONS—The Secretary or his
delegate shall prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this section.”

(b) The table of sections for such part
VI is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new item:

“Sec. 189. Expenditures to remove archi-
tectural and transportational
barriers to the handicapped.”

(c) The amendments made by this Act
shall apply to taxable years ending after the
date of the enactment of this Act, but only
with respect to the expenditures paid or In-
curred after that date.

A SUMMARY OF THE BILL

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to permit tax deductions in lieu of
depreciation or amortization for the cost of
accessibility renovations in any facility own-
ed or leased by the taxpayer for use in con-
nection with his trade or business.

By Mr. MONDALE:

S. 4043. A bill to prohibit pyramid
sales transactions, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, today
I am introducing legislation designed to
protect the consumer public from what is
rapidly becoming the “consumer fraud of
the 1970's”"—the pyramid sales opera-
tion.
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In the world of consumer fraud, the
faces change but the vice remains the
same. The Wisconsin Supreme Court has
accurately described today’s pyramid
sales operation:

However long the scheme lasts, it will in-
fallibly leave a greater or lesser crowd of
dupes at the end with no opportunity to
recoup their losses because the bubble has
at last burst. It contemplates an endless
chain of purchasers, or, rather, a series of
constantly multiplying endless chains, with
nothing but fading rainbows as the reward
of those who are unfortunate enough to be-
come purchasers the moment before the
collapse of the scheme. While contemplat-
ing large gains to the original promoters
and early purchasers, it necessarily contem-
plates losses to the later purchasers; losses
increasing in number with the greater suc-
cess of the scheme. . ..

That description of chain selling was
made in 1906. Nearly 70 years later, we
find ourselves in the midst of an epi-
demic of vicious chain selling enter-
prises, which William J. Casey, Chair-
man of the Securities and Exchange
Commission, recently estimated had
taken over $300 million in investment
money from the American public.

The operation of pyramid selling
schemes has many, often complex varia-
tions, However, the basic scheme fol-
lows a recognizable general pattern.

The organization through which pyr-
amid selling operates is composed of a
number of different marketing levels.
Consumers make an initial investment in
one of the lower levels in the organiza-
tion. For the money paid, they are given
an inventory of the product which the
organization is ostensibly organized to
promote. The retail value of this initial
inventory is usually considerably below
the cost of the investment required.

These initial recruitments are made at
promotional meetings, which are them-
selves an objectionable feature of these
schemes. A wide variety of deceptive,
high-pressure sales techniques are used
to recruit new investors, including the
planting of shills in the audience, who
prominently display wads of large bills
and promise the potential investor that
the road to easy riches is at hand.

In one pyramid sales operation, those
trying to recruit new members are ad-
vised to “buy a Cadillac, assure every-
body you're making a fortune, hand out
big checks at opportunity meetings, ad-
vise people they better get in fast because
only a few slots are left.” Prospective
investors are bombarded with profession-
ally staged selling talks from these shills,
with the result that potential investors
cannot make a rational choice.

Once the initial investment is made,
the investor is encouraged to move up
along the various marketing levels of
the company—investing more money at
each step—on the promise that he will be
able to share in the allegedly lucrative
amounts of money to be earned through
the recruitment of still others to join
the scheme. In the pyramid sales opera-
tions, it is made clear at the promotional
meetings that the real “opportunity for
riches” comes not from selling the prod-
uct or service ostensibly promoted by the
operation, but rather from inducing
others to join.
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As the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission states in its complaint against
“Dare to be Great,” one of a number of
pyramid selling operations promoted by
Mr. Glenn W, Turner:

As part of sald scheme the defendants
through Dare To Be Great purport to market
8 series of tape recorded, self-improvement
courses, which are designated “Adventure's”
I, IT, III, and IV. The Marketing of said
courses is but the vehicle by which defend-
ants involve the purchasers therein in their
centrally directed, nationwide, pyramid-sell-
ing scheme, whereby said Investors are in-
duced by the promise and expectation of fan-
tastic income to Invest their money for the
right to introduce others who will in turn be
similarly induced by the defendants to invest
and bring still other investors into the
pyramid...

An investor at the Adventure III level is
induced to pay an aggregate of £2,000 pri-
marily upon the promise of an opportunity to
share in profits derived from his introduc-
tion of other investors that the defendants
recruit either at the Adventure I, Adventure
II, or Adventure III level. An investor at the
Adventure IV level is induced to pay an ag-
gregate of $5,000 primarily upon the promise
of an opportunity to share in profits derived
from his introduction of investors that the
defendants recruit at any Adventure level.

In this operation, an investor who
wishes to rise to the top marketing level
must pay an aggregate of $5,000. Of that
amount, a total of $3,800 goes to previous
investors who are paid huge fees for re-
cruiting others to their ranks. In another
similar operation—Holiday Magic—a
person wishing to attain the top market-
ing rank—“general distributor”—must
pay $4,000, of which $3,000 goes to the
previous ‘“‘general distributor” who
“sponsors” the new person wishing to
attain this rank.

The motivation all along the chain,
therefore, becomes that of recruiting
new bodies to join the chain, thereby
reaping the large amounts of money sup-
posedly to be derived from this recruit-
ment of those further along the chain.

As with any chain selling device, how-
ever, promise and performance are usu-
ally very different. Although a certain
number of individuals who are into the
chain at an early stage do make money—
occasionally large amounts of money—
the essential vice of these operations is
that of any chain referral scheme: There
are simply not enough hodies to keep the
chain in motion.

Thus if one person recruited six
“friends” into his scheme, and if this
friend obtained six more friends, and if
this process were repeated for a total of
nine times, the number of people in the
chain would total 10,077,696. Obviously,
this is a process which cannot be sus-
tained. Unfortunately, however, those
who enter this operation after the first
few steps in the chain find that out only
after a substantial investment of money.

There is no doubt that the net effect
of these types of promotions results in
large losses to the consumer public. The
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Pro-
tection obtained information from Dare
to be Great, Inc., concerning their opera-
tion in Pennsylvania. They concluded
that only 26 percent of the money in-
vested in Dare to be Great by Pennsyl-
vania residents had been recouped by
investors—only $356,700 out of $1,358,-
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300. In addition, a New York deputy at-
torney general who investigated EKoscot
International, another one of Mr. Turn-
er’s enterprises, reported that of 1,604
distributors and subdistributors in New
York State, only 79 had earned more
than $5,000 during the year under study
and only 10 had earned more than $20,-
000. This was in an operation in which
every investor was promised—before he
invested—that he would make at least
$100,000 per year.

The investigator in New York reported
that if all the people in the New York
program were to make the promised
$100,000 per year, “at the end of the
first year at least 150,000 new dis-
tributorships would have to be created
and at the end of the second year New
York alone would have to have 150 mil-
lion distributors.”

These pyramid sales operations are a
major consumer problem which largely
remains unsolved today. The vice chair-
man of the Consumer Protection Com-
mittee of the National Association of
Attorneys General, in a letter to me,
called these operations “perhaps the most
serious pending consumer fraud prob-
lem.” Bruce Craig, assistant attorney
general in Wisconsin, stated in a letter
to me that—

It has been by personal experience, gained
ftom contacts with many other attorneys
general or their assistants, that these chain
schemes have caused more concern among
state enforcement officials than any other
form of white collar offense.

At both the State and Federal levels,
there have been significant steps taken
to combat the problem.

At the Federal level, both the Federal
Trade Commission and the Securities Ex-
change Commission have begun proceed-
ings to attack these pyramid sales op-
erations. Recently, a Federal district
judge in Oregon granted a preliminary
injunction against Glenn Turner’s Dare
to be Great operation from selling its
courses in interstate commerce until it
had registered them with the SEC as a
security.

In addition, State attorneys general
have begun vigorous enforcement against
some of these pyramid operations. Nine-
teen States currently have laws dealing
with the pyramid sales problem, and 42
States have begun some legal action
against one or another of Mr. Turner's
enterprises. Over half a dozen States
have legal action pending against the
“Holiday Magic" group of companies,
which, after the Glenn Turner opera-
tions, is the largest pyramid sales scheme
currently transacting business in the
United States.

In Minnesota, Attorney General War-
ren Spannaus has vigorously pursued
pyramid sales companies which have
taken approximately $4 million from
Minnesotans since 1970. Last week, the
attorney general obtained convictions
against Holiday Magic and two of its
local distributors in the first criminal
case which has proceeded to trial.

Yet, despite his success in obtaining
injunctions and eriminal convictions, At-
torney General Spannaus has written me
of the need for Federal action:

Although we have been highly successful,
the efforts of this office have not eradicated

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the pyramid sales problem in Minnesota,
Bordering states have different types of
multi-level and pyramid sales regulations or
prohibitions, and in some cases, have mno
legislation at all. The companles we have
stopped in Minnesota move to North Dakota,
or some other neighboring state, and lure
our citizens across the border. To fully pro-
tect the Minnesota investor, Federal action
is necessary. . . . Each month new pyramid
sales and multi-level distribution schemes
are developed. Unquestionably, there is a
need for uniform Federal legislation which
will protect all consumers from the evils of
pyramid sales distribution. I consider the
need for this legislation to be immediate.

This perceived need for Federal action
is shared by others who have been active
in fighting pyramid sales organizations.

Dean W. Determan, vice president for
Government and Legal Affairs for the
Council of Better Business Bureaus,
stated in a letter to me that—

While the Federal Trade Commission and
the Securlties and Exchange Commission are
both taking actions in this sphere of business
activity, their rules and orders are directed
agalnst individual companies and promoters,
and each action takes a long time to accom-
plish.

And Douglas R. Carlson, assistant at-
torney general in Iowa, has written me
that—

As soon as a company is run out of one
state it then increases its activities in other
states and may even form an additional cor-
poration and go back into the state banned
in, forcing that state to bring additlonal
litigation agalnst each new corporation
brought into existence. This type of individ-
ual state attack has also resulted in a situa-
tion where such companies are now concen-
trating their activities In states which have
no prohibitory legislation agalnst their ac-
tivities. Many companies are now conducting
heavy drives to fly, but or otherwise induce
residents of other states to travel into states
their activities are not prohibited in, there
to be given the company's sales pitch.

There exists a definite need for effec-
tive Federal legislation to alleviate this
problem.

Any such Federal legislation, however,
must be aimed squarely at the fraudulent
pyramid sales operation, and not the
many legitimate corporations which sell
products or services using commissions,
door-to-door selling techniques., or legiti-
mate franchise arrangements.

The Council of Better Business Bu-
reaus has developed a number of yard-
sticks by which to separate the legitimate
from the fraudulent multilevel sales cor-
porafion.

Among these are whether the com-
pany promotes retail sale of its product,
or whether it stresses unending recruit-
ment of distributors; whether there are
promises of high potential earnings
made; whether the company requires
more than a minimal initial inventory at
relatively low cost to become a distribu-
tor; and whether the firm will guarantee
in writing that any products ordered
but not sold will be bought back by the
company within a reasonable period of
time for a certain percentage of the price
paid.

The basic vice of the fraudulent
pyramid sales device is the combiration
of limited or minimal emphasis given to
sales of products or services to the con-
suming public—as distinguished from
resale between various levels of the
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pyramid sales operation—and the heavy
emphasis on the alleged profitability to
be derived from recruitment of other
“bodies” to join the endless chain.

The legislation which I am introducing
today imposes criminal and civil penal-
ties on those fraudulent pyramid sales
operators wio prey on the public with
unfounded presentations of future earn-
ings through endless chain promotions.

This legislation would provide for a
fine of up to $10,000 or imprisonment for
up to 5 years, or both, for those selling or
attempting to sell a participation in a
pyramid sales scheme.

In addition, any person who induces
another person fo participate in such a
scheme shall be liable to that person for
twice the amount of the consideration
paid, and recovery of court costs and
reasonable attorney’s fees.

Pyramid sales schemes are defined by
the proposed legislation as including any
plan or operation for the sale or distri-
bution of goods, services, or other prop-
erty wherein a person for a consideration
acquires the opportunity to receive a pe-
cuniary benefit, which is not primarily
contingent on the volume or quantity of
goods, services, or other property sold
or distributed or to be sold or distributed
to persons for purposes of resale to con-
sumers, and which is based upon the in-
ducement of additional persons, by him-
self or others, to participate in the same
plan or operation.

This language seeks to isolate out the
fraudulent pyramid sales operation,
while not affecting the hundreds of legit-
imate corporations which do business us-
ing commission arrangements or fran-
chise organizations, in which the pri-
mary aim is sales to the consuming pub-
lic, rather than recruitment of additional
persons into an endless chain system.

Thus, in order to come under the
statute’s coverage, a pyramid sales oper-
ation must first, base the pecuniary
benefit held out to the recruitee on some-
thing other than a normal commission-
type arrangement—in which the volume
of products or services sold determines
compensation—and, second, base that
pecuniary benefit on the inducement of
additional people to participate in the
plan.

The proposed legislation also provides
that either the Department of Justice or
the chief law enforcement officer of any
State in which an illegal pyramid sales
practice has occurred may seek injunc-
tive relief in the U.S. district courts.

This combination of remedies—prose-
cution by the Department of Justice of
criminal violations, action by an ag-
grieved person to recover double dam-
ages plus costs and legal fees, and suits
brought by either Federal or State au-
thorities to gain injunctive relief—af-
fords the variety of procedures needed
to protect the consumer public and offer
relief to those who have been defrauded.

The injunctive relief provisions are
particularly important in view of the
tendency of many pyramid sales opera-
tions to deluge a State with a quick, mas-
sive sales attack. Unless State or Federal
officials can gain quick injunctive relief,
consumers will be defrauded of millions
of dollars before the plan can be forced
to stop operating in that State.
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The legislation I am offering today
meets the need for a tough but flexible
statute to end these practices which take
millions of dollars from American con-
sumers each month. By providing a va-
riety of remedies, and by defining pyra-
mid sales schemes to prohibit only those
operations which use fraudulent or im-
proper practices, it offers hope of a quick
end to this recurring national consumer
fraud problem.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this legislation be
printed in the Recorp. I also ask unani-
mous consent that the correspondence
herewith attached be printed in the
RECORD.

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

8. 4043

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

SecTIiON 1. As used in this Act—

(1) the term “sale or distribution” in-
cludes the acts of leasing, renting or con-
signing;

(2) the term “goods” includes any personal
property, real property, or any combination
thereof;

(3) the term “other property” includes a
franchise, license distributorship, or other
similar right, privilege, or interest; and

(4) the term “pyramid sales scheme” in-
cludes any plan or operation for the sale or
distribution of goods, services, or other prop-
erty wherein a person for a consideration ac-
quires the opportunity to receive a pecuniary
benefit (A) which is not primarily contin-
gent on the volume or quantity of goods,
services, or other property sold or distributed
or to be sold or distributed to persons for
purposes of resale to consumers, and (B)
which is based upon the inducement of addi-
tional persons, by himself or others, to par-
ticipate in the same plan or operation.

SeEc. 2. Whoever, in connection with the
sale or distribution of goods, services, or
other property by the use of any means or
instruments of transportation or communi-
cation in interstate or foreign commerce or
by use of the malils, sells or offers or attempts
to sell a participation or the right to partici-
pate in a pyramid sales scheme shall be fined
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not
more than 5 years, or both.

Bec. 8. Any contract made in violation of
section 2 of this Act is void and any person
who induces another person to participate
in a pyramid sales scheme shall be liable to
that person in an amount equal to the sum
of—

(1) twice the amount of consideration
paid; and

- (2) in the case of any successful action
to enforce such liability, the costs of the
action together with a reasonable attorney’s
fee, as determined by the court.
An action under this section may be brought
in any United States district court within
one year from the date on which such con=-
pideration was paid.

SEc. 4. Whenever it appears that any person
is engaged or is about to engage in any act
or practice which constitutes a pyramid sales
scheme, the Attorney General of the United
States or the chief law enforcement officer
of the State in which the act or practice
occurred may bring an action in the appro-
priate United States district court to enjoin
such act or practice, and upon a proper show-
ing, a temporary restraining order or a pre-
liminary or permanent injunction shall be
granted without bond.
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
St. Paul, Minn., September 25, 1972,
Hon, WaLTerR F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MonNpALE: Throughout the
past year, this office has waged an extensive
campaign against pyramid sales and multi-
level distribution companies operating in the
State of Minnesota. To date, we have been
very successful. We have obtained injunc-
tions against eight pyramid sales operations
and recently, in the sole criminal case which
has proceeded to trial, we obtained the con-
viction of Holiday Magic, Inc. and two of its
local distributors.

Although we have been highly successful,
the efforts of this office have not eradicated
the pyramid sales problem in Minnesota.
Bordering states have different types of
multi-level and pyramid sales regulations or
prohibitions, and in some cases, have no
legislation at all. The companies we have
stopped in Minnesota move to North Dakota,
or some other neighboring state, and lure
our citizens across the border. To fully pro-
tect the Minnesota investor, federal action
is necessary.

Since 1970, Minnesota citizens have paid
approximately four million dollars for dis-
tributorships in pyramid sales schemes. Very
little of the four million dollars has been re-
couped by those citizens. The Minnesota sit-
uation is hardly unique. Fellow attorneys
general have informed me that they have ex-
perienced similar problems with pyramid
sales companies. The evil of pyramid sales
schemes can no longer be disputed. In a
false and highly charged atmosphere of
success and happiness, unwary buyers are
lured into spending thousands of dollars for
“distributorships.” These distributorships are
ostensibly related to some product or service.
Actually, the new “distributor” is simply
earning the chance to make money by
recruiting additional persons to participate
in the pyramid sales scheme.

The pyramid sales evil knows no economic
or social boundaries. Once stricken with pyra-
mid sales fever, “good” citizens use illegal
methods in order to acquire the funds to in-
vest. For example, during our investigation
of pyramid sales and multi-level distribu-
tion schemes, we learned of fraudulent loans
obtained from state and nationally char-
tered banks by persons who desired to in-
vest in those schemes. Those fraudulent
loans, in almost every instance, were ob-
tained by a method suggested by persons
already particlpating in the pyramid sales
operation.

Each month new pyramid sales and multi-
level distribution schemes are developed. Un-
questionably, there is a need for uniform
federal legislation which will protect all con-
sumers from the evils of pyramid sales dis-
tribution. I consider the need for this legis-
lation to be immediate. Accordingly, after
considerable review, I strongly support your
proposed pyramid sales legislation.

Bincerely,
WARREN SPANNAUS,
Attorney General.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Madison, Wis., August 28, 1972,
Re Chain Distributor Schemes.
Hon, WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEar SENATOR MoNDALE: I am pleased to
learn of your interest in dealing with chain
distributor schemes at the Federal level. This
office has been engaged in litigation against
companies offering these schemes since May
of 1969. It has been my personal experience,
gained from contacts with many other At-
torneys General or their Assistants, that these
chain schemes have caused more concern
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among state enforcement officials than any
other form of white collar offense.

Because these chain plans are usually made
to appear as business investments which will
provide @& continuing source of income
through distribution of product, injury to
investors is not Iimited to the initial payment
of $2000 to $6000. It can have the more seri-
ous effect of inducing the investor to leave
his prior employment and alternative source
of income. Thus, once the chain scheme fails
for the investor, as it often does, he is not
only out his $6000 but he also 1s without the
job he previously held and whatever attend-
ant retirement benefits he might have ac-
quired before quitting. Most investors are in
the economic category where their losses can
result in the dissipation of life savings or
the imposition of substantial debt.

Our best estimate of investments by Wis-
consin citizens in chain distributor schemes
approximates £4.5 million. For the most part
this estimate is taken from filed court ex-
hibits which we could make available to you
if you so desire.

Enforcement attempts by state officials is
considerably hindered by the out of state
character of the companies involved. Dis-
tributors are scrupulously designated as “in-
dependent contractors” and principal policy
makers are seldom if ever avallable for proc-
ess or civil discovery proceedings. Piecemeal
litigation on a state by state basis against
these well funded companies has caused a
wide variety of legal decisions and probably
has resulted in a substantial delay in effec-
tive and conclusive enforcement.

For your information I am enclosing a
copy of a recent Wisconsin Supreme Court
decision commenting on these schemes, &
copy of the Wisconsin regulation Ch. Ag. 122
which prohibits chain distributor schemes
and representative afidavits indicating some
of the recruiting activities of these com-
panies.

If I can be of any further assistance to you,
please let me know.

Sincerely yours,
Bruce A. CrAIG,
Assistant Attorney General.
CounciL. oF BETTER BUSINESS
Bureaus, INc.,
Washington, D.C., August 29, 1572,
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEear SENATOR MoNDALE: We are pleased to
hear that you are considering the introduc-
tion of Federal legislation to control the
abuses of some “multi-level” or “chain dis-
tribution” sales techniques.

For your information, our computer tabu-
lation of consumer complaints and inquiries
reflects that this subject is the most in-
quired about business concept coming to
Better Business Bureaus across the country.
2.8% of the millions of inguiries received by
BBBs nationally involved multi-level sales
schemes. We do not get a significant num-
ber of complaints about these schemes, pre-
sumably because people hate to admit when
they have made an unwise investment.

While the Federal Trade Commission and
the Securities and Exchange Commission are
both taking actions in this sphere of business
activity, their rules and orders are directed
against individual companies and promoters,
and each action takes a long time to accom-
plish.

Our files and staff are available to assist
you in any way on this endeavor. J

Sincerely,
DeAn W. DETERMAN,
Vice President, Government and Legal
Affairs.

By Mr. EAGLETON (for himself,
Mr. Bearr, Mr. WiLriams, Mr,
RawpoLPH, Mr, PELL, Mr, KEN-
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NEDY, Mr. NELsoN, Mr. MONDALE,
Mr. CraNsTON, Mr. HUGHES, Mr.
STEVENSON, Mr, Javrirs, Mr.
SCHWEIKER, Mr. Packwoop, and
Mr. STAFFORD) :

S. 4044, A bill to strengthen and im-
prove the Older Americans Act of 1965,
and for other purposes. Referred to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am
introducing today for myself and for the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BeaLyr), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
L1ams), the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RawporrH), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. Pein), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mon-
pALE), the Senator from California (Mr.
Cranston), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHEs), the Senator from Illineis (Mr.
STEVENSON), the Senator from New York
(Mr. Javirs), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ScEweiker), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. Packwoob), the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. Starrorp), the
Older Americans Comprehensive Serv-
ices Act. This is a bill which was devel-
oped as a clean bill by the Subcommittee
on Aging of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. I am introducing it at
this time for the purpose of preparing the
bill for reporting by the Committee.

I will not elaborate on the contents
of the bill inasmuch as the report which
will be filed today discusses the bill in
great detail and I understand that the
distinguished junior Senator from

Maryland (Mr. BeaLr) who is the rank-
ing minority member of the Subcommit-

tee on Aging will ask at the conclusion
of his remarks that the bill be printed
in its entirety in the Recorp. I should
add that the Senator from Maryland has
made enormous contributions to the de-
velopment of this bill and I am delighted
that he has joined as a cosponsor,
although I am aware of his reservations
to title I of the bill.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, it is a
pleasure for me to join the distinguished
chairman of the Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee’s Subcommitiee on Ag-
ing in sending to the desk the amend-
ments to the Older Americans Act of
1965. This legislation, which is the result
of many months of work on the part of
the Subcommittee on Aging, contains,
I believe, a number of truly innovative
concepts which should greatly expand
and improve Federal programs to our
senior citizens.

I enthusiastically support, with one
basic reservation, S. 4044 which will én-
able the Administration on Aging to pro-
vide comprehensive social and nutrition-
al services to our senior citizens. I be-
lieve strongly that there is perhaps no
constituency more deserving of assist-
ance, or more willing to help themselves
than our Nation’s 20 million older cit-
izens. They have, through their work-
ing years, earned the right to live their
retirement in security, independence,
and dignity. We owe these people a debt
of gratitude for they are primarily re-
sponsible for the prosperity and the
greatness that our Nation enjoys today.
We have neglected them far ‘too long
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and I believe that this bill constitutes
a truly meaningful step forwarc in meet-
ing the needs of older Americans.

In the last several years, substantial
progress has been made in efforts to
bring higher visability and recognition
within our government to the problems
of the aging. This legislation gives the
Senate a unique opportunity to cooper-
ate with the President, who is dedicated
to the cause of helping to improve the
quality of life for our retired citizens.

Working together, we can overcome
the problems of loneliness, despair, isola-
tion, inadequate income, lack of mobility,
alienation, and many of the other specific
problems which plague the elderly. The
problems of the aging are not limited to
race, economic status, geographic loca-
tion, or political affiliation. Thus, I be-
lieve it is incumbent upon the Senate to
expedite consideration of this legislation
so that there will be sufficient time to
accommodate a conference committee
which will undoubtedly be required to re-
solve differences between S, 4044 and
H.R. 156517.

In closing, Mr. President, I would like
to note that I have grave reservations
about the Older Americans Advocacy
Commission, created by title I of this
legislation. I am concerned that a Com-
mission such as this would produce so
many negative reactions as to render
counterproductive to the welfare of
senior citizens. It is my present intention
to offer an amendment that I believe will
significantly improve title I and insure
the efficient effective operation of Fed-
eral programs for the aging. During the
debate, Mr. President, I will explain in
far greater detail the impact I believe
that such an Advocacy Commission would
have on Federal agencies charged with
delivering services to senior citizens.

Mr. President, it is my pleasure, as the
ranking Republican member on the Sub-
committee on Aging, to join in cospon-
soring the committee’'s proposed amend-
ments to the Older Americans Act of
1965 and I ask unanimous consent that
the text of this legislation and a title by
title summary I have prepared be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

8. 4044

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Unifted States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Older Americans
Comprehensive Services Amendments of
1972".

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES

Sec. 2. The Congress finds that millions of
older citizens in this Nation are suffering un-
necessary harm from the lack of adeguate
services. It is therefore the purpose of this
Act, in support of the objectives of the Older
Americans Act of 1965, to—

(1) make avallable comprehensive pro-
grams which include a full range of health,
education, and soclal services to our older
citizens who need them,

(2) give full and special consideration to
older citizens with special needs in planning
such programs, and, pending the availability
of such programs for all older citizens, give
priority to the elderly with the greatest eco-
nomic and social need,
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(8) provide comprehensive programs which
will assure the coordinated delivery of a full
range of essential services to our older citi-
zens, and, where applicable, also furnish
meaningful employment opportunities for
many individuals, including older persons,
young persons, and volunteers from the com-
munity, and

(4) insure that the planning and operation
of such programs will be undertaken as a
partnership of older citizens, community
leaders, and community, State and local gov-
ernments, with appropriate assistance from
the Federal Government.

TITLE I—OLDER AMERICANS ADVOCACY
COMMISSION

SEc. 101. (a) There is created in the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government an “Older
Americans Advocacy Commission” (herein-
after in this title referred to as the “Com-
mission”), The Commission shall be com-
posed of six members who shall be appointed
by the President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. Two of the original
members shall be appointed for a term of
one year, two for a term of two years, and
two for a term of three years, beginning
from the date of enactment of this Act, but
their successors shall be appointed for terms
of three years each, except that any indi-
vidual chosen to fill a vacancy shall be ap-
pointed only for the unexpired term of the
member whom he shall succeed. Not more
than three of the members shall at any one
time be of the same political party. Members
shall be appointed so as to be representative
of older Americans, of national organizations
with an interest in aging, and the general
public. At least two of the members shall
themselves be older persons.

(b) The President shall designate one of
the members of the Commission as Chalrman
and one as Vice Chairman. The Vice Chair-
man shall act as Chairman in the absence
or disability of the Chairman, or in the event
of a vacancy in that office.

(¢) A vacancy in the Commission shall not
impair the right of the remaining members
to exercise all the powers of the Commission
and shall be filled in the same manner, and
subject to the same limitations with respect
to party affiliation as the original appoint-
ment.

(d) Four members of the Commission shall
constitute a guorum, except that hearings
may be conducted by one commissioner des-
ignated by the Commission as hearing officer
for purposes of such hearing.

(e) Members of the Commissjon shall,
while serving on business of the Commission,
recelve compensation at rates not to exceed
the rate specified at the times of such service
for grade GS-18 in section 5332 of title 5,
United States Code, including traveltime,
and, while so serving away from their homes
or regular places of business, they may be
allowed travel expenses, including per diem
in lieu of subsistence, in the same manner
as the expenses authorized by section 5703(b)
of title 5, United States Code, for persons in
the Government service employed inter-
mittently.

FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 102. The Commission is authorized
to—

(1) serve as an independent advocate on
behalf of older Americans with respect to—

(A) the formulation of policies regarding
the aging and the operation of programs and
other activities conducted or assisted by all
Federal departments or agencles which re-
late to or affect the particular problems and
needs of the aging, and

(B) legislation, investigations, or other
matters before Congress relating to such
problems and needs;

(2) review and evaluate on a continuing
basis Federal policles regarding the aging
and programs and other activities affecting
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the aging conducted or assisted by all Fed-
eral departments and agencies for the pur-
pose of appralsing their value and their Im-
pact.on the lives of older Americans;

(3) advise and make recommendations to
the President, the Congress, and the heads
of all Federal departments and agencies
(which advice and recommendations shall be
made public) with respect to Pederal policies
regarding the aging and federally conduected
or assisted programs and other activities re-
lating to or affecting them;

(4) inform the public about the problems
and needs of the aging by collecting and dis-
seminating information, conducting or eom-
missioning studies and publishing the re-
sults thereof, and by issuing publications and
reports;

(5) pravide public forums for discussing
and publicizing the problems and needs of
the aging and obtaining information relat-
ing thereto by conducting public hearings,
and by conducting or sponsoring conferences,
workshops, and other such meetings; and

(6) prepare and publish such interim re-
ports as it deems advisable and the Commis-
slon shall submit a eomplete annual report
of its activities, findings, and recommenda-
tions. to the President and the Congress at
the close of each year.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

SEc. 103(a). The Commission shall appoing
a full-time staff director who shall serve at
the will of the Commission and receive com-
pensation to be fixed by the Commission, not
to exceed the rate specified for grade GS-18
in section 5332 of title 5, United States Code.
The Commission Is authorized to appoint
and fix the compensation of such personnel
as it deems advisable. The Commission may
procure services as authorized by seetion 3109
of title 51, United States Code, and the Com-
mission may aceept the services of voluntary,
uncompensated personnel,

{b) The Commission may constitute State
advisory committees within such States as it
deems advisable, to be composed of citizens
of each such State, for the purpose of assist-
ing the Commission in carrying out the pur-
poses of this title, except that neo funds ap-
propriated pursuant to section 104 of this
Act may be used to cover any part of the cost
of such advisory committees.

(c) All Federal departments and agencies
shall cooperate fully with the Commission
with respect to its activities conducted under
the authority of this Act and, where appro-
priate, representatives of such departments
and agencies shall participate in, and testify
at, hearings conducted by the Commission.
Written inguiries and requests for informa-
tion made to the heads of Federal depart-
ments and agencies by the Commission i
carrying out its duties under this Act shall
be answered within thirty days after the re-
ceipt thereof, unless the head of such depart-
ment or agency shall state in writing the
reasons for the inability to respond within
such period of time, which statement in
writing shall also include the date on which
a complete response will be made, and except
that no information may be required of any
individual under this section where disclo-
sures of such information would viclate any
Federal Iaw or Executive Order.

(d) The Commission shall have the power
to make such rules and regulations as are
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
Act.,

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 104. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
for carrying out this title.

TITLE I—ADMINISTRATION ON AGING

Sec. 201. (a) Bection 201 of the Older
Americans Act of 1965 is.amended to read as
follows:

“FSTABLISHMENT OF ADMINISTRATION ON AGING

“Sec. 201. (a) There is established in the
Office of the Secretary an Administration on
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Aging (hereinafter in this Act referred to as
the 'Administration’) which shall be headed
by a Comumissioner of Aging (hereinafter in
this Aet referred to as the ‘Commissioner’).
Except for Title VI and as otherwise spe-
cifically provided by the Older Americans
Comprehensive Services Act of 1972, the Ad-
ministration shall be the principal agency
for carrying out this Act. The Commissioner
shall be directly responsible to the Secretary
and shall not delegate any of his functions
under this Act without first receiving the
approval of the Secretary. Notice of any pro-
posed delegation and the Secretary’'s approval
of such delegation shall be published in the
Federal Register and an opportunity shall be
afforded to any Interested party or agency
to review and comment on the proposed
delegation. No such delegation may become
effective until at least thirty calendar days
following the publication of such notice.

*(h) The Commissioner shall be appointed
by the President by and with the advice and
eonsent of the Senate.”

(b) (1) Seection 202 of the Older Americans
Act of 1865 Is amended by striking out “and™
at the end of paragraph (7), by striking out
the period at the end of paragraph (8) and
inserting in lieu thereof “; and”, and by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
paragraphs:

“(9) develop basic policies and set prior-
ities with respect to the development and
operation of programs and activities con-
ducted under authority of this Act;

**{10) provide for the coordination of Fed-
eral programs and actlvities related to such
purposes;

“(11) coordinate, and assist in, the plan-
ning and development by public (including
Federal, State, and local agencies) and non-
profit private organizations of programs for
older persons, with a view to the establish-
ment of a nationwide network of compre-
hensive, coordinated services and opportuni-
ties for such persons,

“(12) convene conferences of such authori-
ties and officials of public (including Federal,
State, and local agencies) and nonprofit pri-
vate organizations concerned with the de-
velopment and operation of programs for
older persons as the Commissioner deems nec-
essary or proper for the development and
implementation of policies related to the
purposes of this Act;

*(13) develop and operate programs pro-
viding services and opportunities as au-
thorized by this Act which are not otherwise
provided by existing programs for older per-
sons;

*(14) provide information and assistance
to private nonprofit organizations for the
establishment and operation by them of pro-
grams and activities related to the purposes
of this Act; and

“(15) develop, in coordination with other
agencies, a national plan for meeting the
needs for trained personnel in the field of
aging, and for training persons for carrying
out programs related to the purposes of this
Act, and conduct and provide for the con-
ducting of such training.”

(2) Section 202 of the Act (as amended by
the preceding provisions of this subsection)
is further amended by inserting “(a)” after
"Sec: 202", and by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection:

“(p) Im executing his duties and funec-
tions under this Act and carrying out the
programs and activities provided for by this
Act, the Commissioner, together with the
Director of Action, shall take all possible
steps to encourage and permit voluntary
groups active in social services, Including
youth organizations active at the high school
or college levels, to participate and be in-
volved individually or through representa-
tive groups in such programs or activities to
the maximum extent feasible, through the
performance of advisory or eonsultative func-
tions, and in other appropriate ways."
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(c) Title IT of the Older Americans Act of
1965 is further amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new sections:

“FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION

“Sec. 203. Federal agemeles proposing to
establishk programs to provide soeial and
nuiritional services to older Americans shall
consult with the Administration on Aging
prior to the establishment of such services,
and Federal agencies administering such pro-
grams shall cooperate with the Administra-
tion on Aging in earrying out such services.

“ITHE NATIONAL OLDER AMERICANS INFORMATION
CLEARING HOUSE

“Sec. 204. (a) The Commissioner Is au-
thorized and directed to establish and operate
& National Older Americans Information
Clearing House which shall—

“{1) collect, analyze, prepare; and dis-
seminate information related to the needs
and Interests of older persons;

“(2) obtain information concerning older
persons from public and private agencies
and other organizations serving the needs
and interests of older persons and furnish,
upon request, information to such agencies
and organizations, including information de-
veloped by Federal, State, and local public
agencies with respect to programs of such
agencles designed to serve the needs and
interests of older persons;

*“{3) encourages the establishment of State
and local information ecenters and provide
technical assistance to such centers, includ-
ing sources established under section 304(c)
{3), to assist older persons to have ready ac-
cess to information; and

“{4) carry out a special program for the
colleetion and dissemination of information
relevant to consumer interests of older per-
sons In order that such older persons may
more readily obtain information coneerning
goods and sevices needed by them.

“{b} The Commissioner shall take what-
ever action is necessary to achieve coordina-
tion of activities carried out or assisted by
all departments, agencies, and instrumental-
ities of the Federal Government with respect
to the collection, preparation, and dissemi-
nation of information relevant to older per-
sons. To the extent practicable; the Com-
missioner shall carry out his functions un-
der this subsection through the National
Senior Citizen Information €learing House.

(c) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion 8750,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973, $1,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and $1,250,000 for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1975."

“ADMINISTRATION OF THE ACT

“8ec. 205. (a) In carrying out the purposes
of this Act, the Commissioner is authorized
to:

(1) provide consultative services and
private agencies, and organizations;

(2) provide short-term training and tech-
niecal instruction;

(3) conduct research and demonstrations;

(4) collect, prepare, publish, and dissemi-
nate special educational or informational
materials, including reports of the projects
for which funds are provided under this Act;
and

(5) provide staff and other technical as-
sistance to the Older Americans Advocacy
Commission.

“(b) In administering his funections un-
der this Act, the Commissioner may utilize
the services and facilitles of any agency of
the Federal Government and of any other
public or nonprofit agency or organization,
in accordance with agreements between the
Commissioner and the head thereof, and to
pay therefor, in advance or by way of re-
imbursement, as may be provided in the
agreement.

“{e) For the purpese of earrying out this
section, there are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary.
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“EVALUATION

“Sec. 206. (a) The Commissioner shall
measure and evaluate the impact of all pro-
grams authorized by this Act, their effective-
ness in achleving stated goals in general, and
in relation to their cost, their impact on re-
lated programs, and their structure and
mechanisms for delivery of services, includ-
ing, where appropriate, comparisons with ap-
propriate control groups composed of persons
who have not participated in such programs.
Evaluations shall be conducted by persons
not immediately involved in the administra-
tion of the program or project evaluated.

“{b) Before funds are released for the pro- -

grams and projects authorized or assisted by
this Act, the Commissioner shall develop and
publish general standards for evaluation of
the program and project effectiveness in
achieving the objectives of this Act. Reports
submitted pursuant to sectlon 208 shall de-
scribe the actlons taken as a result of these
evaluations.

“(e) In carrying out evaluations under this
section, the Commissioner shall, whenever
possible, arrange to obtain the opinions of
program and project participants about the
strengths and weaknesses of the programs
and projects.

“(d) The Commissioner shall annually
publish summaries of the results of evalua-
tive research and evaluation of program and
project impact and effectiveness, the Tull con-
tents of which shall be available to Congress
and the public.

“(e) The Commissioner shall take the
necessary action to assure that all studies,
evaluations, proposals, and data produced or
developed with Federal funds shall become
the property of the United States.

“(f) Such information as the Commis-
sioner may deem necessary for purposes of
the evaluations conducted under this section
shall be made available to him, upon request,
by the departments and agencies of the
executive branch.

“(g) The Commissioner is authorized to
use such sums as may be required, but not
to exceed 1 p:r centum of the funds appro-
priated under this Act, or $1,000,000 which-
ever is greater, to conduct program and proj-
ect evaluations (directly, or by grants or con-
tracts) as required by this title. In the case
of allotments from such an appropriation, the
amount available for such allotments (and
the amount deemed appropriated therefor)
shall be reduced accordingly.

“REPORTS

“Sgc. 207. Not later than one hundred and
twenty days after the close of each fiscal
year, the Commissioner shall prepare and
submit to the President for transmittal to
the Congress a full and complete report on
the activities carried out under this Act.
Such annual reports shall include statistical
data reflecting services and activities pro-
vided individuals during the preceding fiscal

ear.
L “JOINT FUNDING OF PROJECTS

“Sgc. 208. Pursuant to regulations pre-
scribed by the President, and to the extent
consistent with the other provisions of this
Act, where funds are provided for a single
project by more than one Federal agency to
an agency or organization assisted under this
Act, the Federal agency principally involved
may be designated to act for all in admin-
istering the funds provided.

“ADVANCE FUNDING

“SEec. 209. (a) For the purpose of affording
adequate notice of funding available under
this Act, appropriations under this Act are
authorized to be included in the appropria-
tion Act for the fiscal year preceding the
fiscal yvear for which they are avallable for
obligation.,

“(b) In order to effect a transition to the
advance funding method of timing appro-
priation action, the amendment made by
subsection (a) shall apply nonwlthstanding
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that its initial application will result in the
enactment in the same year (whether in the
same appropriation Act or otherwise) of two
separate appropriations, one for the then
current fiscal year and one for the succeed-
ing fiscal year.”

SEc. 210. Title VIII of the Older Americans
Act of 1965 is hereby repealed.

TITLE III—GRANTS FOR BSTATE AND
AREA PROGRAMS
Bec. 301. The Older Americans Act of 1965
is amended by striking out title III and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following new
title:

“TITLE III—GRANTS FOR STATE AND
AREA COMMUNITY PROGRAMS ON AG-~
ING

“PURPOSE

“Sec. 301. It is the purpose of this title to
encourage and assist State and local agen-
cies to concentrate resources in order to de-
velop greater capacity and foster the devel-
opment of comprehensive and coordinated
service systems to serve older persons by en-
tering into new cooperative arrangements
with each other and with providers of social
services for planning for the provision of,
and providing, social services and, where
necessary, to reorganize or reassign func-
tions, in order to—

(1) secure and maintain maximum inde-
pendence and dignity in a home environment
for older persons capable of self-care with
appropriate supportive services; and

“(2) remove individual and social barriers
to economic and personal independence for
older persons.

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 302. For purposes of this title—

“(1) The term ‘social services’ means any
of the following services which meet such
standards as the Commissioner may pre-
scribe:

“(A) health, continuing education, welfare,
informational, recreational, homemaker,
counseling, or referral services;

“(B) transportation services where neces-
sary to facilitate access to social services;

“(C) services designed to encourage and
assist older persons to use the facilities and
services avallable to them;

“{D) services designed to assist older per-
sons to obtain adequate housing;

“(E) services designed to assist older per-
sons in avoiding institutionalization, includ-
Ing preinstitutionalization evaluation and
screening, and home health services; or

“(F') any other services;
if such services are necessary for the general
welfare of older persons.

“(2) The term ‘unit of general purpose
local government’ means (A) a political sub-~
division of the BState whose authority is
broad and general and is not limited to only
one function or a combination of related
functions, or (B) an Indian tribal organiza-
tion.

“(3) The term ‘comprehensive and coordi-
nated system’ means a system for providing
all necessary social services in a manner de-
signed to—

“(A) facilitate accessibility to and utiliza-
tion of all social services provided within the
geographic area served by such system by
any public or private agency or organiza-
tion;

“(B) develop and make the most efficient
use of social services in meeting the needs
of older persons; and

“(C) use available resources efficiently and
with & minimum of duplication.

“AREA PLANNING AND SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS
“Sec, 303. (a) There are authorized to be

appropriated $100,000,000 for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1973, $200,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and $300,-

000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,

1975, to enable the Commissioner to make

grants to each State with a State plan ap-
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proved under sectlon 305 for paying part of
the cost (pursuant to subsection (e) of this
section) of—

“(1) the administration of area plans by
area agencles on aging designated pursuant
to section 304(a) (2) (A), including the prep-
aration of area plans on aging consistent
with sectlon 304(c) and the evaluation of
activities carried out under such plans; and

“{2) the development of comprehensive
and coordinated systems for the delivery of
social services.

“{b) (1) From the sum authorized to be
appropriated for any fiscal year under sub-
section (a) of this section, each State shall
be allotted an amount which bears the same
ratio to such sum as the population aged
sixty or over in such State bears to the popu-~
lation aged sixty or over in all States, except
that (A) no State shall be allotted less than
one per centum of the sum authorized to be
appropriated for such fiscal year; (B) Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands shall
each be allotted an amount equal to one-
half of one per centum of such sum; and
(C) for any fiscal year for which the amount
appropriated under subsection (a) is less
than the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under such subsection, the allot-
ment for each State based upon the preced-
ing clauses of this paragraph shall be re-
diced to an amount equal to the product
of such allotment and a fraction whose nu-
merator 15 the amount appropriated under
subsection (a) for such fiscal year and whose
denominator is the amount authorized to be
appropriated under such subsection for such
fisca) year. For the purpose of clause {A) of
the preceding sentence, the term 'State’ does
not include Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of
the Pacific.

“(2) The number of persons aged sixty or
over in any State and in all States shall be
determined by the Commissioner on the
basis of the most recent and satisfactory
data available to him.

(c) Whenever the Commissioner deter-
mines that any amount allotted to a State
for a fiscal year under this section will not
be used by such State for carrying out the
purpose for which the allotment was made,
he shall make such amount available for
carrying out such purpose to one or more
other States to the extent he determines
such other States will be able to use such
additional amount for carrying out such pur=
pose. Any amount made available to a State
from an appropriation for a fiscal year pur-
suant to the preceding sentence shall, for
purposes of this title, be regarded as part of
such State's allotment (as determined un-
der the preceding provisions of this section)
for such year.

“(d) The allotment of a State under this
section for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, shall remain available until the close
of the following fiscal year.

“(e) From a State's allotment under this
section for a fiscal year—

“(1) such amount as the State agency
determines, but not more than 15 per cen-
tum thereof, shall be available for paying
such percentage as such agency determines,
but not more than 75 per centum, of the
cost of administration of area plans; and

“(2) such amount as the State agency
determines, but not more than 20 per centum
thereof, shall be available for paying such
percentage as such agency determines, but
not more than 76 per centum, of the cost of
social services which are not provided as a
part of a comprehensive and coordinated
system in planning and service areas for
which there is an area plan approved by
the State agency.

The remainder of such allotment shall be
available to such State only for paying such

percentage as the State agency determines,
but not more than 90 per centum of the cost
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of soclal services provided In the State as a
part of comprehensive and coordinated sys-
tems in planning and service areas for which
there is an area plan’ approved by the State
agency.

“ORGANIBATION

“State Organization

“Sec. 304. (a) In order for a State to be
eligible to participate in the programs of
grants to States from allotments under
section’ 303 and section 306—

“(1) the State shall, in accordance with
regulations of the Commissioner, designate
a State agency as the sole State agency (here-
inafter in this title referred to as ‘the State
agency') to: (A) develop the State plan to be
submitted to the Commissioner for approval
under section 305, (B) administer the State
plan within such State, (C) be primarily re-
sponsible for the coordination of all State
activities related to the purposes of this Act,
(D) review and comment on, at the request
of any Federal department or agency, any
application from any agency or organization
within such State to such Federal depart-
ment or agency for assistance related to
meeting the needs of older persons; and (E)
divide the entire State into distinct areas
(hereinafter in this title referred to as
‘planning and service areas'), after consider-
ing the geographical distribution of indi-
viduals aged sixty and older in the State,
the incidence of the need for social services
{including the numbers of older persons
with low incomes residing in such areas),
the distribution of resources available to
provide such services, the houndaries of
existing areas within the State which were
drawn for the planning or administration
of soclal services programs, the location of
units of general purpose local government
within the State, and any other relevant
factors: Provided, That any unit of general
purpose loeal government which has a popu-
lation aged sixty or over of fifty thousand
or more or which contains 156 per centum or
more of the State's population aged sixty or
over shall be designated as a planning and
service ares and the State may include in
any planning and service area designated
pursuant to this proviso such additional areas
adjacent to the unit of general purpose local
government so designated as the State de-
termines to be necessary for the effective
administration of the programs authorized
by this title, and

“(2) the Btate agency designated pursuant
to paragraph (1) shall—

“(A) determine for which planning and
service areas an area plan will be developed,
in accordance with subsszction (e) of this
section, and for each such area designate,
after consideration of the views offered by
the unit or units of general purpose local
government in such ares, & public or non-
profit private agency or organization as the
area agency on aging for such area; and

“(B) provide assurances satisfactory to
the Commissioner that the State agency will
take into account, in comnection with mat-
ters of general policy arising In the de-
velopment and administration of the State
plan for any fiscal year, the views of recip-
ients of social services provided under such
plan.

“Area Organization

“(b) An area agency on aging designated
under subsection (a) must be—

*“(1) an established office of aging which
is operating within a planning and service
area designated pursuant to subsection (a)
of this section, or

*(2) any office or agency of a unit of gen-
eral purpose local government, where no
established office of aging exists, which is
designated for this purpose by the chief
elected official or officials of such unit, or

“(8) any office or agency designated by the
chief elected official or officials of a combina~-
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tion of units of general purpose loeal gov-
ernment to act on behalf of such combina-
tion for this purpose, where no established
office of aging exists in such combination, or

“(4) any public on nonprofit private agen-
cy in a planning and service area for which
there is no established office of aging, which
is under the supervision or direction for this
purpose of the designated State agency and
which can engage in the planning or provi-
slon of a broad range of soelal services within
such plannng and service area,

and must provide assurance, found adeguate
by the State agency, that it will have the
ability to develop an area plan and to earry
out, directly or through contractual or other
arrangements, a program pursuant to the
plan within the planning and service area. In
designating an area agency on aging, the
Btate agency shall give preference to an agen=~
cy of a unit of general purpose local govern-
ment which has an office on aging, unless
the State agency finds that no such agency
within the planning and service area will
have the capacity to carry out the area plan.
“Area plans

*“(e) In order to be approved by the State
agency, an area plan for a planning and serv-
ice area shall be developed by the area agency
on aging designated with respect to such area
under subsection (a) and shall—

“{1) provide for the establishment of a
comprehensive and coordinated system for
the delivery of social services within the
planning and service area covered by the
plan, including determining the need for
social services in such area (taking into con-
sideration, among other things, the num-
bers of older persons with low income resid-
ing in such area), evaluating the effective-
ness of the use of resources in meeting such
need, and entering into agreements with pro-
viders of social services in such area, for the
provision of such services to meet such need:

“(2) in accordance with criteria estab-
lished by the Commissioner by regulation
relating to priorities, provide for the initla-
tion, expansion, or improvement of soclal
services in the planning and service area
covered by the area plan;

“(8) provide for the establishment and
maintenance of Information and referral
sources in sufficlent numbers to assure that
all older persons within the planning and
service area covered by the plan will have
reasonably convenlent access to such sources.
For purposes of this section, an information
and referral source is a location where the
State or other public or private agency or
organization (A) maintains current infor-
mation with respect to the oppeortunities
and services available to older persons, and
develops current lists of older persons in
need of services and opportunities, and (B)
employs a specially trained staff to inform
older persons of the opportunities and serv-
fces which are avallable, and assists such
persons to take advantage of such opportu-
nities and services; and

“(4) provide that the area agency on aging
will—

“(A) conduct periodic evaluations of ae-
tivities carrled out pursuant to the area

lan;

L “(B) render appropriate technieal assist-
ance to providers of soecial services In the
planning and service area covered by the area
plan;

“(C) where necessary and feasible, enter
into arrang nts, consistent with the pro-
visions of the area plan, under which funds
under this title would be used to provide
legnl services to older persons in the plan-
ning and service area through programs car-
ried out under the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1064, as amended, or through other
publiec er nonprofit agencies;

“(D) take into account, in comnnection
with matters of general policy arising im
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the development and administration of the
area plan, the views of recipients of services
under such plan;

*“(E) where possible, enter inta arrange-
ments with organizations providing day care
services for children so as ta provide op-
portunities for older persons to aid or assist,
on a voluntary basis, in the delivery of such
services to children; and

“(F) establish an advisory couneil, con-
sisting of representatives of the target popu-
lation and the general public, to advise the
area agency on all matters relating to the
administration of the plan and operations
conducted thereunder.”™

“BTATE PLANS

“Sec. 305. (a) In order for a State to be
eligible for grants for a fiscal year from its
allotments under section 303 and section 306,
except as provided in section 307(a), it shall
submit to the Commissioner a State plan for
such year which meets such criteria as the
Commissioner may prescribe by regulation
which—

“(1) provides that the State agency will
evaluate the need for social services within
the State and determine the extent to which
ex:ts;lng public or private programs meet such
need;

*“(2) provides for the use of such methods
of administration ( including methods relat-
ing to the establishment and maintenance of
personnel standards on a merit basis, except
that the Commissioner shall exercise no
authority with respect to the selection, tenure
of office, or compensation of an individual
employed in accordance with such methods)
as are necessary for the er and effi
administration of the pmll::mp i

“(3) provides that the State agency will
make such reports, in such form, and con-
taining such information, as the Commis-
sloner may from time to time require, and
comply with such requirements as the Com-
missioner may impose to assure te correct-
ness of such reports;

“(4) provides that the State agency will
eonduct periodic evaluations of activities and
projects carried out under the State plan;

"(5) establishes objectives, consistent with
the purposes of this title, toward which ac-
tivities under the plan will be directed, iden-
tifies obstacles to the attainment of those
objectives, and indicates how it proposes to
overcome those obstacles;

“(8) provides that each area agency on
aging designated pursuant to section 304(a)
(2) (A) will develop and submit to the State
agency for approval an area plan which com-
plies with section 304 (e);

“(7) provides that no social service will be
providsed by the State agency or an area
agency on aging, except where, In the judg-
ment of the State agency, provision of such
service by the State agency or an area agency
on aging is necessary “o assure an adeguate
supply of such service; and

*“(8) provides that preference shall be
given to persons aged sixty or over for any
staff positions (full time er part time) in
State and area agencies for which such per-
sons qualify.

“(b) The Commissioner hall approve any
State plan which he finds fulfills. the require-
ments of subsection (a) of this section,

“(e) The Commissioner shall not make &
final determination disapproving any State
plan, or any modification thereof, or make a
final determination that a State is ineligible
under section 304, without first affording the
State reasonable notice and opportunity for
a hearing,

"(d) Whenever the Commissioner, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to the State agency, finds that—

“(1) the State has failed to qualify under
section 304 or is no longer eligible under
such section,

“(2) the State plan has been s. changed
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that it no longer complies with the provi-
slons of subsection (a), or .

“(3) In the administration of the plan
there is a fallure to comply substantially with
any such provision of suhbsection (a), the
Commissioner shall notify such State agency
that no further payments from its allotments
under section 303 and section 306 will be
made to the State (or, in his discretion, that
further payments to the State will be limited
to projects under or portions of the State
plan not affected by such fallure), until he
is satisfied that there will no longer be any
failure to comply. Until he is so satisfled, no
further payments shall be made to such
State from its allotments under section 303
and section 306 (or payments shall be limited
to projects under or portions of the GState
plan not affected by such fallure). The Com-
missioner shall, in accordance with regula-
tions he shall prescribe, disburse the funds
so withheld directly to any public or non-
profit private organization or agency or polit-
ical subdivision of such State submitting an
approved plan in accordance with the pro-
visions of section 304 and section 306. Any
such payment or payments shall be matched
in the proportions specified in sections 303
and 306.

“(e) A State which is dissatisfied with a
final action of the Commissioner under sub-
section (b), (e¢), or (d) may appeal to the
United States court of appeals for the circuit
in which the State is located, by filing a peti-
tion with such court within sixty days after
such final action. A copy of the petition
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk
of the court to the Commissioner, or any
officer designated by him for that purpose.
The Commissioner thereupon shall file in the
court the record of the proceedings on which
he based his action, as provided in section
2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon
the filing of such petition, the court shall
have jurlsdiction to affirm the action of the
Comimissioner or to set it aside, in whole
or in part, temporarily or permanently, but
until the filing of the record, the Commis-
sioner may modify or set aside his order. The
findings of the Commissioner as to the facts,
if supported by substantial evidence, shall
be conclusive, but the court, for good cause
shown, may remand the case to the Com-
missioner to take further evidence, and the
Commissioner may thereupon make new or
modified findings of fact and may modify
his previous action, and shall file in the court
the record of the further proceedings. Such
new or meodified findings of fact shall like-
wise be conclusive if supported by substan-
tial evidence. The judgment of the court af-
firming or setting aside, in whole or in part,
any action of the Commissioner shall be final,
subject to review by the Supreme Court of
the United States upon certiorarl or certifi-
cation as provided in section 1254 of title 28,
United States Code. The commencement of
proceedings under this subsection shall not,
unless so specifically ordered by the court,
operate as a stay of the Commissioner's
action.

“PLANNING, COORDINATION, EVALUATION, AND
ADMINISTRATION OF STATE PLANS

“Sgrc. 308. (a) (1) There are authorized to
be appropriated $20,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, and $20,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1875, to
make grants to States for paying such per-
centage as each BState agency determines,
but not more than 76 per centum, of the
cost of the administration of its State plan,
including the preparation of the State plan,
the evaluation of activities carried out under
such plan, the collection of data and the
carrying out of analyses related to the need
for social services within the State, the dis-
semination of information so obtained, the
provision of short-term training to person-
nel of public or nonprofit private agencies
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and organizations engaged in the operation
of programs authorized by this Act, and the
carrying out of demonstration projects of
statewide significance relating to the initia-
tion, expansion, or improvement of social
service.

“(2) Any sums allotted to a State under
this section for covering part of the cost of
the administration of its State plan which
the State determines is not needed for such
purpose may be used by such State to supple~
ment the amount available under section
303(f) (1) to cover part of the cost of the
administration of area plans.

“(b) (1) From the sum appropriated for
any fiscal year under subsection (a) of this
section, each State shall be allotted an
amount which bears the same ratio to such
sum as the population aged sixty or over in
such State bears to the population aged
sixty or over in all States except that (A)
no State shall be allotted less than one-half
of 1 per centum of the sum appropriated for
the fiscal year for which the determination
is made, or $200,000 if $15,000,000 or more is
appropriated under this section for any one
fiscal year, whichever is greater, and (B)
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
shall each be allotted an amount equal to
one-fourth of 1 per centum of the sum ap-
propriated for the fiscal year for which the
determination is made, or 50,000 if $15,000-
000 or more is appropriated under this sec-
tion for any one fiscal year, whichever is
greater. For the purpose of the exception
contained in clause (A) of the preceding
sentence, the term ‘State’ does not include
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

“(2) The number of persons aged sixty or
over in any State and in all States shall be
determined by the Commissloner on the
basis of the most recent satisfactory data
available to him.

“(e) The amount of any State’s allotment
under subsection (b) for any fiscal year
which the Commissioner determines will
not be required for that year shall be re-
allotted, from time to time and on such
dates during such year as the Commissioner
may fix, to other States in proportion to the
original allotments to such States under sub-
section (b) for that year, but with such
proportionate amount for any of such other
States being reduced to the extent it ex-
ceeds the sum the Commissioner estimates
such State needs and will be able to use for
such year; and the total of such reductions
shall be similarly reallotted among the States
whose proportionate amounts were not so
reduced. Such reallotments shall be made on
the basis of the State plan so approved,
after taking into consideration the popula-
tion aged sixty or over. Any amount reallotted
to a State under this subsection during a
year shall be deemed part of its allotment
under subsection (b) for that year.

“PAYMENTS

“Sec. 307. (a) Payments of granis or con-
tracts under this title may be made (after
necessary adjustments on account of pre-
viously made overpayments or underpay-
ments) in advance or by way of reimburse-
ment, and in such Iinstallments, as the
Commissioner may determine, From a State’s
allotment for a fiscal year which is avallable
pursuant to sectlon 306 the Commissioner
may advance to a State which does not
have a State plan approved under section 305
such amounts as he deems appropriate for
the purpose of assisting such State in devel-
oping a State plan,

“(b) Beginning with the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975, not less than 25 per cen-
tum of the non-Federal share (pursuant to
section 303(e)) of the total expenditures
under the State plan shall be met from funds
from State or local public sources.

“{c) A State's allotment under section 303
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for a fiscal year shall be reduced by the
percentage (if any) by which 1ts expenditures
for such year from State sources under its
State plan approved under section 305 are
less than its expenditures from such sources
for the preceding fiscal year.

“(d) No allotments to a State under this
title shall be available for making payments
with respect to any program or project for
providing social services under a State plan
approved under section 305 after payments
have been made from such allotments with
respect to such program or project for a
period of time equal to three calendar years,
unless the State agency, upon recommenda-
tion of the appropriate area agency, if any,
determines for each fiscal year following
such period that the program or project is of
exemplary merit in solving the problems of
older persons and that, due to the lack of
avallable funds from other sources during
such fiscal year, the program or project would
be unable to continue unassisted under this
title.

“MODEL PROJECTS

“SEc. 308. (a) The Commissioner may, after
consultation with the State agency, make
grants to or contracts with any public
or nonprofit private agency or organization
within such State for paying part or all of
the cost of developing or operating statewide,
regional, metropolitan area, county, city,
or community model projects which will ex-
pand or improve sccial services or otherwise
promote the well-being of older persons. In
making grants and contracts under this sec-
tion, ‘the Commissioner shall give special
consideration to projects designed to—

“{1) assist in meeting the special housing
needs of older persons;

“{2) improve the transportation services
avallable to older persons;

“{3) provide continuing education to clder
persons designed to enable them to lead
more productive lives by broadening the edu-
cational, cultural, or social awareness of such
older persons, emphasizing, where possible,
free tuition arrangements with colleges and
universities;

“(4) provide preretirement education, in-
formation, and relevant services (including
the training of personnel to carry out such
programs and the conducting of research
with respect to the development and oper-
ation of such programs) to persons planning
retirement; or

*(5) provide services to assist In meeting
the particular needs of the physically and
mentally impaired older persons including
special transportation and escort services,
homemaker, home health and shopping serv-
ices, reader services, letter writing services,
and other services designed to assist such
individuals in leading a more independent
life.

“(b) For the purpose of carrying out this
section, there is authorized to be appropri-
ated $70,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, $105,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and $140,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1975."

TITLE IV—TRAINING AND RESEARCH

SEec. 401. The Older Americans Act of 1065
is amended by striking out titles IV and V
and by inserting immediately after title III
the following new title:

“TITLE IV—TRAINING AND RESEARCH
“ParT A—TRAINING
. “STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

“Sec. 401. The purpose of this part is to
improve the guality of service and to help
meet critical shortages of adequately trained
personnel for programs in the field of aging
by (1) developing information on the actual
needs for personnel to work In the fleld of
aging, both present and long range; (2) pro-
viding a broad range of quality training and
retraining opportunities, responsive to
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changing needs of programs in the field of
aging; (3) attracting a greater number of
qualified persons into the field of aging; and
(4) helping to make personnel training pro-
grams more responsive to the need for
trained personnel in the field of aging.

“‘APPRAISING PERSONNEL NEEDS IN THE FIELD OF
AGING

“Sec. 402, (a) The Commissioner shall from
time to time appraise the Nation's existing
and future personnel needs in the field of ag-
ing, at all levels and in all types of programs,
and the adequacy of the Nation's efforts to
meet these needs. In developing information
relating to personnel needs in the field of ag-
ing, the Commissioner shall consult with,
and make maximum utilization of statistical
and other related information of the Older
Americans Advocacy Commission, the De-
partment of Labor, the Veterans’ Adminis-
iration, the Office of Education, the National
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities,
State educational agencies, other State and
local public agencies and offices dealing with
problems of the aging, State employment se-
curity agencies, and other appropriate pub-
lic and private agencles.

“(b) The Commissioner shall prepare and
publish annually as a part of the annual re-
port provided in section 208 a report on the
professions dealing with the problems of the
aging, in which he shall present in detail his
view on the state of such professions and
the trends which he discerns with respect to
the future complexion of programs for the
aging throughout the Nation and the funds
and the needs for well-educated personnel
to staff such programs. The report shall in-
dicate the Commissioner’s plans concerning
the allocation of Federal assistance under
this title in relation to the plans and pro-
grams of other Federal agencies.

“ATTRACTING QUALIFIED PERSONS TO THE FIELD
OF AGING

“Sec. 403. The Commissioner may make
grants to State agencles referred to in sec-
tion 304, State or local educational agencies,
institutions of higher education, or other
public or nonprofit private agencies, orga-
nizations, or institutions, and he may enter
into contracts with any agency, institutions,
or organization for the purpose of—

“(1) publicizing avallable opportunities for
careers in the field of aging;

“(2) encouraging qualified persons to en-
ter or reenter the field of aging;

“(3) encouraging artists, craftsmen, arti-
sans, scientists, and persons from other pro-
fessions and vocations and homemakers, to
undertake assignments on a part-time bais
or for temporary periods in the field of aging;
or

“(4) the preparation and dissemination of
materials, including audiovisual materials
and printed materials, for use in recruitment
and training of persons employed or prepar-
ing for employment in carrying out programs
related to the purposes of this Act.
“TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR FERSONNEL IN THE

FIELD OF AGING

“gSrc. 404. (a) The Commissioner may make
grants to any public or nonprofit private
agency, organization, or institution or with
State agencies referred to in section 304, or
contracts with any agency, organization, or
institution, to assist them in training persons
who are employed or preparing for employ-
ment in flelds related to the purposes of
this Act—

“(1) to assist in covering the cost of
courses of training or study (including short-
term or regular session institutes and other
inservice and preservice training programs),

“(2) for establishing and maintaining fel-
lowships to train persons to be supervisors
or trainers of persons employed or preparing
for employment in fields related to the pur-
poses of this Act.

“(3) for seminars, conferences, symposi=-
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ums, and workshops in the field of aging,
including the conduct of conferences and
other meetings for the purposes of facilitat-
ing exchange of information and stimulating
new approaches with respect to activities
related to the purposes of this Act,

“(4) for the improvement of programs
for preparing personnel for careers in the
field of aging, including design, development,
and evaluation of exemplary training pro-
grams, introduction of high quality and
more effective curricula and curricula ma-
terials, and

“(5) the provision of increased opportuni-
ties for practical experience.

“{b) The Commissioner may include in
the terms of any contract or grant under
this part provisions authorizing the pay-
ment, to persons participating in training
programs supported under this part, of such
stipends (including allowances for subsist-
ence and other expenses for such persons
and their dependents) as he determines to
be consistent with prevalling practices un-
der comparable federally supported pro-
grams. Where the Commissioner provides for
the use of funds under this section for fel-
lowships, he shall (in addition to stipends
for the recipients) pay to colleges or univer-
sities in which the fellowship is being pur-
sued such amounts as the Commissioner
shall determine to be consistent with pre-
valling practices under comparable federally
supported programs.

“PART B—RESFEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
ProOJECTS

“DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES

“Sec. 411. The Commissioner may make
grants to any public or nonprofit private
agency , organization, or Institution and
contracts with any agency, organization, or
institution or with any individual for the
purpose of—

“(1) studying current patterns and con-
ditions of living of older persons and iden-
tify factors which are beneficial or detri-
mental to the wholesome and meaningful
living of such persons;

“(2) developing or demonstrating new ap-
proaches, techniques, and methods (includ-
ing the use of multipurpose centers) which
hold promise of substantial contributions
toward wholesome and meaningful living for
older persons;

“{3) developing or demonstrating ap-
proaches, methods, and techniques for
achieving or improving coordination of com-
munity services for older persons;

“(4) evaluating these approaches, tech-
nigues, and methods, as well as others which
may assist older persons to enjoy wholesome
and meaningful lives and to continue to con-
tribute to the strength and welfare of our
Nation;

“(5) collecting and disseminating, through
publications and other appropriate means,
information concerning research findings,
demonstration results, and other materials
developed in connection with activities as-
sisted under this part; or

“(6) conducting conferences and other
meetings for the purposes of facilitating ex-
change of information and stimulating new
approaches with respect to activities related
to the purposes of this part,

“SPECIAL STUDY AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
ON THE TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS OF OLDER
AMERICANS
“Sec. 412. (a) The Commissioner shall, af-

ter consultation with the Secretary of Trans=-
portation and the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, conduct a comprehen-
sive study and survey of the transportation
problems of older Americans with emphasis
upon solutions that are practicable and can
be implemented in a timely fashion. In con-
ducting the study and survey, the Commis-
sloner shall consider—

“(1) the use of all community transporta=
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tion facilities, particularly public transpor-
tation. systems, the possible use of school
buses, and excess Department of Defense ve-
hicles; and

“(2) the need for revised and improved
procedures for obtaining motor vehicle in-
surance by older Americans to be imple-
mented for use in a coordinated transporta-
tion system.

“(b) In connection with the study re-
quired by subsection (a), the Commissioner,
in coordination with the Secretary of Trans-
portation and the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, shall conduct research
and demonstration projects, either directly
or by grants or contracts with public or pri-
vate nonprofit agencies and organizations, in
order to—

“{1) demonstrate possible solutions of
economic and service aspect of furnishing
adequate transportation to older persons in
rural and urban areas including transporta-
tion services furnished by social service
agencies;

““(2) demonstrate improvement of trans-
portation services available to older persons
with emphasis on (A) establishing special
transportation subsystems for older persons
or similar groups with similar mobility re-
strictions, (B) providing portal-to-portal
service and demand actuated services, (C)
making payments directly to older persons
to enable them to obtaln reasonable and
necessary transportation services;

“(3) demonstrate improved coordination
between transportation systems and social
service delivery systems; and

*“(4) demonstrate innovative solutions for
other special transportation problems con-
fronting older Americans.

“(e) At least half of the projects author-
ized under subsection (b) of this section
shall be conducted in States that are pre-
dominantly rural in character.

**(d) Not later than June 30, 1975, the
Commissioner shall prepare and transmit to
the Secretary, to the President, and to the
Congress, a report on his findings and recom-
mendations, including a plan for imple-
mentation of improved transportation serv-
ices for older Americans and recommenda-
tions for additional legislation, administra-
tive and other measures to provide solutions
to the transportational problems of older
Americans not later than June 30, 1975, as
he deems advisable.

“{e) In carrying out the study and survey,
and the demonstration and research projects
under this section, the Commissioner is au-
thorized to—

“(1) procure temporary or intermittent
services of experts and consultants in ac-
cordance with section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code.

“(2) secure directly from any executive
department, bureau, agency, board, com-
mission, office, independent establishment,
or instrumentality information, suggestions,
estimates, and statistics for the purpose of
this section; and each such department,
bureau, agency, board, commission, office, in-
dependent establishment, or instrumentality
is authorized and directed, to the extent
permitted by law, to furnish such informa-
tion, suggestions, estimates, and statistics
directly to the Commissioner upon request
made by him.

“(f) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for the purposes of this section §7,-
500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973; £15,000,000 for fiscal year ending June
30, 1974; and $20,000,000 for fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975.

“PART C—MULTIDISCIPLINARY CENTERS OF

GERONTOLOGY

“Sec, 421. The Commissioner may make
grants to public and private nonprofit agen-
cles, organizations, and institutions for the
purpose of establishing or supporting multi-
disciplinary centers of gerontology. A grant
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may be made under this section only if the
application therefor—

“{1) provides satisfactory assurance that
the applicant will expend the full amount of
the grant to establish or support a multi-
disciplinary center of gerontology which
shall—

“(A) recruit and train personnel at the
professional and subprofessional levels,

“(B) conduct basic and applied research
on work, leisure, and education of older peo-
ple, living arrangements of older people, so-
cial services for older people, the economics
of aging, and other related areas,

“(C) provide consultation to public and
voluntary organizations with respect to the
needs of older people and in planning and
developing services for them,

“{D) serve as a repository of information
and knowledge with respect to the areas for
which 1t conducts basic and applied research,

“(E) stimulate the incorporation of infor-
mation on aging into the teaching of blo-
logical, behavioral, and social sciences at col-
leges or universities,

“(F) help to develop training programs on
aging in schools of social work, public health,
health care administration, education, and
in other such schools at colleges and univer-
sities, and

“(G) create opportunities for innovative,
multidiseciplinary efforts in teaching, re-
search, and demonstration projects with re-
spect to aging;

“(2) provides for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for funds paid to the applicant
under this section; and

*“(3) provides for making such reports, in
such form and containing such information,
as the Commissioner may require to carry
out his functions under this section, and for
keeping such records and for affording such
access thereto as the Commissioner may find
necessary to assure the correctness and veri-
fication of such reports.

“ParT D—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
“AUTHORIZATION

“SEc. 431. (a) There are authorized to be
appropriated for the purposes of carrying
out part A of this title £15,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $20,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
and $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975.

“{b) For the purposes of making grants
under section 411 there are authorized to
be appropriated $10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, $15,000,000 for the
fiseal year ending June 30, 1974, and $20,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.

“{c) For the purposes of making grants
under part C of this title there are author-
ized to be appropriated $10,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $15,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975.

“PAYMENTS OF GRANTS

“8ec. 432. (a) To the extent he deems 1t
appropriate, the Commissioner shall require
the recipient of any grant or contract under
this title to contribute money, facilities, or
services for carrying out the project for which
such grant or contract was made.

“(b) Payments under this part pursuant
to a grant or contract may be made (after
necessary adjustment, in the case of grants,
on account of previously made overpayments
or underpayments) in advance or by way of
reimbursement, and in such installments
and on such conditions, as the Commissioner
may determine.

“{c) The Commissioner shall make no
grant or contract under this tifle in any
State which has established or designated a
State agency for purposes of title III of this
Act unless the Commissioner has consulted
with such State agency regarding such grant
or contract.”
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TITLE V—MULTIPURPOSE SENIOR
CENTERS
Sec. 501. The Older Americans Act of 19656
is further amended by inserting Immediately
after title IV the following new title:
“TITLE V—MULTIPURPOSE SENIOR
CENTERS
“PART A—ACQUISITION, ALTERATION, oR RENO-
VATION OF MULTIPURPOSE SENTOR CENTERS

GRANTS AUTHORIZED

“Sec. 501. (a) In order to provide a focal
point in communities for the development
and delivery of social services and nutritional
services designed primarily for older persons,
the Commissioner may make grants to units
of general purpose local government or other
public or nonprofit private agencies or or-
ganizations and may make contracts with
any agency or organization to pay not to ex-
ceed 75 per centum of the cost of acquir-
ing, altering, or renovating existing facilities
to serve as multipurpose senior centers (in-
cluding the initial equipment of such facili-
ties). Facilitles assisted by grants or con-
tracts under this part shall be in close prox-
imity to the majority of individuals eligible
to use the multipurpose senior center, and
within walking distance where possible.

“(b) The total payments made pursuant
to grants or contracts under this section in
any State for any fiscal year shall not exceed
10 per centum of the total amount appro-
priated for the year for the purposes of carry-
ing out this part.

“(e) The term ‘multipurpose senior cen=-
ter' means a community facility for the or-
ganization and provision of a broad spectrum
of social services and recreational opportuni-
ties for older persons.

“REQUIREMENTS FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS

“Sgc. 502. (a) A grant or contract for pur-
chase under this part may be made only if
the application therefor is approved by the
Commissioner upon his determination that—

“{1) the application contains or is sup-
ported by reasonable assurances that (A) for
not less than ten years after purchase, the
facility will be used for the purposes for
which it is to be purchased, (B) sufficient
funds will be available to meet the non-Fed-
eral share of the cost of purchase of the fa-
cility, (C) sufficient funds will be available,
when purchase is completed, for effective use
of the facility for the purpose for which it is
being purchased, and (D) the facility will not
be used and is not intended to be used for
sectarian instruction or as a place for reli-
glous worship;

“(2) the application contains or is sup-
ported by reasonable assurances that there
are no existing facilities in the community
suitable for leasing as a multipurpose senior
center;

*“(8) the plans and specifications are In
accordance with regulations relating to mini-
mum standards of construction and equip-
ment (promulgated with particular empha-
sis on securing compliance with the require-
ments of the Architectural Barriers Act of
1968 (Public Law 90-480)); and

“(4) the application contains or is sup-
ported by adequate assurance that any la-
borer or mechanic employed by any contrac-
tors or subcontractors in the performance of
work on the facility will be paid wages at
rates not less than those prevailing for simi-
lar work in the locality as determined by the
Secretary of Labor in accordance with the
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a-
276a5). The Secretary of Labor shall have,
with respect to the labor standards specified
in this paragraph, the authorify and func-
tions set forth in Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 14 of 1850 (15 F.R. 8176; 64 Stat. 1267),
and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1034, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 276c).

“{b) In making grants or contracts under
this part, the Commissioner shall—

“{1) give preference to the acqulsition of
multipurpose senior centers in areas where
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there is being developed a comprehensive
and coordinated system under title III of this
Act; and

*“{2) consult with the Secretary of Houslng
and Urban Development with respect to the
technieal adequacy of any proposed altera-
tion or renovation.

“PAYMENTS

“Sec. 503. Upon approval of any application
for a grant or contract under this part, the
Commissioner shall reserve, from any ap-
propriation avallable therefor, the amount
of such grant or contract. The amount so
reserved may be pald In advance or by way
of reimbursement, and in such installments
consistent with progress In alteration or
renovations, as the Commissioner may deter-
mine. The Commissioner’s reservation of any
amount under this section may be amended
by him, either upon approval of an amend-
ment of the application or upon revision of
the estimated cost of alterlng or renovating
the facllity.

“RECAPTURE OF PAYMENTS

“Sec. 504. If, within ten years after pur-
chase of any facility for which funds have
been paid under this part—

“{a) the owner of the facility ceases to be
a public or nonprofit private agency or orga-
nizatlon, or

“(b) the facility ceases to be used for the
purposes for which it was purchased (uniess
the Commissioner determines, in accordance
with regulations, that there is good cause for
releasing the applicant or other owner from
the obligation to do so),
the United States shall be entitled to recover
from the applicant or other owner of the
facility an amount which bears to the then
value of the facility (or so much thereof as
constituted an approved project or projects)
the same ratio as the amount of such Fed-
eral funds bore to the cost of the facility
financed with the ald of such funds, Such
value shall be determined by agreement of
the parties or by action brought in the
United States district court for the district
in which such faecility is situated.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 5056. (a) There is authorized to be
appropriated for the purpose of
grants or contracts under section 501, $35,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and each succeeding fiscal year ending
prior to July 1, 1975.

“{b) Sums appropriated for any fiscal year
under subsection (a) of this section and re-
maining unobligated at the end of such year
shall remain available for such purpose for
the next fiscal year.

“LOAN INSURANCE FOR MULTIPURPOSE
SBENIOR CENTERS

“Sec. 606. (a) (1) In order to assist non-
profit private agencies and organizations to
procure loans for the construction or pur-
chase of multipurpose sentor centers, the
Commissioner may insure the payment of in-
terest and principal on such loans if such
agencies and organizations meet, with re-
spect to such loans, criteria prescribed by the
Commissioner.

“(2) No loan insurance under paragraph
(1) may apply to so much of the principal
amount of any loan as exceeds 90 per centum
of the development cost of the multipurpose
senior center with respect to which such loan
was made.

“{b) (1} The United States shall be en-
titled to recover from any agency or organi-
gatlon to which loan insurance has been is-
sued under this section the amount of any
payment made pursuant to that Insurance,
unless the Commissioner for good cause
walves its right of recovery. Upon making any
such payment, the United States shall be
subrogated to all of the rights of the recip-
fent of the payment with respect to which
the payment was made.

“(2) Any insurance lssued by the Commis-
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sioner pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
incontestable in the hands of the agency or
organization on whose behalf such insurance
is issued, and as to any agency, organization,
or individual who makes or contracts to make
a loan to such agency or organization in re-
liance thereon, except for fraud or misrep=
resentation on the part of such agency or
organization or on the part of the agency,
organization, or individual who makes or
contracts to make such loan.

“(¢) Insurance may be issued by the Com-
missioner under subsection (a) only if he
determines that the terms, conditions, ma-
turity, security (if any), and schedule and
amounts of repayments with respect to the
loan are sufficient to protect the financial
interests of the United States and are other-
wise reasonable and in accord with regula-
tions, including a determination that the
rate of interest does not exceed such per
centum per annum on the principal obliga-
tion outstanding as the Commissioner de-
itermines to be reasonable, taking into ac-
count the range of interest rates prevailing
in the private market for similar loans and
the risks assumed by the United States. The
Commissioner may charge a premium for
such insurance in an amount reasonably de-
termined by him to be necessary to cover
administrative expenses and probable losses
under subsections (a) and (b). Such insur-
ance shall be subject to such further terms
and conditions as the Commissioner de-
termines to be necessary.

“(d) (1) There is hereby created within the
Treasury a separate fund for loan insurance
for multipurpose senior centers (hereafter in
this section called the ‘Multipurpose Senlor
Center Insurance Fund’) which shall be
available to the Commissioner without fiscal
year limitation as a revolving fund for the
purposes of insuring loans under this section.
The total of any loans made from the Multi-
purpose Senior Center Insurance Fund in
any fiscal year shall not exceed limitations
specified in appropriations Acts.

“(2) The Commissioner shall transfer to
the Multipurpose Senjor Center Insurance
Fund available appropriations provided un-
der this section to provide capital for the
funds, and the general expenses of the op-
erations of the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare relating to loans in-
sured under this section may be charged to
the Multipurpose Senior Center Insurance
Fund.

“(3) Moneys in the Multipurpose Senior
‘Center Insurance Pund not needed for the
current operations of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare with respect
to loans insured under this section shall be
deposited with the Treasurer of the United
States to the credit of such fund, or invested
in bonds or other obligations of, or in bonds
or other obligations guaranteed as to prin-
cipal and interest by, in United States. The
Secretary may, with the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, purchase in the open
market debentures issued as obligations of
the Multipurpose Senior Center Insurance
Fund. Such purchases shall be made at a
price which will provide an investment yleld
of not less than the yield obtainable from
other investments authorized by this sec-
tion. Debentures so purchased shall be can-
celed and not reissued.

“(4) Premium charges, adjusted premium
charges, and appraisal and other fees received
on account of the insurance of any loan
under this section, the receipts derived from
property covered by such loans and from
any claims, debts, contracts, property, and
security assigned to the Secretary in connec-
tion therewlith, and all earnings as the as-
sets of the fund, shall be credited to the
Multipurpose Senior Center Insurance Fund.
The principal of, and interest paid and to be
paid on, debentures which are the obliga-
tion of such fund, cash insurance payments
and adjustments, and expenses incurred in
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the handling, management, renovation, and
disposal of properties acquired, in connec-
tion with loans insured under this section,
shall be charged to such fund.

“(5) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to provide initial capital for the Mul-
tipurpose Senior Center Insurance Fund, and
to assure the soundness of such fund there-
after, such sums as may be necessary.

“ANNUAL INTEREST GRANTS

“Sec. 507. (a) To assist States and public
nonprofit private agencies to reduce the cost
of borrowing from other sources for the ac-
quisition, alteration, or renovation of multi-
purpose senior centers, the Secretary may
make annual interest grants to such agen-
cles.

*“(b) Annual interest grants under this
section with respect to any multipurpose
senior center, shall be made over a fixed
period not exceeding forty years, and pro-
vision for such grants shall be embodied in
a contract guaranteeing their payment over
such period. Each such grant shall be in an
amount not greater than the difference be-
tween (1) the average annual debt service
which would be required to be pald, during
the life of the loan, on the amount bor-
rowed from other sources for the acquisition,
alteration, or renovation of such multipur-
pose senior centers, and (2) the average an-
nual debt service which the multipurpose
senior center would have been required to
pay during the life of the loan, with respect
to such amounts if the applicable interest
rate were 3 per centum: Provided, That the
amount on which such grant is based shall
be approved by the Secretary.

“(e) (1) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary such sums as
may be necessary for the payment of an-
nual interest grants in accordance with this
section.

“(2) Contracts for annual Interest grants
under this section shall not be entered into
in an aggregate amount greater than is au-
thorized in appropriation Acts; and in any
event the total amount of annual interest
grants in any year pursuant to contracts en-
tered into under this section shall not exceed
$1,000,000, which amount shall be increased
by $3,000,000 on July 1, 1974, and $5,000,000
on July 1, 1875.

“(d) Not more than 1215 per centum of
the funds provided for in this section for
grants may be used within any one State.

“ParT B—INITIAL STAFFING OF MULTIPURFOSE
SENIOR CENTERS

“PERSONNEL STAFFING GRANT PROGRAM
AUTHORIZED

“Sec, 611. (a) For the purpose of assisting
in the establishment and initial operation
of multipurpose senior centers the Commis-
sioner may, in accordance with the provi-
sions of this part, make grants to meet, for
the temporary periods specified in this part,
all or part of the costs of compensation of
professional and technical personnel for the
initial operation of new multipurpose senior
centers and for the delivery of soclal services
established therein.

_ *(b) Grants for such costs of any center
under this title may be made only for the
period beginning with the first day of the
first month for which such grant is made
and ending with the close of three years after
such first day. Such grants with respect to
any center may not exceed 75 per centum
of such costs for the first year of the project,
6625 per centum of such costs for the second
year of the project, and 50 per centum of
such costs for the third year of the project.

“(e) In making such grants, the Secretary
shall take into account the relative needs of
the several States for community centers for
senior citizens, their relative financial needs,
and their population of persons aged sixty
and over.

“(d) For the purposes of this part, there
are authorized to be appropriated $10,000,000
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for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and

for each of the next two succeeding fiscal

years.

TITLE VI—NATIONAL OLDEE AMERICANS
VOLUNTEER PROGRAM

Sec. 601. Section 601 of the Older Amerl-
cans Act of 1965 is amended by striking out
in the first sentence of (2)(a) the word
“sixty” and inserting in lieu thereof the
word “fifty-five” and by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no compensation provided to in-
dividual volunteers under this part shall be
considered income for any purpose whatso-
ever.”

SEc. 602. Section 603 of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 is amended by inserting im-
mediately before the period at the end there-
of the following: *“and $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $30,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
ﬁo,sooo,ooo for the fiscal year ending June 30,

76",

Sec. 603. (a) The heading of part B of
title VI of the Older Americans Act of 19656
is amended to read as follows:

“FOSTER GRANDPARENT PROGRAM AND OLDER
AMERICANS COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS".

(b) Section 611 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 611. (a) The Commissioner is au-
thorized to make grants to or contracts
with public and nonprofit private agencies
and organizations to pay part or all of the
cost of development and operation of proj-
ects designed to provide opportunities for
low-income persons aged fifty-five or over to
render supportive person-to-person services
in health, education, welfare, and related
settings to children having exceptional
needs, including services as ‘Foster Grand-
parents’ to children receiving care in hos-
pitals, homes for dependent and neglected
children, or other establishments providing
care for children with special needs.

“(b) The Commissioner is also authorized
to make grants or contracts to carry out the
purposes described in subsection (a) in the
case of persons (other than children) hav-
ing exceptional needs, including services as
‘senior health aides’ to work with persons
receiving home health care and nursing care,
and as ‘senior companions’ to persons hav-
ing developmental disabilities.

“(c) Payments under this part pursuant
to a grant or contract may be made (after
necessary adjustment on account of previous-
1y made overpayments or underpayments) in
advance or by way of relmbursement, in
such installments and on such conditions
as the Commissioner may determine.

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, no compensation provided to individ-
ual volunteers under this part shall be con-
sidered income for any purpose whatsoever.

(c) The first sentence of section 613 of
such Act is amended to read as follows:

“In administering this part, the Com-
missioner shall consult with the Office of
Economic Opportunity, the Departments of
Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare
and any other Federal agencies administer-
ing relevant programs with a view to achiev-
ing optimal coordination with such other
programs and shall promote the coordina-
tion of projects under this part with other
public or private programs or projects car=
ried out at State and local levels.”

SEec. 604, Section 614 of the Older Ameri-
cans Act is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 614(a) There are authorized to be
appropriated for grants or contracts under
subsection (a) of section 611, $35,000,000 for
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $45,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
$55,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975.

“(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated for grants or contracts under subsec-
tion (b) of section 611, $6,000,000 for fiscal
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year ending June 30, 1973, $7,000,000 for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, $8,000,000 for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975.”

Sgc. 606. The authorities conferred upon
the Commissioner of the Administration on
Aging by the amendments made in this title
shall be carried out pursuant to delegations
of authority, reorganization plans, and trans-
fers made effective prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act with respect to authori=
ties conferred upon the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
under title VI of the Older Americans Act of
1965, as amended.

TITLE VII—NUTRITION PROGRAM
AVAILABILITY OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES

Sec. 701. Section 707 of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“AVAILABILITY OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES

“Sec. 707. (a) Agricultural commodities and
products purchased by the Secretary of Agri-
culture under section 32 of the Act of Au-
gust 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) may be donated
to a recipient of a grant or contract to be
used for providing nutritional services in
accordance with the provisions of this title.

“(b) The Commodity Credit Corporation
may dispose of food commodities under sec-
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949
(7 U.8.C. 1431) by donating them to a recip~
ient of a grant or contract to be used for
providing nutritional services in accordance
with the provisions of this title.

“(¢) Dairy products purchased by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under section 709 of
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965 (7
U.S.C. 1446a-1) may be used to meet the
requirements of programs providing nutri-
tional services in accordance with the pro-
visions of this title.”

Sec. 702. Section T06(a) of the Older
Americans Act of 1965 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(5) provide that, when mutually agreed
upon by recipients of grants and contracts
and area planning and service areas, nutri-
tion projects assisted under this title shall
be made a part of the comprehensive and
coordinated systems established under title
III of this Act.”

STATE PLANNING

Sec. T03. Section 705(a)(2)(B) of the
Older Americans Act of 1965 is amended by
inserting ‘““for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, following “administrative cost,” and
by adding at the end of the first sentence
thereof the following sentence: “For the
fiscal years ending after June 30, 1973, funds
allotted to a State for State planning and
administration pursuant to section 308 of
this Act may be used for the administration
of the State plan submitted pursuant to this
section, except that wherever the Governor
of the State designates an agency other than
the agency designated under section 304(a)
(1) of this Act, then the Secretary shall de-
termine that portion of a State's allotment
under section 306 which shall be avallable to
the agency designated under section 705(a)
(1) for planning and administration.”

CONFORMING AMENDMENT

Sec. T04. (a) The first sentence of section
705(a) of the Older Americans Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out 303" the first time
it appears in such sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof “304" and by striking out “303"
the second time it appears in such sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof “305".

(b) Section T05(a) (1) of the Older Amer-
icans Act of 1965 is amended by striking out
“303" and inserting in lleu thereof “304".

(c) Title VII of the Older Americans Act
of 1965 is amended by striking out “Secre-
tary” wherever in such title the term refers
to the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare, and insert In lieu thereof “Commis=
sloner",
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TITLE VIII—AMENDMENTS TO OTHER
ACTS
AMENDMENT TO LIERARY SERVICES AND
CONSTRUCTION ACT

SEc, 801. (a) The Library BServices and
Construction Act (20 U.B.C. 351 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new title:

“TITLE IV—OLDER READERS SERVICES
“GRANTS TO STATES FOR OLDER READERS SERVICES

“Sec. 401, The Commissioner shall carry
out a program of making grants to States
which have an approved basic State plan un-
der section 6 and have submitted a long-
range program and an annual program under
section 403 for library services for older per-
sons,

‘*USES OF FEDERAL FUNDS

“Sec. 402. (a) Punds appropriated pur-
suant to paragraph (4) of section 4(a) shall
be available for grants to States from allot-
ments under section 5(a) for the purpose of
carrying out the Federal share of the cost of
carrying out State plans submitted and ap-
proved under section 303. Such grants shall
be used for (1) the training of librarians to
work with the elderly; (2) the conduct of
special library programs for the elderly; (3)
the purchase of special library materials for
use by the elderly; (4) the payment of sala-
ries for elderly persons who wish to work in
libraries as assistants on programs for the
elderly; (5) the provision of in-home visits
by librarians and other library personnel o
the elderly: (8) the establishment of out-
reach programs to notify the elderly of library
serviees available to them; and (7) the fur-
nishing of transportation to enable the
elderly to have access to library services.

“(b) For the purposes of this title, the
Federal share shall be 100 per centum of
the cost of carrying out the State plan.
“STATE ANNUAL PROGRAM FOR LIBRARY SERVICES

FOR THE ELDERLY

“Sec. 403. Any State desiring to receive a

grant from its allotment for the purposes of
this title for-any fiscal year shall, in addition
to having submitted, and having had ap-
proved, a basic State plan under section 6,
submit for that fiscal year an annual pro-
gram for library services for older persons.
Such program shall be submitted at such
time, in such form, and contain such in-
formation as the Commissioner may require
by regulation and shall—

**(1) set forth a program for the year sub-
mitted under which funds paid to the State
from appropriations pursuant to paragraph
(4) of section 4(a) will be used, consistent
with its long-range program for the purposes
set forth in section 302, and

“(2) include an extension of the long-
range program taking into consideration the
results of evaluations.

“COORDINATION WITH PROGRAMS FOR OLDER
AMERICANS

“Sec. 404. In carrying out the program
authorized by this title, the Commissioner
Bhall consult with the Commissioner of the
Administration on Aging and the Director
of ACTION for the purpose of coordinating
where practicable, the programs assisted un-
der this title with the programs assisted
under the Older Americans Act of 1065."

(b) Section 4(a) of the Library Services
and Construction Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(4) For the purpose of making grants to
States to enable them to carry out public
library service programs for older persons
authorized by title IV, there are authorized
to be appropriated $11,700,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, $12,300,000 for
the flscal year ending June 30, 1974, $12,900,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1875,
and $13,700,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1976."

(c) (1) BSectlion 5(a)(1) of such Act is
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amended by striking out “or (3)" and In-
serting in lieu thereof “(3), or (4)".

(2) Section 65(a) (2) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out "or (3)” and inserting
in lieu thereof “(3), or (4)".

(3) Bection 5(a) (3) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out the word “and” at the end
of such paragraph (B) thereof, by striking
out the period at the end of subparagraph
(C) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon
and the word “and”, and by inserting after
subparagraph (C) thereof the following:

“(D) with respect to appropriations for
the purposes of title IV, $40,000 for each
State, except that it shall be 10,000 in the
case of Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin
Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands."”

(4) The last sentence of section 5(a) (3) of
such Act is amended by striking out “or (3)"
and inserting in lleu thereof **(3), or (4)".

(5) Section 65(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “or (3)" and inserting in lieu
thereof *“(3), or (4)".

(c) Section 6(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “and III" and inserting in
lieu thereof “III and IV".

(d) (1) Section 7(a) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out “or (3)" and inserting in
lieu thereof ““(3), or (4)".

(2) Section T(b) (1) of such Act is amend-
ed by inserting “and title IV” after “title III".

(e) The amendments made by subsections
(a), (b), and (c) of this section shall be
effective after June 30, 1972,

AMENDMENT TO NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION SCIENCE ACT
Sec. 802. (a) Sectlon 5(a)(2) of the Na-

tional Commission on Libraries and Informa-

tion Science Act is amended by striking out

“and"” after “areas” and inserting a commsa

in lieu thereof, and by inserting after “de-

prived persons,” the following: “and of elder-
1y persons,”.

(b) The second sentence of section 6(a)
(20 U.S.C. 1505(a)) of such Act is amended
by inserting before the period at the end
thereof the following: “, and at least one
other of whom shall be knowledgeable with
respect to the library and information service
and science needs of the elderly”.

AMENDMENT TO HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

Sec. B03. Title I of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 is amended by redesignating sec-
tions 110, 111 and 112 (and cross references
thereto) as 111, 112 and 113, respectively, and
by inserting after section 109 the following
new section:

“SPECIAL PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS RELATING
TO PROBLEMS OF THE ELDERLY

“Sgc. 110. (a) The Commissioner s author-
ized to make grants to institutions of higher
education (and combinations thereof) to as-
sist such institutions in planning, developing,
and carrying out, consistent with the purpose
of this title, programs specifically designed to
apply the resources of higher education to the
problems of the elderly, particularly with
regard to transportation and housing prob-
lems of .elderly persons living in rural and
isolated areas,

*“{b) For purposes of making granis un-
der this section, there are authorized to be
appropriated #5,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and each succeeding
fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 1977.

“(e) In carrylng out the program au-
thorized by this section, the Commissioner
shall consult with the Commissioner of the
Administration on Aging for the purpose of
coordinating, where practicable, the
grams assisted under this section with the
programs assisted under the Older Americans
Act fo 1865."

AMENDMENT TO ADULT EDUCATION ACT

Sec. 804, (a) The Adult Education Act (20
U.S.C. 1201 et seq.) is amended by redesig-
nating sections 310, 311, and 312 (and cross
references thereto) as sections 311, 312, and
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813, respectively, and by inserting after sec-
tion 309 the following new section:

“SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR THE ELDERLY

“Sgpc. 310. (a) The Commissioner is au-
thorized to make grants to State and local
educational agencies or other public or
private nonprofit agencies for programs to
further the purpose of this Act by provid-
ing educational programs for elderly persons
whose abllity to speak and read the English
language is limited and who live In an
area with a culture different than their own.
Such programs shall be designed to equip
such elderly persons to deal successfully with
the practical problems in their everyday life,
including the making of purchases, meeting
their transportation and housing needs, and
complying with governmental requirements
such as those for obtaining citizenship, pub-
lic assistance and soclal security benefits,
and housing.

*“(b) For the purpose of making grants un-
der this section there is authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
each succeeding fiscal year ending prior to
July 1, 1975.

“(e) In carrying out the program author-
ized by this section, the Commissioner shall
consult with the Commissioner of the Ad-
ministration on Aging for the purpose of co-
ordinating, where practicable, the programs
assisted under this section with the programs
assisted under the Older Americans Act of
1965."

(b) Section 313(a) of such Act, as redes-
ignated, is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following:
“{other than section 310)".

ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION FOR SENIOR
OPFPORTUNITIES AND SERVICES

Sec. 805. In addition to the amounts an-
thorized to be appropriated and aliocated
pursuant to the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1972, there is further au-
thorized to be appropriated $7,000,000 an-
nusally for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and the succeeding fiscal year, to be
used for the Senior Opportunities and Serv-
ices program described In section 222(a)(7)
of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1064.

TITLE IX—COMMUNITY SERVICE

EMPLOYMENT FOR OLDER AMERICANS

SHORT TITLE

Sec. 901. This title may be cited as the
“Older American Community Service Em-
ployment Act”.

OLDER AMERICAN COMMUNITY
EMPLOYMENT FEOGEAM

Sec. 902. {(a) In order to foster and promote
useful part-time work opportunities in com-
munity service activities for unemployed
low-income persons who are fifty-five years
oid or older and who have poor empioyment

, the Secretary of Labor (hereine-
after referred to as the “Secretary”) is au-
thorized to establish an older American com-
munity service employment program {herein-
after referred to as the “program™).

(b) In order to carry out the provisions of
this title, the Secretary is suthorized—

(1) to enter into agreements with public
or private nonprofit agencies or organiza-
tions, agencies of a State government or a
political subdivision of a State (having
elected or duly appointed governing officials),
or & combination of such political subdivi-
sions, or Indian tribes on Federal or State
reservations in order to further the purposes
and goals of the program. Such sgreements
may include provisions for the payment of
eosts, as provided in subsection (c), of proj-
ects developed by such organisations and
agencies in cooperation with the Secretary in
order to make the program effective or to
supplement it. No payments shall be mace
by the toward the cost of any proj-
ect established or administered by any such

SERVICE
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organization or agency unless he determines
that such project—

(A) will provide employment only for eli-
gible individuals, except for necessary tech-
nical, administrative, and supervisory per-
sonnel, but such personnel shall, to the full-
est extent possible, be recruited from among
eligible individuals;

(B) will provide employment for eligible
individuals in the community in which such
individuals reside, or in nearby communities;

(C) will employ eligible individuals in
services related to publicly owned and
operated facilities and projects, or projects
sponsored by organizations exempt from
taxation under the provisions of section
501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (other than' political parties), except
projects involving the construction, opera-
tion, or maintenance of any facility used or
to be used as a place for sectarian religious
instruction or worship;

(D) will contribute to the general welfare
of the community;

(E) will provide employment for eligible
individuals whose opportunities for other
suitable public or private paid employment
are poor;

(F) will result in an increase in employ=-
ment opportunities for eligible individuals,
and will not result in the displacement of
employed workers or impair existing con-
tracts;

(G) will utilize methods of recruitment
and selection (including, but not limited to,
listing of job vacancies with the employment
agency operated by any State or political
subdivision thereof) which will assure that
the maximum number of eligible individuals
will have an' opportunity to participate in the
project;

(H) will Include such training as may be
necessary to make the most effective use of
the skills and talents of those individuals
who are participating, and will provide for
the payment of the reasonable expenses of
individuals being trained, including a rea-
sonable subsistence allowance;

(I) will assure that safe and healthy con-
ditions of work will be provided, and will
assure that persons employed in public serv-
ice jobs assisted under this title shall be pald
wages which shall not be lower than which-
ever is the highest of (i) the minimum wage
which would be applicable to the employee
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
if section 6(a)(l) of such Act applied to
the participant and if he were not exempt
under section 13 thereof, (il) the State or
local minimum wage for the most nearly
comparable covered employment, or (iil) the
prevailing rates of pay for persons employed
in similar public occupsations by the same
employer;

(J) will be established or administered
with the advice of persons competent in the
fleld of service in which employment is be-
ing provided, and of persons who are knowl-
edgeable with regard to the needs of older
persons;

(K) will authorize pay for necessary trans-
portation costs of eligible individuals which
may be incurred in employment in any proj-
ect funded under this title in accordance
with regulations promulgated by the Secre-
tary; and

(L) will assure that to the extent feasible
such projects will serve the needs of minor-
ity, Indian, and limited English-speaking
eligible individuals in proportion to their
numbers in the State.

(2) to make, issue, and amend such regu-
lations as may be to effectively
carry out the provisions of this title.

(c) (1) The Secretary is authorized to pay
not to exceed 90 per eentum of the cost of
any project which is the subject of an agree-
ment entered into under subsection (b), ex-
cept that the Secretary is authorized to pay
all of the costs of any such project which is

September 28, 1972

(A) an emergency or disaster project or (B)

& project located in an economically depressed
area as determined In consultation with the
Becretary of Commerce and the Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity.

(2) The non-Federal share shaill be in cash
or in kind. In determining the amount of
the non-Federal share, the Secretary is au-
thorized to attribute fair market value to
services and facilities contributed from non-
Federal sources.

ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 903. (a) In ordeér to effectively carry
out the purposes of this title, the Secretary
is authorized to consult with agencies of
States and their political subdivisions with
regard to—

{1) the localities in which community serv-
ice projects of the type authorized by this
title are most needed;

(2) consideration of the employment
situation and the types of skills possessed
by avallable local individuals who are eli-
gible to particlpate; and

(3) potential projects and the number and
percentage of eligible individuals in the local
population.

(b) (1) The Secretary is authorized and
directed to require agencles and organiza-
tions administering community service proj-
ects and other actlivities assisted under this
title to coordinate their projects and activi-
ties with agencies and organizations conduct-
ing related manpower and unemployment
programs recelving assistance under this Act
and under other authorities such as the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, the Man-
power Development and Training Act of 1962,
and the Emergency Employment Act of 1971,
In carrying out the provisions of this para-
graph, the Secretary is authorized to make
necessary arrangements to include projects
and activities assisted under this title with-
in a common agreement and a common ap-
plication with projects assisted under this
Act and other provisions of law such as the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, the Man-
power Development and Training Act of
1962, and the Emergency Employment Act of
1971.

(2) The Secretary is authorized to make
whatever arrangements that are necessary
to carry out the programs assisted under this
title as part of any general manpower leg-
islation hereafter enacted, except that ap-
propriations for programs assisted under this
title may not be expended for programs as-
sisted under that title.

(¢) In carrying out the provisions of this
title, the Secretary is authorized to use, with
their consent, the services, equipment, per-
sonnel, and facilities of Pederal and other
agencies with or without reimbursement,
and on a similar basis to ecooperate with
other public and private agencies, and in-
strumentalities in the use of services, equip-
ment, and facilities.

{d) The Becretary shall establish criteria
designed to assure equitable participation in
the administration of community service
projects by agencies and organizations
eligible for payment under section 802(b).

(e) Payments under this title may be
made in advance or by way of reimbursemeng
and in such installments as the Secretary
may determine.

{f) The Secretary shall not delegate his
functions and duties under this title to any
other department or agency of Government,

PARTICIPANTS NOT FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

Sec. 904. (a) Eligible individuals who are
employed in any project funded under this
title shall not be considered to be Federal
employees as & result of such employment
and shall not be subject to the provisions
of part III of title 5, United States Code.

(b} No contract shall be entered into un-
der this title with a contractor who Is, or
whose employees are, under State law,
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exemptied from operation of the State work-
men's compensation law, generally applica-
ble to employees, unless the contractor shall
undertake to provide either through insur-
ance by a recognized carrier, or by self in-
surance, as allowed by State law, that the
persons employed under the contract, shall
enjoy workmen's compensation coverage
equal to that provided by law for covered
employment. The Secretary must establish
standards for severance benefits, in lieu of
unemployment insurance coverage, for eligi-
ble individuals who have participated in
qualifying programs and who have become
unemployed.
INTERAGENCY COOPERATION

Sec. 905, The Secretary shall consult and
cooperate with the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, the Administration on Aging, the De~
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and any other related Federal agency admin-
istering related programs, with a view to
achieving optimal coordination with such
other programs and shall promote the co-
ordination of projects under this title with
other public and private programs or proj-
ects of a similar nature. Such Federal agen-
cles shall cooperate with the Secretary in
disseminating information about the avail-
abllity of assistance under this title and in
promoting the identification and interests of
individuals eligible for employment in proj-
ects Tunded under this title.

EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF ASSISTANCE

Sec. 906. (a) (1) From the sums appro-
priated for any fiscal year under section 908
there shall be initially allotted for projects
within each State an amount which bears
the same ratio to such sum as the popula-
tion aged fifty-five or over in such State
bears to the population aged fifty-five or over
in all States, except that (A) no State shall
be allotted less than one-half of 1 per centum
of the sum appropriated for the fiscal year for
which the determination is made; and (B)
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
shall each be allotted an amount equal to
one-fourth of 1 per centum of the sum ap-
propriated for the fiscal year for which the
determination is made. For the purpose of
the exception contained In this paragraph,
the term "“State" does not include Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

{2) The number of persons aged fifty-five
or over in any State and for all States shall
be determined by the Secretary on the basis
of the most satisfactory data available to
him.

{b) The amount allotted for projects with-
iIn any State under subsection (a) for any
fiscal year which the Becretary determines
will not be required for that year shall be
reallotted, from time to time and on such
dates during such year as the Becretary may
fix, to projects within other States in pro-
portion to the original allotments to proj-
ects, within such States under subsection
(a) for that year, but with such proportion-
ate amount for any of such other States be-
ing reduced to the extent It exceeds the sum
the Becretary estimates that projects within
such State need and will be able to use for
such year; and the total of such reductions
shall be similarly reallotted among the States
whose proportionate amounts were not so
reduced. Any amount reallotted to a State
under this subsection during a year shall
be deemed part of its allotment under sub-
section (a) for that year.

(c) The amount apportioned for projects
within each State under subsection (a) shall
be apportioned among areas within each such
State in an equitable manner, taking into
consideration the proportion which eligible
persons in each such area bears to such total
number of such persons, respectively, in that
State.
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DEFINITIONS

Sec. 907. As used in this title—

(a) “State” means any of the several States
of the United States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Ameri-
can Samoa, Guam, and the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands;

(b) "eligible individual” means an indi-
vidual who is fifty-five years old or older,
who has a low income, and who has or would
have difficulty in securing employment;

(c) “community service” means social,
health, welfare, educational, library, recrea-
tional, and other similar services; conserva-
tion, maintenance or restoration of natural
resources; community betterment or beau-
tification; antipollution and environmental
quality efforts; economic development; and
such other services which are essential and
necessary to the community as the Secre-
tary, by regulation, may prescribe.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEec. 908. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated $100,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1873, and $150,000,000 for
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, to carry
out the provislons of this title.

TITLE X—MIDDLE-AGED AND OLDER
WOREERS TRAINING

SHORT TITLE

Sec. 1001. This title may be cited as the
“Middle-Aged and Older Workers Training
Act”.

DECLARATION OF FINDINGS

Sec. 1002. Congress hereby finds and de-
clares that—

(1) infiation has forced middle-aged and
older persons to bear growing economic bur-
dens, particularly if they are living on lim-
ited, fixed incomes;

(2) millions of middle-aged and older
Americans wish to continue in or obtain em-
ployment in order to provide adequately for
themselves and to contribute to the Nation
as productive citizens;

(3) millions of middle-aged and older
Americans are frustrated in these goals and
find it increasingly difficult to retain or ob-
tain employment of a remunerative and
meaningful nature, as a result of their in-
abllity to keep pace with a dynamic econ-
omy and changing technology;

(4) without additional legislation, the Age
Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967
cannot reasonably be expected to deal ade-
quately with age discrimination in employ-
ment which acts to deny employment oppor-
tunities for middle-aged and older workers;

(6) as a result of the lack of full oppor-
tunity and adequate training and supportive
services more than a million men and women
between the ages of fifty-five and sixty-four
have given up the active search for work
and hundreds of thousands of men and
women between the ages of sixty-two and
sixty-four have been forced to retire with
inadequate benefits, resulting in individual
frustration, impaired morale and loss of sense
of worth and dignity;

(68) in addition to Iindividual loss, the
Nation as a whole loses the benefits which
may be contributed by middle-aged and older
persons and incurs needless costs in unem-
ployment compensation and public assist-
ance which can be reckoned in billions of
dollars; and

(7) providing middle-aged and older work-
ers training and educational opportunities
and supportive services leading to remun-
erative and meaningful employment oppor=
tunities will increase their incomes and
benefit their physical and mental well-being,
as well as strengthen the Nation's economy.

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Sec. 1003. It 1s the purpose of this title to
establish and assist training programs and
relative supportive services which will pro-
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vide middle-aged and older workers a full
opportunity for remunerative and meaning-
ful employment; to assist further in elimi-
nating discriminatory practices which deny
work to qualified persons solely on account
of age; to improve and extend existing pro-
grams deslgned to facilitate training and
the matching of skills and jobs; to assist
middle-aged and older workers and em-
ployers, labor unions, and educational in-
stitutions to prepare for and adjust to antic-
ipated changes in technology in jobs, in
educational requirements, and in personnel
practices and to otherwise stimulate inno-
vative approaches to make employment
opportunities more accesslble to middle-aged
and older persons.
AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 1004. For the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this title, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $100,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
$150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974.

PaRT A—MIDCAREER DEVELOPMENT SERVICE

PROGRAM

PROGRAM ESTABLISHED

Sec. 1011. There is hereby established a
comprehensive midcareer development serv-
ice program, to be administered by the Man-
power Administration in the Department of
Labor, to assist middle-aged and older work-
ers to retain and obtain remunerative em-
ployment by providing manpower training,
counseling, and special supportive services to
such workers.

TRAINING PROGRAMS

Sec. 1012, (a) The Secretary, through the
Manpower Administration, is authorized to
make loans and grants to public and private
nonprofit agencies, institutions, and orga-
nizations and to individuals for manpower
training, including on-the-job, institutional,
residential, and other tralning, designed to
upgrade the work skills and capabilities of
middle-aged and older persons,

(b) Any grant or loan made pursuant to
this section may be used to pay all or part
of the cost of training under any such pro-
gram plus such stipends (including allow-
ances for subsistence or other expenses) for
such persons and their dependents as he may
determine to be consistent with prevailing
practices wunder .comparable Federal pro-
grams.

(c) A grant or loan under this section shall
be made on such terms and conditions as the
Becretary shall prescribe and may be made
only upon application to the Secretary at
such time or times and containing such in-
formation as he deems necessary. The Sec-
retary shall not approve an application un-
less it sets forth a program for training which
meets criteria established by him, including
training costs and tuition schedules.

{(d) The Secretary shall pay to each ap-
plicant who has an application approved by
him part or all of the cost of the program set
forth in such application.

(e) Individuals receiving payments under
the provisions of this section while under-
going training shall continue to receive such
payments only during such period as the
Becretary finds that they are maintaining
satisfactory proficiency in such training pro-
gram,

(f) The Secretary is authorized to enter
Into agreements to provide loan guarantees
to lending institutions on such terms and
conditions as the Secretary shall prescribe
in order to permit such institutions to make
loans to middle-aged and older persons for
training which qualifies under this section.

TRAINING PERSONS TO TRAIN AND RETRAIN MID=
DLE-AGED AND OLDER WORKERS

SEc. 1013, The Secretary is authorized to

develop and carry out a program under which
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an adequate number of persons are trained
to understand the manpower training and
educational needs of middle-aged and older
persons and to become qualified to train and
retrain middle-aged and older workers in
skills needed in the economy in the com-
munity in which such workers reside. SBuch
programs shall emphasize developing inno-
vative technigues for training middle-aged
and older persons.
SPECIAL SERVICES FOR MASS LAYOFFS

Sec. 1014. The Secretary is authorized to
recruit and train personnel within the De-
partment of Labor to be made available to
localities in which substantial numbers of
middle-aged and older persons are unem-
ployed as a result of the closing of a plant
or factory or a permanent large-scale reduc-
tion in the work force in such locality. In
carrying out the provisions of this section,
the Secretary is authorized to provide such
persons with recruitment, placement, and
counseling services.

SPECIALIZED SERVICES

Skc, 1015. (a) The Secretary shall establish
and carry out specialized services for middle-
aged and older workers who desire to improve
their employability, to recelve manpower
training to improve their capabilities at their
present employment, or to obtain counseling
in planning to maximize earning opportuni-
ties for the remainder of their working lives.

{b) The Secretary is authorized to recruit
and train manpower specialists, including
older and retired employment counselors and
personnel directors, to serve in programs au-
thorized under this section.

EMPLOYMENT SERVICES FOR PART-TIME
EMPLOYMENT

Sec. 1016. The Secretary may, where ap-
propriate, make special provisions through
the United States employment service, or with
the advice and assistance of the employment
service, by means of grants to or contracts
with nonprofit volunteer agencies to assist
such agencies in securing part-time or tem-
porary employment for additional members
of middle-aged and older persons who wish
such employment.

PART B—SPECIAL REPORTS AND STUDIES
RESEARCH AND INFORMATION PROGRAMS

Sec. 1021. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to enter into grants, contracts, and other
arrangements with public and private
sgencies and institutions to conduct such
research and demonstration projects as he
determines will contribute to carrying out
the purposes of this title.

(b) In carrying out the purposes of this
title the Secretary is authorized to publish
and disseminate materials and other infor-
mation relating to training and job oppor-
tunities for middle-aged and older Individ-
uals and to conduct such special informsa-
tional and educational programs as he deter-
mines appropriate.

MANPOWER STUDY

Sec. 1022. (a) The Secretary is authorized
and directed to undertake, either directly or
by way of grant or contract, a thorough study
of manpower programs authorized by pro-
visions of Federal law other than this title,
and other federally assisted training pro-
grams to determine whether such programs
are responsive to the needs of the middle-
aged and older persons. The Secretary shall
report the findings and recommendations of
this study, and his own recommendations
with respect to additional legislation, to the
President for transmittal to the Congress
not later than July 1, 1973,

(b) In conducting this study the Secretary
shall not employ or contract with any in-
dividual, institution, organization, or agency
providing advice or technical assistance for
any program described in subsection (a) of
this section.
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EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

SeEc. 1023, The Secretary shall study the
feasibility of establishing a program of ex-
tended unemployment compensation ben-
efits for unemployed older workers who have
exhausted their unemployment compensa=
tion. On or before July 1, 1873, the Secre-
tary shall report to the Congress and the
President his findings and recommendations
with respect to such a program of allowances.

COMPENSATION AND DISABILITY INSURANCE

SeC. 1024, The Secretary shall prepare and
submit a report to the Congress not later
than July 1, 1873, on means of eliminating
the lack of coverage and other inadequacies
in workmen's compensation and disability
insurance programs, health insurance, and
pension plans, particularly as they affect
adversely the employment of middle-aged
and older workers.

FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES STUDY

Sec. 1026. (a) The Comptroller General of
the United States is authorized and directed
to undertake a study of part-time employ-
ment in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment of the United States and to make a re-
port of his findings, together with any rec-
ommendations he considers appropriate or
desirable, to the Congress on or before July 1,
1973. Such study shall include a determina-
tion of—

(1) the extent to which part-time employ-
ment exists in the executive branch;

(2) the limitations, if any, that are Im-
posed by Federal statute, regulations, or ad-
ministrative policies or practices on such
part-time employment, and the extent to
which such limitations are justified; and

(3) the measures that may be taken to in-
crease the number of part-time positions
available in the executive branch which may
be filled by older persons without resulting
in the displacement of currently employed
workers (including partial displacement such
as a reduction in the hours of nonovertime
work or wages or employment benefits).

{(b) The Comptroller General is further
authorized and directed to undertake a study
of the feasibility of redesigning positions in
the executive branch of the Government of
the United States without impairing the ef-
fectiveness or efficiency of operations of any
department, agency, or independent estab-
lishment, with a view to increasing the num-
ber of positions which are available to older
individuals at the subprofessional level. The
Comptroller General shall make a report of
his findings, together with any recommenda~
tlons he considers appropriate or desirable,
to the Congress on or before July 1, 1973.
Such study shall include a determination
of—

(1) the extent to which positions can be
redesigned, resulting In an increase in the
number of positions In the executive branch
avallable to older individuals;

(2) the limitations, if any, imposed by
Federal statutes, regulations, or administra-
tive policies or practices on redesigning posi-
tions in the executive branch to Increase
the number of subprofessional positions
available to older individuals and the extent
to which such limitations are justified;

(3) the measures that may be taken to
redesign positions so that the number of
subprofessional positions available to older
individuals may be increased; and

(4) the programs which would be needed
to train older individuals to flll subprofes-
sional positions created as & result of rede-
signing such position.

PART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS
DEFINITIONS

Sec. 1031. As used in this title—

(1) “middle-aged and older” means an in-

dividual who is forty-five years of age or
older;
(2)

“middle-aged” means an individual
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who is at least forty-five years of age but
not older than fifty-four years of age;

(3) “older” means an individual who is at
least fifty-five years of age;

(4) “Becretary” means the Secretary of
Labor; and

(5) “State™ means any of the several States
of the United States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American
Samosa, Guam, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands.

ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 1032. (a) In order to carry out the pur-
poses of this title the Secretary is author-
ized to—

(1) provide such rules and regulations as
he deems necessary;

(2) employ experts and consultants in ac-
cordance with section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code;

(3) appoint such advisory committees com-
posed of private citizens and public officials
who, by reason of their experience or train-
ing, are knowledgeable in the area of job op-
portunities for middle-aged and older in-
dividuals, as he deems desirable to advise
him with respect to his functions under this
Act; and

(4) utilize, with their consent, the services,
personnel, information, and faecilities of other
Federal and State agencies, with or without
reimbursement therefor,

(b) Each member of a committee appoint-
ed pursuant to clause (3) of subsection (a)
of this section who is not an officer or em-
ployee of the Federal Government shall re-
ceive an amount equal to the dally rate pre-
scribed for GS-18 under section 5332 of title
5, United States Code, for each day on which
he is engaged in the actual performance of
his duties (including traveltime) as a mem-
ber of the committee. All members shall be
allowed travel expenses and per diem in lieu
of subsistence as authorized by law (5 US.C.
5703) for persons in the Government service
employed intermittently and receiving com-
pensation on a per diem, when actually em-
ployed, basis.

(c) Each reciplent of assistance under this
title shall keep such records as the Secre-
tary shall prescribe, including records which
fully disclose the amount and disposition
by such reciplent of the proceeds of such
assistance, the total cost of the project or
undertaking in connection with which such
assistance is given or used, and the amount
of that portion of the cost of the project or
undertaking supplied by other sources, and
such other records as will facilitate an ef-
fective audit,

(d) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States, or any of their
duly authorized representatives, shall have
access for the purpose of audit and exami-
nation to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the recipients that are pertinent
to the grants, agreements, or contracts en-
tered into under this title.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND COORDINATION

Sec. 1033. (a) In addition to any other pro-
vislons for the administration of this title,
the Secretary shall designate personnel to
have responsibility for program leadership,
development, and coordination. The Secre-
tary shall provide for a central office for in-
formation on and special attention to the
problems of middle-aged and clder workers
and the programs concerning such workers.

(b) No individual, institution, organiza-
tion, or agency shall evaluate any program
under this title if that Individual, or any
member of any such institution, organiza-
tion, or agency, is assoclated with the pro-
gram as & consultant, technical adviser, or
in any other capacity.

(¢) (1) The Secretary is authorized and
directed to require agencles, institutions,
and organizations administering training
and other programs and activities assisted
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under this title to coordinate their activities
with agencies and organizations conducting
related manpower and employment programs
receiving assistance under this Act and under
other provisions of law, such as the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, the Manpower De-
velopment and Training Act of 1962, and the
Emergency Employment Act of 1871. In
carrying out the provisions of this para-
graph, the Secretary is authorized to make
necessary arrangements to include projects
and activities assisted under this title within
a common agreement and a common applica~
tion with projects assisted under this Act
and under other provisions of law, such as
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, the
Manpower Development and Training Act of
1962, the Emergency Employment Act of
1971,

(2) The Secretary is authorized to make
whatever arrangements that are necessary
to carry out the programs assisted under this
title, as part of any general manpower legis-
lation hereafter enacted, except that appro-
priations for programs assisted under this
title may not be expended for programs as-
sisted under such legislation.

EQUITABELE DISTRIBUTION OF ASSISTANCE

Sec. 1034, (a) The amounts appropriated
under the provisions of this title for any
fiscal year shall be allocated by the Secre-
tary in such manner that of such amounts—

(1) not less than 80 per centum shall be
apportioned among the States in an equita-
ble manner, taking into consideration the
proportion which the total number of un-
employed middle-aged and older persons in
each such State bears to the total number
of such persons in all States; and

{2) the remainder shall be available as
the Secretary deems appropriate to carry out
the purposes of this Act.

(b) The amount apportioned to each such
State under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
shall be apportioned among areas within
each such State in an equitable manner,
taking into consideration the proportion
which the total number of unemployed
middle-aged and older persons in each such
area bears to the total number of such per-
sons, respectively, in that State.

(c) As soon as practicable after funds are
apportioned to carry out this Act for any
fiscal year, the Secretary shall publish in
the Federal Register the apportionments re-
quired by subsections (a) (1) and (b) of this
section.

TiTie BY TITLE SUMMARY OF THE AMEND-
MENTS TO THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT

TITLE I—OLDER AMERICANS ADVOCACY
COMMISSION

This provision would create an older
Americans Advocacy Commission containing
six members apppointed by the President for
staggered three years terms. No more than
three of the members would be of the same
political party and an effort would be made
to represent Older American National Orga-
nizations, as well as the general public. This
Commission would be independent of any
federal department or agency and it would
be empowered to employ its own stafl. The
Commission would be charged with advocat-
ing senior cltizen causes, advising the Presi-
dent and Congress with regard to the policles
and activities of the federa’ government, etc.
It would have the power to hold hearings
and to issue reporis containing the results
of its findings.

TITLE II—THE ADMINISTRATION ON AGING

This Title establishes the Administration
on Aging and places it within the Office of
the Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare. AOA is given primary responsibility for
carrying out the programs authorized under
this Act. Title II also creates a National
Older Americans Information Clearing House
which is designed to collect, analyze, pre-
pare and disseminate information regarding
the needs and interests of Older Americans.
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TITLE III—GRANTS FOR STATE AND AREA
PROGRAMS

Under the provisions of this Title, the
Administration on Aging would work with
the State Aging Agencies to develop a state-
wide plan for delivering services to semior
citizens. Each state would be divided into
planning and service areas which would bear
the primary responsibility for developing the
apparatus required to coordinate and deliver
social and nutritional services to the elderly.
These local aging units are designed to co-
ordinate existing governmental services and/
or purchase such services in each area. It is
not anticipated that they will directly pro-
vide services, except where no other source
is available.

TITLE IV—TRAINING AND RESEARCH
The Commission on Aging is authorized to
make grants for research and development
projects in the field of aging. It may also
undertake programs designed to attract qual-
ified persons into the field of aging and to
provide training programs for personnel in
this field. There is also a provision for the
establishment and support of multi-disecipli-
nary centers of gerontology which will assist
in the research and ftraining programs as
well as provide technical assistance for state
and local aging units.

TITLE V—MULTIPURPOSE SENIOR CENTERS

This provision provides for the acquisi-
tion, alteration, or renovation of multi-pur-
pose senior citizens centers. Included in this
section are provisions for loan insurance for
senior citizen centers, grant authorizations
for staffing of such centers, ete.

TITLE VI—NATIONAL OLDER AMERICANS
VOLUNTEER PROGRAM

This Title extends and expands the au-
thorization for the Foster Grandparents
Program and other Older Americans Com-
munity Service programs. These programs,
which were transferred to the ACTION
Agency, seek to involve Older Americans in
a variety of programs designed to benefit per-
sons, both children and adults, having ex-
ceptional needs.

TITLE VII—NUTRITION PROGRAM

This Title makes several minor conform-
ing changes in the nutrition legislation
which was passed earlier this year. The
changes are primarily designed to produce
greater coordination between nutrition pro-
grams and the social service programs pro-
vided in Title IIL.

TITLE VIII—OLDCR READERS SERVICES

This provision amends the Higher Educa-
tion Act and the Library Services and Con-
struction Act to provide special Library pro-
grams and reading services for the Aging.
TITLE IX—COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT

FOR OLDER AMERICANS

This Title was passed by the Senate on
September 21, 1972 as a separate measure. It
is aimed at providing community service jobs
for low-income persons 55 years of age or
older. It is estimated that as many as 40 to
60 thousand jobs could be created under the
provisions of this Title. Programs created
within this Title would be administered by
the Department of Labor.

TITLE X—THE MIDDLE-AGED AND OLDER WORKERS
TRAINING ACT

This Title is designed to complement Title
IX in that it is designed to provide man-
power training programs and other services
to increase job opportunities for middle-
aged and older persons,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 3358

At the request of Mr. Srtevens, the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) was
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added as a cosponsor of S. 3358, a bill to
prohibit the use of certain small vessels
in the United States fisheries.

B. 3588

At the request of Mr. WirLiams, the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Bayx), the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. Boges), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Casg), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. Graver), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McINTYRE), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PastoRE), and the Senator from
California (Mr. TuNNEY) wers added as
cosponsors of S. 3598, the Retirement In-
come Security for Employees Act of 1972.

8. 3768

At the request of Mr. CransTON, the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr., Hum-
PHREY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3768, a bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to regulate the
advertising and distribution of organi-
cally grown and processed foods.

SENATE RESOLUTION 371—ORIG-
INAL RESOLUTION REPORTED
AUTHORIZING SUPPLEMENTAL
EXPENDITURES BY THE COMMIT-
TEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WEL-
FARE FOR INQUIRIES AND INVES-
TIGATIONS

(Referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.)

Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Commitiee
on Labor and Public Welfare, reported
the following original resolution:

S. Res. 3T1

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 235, 92d
Congress, agreed to March 6, 1972, is amended
as follows:

(1) In sections 2 and 6, strike out “§1,-
433,000 wherever it appears and Insert In
lieu thereof *“$1,483,000",

(2) In section 3, strike out “$9983,000” and
insert in lieu thereof "$1,028,000".

(3) In section 4, strike out “$440,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *“'$455,000™.

SENATE RESOLUTION 372—ORIG-
INAL RESOLUTION REPORTED AU~
THORIZING ADDITIONAL EXPEND-
ITURES BY THE COMMITTEE ON
LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE FOR
ROUTINE PURPOSES

(Referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.)

Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, reported
the following resolution:

8. Res. 372

Resolved, That the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare is authorized to expend
from the contingent fund of the Senate,
during the 92d Congress, $25,000 In addition
to the amount, and for the same purposes,
specified in section 134(a) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 19486.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
RESOLUTIONS
5. RES. 367

At the request of Mr, CaurcH, the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) was
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu-
tion 367, a resolution to prohibit any
notice of an increase in social security
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payments from referring to any individu-
al who is a candidate for public elective
office.
6. RES. 370

At the request of Mr. BeLimon, the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
TrUurRMOND) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 370, to establish a
Senate Oversight Committee on the
Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe and the Conference on
Mutual Balanced Force Reduction.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1972—AMENDMENT
AMENDMENT NO. 1613

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

Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. Bocgs,
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. Scorr, Mr. AIKEN,
Mr. CooPERr, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. PACKWOOD,
Mr. RanpoLPH, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. Moss,
and Mr. Javirs) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them
jointly to the bill (H.R. 1) to amend the
Social Security Act to increase benefits
and improve eligibility and computation
methods under the OASDI program, to
make improvements in the medicare,
medicaid, and maternal and child health
programs with emphasis on improve-
ments in their operating effectiveness, to
replace the existing Federal-State pub-
lic assistance programs with a Federal
program of adult assistance and a Fed-
eral program of benefits to low-income
families with children with incentives
and requirements for employment and
training to improve the capacity for em-
ployment of members of such families,
and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 1), supra.

AMENDMENT NO,

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

Mr, HUMPHREY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 1), supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1618

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

OLDER AMERICANE SHOULD RECEIVE THE FULL
AMOUNT OF SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT IN=
CREASES WITHOUT CUTBACKS
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am

today introducing legislation that would

enable those older Americans receiving
social security and other old-age assist-
ance to obtain the full benefit of the so-
cial security increase that becomes ef-

fective on October 1, 1972,

This bill is designed to close a loop-
hole in the Social Security Act that man-
dates a dollar-for-dollar reduction in
public assistance payments and program
benefits in the event that a recipient of
these programs is also receiving social
security.

Mr. President, in October, over 511,-
200 Minnesota social security recipients
will find their benefits increased as a re-
sult of Congress passing the 20-percent
social security inerease. Yet, because the
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increase did not carry with it a “pass
through” provision, many of these recip-
ients actually stand to lose benefits as
a result of the increase. Thus, over 3,000
people in Hennepin County who receive
both old-age assistance and social secu-
rity will find that the old-age assistance
has been cut back dollar for dollar to
take into account the social security in-
crease, The same effect will be felt by
those persons and families who receive
medical assistance, food stamps, public
housing, and veterans pensions.

Mr. President, last year when the Con-
gress passed the 10 percent social secu-
rity increase, many older Americans
faced the same problem then as they do
now—the Federal Government is giving
with one hand and taking the increase
away with the other hand. Last year, as
this year, it is a case of invisible hands
moving from invisible pockets.

Almost to the day last year, on Sep-
tember 24, 1971, I introduced S. 2576—
this legislation is currently pending be-
fore the Finance Committee—and its
purpose is the same as the legislation I
am introducing today: to pass through
for old-age assistance and Federal assist-
ance programs such as food stamps and
veterans pensions.

Mr. President, I call the attention of
the Senate to this previous legislation
precisely because I believe that we must
now move to end the necessity to return
to the Congress immediately after a
social security increase is passed to seek
a rider that would allow benefits to be
“passed through.”

The legislation I am introducing today
would be that kind of legislation. It
would prevent any loss in benefits by re-
quiring that social security increases be
disregarded when determining benefits
for other assistance programs.

Mr. President, it is my hope that when
the social security provisions of HR. 1
are considered by the Senate that the
Senate will close this loophole and in-
justice to older Americans.

AMENDMENT NO. 1619

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

- Mr. CRANSTON (for himself and Mr.
TUuKRNEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to the bill (H.R. 1),
supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1621

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
Finance Committee’s version of HR. 1,
which we have before us, is an important
step forward in our efforts to treat the
elderly fairly in America.

When taken together with the 20-
percent social security increase which
the Congress passed on June 29, it repre-
sents a major and long overdue recogni-
tion of our obligations to our senior
citizens.

Title XVI of the Finance Committee
bill deals with assistance to the aged,
blind, and disabled. These are the poorest
of the poor—the ones who need help the
most. When title XVI goes into effect in
January 1974, it will guarantee a mini-
mum $130 old age assistance standard
to every elderly citizen.

And because it allows elderly citizens
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to have $50 in social security or other
similar income without losing any of
the $130 in assistance, the passage of
title XVI will mean that an elderly per-
son with a small amount of social se-
curity income will be guaranteed $180 a
month.

This is a great improvement over the
old age assistance standard which now
prevails in many States.

But it will be 15 months before the
major changes incorporated in title XVI
can be put into effect. The problem is
what to do for these poverty stricken
senior citizens until January 1974, when
title XVI becomes law. Unless we act,
thousands of elderly people, who receive
both small social security checks and old
age assistance may not receive 1 penny
of additional benefits for 15 months.
For these people who could benefit sub-
stantially from the 20-percent social
security increase which was passed in
June, there may be no increase at all for
this whole period of 15 months.

Let me read parts of two letters I have
received from Minnesota concerning this
pitiful and cruel situation.

One poverty stricken widow wrote to
me saying that:

The Minneapolis Housing Authority is
raising my rent as a result of my increase in
Soclal Security . . . and I will be losing my
food stamps also. The way I figure it, I would
be better off without the raise.

Another elderly couple in Cushing,
Minn., sent me the notice of a rent in-
crease they had received from the hous-
ing authority and said that their old-age
assistance check was being reduced dol-
lar for dollar to take away every cent of
the social security increase. The elderly
wife wrote:

Senator, I just haven't been able to keep
up as it is and now to get a cut in our Old
Age checks, Living is so terribly high. Every-
thing is so terribly high. We pay taxes, in-
surance, we have payments. We don't begin
to have what we need.

My husband 1s a cripple from arthritis and
79. We are two people that just don’t like to
beg. We have no other income, just our
Social SBecurity and Old Age Assistance . . .
and now giving more on Social Security but
taking away Old Age Assistance ... we aren’t
getting any raise. What can be done?

These are typical letters. Recipients of
old-age assistance and aid to the blind
and disabled, those with veterans' pen-
sions, people receiving food stamps, the
medically indigent, and many people in
public housing are finding that the 20-
percent social security increase will mean
a reduction or even a loss of these other
benefits.

They may lose all or part of the 20~
percent social security increase because
present law allows the States to cut old-
age assistance levels dollar for dollar to
absorb that raise.

They may lose food stamp benefits.

Some—the “medically indigent”—may
lose part of their medicare benefits.

Some will see their public housing
rents raised to cut deeply into the 20-
percent social security increase which
we wanted for them.

So our immediate problem is to develop
a formula to guarantee the elderly the
increase in benefits right now, The pro-
visions of title XVI will be effective in
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15 months—but 15 months is a very long
time for an elderly citizen to wait for
some small improvement in his standard
of living.

On September 21, I introduced = bill to
guarantee that all social security recipi-
ents receive the full benefit of the 20 per-
cent social security increase. The amend-
ment which my colleague (Mr. Hum-
paReY) and I are offering now adapts
that bill to the changes made by the
Finance Committee in HR. 1. But the
object is still the same—to make it ab-
solutely certain that the elderly receive
the full 20 percent social security in-
crease which we passed in June.

The proposal in my amendment could
and should be put into effect immediately
because it is very simple. What it does is
to tell all the State agencies to continue
benefits to the elderly as though there
had been no 20-percent increase. In this
way no benefits are cut and the full 20
percent is “passed through” fo the
elderly.

Although this “pass through” does nof
have the identical results of the ap-
proach used in title XVI, it is largely con-
sistent with that approach—and it could
be implemented now.

In Minnesota, 60 percent of the 23,000
of the elderly citizens who receive old
age assistance—about 14,000 senior citi-
zens—will lose all or part of their social
security increase until January 1974 un-
less we provide for a passthrough, such as
I am proposing.

Another 2,000 elderly Minnesotans will
lose all entitlement to old age assistance
as a result of the 20-percent social secu-
rity increase. The committee’s bill pro-
tects this category of elderly citizens
against a loss of their medicaid benefits,
but it does not keep them from losing
food stamps as my amendment does.

In Minnesota, there are about 13,000
elderly in the “medically indigent” cate-
gory. They receive no cash old age assist-
ance, but they are covered by medicaid.
Many of these people will lose all or part
of their 20 percent social security in-
crease unless action is taken along the
lines I am proposing.

My amendment also protects social se-
curity recipients with veterans or other
Federal benefits, as well as those in fed-
erally supported public housing programs
from having part or all of the 20 percent
increase taken away from them.

The Congress intended them to have
the whole increase, and I think they
should have it.

Mr. President, I know that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
Lowg) is aware of the need for a “pass
through” in some form. He recognized its
importance on the Senate floor on Sep-
tember 12th in a discussion with several
Senators. He has shown a deep under-
standing of the problem because title
XVI of the Finance Committee bill—by
providing for a $50 disregard of social
security or other similar income—has its
own formula for a “pass through.” It is
a generous formula, but the problem is
that it does not take effect for 15 months.

I think that my formula is a good one
for meeting the interim problem. I urge
its adoption.
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AMENDMENTS NOS. 1622 THROUGH 1626

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

Mr. HARTEE submitted five amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 1), supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1627

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

Mr. HATFIELD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 1), supra.

CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 1612

. t(}IC)rdemd to be printed and to lie on the
able.)

Mr. ERVIN (for himself, Mr. ALLEN,
and Mr. GurNEY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them
jointly to the bill (8. 3970) to establish
a Council of Consumer Advisers in the
Executive Office of the President, to
establish an independent Consumer Pro-
tection Agency, and to authorize a pro-
gram of grants, in order to protect and
serve the interests of consumers, and for
other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1615

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

Mr. TUNNEY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 3970), supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1816

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

Mr. BIBLE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 3970), supra.

IMPORTATION OF UPHOLSTERY
REGULATORS—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 1620

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

Mr. BENNETT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 640) to amend the tariff
schedules of the United States to per-
mit the importation of upholstery regu-
lators, upholsterers’ regulating needles,
and upholsterers’ pins free of duty.

AMENDMENT NO. 1628

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
tha table,)

Mr. WILLIAMS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (H.R. 640), supra.

NOTICE OF HEARING
NOMINATIONS

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary,
I desire fto give notice that a public hear-
ing has been scheduled for Thursday,
October 5, 1972, at 10:30 am., in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, on the
following nominations:

Kevin Thomas Dufy, of New York, to
be U.S. district judge, southern district
of New York, vice Irving Ben Cooper,
retired.

Robert J. Ward, of New York, to be
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U.S. district judge, southern district of
New York, vice Frederick Van Pelt
Bryan, retired.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
sm:l;' representations as may be perti-
nen

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EasTLAND),
chairman, the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCrLELLAN), and the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. HRUSEA) .

NOTICE OF HEARING ON SECURITY
FOR THE ELDERLY IN PUBLIC
HOUSING

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Housing for the EIl-
derly of the Senate Special Committee on
Aging will continue hearings on *“Ade-
quacy of Federal Response to Housing
Needs of Older Americans” in the John
F. Kennedy Federal Building, room
2003-A, Boston, Mass., at 10 am. on
October 2. Testimony will center on se-
curity deficiencies in public housing for
the elderly.

As chairman of the subcommittee, I
have been deeply concerned by earlier
testimony indicating a clean-cut crisis
in erime, terrorism, and vandalism in
many public housing projects in major
cities. I believe that the Boston testi-
mony will provide very useful testimony,
not only about the extent of the problem,
but about feasible means to deal with it.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

AMERICAN LEGION RESOLUTION
ON PANAMA CANAL

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
American Legion has long had a splendid
history of supporting the best U.S. in-
terests at home and abroad. The resolu-
tions at their annual conventions have
gained a reputation for thoughtful con-
sideration of major issues facing this
country.

At the 54th annual national conven-
tion of the American Legion, the Legion-
naires endorsed many resolutions, but
there is one in particular that I would
like to single out at this time for its con-
cise statement of a complicated problem.
This is resolution 280 on the Panama
Canal.

As is evident from the daily press, the
present Government of the Republic of
Panamg is more and more directly
threatening U.S. rights in the Zone, They
are attempting to diminish or even abro-
gate an agreement freely arrived at in
1903, and reaffirmed in 1936 and 1955.
The American Legion resolution, there-
fore, is extremely timely. Among other
things, it points out:

First. Under the 1903 treaty with
Panama, the United States obtained a
grant in perpetuity of the use, occupa-
tion, and control of the Canal Zone terri-
tory with all sovereign rights, to the ex-
clusion of any such rights by Panama.

Second. The United States has an
overriding national security interest in
maintaining undiluted control over the
Canal Zone and Canal and its treaties




32678

with Great Britain and Columbia for the
efficient operation of the Canal.

Mr. President, these and other over-
riding factors have led the American
Legion to an inescapable conclusion.
The Legion reiterates “its uncompromis-
ing opposition to any new treaties or ex-
ecutive agreements with Panama that
would in any way reduce our indispensa-
able sovereisn control over the Panama
Canal or the Panama Canal Zone.” The
Legion further goes on record against the
proposals for a . so-called sea-level
canal, with all its attendant pitfalls.

I congratulate the American Legion
for displaying such wisdom and effort in
the public interest. It is typical of the
Legion to be so farsighted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Resolution No. 280 on the
Panama Canal, passed at the 54th an-
nual national convention of the Amer-
ican Legion in Chicago, Ill,, August 22-
24, 1972, be printed in the Recorb.

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

PanAMA CANAL
(Resolution No. 280)

Whereas, under the 1903 Treaty with
Panama, the United States obtained the
grant in perpetuity of the use, occupation,
and control of the Canal Zone territory with
all sovereign rights, power, and authority to
the entire exclusion of the exercise by Pan-
ama of any such sovereign rights, power or
authority as well as the ownership of all
privately held land and property in the Zone
by purchase from individual owners; and

Whereas, the United States has an over-
riding national security interest in maintain-
ing undiluted control over the Canal Zone
and Canal and its treaties with Great Britain
and Colombia for the efficient operation of
the Canal; and y

Whereas, the United States Government
is currently engaged in negotiations with the
Government of Panama to grant greater
rights to Panama both in the Canal Zone and
with respect to the Canal itself without
authorization of the Congress, which will
diminish, if not absolutely abrogate, the
present U. S. treaty-based sovereignty and
ownership of the Zone; and -

Whereas, these negotiations are being
utilized by the U. 8. Government in an effort
to persuade Panama to agree to the con-
struction of a “sea-level” canal eventually to
replace the present canal, and by the Pan-
amanian government in an attempt to gain
soverelgn control and jurisdiction over the
Canal Zone and effective control over the
operation of the Canal itself; and

Whereas, similar concessional negotiations
by the U. S. in 1967 resulted in three draft
treaties that were frustrated by the will of
the Congress of the United States because
they would have gravely weakened U. S.
control over the Canal and the Canal Zone;
and

Wheresa, the American pecple have con-
sistently opposed further concessions to any
Panamanian government that would further
weaken U.8. control; and

‘Whereas, many leading scientists have
demonstrated the probability that the re-
moval of natural ecological barriers between
the Pacific and Atlantic cceans entailed in
the opening of a sea-level canal would lead
to the spread of polsonous sea snakes and
Crown of Thorns coral into the Atlantic
where they are now unknown; and

‘Whereas, these dangers, plus the proba-
bility of others that would be caused by such
an upset of the natural balance now exist-
ing, which advocates of the sea-level canal
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ignore in their plans have not been satis-
factorily investigated by scientists; and

Whereas, The American Legion believes
that a treaty is a solemn obligation binding
on the parties and has consistently opposed
the abrogation, modification, or weakening
of the treaty of 1903; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by The American Legion in Na-
tional Convention assembled in Chicago,
TNlinois, August 22, 23, 24, 1972, that the Le-
gion reiterate its uncompromising opposition
to any new treaties or executive agreements
with Panama that would in any way reduce
our indispensable sovereign control over the
Panama Canal or the Panama Canal Zone;
and be it further :

Resolved, that The American Legion op-
pose the construction of a new “sea-level”
canal, as advocated by the Atlantic-Pacific
Canal Study Commission dangerous, and sub-
ject to the irresponsible control of a weak
Panamanian government; and be it finally

Resolved, that The American Legion re-
iterate its strong support for resuming the
modernization of the present Panamsa Canal
as provided in the current Third Locks-
Terminal Lake plan legislation introduced
and supported by so many Members of
Congress.

MILES W. KIRKPATRICK

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I was dis-
turbed to read a story in yesterday’s
Washington Evening Star-News which
discussed a report prepared by the
Washington public relations firm of
Robert R. Mullen & Co. The report en-
titled, “The Federal Trade Commission:
Where Next?" is based on the assump-
tion that President Nixon will be re-
elected. Basically, the report states that
business will be able to “command al-
most forgotten consideration”. from a
reshaped FTC presided over by David
S. Dennison, Jr. Furthermore, the report
projects that key programs undertaken
by current FTC Chairman Miles W.
Kirkpatrick will never see the light of
day. The report says that “Administra-
tion officials now feel reform has gone
too far.”

In sum, this report appears to be a
pink slip for Chairman Kirkpatrick and
an appointment to the chairmanship for
Commissioner Dennison.

Miles W. Kirkpatrick is the best friend
the American consumer has had since
John F. Kennedy enunciated the Con-
sumer Bill of Rights some 10 years ago.
Kirkpatrick is an outstanding leader of
an agency which had come close to being
subservient to the industries which it
regulates. Under Chairman Kirkpatrick’s
direction, the Federal Trade Commission
has restored my faith in the viability of
the independent regulatory agency sys-
tem. Chairman Kirkpatrick deserves the
highest marks for fairness, temperate-
ness, and evenhanded judgment. To
undermine his hold on the agency with
rumor and innuendo is most disturbing.
I believe I speak for 200 million Ameri-
cal people when I say, “We appreciate
your work, we need you to continue on.”

This report is most unjust to Commis-
sioner Dennison, who has been a fair
and evenhanded Commissioner during
his short term on the FTC. Should
Chairman Kirkpatrick retire and Mr.
Dennison be appointed Chairman, the
Mullen & Co. report paints a dismal
picture for the future of consumer pro-
tection. And similarly it places Mr. Den-
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nison in a corner. For in light of the Mul-
len report, were Mr. Dennison to be ap-
pointed Chairman, he would have an
uphill struggle to convince the Ameri-
can people and the Congress that he will
be fair and not a captive of the regu-
lated industries,

- But perhaps the most perplexing thing
about this report is its authorship. I
would discount it purely as Washington
public relations trash were it not for the
authority with which Robert R. Mul-
len & Co. seems to speak. This is the firm
that acted as a conduit for hundreds of
thousands of dairy industry dollars prior
to the Department of Agriculture’s rais-
ing prices on milk last year. This is the
firm that employed the illusive Mr. Hunt,
known for his derring-do in the Water-
gate caper. This is the firm which, al-
though located across the street from the
White House, is often reputed to be “on
the same switchboard.”

If the predictions of the appointments

and resignations prove true, then I for
one will insist that Mullen & Co. repre-
sentatives testify at the confirmation
hearing for the new Federal Trade Com-
missioners.
_ Mr. President, Miles W. Kirkpatrick
is an outstanding example of the kind of
regulator the American people need. And
David S. Dennison, Jr., has proved him-
self, so far, to be equally fair and honest.
For Mullen & Co. to paint this picture
without documentation would be unfor-
givable. But if Mullen & Co can document
its claims, then a far more grievous prob-
lem exists in our regulatory system and-
in the Nixon administration.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Washington Evening Star-
News article be printed in the Recorp.

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

Ap AcENcY Rerorr SEEs “Sorrter” FTC

(By Balley Morris)

A private report being ecirculated among
high-level advertising agency executives con-
cludes that the “militant” proconsumer
stance of the Federal Trade Commission is
about to be replaced by one friendlier to
business.

According to the report, which was com-
missioned by the American Association of
Advertising Agencies, business will be able
to “command almost forgotten considera-
tion" from a reshaped agency chaired by
David 8. Dennison Jr. a Nixon appointee.

Changes at the FTC, which is character-
ized as reform-minded and youth motivated
under current chairman, Miles W. Kirk-
patrick, may be gradual, but key programs
will never see the light of day, the report
predicts.

Entitled, “The Federal Trade Commission:
Where Next?, the report was prepared by
the Washington public relations firm of Rob-
ert R. Mullen & Co. and is largely based on
the “assumption that President Nixon” is re-
elected.

VOICE OF REASON

It says without qualification that Kirk-
patrick, as rumored, is planning to leave at
year-end and that Dennison, “who has be-
come known as the voice of reason” is ex-
pected to succeed him as head of the Five-
member panel.

Qnol;lng un-named FTC spokesmen and
other outside “sources’”, the report says “ad-
ministration officlals now feel reform has
gone too far" at the agency.

As a result, the report says, “appointments
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of individuals favoring more strict inter-

pretation of the laws, at all stafl levels and

for two additional slots on the commission,
itself, will be encouraged.”

Key Kirkpatrick era measures, such as a
controversial counter advertising program
for both television and print media and one
requiring advertisers to back up their ad
claims will not, in the long run, become
standard remedies, the report states,

Other proposed corrective measures which
would ban a product or a product name, and
require warning notices in advertising for
specified products, are also expected to ap-
pear rarely, if at all, under new FTC leader-
ship.

MOMENTUM EFFECT

But, the report says, “the momentum of
certain policies and methods will carry for
& time, and in fact, may become fixtures.”

Among these programs outlined in the
report is a previously unannounced one that
would result in the “voluntary preclearance
of national television advertising” with the
FTC.

The report says that Robert Pitofsky, head
of the FTC's bureau of consumer protection
and the “man most responsible for the ex-
tremism” at the FTC will soon initiate such
a system.

Under the expanded TV monitoring system,
advertisers would voluntarily pre-clear their
national advertising with the FTC whose
national advertising division *“will screen
either storyboards or films before the com-
mercials are scheduled.”

Major studies probing the structure of in-
dustries such as fuels, drugs and food prod-

«ucts are likely to continue as are profit-data
and statistical gathering projects on con-
glomerates, the report predicts.

It is possible that precedent-sefting cases
such as the FTC's proposed shared monopoly
case against the cereal industry may be car-
ried forward for a time, the report says, ex-
plaining that:

“Just as key commitments eannot suddenly
be altered or abandoned, neither can the basic
thinking that presently permeates the FIC."

BARRIER THEORY

Noting that the cereal case is based on the
theory that “advertising is a barrier to the
entry of new companies (into an industry)
and new products in a given market,” the re-
port says this kind of case moves the FTC
in a new direction.

It has moved the agency “beyond the tra-
ditional FTC realm of unfair and deceptive
practices into the sophisticated area of anti-
trust violation,” the report says.

But the cereal case is likely to involve a
long and costly legal test, the report adds.
And other FTC advertising cases against some
of the nation’s largest companies are now
involved in “protracted consent negotiations™
and may be decided by a “potentially more
temperate post-Kirkpatrick” commission, the
report says.

SIMILAR ATTITUDES

The ‘“‘more temperate commission,” as out=
lined in the report, would be one composed
of individuals who reinforce Dennison’s “more
moderate approach,” the report says.

‘When Dennison is appointed chailrman, it
explains, a Republican vacancy on the com-
mission will be opened up.

Two additional appointments under the
Nixon Administration are expected, the re-
port says, when the term of Mary Gardiner
Jones expires next September and A. Everett
MacIntyre, who is beyond retirement age,
comes up for reappointment review in Janu-
ary.

“The only doubt over the new Commis-
sioners’ basic attitudes will hover over the
slot marked MacIntyre, the reports says, not-
ing that he is a Democrat and that it is
possible, but far from likely under a GOP
administration, his successor could be “an
anti-establishment liberal.”
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FRIEND OF BUSINESS

Paul Rand Dixon, the report adds, former
chairman of the FTC and a Democrat whose
term expires in 1974, understands “the prob-
lems of business” and abhors “blind con-
sumerism,” the report adds. “Business will
continue to have a friend in Paul Rand Dix-
on,"” It says.

Likely to succeed Pitofsky as head of the
Bureau of Consumer Protection, described by
the report as the real nerve center of the
agency, is Gerald Thain, who now heads the
national advertising effort.

“...Thain is considered more aggressive
and less objective than Pitofsky...unlike
Pitofsky, he would not have the luxury of
independence...in addition, he would not
have carte blanche from an indulgent Miles
Kirkpatrick,” the report concludes.

As the “new commission takes hold” and
shifts away from a “rattling chains” policy of
experimental cases and economic study ex-
peditions, “consumer. Crusaders and young
Turk types will probably find FTC employ-
ment unappealing and leave,” the report
concludes.

The Mullen company was retained by the
American Association of Advertising Agen-
cies to monitor the FTC’s highly publicized
advertising hearings and subsequent actions
and to present its findings in the report
which was issued over the summer.

SALES OF WHEAT AND FEED GRAINS
TO RUSSIA

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, there con-
tinues to be a great amount of adverse
and inaccurate publicity regarding our
recent sale of wheat and feed grains to
Russia, It is possible that some irregu-
larities or mishandling of these huge ex-
ports may be uncovered, but most of the
charges thus far have been inaccurate
and, for the most part, for partisan polit-
ical purposes.

One of the prime examples of erro-
neous publicity is an editorial which ap-
peared in the Western Livestock Re-
porter, published at Billings, Mont., by its
publisher, Pat Goggins.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a copy
of my letter to Mr. Goggins and a copy of
his editorial on which the letter was
based.

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

U.S. BENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, D.C., September 28, 1972,
Mr. PAT GOGGINS,
Publisher, Western Livestock Reporter,
Billings, Mont.

Dear Mer. GogeiNs: This letter is in refer-
ence to your recent column in the Western
Livestock Reporter which is critical of the
recent sale of wheat to Russia. Most of the
statements you make are so inaccurate that
few people would believe them. Let me get
you straightened out on a couple of your
vicious and inaccurate charges. In your dis-
cussion of the wheat sale you state:

“Yes, we sell it to the Communist Russian
countries for less than we sell it to Japan
who pays cash, Maybe we don't want cash.
Maybe we just like to do business on con=-
tract papers.”

The last sale of wheat to Russia under the
Kennedy-Johnson Administration was paid
for in full with dollars. This recent sale is
under the same commercial credit terms as
granted to European countries and Japan,

Since Russia is the biggest gold exporting
country and is now selling a great deal of
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gold on the world markets, they may well
be paying for most of it in cash.

Under the sales agreement the interest
rate is 614 % when the credit is guaranteed
by American banks and 71 % when guaran-
teed by foreign banks. The export subsidy
has always varied depending on world prices
as related to domestic prices. The only rea-
son for the export subsidy is to permit the
United States exporters which, in this case,
are the grain companies, to meet the some=-
what lower export prices set by Canada and
other exporting countries. This is a practice
which has been followed ever since our Fed-
eral Government went out of the business
of handling export sales and turned it over
to private grain companies more than 20
years ago.

In the case of the Russian sale in the
Kennedy-Johnson Administration, the ex-
port subsidy on durum wheat was 84¢ a
bushel and 65¢ a bushel for hard red winter
wheat. Much of this last wheat sale to Rus-
sia was under a very low export subsidy.
Secretary Butz, when the domestic price
and the export subsidy began to rise sharply,
set a limit un the export subsidy of 47¢ a
bushel. This applied to wheat sales to all
nations, including Russia.

You state further:

“The Russians are short of wheat from a
drought. The only reason they are dealing
with us is because they are short of wheat.
Japan needs it and they need it every year.
Why then, would we sell it to Russia for
less than we sell it to a cash paying country
who is a regular customer and will be.”

Japan has been a regular customer of ours,
as well as of Canada. While very helpful, our
exports to them are less than 100 million
bushels a year. This is very minimal when
compared with our 800 million bushel carry-
over as of July 1 and our estimated new crop
of 1.5 billion bushels. A carryover of this size
is costly to the Federal Government and has
meant & very low price to producers. On May
15 of this year the price of wheat at James-
town, North Dakota, reached the lowest it
had been since 1944,

This sale to Russia has not jeopardized
our future trade with Japan. Equally im-
portant, the recent sales to Russia and China
could open up a vast new and badly needed
outlet for our surplus wheat.

In these huge sales of wheat and feed
grains—the biggest trade transaction be-
tween any two countries in history—there
could be some irregularities and question-
able or even illegal procedures. There are
some investigations being conducted now by
Congressional Committees and the FBI. A
thorough investigation would be highly de-
sirable and it is entirely possible that it
could give guidance to some possible further
necessary legislation in this area.

Wheat and feed grain producers are pres-
ently being subjected to much the same crit-
icism that cattlemen were over the prices of
meat and hides. Feed cattle prices have
dropped considerably, but consumers in most
big retail markets are still not getting any
benefit from it.

The furor over the cost of hides a while
back has much in common with wheat
prices. The cost of the hide in a pair of
women's shoes is about equivalent to the cost
of the wheat in a loaf of bread.

Just one more point, and it is an impor-
tant one. Our balance of payments with the
rest of the world has become a serious prob-
lem. This wheat and feed grain sale will re-
duce that deficit by more than a billion dol-
lars.

I farmed all my life before I came to the
Benate and my three sons are farming now.
We, too, are in the cattle business as well as
grain farming. From my observations most
cattlemen are reasonable people, but people
like you who would like to see every grain
producer go broke and cattlemen alone have
a good price, do a great disservice—espe-
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cially to the cattlemen. You try to give them
an image that they don't want and don’t
deserve.
Sincerely yours,
MmtoN R. YoUNG.

AsISEEIT...

Is there anyone left at all in the United
States Government Foreign Trade Council
who has any idea of a dollar for dollar trade
negotiation? Is there anyone left who believes
in getting cash for our goods and services?

I sometimes wonder about our latest work-
ings and trades with the Communists. We've
stayed away from trading with Communists
for a lot of years and from the standpoint of
broad, over all world outlook, I think it's
the best, however, we are now deciding to
trade with them and trade with paper.

You know, Russia owes us multi-millions,
They are going to settle with the United
States at 5 cents on the dollar. This is
quite a trade. So what do we do? We turn
around and make a billion dollar deal with
them on wheat. It is a paper negotiation and
must we sell it to them at bargain prices.

Yes, we sell it to the Communist Russian
countries for less than we sell it to Japan
who pays cash. Maybe we don't want cash,
Maybe we just like to do business on con-
tract paper. The Russians are short of wheat
from a drought. The only reason they are
dealing with us is because they are short
of wheat. Japan needs it and they need it
every year. Why then, would we sell it to
Russla for less than we sell it to a cash pay-
ing country who is a regular customer and
will be.

I wish I could have somebody explain’ to
me the reasoning,

I saw a letter from a major controller of
a string of elevators in our country who sent
a letter out to all of their elevator opera-
tors, telling them mot to release any barley
out of their elevators for less than $2.50 per
cwt. With feeder cattle prices rising, and
the prospect of a spiraling feed cost, we are
going to have to have £38 to $40 fat cattle
i the intermountain region to make these
feeder cattle work.

Some seem to feel that with wheat price
rising the limit almost every day, it is going
to take wheat out as a feedgrain as it has
been in the last few years. This puts the
pressure on barely. A short barley crop is
in evidence in all states except North Dakota
and with a over-population of feedlots, what
is golng to be the result?

Either fat cattle rise about 85 to $6 per
hundred or someone loses his shirt.

I like to be optimistic. I dislike painting
a dim picture but this trade with Communist
countries for no money looks worse than
ridiculous.

‘There is no doubt that the U.S. grain
growers need help. It's a situation that is
very critical but to sell it to Communist
Russia for less money than American bakers
have to pay or for less money than a steady
customer like Japan who pays cash, seems
almost on the edge of being stupid. And
America didn't get to be the country it is by
pulling such nonsense.

DEATH WITH DIGNITY NEEDS TO
BE STUDIED

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, recently
the Senate Special Committee on Aging,
of which I am chairman, began a frankly
exploratory series of hearings into the
public issues related to a subject which
is sometimes called “Death With Dig-
nity” or by other titles which guestion
the right to prolong life by extraordinary
means when all hope for recovery—or in
some cases, even for consciousness or
Tucidity—has vanished.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

As was stressed at the outset of the
hearings, the committee had no precon-
ceived conclusions on the subject. We
merely sought testimony as to when and
under what circumstances death should
be allowed to come naturally to the hope-
lessly ill. Our witnesses represented the
segments of society which are most im-
mediately affected by the actions and
implications of extraordinary life-sus-
taining medical practices: the elderly
and their families, social workers, the
medical and legal professions, ethicvists
and members of the clergy. At the con-
clusion of the hearings, we welcomed
and, indeed, sought comments from the
public. We asked for their assessment
of the adequacy of present health care
arrangements for the terminally ill pa-
tient and his family.

The timeliness and appropriateness of
the committee inquiry is described in an
article entitled “‘Death With Dignity’
Needs To Be Studied”, which appeared
in the Syracuse, N.Y., Post-Standard of
August 18.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the Recorb.

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

“DeaTH WIiTH DIicNIrY” NEEDS TOo BE STUDIED

The Senate Special Committee on Aging
recently conducted three days of hearings
where there was thought about the unthink-
able and talk about the untalkable—and
three cheers for finally broaching the subject.
They spent three days discussing “death with
dignity,” and although the word euthanasia
was meticulously avolded, most witnesses ad-
vocated allowing death to come naturally to
the hopelessly ill—which might be consid-
ered passive euthanasia.

The very idea—at least as an open cov-
enant openly arrived at—is such a wvirgin
one on the American scene that we neither
advocate it nor condemn it, but would like
to hear much more on the subject from
the elderly, general public, medical profes-
sion, philosophers, and other groups.

Most witnesses at the hearings, including
representatives from all of the above cate-
gories, said it was inhumane to keep the
dying alive, often against their wishes, long
after chances of recovery were reduced to
zero, They claimed that the concept of
hating to acknowledge defeat—in the vain
bellef a medical miracle would occur—re-
sulted in patients being, as one witness put
it, “bedridden, diapered, tube-fed and com-
pletely unaware, to live out artificial lives
prolonged by the marvels of science.

Most said that neither the medical profes-
sion nor the general public has learned to
accept death as a function of life, as natural
as birth.

Many cited personal experiences, and there
were suggestions to require uniform laws to
relieve the pressure on doctors to keep pa-
tients alive or face malpractice sults, allow
“living wills” so a competent person could
specifically refuse treatments to keep him
technically alive when hope for recovery is
gone, changing procedures so nursing homes
serve the meeds of the terminally ill or so
that patients can die at home among friends,
and new legal definitions of death regarding
irreversible brain damage.

As the committee chairman, Sen. Frank
Church, D-Idaho, admitted, the issue of
“death with dignity” was a “novel” subject
for the Senate to be probing. But it is cer-
tainly an important one.

There are many aspects of the subject yet
to be explored—religious tenets, the possi-
ble abuse by greedy relatives eager for an
inheritance, the possible incorrect diagnosis
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by physiclans, premature end of treatments
in the belief that death is near, and so on.

But many of the elderly themselves are
pressing for “death with dignity”—allowing
natural death to come. A great many people
fear that some day they may become “vege-
tables”—a burden on their families and so-
ciety, and existing without a functioning
brain or bedridden in perpetual great pain
merely because machines can replace most
of their body organs.

Much more study and discussion are called
for, because as things stand now, no phy-
sician, patient, relative of potential patient
has any choice but to extend life or have
it extended, regardless of the wishes of any
or all. The fact that many times this prac-
tice is not followed only makes the legal
and ethical quandaries that much more in
need of resolution, or at least full alring.

SENATOR McGOVERN AND
AMNESTY

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, an article
entitled “McGovern Fuzzes Ammesty,”
written by Ted Knap, and published in
the Pittsburgh Press of September 20
covers in detail a point I made earlier
this week. Because I think this point
cannot be emphasized enough, I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed in the RECORD. 3

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

McGoverN FUZZES AMNESTY
(By Ted Enap)

Sen. George S. McGovern's effort to take
the radical stamp off some of his positions
is creating problems of credibility.

None is more clear than on the issue of
amnesty, where there is a huge gap between
what Sen. McGovern says and the facts.

The Democratic presidential nominee is
on record in favor of general, unconditional
amnesty for the thousands of young Amerl-
cans who evaded the draft rather than serve
in the armed forces during the Vietnam war.

He would not even require compensatory
public service.

This position made Sen. McGovern the
youth favorite and enabled him to recruit an
organization of volunteers that helped win
the nomination. But it is a position opposed
by a majority of older voters, according to
the polls.

So when Sen. McGovern was asked about
amnesty in Pittsburgh last Wednesday at a
meeting with local Democratic leaders, he
responded by saying first that he would not
invoke amnesty until the war is over and
American prisoners are home.

IMMORAL WAR

He could then follow precedent other
presidents have taken—that is, provide am-
nesty for those who in conscience refused
to serve in & war they considered immoral.
He continued that it would be a *general
amnesty” for draft evaders but not deserters.

Sen. McGovern went on to say, as he has
frequently in public speeches, that President
Calvin Coolidge *“provided amnesty after
World War I—and he certainly was no
radieal."”

Sen. McGovern said President Harry 8.
Truman did it “somewhat differently, but
under a general amnesty” after World War II.

That is not true or even close to the truth.
Because Sen. McGovern's staff has a Library
of Congress research report on the subject,
it is hard to believe that he doesn't know
what really did happen.

There is no precedent for general amnesty
for wartime draft evaders.

More pertinent is what happened in re-
gard to the last three wars.

World War I—no amnesty for draft evaders.
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What Coolidge did in 1924 was pardon about
100 men who had deserted from the armed
forces after the war.

Fifteen years after the armistice, President
Franklin D. Roosevelt granted amnesty and
restored citizenship to the World War I draft
evaders who had been prosecuted and served
their sentences.

TRUMAN PARDONS

World War II—Mr. Truman in 1847 par-
doned 1,523 out of 15,806 who had violated
the draft law during the war.

Korean war—total absence of amnesty.

Sen. McGovern's attempt to make his
amnesty position seems less radical by giving
it the aura of presidential precedent is, to
put it kindly, less than forthright.

A smaller credibility question has arisen
over the most fundamental part of Sen. Mc-
Govern's Vietnam war position.

In the beginning, Sen. McGovern said he
would withdraw all U.S. forces from South
Vietnam within 90 days after Inauguration.
He was loudly applauded, but later encoun-
tered opposition from those who feared he
might abandcn American prisoners of war.

So Sen. McGovern now says that within
90 days after he became president “every
American prisoner and every American
soldier” would be home.

BALANCED GROWTH AND ITS RELA-
TION TO RESTORING “A SENSE OF
COMMUNITY” IN OUR NATION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
invite the attention of Senaftors to the
September issue of Future magazine, the
official magazine of the U.S. Jaycees, and
their particular attention to the cover
article, for it was written by our good
friend, the junior Senator from New
Hampshire, Senator THoMAs J. Mc-
INTYRE.

This is a remarkable issue, Mr. Presi-
dent.

It is as bold and challenging and rele-
vant in content as it is in format, color
and design, and the tone for the issue
is set by Senator McINTYRE's urgent call
for a policy of balanced national growth.

What is remarkable about this article,
Mr, President, is that Senator McINTYRE
brings together all of the familiar argu-
ments for a blanced distribution of peo-
ple through a balanced distribution of
economic opportunity and then adds a
new and insightful element that demands
our consideration.

Our colleague writes,

No challenge before us, is greater than
restoring a “sense of community” to Ameri-
cans everywhere . . . The crisis in relation-
ship between individual Americans and the
societies in which they live is no less in-
sistent of resolution than the crisis in the
relationship between man and nature. More-
over, the two crises are so interwoven that
neither can be fully met without meeting
the other.

Mr, President, Senator McINTYRE then
links the loss of our sense of community
to the imbalance of population and op-
portunity by saying:

In very simple terms, people who are forced
to live in a given community by influences
beyond their control will not—indeed, can-
not, develop a sense of community, for in-
trinsie to a healthy sense of community is
{freedom of choice.

Our colleague rightly points out that
poll after poll in recent years has indi-
cated that half to two-thirds of our peo-
ple do not live where they want to live,
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and he observes that it is impossible to
build that spirit of cooperation mutual
respect and good will so erucial to a sense
of community on a bedrock of resent-
ment and bitterness.

Senator McINTYRE rounds the dimen-
sions of this aspect of his argument by
contending that the collective recogni-
tion that every person in a given com-
munity counts, that what he or she thinks
or says is deserving of consideration, is
equally essential to a healthy sense of
community.

He writes:

I firmly believe, that much, perhaps all
of today's social ferment—the divisiveness,
bitterness, rancor, suspicion and cynicism
about our leaders, our institutions, our gov-
ernment and our political processes—can be
laid to the fact that millions of Americans—
from the heart of the festering ghettoes to
dying Main Streets across this land—have be-
come convinced that they can no ionger chart
thelr own destinies and are helpless, voice-
less, and totally without recognition or in-
fluence.

Contending that Americans lost their
‘“precious sense of community'” and their
sense of personal significance to the
forces of accelerated time, accelerated
technological advance, accelerated in-
dustrial development and accelerated
urbanization—most of which, he right-
ly points out, took place with little
thought to their impact on the social
as well as the natural environment.

He writes:

We were simply overwhelmed by a growth
movement not only awesome in speed and
dimension, but heedless in direction, We
neither foresaw nor prepared for the reckless
drain and despoilment of our national re-
sources or the terrible straln on our social
fabric.

The basic pattern of population dis-
tribution, he notes, was designed by the
play of economic forces and few other
considerations, because people must live
where there are jobs and the location of
Jjobs is not their choice.

But there is still hope, he concludes.
It is not too late for men to act ration-
ally and responsibly as architects of both
the social and the natural environment.

As a nation, we stand at the brink of
a new maturity, he writes, a maturity
that tells us it is time to stop, retrace our
path, pick up the values we dropped
along the way, take careful stock of
what we have and what we are—and de-
cide exactly where we are going.

And then Senator McINTYRE tells us
which direction he wants to see us take:

I want us to create an America with elbow
room and breathing space, I want to see an
America where revitalized smaller cities, me-
dium-sized cities, villages, and new towns,
can make it possible for 300 million of us
to live in less congestion tomorrow than 200
million of us live today.

I want to see an urban America freed of
the blight of congestion and pollution and
crime and drugs and despair. I want to see
an urban America with the amenities of life
restored for all Americans,

Senator McINTYRE concludes:

In that Ameriea, people could live where
they wanted to live.

In that America, people could feel that
they belonged and that they counted.

In that America, people everywhere could
regain and nurture that all-important sense
of community,
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Senator McINTYRE tells us.

“We shall survive” better and stronger
than ever before., But our work is cut out
for us. Government and citizenry must work
together to achieve the ultimate goal: an
America capable of meeting a realistic
growth within a sane environment.”

To accomplish what the junior Sena-
tor from New Hampshire is calling for
will require a new, and much broader
look at our Nation’s problems. It also
will require some new approaches to pol-
icy formation and changes in our tradi-
tional institutions and manner of han-
dling our Nation’s affairs.

I have been addressing myself spe-
cifically to these concerns since returning
to the Senate and I will soon introduce a
bill entitled “The Balanced National
Growth and Development Act of 1972,
which it is hoped will provide the start
I believe our Nation needs to begin work-
ing towards the ends which the Senator
from New Hampshire so elogquently has
outlined in his article.

As a nation of free men and women,
we must not let the exercise of our free-
doms blind us to the need for planning
and designing our future. If we fail to
plan for our Nation’s future we may not
as individuals be able to protect our own
freedoms and future. We have the intel-
ligence, the wealth, and the power as a
nation to create any type of future which
the people of this Nation desire. What we
lack is “the will,” “the conviction,” “the
courage,” “the determination,” and “the
leadership” to take this admittedly chal-
lenging task head-on. I believe the bill I
shall be introducing soon will give Ameri-
cans new hope and encouragement fo
meet this challenge enthusiastically.

Mr, President, I commend the junior
Senator from New Hampshire for pre-
senting an argument for balanced na-
tional growth that is as sensitive and per-
ceptive as it is forceful and convincing.

I ask unanimous consent that Senator
McInTyYRrE's article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Meca-PoruuTioN: THE ULTIMATE CRISIS

(By U.S. Senator TaomMas J. MCINTYRE)

No challenge before us is greater than re-
storing a “sense of community” to Americans
everywhere. And I submit that meeting this
challenge will require a revolution In think-
ing equal to that demanded by the environ-
mental crisis.

The crisis in relationship between individ-
ual Americans and between Americans and
the socleties in which they live in no less
insistent of resolution than the crisis in the
relationship between man and nature. More-
over, the two crises are so interwoven that
neither can be Iully met without meeting
the other.

In very simple terms, people who are
forced to live in a given community by in-
fluences beyond their control will not—in-
deed, cannot—develop a sense of community.
Intrinsic to a healthy sense of community is
freedom of choice. That freedom of choice
must exist before rational solutions can be
discovered and implemented.

It is impossible to bulld that spirit of co-
operation, mutual respect, and good will so
crucial to a sense of community on a bedrock
of resentment and bitterness.

Equally essential to a healthy sense of
community is the collective recognition that
every person in that community counts, that
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what he or she thinks or says is deserving of
consideration. Only with this realization can
we hope to combat the serious ills now
threatening us.

I firmly believe that much, perhaps all, of
today's social ferment—the divisiveness, bit-
terness, rancor, suspicion, and cynicism about
our leaders, our institutions, our government
and our political processes—can be laid to
the fact that many millions of Americans—
from the heart of the festering ghettoes to
dying Main Streets across this land—have
become convinced that they can no longer
chart their own destinies and are helpless,
voiceless, and totally without recognition or
influence.

Regardless of the outcome of the upcoming
elections, this campaign year surely has re-
vealed how endemic such feelings are in
America.

What 1s needed now is a bipartisan attack
on the root causes, because the “revolution”
in thinking that I'm talking about is not a
partisan issue.

Now, how did we Americans lose our pre-
clous sense of community? We lost it to the
forces of accelerated time, accelerated tech-
nological advance, accelerated industrial de-
velopment, accelerated urbanization, and ac-
celerated population growth.

We were simply overwhelmed by a growth
movement not only awesome in speed and
dimension, but heedless in direction. We
neither foresaw nor prepared for the reckless
drain and despoilment of our natural re-
sources or the terrible strain on our social
fabric. We plunged ahead with speed but
without sufficient caution, we don’t take
enough of our actions into serious consider-
atlon.

At the turn of the century, 60 per cent of
the total U.8. population lived in rural areas.
Indeed, 40 per cent still lived on farms.

But in the span of one lifetime—1900 to
1970—the American economy was trans-
formed from agrarian to industrial-techno-
logical and the ratio of urban to farm resi-
dents shifted from nearly one-to-one to 15-
to-one. By the 1850's the countryside was
losing a million people a year to the cities!

Former Agriculture Secretary Orville L.
Freeman has described the outflow of rural
residents since the end of World War II as
“the greatest population migration within one
nation that mankind has ever known.”

One of the first major public figures to
sound the alarm about the growing rural-
urban imbalance, Freeman repeatedly point-
ed out that the migrants from rural Amer-
ica to the metropolises have been primarily
the best equipped and the least equipped in
terms of ability and trailning.

Departure of the best, he says, stripped the
countryside of vital human resources. And
arrival of the least equipped compounded
the problems of the cities.

The exodus from the countryside left in
its wake empty farm homes, empty stores, a
reduced economic base hard pressed to sup-
port good schools, doctors, and social services.
And in all too many rural areas it bred hope-
lessness and despair.

Today, less than one-tenth of all employ-
ment in the United States is in land-using
industries—agriculture, forestry, fisheries, or
mineral extraction. One-tenth only!

And today, 756 per cent of our 209 million
people are living on less than two per cent
of the total land surface of this nation!

Moreover, by the year 2000 that figure seems
certain to rise to 85 per cent. Today most of
us are jammed into four major megalopolitan
areas: one reaching from Boston to Washing-
tom, one along the foot of the Great Lakes,
a third from Santa Barbara to S8an Diego, and
the last along the east coast of Florida, By
the year 2000 we can expect to see a single
continuous city of 856 million people stretch-
ing all the way from northeast Maryland to
Northampton, Massachusetts.

This is insane!
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Stufling 75 to 85 per cent of our people,
cars, smokestacks, and problems into less
than two per cent of our space was certain
to create staggering environmental, economic,
and social problems.

Large cities overload the capacity of air to
clean itself. So is it any wonder that airline
pilots see a brown mist over every major
metropolitan area? Or that astronauts, from
20,000 miles up, can see the smog cover over
Los Angeles? Or that more than 30 per cent
of California’s people have eye or respiratory
irritation and allergies? And the problem
ETOWS.

We pump 173 tons of contaminants into
our atmosphere every year—and we pump
most of it from metropolitan areas that can't
handle it.

The same holds true for the waterways
around most major population centers. One
river in Ohio is so polluted with combustible
contaminants that it is actually considered
a fire hazard!

Should it come as a surprise, then, that
by next year 90 percent of our urban popu-
lation will need secondary sewage systems?

And this lead us into the economic prob-
lum of concentrated growth and population.
Bigness does mnot equate with goodness.
There comes a point in growth where dis-
economies of scale outweigh the economies.
Cities ean become s0 big, as we've seen time
and again, as to lose all traces of economic
viability.

For instance: Police protection costs only
$13.45 per capita per year in cities of less than
50,000 population; $20.89 per capita In cities
of from 100,000 to 200,000; but $48.77 per
capita per year in cities with more than a mil-
lion population!

Another example: One Midwest city of
50,000 budgets about $500,000 a year for iis
total street department spending. But one
study I've seen holds that each New Yorker
who moves to the suburbs costs the city over
$20,000 in capital outlay for the facilities he
needs to drive to and from work in the
City. And in Washington, D.C., this study
reports the per capita cost to accommodate
commuting is even higher.

What I am saying, then, is that a city can
get s0 big that the cost of providing services
increases drastically out of proportion to
total population increases. These costs—for
fire and police protection, sanitation, parks
and recreation—have jumped by $2 and $3
billion in less than four years. Local taxes
and utility rates have shot up by $1.2 billion
& year, and they still can't keep pace.

In the last 10 years, we've spent £160 bil-
lion trying to solve urban problems. De-
spite this incredible outlay we are still $8.3
billion short in meeting mass transit needs,
$7.56 billion short in meeting sanitation and
water quallty control requirements, $3 bil-
lion short in urban renewal, $350 million
short in public housing, and $1.7 million be-
hind in meeting law enforcement needs.

It is impossible to ignore these massive ur-
ban problems. But it is equally impossible to
ignore the harsh fact that the crisis mental-
ity brought on by the very scope of the prob-
lems has time and again pushed us Into
hastily adopted proj which, as a re-
cent Brookings Institution study emphat-
ically underscored, turned out to be poorly
concelved, badly misdirected, and Incredibly
expensive.

Surely it 1s obvious to everyone that the
great soclal problems of our day—from crime
to drugs to race conflict to welfare to cor-
ruption—are concentrated in direct ratio to
where people are concentrated.

Some of the tenslons of congestion are ob-
vious. Others are more subtle. How much does
it take to wear away that thin veneer of
civility so erucial to order, public tranquility,
and sense of community?

How much noise? How much uncollected
garbage? How many trafic jams? At the
turn of the century you could go through the
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heart of New York City at 11 miles an hour in
a horse and buggy. Today with a 350 horse-
bower car, six miles an hour would set a
track record.

1t is tempting to blame density of popula-
tion as the only cause of social costs in ur-
banized America, but that may be too slmple
an answer.

We can look at one set of figures that tell
us that Manhattan, with two million people
jammed into a very small area, has more
murders each year than all of England and
Wales combined. But is population density
the reason?

Hong Eong is the most densely populated
city in the world—2,000 people per acre com-
pared with 450 per acre in New York—yet
our big cities have twice the crime rate and
six times as much murder and manslaughter.

No, the answer may be more than con-
gestion alone.

Somehow I feel that the truth lles near to
the heart of the thesis that order, tran-
quility, and a healthy sense of community
depend upon the degree to which individual
members of the comunity have options—
have free choice of staying or leaving—and
the realization that they do, indeed, count
as Involved, contributing members of that
community. People live in such communities
because they want to live in those com-
munities,

Surprisingly, this seems to be true in the
teeming congestion of Hong Kong. Many of
the people in the crowded tenements of that
city want no other life style, and one of the
reasons s the high degree of involvement
they feel. Moreover, without ever actually
leaving it, many of these people are able
to escape from the noise and chaos of the
city by turning their dwellings and tiny
gardens into oases of qulet peace and beauty.

But how about urbanized America? Do
all those people jammed into megalopolis
want to live there? Not if we believe every
poll that has been taken in recent years.
For each has told the same story. Well over
half of the American people would rather
live In a rural setting. A quarter prefer the
suburbs. Less than 18 per cent want to live
in the big city.

And we must assume that even those who
say they prefer the suburbs are really say-
ing they prefer the peace and security of
the smeall town within the city.

This means, then, that well over half of
our people, perhaps as many as two-thirds,
are not living where they want to live or
choose to live.

And slong with this Is that sense of help-
lessness and voicelessness and powerlessness
that is so pervasive in many areas that it
undercuts any meaningful, fulfilling rela-
tionships with the community.

Again, polls tell us that a great many
Americans are convinced that government
has become so big, so austere, and so remote
that they have no confidence that it cares
in the least for them or their problems.

From my personal experience in the legis-
lative branch, I know this isn’t true. Con-
gressmen and Senators do care. They are
concerned about their constituents. And
they want very much to do all they can to
help them with their problems.

But there is little question In my mind
that the very size and proliferation of gov-
ernment—again to a great degree inspired
by crisis mentality—does lend itself to an
aura of awesomeness and frustrates count-
less citizens desperately trying to reach the
right man in the right program in the right
agency in the right branch with the right
answer.

The same is true on the local level In
urbanized America. Urbanologist Jerome P.
Pickard has pointed out that a recent Census
of Government showed that 227 officially de-
fined metropolitan areas had 20,703 local
governments including school districts, mu-
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nicipalities, townships, counties, and special
districta!

All of this is a far cry from the sense of
community and the sense of involvement
epitomized in the New England town meet-
ing tradition that I know and cherish.

We need that in America. And we can have
that in America again . .. if enough of us are
willing to go through the revolution in think-
ing that it will take to accomplish the goal.

In a book published just a few months
ago—a book titled One American Town—
Donald Connery says of his community: “We
should all Hve in villages. There are even
times when I can bring myself to believe that
& town like this ome, far from being a relic
of the past, is something of & model for the
future.”

Is this a love letter from a man who was
born and grew up and lived all his life in
one small town?

No. It is a love letter from a man who
lived for a long time in the teeming throngs
of Lo Moscow, New Delhi, Tokyo, and
the great cities of America and who, only a
few short years ago, moved to the peaceful
town of Eent, Connecticut.

It is a love letter from a man who found
in one small town what he had been looking
for all his life.

And what did he find? He found order and
serenity. He found a warm and intimate af-
fection and respect for nature and for neigh-
bor. And he found that “sense of commu-
nity.”

Well, if Donald Connery found it, why
can’t all of us find it?

Because, as Brookings Institution scholar
James L. Sundquist says, “People must live
where there are jobs, and the location of
Jjobs is not their choice.”

The basic pattern of population distribu-
tion was designed by the play of economic
forces, he says, “and not by men acting
rationally as environmental architects.”

The hour grows late. But not so late that
men have lost the chance to act rationally,
responsibly, as “environmental architects.”

It is not too late to stop the heedless
growth of our choked, debt-ridden, crime-
plagued, service-starved citles. It is not too
late to give them a chance to catch their
collective breath and become again what
American cities ought to be, safe and clean
and beautiful, stimulating and exciting,
centers of commerce and learning and cul-
ture.

It is not too late to restore economic
health, vigor, and opportunity to rural Amer-
ica.

It is not too late to put jobs where people
want to live,

It is not too late to bring back to all
Americans a real sense of community.

Seven years ago, Orville Freeman was the
only leading figure in public life who was
sounding the alarm on population distribu-
tion,

“At that time,” Brookings' Sundquist says,
“the nation's intellectual community, insofar
as it was aware of Freeman’s thesis, treated
it with a disdain that blended into outright
hostllity. Teachers, writers, scholars, and
editors for the most part live in cities . ..
The country’s intelligentsia is wholly urban
now; the voices that once sang of rural life,
the Hamlin Garlands and the Willa Cathers
and the Robert Frosts, are now stilled with-
out replacement. One can stock a library
with books on the ‘urban erisis' but try to
fill a single shelf with works that deal in
depth with the corresponding rural ecrisis.”

But Freeman persisted. And slowly he
picked up support. Three of the nation's
greatest dally newspapers, and many other
papers, saw the wisdom in his plea for restor-
ing population balance. Governors of urban
states and mayors of the huge and troubled
cities began to see the logic in stemming in-
migration.

And In 1967, President Johnson spoke to
the issue when he said: “The cities will never
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solve their problems unless we solve the
problems of the towns and smaller areas. So
consider the problems of urban growth. If the
present trend continues, by 1985 as many
people will be crowded into our cities as oc-
cupy the entire nation today. I don’t think
this has to happen. Modern technology and
modern industry and modern transportation
can bring jobs to the countryside rather
than people to the cities. And modern govern-
ment could help also.”

When Mr. Johnson and Mr. Freeman left
office in 1969, Nizxon Administration officials
took up the cause. Listen to Mr. Nixon's first
Becretary of Commerce, Maurice Stans, de-
fine the issue:

“The overriding gquestion before the Na-
tion is this: Shall we let haphazard and cha-
otic growth create almost insoluble problems
for our people, for government, and for in-
dustry? . . . (Or should) business and gov-
ernment at all levels—federal, state, and lo-
cal—cooperate, under fair rules equitably
applied, to build an urban system that is
not only productive, but also enhances the
quality of life for our people and their chil-
dren into and beyond the year 2000?™

Mr. Nixon himself came fully to grips with
the issue in his 1970 State of the Union Ad-
dress. In this address, he noted that “vast
areas of rural America are emptying out of
people and of promise.” And, he said, “The
violent and decayed central cities of our
great metropolitan complexes are the most
conspicuous failures in American life today.

“I propose,” he sald laudably, “that before
these problems become insoluble, the nation
develop a national growth policy.

“In .the future, decisions as to where to
build highways, locate airports, acquire land
or sell land should be made with a clear ob-
jective of aiding a balanced growth.

“In particular, the Federal government
must be In a position to assist in the bulld-
ing of new cities and the rebuilding of old
ones,

“And at the same time, we will carry our
concern with the guality of life in America
to the farm as well as the suburb, to the vil-
lage as well as the city. What rural America
needs most is & new kind of assistance. It
needs to be dealt with, not as a separate na-
tion, but as part of an overall growth policy
for America.”

In December of the same year, under Title
VII of the 1970 Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act, Congress declared that existing
and future federal programs must be made
consistent with a national growth policy and
set a goal of “reversing the trends of migra-
tion and physical growth which reinforce dis-
parities among states, reglons, and cities,
comprehensive treatment of the problems of
poverty and employment (including the
erosion of tax bases and the need for betfer
community services and job opportunities)
which are associated with disorderly urban-
ization and rural decline, and the develop-
ment of means to encourage good housing
for all Americans and new community
development.™

From all this one might well believe we
were on our way, that the revolution in
thinking about the future had caught fire
throughout the government, that America,
at last, was about to adopt and implement a
national growth policy.

Not so.

Another year-and-a-half have gone by,
and we're still without a policy. Once again,
brave words, bold words, imaginative words
have not been backed by deeds.

And why? Because the problems of heed-
less growth, the problems of acute popula-
tion imbalance, are so huge, so deep, so
pervasive that they defy overall attention
and comprehension. The crisis mentality fs
unfortunately tuned to Individual—not eol-
lective—crises.

Yet this is precisely why a national pol-
icy, a comprehensive broad-visioned, far-
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sighted national policy, must be adopted and
adopted soon!

Without such a policy we can expect that
land will continue to be developed, ravaged,
and misused. Pollution of the environment
will continue to be concentrated most
where it can be remedied least. Urban blight
will eontinue to spread with urban sprawl.
“Ghettoization™ of inner cities will go on
as before. The rural to urban migration will
proceed uninterrupted at the rate of half
a million or more a year. City umemploy-
ment will go on climbing beecause unskilled,
untrained migrants are still pouring in.
Welfare problems will multiply for the same
reason. And there is certain to be a further
polarization of our people, a further aliena-
tion of our people from their government,
and a quickly accelerated depreciation of
American’s sense of community.

As a nation we have survived a traumatic
birth and many growing pains. At a very
young age, as nations go, we became the envy
of the world.

Now we stand at the brink of a new
maturity, a8 maturity that tells us we may
have grown too fast, grown too recklessly, A
maturity that tells us it is time to stop, re-
trace our path, pick up the wvalues we
dropped along the way, take careful stock
of what we have and what we are—and
then decide exactly where we're going.

I know the direction I want to see us
take.

I want us to recreate an America with el-
bow room and breathing space. I want to
see an America where revitalized smaller
cities, medium sized cltles, villages, and new
towns can make it possible for 300 million
of us to live in less congestion tomorrow
than 200 million of us live in today.

I want to see an urban America freed of
the blight of congestion and pollution and
crime and drugs and despair. I want to see
an urban America with the amenities of
life restored for all Americans.

In that America, people could live where
they wanted to live.

In that America, people could feel that
they belonged and that they meaningfully
counted.

In that America, people everywhere could
regain and nurture that all-important sense
of community.

‘We shall survive. Better and stronger than
ever before. But our work is cut out for us.
Government and citizenry must work to-
gether to achleve the ultimate goal: an
America capable of meeting a realistic growth
within a sane environment.

EAST-WEST TRADE RELATIONS
ACT

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be associated with the Sena-
tor from Washington (Mr. Jacgson) in
sponsoring an amendment to the East-
West Trade Relations Aect, S. 2620, which
will provide a positive inducement for
the Soviet Union to repeal the exit taxes
they are charging their Jewish citizens
who wish to emigrate. This amendment
is easily explained. It will make U.S.
trade concessions—specifically, the
granting a most-favored-nation treat-
ment to the Soviet Union or other non-
market economy countries and the per-
mitting of those countries to participate
in U.S. Government credit, eredit guar-
antee, and investment guarantee pro-
grams—contingent upon those countries
granting their citizens the opportunity
to emigrate without paying exorbitant
ransoms. I think the junior Senator from
Washington well described the philo-
;opgfal basis of the amendment when

e said:
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It is a simple amendment. It arises out
of and is rooted In our traditional commit«
ment to the cause of individual liberty. It
is a simple plea for simple justice. But unlike
other such pleadings, it has some teeth in
it.

The situation that gives rise to this
effort is well-known. Soviet Jews have
long been the victims of cultural and po-
litical suppression in the Soviet Union,
and many have sought to leave. Many of
us in the Congress have been very con-
cerned by the obstructions that the So-
viet Union has put in the way of emigra-
tion despite its ratification of the 1965
International Convention on the Elim-
ination of All Forms of Racial Discrim-
ination and its signing of the 1966 Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, both of which guarantee freedom
of emigration. In November of last year,
a number of us joined in sponsoring Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 51 asking that
the right of free emigration be placed on
the agenda of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly. In May of this year, the
President made known his feelings on
the rights of the Jewish minority to the
Soviet leaders.

After the President’s visit, however,
the Soviet Union resorted to a new device
to discourage Jewish emigration. This
was the emigration tax, allegedly to re-
pay education benefits. It is quite clear
that the Soviets hoped that this tactic
would discourage emigration while at-
tracting little attention. But through the
efforts of the Jewish community in the
Soviet Union and Jewish organizations
elsewhere, the new outrageous tax has
come to the attention of the world.

This kind of a tax has no parallel in
our country. The United States has al-
ways permitted free emigration and our
society has always provided a free educa-
tion for its citizens. The purpose of free
education in our society is to help every
citizen achieve his own potential and
contribute more effectively to a society
that hopes to retain his allegiance
through good government. Free educa-
tion is not the basis for indenture to the
State.

I am proud that our governmental in-
stitutions, society, and economic system
have proved a magnet of attraction for
many different nationalities around the
world who have come to this country and
have shared in its greatness.

Communist societies, however, have
been no such magnet. On the contrary,
they have been characterized by waves
of emigration as people have sought per-
sonal and economic freedom, religious
toleration, and the rights of free expres-
sion of opinion, assembly, and equal jus-
tice. If these societies do not want to
have disaffected citizens, they should
look toward restoring such rights rather
than toward denying free exits.

The Berlin wall today remains as the
most blatant reminder of the barriers
that Communist governments have used
to keep their citizens from fleeing. Ap-
parently, such tactics have been refined
in the 1970's. Instead of erecting an ugly,
physical barrier, the Soviets have re-
sorted to building an invisible, but none-
theless real, “Berlin wall” to prevent its
Jewish minority from leaving the land
they no longer want to live in.
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Mr. President, I am basically opposed
to interference on our part in the internal
affairs of other governments. But I do not
believe that this principle of noninter-
ference should be extended to the point
where we no longer express our outrage
toward a situation that violates basic hu-
man rights. This amendment does not
coerce the Soviet Union to change its do-
mestic laws, but it does provide an incen-
tive for that government to make changes
in its treatment of its Jewish minority by
making trade concessions on our part
conditional on such changes. If interna-
tional public opinion is ever going to be
effective, it must be attached to such in-
ducements. I hope, therefore, that all
Senators will give close and careful con-
sideration to this amendment and join
with us in attempting to insure free emi-
gration for Soviet Jews who desire only
to live in the land of their choice.

FOUR MORE YEARS?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the
September 23 issue of the Blackfoot News
contains an excellent editorial entitled
“Can we take 4 more years?”

In it, the publisher of this fine Idaho
daily, Drury R. Brown, asks the funda-
mental question of the current presi-
dential campaign:

. . . Can the United States take four more
years of Richard M. Nixon in the White
House?”

Taking just one point in the editorial,
Mr, Brown notes that—

Under Richard Nixon there is a tighter
alliance of big government with big business

than has ever been achieved before. His Ad-
ministration has operated on the theory that
what is good for big business, no matter how
badly managed . . . is good for the United
States. Will the people of the United States
swallow this policy of subsidy and socialism
for the rich and private enterprise for the
poor?

I commend the editorial to the Senate
and ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

CAn WE TAKE 4 MorRE YEARS?

It's six weeks until Election, 1972, and the
polisters find Richard Nixon to be leading
George McGovern by 34 points while Jimmie
the Greek, Las Vegas bookmaster, is quoted
by Newsweek Magazine as giving bettors
even odds that Nixon will earry 46 states.

It all has an air of unreality. At the risk
of being asked—who's crazy?—I can't help
but think the pollsters will be proven wrong.
The people of the United States may be
mesmerized now, but I don't expect them to
stay that way through election day.

There is one fundamental question that
must be decided by the people. Simply put it
is—can the United States take four more
years of Richard M. Nixon in the White
House?

The White House election strategy is to
make it appear he is not running as a Repub-
lican but as a candidate of all the people.
His master strategists operate under the title
“Committee to Re-elect the President.” He
and they know there are not enough Repub-
licans to accomplish that end unless they
can confuse and divide the opposition.

Some Imperative issues can be stated in
simple questions.

Now that our Commander-in-Chief has
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substituted mechanized killing for killing by
foot-soldiers and has made the war in Viet-
nam almost danger-free for U.S. military
personnel, are we willing to continue the
slaughter of North and South Vietnamese to
preserve the Nixon ego, now hopefully en-
twined with his concept of Presidential
power?

Are we willing to accept four more years
of military buildup and a continuation of
boondoggle for the rich? President Nixon
understands that because of the bullt-in
fears of many of the American people brought
about by 26 years of cold war, that it is much
easler to sell the concept of the warfare state
than the concept of a welfare state.

Under Richard Nixon there is a tighter
alliance of bilg government with big business
than nas ever been achleved before, His
Administration has operated on the theory
that what is good for big business, no matier
how badly managed (Penn Central, Lock-
heed, daily newspaper, combinations in re-
straint of trade saved by the Failing News-
paper Act, the ITT) is good for the United
States. Will the people of the United States
continue to swallow this policy of subsidy
and soclalism for the rich and private en-
terprise for the poor? In the four years of
Nixon there have been 10,000 small business
fallures that have gone unnoticed by his
Administration.

-Will the people of the United States ac-
cept placidly the corruption that follows
from such alliances between big business and
big government? Are they completely cyni-
cal about the relationship of the Justice
Department to the ITT and ready to accept
the concept that government should operate
that way? What about tae millions of dol-
lars, collected by the Committee to Re-elect
the President In advance of the date set for
mandatory revelation of the names of sup-
scribers to the “und—subscribers whom the
Committee refuse now to reveal? Is there
any chance we can have a revelation of the
meaning of the Watergate Affair before
election?

What about the effort of the Committee to
defy “The President” as if he should be
above criticism and is more than flesh and
blood man? The Committee equates the
White House with Mount Olympus.

Richard M. Nixon puts his pants on one
leg at a time like all the rest of us and he
should be put to the same rough ordeal of
scrutiny and dissection that George Mec-
Govern has sustalned and now appears
emerging from.

MINNESOTA AT MUNICH

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
cause of the somber tone that the Olym-
pics has assumed as we look back on the
tragic murder of Israeli tean: members,
we tend to forget some of the finer mo-
ments at Munich. We have not paid suf-
ficient tribute to our U.S. team members
who did such a fine job in representing
their country, in their display of phys-
ical prowess and in their noteworthy
sportsmanship.

As Senator from Minnesota, I would
like to pay special tribute to the Minne-
sota contingent of the Olympic team,
and I know that what I have to say is
what my fellow Minnesotans are saying.
Craig Lincoln’s superior diving skill won
him the well-deserved bronze medal, a
medal that was harder to win than most
considering the uncertainty expressed
over the partisanship of the judges for
other contestants. Bill Allen helped win
a gold medal for the U.S. yachting team.
Jim Brewer, another Minnesotan, made
a significant contribution to the U.S.
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basketball team's fine performance. Jim
and his teammates were denied the gold
medal by extremely dubious officiating
in the championship game. We share
their disappointment and applaud their
accomplishment.

Although they won no medals, the rest
of the Minnesota team also brought
home laurels to their State. Bill Rogo-
sheske, in canoe racing, Angus Morrison,
in slalom canoeing, and Dave and Jim
Hazewinkel, Gary Neist and Coaeh Alan
Ril;:e in wrestling, all did an outstanding
job.

We in Minnesota are proud of the
Minnesota contingent just as we are
proud of the U.S. Olympic team. The
world over has been shamed by the
tragedy which befell Munich, and I
think responsible political leaders must
seek to maintain the essence of the
Olympie tradition. The athletes, them-
selves, put on a commendable display
of spirit and talent, and if we are to
look forward to another Olympics,
governments must concentrate on re-
turning to their original spirit. We owe
that to the Craig Lincolns and Duane
Bobicks and the Jim Brewers.

And Minnesota has a lot to be proud
of in its Olympic team. Congratulations
are in order and a warm welcome home
to our team.

ALASKA INDIAN RESERVATION
ROADS AND BRIDGES

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, S. 3939,
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1972, is
a most important bill for the State of
Alaska. As well as providing $20 million

from the highway trust fund for Federal
aid highway projects in Alaska in 1974
and 1975 and authorizing nearly $59 mil-
lion for reconstructing portions of the
Alaska Highway, the bill will authorize
for the first time $75 million in 1974 and
$100 million in 1975 for Indian reserva-
tion roads and bridges. The definition of
“Indian roads and bridges” is modified
so that Alaska Native villages will be
eligible for funding under chapter II of
title 23. This authorizes Federal assist-
ance for non-Federal aid highways.

The importance of these authoriza-
tions for Indian reservation roads and
bridges and the expanded definition of
this term can best be illustrated by two
pieces of correspondence I received a few
days ago from Mr. John Sackett, presi-
dent of the Tanana Chiefs Conference.
Mr. Sackett's letter and the enclosure
from Mr. B. A. Campbell, commissioner
of the Alaska Department of Highways,
graphically illustrate the plight of the
village of Tetlin. The State of Alaska
cannot fund a road to connect Tetlin to
the Alaska Highway. Only if this provi-
sion remains in S. 3939 will Tetlin be
authorized for Federal funds. The Sen-
ate wisely passed the bill with this sec-
tion intact. I urge the passage of this
portion of the bill by the House when
it takes up the legislation. Onece these
funds are authorized and the money ap-
propriated, the people of Tetlin and
countless other Alaskan villages as well
as other Indian reservations across the
country will have vastly improved com-
munications with the outside world,

And when this authorization is ap-
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proved, I would hope the Senate Appro-
priations Committee will move swiftly to
authorize funds for it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous econ-
sent that relevant portions of the Ietter
from Mr. John Sackett and its enclosure
from Mr. Campbell be printed in their
entirety in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE,
Fairbanks, Alaska, September 14, 1972.
Senator TEn STEVENS,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR STEVENs: For a number of
years various persons have been trying to ob-
tain a road into Tetlin and without success.
Tetlin was then a reservation, however; BIA
never obtained road funds for Tetlin and
most of it always filtered to Metlakatla, Since
then I contacted the state and they do not
have funds as the attached letter indicates,
nor do they have plans to use any bond
monies coming in the future.

In the meantime, the reservation status for
Tetlin was revoked due to the claims settle=-
ment and no BIA monies can be used for Tet-
lin or any other former reservation unless an
amendment, which is now before Congress, is
passed allowing BIA road monies to be used
other than reservations.

Tetlin needs two things. One, passage of
the amendment which would also help a
number of other towns in Alaska and second-
1y, we need an appropriation of $3 million for
the 17 miles of road. The local BIA stated the
road is already surveyed.

We would sincerelrr appreciate whatever
you can do on the appropriations committee
to assist us in delivering a transportation sys-
tem to the Tetlin residents and I will be
awaiting your reply.

Thank you.

With kind regards.

Very sincerely,
JouN C, SackeTT, President.

STATE OF ALASKA,
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWATYS,
Junean, September 8§, 1972.
Mr. JOHN SACKETT,
President, Tanana Chiefs Conference,
Fairbanks, Alaska

Dear MR. Sacrerr: In reference to your
letter of August 24, 1973, T have reviewed
the access problem to the Village of Tetlin.
There appears to be two possible routes that
could be considered for a road. One would
parallel the Tetlin and Tanana Rivers, con-
necting with the Alaska Highway midway
between Tok and Tetlin Junction. This
would avoid building any major structures
but would be approximately 17 miles in
length. The other route would be more direct,
paralleling the Tetlin River, crossing the
Tanana River just below its confluence with
the Tetlin River and connecting with the
Alaska Highway west of Midway Lake. This
latter route would require a major structure
across the Tanana River. Rough estimates
have put the cost of either route between
$2,000,000 and $3,000,000.

At the present time the only highway
funds available for village roads are those
made available under the Local Service Roads
and Trails Program. Funds available under
this program are allocated on a population
and area basis and there are not sufficient
funds available for a project of this magni-
tude. However, we understand that federal
legislation has been introduced which would
allow more latitude in use of BIA road funds.
If this becomes law, we would be happy to
cooperate with the BIA subject to availabil-
ity of funds.

Very truly yours,
B. A. CAMPBELL,
Commissioner of Highways.
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DEMOCRACY IN VIETNAM?

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, for the
last several years we have listend to ex-
tensive arguments justifying an Ameri-
ean military commitment to assist Pres-
ident Thieu of South Vietnam establish
a democratic society. Mr. Nixon has in-
sisted that when the United States with-
draws from Vietnam, it must be “in a
way that gives the South Vietnamese a
reasonable chance to survive as a free
people.”

Events over the last few months have
indicated that Mr. Nixen's expressed
goals and intentions have merely been
distracting rhetoric which does not re-
late to actual developments in Vietnam.
American financial and military support
evidently has resulted in little more than
President Thieu’s establishment of an
oppressive military dictatorship.

I have noticed a column from the New
York Times and a Washington Pest edi-
torial which discuss the frightening de-
velopment in Vietnam. President Thieu
has imposed nearly prohibitive regula-
tions concerning the publishing of news-
papers, permitted preemptive police
sweeps and prison torfure, and abolished
the electoral process in the 10,000-odd
hamlets of South Vietnam—the basic
political unit.

These programs and tactics are hardly
the trappings of an emergent democratic
society. They appear to be the wild grop-
ing efforts of a man who is losing control
of his situation and resorts to striking
out at his opponents—real or imagined—
in an attempt to preserve his own per-
sonal power. At the present time, given
the inclinations of President Thieu, and
the enormous continuing American sup-
port he receives, the South Vietnamese
have no chance to survive as a free peo-
ple.

These two articles indicate hew both
the massive American intervention and
the unprecedented level of our bombing
have failed to have any appreciable ef-
fect on the development of responsive
democratic society in that country. I
commend them to my colleagues, espe-
cially those in this Chamber who main-
tain that we are performing an impor-
tant and noble role in Vietnam by con-
tinuing our military involvement there.

I ask unanimous consent that the two
articles printed be in the REcorb.

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

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 11, 1972]

Wiy FicHT oN FOR PRESIDENT THIEU?

It ean come as no surprise to those famil-
tar with the statecraft of President Nguyen
Van Thieu that ae has by decree abolished
the electoral process in the 10,000-0dd ham-
lets of South Vietnam. The step follows
logically enough from the squalid procedure
by whieh he did his opponents out of the
presldential race a year ago; and from much
else. Mr. Thieu is, simply, the top man in a
military dictatorship whose chief if not sole
purpose is to maintain its ever more frantic
clutch on power; his government is an army
of occupation with only the trappings of a
parliamentary demoeracy.

This would be of no partieular eoneern or
consequence to Americans, were not the

United States singlehandedly almost en-
tirely responsible for the fact that Mr, Thieu
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stays in power. There may be a few people
somewhere who believe that his government,
as presently constituted, could last out the
afternoon without the support President
Nixon continues to afford it but Mr. Thieu
is himself conspicuously not one of them.
Otherwise there would be no reason or ex-
planation for the extraordinarily vicious
campaign of personal vilification which the
state-controlled radio and television of
South Vietnam is conducting against Sen.
George McGovern. There is no evidence that
the United States has protested or other-
wise tried to halt this carefully orchestrated
intervention in American domestic politics—
despite the heavy financial and technical
support which the United States supplies to
Vietnamese radio and television. Such a cal-
culated hands-off posture is of a piece with
the Nixon administration's evident glee in
politically exploiting any North Vietnamese
word or act which could be construed as
favorable to the Democratic presidential
nominee,

“Mad dog"” and “traltor” are characteristic
of the Thieu medla’s descriptions of Senator
McGovern, as in: “We must engage in . . .
holding the jaw, caging and If necessary beat-
ing to death the political mad dog who is soil-
ing the traditions of American democracy ...
and particularly interfering insolently into
the internal affairs of an ally . .." The Thieu
regime’s concern for the “traditions of Ameri-
can democracy” would be merely laughable,
if Mr. Thieu himself were not profiting so
considerably by the exertions of the United
States. As it is, his contempt for the real
traditions of American democracy—such as
local self-government, democratic rule, and
a free press—make a mockery of American
sacrifice in his behalf,

How many times has President Nixon ra-
tionalized continued American participation
in the war—a war which in 1968 he pledged
to bring to an end by 1972—by asserting some
supposed responsibility to assure “self-deter-
mination” for South Vietnam? How often has
he sanctified the “will of the people” in the
South? Yet there in Saigon is a leader who
repeatedly demonstrates that it is not the
self-determination of the South Vietnamese
which is his goal, but the perpetuation of his
personal power.

To Mr. Thieu's abolition of hamlst elec-
tlons, the State Department responded that
the United States is “not responsible for the
internal affairs” of foreign states. One could
weep. Richard Nixon has expended additional
thousands of American lives during his presi-
dency and spent additional tens of billions
of dollars in order to assure that one group
of Vietnamese rather than another group
gets to hold the reins in Saigon, and his State
Department now reports that the United
States 1s “not responsible” for Vietnam’'s in-
ternal affairs.

In fact, we only wish President Nixon
would take the State Department at its word.
The United States is not responsible for Viet-
nam's internal affairs. It has discharged many
times over whatever responsibility it may
once have had. That is the p.incipal reason
why we long have felt that Mr. Nixon is
wrong to keep insisting that the war is worth
more American lives and dollars, more death
and more destruction in Vietnam, more dis-
location at home. The latest evidence of Mr.
Thieu’s misrule could not make the point
more clear,

[From the New York Times, Sept. 28, 1972]

TaIEU'S CRACKDOWN: HE Caris IT “CLosING
THE GATES TOo CoMMUNISM"

Sarcony —Police erackdowns, prison torture
and arbitrary government behavior in gen-
eral are nothing new to the South Vietnam-
ese, but President Nguyen Van Thieu’s lat-
est steps to tighen his control over all aspects
of life here have alarmed even his long-suf-
fering countrymen.
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Operating under the emergency powers he
pushed through the National Assembly in
June—on top of the martial law regulations
imposed after the start of the North Viet-
namese offensive March 30—the President
has, among other things, imposed harsh new
regulations on the press. Aimed apparently
at eliminating all opposition comment and
criticism, these controls seem certain to force
most of the Vietnamese-language newspapers
to shut down and leave only pro-Govern=-
ment papers on the streets. One paper closed
last week, and several others are in the proc-
ess of closing.

The new special powers permit Mr, Thieu
to legislate by decree, bypassing the National
Assembly. In effect, he can now do virtually
what he pleases. One of his most recent or-
ders was for “preemptive sweeps" to unearth
Communist agents and sympathizers. The
police thus far have arrested at least 15,000
persons. About 5,000 of them are said to have
been released, but the arrests are continu-
ing, and reports have been filtering out of
the prisons of severe and widespread torture.

Needles driven through fingertips, breasts
burned with lighted cigarettes, objects
shoved up vaginas, relentless heating with
wooden rods and forced ingestion of water
to bring a person close to drowning are some
of the tortures being reported. These re-
ports are based on documents smuggled out
of prison and on extensive interviews con-
ducted by The New York Times with prison-
ers recently released.

Here is part of a typical account, given by
a former prisoner who was not herself beaten:
“T'wo women in my cell were pregnant. One
was beaten badly., Another woman was
beaten mostly on the knees, which became
infected and full of pus. One high school
student tried to kill herself by cutting both
wrists on the metal water taps in the wash-
room, but she failed.”

It is impossible to verify these accounts;
the Saigon Government bars journalists from
its prisons, which it calls “re-education cen-
ters.” The United States mission, which pro-
vides the bulk of the financial support and
expert advice for Saigon's police and prison
system, also refuses to discuss the situation
on the record, arguing that it is an internal
South Vietnamese affair.

Nor can one establish that the scars and
other marks one sees on the bodies of former
prisoners were inflicted by the police. Yet
the weight of the evidence seems to support
the allegations of widespread torture. One
high American source, who granted an inter-
view but insisted on anonymity, acknowl-
edged that “all kinds of deplorable things
may well be going on." However, he empha-
sized, some of those arrested are known
Communist activists charged with terrorism,

The danger of Communism and the argu-
ment that the country's survival is at stake
is the Justification given by the Government
for the crackdown on the press. A pro-Gov-
ernment Senator said the decree was aimed
at “purifying the press.” Mr. Thieu said in
a recent speech that the press was one of the
“wide-open gates for Communist penetra-
tion—if we are not vigilant.”

“I will keep abiding by democratic prin-
ciples,” Mr. Thieu sald, “but the more wide
open are the gates of democracy, the more
fissures it will have. The Communists will
then be able to enter, not only by the main
gate but by side gates as well, and South
Vietnam will be lost politically.”

If life for the stoical South Vietnamese has
hecome even more repressive under the Thieu
Government, they have also been tyrannized
in some districts by their Communist *“lib-
erators.” For example, in the northern half
of Binhdinh province, which was captured
and held for nearly three months by the
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong, allied
intelligence officials now report that the Com-
munists installed a regime characterized by
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heavy taxes, forced labor and the summary
execution of several hundred Saigon Govern-
ment officials.

However, many analysts here do not think
that the Binhdinh experience, though it
could foreshadow selective executions, neces-
sarily means that the Communists would en-
gage in a countrywide “bloodbath,” as.pre-
dicted in hawkish American circles, should
they take control of all of South Vietnam.
These analysts reason that when in full con-
trol, the Communists would presumably feel
less Insecure and could afford to be con-
ciliatory.

Whatever the future for the South Viet-
namese, thelr present—whether under the
Thieu regime or Communist occupation—
bears little resemblance to the democracy
the United States says it is trying to foster
here. Until the Communist invasion last’
spring the Saigon Government was at least
observing some of the forms of democracy.
Now even this veneer has been discarded.

“If Thieu is smart,” sald one Vietnamese
journalist last week, "he will relax his con-
trols before it is too late. If he doesn't, no
matter how many special powers he has, the
discontent could explode.”

NEW YORK STUDY SHOWS OLDER
WOREKERS PERFORM WELL

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the New
York Times of September 22 carries a
story about a study conducted by the
New York State Commission on Human
Rights, at the request of Governor

Rockefeller, of work performance by
workers between 65 and 70 years of age,
as compared to younger workers. The
study surveyed the performance of 100,-
000 employees
agencies.

The results of the study were an-

of New York State

nounced on September 21 by Jack M.
Sable, the New York State Commissioner
of Human Rights. The study found that
older workers consistently ranked as
high, or higher, than their younger
counterparts in such categories as ab-
senteeism, punctuality, accidents, and
overall work preformance. Commissioner
Sable suggested that the study should
lead all employers, public and private,
to reconsider some of the commonly held
beliefs about older workers.

Mr. President, I was one of the authors
of the Federal Age Discrimination in
Employment Act of 1967 and have fought
against the evil of age discrimination
all of my political life. Age discrimination
is every bit as insidious as discrimina-
tion based on race, religion, or sex; in-
deed, in many cases its effect on the
individual may be more devastating
than other forms of prohibited dis-
crimination.

The Federal Age Discrimination in
Employment Act, as well as many State
acts, have unquestionably helped elimi-
nate some of the more open and noto-
rious types of age discrimination which
have been practiced in this country, but
they certainly have not eradicated it
completely, even among persons covered
by the laws. Moreover, most of the laws,
including the Federal act, do not afford
any protection to workers over the age
of 65. Indeed, the New York State com-
mission survey was undertaken in con-
nection with Governor Rockefeller’s
drive to eliminate the age-65 cufoff in
the New York State law.
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The use of age 65 as the normal retire-
ment age apparently goes back to the
first social security laws enacted in Eu-
rope at the end of the 19th century. It
is, of course, used in our own social se-
curity law, and is also used in thousands
of private retirement plans throughout
the country. It is also the age for com-
pulsory retirement under many private
plans.

It would seem fairly obvious, given the
fantastic improvement in health care,
longevity, and the nature of most work—
for example, much less manual labor—
that we ought to reassess the validity of
using a concept developed in the 19th
century as our rule of thumb for throw-
ing workers on the scrap heap.

The study conducted by the New York
State commission is thus most timely and
should prove of great interest to those
who are interested in pursuing this sub-
ject further. I ask unanimous consent
that the New York Times article be
printed in the Recorbp.

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

Jos SUurRVEY FInDS AcED WoRE WELL
(By David A, Andelman)

Parcuogue, LI., September 21.—The State
Commissioner of Human Rights announced
today that a survey of more than 100,000 state
amployea had shown that workers over the
age of 65 performed their jobs “about equal
to and sometimes noticeably better than
younger workers."

The survey, undertaken in 40 state agencies
at the request of Governor Rockefeller, was
deslgnad to support a move bY the Governor
to remove all age restrictions from the em-
ployment-discrimination provision of the

state’s human-rights law. The law now states
that no discrimination in hiring shall be al-
lowed against workers up to the age of 65.

“The indications of this survey are
astonishingly in favor of the over-65 workers,”
Commissioner Jack M. Sable reported. “And
I suggest it should lead all employers, public
and private, to review their assessment of
older workers.”

STUDY COVERS 132,316

The state survey, the results of which Mr,
Sable disclosed at a dinner speech to the
Pilot's Club, an organization of the elderly
here tonight, covered the areas of absentee-
ism due to illness, accidents or unexplained
reasons; punctuality in reporting to work;
on the job accldents, disabling or otherwise,
and over-all work performance.

Of the 40 agencies surveyed, 33 with work-
ers over 65 returned the questionnaires cov-
ering a total of 132,316 employees, Of these,
8,706 workers were between the ages of 85
and 70, the mandatory state retirement age.
It was because of the higher-than-normal
state retirement age that state agencies
alone were chosen for the study.

In regard to absenteeism, 23 of the agen-
cies reported no appreciable difference in
rates of absenteeism between those over and
under 65. Nine agencies reported more satis-
factory attendance records in the older group
and one agency indicated less-satisfactory at-
tendance.

In the area of punctuality, 21 of the agen-
cies indicated “employes over the age of 65
are generally about equally punctual to
those under 65,” while the remaining 12 in-
dicated noticeably better punctuality among
older workers. No agencies said older workers
were less punctual.

As for on-the-job accidents, at 21 agencies
there was no difference in the two age
groups, and 11 agencies reported noticeably
lower accldent rates among its older work-
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ers. One reported a higher accident rate
among its older employes.

The names of the agencies were not re-
leased by the state commission,

In terms of over-all job performance, 29
agencies reported their older workers were
“about equal” to younger workers and in
four agencies found “noticeably better” job
performance by those over 65.

GOVERNOR CALLED “CONCERNED"

One agency reported that while “employes
in this age group (65 to 70) are generally
unable to perform the more physically de-
manding jobs"” it noted that “other than
this, we find them to be more satisfactory.”

Commissioner Sable said that Governor
Rockefeller had “been concerned with the
fact the state's antidiscrimination law in the
area of employment is restricted to persons
40 to 65."

During the last legislative session, he had
sought to have that restriction removed en-
tirely and “extend the entire working popu-
lation regardless of age—that is to say, no
matter how old you are, if you are physically
and mentally able to handle the job, you
should not be discriminated against in hir-
ing,"” Mr. Sable said. That bill was defeated.

CRITICISMS OF GENOCIDE CONVEN-
TION—NO SUBSTANTIAL ARGU-
MENT AGAINST RATIFICATION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Genocide Convention has been a target
of severe critical attack from both highly
responsible and highly irresponsible
sources. Responsible critics have argued
principally over technicalities of phras-
ing in the treaty and the possible ineffec-
tiveness of the treaty, because of the lack
of an international enforcement orga-
nization. Irresponsible critics have at-
tacked the treaty as a Communist plot,
a tool for extraditing American citizens
for trial abroad, and as a document
which will virtually abolish the U.S. Con-
stitution.

I have refuted the many uninformed
charges against the Genocide Convention
in a number of statements already pub-
lished in the ConGRESSIONAL RECORD. To-
day I address my remarks to those eritics
who have responsibly considered the text
of the treaty and still hold reservations.

The report on the Genocide Conven-
tion from the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations—Executive Report No. 92-6—ac-
knowledged certain difficulties of inter-
pretation which occur in the text of the
treaty itself. In four “understandings”
the committee recommended specific in-
terpretations of certain paragraphs in
order to allay any misconceptions.

Although there is presently no inter-
national enforcement tribunal to imple-
ment punishment of persons accused of
genocide, the ratification of this treaty
by the United States nevertheless serve
as a powerful statement of our Nation’s
stand against the unspeakable crime of
racial extermination.

The Genocide Convention has as its
stated objectives the preservation of
man's most precious right, the right to
live. When the Genocide Convention was
submitted to the Senate 22 years ago
only five nations had ratified it. Since
then another 70 nations have ratified the
treaty, but not the United States.

Mr. President, America is conspicuous.
We are conspicuous for our remarkable
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national record in the struggle for human
rights. We are just as conspicuous for
our international absence in the ratifi-
cation of the United Nations Conven-
tion on Genocide. We should resolve
without further hesitation or excuse this
hypocritical inconsistency between do-
mestic achievement and international in-
difference.

Mr. President, I call upon the Senate
of the United States to ratify this docu-
ment without further delay and so pro-
claim to all the world our country’s
united condemnation of the inhuman
barbarism by which one group would ex-
terminate another from the face of the
earth.

REGULATIONS FOR HARD ROCK
MINING

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on Fri-
day, September 1, 1972, in volume 37 of
the Federal Register No. 171 at page
17836, the Department of the Interior
published several important amend-
ments to title 43 C.F.R. sections 3851.3-6.

As hard rock miners know, these sec-
tions require mining claimants to ex-
pend annually $100 in labor or improve-
ments in order to retain their titles.
Section 3851.3 itself was the subject of a
recent decision by the U.S. Supreme
Court. As a result of that decision,
Hickel v, Oil Shale Corp., 400 U.S. 48
(1970), these amendments were neces-
sary.

These new regulations will be of great
interest and importance to hard rock
miners throughout the United States. I
ask unanimous consent that the notice
of the Department of the Interior, as it
appeared in the Federal Register, be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the notice
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Federal Register, Sept. 1, 1972]
CoMPLIANCE WITH MINING Laws

On page 131563 of the FeperarL REGISTER
of July 15, 1971, there was published a no-
tice and text of a proposed amendment of
Subpart 3851 of Title 43, Code of Federal
Regulations. The purpose of the amendment
is to revise the regulations in ligh: of the
principles set out in Hickel v. Oil Shale
Corporation, 400 U.S. 48 (1970). The Depart-
ment’s regulations relating to assessment
work on mining claims state that failure to
perform the required assessment work relates
solely to the right of possession between rival
or adverse claimants to the same mineral
land. The Supreme Court’s decision in Hickel
v. Oil Shale Corporation shows that the ex-
isting regulation is not consistent with the
law.

Interested persons were given until August
9 to submit comments, suggestions, or ob-
Jections to the proposed amendment, As of
September 7, 42 comments were received.
Most persons objecting to the rulemaking
stated that they believed the proposal went
beyond the intent of the Supreme Court's
decision. They read that decision as apply-
ing only to mining claims located for min-
erals now subject to leasing under the Min-
erals Leasing Act of 1920. This interpreta-
tion is based on the references in the opin-
ion to the effect of the “Savings Clause”
(section 37) of the Mineral Leasing Act of
1920.

The interpretation advocated 1in the
comments and suggestions has been given
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careful consideration. The Department
notes that the Court’s opinion states that
“the command of section 28 of the 1872
Act is that assessment work of $100 be done
‘during the year' * * *”

The Court also characterized as “dicta”™
statements in two earlier decisions (Wil-
bur v. Ehrushnic, 208 U.S, 306 (1930) and
Ickes vwv. Virginla-Colorado Development
Corporation, 205 U.S. 639 (1935)) that
the fallure to do assessment work is not
ground for cancellation of a claim by
the government. It goes on to state that
“YWhile the objective of the 1872 Act was
to open the lands ‘to a beneficial use by
some other party,’ once the original
clalmant defaulted, the defeasance In-
evitably accrued to the United States
owner of the fee. On that premise it
would seem that the dicta in Ehrushnic
and in Virginia-Colorado are not valid.”

Questions about the exact intent and
meaning of Hickel v. Oil Shale Corpo-
ration may ultimately have to be re-
solved in the courts. In the meantime, it
is the Department’s view that the pro-
posed Tregulation correctly reflects the
law as stated In that decislon.

Therefore, the proposed amendment

is hereby adopted without change, and is
set forth below, This amendment shall be-
come effective September 9, 1972,
Haerison LoOESCH,
Asgistant Secretary of the Interior,

AvgusTt 25, 1972,

Subpart 3851 is amended as follows:

1. Bection 38513 is revised to read as
follows:

§ 3851.3 Effect of failure to perform assess-
ment work,

(a) Fallure of a mining claimant to
comply substantially with the require-
ment of an annual expenditure of $100
in labor or improvements on a claim im-
posed by section 2324 of the Revised
Statutes (30 U.S.C. 28) will render the
claim subject to cancellation.

(b) Pallure to make the expenditure
or perform the labor required upon a
location will subject a claim to reloca-
tion unless the original locator, his heirs,
assigns, or legal representatives have re-
sumed work after such fallure and before
relocation.

§3851.4 [Deleted]

2, Bection 3851.4 is deleted.
§53851.4, 38515 [Redesignated]

3. Sections 8851.5 and 3851.6 are redesig-
nated as §5§38851.4 and 3851.5, respectively.

[FR Doc. T2-14947 Filed 9-1-72; 8:53 am]

FUNDING FOR THE KENNEDY CEN-
TER FOR THE PERFORMING ARTS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, there
have been numerous press reports about
the financial difficulties of the Eennedy
Center for the Performing Arts. That the
Kennedy Center has financial problems
should certainly come as no great sur-
prise to anyone. Nonetheless, I believe
the Center has done remarkably well in
its first year.

I welcome the recent report of the
General Accounting Office on the
finances and operations of the EKennedy
Center. It is important to have a clear
indication of the Center’s finances and
the GAO has made some worthwhile
recommendations for management con-
trols of the Center. Many of these rec-
ommendations had already been imple-
mented prior to the issuance of the GAO
report and I believe that in the future
there will be adequate management
controls.
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In its first year of operations, the Cen-
ter has brought outstanding and diverse
cultural attractions to our Nation's
Capital. The success of the Center’s pro-
grams has been widely acclaimed. Fur-
ther, as a memorial to the late President
John F. Kennedy, the Center has become
one of the most popular sites in the
Nation for visitors to Washington from
every State in the Union.

I am proud that the Government did
make a significant contribution to the
construction of the Center. As sponsor
in the Senate of the legislation intro-
duced 14 years ago which eventually led
to the construction of the Center, and
of legislation almost 9 years ago which
redesignated the National Cultural Cen-
ter as the John F. Kennedy Center for
the Performing Arts—in honor of and
in tribute to our late President—I know
only too well of the long and difficult
struggle -which finally culminated with
the opening of the Center a year ago.

There were those who belittled the
Center, its architecture and its planned
cultural presentations. Such criticism
has rapidly faded away in the face of
overwhelming public acceptance. As one
of my State’s leading newspaper, the
Arkansas Democrat, recently editorial-
ized:

While it's fashionable to criticize the
building, we found it to be magnificent. And
it is much more than a memorial to a popu-
lar American. It is a much needed home for
the National Symphony, the American Ballet
Theatre and a temporary stage for other
artists and actors—and not just those from
the Washington area.

. Just think how important it is for
us to have this cultural showcase in a city
that has more foreign visitors than any other
in the country.

Before this bullding was completed, Wash-
ingten was the only major world capital
without excellent cultural facilities.

Although criticism of the Center itself
has diminished, there are those who
persist in falking about how much the
Center is costing the taxpayers, implying
that there is a massive outpouring of
public funds for the Center and its pro-
grams. I do not wish to be misunder-
stood. As I stated earlier, I welcomed the
GAO report. The first-year operations
of the Center brought many unexpected
difficulties. It was a period of adjusting
to an entirely new and extremely large

. operation. However, I believe that in the

future the Center will and must main-
tain proper management controls.

I do refute those who imply that great
sums of public money are being spent
on the Kennedy Center or other cultural
and artistic endeavors in this country.
The truth is that in comparison with
almost any other developed nation, we
are spending only the most minimal
amount of public funds in support of the
arts.

As the GAO report states, Congress
appropriated $23 million for construc-
tion of the Center. Additionally, the Cen~-
ter was authorized to borrow $20.4 mil-
lion from the Treasury Department. The
total construction cost is now estimated
at 8724 million, Private sources con-
tributed $22 million, and donated mate-
rials amounted to $2.5 million. An addi-
tional $4.5 million will be needed to pay
for the completed building.
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Recently Congress approved $1.5 mil-
lion for nonperforming arts functions
at the Center. This basically is for opera-
tional and maintenance costs—resulting
because of the 8,000 to 10,000 persons
who visit the Center daily.

FUNDING FOR THE ARTS

Mr. President, I am pleased to note
that we have been allocating increasing
amounts of Federal funds for the arts.
The requested appropriation for fiscal
year 1973 for the National Endowment
for the Arts is $38.2 million, which rep-
resents a substantial increase over the
1972 appropriation of $29.7 million, a
figure that nearly doubled the 1971 ap-
propriation. It is encouraging to see
these increases in funds for the arts.
However, the fact remains that we are
dedicating only a miniscule amount of
our overall Federal budget to these im-
portant programs.

Of significance is the fact that the
total cost of the Kennedy Center—and
I refer to the total, not just the amount
of Government funds—of roughly $70
million, is less than 1 day of the war
in Vietnam was costing us in 1968 or
1969. The amount of funds for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts this year
is about the equivalent of our current
daily expenditures in Southeast Asia.

The Joint Economic Committee cal-
culated a national security budget for
fiscal 1973, based on requested budget
authority for military and military-re-
lated programs, at about $120 billion. At
that rate we are spending $331 million
per day for military and related pur-
poses—almost. five times as much in 1
day as the total cost for the Kennedy
Center, only $23 million of which was
appropriated by Congress. ‘

We will spend as much this year for
just two of the highly dubious F-14A
planes—314 of which are scheduled to
be built—as we will allocate for the arts.

COMPARISON WITH OTHEE NATIONS

The manner in which a society allo-
cates its public funds is, I believe, a use-
ful indication of what it believes con-
tributes to the quality and vitality of its’
citizens’ lives. It is instructive to con-
trast our allocation for the arts with-that
of other nations.

According to a study made last year,
the U.S. Government annually contrib-
utes 74 cents per person to the arts. In
comparison, the Austrian Government,
with a population of 7 million, spends
more than $2 per person and the Ca-
nadian Government, with its population
of 20 million, spends $1.40 a person. Oth-
er figures include: West Germany, $2.42
a person; Sweden, $2; Israel, $1.34, and
Britain, $1.33. Obviously the difference
between our expenditures and those of
these other countries is enormous.

A group called partnership for the aris
has set a goal of $200 million for Federal
funding of the arts by 1976. The group
points out that this would be approxi-
mately $1 per person and would repre-
sent only 1 percent of what we spend on
our highways. :

I should state here that it is difficult to
be precise about exactly what consti-
tutes art and culture. The categories used
by each country are not necessarily the
same. For example, in this country some
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of the programs and facilities of the
Smithsonian Institution, which receives
substantial public support, certainly
would be considered as cultural. However,
the figures I am using here refer primar-
ilytsto the performing arts and the visual
arts.

Austria is, of course, a country with a
great cultural tradition and actually the
figure of $2 per person for the arts is
deceptively low. This country of only 7
million allocates as much—if not more—
in public funds for the arts as does the
United States—30 times as large.

In 1969, the Austrian Government
spent $13.8 million on the arts—muse-
ums, art academies, and so forth—and
another $13.6 million on Federal the-
aters. More recent figures indicate an an-
nual expenditure of $20 million per year
for the four state-owned theaters, $6
million of which was for the Vienna State
Opera. These figures do not include the
subsidies for the arts and education by
State and municipal governments, which
in many cases match or surpass Federal
spending. I might add that Vienna, like
most other major capitals, has outstand-
ing cultural facilities, something that
we did not have until the opening of the
Kennedy Center. The famous Vienna
Opera House, which was partially
destroyed in World War II, was restored
with the aid of U.S. funds.

In Sweden, the Royal Opera has 90
percent of its $6.6 million budget cov-
ered by state subsidy. It has a large rep-
ertory and gives more than 250 opera
performances annually, and ballet in ad-
dition. Tickets at the Swedish Opera
ordinarily run from $1 to $5. At the
Metropolitan Opera in New York, tickets
range from $1.75 to $30, with most tickets
in the $17.50 bracket. Ticket prices at the
Kennedy Center have—with some valid-
ity—been criticized as being too high, al-
though they are generally below New
York prices.

Still, prices are undeniably beyond the
range of many families, making it im-
possible for them to patronize the center
on a regular basis. Efforts are being made
to provide low price or free tickets to
selected groups, but this has had to be
done on a limited basis.

An editorial in the Washington Star
after last year’s opening of the center
stated:

A government which cheerfully undertakes
to subsidize everything from speculative
housing projects to environmentally dubious
supersonic projects is nevertheless still
suspicious that anything spent on the art is
dangerously, as they say, “soclalistic.” One
great value of the Eennedy Center may well
be its infiuence in changing that attitude
in Congress. When that change takes place,
when the United States at last pulls itself
up to the level of cultural support of, say,
Sweden, Russia, China, France, England,
Israel, Mexico, Brazil, Ghana, and Canada,
to name a few, then prices at the Center,
like prices of similar institutions in those
countries will make the performing arts more
nearly universally available than they have
ever been in this country. But again, this is
a decision for the nation, not for the Center
management to make.

In the meantime, what a blessing the Cen-
ter has been for the city. ... Thanks to the
Center, Washington is a more existing and
rewarding place to live than it was a few

weeks ago and for all its past. This is no
small gift.
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Metropolitan Opera officials have
pointed out that only 2% percent of its
budget—$553,000—is obtained from pub-
lic sources, while major European opera
companies—London, Hamburg, Stock-
holm, and Vienna—receive from 49 to
90 percent of their budgets from their
governments.

One city—West Berlin—which has
benefited greatly from all categories of
assistance from the United States, in-
cluding the construction of a cultural
center, probably spends about as much
in public funds for the arts as does the
entire U.S. Government. West Berlin,
with a population equivalent to 1 per-
cent of the United States total, has been
subsidizing its operas, orchestras, the-
aters, museums, painters, sculptors and
writers at a rate of more than $25 mil-
lion a year. The Deutsche Opera receives
more than $5 million annually; the Ber-
lin Philharmonic more than $1.5 mil-
lion, and the Schiller Theater $1.75 mil-
lion.

Another beneficiary of large amounts
of U.S. assistance, Israel, spends for the
arts at a per capita rate 18 times greater
than the United States. With a popula-
tion of less than 3 million, Israel spends
more than $4 million for the arts. Mean-~
while, of course, the United States is pro-
viding Israel up to $500 million in aid,
plus another $400 million in private funds
through tax-deductible contributions.

Two countries with populations about
one-fourth as large as ours continually
spend more than we do for the arts.
Great Britain, with some 54 million peo-
ple, spent $66 million last year, and West
Germany, with some 55 million people,
spent $134 million—$2.42 per person.
Here agai: . there is the irony of our huge
contributions to the West German econ-
omy, where we maintain more than 200
major military bases, and the continuing
presence of more than 500,000 American
military personnel and dependents in
Europe, while the European countries are
able to spend much more for cultural and
artistic activities than we are.

I could cite many more examples from
the Netherlands, Belgium, Finland, and
the Soviet Union among others. The
public resources to activities which give
point is that all these countries are dedi-
cating a much greater proportion of their
pleasure and enjoyment to their people
rather than prestige and glory to their
rulers.

Unfortunately many Americans have
an aversion to “the arts,” because they
have not had the opportunity to develop
an appreciation. Television, with the no-
table exception of public television, has
done little to change this situation. Given
the opportunity, I believe many more
Americans would develop a greater in-
terest in and appreciation for the arts.
Singing and dancing are, after all, among
the oldest forms of human activity, en-
joyed by nearly everyone. What I am
talking about is participation—that is
involved—the joint participation of the
audience and the dancer, singer or actor.

It is a question of whether we put an
emphasis on civilizing or brutalizing our
people. I would hope that we would move
toward making creative rather than de-
structive activities the hallmark of our
society.
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I am again reminded of all our boast-
ing about our trillion-dollar gross na-
tional product. Our GNP is many times
larger than that of most of the coun-
tries I have mentioned; yet they are able
to spend considerably larger amounts for
the arts. Once more this points up the
shorteomings of the GNP as a significant
measure of the well-being of a country.

Unless and until we are willing to do
even a fraction as much for the arts as
some of the countries I have cited, we
are destined to continue hearing about
financial difficulties of our cultural in-
stitutions.

In a recent letter to me, one of the
dancers with the National Ballet re-
ferred to the per capita spending in the
United States as disgraceful for any na-
tion, let alone America. I must concur
with this view. The writer continued:

If Israel can spend $1.34 per capita, isn't
someone sleeping? If this insomnia persists,
tens of thousands of Americans will never
see the ballet the only touring company left
in America can bring them. New York Times
theatre critie, Clive Barnes, said in the Au-
gust 13, 1872, edition of that paper: “If
‘Washington is interested in the arts, it really
must help its own people. The National Bal-
let of Washington is a national treasure, a
company that is good now and shows every
evidence that it will be better and better
in the future...”

In the Kennedy Center we now have a
focal point for cultural activity which
should serve as an inspiration for this
country to apply a much greater share
of our publie resources toward enabling
our people to recognize and enjoy the
sense of fulfillment and achievement
which results from participation in co-
operative experiences with other people.
We urgently need an antidote to the
harshness of our competitive system and
the tragedy of prolonged conflict in Indo-
china.

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
GRAND UNION

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I would
like to call to the attention of the U.S.
Senate and the American people the
100th anniversary of the Grand Union
Co., the 10th largest food chain in the
Nation and the only one with its prin-
cipal headquarters in the State of New
Jersey.

The company, which maintains its
corporate offices in East Paterson, N.J.,
officially observed its centennial on Fri-
day, September 1, 1972,

I would like to enter in the REcorp the
following article taken from the May
1972 issue of Bergen magazine. I believe
it points out the accomplishments this
large retailing company has made in its
long history and its plans for the years
ahead.

GRAND UNION—PEOPLE PLEASERS SINCE 1872

From its beginning in 1872 as a one-
man, one-store enterprise in Scranton,
Pa., the Grand Union Co. has evolved in
a hundred years into the Nation’s 10th
largest food chain with annual sales in
excess of $1.3 billion.

The company, which is headquartered
in the Elmwood Shopping Center at 100
Broadway, East Paterson, N.J., currently
operates 537 Grand Union supermarkets,
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25 Grand Way discount department
stores, 62 Triple-S blue stamp redemp-
tion centers, and nine E-Z Shop conven-
ience foodstores in 11 Eastern States,
Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

In addition, the company operates
Grand Patio restaurants, Grand Rx pre-
seription drug units, the North American
Equipment Corp., which manufactures
materials handling equipment, 10 major
warehouses, a potato chip factory, fleets
of trucks totaling more than 500, and
two large bakeries.

In February, Grand Union posted its
ninth consecutive sales record, and
marked the fourth successive year in
which sales totaled $1 billion or more.
During its 1971 fiscal year, which ended
on February 26, 1972, the company had a
52-week sales volume of $1,304,411,306,
an 8.6-percent increase on sales of $1,-
200,830,604 rung up in the 52-week 1970
fiscal year.

Charles G. Rodman, of Ridgewood,
N.J., Grand Union president, says there
is no magic formula for success in food
retailing:

It's a matter of guaranteeing customer
satisfaction and living up i~ the guarantee,
he says. This our company has done and
will continue to do, by selling quality mer-
chandise at the lowest possible prices in at-
iractive, clean, well-stocked stores manned
by friendly people.

Grand Union currently employs more
than 26,000 people in its many opera-
tions.

During the past 20 years, the com-
pany’s earnings have increased 850 per-
cent and its sales have risen 700 percent.
Last year, the company’s growth rate in

earnings ranked 21st among the top U.S.
retail organizations. Cash dividends have
been paid since 1943 and quarterly divi-
dends have been declared consecutively
since 1945. The current annual dividend
rate is 80 cents per share. Equity per
common share for the 1971 fiscal year
was $23.38 compared with $12.06 a dec-
ade ago.

Future expansion, Mr. Rodman says,
will be in both larger and smaller food
store units. The company has plans for
supermarkets up to 40,000 square feet
with a wide variety of general merchan-
dise items as well as a large assortment
of foods. Simultaneously, Grand Union
is building E-Z Shop convenience food
stores in the 2,500 square foot range.

The major thrust of the company, Mr.
Rodman notes, is toward large, complete
supermarkets with a variety of under-
the-roof installations, including restau-
rants, bakeries, and prescription drug
units.

E-Z Shop stores, meanwhile, are open
7 days a week from 7 a.m. until 11 p.m.,
and offer easy accessibility for shoppers
in a hurry who need only a loaf of bread,
a pound of butter, a quart of milk, or
similar items. The company has nine
E-Z Shops open, eight under construc-
tion, and 10 others planned.

Because customer satisfaction has
been at the root of Grand Union’s suc-
cess since the beginning, “People Pleasers
Since 1872" is the slogan for this year’'s
centennial observance.

The Grand Union Co. has always had
strong promotional emphasis. Soon after
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Cyrus D. Jones started the Grand Union
Tea Co. on September 1, 1872, he gave out
cardboard tea tickets redeemable for
merchandise—forerunners of the com-
pany's Triple-S blue trading stamps
distributed by a wholly owned subsidiary,
the Stop and Save Trading Stamp Co. of
South Hackensack, N.Y.

William H. Preis of Englewood, N.J.,
senior vice president in charge of diver-
sified operations, says more than 100-
million books of Triple-S blue stamps
with a retail value in excess of $300-
million have been redeemed since the
organization was founded in 1955.

Grand Union pays for its stamps from
its normal sales promotion budget.
Triple-S blue stamps have long been ad-
vertised as “The Extra That Customers
Den’t Pay Extra For.”

The company may well be the only one
ever to print and sell a book of sermons.
In 1890, it offered a book by T. De-
Witt Talmage, pastor of Brooklyn Taber-
nacle. Even back in the last 19th cen-
tury, Grand Union used such modern
merchandising methods as offering dic-
tionaries, calendars, cookbooks, tea can-
nisters, flatirons, coffee grinders, and
other merchandise.

In its role as a “People Pleaser,” Grand
Union has conducted many consumer-
oriented programs. Last year, for ex-
ample, it sponsored a 6-week consumer
nutrition information program. Good
nutrition—and how to shop for it—was
featured in newspaper advertisements,
on radio and through in-store signs.

The company distributed nutrition-
ally balanced menus to customers in its
225 supermarkets in the New York-New
Jersey metropolitan area. Each menu,
which was given out at the check-out,
contained meal suggestions for a 2-week
period.

Earlier this year, the company began
packaging grapefruit, oranges, and other
produce items in wrappers containing
consumer information. The bags bear
such messages as “seedless grapefruit has
very few seeds.”

Last summer, the company imple-
mented a “Consumer Bill of Rights.” It
stressed four points: The customer’s
right to choice, satisfaction, knowledge
and direct access to company officials on
complaints.

Headed by Miss Jean F. Judge, director
of consumer affairs, who came from Rut-
gers University where she was exten-
sion professor of consumer food market-
ing, the company maintains a customer
relations department that handles an
average of 800 customer letters and tele-
phone calls a month.

Grand Union has been headguartered
in East Paterson, N.J., since 1952 when if
moved its corporate headquarters from
Manhattan. More than 500 people are
employed in its East Paterson general of-
fices, Grand Way Division headquarters
and accounting and computer center in
Paramus, N.J., and Triple-S Stamp sub-
sidiary in South Hackensack, N.J.

Over the years, Grand Union execu-
tives have played important roles in New
Jersey affairs. Thomas C. Butler, present
chairman of the board, is a director and
immediate past president of the New
Jersey State Chamber of Commerce. He
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is now serving as president of the New
Jersey Citizens Transportation Council
and as chairman of the Hospital Service
Plan—Biue Cross—of New Jersey.

Mr. Rodman is a director of the Ber-
gen County Chamber of Commerce and
the Bergen County United Fund. He also
serves on the boards of the New Jersey
Bell Telephone Co. and the Peoples Trust
Co. of New Jersey.

A MEMORIAL TO GEORGE FRANK
BONEY, LATE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
OF THE ALASKA SUPREME COURT

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on
Wednesday, August 30, 1972, Alaska lost
its chief justice in a tragic boating ac-
cident. George Frank Boney was the
yvoungest chief justice in the United
States. He had just turned 42 years old
when he lost his life. Chief Justice Boney
was one of the outstanding attorneys in
Alaska when he was appointed to the
supreme court on December 20, 1968, by
the then Governor, Walter J. Hickel. In
31 years he led the Alaska Supreme
Court to a position of preeminence in this
country. His life exemplified not only the
court on which he served, but also the
caliber of the Alaska bench and bar.
This life of this bright young man was
snuffed out at the height of his career,
when he was just coming into his own
as a legal scholar and jurist. I do not
doubt that, had he lived, he would have
become one of the great chief justices of
this country.

George Frank Boney was born in
Savannah, Ga.,, on July 3, 1930. His
family had lived for many years in that
State, and he grew up there. He attended
the University of Georgia, in Athens,
graduating in 1948 with and A.B. degree
and being named to Phi Beta Kappa. He
attended Harvard Law School, where he
won the Roscoe Pound Prize in 1952, and
was graduated with an LL.B. degree in
1954. While at Harvard he completed the
Air Force ROTC program and was com-
missioned a second lieutenant in the U.S.
Air Force Reserve on June 8, 1953.

After graduation from law school, he
served as a judge advocate in the US.
Air Force from 1954 to 1958. He was ad-
mitted to the bars of the District of Co-
lumbia and Florida in 1955. In 1958, he
was named assistant U.S. attorney for the
District of Alaska and served in that
post until April 1, 1959. During that time
he was admitted to the Alaska bar and
to practice before the U.8. Court of Ap-
peals for the Ninth Circuit.

He engaged in the private practice
of law from 1959 until he was appointed
to the Alaska Supreme Court. He was
admitted to the Supreme Court of the
United States in 1966. During that period
of time, he also became a member of the
American Judicature Society and the
American Trial Lawyers Association. He
was elected treasurer of the Federal Bar
Association, Anchorage Chapter and vice
president of the Alaska Academy of Trial
Lawyers. He also served as vice presi-
dent of the Anchorage Bar Association.
He was a delegate to the Republican Na-
tional Convention in 1968. He was a
member of the Governor's Advisory Com-~
mittee to the Attorney General from
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1967 to 1968 and a law member of the
Alaska Judicial Council from January
1965 to September 1968. He also served
as chairman of the Law Revision Com-
mittee of the Alaska Bar Association un-
til January 1, 1969.

On December 20, 1968, he was ap-
pointed associate justice of the Alaska
Supreme Court and on May 8, 1970, was
appointed chief justice. At that time, he
also became chairman of the Alaska
Judicial Council.

Chief Justice Boney was a member of
Phi Eappa Phi, Phi Eta Sigma, Kappa
Sigma Fraternity, and various other
fraternal groups. He was a member and
trustee of the Anchor Park Methodist
Church in Anchorage.

He leaves his wife, the former Sarah E.
Boozer of Montgomery, Ala., and three
children, Catherine Lynn, George Frank,
Jr., and Angela Carol.

These are the facts of his life, but they
do not indicate his talents. Chief Justice
Boney led a drive to liberalize the Alaska
court system. He strongly backed the
move for a State law center for paralegal
training. He was a leader to improve jus-
tice in the bush for Alaska Natives. He
was a champion of personal rights and
human dignity, speaking many times
from the bench on behalf of personal
freedom and minority rights.

In one of his early cases, Fresneda v.
State, 458 P. 2d 134, 139 (Alaska 1969),
George Boney set forth his philosophy:

In dealing with a matter which affects the
very essence of constitutional liberty, history
becomes of more than academic Importance.
Our political ancestors forged our Constitu-
tion on the anvil of their experience and with
a view toward what they regarded as certain
governmental evils. The matters that con-
cerned them can provide valuable insight
into the intentions and the underlying prin-
ciples embodied in the Bill of Rights.

Last year, in a landmark decision,
Chief Justice Boney further explained
that the Constitution applies equally to
all people throughout the far reaches of
Alaska:

It is of paramount importance that the
benefits conferred by the Constitutions of
the United States and Alaska be extended
with an even hand to the people of our state.
When a large segment of the population lives
in towns and villages scattered throughout
the reaches of the state, we cannot afford to
succumb to the temptation of convenience
by allowing the machinery of justice to be-
come inflexibly intrenched within the en-
claves of our major cities. Instead, we must
tallor our system of justice to meet the needs
of the people. It 15 the judicial system which
must take the initiative to assure compliance
with the mandates of the constitution; we
cannot simply neglect or ignore communities
of individuals located in remote areas of the
state. Justice must be made available to all
the people of Alaska, Alvarado v. State, 486
P.2d 891, 905-06 (Alaska 1971).

George Frank Boney was an outstand-
ing jurist and a good friend. We, and I
believe I speak in this statement for the
entire Alaska legal community, will miss
him deeply.

The Anchorage Daily News expressed
its views in an editorial published on
August 31, 1972, The Anchorage Daily
Times also expressed its views in an
editorial the same date. I ask unanimous
consent that the editorials be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Anchorage Dally News, Aug. 31,

GEORGE BONEY

George F. Boney was a chunky, voluble and
vital man. Few who knew him were un-
touched by his wit, his incisive mind and his
concern for justice.

Among those at The Dally News who knew
him best was C. Robert Zelnick, our Wash-
ington columnist. Mr. Zelnick, who came to
know Chief Justice Boney well during his
days as a reporter in Anchorage, filed this
tribute Wednesday night:

George Boney was devoted to the institu-
tion of justice.

He was an ideologlcal conservative, a racon-
teur of some note, a robust and jovial com-
panion and a witty and effective politiclan. He
was a man of integrity, good taste, and hardy
appetite.

But most of all, George Boney was a man
who cared about the quality of things he was
a part of. He bullt an important Anchorage
law firm not because he was himself the
greatest barrister of our era, but because he
took the time and expended the energy to at-
tract good men to his staff and because his
diplomacy, tact and good humor could hold
men of diverse temperaments and philoso-
phies together.

He was an extraordinarily competent Su-
preme Court justice, again not solely because
of his considerable legal erudition, but be-
cause he cared about the administration of
Justice and surrounded himself with men
who cared as he did.

He made the state Supreme Court info a
nationally respected judicial tribunal.

He Enew that the Constitution guaran-
tees a speedy trial as well as a fair one and
he worked hard to make his court system
more efficlent. He brought justice to the far
reaches of the state because he belleved in
Justice and thought it was selfish of men to
hoard it.

George Boney was & positive man. He
Judged others not by whether they agreed
with his particular legal or political views=
point, but by whether they shared his zeal
for the betterment of institutions. As lo-
quaclous as he was, and as sensitive to criti-
cism as he was, he responded to bombast with
reason and to rhetoric with logic.

Alaska will miss the kindly, gentle and
affable George Boney. The state Supreme
Court will miss its able, diligent and intelll-
gent chief justice.

HIS ACHIEVEMENTS

George F. Boney's tenure on the state
Supreme Court was pathetically brief for a
man of such vitallty and vision.

But during his less than four years on
the bench (a little more than two of which
he spent as chief justice), Mr. Boney decided
& number of cases which will have a pro-
found influence on the future of the judicial
system in Alaska. The common thread in all
these key decisions was an evident concern
for the impact of institutions on the com-
mon man. He was always concerned that a
defendant with power, influence and wealth
could secure a falr trial while a poor man
without power or influence sometimes could
not. He thought there ought to be equal
justice for all and set the court on the
road toward achieving it in these key deci-
sions:

Baker vs. the City of Fairbanks, which
guaranteed the right to a jury trial in all
cases, including misdemeanors.

Alexander va. the City of Anchorage, which
guaranteed defendants the right to counsel
in all eriminal cases.

Alvarado vs. the State of Alaska, which
ordered representative juries for trials in the
bush,
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In addition, the chlef justice convened the
first conference on Justice in the bush. It
brought judges, lawyers, magistrates, state
troopers and Interested observers together
to discuss the pressing need for extending the
judicial system to the remote areas of the
state, which had been virtually ignored pre-
viously.

And he ordered ploneering advances in
judicial proceedings, Including the wuse of
electronic recording of trials in place of the
traditional court stenographers and the use
of videotape for recording depositions.

Chief Justice Boney's tenure, though trag-
ically brief, was a period of pioneering ad-
vance for the Alaska court system and will
be recalled as such by history.

[From the Anchorage Dally Times, Aug. 31,
1972]
GEORGE F. BONEY

In life yesterday morning George F.
Boney was sailing a small boat on turbulent
waters—pondering, perhaps, a stormy period
approaching in his career during which time
his continued service on the Supreme Court
of the State of Alaska would be on the elec-
tion line.

In death today, the 42-year-old jurist is
the object of praise and tribute from as-
sociates and friends, universally shocked and
saddened by a sudden tragedy on the small
lake north of Palmer where the chief justice
maintained a cabin retreat.

His death by drowning, apparently as a
result of the accidental capsizing of his small
sailboat in rough waters on an overcast and
windy day, stunned people in all walks of
life in Alaska.

Once more the sudden death of a man in
the prime of life was a startling reminder of
how quickly anyone can be called from this
life—in an instant, as it were, at a time when
death and tragedy seem far removed from the
scene.

For George F. Boney, a Georglan by birth
and an Alaskan by choice and by spirit, the
unexpected came at a time when he was
alone; at a time when he was away from the
office; at a time when it was known that he
was seeking solitude to ponder some of the
decisions facing him as the youngest chief
Jjustice of all the states.

Only four weeks ago he had announced
his intention to stand on the ballot in No-
vember for retention on the Supreme Court,
under provisions of Alaska's Constitution
that require judges to run on their record
on a non-partison ballot if they seek con-
tinuation in the office to which they origi-
nally are selected by gubernatorial appoint-
ment.

George Boney’s decision was to seek a 10-
year elective term on the bench, despite the
fact that a behind-the-scene political effort
was being launched to defeat him.

As a Republican appointee to the high
court, the chief justice was a political target
of those who wanted his seat taken by a
Democrat. The Immediate cause of the move
against him, however, was his leadership in
the recent Supreme Court reapportionment
of the Alaska Leglslature.

That came after the high court unani-
mously declared unconstitutional the redis-
tricting plan announced by Gov. William A.
Egan, The Supreme Court, under Chief Jus-
tice Boney, affirmed a lower court’s finding of
unconstitutionality. The lower court had or-
dered the reapportionment matter returned
to the governor's office for further review by
the State Reapportionment Advisory Board—
meanwhile leaving in place the existing
legislative districts, at least through the 1973
lawmaking session.

Chief Justice Boney, speaking for the Su-
preme Court, would have none of that.

Reapportionment, under provisions of the
one-man, one-vote concept, could not be de-
layed, the high court held. And the court
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promulgated its own redistricting plan—the
one under which candidates were nominated
in last week’s primary election, and the one
under which the nominees will stand in the
November election.

But George Boney will not be on the ballot
with them.

He will not face the test at the polls of
which he had no fear, despite the opposition
he recognized was being mounted against
him.

Four weeks ago, in a private luncheon con-
versation, George Boney spoke bluntly about
the challenge. “I have to be pragmatic,” he
sald, “A judge can‘t campaign for office. But
I'm not afraid to run, and I'm sure I will be
confirmed. I like the court. I like the job. I
think we've done some good things. I'm
proud to be a part of 1t.”

Tragically, his part, as the second chief
Justice of Alaska’s highest court, is now
relegated to the state’s history.

IDAHO FALLS SCHOOLS HONOR
RETIRED TEACHERS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, everyone
has a favorite educator who remains vivid
in his memory.

In Idaho Falls, Idaho, School District
91 has devised an effective way of assur-
ing that tangible recognition will be
given as well.

Four elementary schools in Idaho Falls
have been named in honor of retired
teachers: Dora Erickson, A. H. Bush,
Theresa Bunker, and Ethel Boyes.

Since all four educators are members
of the National Retired Teachers Asso-
ciation, the September 1972, NRTA News-
Bulletin described their achievements
and their new honor.

Mr. President, I believe that the Idaho
Falls example might well be followed
elsewhere in other communities where
teachers and principals have stirred the
admiration and the friendship of the
people within those communities. I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed in the RECORD.

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

IpaHO FALLS SCHOOLS NAMED TO HONOR
RTA MEMBERS

IpagO FaLns, InaHo.—Four Idaho Falls
elementary schools were recently named in
honor of retired teachers. School District
No. 91 named schools for RTA members Dora
Erickson, A. H. Bush, Theresa Bunker, and
Ethel Boyes, all former teachers in the dis-
trict.

Mrs. Erickson was principal of the school
which now bears her name. Prior to her 1968
retirement, she was district director of ele-
mentary education. Since retiring, she has
been a member of the Mayor's Committee for
the Handicapped and the State Committee
for Better Education in Idaho.

Bush, a 1969 retiree, taught 46 years in
Idaho Falls, setting what is believed to be
the record for continuous service as a teacher
and principal in the state. He is past presi-
dent of the Eastern Idaho Educational As-
sociation and was instrumental in bringing
improvements in the Idaho teachers retire-
ment program.

Miss Bunker began her assignment in Idaho
Falls in 1924 after teaching 16 years in Okla-
homa. During her 49-year career, she served
as a teacher and principal in elementary and
Junior high schools.

After a 45-year career, Ethel Boyes con-
tinued to teach as a substitute in the school
named for her. She formerly was a principal
at two Idaho Falls elementary schools,
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While District 91 has named many schools
in honor of prominent community residents
and other distingulshed Americans, these
four schools are the first to bear the names
of living teachers and administrators.

JESS H. DAVIS

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, re-
cently the State of New Jersey and the
Nation lost an outstanding educator and
a most concerned human being with the
death of Jess H. Davis.

From 1952 to 1959, Mr. Davis served
as president of Stevens Institute of Tech-
nology in Hoboken, N.J. During that
time the school experienced unparalleled
growth and Mr. Davis was able to bring
this about without diminishing the qual-
ity of education at Stevens which cer-
tainly is one of America's finest engi-
neering colleges.

And, he did more than just head
Stevens. He enmeshed himself into many
civic problems in an effort to help all
people.

The New York Times of September 18
published a story outlining the distin-
guished career of this most distinguished
individual.

I ask unanimous consent that that
article be printed in the REcorp as a
tribute to the great contributions of
Mr. Davis.

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

Jess H. Davis, LeEp STEVENS INSTITUTE—
PrEsIDENT DURING 20 YEARS OF ScHOOL'S
GrowTH DIES
Jess Harrison Davis, president emeritus of

the Stevens Institute of Technology in

Hoboken, N.Y., died of cancer yesterday at

his home in Charlottesville, Va., where he had

moved after his retirement last June. He
was 66 years old.

Mr. Davis left the presidency of the Clark-
son College of Technology in Potsdam, N.Y.,
for Stevens in 19561, During his Incumbency,
the student body almost doubled, shifting
from mostly day students to mostly resi-
dents. Graduate study expanded, and a doc-
toral program was instituted, co-education
was introduced, and a $20-million bullding
program was completed.

In that period, from 1952 to 1950, Mr,
Davis served as a commissioner of what is
now the Port of New York Authority. He was
also a member of the Hackensack Meadow=
lands Commission and president of the New
York State Association of Engineering Col-
leges,

At his death, Mr. Davis was a director and
executive-committee member of Philip Mor-
ris, Inc., the First Jersey National Bank and
the National Biscuit Company; director and
executive-committee chairman of the Pru-
dential Insurance Company, and & director
of the Bethlehem Steel Corporation, the
Pennwalt Corporation, the Public Service
Electric and Gas Company and the Carrler
Corporation,

JOINED CLARKSON IN 198289

A native of Columbus, Ohio, he received
a mechanical-engineering degree from the
Ohio State University in 1928 and a Master of
Science degree 1933. Meanwhile, he had
joined the Clarkson faculty in 1929, become
dean of administration in' 1946 and president
in 1948.

His service there was interrupted by two
years as head of the mechanical-engineering
department at the University of Loulsville
from 1944 to 1946.

Mr. Davis worked as an engineer with the
Alabame Power Company in 1936; the Amer-
ican Locomotive Company in 1937; the Cen-
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tral New York Power Company in. 1940, and
the Foster Wheeler Corporation in 1941. He
was later a consulting engineer with Hydrau-
liec Conftrols, Inc., the New York Air Brake
Company, Douglas M. McBean, Inc., and the
DeWolf Furnace Corporatlon.

Honorary doctorates came to him from St.
Lawrence University (1948), Clarkson
(1951), Rutgers (1954), Ohio State University
(1956) and from Stevens last June.

He leaves his second wife, the former
Mary Roper, and a daughter, Mrs. Edward
Boslow Jr., by his first wife, the late Dorothy
Corrigan Davis. Also surviving are his mother,
Mrs. W. E. Davis, and a sister, Mrs. Chester
Hursey, both of Yucaipa, Callf, and two
grand children.

There will be a memorial service at
Stevens at a date to be announced.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT REVE-
NUE SHARING FIGURES FOR ILLI-
NOIS

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the Treas-
ury Department has now made available
on a limited basis its computations of
amounts to be received by the States
under the revenue-sharing bill as it has
emerged from conference. I am pleased
that these official figures are finally
available. Local government officials
throughout my own State of Illinois—
and I am sure in other States as well—
have been extremely anxious to have this
information.

In order to try to accommodate this
need, I and my staffi made an estimated
calculation of the amounts to be received
by counties and municipalities with pop-
ulations over 2,500 in Illinois, which has
proven to be very closely correct. How-
ever, I think it important that they have
the official figures. I think it is important
to point out that even these figures might
contain inaccuracies. They do not, I un-
derstand, take into account mumicipal-
ities incorporated after 1967. Thus, in
the final distribution of funds within
counties, municipalities incorporated
after that date must be included in the
division of the revenue-sharing funds.

I ask unanimous consent that the of-
ficial Treasury tabulation of revenue-
sharing funds for Illinois be printed in
the REecorbp.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Revenue sharing funds for
[In dollars]
Total State grant to all locals__
Amount returned to Illinois
State government is

Hlinois

183, 163, 046

187, 6510

Adams County area

Adams County government....
Total to all cities over 2,600_._._
Total to all cities under 2,600..
Total to all townships

Quiney City.

1,579, 322
472, 200
7286, 970

94, 627
285, 525
726, 970

287, 222
134, 318
130, 334

22, 570

Alexander County area
Alexander County government.
Total to all cities over 2,500
Total to all cities under 2,5600__
Total to all townships

Cairo City

Bond County area

Bond County government

Total to all cities over 2,600 .-~
Total to all cities under 2,500
Total to all townships.
Greenville City

123, 714
47,474
29, 566
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Boone County area.

Boone County government. ..
Total to all cities over 2,600.._.
Total to all cities under 2,600-..
Total to all townships.

Belvidere City.

316,114
132,271
101,522
9, 106
73,217
101, 522
138, 535
45,281
0

50, 761
37,404

Brown County area

Brown County government ...
Total to all cities over 2,500
Total to all citles under 2,500_-
Total to all townships

876, 887
204, 752
140, 826

Bureau County area

Bureau County government...
Total to all cities over 2,600-_--
Total to all cities under 2,500
Total to all townships

Spring Valley City

Calhoun County area.-
Calhoun County government..
Total to all cities over 2,600.._..
Total to all cities under 2,500-.
Total to all townships

Carroll County area

Carroll County Govi._.__ ity
Total to all cities over 2,500-...
Total to all cities under 2,500.-.

Cass County area

Cass County Govt

Total to all cities over 2,500___.
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships. . ... —
Beardstown City

45, 217
101, 640
68, 503
Champaign County ares..----. 1,949,151
Champaign County Govt

Total to all cities over 2,500_.__

Total to all cities under 2,500__

Total to all townships... —

Christian County area
Christian County Govt
Total to all cities over 2,500 ..
Total to all cities under 2,500_.
Total to all townships.
Pana City.
Taylorville City.

Clark County area.

Clark County Govt.

Total to all cities over 2,600.._.
Total to all cities under 2,500-.
Total to all townships.

Casey Oy e e
Marshall City.

106, 066
58, 576
18, 601

147,336
30, 102
28,474

—_—

352, 245

200, 124
50, 611
27, 140
T4, 370
50, 611

Clay County area.
Clay County Govt
Total to all cities over 2,500___-
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships. . ____

676, 879
207, 023
139, 688
172, 841
157,327
59, 000
50, 667
30, 081

Clinton County area

Clinton County Govt

Total to all cities over 2,500...-
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships

Breese City
Carlyle City.
Ceniralia City (part)

897, 105
196, 817
538, 538

31,236
230,513
197, 950
340, 587

Coles County area—

Coles County government
Total to all cities over 2,600----
Total to all cities under 2,500-.
Total to all townships._... -
Charleston City

Mattoon City.

07, 644, 623
18, 719, 551
79, 631, 662
189, 4564

1, 108, 957
36, 735
248,722

36, 733

Cock County area

Cook County government.._...
Total to all cities over 2,600----
Total to all cities under 2,500--
Total to all townships....... e
Alsip Village
Arlington Heights Village.
Village of Barrington. ...
Bartlett Village (part) 8,276
Bellwood Village 178, 220
Bensenville Village (part) 11
Berkeley Village. 12, 000
Berwyn City. 317, 152
Blue Island City 115, 584
Bridge View Village e eac-a 60, 333
Broadview Village - cceemaeae 48, 428
Village of Brookfield

Burnham Village. -

Calumet Clty Cll¥eme o

Calumet Park Village

East Chicago Heights Village..
EIgn City (POXt) e oemememmmm

5186, 250
118, 848
25, 870
99, 418
190, 674
34, 760
82,036

Forest Park Village
Franklin Park Village
Glencoe Village
Glenview Village. .
Glenwood Village._.

Hillside Village
Hinsdale Village (part)
Hometown City.
Homewood Village._
Justice Village.
Eenilworth Village
Village of La Grange
La Grange Park Village

Lemont Village
Lincolnwood Village
Lyons Village

Midlothian Village
Morton Grove Village
Mount Prospect Village________
Niles Village

Norridge Village
Northbrook Village.
Northfield Village
North Lake City (part)
North Riverside Village
Onk Forest Village
Village of Oak Lawn___
Oak Park Village
Olympia Fields Village._.
Orland Park Village
Palatine Village

Palos Park Village

Park Forest Village
Park Ridge City

117, 460
144, 950
229, 899
60, 862
90, 006
16, 519
113, 584
36, 298
58, 922
277,611
370, 984
11, 468
26, 146
90, 020
10, 871
112, 242
188,904
47,104
29, 806
11, 466
55, 900
44, 190
45,616
34, 397
113, 500
72, 560
218

Richion Park Village_ __
Riverdale Village

River Forest Village
River Grove Village
Riverside Village
Robbins Village

Rolling Meadows City...
Roselle Village (part) ...
Rosemont Village
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Schiller Park Village

Skokie Village

South Chicago Hghts. VilI.
South Holland Village.

Steger Village (part).-_

Village of Stickney...-

Stone Park Village.

Village of Summit

Thornton Village

Tinley Park Village.__.
Westchester Village .- ...
Western Springs Village.
Wheeling Village

Willow Springs Village.
Wilmette Village

Winnetka Village

Worth Village

Barrington Hills Village

Buffalo Grove Village (part) ...
City of Co Club Hills

Elk Grove Village (part)
Hanover Park Village (part).----
Sauk Village

Streamwood Village
Schaumburg Village (part).._-
City of Palos Hills

Palos Helghts City.

Hoffman Estates Village

City of Countryside

Crawford County area
Crawford County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500.._.
Total to all cities under 2,500--
Total to all townships
Robinson City

Cumberland County area.
Cumberland County govt.

Total to all cities over 2,500-_.
Total to all cities under 2,500--
Total to all townships

De Kalb County area

De Ealb County govt..

Total to all cities over 2,600...
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships

De Ealb City

City of Genoa

Sandwich City (part)
Sycamore City

De Witt County area

De Witt County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600 __
Total to all cities under 2,500 -
Total to all townships eeeeao
Clinton City

Douglas County area-

Douglas County govt

Total to all cities over 2 500.-..-
Total to all cities under 2,500___
Total to all townships. cccacaaa
Tuscola City

Villa Grove City

Du Page County area

Du Page County govt.

Total to all cities over 2,500_._.
Total to all cities under 2,500___
Total to all townships

Addison Village

Bartlett Village (part)
Bensenville Village (part)
Bloomingdale Village
Clarendon Hill Village

Downers Grove Village

Elk Grove Village (part)
Elmhurst City

Glen Ellyn Village

Hinsdale Village (part)
Hanover Park Village (part) --_-
Itasca Village

Lisle Village

Lombard Village___

Naperville City

North Lake City (part)

105, 182

1, 139, 945

375, 560
430, 455

62, 607
265,324

152, 853
60, 768
a7, 767

1,489, 871
1,748, 645
20, 428
395, 604
101, 562
3,268
84,611
9,814
22,914
154, 838
740

294, 951
72,240
46, T31
597
19,512
24, 269
144, 694
121, 0656
202
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Revenue sharing funds for Illinois
[In dollars]

Roselle Village (part)-____ e
Schaumburg Village (part)
Villa Park Village

West Chicago City.

Westmont Village

Wheaton City

Winfield Village

Wood Dale Village

Oak Brook Village

Carol Siream Village

Woodridge Village

Glendale Heights Village.-
Edgar County area

Edgar County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600-.--
Total to all cities under 2,5600.-
Tatal to all townships

City of Paris

15,321
637
194, 460
98, 320
31, 040
138, 721
17, 021
33, 036
19, 463
22, 819
36, 362
39, 446
516, 139
200, 893
125, 945
47,518
141, 784
125, 045

Edwards County area 133, 397
Edwards County govt, 85, 335
Total to all cities over 2,600__._- o
Total to all cities under 2,600-_ 48, 062
Total to all townships

583 262
216, 613
121, 224
75, 736
174, 688
496, 083
209, 360
62, 038
51,614
173, 071
62, 038

Effingham County area
Effingham county govt

Total to all cities over 2,500..-
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships

Fayette County area

Fayette County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500___
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships
Vandalia City

391, 617
133, 287
77,433
30,777
44, 407
33, 026

Ford County area
Ford County govt
Total to all citles over 2,500_-_
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Gibson City
Paxion City
916, 267
290, 478
235, 505
113, 343
76, 436

Franklin County area

Franklin County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500-__-
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Benion City

Christopher City

West Frankfort City 140 810

868, 145
299, 750
214, 477
107, 088
246, 829
155, 092
32,331
27,055
Gallatin County area 177,338
Gallatin County Govt. 59, 042
Total to all cities over 2,600.. 0
Total to all cities under 2,500-- 40, 378
Total to all townships 77,008
106, 725

153, 505

59, 880

51, 008

142, 333
33,101

26, 688

362, 034
109, 776
86, 510
43,778
121, 972
29, 082
57,472
207,139
82,161
19,476
6.368

Fulton County area.

Fulton County Govt

Total to all cities over 2,600...
Total to all cities under 2,5600-.
Total to all townships.
Canton City

Farmington City

Lewistown City

Greene County area

Greene County go

Total to all cities over 2,500_-_
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships
Carrollion City

White Hall City

Grundy County area

Grundy County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600...
Total to all cities under 2,500-_
Total to all townships

Coal City Village

Morris City

Hamilton County area
Hamilton County govt
Total to all cities over 2,500 ..
Total to all cities under 2,600__

18, 269.

Total to all townships
McLeansboro City

Hancock County area..--.-. e
Hancock County govi

Total to all cities over 2,600___.
Total to all cities under 2,600__
Total to all townships
Carthage City

Hamilton City

Hardin County area
Hardin County govt
Total to all cities over 2,600....
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships________

Henderson County area.
Henderson County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600.__-
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships_.._____

Henry County area

Henry County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500...-
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships

Galva Ol e e e ccn e
Geneseo Clty

Green Rock City.

Kewanee City.

Iroquois County area.

Iroquois County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600-.--
Total to all cities under 2,500_.
Total to all townships

Waiseka City

Jackson County area

Jackson County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500._._-
Total to all cities under 2,500-_
Total to all townships.
Carbondale City

Jasper County area..

Jasper County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600____
Total to all cities under 2,600__
Total to all townships

City of Newton.

Jefferson County area
Jefferson County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500_.__
Total to all cities under 2,500._
Total to all townships

M¢t. Vernon City

Jersey County area._.

Jersey County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600- ...
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to al townships_..... | Wi
Jerseyville City

Jo Daviess County area

Jo Daviess County govt-__-
Total to all cities over 2,600....
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all ftownships

Galena City

Johnson County area

Johnson County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600___.
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships

Kane County area

Kane County government

Total to all cities over 2,600....
Total to all cities under 2,600..
Total to all townships

Aurora City

Batavia City

Carpentersville Village

East Dundee Village
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254, 427
32,120
36, 085
12, 209

179, 432

801, 503
274, 726
54, 894
155, 173
316, 801
54, 804

1,474,412
376, 790
424, 252

61,914
184, 456
314, 238
110, 019
10? 797

89, 674

24.131

9, 484
b4, 458
24,181

525, 564
224, 199
190, 029

24, 580
186, 756
190, 029

337,739
171, 500
21, 500
31, 406
113, 333
21, 500

63,484

2, GB‘? 5'?4
655, 531
1, 605, 435
72, 839
358, 769
742, 287
52, 287

Elgin City (part)

Geneva City

Montgomery Village (pm)
North Aurora Village

St. Charles City

South Elgin Village

West Dundee Village. .. cceeeae

Kankakee County area
Kankakee County government. .
Total to all cities over 2,600_._.
Total to all cities under 2,600___
Total to all townships
Bonrbonnais Village

Bradley Village

Kankakee City

Manteno Village._

Momence City

Kendall County area

Kendall County government._.._
Total to all cities over 2,600____
Total to all cities under 2,500--
Total to all townships
Montgomery Village (part) .....
Piand Clty.cocssaaasaanisias -
Sandwich City (part)

Enox County area. —--—----_- -
EKnox County government

Total to all cities over 2,600....
Total to all cities under 2,600..
Total to all townships
Abingdon City-.

Galesburg City_.

KEnoxville City.

Lake County area

Lake County government
Total to all cities over 2,500-...
Total to all cities under 2,500___
Total to all townships

Antioch Village

Buffalo Grove Village (part) -...
Deerfield Village (part)_..

Fox Lake Village

Grayslake Village___

Gurnee Village

Highland Park City-

Highwood City-___-

Lake Bluff Village--

Lake Forest City

Lake Zurich Village

Libertyville Village.___
Mundelein Village_ .-

North Chicago City

Round Lake Beach Village._
Round Lake Park Village__
Wauconda Village

Waukegan City

Winthrop Harbor Vilg Off.
O N o e e e B b
Lincolnshire Village......
Village of Lindenhurst.....
Park City

LaSalle County area

LaSalle County Govt-c-cccoaaa
Total to all cities over 2,600.._.
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships

LaSalle City--.--c-m--
Marsellles Cilty--

Mendoia City__

Oglesby City.-.

Ottawa City -

Peru City

Bireator City (part)

Lawrence County Area
Lawrence County Govte oo
Total to all cities over 2,600.....
Total to all cities under 2,600-.
Total to all townships
Lawrenceville Clty_ - —cccceaea

Lee County area
Lee County Govt
Total to all cities over 2,600. .-
Total to all cities under 2,600--
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460, 765
41, 436
13,799
21, 009
73, 964
17, 061

8, 500
1,415, 496

552, 467

523, 352
51, 527

288, 151
19, 484
91, 340

342,315
18, 962
51, 252

336,865

136, 311
44,108
47, 851

1,291, 665
372, 303
652, 706

80, 960
185, 696
53, 958
579, 410
19, 337

3 062, 681
960, 092
1, 692, 781
82,303
327, 415
24,311
3, 340
62, 451
25,218
16, 180
25,335
1086, 380
16, 397
16, 513
56, 339
24,350
38, b25
80, 6566
265, 383
26, 6756
18, 348

« 29, 834
639, 971
25, 458
153, 000
8, 345
10, 357
9,414

2,195, 351
715, 108
937, 158
13b, 332
407, 7152
179, 741

29, 854
73, 357
43, 419
234, 296
121, 035
255, 458

418, 869
168, 832
83, 869
69, 364
86, 803
83, 869

0807, 135
827, 498
264,772
103, 927
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Total to all townships
Dixon City

Livingston County area
Livingston County Govt

Total to all cities over 2,600.-...
Total to all clties under 2,600__-
Total to all townships

Streator City (part)

Dwight Village

Fairbury City

Logan County area.

Logan County Govt

Total to all cities over 2,600____
Total to all cities under 2,5600__.
Total to all townships

Lincoln City

McDonough County area
McDonough County Govt.
Total to all cities over 2,500....
Total to all cities under 2,500.--
Total to all townships

Bushnell City

Macomb City

McHenry County area
McHenry County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600_...
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships
Algonquin Village.

Crystal Lake City

Harvard City

Village of Lake in the Hills.__.
McHenry Clty

Marengo City.

Woodstock City.

McLean County area

McLean County go

Total to all cities over 2,600___.
Total to all cities under 2,5600..
Total to all townships
Bloomington City

Macon County area

Macon County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600 ...
Total to all cities under 2,500_.
Total to all townships._ —a
Decatur City

Macoupin County area
Macoupin County govt

Total to all citles over 2,500___.
Total to all citles under 2,500...
Total to all townships
Carlinville City

Gilllespie City

Virden City

Madison County area

Madison County go

Total to all cities over 2,600__..
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships

Alton City

Bethalso Village

Collinsville City (part).-

East Alton WVillage
Edwardsville City

Granite City

Marion County area.

Marion County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600
Total to all eities under 2,500 _.
Total to all townships
Centralia City (part).--

Salem City.

Marshall County area...
Marshall County govt....
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210,987
264, 772

718, 028
593, 000
125, 028

0

0
1,028
69, 000
55, 000

301, 456
192, 412

74, 681
233, 287
102, 412
811, 814
266, 370
258, 006

54, 649
232, 790

45,339
212, 667

1,045,081
362, 461
337, 157

63, 677
281, 786
16,311
22, 517

1,771,073
566, 814
714, 976
174, 976
314, 308
491, 940
223, 036

1,372, 626
396, 103
665, 067

76, 469
234, 995
665, 067

887,124
274,111
156, 330
130, 661
327,121
69, 390
20,077
46, 620
19,243

3, 662, 613

1,431,878
1,928, 767
201, 967

L]

598, 516
28, 552
114,083
1486, 407
96, 749
492, 756
57, 740
130, 921
111, 877
151, 166
864, 136
252, T16
295, 738
123, 847
191, 836
156, 013
140, 726

317, To4

125, 950

Total to all citles over 2,500...
Total to all citles under 2,500...
Total to all townships

Mason County area

Mason County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600-._.
Total to all cities under 2,600 ..
Total to all townships

Havana City

Mason City City

Massac County Area

Massac County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600
Total to all cities under 2,600___
Total to all townships
Metropolis City

Menard County Area

Menard County govt.

Total to all cities over 2,600
Total to all cities under 2,600..
Total to all townships
Petersburg City

Mercer County area

Mercer County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500.___
Total to all cities under 2,500..-
Total to all townships

Aledo City

Monroe County area

Monroe County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500
Total to all cities under 2,600___
Total to all townslLips
Columbia City =
Waterloo City

22, 966

413, 418
179, 183
35, 030
60, 347
138, 858
35, 030

178,024
69,492
94, 265
14, 277

0
30, 363
54, 902

—_————

Montgomery County area
Montgomery County govt
Total to all cities over 2,500__ ..
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships
Hillsboro City

Litchfield City

City of Nokomis

Morgan County area

Morgan County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600
Total to all citles under 2,600.-
Total to all townships
Jacksonville City.

Vill of 8 Jacksonville

Moultrie County area

Moultrie County govt_________
Total to all cities over 2,600__..
Total to all cities under 2,500--
Total to all townships.
Sullivan City

Ogle County area

Ogle County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600____
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships

Oregon City.
Polo City.
Rochelle Oity_ .

Peoria County area

Peoria County BoOVi.oceccaaa-.
Total to all cities over 2,500..
Total to all cities under 2,500-.
Total to all townshipa__________
Bartonville Vilage

Chillicothe City.

Peoria City.

Peoria Heights Village

Pekin City (part)

Perry County area

Perry County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600._.__
Total to all cities under 2,600..

123, 376
233, 594
143, 356
77,136
269, 289
32,830
79, 894
30, 633

317, 066

131, 046
40, 991

670, 794

243, 382
173, 232
56, B8T
187, 202
15, 466
36,977
28, 463
92, 326

2,781, 938

712,747
1,769, 168
115, 618
184, 504
47,253

32, 616

1, 653, 726
35, 533

41

341,275

208, 610
108, 998
23, 666
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Total to all townships 0

Du Quoin Clty

Pinckneyville City a8, 791
326, 731
105, 967
39, 821
61, 882
119, 060
39, 821

Platt County area

Platt County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600.---
Total to all cities under 2,500__
Total to all townships
Monticello City

458, 623

180, 204

34, 668
61,412

182, 339

34, 668

Pope County area 63, 542
Pope County govt 51, 164
Total to all cities over 2,500.-.. 0
Total to all cities under 2,500__.. 12,378
Total to all townships 0

Pike County area

Pike County Govt

Total to all cities over 2,500....
Total to all cities under 2,600...
Total to all townships
Pittsfleld City

Pulaskl County area

Pulaskl County govt 141, 123
Total to all cities over 2,500_ ... 0
Total to all cities under 2,600_.. 67, 833
Total to all townships 0

112,972
36,619
o

Putnam County area

Putnam County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500 ...
Total to all cities under 2,500. ..
Total to all townships

16, 751
59, 603

455, 026
265, 097

Randolph County area
Randolph County govt
Total to all cities over 2,500._. 123, 401
Total to all cities under 2,500 .. 76, 528
Total to all townships 0
Chester City. 417, 321
Red Bud Clty-.- 26, 492
Sparta City. 49, 589

402, 302

130, 516

120,983
21, 653 .

120, 251

129, 983

Richland County area
Richland County govt

Total to all cities over 2,600..-.
Total to all clties under 2,600...
Total to all townships

Olnel Otya s o an s s

Rock Island County area
Rock Island County govt
Total to all cities over 2,600....
Total to all cities under 2,500. ..
Total to all townships

Coal Valley village

East Moline City

Milan v‘“ngn

Moline

Rock Island City

Bilvis City

1, 644, 626
101, 792
230, 461

10, 182
265, 056
55,492
578, 880

St. Clair County area

St. Clair County government.__.
Total to all cities over 2,600_._..
Total to all cities under 2,600__.

Bwansea Village
Washington Park Village.__
Centreville City 101, 055
456, 764
173, 749
139,233
33,014
108, 768
47, 500

Saline County area

Saline County government
Total to all cities over 2,600....
Total to all cities under 2,500...
Total to all townships.
Eldorado City.

Harrisburg City...
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Revenue sharing funds for Ilinois
[In dollars]

Sangamon County area
Sangamon County government.
Total to all eities over 2,600_...
Total to all cities under 2,500___
Total to all townships. -
Auburn City.

2, 129,952
667, 985
935, 733
198, 490
327, T44

29, 425
9, 193

City of Springfield 89T, 116

194, 470
56, 146
18, 763

3, 440

116, 120

18, 783

Schuyler County area

Schuyler County government...
Total to all eities over 2,500____
Total to all cities under 2,500 _-
Total to all townships
Rushville City.

Scott County area.
Scott County government,
Total to all eities over 2,500 .-
Total to all cities under 2,600.._
Total to all townships.
539, 997
197, 338
39,039
60, 456
243, 164
39,039

Shelby County area_

Shelby County government_.___
Total to all cities over 2,600-._.
Total to all cities under 2,600...
Total to all townships
Shelbyville City

Stark County area.
Stark County govt
Total to all cities aver 2,500.__-
Total to all cities under 2,500--

955,983
318,109
335, 404
64, 551
237,919
335, 404
=T
1, 482, 697
439, 776
656, 525
97,336
289, 069
40, 951
184,396
9,094

53, 649
327,004
41,343

Stephenson County area
Stephenson County govt.

Total to all cities over 2,500___-
Total to all cities under 2,600..
Total to all townships. ceeeea-

Tazewell County area
Tazewell County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500_
Total to all cities under 2,500_-

Pekin City (part)
Washington City

Union County area

Union County govie e
Total to all cities over 2,600-..-
Total to all cities under 2,500__

216, 435
120, 455

52,201
143, 779

1]
52,201
1,432, 029
384, 576
635, 094
122, 585
289,773
1,243
503, 139
17, 469
70, 408
27,210
15,625

Total to all cities over 2,600____
Total to all cities under 2,600__
Tatal to all townships.

Village of Bolingbrook (part)_—-
Banville &ty e

Westville Village

Wabash County area

Wabash County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500.__-
Total to all citles under 2,500__
Total to all townships

Mount Carmel City

256, 669
139, 821
104, 473
12, 375
]

104, 473
=_——T——=3
516, 235

175, 2000

123, 633

35, 569

181, 833
123,633
329,415

150, 07L

Warren County area

Warren County govt

Total to all eities over 2,600____
Total to all citles under 2,500___
Total to all townships_____
Monmouth City

Washington County area
Washington County govt______
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Total to all cities over 2,500_...
Total to all cities under 2,500._..
Total to all townships
Nashrville City.— e

24,212
81, 370
123, 762
24,212

4086, 486
128, 304
65, 267
31,245
181, 670
65, 267

Wayne County area

Wayne County govt

Total to all cities over 2,500____
Total to all cities under 2,600__
Tatal to all townships

Fairfield City

413,849
146, 824
61,410
60,748
144, 867
61, 410

White County area

‘White County govt

Total to all citles over 2,500
Total to all cities under 2,500..
Total to all townships

Carmi City

1,173, 231
583, 614
512,776

Whiteside County area
Whiteside Countly govt.

Total to all cities over 2,500__.__
Total to all cities under 2,500 -
Total to all townships

Fulton City

Rock Falls City
Sterling City

Will County area

Wil County govi.acmeccmcaaaa
Total to all cities over 2,500._ -
Total to all cities under 2,500-.
Total to all townships

Village of Bolingbrook (part)--
Crete Village

Jolet City.

Lockport City

New Lenox Village

Plainfield Village.

Wilmington City.-—--—-
Crest Hill City

038, 808
483,472

Wiliamson County area.
Williamson County govt
Total to all cities over 2,600___- 374, 047
Total to all cities under 2,500 __ 82,379
Total to all townships ]
Carierville City 231, 500
Herrin City..-- 115,832
Johnston City--

Winnebago County area.
Winnebago County govt
Total to all cities over 2,600 ___
Total to all cities under 2,600.-.

569, 920
187, 904

31,404
125,782
224,833

Woodford County area.
Woodford County govi

Total to all cities over 2,500 -
Total to all cities under 2,600-.
Total to all townships. oo
Eureka City

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY
SCORES A TOUCHDOWN

Mr, EAGLETON. Mr. President, there
is no more difficult nor frustrating task
than the search for effective ways to
bring education to wunderprivileged
children. Many ideas have been tried
and have failed. Others promise muech,
but due to the lack of funds have yeb
to be tried.

Every idea in this area tries ta incor-
porate some technique for reaching
through the barrier which all foo often
divides the ghetto child from the enjoy-
ment of learning.

Therefore, it is always encouraging to
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note successful methods which spark ex-
citement and learning for students who
had been turned off by school.

The Sunday, September 24, edition of
Parade confains one such success in
which St. Louis kids use a eomputer,
initially, to play a simulated football
game and then go on to more sophisti-
cated math and reading exercises once
their interest is engaged. While no one
contends that computers are the ulti-
mate answer to improved compensatory
edueation, computers, audiovisual equip-
ment and materials, and a number of
other tools have proven of value in the
classroom, and should be encouraged
wherever they help the teacher and the
student with the job at hand.

In this light, I have been dismayed
by the repeated failure of this adminis-
tration to recommend funding for title
III of the National Defense Education
Act and title VI of the Higher Educa-
tion Act, both of which provide modest
amounts of money for acquisition of
such things as the computer sysiem
which proved so successful for under-
privileged students in St. Leouis. The
administration has not sent a budget
regquest to Congress for either NDEA
III and HEA VI for this fiscal year, al-
though the authorizations were signed
into law over 3 months ago. As a result
the House has omitted both of these pro-
grams from the new version of the La-
bor-HEW appropriations bill.

I know I speak for hundreds of Mis-
souri schools, and thousands more all
across the Nation, when I urge the Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommitiee on
Labor-HEW to restore these two pro-
grams and provide for them the $75 mil-
lion and the $15 million respectively
which were originally passed by the Sen-
ate in June. In the absence of interest
in these programs from tlie White House,
it is the responsibility of the Congress
to see that these two popular and effec-
tive matching programs are not allowed
to fall by the wayside.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Parade article be included
at this point in the Recorp.

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

FLICK A SWITCH AND SCORE & ToUCHDOWN
(By John G. Rogers)

Sr. Lowuis, Mo.—Nineteen-year-old Sam
Wishom is quite a football player. In a recent
game he first ran a punt back 67 yards for &
touchdown. Then he intercepted a pass to cut
off an epponent score. And he capped those
exploits by kicking a 42-yard field goal that
gave his team victory.

These feats were all the more remarkable
in that Sam wasn’t even on a foothall field.
He was seated at the console of a £67,000
computer, flicking little switehes linked to
electronic conneciions. For Sam is one of
a group of underprivileged boys who have
the good luck to be able to play computer
fcothall in an IBM program that's designed
to stimulate interest in leamming.

“You can instruct a computer to do al-
most anything,” says Gary Seigal, an IBM
systems engineer. “So we poured this com-
puter full of football. There are eight
switches for the offensive team, eight for
the defense The offensive player flicks a
switeh cheoosing his play—smash through
the line, end run, short pass, lomg pass, and
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so on. The defense, just as in actual foot-
ball, tries to anticipate what the opponent’s
move will be and manipulates a switch set-
ting his defense for the expected play. Then,
the computer, knowing what both offense
and defense are up to, selects at random one
out of a number of logical outcomes and
punches it out on a printout.”
TENSE PLAYERS

It's great fun to watch the players, seated
side by side at the computer console, tensely
awalting the outcome of each printout, usu-
ally surrounded by a crowd of kibitzers.

“Oh, no, I fumbled,” moans Sam as he sees
a touchdown go down the drain,

“My guys keep dropping the long passes,”
mutters Tony Gully, the opponent to the
moment.

In addition to the football games, the kids
engage in more sophisticated math and read-
ing exercises Involving computers and the
success of the program is seen in the fact that
& number of them, including Sam and Tony,
have been accepted by colleges.

KIDS EXCITED

Says Bill McRoberts, executive director of
Sophia House, the neighborhood organization
which recruits the boys: “We use the com-
puter and football to excite a kid's imagina-
tion, This brings him to an entirely new hori-
zon and once he makes that jump, it dawns
on him that there are other jumps to be made
in life."

Girls can play computer football, too. Says
Kathy Miller, 21, a college senior who tutors
at Sophia House: “I know a lot about foot-
ball. I've played four games and won them
all, all against guys. They're so funny. All the
time they're teaching me the fine points of
the game and I'm creaming them. I remem-
ber taking the first one 38 to 14 from this
fellow who was showing me how to play.”

The computer has produced such wild
games as 72 to 14 and such close ones as 8
to 0. There are two 30-minute halves—and
only one recorded case of injury. That oc-
curred when a player got so excited that he
jumped up abruptly and bashed his knee
against the computer. A substitute had to
come off the bench and finish the game for
him. :

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA LANDS

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, the
sound and equitable conservation of val-
uable forest resources by the Federal
Government under the Oregon and Cali-
fornia lands program has provided sus-
tained amounts of raw materials for the
Oregon timber industry and serves as an
important source of income for 18 coun-
ties in western Oregon in which the O. &
C. lands are located.

The O. & C. program is an excellent
example of how environmental protec-
tion and economic growth can be
achieved concurrently. Charles V. Stan-
ton, editor emeritus of the Roseburg,
Oreg., News-Review, has recently com-
pleted highly informative historical sum-
mary of this program which I am pleased
to call to the attention of the Senate.
I ask unanimous consent that his series
of articles be printed in the Recorp.

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

County BENEFITS From 0O&C

Douglas County recently received two
checks from the federal government., To-
gether they amounted to $9,462,306.60, This
income represented the county's share of
roughly $37 million paid to 18 Oregon coun-
ties that p&rticlpﬂ-f-e in receipts from Dregon
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and California land grant (O&C) acres with-
in their boundaries.

Douglas County has a great many new-
comers who know little or nothing about
the O&C, Mrs. John Pearl, 730 W. Indianola,
Roseburg, sald as she brought The News-
Review a letter intended for its Reader Opin-
fons column. The letter outlined in brief
form the history of the land grant and the
importance of its revenue to the respective
counties.

The letter was brought to the attention of
Charles V. Stanton, editor of the Reader
Opinions column. Stanton, who formerly
served as editor-manager of The News-Re-
view, and who, though semi-retired, still is
employed part-time by the newspaper, was
inspired by Mrs. Pearl's communication to
write a more detailed history of the O&C.

Stanton’s career with Roseburg newspapers
spans the years from the time of the revest-
ment of the O&C lands in 1916 to the pres-
ent. Much of his work as a news reporter and
editor was affected by various factors con-
cerning the grant.

Douglas County, largest county in Western
Oregon, contalns some 913,000 acres or ap-
proximately one-fourth of the total land
grant of 3,738,000 acres. As revenue is ap-
portioned among counties on a ratio of con-
tained acreage, Douglas County receives
about one-fourth of total O&C income each
year.

From this revenue it pays the cost of all
county offices and administrative operations,
gives money to county schools, puts a large
sum into road construction and maintenance.
Were it not for this income Douglas County
taxpayers would have to dig up conslderably
more money each year.

From his knowledge of the O8&C program,
together with research from a large supply of
statistical and historical information, em-
bracing Mrs. Pearl's letter, Stanton has
written a 10-part history of the O&C. These
chapters will appear as his regular column
*‘Charley Comments"” starting Thursday.

Readers interested in the subject are in-
vited to clip these columns to form a history
of this program presently of such great im-
portance to Douglas County.

Mrs. Pearl, whose letter inspired the series,
is a former school teacher. She came to
Roseburg more than four years ago from
Oakridge. Her husband, John Pearl is an
engineer for Roseburg Lumber Co.

Mrs. Pearl has long been interested in the
fleld of writing. She has written particularly
for garden magazines, She has been publicity
representative for Roseburg Garden Club
and has frequently given information for
The News-Review's Garden Page.

Becoming interested in the county’s source
of revenue from the O&C, she researched
literature at the Douglas County Library
and interviewed individuals informed on the
subject.

SPECIAL N-R SERIES DETAILS O&C HIisTORY

The first of a serles of 10 articles concern-
Ing the Oregon and California (O&C) lands
is being published today on Page 10.

The remainder of the articles will follow
during the next nine issues of The News-
Review.

The articles are written by Charles Stan-
ton, editor emeritus of the N-R and closely
concerned with O&C since the lands were
revested with the federal government in 1916.
A letter from Mrs. John Pearl, Roseburg, is a
part of the serles.

Stanton gives the history of the lands and
how important the lands, and their revenue,
are to Douglas County.

The county received $9 million as its share
of O&C revenue this year, which points up
how vital the issue is to Douglas County
residents.

The formula under which the revenue is
shared by Douglas and other nearby O&C
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counties has been under political attack both
from within and outside the county.

In an electlon year, some of the facts of
some situations are overlooked or misstated,
Stanton says.

Stanton's series of articles is intended to
give the historic background concerning
O&C lands and how a certain formula of
revenue sharing can help—or financially
cripple—Douglas County.

SeriEs WiLL OuTLINE HISTORY OF O&C
GRANTS

(By Charles V. Stanton)

(Note.—This is the first chapter of a series
of 10 "Charley Comments” columns, in col-
laboration with Mrs. John Pearl, Roseburg,
giving a limited history of the Oregon and
California land grant. News-Review readers
may desire to clip and retain these columns
for future reference.)

O&C—FIRST IN SERIES

Douglas County recently received two
checks totalling almost $10-million—$9,462,-
396.60, to be exact. A check of more than #8-
million was received, representing the
county’s share of receipts from Oregon and
California (O&C) grant lands for a period
of 11 months. A second check, amounting
to more than $900,000, followed after final
accounting had been completed.

The history of the O&C has been told many
times. But Douglas County’s population has
grown so rapidly we have many newcomers—
News-Review readers, we hope—who are not
familiar with this source of county income.

Were it not for this outside income our
Douglas County taxes would be far higher
than they now are. We support most of the
cost of county operation, give a slice for
schools, and put a large sum into construc-
tion and maintenance of roads, all from the
money we get from O&C lands,

The fact that many people were not famil-
far with the grant was called to our at-
tention recently by Mrs, John Pearl, 739 W.
Indianola, Roseburg. Mrs. Pearl brought us a
letter In which she had outlined quite briefly
some of the sallent factors of the grant. Her
letter, we thought, needed some elaboratton.
But the elaboration we did caused us to delve
deeper and deeper Into the subject. So this
and future columns will embrace not only
what she had to say but will involve a vast
amount of detall entering into this important
bit of our history.

We hope all who read will be interested in
learning how it happens Douglas County ob-
tains this large sum of money.

PUBLIC LAND ACQUIRED

“In 1846 this new Nation added 183 million
acres to its public lands in Oregon by the Ore-~
gon Compromise with England,” Mrs. Pearl
wrote. “Before this, from the Treaty of Parls,
April 30, 1803, by which we acquired the
Louisiana Purchase, which added 541 million
acres, until 1867, when the last of the public
lands were acquired, our country was expand-
ing westward. Most of the difficulties experi-
enced by this Nation, domestic as well as for-
eign, have been directly concerned with, or
closely related to, matters of governing, ac-
quiring and disposing of public lands.”

With reference to some of the historical
background mentioned by Mrs. Pearl, it
should be realized that in the '40s and '50s
the United States was very seriously con-
cerned with getting population into the vast
wilderness of the West Coast.

‘With Mexico pressing from the south and
England from the north, while the Russians
had made an attempt toward Pacific coast
colonization, the United States had entered
into much controversy.

MORE FEOPLE NEEDED

Russian colonization was attempted as a
means of collecting pelts from the sea otter,
These pelts of extreme value were a
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prize sought by many fur hunters. The
Russian attempt, operating from land
bases, was foiled by British vessels which
swept the coastal areas from the sea.

The sea otter was made almost extinet
along the coast. The British moved morth
into British Columbia, where some of these
sea animals still existed.

We faced & war with England over bound-
aries between what is now British Columbim
and the Oregon Territory, which then em-
braced what is now Washington, Oregon,
Idaho and parts of Wyoming and Montana.
The U.S. territorial claims had extended into
British Columbia prior to the treaty.

We fought a war with Mexico whereby we
set the boundary on the south.

But the whole coastal area was very
sparsely settled. When the treaty was signed
with England in 1846, there were approxi-
mately 6,000 Americans and 1,000 British in
the region. The United States was desperately
trying to retain possession of the land by &
preponderanee of population. It was encour-
aging settlement.

RAILROADS GIVE AID

Then, just prior to the War Between the
States, the invention of the locomotive and
the railroad began to change the face of the
country. The federal government, realizing
the value of the railroad in expanding popu-
lation westward, and having an abundance
of undeveloped public land, began giving
grants of land to aid railroad companies to
build into those areas where, only by subsi-
dies, could these transportation lines be con-
structed.

“As an incentive to opening the West, Ore-
gon in particular, grants were made to the
Oregon and California Railroad Company of
all odd-numbered sections, non-mineral in
character, in a strip extending 20 miles on
each side of the railroad right of way,” Mrs.
Pearl said.

Some of this land had been homesteaded,
some acreage had been taken over by squat-
ters. Rather than face trouble with occupants
of the Iand, the federal government and the
railroad company agreed the grant should be
extended to include an additional 10 miles
on each side of the right-of-way.

Some 30 years later, when the United States
Forest Service was created, a controversy
arose because there was an intermingling of
land. This dispute became known as "‘con-
troverted™ lands. An agreement was finally
engineered by Guy Cordon of Roseburg, a
nationally known expert on the O&C ques-
tion and legal representative of the Associa~
tion of Oregon Land Grant Counties, before
being appointed to the U.S. Senate to serve
out the unexpired term of the late Sen.
Charles L. McNary.

0. & C. GrANTS. ENCOURAGED RAILROAD
CONSTRUCTION
(Second in series)

During the 18008 the United States ac-
cummulated many millions of acres of public
Iands. Administration of those lands became
& very great problem, handled largely by the
United States Land Office.

In 1946 the Bureau of Land Management
took over the duties of the General Land
Office, which had been in existence since
the year 1812, and also the Grazing Service of
1934. Included in the many activities for
which the Bureau of Land Management be-
came responsible was, and is, the O&%C Ad-
ministration.

Not long ago Mrs. John Pearl, 739 W.
Indianola, Roseburg, visited The News-
Review and presemted some statistics con-
cerning the O&C Grant Lands and the Im-
portance of the income received by Douglas
County from those lands. I became inter-
ested in Mrs. Pearl's research and from it
have attempted to bring together a number
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of the many aspects of this problem, pres-
ently receiving much attention in Congress
and elsewhera.

SBETTLEMENT AID GIVEN

In the 1840s the U.S. government was urg-
ing migrations of Americans to the West
Coast and particularly the Oregon Territory,
which then embraced what we today call the
Pacific Northwest. The discovery of gold in
California in 1849 speeded the western
movement. The federal government began
giving extensive acreage to railroad companies
to encourage the bullding of rail Hnes
throughout the country. One such grant
was made in 1869 to the Oregon and Califor-
nia Railroad Company for construction of
the Oregon section of a railroad between
San Francisco, California, and Portland, Ore-
gon.

This grant particularly stated that the
land was being given for the benefit of the
area through which the right-of-way was pro-
jected. It was specified that the land must
be sold to bona fide purchasers for §2.50 per
acre. The government’s thought was that,
by putting settlers on the land, sufficient
business would be created to take care of
the cost of railroad operation and expansion.

LANDS BREVESTED

Some of this land, particularly that with
agricultural resource, was sold for the speci-
fied sum. But other acres, such as a great
part of O&C holdings in Douglas c«mmty
were steep, rugged heavily forested, and
worthless for agriculture, except where set-
tlers could burn off the trees and find free
pasture for their sheep and cattle on the
burned over tracts.

The Southern Pacific Railroad Company
had purchased the rail line from the Oregon
and California company. It refused to sell
some of its land, particularly timber holdings,
and reportedly, also sold a considerable por-
tion at more than the specified price of $2.50
per acre.

So, in 1916, the federal government re-
claimed ownership (revested) the lands from
the railroad company, specifying violation
of terms of the grant.

Those 1lands, Mrs. Pearl points out,
amounted to nearly three millionr acres, for
which the federal government paid the rail-
road $2.50 per acre.

TAXES BECOME PROELENM

Revestment of the lands brought a major
problem to some of the 18 land grant eoun-
ties in Wester Oregon, especially Douglas
County.

Approximately 25 per cent of the O&C
lands is in Douglas County. Timber, at that
time, had virtually no value and was not
being privately purchased. A major part of
the land in the Willamette Valley, however,
had passed Into private hands many years
before, and those counties had been collect-
ing taxes on land and Improvements for a
long time. The railroad company had been
paying around a half-million dollars annually
in the form of taxes. The loss of that amount.
of money was a disaster to some of the coun-
ties, and Douglas County was the worst hit.

In 1926, ten years after it had revested the
lands, the Congress passed the Stanfield Act,
engineered by Guy Cordon, of Roseburg, then
legal advisor to the O&C counties, and who
later became a United States Senator. The
bill was introduced by U.S. Senator Robert N.
Stanfield who carried it through to passage.
It advanced “an amount of money equal to
what the land and timber would have paid
had they been privately owned,” says Mrs.
Pearl.

P. D. R.'s “"Fast OnE” ProvEn Boon To 18
OrEGON COUNTIES

The late President Franklin D. Roosevelt
pulled what a good many federally-minded
peliticians thought was a “fast one™ in 1937,
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But that “fast one” later developed into a
substantial finanecial boon for Oregon's 18
land grant counties and resulted recently in
Douglas County receiving around $10-million
as its share of revenue from O&C land grant
receipts for the past year.

That was the largest amount ever received
by the county from that source. It probably
will remain a record for seweral years.

To encourage building of the Oregon sec-
tion of the railroad between Portland, Ore-
gon, and San Francisco, Californis, the fed-
eral government gave approximately 3.7 mil-
million acres of public Iand, imx alternate odd-
numbered sections for 30 miles ot each of
the proposed right-of-ways te the railroad
company.

TAX LOSS SERIOUS

The company, by terms of the 1869 grant,
was required to sell its lands at the rate of
$2.50 per acre, But the owner, the Southern
Pacific company in the early 1900s was selling
part of the land for more than the specified
amount. After 1903 it refused to sell any
land. Because of this alleged violation of
contract, the federal government, authorized
by court action, revested 2.5 million aeres of
O&C land. It paid the railroad eompany for
the revested land, the payment, which was
in excess of $4-milllon, being based on $2.50
per acre, less the land already sold, and ad-
Justed with relation to land sold for more
than the specified sum.

FORMULA ADOPTED

In 1926, Congress passed what was known
as the Stanfield Act. It advanced to the
counties, in lieu of taxes, money based on
the assessed valuation ef the year 1914, It
provided the counties should share in re-
ceipts, of which there were virtually none.
O&C timber lands were a drag on the market.

The Stanfield Act gave the counties a little
revenue for the next ten years, during which
time the advances made by the federal gov-
ernment in lieu of taxes amounted to almost
$8-millien.

In the midst of the Great Depression FDR
introduced his famed “Economy Act.” His
recommendations concerning O&C lands were
considered by the O&C counties as a disaster
spelling financial bankruptcy.

Subservient to FDR, the Congress, in 1937,
adopted a completely new program and con-
cept pertaining to the grant lands.

This new bill provided the counties should
get 75 per cent of revenue. Revenue, however,
was & bare dribble. Nothing in lieu of taxes!
The federal government was to receive 25
per cent of revenue to meet costs of ad-
ministration.

The big factor, insofar as counties were
concerned, was that O&C lands were virtually
worthless. Taxes were stopped. On top of all
that the Act provided the counties would get
50 per cent of revenue—of whicly there was
virtually none—but also were with
paying back almost $8 million the federal
government had advanced in lieu of taxes,
for which the federal government retained
25 per cent of revenue in addition to 25 per
cent for administration.

That Economy Act, at the time, seemed to
the concerned counties to be little short of
disaster. And that it was for a few years.

But the plan boomeranged, as it turned
out, proving to be a godsend for the counties.

But that's another story.

Booum ProvinEp BrEak For O. & C. CoUNTIES

Franklin D. Roosevelt's recommendations
concerning O&C lands in his Economy Act
of 1935 were approved in the Congress in
1937. These new regulations, designed to
save money for the federal government, with-
drawing payments in lHeu of taxes to the
affected counties, were feared by the counties
to spell disaster.

Not only did the federal government dis-
continue the financial help it had been giv-
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ing, but it charged the counties with a debt
of almost $8 million representing the money
that had been pald over a period of 11 years.

The new regulations, placing the whole
program on & basis of receipts, provided the
counties were to be credited with 75 per cent
of revenue from timber sales, grazing fees
and other land uses. The federal government
was to retaln 25 per cent for management.
From the 756 per cent it was provided 25 per
cent should be retained for relmbursement
of the 8 million debt. Thus the counties re-
ceived only 50 per cent of receipts. We were
in the midst of the Great Depression. Income
from the O&C grant was virtually nil.

When the United States entered the
Second World War in 1941 and began active
military participation with its allies in 1942,
a boom was immediately experienced in the
Iumber industry. The federal government
purchased huge quantities of lumber for mili-
tary structures at home and abroad. Resi-
dentlal demand skyrock. 1od. Mills in need of
raw material began purchasing timber from
O&C lands.

Douglas County was slow getting into
the boom, but there came a time when the
military had need for dimension timbers to
be used to crate war materiel. The big break
for Douglas County came when the federal
government purchased the Youngs Bay Mill,
near Astoria, and moved it, adding extensive
improvements, to Roseburg where an ample
supply of virgin timber was avallable. This
plant, rebullt and expanded, is owned and
operated today by Champion International
Corporation, formerly U.S. Plywood.

Soon other blg operations moved into the
county, while numerous small mills were
going full blast.

By 1951 the 25 per cent retained by the
federal government from O&C receipts had
paid off the so-called debt. The counties be-
came entitled to the full 75 per cent of
revenue.

But with the increase in money going to
0&C counties, some members of Congress
got ““itchy.” They didn’t llke to see so much
money escaping from clutches of the federal
treasury.

Another factor disturbing Congress was
the vigorous demand for more access roads,
Access roads were needed to permit sale of
more timber, lagging far behind the allow-
able cut restrictions. The 25 per cent allowed
for adminlistration didn’t begin to cover the
need for access roads. Congressmen weren't
about to appropriate money from the federal
treasury to increase sales from which the
counties were principal beneficiaries.

Hoseburg's Guy Gordon, who has been ap-
pointed as United States senator to fill out
the unexpired term of the late Sen. Charles
L. McNary, had been legal counsel for the
Oregon Association of Land Grant Counties.
In fact, he had engineered much of the legis-
lation previously enacted in the Congress.

Cordon proposed that the counties assist
with the construction of access roads and
that from their 75 per cent they allow 25
per cent to be used for capital investment.
That brought thelr actual annual receipts
back to 50 per cent.

COUNTY MONEY TUTILIZED

Cordon was alded in securing congressional
approval by Harrls Ellsworth, also of Rose-
burg, who was serving as the first representa-
tive from Oregon’s Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict.

A few of the affected counties weren't en-
tirely too heppy with the arrangement. They
didn’t like sharing their income. But the plan
finally won out,

It soon proved to be most advantageous.

Through construction of access roads it
became possible to harvest timber at a figure
approaching the allowable cut on O&C lands.
This, in turn, increased the total revenue and
thus gave more money to the counties than
under the old formula.
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As roads were bullt, the countles further
extended their cooperation with the federal
government in fields of multiple use, water-
shed protection, reforestation, fire protection,
recreation and other such development.

F. D. R.'s 'EconomyY Act” ProvED To B

BLESSING

The Congressional Act of 1937—a part of
FDR's “Economy Act"—as it affected Oregon’s
0O&C land grant counties, was considered by
those counties to be a major disaster.

The Act provided the counties should re-
celve 75 per cent of revenue from timber
sales and other land use. The federal govern-
ment was to retain 25 per cent to repay
administrative costs. But 25 per cent of the
share accredited to the counties was to be
retained for repayment of the money already
pald out by the federal government in lieu
of taxes, Thus the 18 Oregon counties were
saddled with a debt of around $8 million.
They had been receiving money in lieu of
taxes based on 1914 assessed valuation. As-
sessment rates varied between counties. They
were not uniform. Now the counties were
bereft of tax income. They were to receive
50 per cent of sales, but there was practically
no market for O&C timber.

Between 1916, when the lands were revested
with the federal government, and 1928, when
the Stanfield Act was passed, providing some
tax relief for the counties, the total income
from O&C lands was approximately §4 mil-
lion, all of which went to the federal treasury
to repay the government for what it had
paid the rallroad company.

ACT PROVED BLESSING

The Natlon was going through the Great
Depression when the “Economy Act” was
proposed by President Roosevelt. The recom-
mendation with reference to O&C lands was
adopted by the Congress in 1937.

That Act, which counties feared speiled
bankruptcy, proved quickly to be a blessing.

With the Second World War came a boom
in the lumber industry. O&C timber, which
had been virtually worthless, insofar as in-
come was concerned, was of easy access, be-
ing located In a 60-mile strip on each side
of the railroad. It rose quickly in stumpage
value, so that by 1851 the counties had
paid off the debt with which they were
charged. This made them eligible for the
full 756 per cent of receipts. However, as the
federal government’s share was inadequate to
meet the cost of capltal investment, the
counties voluntarily agreed that the 25 per
cent formerly going to repay indebtedness
should be used for access roads, and other
development.

SALES COMPETITIVE

The Act of 1937 specifically repeated the
purpose of the original grant in stating that
management of these lands should be for
the benefit of the local community.

In keeping with that purpose the O&C
management tried several procedures.

The Act in its original form provided for
cooperative agreements. Companies were
given opportunity to match their own tim-
ber holdings with like volume of federal
timber and thus have a specific amount of
timber reserved for their future use.

The contract method, however, didn't get
to first base. No one seemed genuinely in-
terested.

Then the O&C established *“‘marketing
areas.” The idea was that timber from the
grant could be manufactured only within the
boundaries of the “areas” so created.

But that plan, too, falled. It was withdrawn
in 1853. Since that date O&C timber has
been sold on a competitive program.

From revenue amounting to only $4-mil-
lion in 10 years, between 1916 and 1926, O&C
timber lands today are returning well over
an average of £35-million annually.

Douglas County, in which approximately
25 per cent of the original grant was located,
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has received more than $9-million from last

year's receipts.

New ForEsTRY CONCEPT INCLUDED IN 1937 AcT
(O&C—Sixth in series)

When the Congress in 1937, inspired by the
recommendations of FDR's so-called “Econ-
omy Act,” drew up new rules for the Oregon
and California grant lands, it actually did a
great favor to the state’s 18 land grant
counties, who, at the tlme, thought they were
facing bankruptey.

The federal government had taken the
lands away from the Southern Pacific Rall-
road company because the company had
withdrawn them from sales to bona fide
settlers. But, by the act of 1937, the federal
government dic the same thing. It declared
the lands to be permanent federal property,
withdrew them from sales, homesteading and
other private uses, and placed them under
separate managemendt.

The Congress specified that the federal gov-
ernrment was to be repald for almost $8-
million 1t had advanced in the form of taxes.
The countles were to receive 75 per cent of
income off the lands—an income which, at
the time was almost non-existent—but 25
per cent was to be retained by the federal
government to pay ofl the debt with which
the countles were charged.

It is history, now, that the lumber boom,
coming with the Second World War, brought
in encugh income that the debt was retired,
something that had not been foreseen.

NEW IDEA PRESENTED

The 1937 Act carried with it a new idea in
forestry. It provided for sustained yield and
allowable cut.

Actually some skulduggery—at
thought—ecan be suspected.

The Congrzss, tightening the purse strings
during the Great Depression, selfishly with-
drew support from the O&C counties, which
were left to financial starvation as the fed-
eral treasury absorbed half of the little
money coming in.

Sustained yield and allowable cut features
of the Act resulted from urging by blg scale
lumber industry.

Prior to withdrawal of the lands from sale
and private ownership, some people were
eking out a few dollars by buying government
land and cutting the timber with family
mills or selling it to neighborhood mills,

Big companies didn't like the idea. They
weren't interested at that time in buying
O&C timber, but they didn’t like the com-
petition from these hilltop outfits.

Thus they encouraged the withdrawal of
O&C lands from the market, They encouraged
the ideas of allowable cut to further lmit
competition.

At that time we were subject to the bellef
that our timber resource was inexhaustible;
that private timber was totally sufficlent for
need. Industry sought to get the federal gov-
ernment out of the competitive field.

THEORIES BOOMERANGED

We've been extremely fortunate here in
Douglas County that both these theories,
which one may suspect were formed with
ulterior motive, eventually boomeranged.

The O&C lands became extremely valuable.
Privately owned timber wasn't inexhaust-
able. In fact, it scon was overcut. The in-
dustry long had operated on a cut-and-get-
out program, leaving stripped forest lands
behind. This program came into Oregon,
along with the lumber boom. Today our tim-
ber industry in Western Oregon would be in
extremely bad shape were it not for the
raw materials available from National For-
ests and the O&C grant lands.

Furthermore the sustalned yleld theory,
which permits an allowable cut equivalent
to the rate of growth, assuring a continuing
harvest of timber forever, 1s of vital Impor-
tance.

It is especially important here in Douglas

least in
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County where 88 per cent of our 3-million
acres are classed as forest land—42 acres of
forest per person. The county is 9.4 depend-
ent, in our industrial operation, upon our
timber.

0. & C. Lanps WirHDREW FrOM PRIVATE

OWNERSHIP

The Oregon and California land grant, in
which the federal government sought to
promote construction of the Oregon section
of a railroad between Portland and San
Francisco embodied a number of new ldeas.

Several similar grants had been made pre-
vious to the O&C, authorized in 1866. From
these earlier grants the federal government,
which was seeking to encourage increased
settlement of the area, had found some new
procedures desirable,

One of the new ideas was to specify that
land must be sold to actual settlers for $2.50
per acre.

Prior grants, such as the one made in
California for the California-Oregon’s south-
ern border, had no such price specification.
The Southern Pacific Co. eventually pur-
cased the assets of the C&O and the O&C
railroads. The S.P. wasn't required to sell
the land it obtained in California, It re-
fused to dispose of the holdings and is owner
today of much valuable timber land in north-
ern California.

SALES DISCONTINUED

Land acquired through the O&C grant was
predominantly timber. Of the original acre-
age of 3,728,000 acres, the rallroad company
had sold off only around 813,000 acres. Much
of the land, however, was sold for consider-
ably more than the specified price of $2.50
per acre,

In the early 1900s there was a short flurry
in the timber market. Timber, which had
been virtually worthless, suddenly took on a
measure of value. The Southern Pacific Co.,
in 1903, announced it was discontinuing all
land sales. Oregon counties, and the State of
Oregon, seeking to get the lands into private
ownership and thus on the tax rolls at a
higher valuation than could be charged by
the railroad company, voiced strenuous re-
monstrance to the rallroad company an-
nouncement.

The Oregon Legislature, in 1907, adopted
& memorial to the Congress protecting the
decisions, sald to be contrary to terms of
the grant.

The following year the federal government
entered into a suit against the railroad com-
pany. The litigation continued until a deci-
sion by the U.S. Supreme Court authorized
federal revestment of the land. The Cham-
berlain-Ferris Act. This Act called for re-
vestment of 2,800,883 acres. It specified that
the railroad company was to be paid at the
rate of $2.50 per acre, a sum of $9,319,724.85,
less prior receipts, some of which represented
sales considerably more than the grant speci-
fied,

Subsequent adjustments—which took into
consideration that of the 813,000 acres the
railroad company had sold, about 685,000
acres went for more money than the railroad
company should have received legally—
concluded with a final payment by the fed-
eral government of $4,077478.35.

SALE STOPFAGE REPEATED

The Chamberlain-Ferris Act resulted in the
respective counties receiving a little money.
The railroad company, during the period of
litigation, had allowed taxes to become
delinquent. The tax had amounted to around
$600,000 per year for the 18 counties. The fed-
eral government appropriated through the
Act the sum of $1,571,044 to pay the tax
delinquencies. The railroad company as-
sumed part of the cost and reimbursed the
federal treasury in the sum of $257,715.

In 19268 the BStanfield Act resulted in
counties receiving an annual income in lieu
of taxes.
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Then, in 1937, the federal government did
the thing it had charged the rallroad com-
pany with doing in violation of the terms of
the grant. It stopped sales and homestead-
ing. It withdrew the O&C lands from possi-
bility of private ownership and placed them
under a program of federal ownership. At
the same time it ordered cessation of in lieu
tax | .yments, placing entire O&C holdings
on a revenue basis—at a time when receipts
were virtually nothing. Counties were sad-
dled with a debt of almost $8 million.

0. & C. GranT FinanciaL HisTorY Is
REVIEWED
(0. & C.—Eighth in Series)

The financial history of the O&C land
grant is exceedingly interesting.

The original grant, made in 1869 specified
that the grant, given to subsidize construec-
tion of the Oregon section of a railroad be-
tween Portland, Ore.,, and San Francisco,
Calif., was for the benefit of the area through
which the railroad was to pass. Similar lan-
guage was used in the Act of 1937 where a
new formula for federal ownership and man-
agement was adopted.

When the federal government revested the
land, in 1916, from the Southern Pacific Rail-
road Co., alleging violation of the terms of
the grant, the railroad company recelved in
excess of $4-million. This payment was made
on the basis of $2.50 per acre, less prior re-
ceipts, some of which were in excess of the
limitations imposed by the contract.

Between 1916 and 1926 sales from the land
totaling $4 million had repaid the federal
government for the money it had paid the
rallroad. Thus the federal government had
possession of the land at no cost to itself.

TAX BILL CHARGED

But, between 1926 and 1937, the federal
government pald out nearly $8 million in the
form of payments in lieu of taxes. Prior to
revestment the railroad company had been
paying out around $500,000 per year to the
18 counties. The government, under terms of
the Stanfield Act, had adopted a program of
annual payments based on 1914 assessed
valuations,

When the Congress, In 1937, revamped the
whole operation, it decided on no more
money in lieu of taxes. Not only that, how-
ever, It charged the counties with a debt for
all the money received in lieu of taxes, rough-
1y $8 million.

DEBT RETIRED

The 1937 Act made the full operation de-
pendent upon receipts. Up to that time there
had been very little demand for timber off
the lands included in the grant. Thus it was
provided in the Act that the counties should
be credited with 75 per cent of receipts, (of
which there were virtually none), 26 per cent
should be retained by the federal government
for purposes of administration, and of the
75 per cent the federal government should
retain 25 per cent to apply to the debt with
which the counties had been charged.

Then came an unexpected boom in the
timber industry. Stumpage from off the O&C
lands began bringing big prices. By 1951 the
counties had retired their debt and became
eligible for the full 76 per cent. But there
was need for access roads and other capital
investment. So the counties authorized con-
tinued use of 25 per cent of their revenue
for capital investment., Through road con-
struction and other uses the counties and
the federal government both profited.

Now, the O&C counties have an investment
of around $150 million in the grant lands. At
the same time the federal government has
been repaid for every penny it invested.

LAND VALUES INCREASED

But sales from O&C lands are not the only
benefits the federal government gained from
the grant.

The original acreage in the O&C grant was
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$3,728,000 acres. The grant was for each
alternate section for 30 miles on each side
of the proposed railroad right-of-way.

Between each of these alternate sections
of land granted to the railroad company was
& section of public domain land.

The federal government had been selling
its land to homesteaders for $1.50 per acre.
But it had specified a price of $2.50 per acre
for sales made by the rallroad company.
The federal government, obviously, couldn't
retain its old price agalnst a sum fixed by
its contract. Consequently its public land
sales price in the area immediately went up
another §1 per acre.

Thus the federal government has done
quite well for itself through the O&C grant.

Yet we have some congressmen selfishly
eyeing the revenue received by Oregon’'s
18-land grant counties, while some have-not
parts of Oregon are constantly seeking ways
and means of “horning in" and some poli-
ticlans cooperate with them.

The O&C problem has brought about many
disputes in the past and doubtless will con~
tinue to be much in the news in years to
come,

LARGE PART OF CoUNTY UNDER FEDERAL

CONTROL
(0. & C.—Ninth In series)

“The greatest concentration of high value
virgin timber remaining in America today
can be found in Western Oregon,” writes
Mrs. John Pearl, 739 W. Indianola, Roseburg,

When Mrs. Pearl visited The News-Review
office earlier this month, she asserted that
many newcomers to Douglas County were
confused by the fact that Douglas county
had received a record sized check of more
than #9-million as its share of receipts from
Oregon and California grant lands. Bhe wrote
& short history telling “how come."” It was her
letter and statement that many newcomers
were unacquainted with the O&C program
that inspired the lengthy elaboration of her
account,

In her letter she reports: “The lands man-
aged by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), as of 1971, are 25 per cent of the total
acreage of Oregon, this is 15,692 acres.”

Between the Bureau of Land Management
and the U.S. Forest Service, the federal gov-
ernment controls around 52 per cent of the
acreage of Douglas County.

JEALOUSIES CREATED

The land grant, made in 1866, gave alter-
nate sections for 30 miles on each side of
the proposed railroad right of way to the
Oregon and California Railroad company to
build the Oregon section of the railroad be-
tween Portland and the California line,

The federal government lacked money to
offer a financial grant, but it had a great
amount of public land. Furthermore it was
vitally interested in getting more settlers
into the Pacific Northwest. Consequently it
gave way vast acreage throughout the coun-
try to induce rallroad companies to build
rail lines into undeveloped country.

Douglas County is the largest of the 18
counties in western Oregon through which
the railroad was bullt. This further is illus-
trated by the fact that approximately one-
third of Interstate-5, the north-south free-
way through Oregon, is in Douglas County.
Purthermore, O & C land in Douglas County
was of little agricultural value, being chiefly
in virgin Douglas fir timber. While many
other counties quickly received benefits from
O & C lands, grabbed off at $2.50 per acre to
be converted into farms which pald taxes for
a great many years, Douglas County's lands
went unimproved and virtually valueless for
many years.

But Douglas County, containing roughly
25 per cent of the O & C acreage in Western
Oregon, now is receiving around one-fourth
of O & C income. Because of the high value
of timber stumpage, the income has been
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ample to pay the county’'s operating cost with
a lberal distribution to schools and for
other purposes.

“The O & C lands provide funds for only 18
counties of the 36, and from time to time
jealousies have been caused and there have
even been attempts to eliminate the entire
set-up.” Mrs. Pearl reports.

“Douglas County,” she adds, “would be in
hard circumstances without the O & C
funds” which provide a substantial part of
the county's budget.

SCHOOL TAX LOWERED

“County officlals are understandably in-
terested and concerned about the results ob-
tained with the money they contribute from
their share of receipts,” says Mrs. Pearl.
“They divide the money several ways, forest
property, road maintenance, local improve-
ments and school budgets.

“Douglas County School Fund gets a share
of the O & C funds, and those received from
the Forest Service shared timber sales re-
ceipts to help lower the school tax levies.,

“If it were not for these funds, the taxes
would be much higher.”

And speaking of the early planners and
those who have continued working on behalf
of the land grant counties, Mrs. Pearl con-
tinues: They deserve “our thanks” for the
Tederal check recently recelved.

O. & C. ProGraM 'WriLL LIKELY BRING FUTURE
CONTROVERSY
(O. & C.—Tenth in series)

Douglas County, the largest county in
Western Oregon, containing approximately
one-third of Interstate 5 (the north-south
freeway in Oregon) and roughly the size of
the entire state of Connecticut, is 52 percent
managed by the U.S. Forest Service and the
Bureau of Land Management.

In 1869 the federal government, seeking to
encourage further settlement of the Pacific
Northwest, offered every alternate section of
land to reimburse anyone, or any company,
who would bufld a railroad from Portland,
Ore., to meet a railroad built north from
San Francisco, Calif., to a point near the
Oregon boundary. So the Oregon and Cali-
fornia Raliroad Co. was formed to bulld this
proposed rall line to connect with the C&O
(California and Oregon) rallroad.

Because some of the acreage proposed to
be given the rallroad company already had
been taken over by homesteaders and squat-
ters, the federal government added a 10-
mile strip of alternate sections of land to
the original 20-mile grant on each side of
the right-of-way giving the railroad com-
pany some 2 million acres of land in a trip
60 miles wide. One-fourth of the total grant,
in approximate figures, was in Douglas
County.

GRANT TERMS VIOLATED

The Southern Pacific Co., which purchased
the assets of the rallroad companies, took
over the grant contract which specified the
Iand must be sold for $2.50 per acre to bona
fide settlers. Most of the agricultural land
was sold within a few years, but little of the
timber land had any immediate value. In
1803 the 8. P. announced it would make no
further sales, Too, it had exceeded the $2.50
acre on some lands, it was claimed, and now
had withdrawn remaining holdings from
sale. So, in 1916, the federal government
revested all unsold acreage. The railroad
company was pald at the $2.50 rate for the
land taken back by the government. Various
formulas to assist counties, which suffered
greatly from tax loss, were tried out. In 1937
the Congress, in approving the Economy Act
offered by the late Franklin Delano Roose-
velt, determined the counties should get
nothing other than a share of the revenue,
and also must saddle a debt for money al-
ready advanced in lleu of taxes.

Then came an unexpected turn of eventa.
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The formerly valueless timber suddenly be-
came extremely valuable as the Second World
War and the increase in population brought
on a lumber boom. By 1951 the debt had
been erased. The counties thereupon became
eligible for 75 per cent of O&C receipts rather
than the 50 per cent they had been receiving.

The federal government, receiving 25 per
cent of receipts for maintenance, lacked
money to build necessary access roads, con=
duect timber sales, keep up exlsting roads,
etec. As timber was vitally needed to main-
tain the industry and to harvest the allow-
able cut from O&C lands, it was agreed by
the land grant counties that one-third of
their share, another 25 per cent should be
retained for capital investment.

This agreement has been an outstanding
benefit to the counties. Roads were built into
formerly remote areas, bringing the O&C
lands up to the allowable cut maximum,
making stumpage available for industrial
development.

From the earlier program for improvements
of benefit to economic operations, the county
investment has been broadened to permit
certain similar developments on adjacent
National Forest lands.

RECREATION ADDED

Further provision has permitted wuse of
the county money for development of forest
land for recreational purposes. O&C counties
have shared in the Mt. Ashland skl area,
The same counties have agreed to cooperate
in financing the proposed ski development
on Mt. Bailey. County money has gone into
parks, picnic areas, public camps, ete., such
as the Swiftwater Park program outlined for
the North Umpqua at Rock Creek.

The affected counties each year consider
a number of proposed projects. From among
these projects in which the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice, Bureau of Land Management and the
counties themselves participate, the counties
set up priorities which then are made into
development plans.

Since the counties agreed to share r¥ceipts
with the federal government in 1952 they
have ploughed back over $150 million of
money that otherwise would have legally
been distributed to respective county treas-
uries. Most officials agree, however, benefits
from this cooperation has brought much
higher revenue to the counties than would
have been recelved had the capital funds not
been so invested.

It has been said that Douglas County’s re-
ceipts will be less next year than the $9.4
million, recently received, which set a new
high record. But a substantial part of the
county's budget still will be represented by
its share from O&C receipts.

Taking our cue from a statement by Mrs,
John Pearl, 739 W. Indianola, Roseburg, I've
tried in this and previous columns to cutline
some of the sallent factors of the O&C pro-
gram. This program promises considerable
controversy in the months ahead. It is my
hope that what has been written will assist
readers of The News-Review In a better
understanding of the problems as they arise,

NATIONAL GROWTH POLICY

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, ever
since the introduction of the National
Growth Policy Planning Act of 1972, I
have advocated a reevaluation by the
administration and specifically the
President’s Domestic Council of the need
for a national growth policy.

Subsequent to the issuance of the first
report on national growth mandated by
title VII of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1970, the administra-
tion ceased to assert its responsibilities
under the act and dropped the idea of a
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national growth policy. Not long after
the introduction of the HarTKE legisla-
tlon on May 11, the Domestic Council
decided to reevaluate the need for a
national growth policy. On May 31, John
Ehrlichman of the President’s staff, sent
a memorandum fo all members of the
Cabinet asking for their thoughts on an
extensive list of questions which seek to
define and redefine the meaning of a
“national growth policy.”

I urge the administration fo consider
the need for new legislation in the field
of “planning.” This need has been ad-
vocated by the American Institute of
Architects, the American Institute of
Planners, the Urban Coalition, the Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, the Commission on Population
Growth, and the American Future, the
Club of Rome, and a large number of
conservation, population control, and
urban affairs interest groups.

I further urge the administration to
consider the HarTkE National Growth
Policy Planning Act 1972, S. 3600, and
ask unanimous consent that the memo-
randum to Cabinet members from Mr.
Ehrlichman be printed in the Recorp.

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

THE WHiTE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., May 31, 1972.
From: John D. Ehrlichman.
Subject: National Growth Follcy.

There is continuing and growing interest
in the subject of national growth policy.
In the short run, we can expect issues to
arise In the coming months and In the for-
mulation of the FY T4 budget which reflect
the Administration’s conception of national
growth policy. The overall framework is de-
fined in this year's report, and we must con-
tinue to define and refine this issue.

In addition, we should begin processes
now which will lead to a firm basis for the
1974 growth report.

With these two objectives in mind, I would
like your detailed and thoughtful considera-
tion of the specific questions In the at-
tached paper. This document is deslgned to
do the following:

1. To identify areas where agreement
among agencies exists and can be fairly said
to rest on a firm basis.

2. To identify areas of disagreement among
agencies based on different interpretations
of trends, facts, studies, ete.

3. To identify important areas where
studies or evidence have not yet been de-
veloped.

This year’s national growth policy study
demonstrates a need for a new approach
which should be reflected, as appropriate,
in agency staffing. Would you please contact
my office within ten days with the name of
the senlor policy officer who will have over-
all responsibility for this task,

May I please have your response by July 30,
1972. We will review these responses with
the FPresident before deciding on further
steps.

Attachment.

Score oF Work—NATIONAL GROWTH PoLicy

In order to develop a more firmly-based
position of national growth and national
growth policy, the Federal establishment
must do much more than it has done in the
past to:

Define “national growth policy™

Define the Federal role in mnational
growth policy

Examine present Federal policles to-
ward national growth




32702

Examine present programs
tional growth impact

Examine related toplcs of importance to
the process and pattern of growth

In each of these areas, a number of spe-
cific questions must be answered

A. DEFINE “NATIONAL GROWTH POLICY™

1. (a) Is there a consensus in the litera-
ture on what “national growth policy”
means?

(b) If there is a consensus, what is it
and who are the groups and individuals
responsible for it?

2. (a) How far have the “growth experts”
gotten in specifying the content of “bal-
anced and orderly growth” in real terms
(the denfiition stressed by the Congress) ?

3. (a) What evidence suggests that the
development of a national growth policy is
possible? '

(b) Are there examples or studies indi-
cating in operational terms what a na-
tional growth policy could or could not do?

(¢) Can we draw lessons from the expe-
rience of other countries?

4. (a) Is it possible to limit the definition
or concerns of mnational growth policy in
such a way as to make it operationally effec-
tive and useful?

(b) Specifically, what kinds of institu-
tions, actions, processes or procedures at the
Federal level directly flow from having stated
& national growth policy?

(c) What would be the form of stating a
national growth policy?

5. (a) Would it be wise to attempt to de-
velop and utilize a national growth policy?

(b) What are the political plusses and
minuses of stating such a policy?

(¢) To what extent would a national
growth policy be subject to economie, polit-
ical and social constraints which would
make the policy irrelevant?

6. (a) Are there studies which show the
relationship of a national growth policy to
other national policies of interest such as
economic stability at full employment, in-
dustrial planning, tax policies, population
growth and movement, environmental and
resources planning, etc.?

(b) Who, if anyone or any institution, has,
at this point in time, sufficient technical ex-
pertise and politically viable organizations
to relate these policles?

(e) If no such vehicles for achieving in-
terrelationships exist, what options exist for
filling the gap?

7. (a) Is there any reliable estimate of
alternative futures for the country in the
ahsence of a national growth policy?

(b) Can we say with any certainty what
the impact of the presence or absence of a
policy would be?

8. (a) Do we know enough about how
the general public (not the “growth ex-
perts”) wants the country to look in the
future and, more importantly, what the
public is willing to sacrifice in order to
achieve it?

(b) If the answer is “yes,” what is the
source of our information?

(¢) If the answer is “no,” how do we find
out?

9. (a) What evidence is there to show
either a public consensus, need for, or an
overriding necessity for the formulation of
certain national growth policy objectives?

(b) Are there growth objfectives which
can safely be said to have widespread or
universal support which are not being pro-
moted by present Federal policy?

(¢) Do these include the stated Title VII
objectives?

B. DEFINE THE FEDERAL ROLE IN NATIONAL
GROWTH FOLICY

1. (a) What guidelines or concept should
serve as the basis for Federal action to
achieve and utilize a national growth policy?

2. (a) How do we define the national in-

with na-
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terest—how do we balance the relative
weights of economic, social and other con-
siderations?

(b) What studies or evidence tend to sup-
port various alternatives?

3. (a) What is the appropriate forum for
formulating the Federal role in national
growth policy?

{b) What precisely did Congress mean in
enacting the Title VII language establish-
ing the national growth policy report and
objective?

4. (a) To what extent should popular pres=
ent concerns such as population growth
and the environment indicate a need for a
Federal role?

(b) To what extent should less direct but
equally pressing concerns such as trade def-
icits, industrial productivity and the mar-
ket economy influence Federal policy toward
growth?

5. (a) To what extent should a national
growth policy attempt to achieve welfare and
social goals?

(b) SBpecifically, which goals warrant more
Federal promotion?

(e) Is there evidence to suggest that the
Federal role must give more weight to wel~
fare considerations than state and local gov-
ernments give?

6. (a) Is there a consensus on whether
or not the Federal Government should be
concerned with the location of activity in
this country?

(b) To what extent should the Federal
Government be concerned with the future
“map" of the country?

(c) Is it possible to have a growth policy
which does not specify where growth should
occur or what appropriate actions are needed
to achieve locational growth objectives?

(d) How does one distinguish between a
“locational” growth policy and any other?

7. (a8) What are the political pressures
at the Federal level which can be expected
to bear on the formulation of ‘a national
growth policy?

(b) How do these pressures affect Congress
and the Executive Branch?

(¢) What are the primary interests, both
bureaucratic and non-governmental, which
will affect the way national growth policies
are formulated?

(d) Can these pressures be offset against
each other in order to preserve the integrity
of whatever policy is adopted?

(e) To what extent can the individual
Representative’s interest be reconciled with
any meaningful national growth poliey?

8. (a) What does the evidence suggest
about the feasibility of coordinating Federal
activities to implement a national growth
policy?

(b) What has been our experience to date
with past or similar efforts?

9. (a) To what extent is “disorderly
growth' a national growth policy concern?

(b) Is there a national consensus on what
constitutes disorder?

(¢) If so, what are the specific features?

(d) Are we imposing higher standards on
metropolitan development?

(e) What processes of transportation and
land development could be changed to ac-
commodate higher standards?

(f) What Federal operational policies does
this imply?

C. EXAMINING PRESENT FEDERAL NATIONAL
GROWTH FPOLICIES

1. (a) What evidence exists to indicate how
much leverage (potential or real) Federal
policies and programs have on the growth
process?

2. (a) What do we get for the $35-40 billion
now spent annually on Federal grants to
states and localities?

(b) Is there evidence to suggest that the
leverage which this money possesses has
been inadequately used in the past?

(e¢) How could it be increased?
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(d) Is there evidence to suggest that these
Pederal funds have little or no leverage
effect?

3. (a) Which Federal directives, if any, ex-
pressed in legislation conflict with one an-
other in influencing growth?

(b) To what extent to conflicting direc-
tives cancel each other?

4. (a) Are there administrative policies
and Presidential directives which are either
internally inconsistent or conflict with Con-
gressional directives, as far as growth is
concerned?

(b) What weight must be attached to
these various policies?

(¢) To what extent are they self-enfore-
ing and self-implementing, as opposed to
being dependent upon forceful advocacy?

(d) To what extent are these directives
location specific?

{e) Are there studies to show their loca-
tion impacts and effects?

6. (a) Do we have enough information to
be able to identify distortions in free (or
competitive) market behavior which result
from Federal policies?

(b) Is it possible to quantify the effects
of these distortions in any realistic way?

(c) Are there analytical techniques which
can be used in the absence of hard evidence
to estimate the efficiency losses of these
distortions?

(d) Are there studies which have used
these techniques to estimate these losses?

(e) Is it possible to estimate the political
costs associated with eliminating those poli-
cies with a large negative impact?

6. (a) Are there policies of the Federal
Government which are not related to pro-
grams but more directly related to the eco-
nomic, social and cultural “environment”
which experss national growth policies?

(b) If so, what are they and are there
estimates of the impact of these non-pro-
grammatic policies on national growth?

(¢) In the absence of quantitative esti-
mates, are there at least estimates of the di-
rection in which these non-programmatic
policies impact?

7. (a) To what extent does a consensus
exist that there is now a_ general lack of
Federal leadership in developing priorities
and policies for national growth?

(b) Are there operational role consistent
with conclusions of Section B above which
the Federal Government could adopt which
would achieve the objectives implied In these
criticisms?

(c) If not, are there adequate and appro-
priate alternative ways of achieving the same
objective, such as inducements to state or
local action or private action?

D. EXAMINING PRESENT PROGRAMS WITH NA-
TIONAL GROWTH IMPACT

1. (a) Has an analysis been made of the
relative impacts of Federal programs on the
rate and location of national growth?

(b) What significant assumptions about
“national growth policy” and the Federal role
are implicit in these measures and in the
identification of such Federal program?

2. (a) What consensus exists on how the
loeation of jobs should influence housing
Programs, manpower programs, transporta-
tion programs, etc.?

(b) To what extent is population dispersal
and concentration taken into account in
these programs?

(¢) In what concrete ways do program
management decisions deflect these concerns?

(d) Could a national growth policy be re-
flected in these program decisions?

(e) How could program managers, with a
much narrower perspective, be Influenced to
support a much broader objective in making
decisions?. .

(f) In what form would the directive have
to come (i.e., Presidential Executive Order,
legislation, informal administrative practice)
in order to have any effect?
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3. (a) Is there an urban fiscal crisis?

(b) How is it manifested?

{(c) To what extent does the presence or
absence of an urban fiscal crisls determine
Federal funding policies?

(d) Is there evidence to suggest that in
the absence of a fiscal erisis, revenue shar-
ing, welfare reform, property tax reform,
ete., would represent inappropriate uses of
tax dollars?

{e) What Federal urban programs, par-
ticularly HUD programs, would be super-
fluous if neither the fiscal crisis were shown
not to exist or Federal tax traunsfer policies
were instituted?

(f) What Federal urban programs would
be particularly effective if the fiscal crisis
were shown to exist?

4. (a) Is there an analysis to show the
Impact of the Federal minimum wage on
where jobs are located and who holds them?

(b) Is this something that needs to be
dealt with in Federal legislation?

(c) What are the possibilities and pros-
pects for various alternative forms of min-
imum wage legislation that might minimize
any adverse impact on growth that is found
to exist?

5. (a) What does available evidence sug-
gest the effect of urban renewal on central
cities has been?

(b) What does the evidence indicate about
the relative priority of urban renewal at the
local level?

(¢) Is the HUD conclusion that the pro-
gram has failed supported by public or
professional consensus?

(d) If so, what policy changes are war-
ranted?

6. (a) Is there now a Federal policy or
directive on preserving and expanding the
stock of housing?

(b) What are the appropriate criteria to
be used in defining the Federal role and
developing appropriate programs?

(c) Is there at this point a sufficient evi-
dence and analysis to support alternative
Federal housing programs?

7. (a) What is the appropriate Federal
role in evaluating the effects of metropoii-
tan "balkanization"?

(b) Assuming adverse effects can be shown,
what should be the Federal role in alle-
viating them?

(c) Is a rethinking of Federal participation
in encouraging metropolitan government in-
dicated?

(d) If so, what studies and demonstra-
tions, If any, should be undertaken?

E. EXAMINE RELATED TOPICS OF IMPORTANCE

1. (a) Is it possible now to estimate quan-
titatively the fiscal needs of the cities?

{b) What evidence, for example, supports
New York Cilty's estimate that it requires
$50 billion in investment over the next ten
years?

{c) Are there consistent standards of serv-
ice delivery and amenity which can be used
to objectively quantify urban needs?

2. (&) What is the impact of urbsn em-
ployee wage demands on the fiscal position
of the cities?

(b) Is there evidence to indicate excessive
vulnerability?

(c) What organizational or procedural
steps, particularly Federal ones, could be
taken to deal with this problem?

3. (a) What is the impact of local prop-
erty taxes on the location of employment,
residential construction, ete.?

{b) To what extent does this question bear
on Federal policies?

4. (a) Are there indications that the reduc-
tlon in migration during the last decade is
permanent?

(b) What factors, if present, would restim-
ulate long-range migration, particularly of
blacks?

(¢c) Are there appropriate Federal policies
which could be developed to encourage or in-
hibit such migration?
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{d) Should such policies be adopted?

5. (a) What are the objectives of a growth
center strategy as now employed by USDA,
DOT and the Appalachian Regional Coms-
mission?

(b) Are these objectives consistent?

(c) Are the criteria consistent?

(d) Is there a need for federally-consist-
ent criteria or should this be left to state
determination?

(e) Could the Federal Government set
down meaningful criteria?

() If s0, how?

6. (a) What are the effects of present Fed-
eral policles on racial and economic segre-
gation policles?

(b) Can these be quantified, either in terms
of persons affected or economic costs to so-
clety?

(c) What are the effects of racial segrega-
tion on Federal programs?

7. (a) To what extent should the Federal
Government concern itself with the efficiency
of local government services?

(b) Is there a Federal interest in insur-
ing that Federal tax transfer payments are
wisely spent?

(¢) Does this extend to development of
new forms of urban technology and services
or merely to a “technology transfer'” role be-
tween citles through advisory and consulta-
tive mechanisms?

8. (a) What are the effects of present court
decisions and other policies relating to
equality of public services within metropoli-
tan areas and, perhaps, states?

(b) Are there distortions caused by cur-
rent methods of financing and providing Fed-
eral services which are either of Federal ori-
gin or concern?

(e) Should the Federal Government at-
tempt to even out the distribution of serv-
ices (regardless of its responsibility for exist-
ing distortions) ?

9. (a) To what extent should patterns of
growth within metropolitan areas, especially
as they affect the location of jobs, the decay
of central cities and Increasing segregation,
be taken into account in future Federal pro-
gram development?

{b) Is there sufficient evidence to indicate
how the Federal Government can get a
handle on these problems?

10. (a) Is there a Federal interest in the
harmonization and equalization of property
tax rates as between classes of taxpayers?

(b) Do, for example, business concerns pay
their way in terms of tax revenues?

(c) What costs are imposed on soclety by
classes of taxpayers which are not taken into
account in local tax sources and procedures?

(d) Is there evidence to substantiate
claims of ineguitable income redistribution
inherent in such tax policies?

FOREIGN TRADE AND
INVESTMENT ACT

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, some
time ago, I alerted the Senate to the
rising tide of nationalism engendered by
our foreign investment policies.

I was not speaking just of Chile or of
other developing nations, but rather of
our traditional friend to the north—Can-
ada. That tide has now been joined by
Australia. According to the U.S. News &
‘World Report:

Australian officials are examining proposals
for action fto be taken if they find United
States and other foreign investors have too

tight a grip on the Nation's business and re-
sources.

This confirms my suspicior that the
Hartke-Burke Foreign Trade and In-
vestment Act (S. 2592) will be the best
friend the multinationals ever had.
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Mr, President, because of the impor-
tance of this issue, 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 Recorbp,
as follows:

WaAT U.S. CoMPANIES ARE DOING ABROAD

WARNINGS FROM “DOWN UNDER"

Australian officlals are examining proposals
for action to be taken if they find U.S. and
other foreign investors have too tight a grip
on the nation's business and resources.

About 600 American companies have set up
plants and other facilities Down Under, rep-
resenting a total investment of about 3 bil-
lion dollars.

Outside control of Australian enterprises
could lead to conflicts with national eco-
nomic interests, according t» a White Paper
recently delivered by the Treasury in Can-
berra to Parliament.

At least one American corporate giant,
International Telephone & Telegraph, has
heeded the warning signs for investors. 1TT
is holding up a proposed bid of 9.8 millions
for the take-over of Frozen Food Industries,
based in Melbourne, until Parliament fin-
ishes its debate on foreign investment.

In spite of signs of a somewhat cooler cli-
mate for the foreign investor in Australia,
the pace of American ventures shows little
sign of slowing down.

Alcoa of Australia, 51 per cent owned by
Aluminum Company of America, has just
opened an alumina refinery in Western Aus-
tralia, the firm's second in that State.

Across the country, in Queensland, a sub=-
sidiary of the Freeport Minerals Company
and its Australian partner, a unit of Metals
Exploration N.L., have revealed plans to
build a plant for processing nickel and co-
balt. Ralph M. Parsons Company of Los An-
geles will design and construct it—part of
a complex costing some 265 milllon dollars.

A subsidiary of W. R. Grace, meanwhile, is
considering construction of an 85-million-
dollar paper-pulp factory in Queensland as
a result of a favorable feasibility study. The
plant would convert sugar-cane waste (ba-
gasse) into pulp, primarily for the Japanese
market,

LAW PROFESSORS OPPOSE
ANTIBUSING BILL

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
REecorp a new release relating to the op-
position of law professors to the anti-
busing bill.

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

Law ProFEsSsoRs OPPOSE ANTIBUSING BILL

A bipartisan group of seven Senators to-
day announced that nearly 500 law school
professors throughout the country have
Joined in opposition to the so-called Equal
Educational Opportunities Act of 1972.

This bill, soon to come before the Senate,
would virtually ban student busing neces-
sary to accomplish school desegregation. Be-
sides sharply restraining Federal courts, the
bill would permit all desegregation orders—
going as far back as the 1954 Supreme Court
decision in Brown v. Board of Education—
to be reopened for new litigation.

In their joint statement, Senators Javits,
Humphrey, Brooke, Eennedy, Hart, Weicker
and Mondale said: “We are deeply troubled
at the prospect that this complex and con-
troversial measure—which would have an
incaluable impact on the future of our Na-
tion's schools—might be acted upon hasilly
by the Senate, In the closing days of a busy
session, under the pressure of election poli-
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tics, and without any conslderation by a
Senate Committee.

“We have heard from professors at 42 law
schools representing every section of the
country and of varled political persuasion.
Their common petition is an unprecedented
expression of concern by legal scholars who
feel compelled to speak out against this
measure. Their volce underlines the need
Tor careful deliberation by the Senate.”

In their joint letter the law professors
stated that they had “. . . grave reservations
about the constitutionality of the legisla-
tion”., They said *. .. it would place in
Jeopardy most of the hard won progress to-
ward school desegregation of the last two
decades™.

Urging defeat of the bill, the law teachers
concluded it would:

“. . . open to relitigation nearly two dec-
ades of judicial desegregation decisions
many of which involve no busing whatsoever,
thus leading to divisiveness and confusion in
many communities already satisfactorily
operatmg under school desegregation plans.

. place the legislative and judicial
branches in conflict; . .. remove a remedy for
the vindication of con.st.ltutlonal rights, even
when that remedy is constitutionally re-
quired . .. impair the Supreme Court’s role of
final arbiter of constitutional matters.™

A dozen law school deans were among those
writing: Deans Samuel Thurman (University
of Utah), Clinton Bamberger (Catholic Uni-
versity), Thomas Shaffer (Notre Dame),
Robert McKay (New York University), Dixon
Phillips (University of North Carolina),
Michael Sovern (Columbia University),
Theodore St. Antoine (University of Michi-
gan), Robert Yegge (Denver University),
Lindsay Cowen (Case Western Reserve),
Robert Lawson (University of EKentucky)
Bernard Wolfman (University of Pennsylva~
nia). The list of signers also included such
noted constitutional authorities as Profes-
sors Milton R. Eonvitz (Cornell), Harold
Horowitz (U.C.L.A.), Nathaniel Nathanson
(Northwestern), Yale Kamisar (Michigan),
Thomas Emerson (Yale), Burke Marshall
({Yale), Louis Pollack (Yale), Jessie Choper
(University of California, Berkeley), and L
Michael Heyman (Unlversity of California,
Berkeley).

In addition, the Senators noted that 35
Harvarl Law School professors had already
voiced opposition to similar anti-busing leg-
islation last April. In a statement filed with
the House Judiciary Committee, the Harvard
faculty members said such legislation would
“. . . sacrifice the enforcement of constitu-
tional rights, impair the functions of the
judiciary under a rule of law, and jeopardize
improved schooling for many, many chil-
dren.,” Signers of that statement included
Dean Albert Sacks, former Dean (and now
University President), Derek Bok, and Pro-
fessors Paul Freund and Archibald Cox.

The complete 1ist of professors slgning this
petition released yesterday follows. They
signed as individuals, the Senators said;
their Law Schools are given for purposes of
fdentification only.

STATEMENT RE: H.R. 13915, THE EQUAL EDUCA=
TIONAL OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF 1872

The undersigned members of the Bar, in
warious sections of the country and repre-
senting differing political affiliations, have
grave reservations about the constitutionality
of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act
of 1972, H.R. 13915, and fear it would place
in jeopardy much of the hard won progress
toward school desegregation of the last two
decades. We urge its defeat in the Senate.

The passage of this bill, as indicated by
the floor debate in the House and testimony
before the House Judiciary and Labor and
Education Committees, will:

Place the legislative and. judicial branches
in confliet;

Impalr the Supreme Court's role of final
arbiter of constitutional matters;

Remove a remedy for the vindication of
minority students' constitutional rights, even
when that remedy is constitutionally re-
quired; and

Open to relitigation nearly two decades of
judiclal desegregation decisions, many of
which no busing whatsoever, thus leading to
divisiveness and confusion in many commu-
nities already satisfactorily operating under
school desegregation plans.

PARTIAL LIST*

American University, School of Law,
Washington, D.C.

Gordon A. Christenson, Dean.

David E. Aronson, D. Barlow Burke, Jr.,
Beverly Carl, Thomas Dienes, Nicholas Kit-
trie, Willlam McHugh, Elliott Milstein, O'Neal
Smalls, Robert Vaughn.

Boston College, School of Law,
Boston, Massachusells

George J. Annas, Hugh J. Ault, Charles
H. Baron, Arthur L. Berney, Robert C. Berry,
Peter A. Donovan, James L. Houghteling, Jr.,
Richard G. Huber, Paul M. Kane, Sanford
N. Katz, Cynthia C. Lichtenstein, Paul R.
MecDaniel, John D. O'Reilly, Jr., Emil SBlizew-
skl

Boston University, School of Law,
Boston, Massachuestts

Albert R. Beisel, Jr., Phillip I. Blumberg,
Stanley Z. Fisher, Robert B. Kent, Daniel
G. MacLeod, Daniel G. Partan, David A. Rice,
Eugene C. Roemele.

University of California at Los Angeles,
School of Law, Los Angeles, California

Norman Abrams, Reginald Alleyne, Alison
G. Anderson, Michael Asimow, David Binder,
Barbara Brudno, Harold Horowitz, William
Klein, Leon Letwin, Melville Nimmer, Arthur
Rosett, Gary Schwartz, Murray Schwartz,
Edmund Ursine, Richard Wasserstrom.
University of California, School of Law,

Berkeley, California

Stephen R. Barnett, Babette B. Barton,
Richard M. Buxbaum, Jessie Choper, David
Feller, Edward C. Halbach, Michael Heyman,
W. James Hill, Herma H. Eay, John K. Mc-
Nulty, Paul Mishkin, Frank C. Newman,
Henry Ramsey, Arthur H. Sherry, Michael
Smith, Preble Stolz, Stephen Sugarman,
Lawrence A. Sullivan, Jan Vetter.

Case Western Reserve, School of Law, Cleve-
land, Ohio

Lindsay Cowen, Dean.

Ronald Coffey, Kenneth Cohen, Melvin
Durchslag, Leon Gabinet, John Gaubatz, Pe-
ter Greenberg, Sidney B. Jacoby, Peter Jun-
ger, Lewis R. Katz, Ovid Lewls, Sidney Picker,
Hugh Ross, Gale Siegel, Spencer Neth.
Catholic University of America, School of

Law, Washington, D.C.

E. Clinton Bamberger, Jr., Dean,

Richard E. Carter, Gerald P, Curry,-Alan J.
Farber, Isaac C. Hunt, Jr., William A. Eaplin,
Raymond B. Marcin, Michael O'Eeefe, Flor-
ence W. Roisman, William L. Taylor, Law-
rence R. Velvel, Harvey L. Zuckman.
Columbia University, School of Law, New

York, New York

Michael I. Sovern, Dean.

Harrlet Rabb, Assistant Dean.

Curtis Berger, Harlan Blake, George Cooper,
Sheldon H. Elsen, Nina Galston, Ruth Bader
Ginsburg, Harvey Goldschmid, Frank P. Grad,
Alfred Hill, Harold L. Eorn, Michael Melts-
ner, Arthur W. Murphy, Laurie Roger Rock~
ett, Albert J. Rosenthal, Philip Schrag, Abra-

*Designation of an organization is purely
for descriptive purposes and not to indicate
an expression of the views of the organiza-
tion.
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ham D. Sofaer, Walter Werner, Willlam F.
Young, Jr.

University of Connecticut, School of I.a.w,
West Hartford, Conneeticut

Robert Bard, Michael Gordon, Lewls 8
Eurlanzick, Louls Parley, Alvin C. Warren. i
Cornell Universily, School of Law, Ithaca,)

New York

John J. Barcelo, Harrop A. Freeman, Wil- .
liam E. Hogan, Milton R. Eonvitz, Rudolph R.
Loncke, Peter W. Martin, Faust P, Rossl, Her-
bert L. Warren.

University of Denver, School of Law, Denver,
Colorado
Robert Yegge, Dean.
William Beaney, Eli Jarmel, Neil Little-
field, Thompson G. Marsh, John H. Reese,
James Winokur.

Duke University, School of Law, Durham,
North Carolina

Joseph C. Bell, Walter E. Dellinger, George
W. Gillmor, Richard C. Hobbet, David L.
Lange, Michael E. Levine, Patricia H. Mars-
chall, William A. Reppy, Jr., Wm, Van Als-
tyne.

Georgetown University, School of Law,
Washington, B.C.

J. Harry Boyles, Sherman Cohn, Samuel
Dash, Frank F. Flegal, Thomas G. Eratten-
naker, Stanley D. Metzger, Herbert 8. Miller,
John G. Murphy, Jr., Jason Newman.

George Washington University, School of
Law, Washington, D.C.

Richard Allen, John F. Banzhaf ITI, Mon-
roe H. Freedman, J. Reed Hambrick, Irving
Kayton, Roger S. Euhn, Arthur S. Miller,
Robert E. Park, Arnold W. Reitze, Jr., Don-
ald P. Rothschild, Teresa M. Schwartz, Erie
S. Sirulnik, Russell B. Stevenson, Jr,, James
E. Starrs.

Howard University, School of Law,
Washington, D.C.

Isaac Barfield, Harriette W. Batipps,
Spencer H. Boyer, Elwood H. Chisolm, James
W. Cobb, Henry H. Jones, Ike Madison, New-
ton Pacht, J, B. Parks, Jr., John Paul Simp-
son, Clay Smith, Jr., Robert B. Washington,
Jr., Aubrey R. Willacy.

: University of Indiana, School of Law
Bloomington, Indiana

Morris D. Arnold, Patrick L. Baude, Douglas
G. Boshkoff, Joseph F. Brodly, Roger B. Dwor=-
kin, Jack Getman, Edwin H. Greenebaum,
Jon T. Hirschoff, Mary Michelle N. Hirschoff,
Dan Hopson, Jr., Val Nolan, Jr., Phyllids Par-
sloe, William D. Popkin, Harry Pratter,
Henry J. Richardson III, F. Thomas Schorne
horst, Alan Schwartz, Edward P. Sherman,
Rolan J. Stanger, A. Dan Tarlock, Philip C.
Thorpe.

University of Iowa, School of Law,
Iowa City, Towa

Gerald Ashdown, David Baldus, Robert
Bartels, Arthur Bonfield, William Buss, N.
William Hines, Benjamin Hopkins, EKendall
Meyer, Paul Neuhauser, Mark Schantz, Burns
‘Weston.

University of Kansas, School of Law,
Lawrence, Kansas

Robert Casad, Barkley Clark, David Culp,
Michael Davis, Carroll Grant, Edwin Hecker,
Francis Heller, Jonathan Landers, Keith
Meyer, Charles Oldfather, Louise Wheeler,
Malcolm Wheeler.

University of Kentucky, Sehool of Law,

Lexington, Kentucky

Robert G. Lawson, Acting Dean.

John Batt, W. Garrett Flickinger, William
H. Fortune, Eenneth Germain, Alvin Gold-
man, W. L. Matthews, Jr., Eugene Mooney,
Anita Morse, Paul Oberst, Robert Sedler,
Stephen J. Vasek, Harold B. Weinberg. '
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University of Maine, School of Law,
Portland, Maine

Orlando E. Delogu, Stephen R. Feldman,
Edward S. Godfrey, W. F. Julavits, Merle W,
Loper, Gerald F, Petrucelli, Judy R. Potter,
Martin R, Rogoff, John A. Sanogle, L. Kin-
vin Wroth.

University of Maryland, School of Law,

Baltimore, Maryland

Bernard AuerbacH, David S. Bogen, William
Hall, Robert Eeller, Michael J. Kelly, James
W. McElhaney, Peter E. Quint, John J. Regan,
William Reynolds II, Peter Smith, Edward A.
Tomlinson.

University of Michigan, School
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Theodore St. Antoine, Dean.

Francis Allen, Vince Blasi, Robert A. Burt,
David Chambers, Alfred F. Conard, Harry T.
Edwards, Jerold Israel, Yale Eamisar, Paul
G. Kauper, Joseph L. Sax, G. Joseph Vining,
L., Hart Wright.

University of New Mezxico, School of Law,
Albuguerque, New Mexico

Anne K. Bingaman, Charles W. Daniels,
Robert J. Desiderio, Joseph Goldberg, Hugh
B. Muir, Theodore Parnall, Cruz Reynoso,
Leo M. Romero, Lee Tietelbaum, Albert Utton,
Robert W. Walker.

New York University, School of Law,
New York, New York

Robert McEay, Dean.

Leroy Clark, Thomas Christensen, Norman
Dorsen, Stanley Futterman, Thomas Franck,
Ralph Bischoff, Charles Lyon, Steven Lelelko,
Albert Garretson, Fannie Klein, Joseph
Hawley, Peter Zimroth, Victor Zonana.
University of North Carolina, School of Law,

Chapel Hill, North Carolinag

Dixon Phillips, Dean.

Henry Brandls, Dean Emeritus.

Donald Clifford, James Cravern, Charles
Daye, Dan Dobbs, Morris Gelblum, Joseph
Kalo, Martin Louis, John Martin, Susan
McDonald, Willlam Murphy, Barry Nakell,
Daniel Pollitt, John Semonche, Paul Verkuil.

Northwestern University, School of Law,

Chicago, Illinois

Robert Bennett, Peter Barack, Steven
Goldman, Irving Gordon, James Haddad,
Nathaniel Nathanson, Victor Rosenblum,
Francis Spalding.

Norte Dame University, School of Law,

Notre Dame, Indiana

Thomas Shaffer, Dean.

Francis X. Beytagh, Fernard N. Dutile.

Leslie G. Foschio, Dean.

Conrad Kellenberg, William M, Lewers,
C.8.C., Charles W. Murdock, Peter W.
Thornton.

Ohio State University, School
Columbus, Ohio

Metron Bernstein, Linda Champlin, Law-
rence Herman, Stanley Laughlin, Richard
Miller, John Quigly, Allan Schwarz.,
Oklahhoma City University, School of Law,

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Ted Foster, Dean.
A. D. Erdberg, Ronald I. Friedman, F. J,
McDonald, Marjorle P. Mosburg.
University of Oregon, School of Law,
Eugene, Oregon
Frank Barry, Frederick Merrill, Herbert
Titus, Dominick R. Vetri,

Universily of Pennsylvania, School of Law,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Bernard Wolfman, Dean.

Alexander Capron, Martin Aronstein,
Alexander Frey, Daniel Halperin, Howard
Lesnick, Clarence Morris, Willlam E, Nelson,
Lawrence Newman, Covey Oliver, Louis
Schwartz, David Slawson, Ralph Spritzer,
James Freedman.

of Law,

of Law,
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University of Pittsburgh, School of Law,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Thomas Checkley, Thomas M., Cooley II,
William Schulz, Welsh White.
Rutgers University, School of Law, Newark

New Jersey

Frank Askin, Norman L. Cantor, Richard
Chused, Steven Giffs, Willlam Lancaster,
John Lowenthal, John Payne, Annamay
Sheppard, Paul Tractenberg.
University of San Francisco, School of Law,

San Francisco, California

Stanton G. Darling, Peter J. Donniei,
Sherle Gaines, Joseph T. Henke, Paul L.
McEaskle, Eldon H. Riley, Steven F. Shatz,
Robert E, Talbot.

University of Southern California, School of
Law, Los Angeles, California

R. Paul Burton, Eli Chernow, Earl John-
son, Francls Jones, Martin Levine.

Stanford University, School of Law, Palo
Alto, California

Anthony Amsterdam, Barbara Babcock,
Paul Brest, Willlam Cohen, Marc Franklin,
Lawrence Friedman, Willlam Gould, Thomas
Grey, Thelton Henderson, Herbert Packer,
Robert Rabin, Eenneth Scott, Michael Wald.

Syracuse University, School of Law, Syracuse,
New York

Robert M. Anderson, Daniel A. Degnan,
David A. Diamond, Samuel M. Donnelly,
Samuel M. Fetters, J. Willlam Hicks, Robert
F. EKoretz, Trauls D. Lewin, Thomas J.
Maroney, Frederick A, Provorny, Robert J.
Rabin, Ronald H. Silverman, Jerome P.
Weiss,

University of Texas, School of Law, Austin,
Texas

Albert W. Alschuler, David Anderson,
George E. Dix, Parker C. Fielder, David B.
Filvaroff, Robert Hamilton, Leon Lebowitz,
Roy M. Mersky, Lucas A. Powe, David W.
Robertson, Michael T. Rosenthal, George
Schatzki, M. Michael Sharlot, Russell Wein-
traub, Mark G. Yudof. .

University of Utah, School oj Law, Salt Lake
City, Utah

Samuel D, Thurman, Dean,

Richard Aaron, Arvo Van Alstyne, Wallace
R. Bennett, Ronald Boyce, Boyed Dyer, Ed-
win Brown Pirmage, John J, Flynn, Lionel
Frankel, Ron Harding, Denny Ingram, Jr.,
George Grossman, Owen Olpin, Kline Strong,
Robert Swenson, E. Wayne Thode.

Vanderbilt University, School of Law,
Nashville, Tennessee

Junius L. Allison, Jerry Black, Jr., James
F. Blumstein, Jonathan Charney, Donald
Hall, Robert D. EKamenshine, Robert A.
Leflar, Thomas R. McCoy, L. R. Patterson,
Paul H. Sanders, Thomas J. Sherrard, T. A,
Smedlev.

Universitly of Washington, School of Law,
Seattle, Washington

William R. Anderson, William P. Burke,
Donald 8. Chisum, Geffrey Crooks, Robert
L. Fletcher, Ralph W. Johnson, Richard O.
Kummert, Arval A. Morris, Cornelius J. Peck,
John R. Price, Frank W. Smith.

Harvard Law School, Cambridge, Massa-

chusetts®®

Paul M. Bator, Derrick A. Bell, Jr.,, Gary
Bellow, Derek C. Bok, Stephen G. Breyer,
Victor Brudney, Clark Byse, A. James Casner,
Abram Chayes, Archibald Cox, John P. Daw-

¢* The listed members of the Harvard Law
School faculty signed a statement in April,
1972 opposing the President’'s anti-busing
legislation on the grounds that it would
“sacrifice the enforcement of Constitutional
rights, impair the functions of the judiciary
under a rule of law, and jeopardize improved
gchooling for many, many children.”
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son, Richard H. Field, Paul A. Freund,
Charles M. Haar, Philip B. Heymann, Ben-
Jamin EKaplan, Andrew L. Kaufman, Lance
Liebman, Louis Loss, John H. Mansfield, Mi-
chael J. McIntyre, Karen S. Metzger, Frank
I. Michelman, Arthur R. Miller, Albert M.
Sacks, Frank E. A. Sander, David L. Shapiro,
Richard B. Stewart, Arthur E. Sutherland,
Donald T. Trautman, Laurence H. Tribe,
Donald F. Turner, James Vorenberg, Lloyd
L. Weinreb, Ralph U. Whitten,
Yale University, School of Law, New Haven,
Connecticut

Richard L. Abel, Lee A. Albert, Boris I.
Bittker, Guido Calabresi, Elias Clark, Robert
M, Cover, Jan G. Deutsch, Steven B. Duke,
Thomas I. Emerson, Daniel J. Freed, Joseph
Goldstein, Arthur A. Leff, Burke Marshall,
Louls H. Pollak, John C. Roberts, John G.
Simon, Larry G. Simon, Henry J. SBteiner,
Barbara D. Underwood, Harry H, Wellington.

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, as the
Members of this body well know, I have
long supported the imposition of higher
ethical standards on all of us who do the
Government's business. I believe that
these standards should be applied to
members of the executive branch, to
members of the judiciary, and to Mem-
bers of Congress.

In order to indicate my good faith and
my concern about the need for voters to
have access to detailed information on
the financial affairs of Members of the
House and the Senate, I have for some
time made a public disclosure of my own
finaneial position. I am today submitting
a disclosure of my assets and liabilities,
together with my income, for the year
1971. I ask unanimous consent that this
statement be printed in the Recorp.

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

PERSONAL FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE, SENATOR
AND Mes. BIRCH BAYH*®
Assets July 1972
Cash In hand and in saving and
checking accounts (approx.)....
340 acre farm Vigo County, Ind____
Residence, Washington, D.C.:

Cost of lot

Cost of house

Less mortgage, balance due

Securities placed In blind trust in
May 1970 with Terre Haute First
National Bank (based on May 14,
1970, market value; present in-
vestments and value unknown) ..

372 shares Vigo County, Ind., Farm
Bureau Cooperative Association,
Ine., patron account No. 21880 ..

Farm Producers Marketing Associa-
tion -

Tangible personal property in Wash-
ington, D.C. (estimated) .

Cash value of life insurance (ap-
prox.)

Buick sedan 1970:

Book value
Less encumbrance

Net ...
Chrysler sedan 1970:
Book value___._____
Less encumbrance.

Net

Footnote at end of table,
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PersoNAL FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE, SENATOR
AND MRs. BircH Bavya*—Continued
Assets July 1972
Less: personal note, Merchants Na-

tional Bank, Indianapolis.

Total net assets
Income 1971
Salary as U.S. Senator.
Honoraria and writing income
Farm income
Dividends, interest,
investments

Total income
*Does not include property which was
purchased by Mrs. Bayh in her own name
with the proceeds of her father's estate.

MINNESOTA CITIZENS—BOTH RU-
RAL AND URBAN—SUPPORT
FAMILY FARMING AND OPPOSE
CORPORATE FARMING

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
Sunday, September 17, 1972, the Minne-
apolis Tribune printed the results of a poll
they conducted in the State of Minne-
sota revealing the attitudes of people
regarding the preservation of our Na-
tion's system of family farms as opposed
to dependence upon corporate farms. The
results of that poll are quite revealing
and encouraging and should be carefully
studied by all Members of Congress and
others interested in this vitally impor-
tant subject.

Briefly, the results of that poll reveal
that the vast majority of people—both
urban and rural—strongly endorse fam-
ily farming as the most efficient way of
food production in this Nation. Second,
a vast majority of them feel that farm-
ers in the United States are not paid
fairly for their production. Third, almost
100 percent of them feel that it is im-
portant that the family farm survive.
Fourth, the vast majority of them think
that corporate farming is a bad thing for
this Nation.

In addition, most of the people sur-
veyed indicated that they do not sup-
port Federal Government efforts to en-
courage foreign meat imports in an ef-
fort to hold down consumer meat prices.

And, finally, most of the people polled
in this survey, with the exception of
farm people, indicated that they antici-
pate corporate farming will be the major
source of food production in this coun-
try by the year 2000.

Mr. President, I suggest that this par-
ticular Minnesota poll is very represent-
ative of the feelings and attitudes of the
people of this Nation as a whole. And,
furthermore, I believe that the results of
this poll further reflects the good judg-
ment and good sense of the American
people.

The people of this Nation see and un-
derstand the importance of maintaining
our family farm system. Their attitude
and views also reveal their insights into
the dangers of permitting a corporate
takeover of this system. Congress and
the Nation should take particular note
of these views and should take every
step necessary to prevent nonfarm cor-
porate takeover of this vital segment of
our Nation’s economy.

Congress can start by passing the
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Family Farm Act of 1972 (S. 2828) which
Senators Nersow, MownparLe, and I and
others have introduced. This legislation,
if enacted, would prohibit nonfarming
businesses and corporations from enter-
ing farming. It also would prevent such
businesses and corporations from con-
trolling agricultural production through
leasing, confractual arrangements, or
other means of acquiring or controlling
the means of producing agricultural
products.

We cannot permit our Nation’s family
farm system to fall under the control or
domination of a handful of giant cor-
porations. But that is the direction in
which we are headed unless action is
taken soon fo put a stop to any further
intrusions of outside interests and money
into this industry. In addition, we must
continue to develop workable policies and
programs to help insure farm families
of an adequate income and prices. We
cannot expect these family enterprises {o
continue to produce at price levels that
are often either below cost of production
or below reasonable rates of returns on
investment and labor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the Minneapolis Tribune
poll entitled “Most Like Family Farms,
Oppose Corporate Farms,” printed at
this point in the REcorbp.

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

[From the Minneapolis Tribune, Sept. 17,

1972]
Most Lige Faminy Farms, OPPOSE CORPORATE
FArMS

Most Minnesotans have a favorable im-
pression of the family farm and look upom
the gmowth of corporate farming as a bad
development.

And even in s time of consumer concern
over rising food prices, Minnesotans say farm-
ers are not being paid fairly for their prod-
ucts and that the United States should not
bolster imports to hold down meat prices.

These are the findings of a statewide sur-
vey completed in early August by the Min-
neapolis Tribune’s Minnesota Poll.

Of the 600 men and women qguestioned,
76 percent said they consider the family farm
an efficient method of food production and
95 percent feel it is important that the family
farm continue as a way of life in America.

Seventy-one percent, however, expect that
corporate farming will be the dominmant
source of food by the end of the century.

By 67 to 26 percent, the men and women
interviewed said they feel corporate farming
is & bad development. The reasons given most
oiten for opposing corporate farming are
that it will destroy the family farm or that
they disapprove of corporation business prac-
tices.

In the area of farm prices and consumer
prices, 66 percent said they feel farmers are
not receiving as much as they should for
their products and 63 percent oppose govern-
ment action designed to increase the supply
of meat in an effort fo reduce consumer
prices.

The survey was conducted before Russia
contracted to buy American grain, but after
the administration began to encourage for-
eign countries to ship more meat to the
United States.

Minnesotans living in rural villages, many

of which are largely dependent upon agri-
culture and have close ties to the rural way
of life, tend to side strongly with the farm
people interviewed. Urban-area residents also
follow the same line of thinking about agri-
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culture, but to a lesser degree. The closest
division’ of opinion among people living in
Minneapolis, St. Paul and Duluth combined
is over whether meat imports should be en-
couraged.

More men than women feel that farm
prices are fair. Men also are more likely to
think that the government should encour-
age meat imports.

Minnesotans under 30 years of age are less
optimistic about the future of the family
farm than are other Minnesotans. Fewer (69
percent) feel it is efficient and more (92 per-
cent) said corporate farming will be dom-
inant by the year 2000. By 42 to 39 percent,
they feel corporate farming is a good thing.

College-trained Minnesotans also are less
inclined to think the family farm is an
efficient unit of production (58 percent) and
more inclined to think corperate farming is
a good development (40 percent) than are
other Minnesotans.

Following are questions, and replies, for all
adults and by place of residents. “Smaller
cities” Include cities of 2,500 or more popula-
tion (except for Minneapolis, St. Paul and
Duluth, which are shown separately). Vil-
lages are places under 2,500 population.

“As things stand today, do you think farm-
ers in the United States are or are not paid
Tairly for their products?"

[In percent}

Milllli_a-
apolis
St ch"ad
All Duluth Smaller

Rural
adults combined

cities villages

Are paid la:rlr 27 ) ] 28 24
Are not... - 66 59 63 72
No opinion. 10 9 4

100 100

100

“Most farms in the United States are
family farms. FParming is the major part of
the operation and most labor and capttal
are provided by the operating family. Gen-
erally speaking, do you think the family
farm is or is not an efficient way of food

production?"

In percent]

Minne-

apolis,

5L Paul,
Al Duluth Smaller Rural
adults combined cities villages

1s efficient 76 66 72 85
1s not B 7 g 13
No opinion........ i 7 4 2

Total... ... - g (11 100 100 100

“Do you think it is or is not important that
the family farm survive?”

[In percent]

Minne-

apolis,
St. Paul,
Duluth Smaller Rural

ad‘ults combined cities villages Farm

Survival is

important______
Not important.___
No opinion.

Total......

“In corporate farming, farming is only
part of the operation. The corporation pro-
vides management and capital for the farm
operation, but it is in other businesses, too.
Do you think corporate farming is a good
thing or a bad thing?"
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[in percent]

Rural

cities villages Farm

Good thing. 26 38 30 17
Bad thing 53 66 85
Mo opi 14 16 -
Other qualified

answers 3 1 5

100 100 100

The 26 percent who said corporate farming
is a good thing gave the following reasons:
it is more efficlent than family farm (53
percent); has sufficlent capital for invest-
ment, can absorb losses, promote agricul-
tural research (18 percent); better man-
agement and more efficient use of labor (15
percent); lowers prices for consumers (10
percent); creates more Jobs (6 percent); it
is a good trend (4 percent); and it raises
prices paid to farmers (2 percent). Fifteen
percent gave other answers and 8 percent
were indefinite.

The 57 percent who feel corporate farming
is bad said: it will eliminate the family farm
(41 percent); expressed anti-corporation sen-
timent such as it will lead to monopolies or
be used for tax write-offs, (40 percent);
there is a need for traditional rural values
and life style in our soclety (18 percent);
it will create unemployment (11 percent);
and it will Increase consumer prices (8 per-
cent).

Others sald: the small farm is more effi-
clent (4 percent); corporations are not con-
cerned with ecology (3 percent); and cor-
porate farming will lower farm prices (2 per-
cent). Two percent gave other answers and
3 percent were indefinite.

The results of the Minneapolis Tribune's
Minnesota Poll are based on personsal in-the-
home interviews with 600 men and women 18
years of age or older. Respondents are se-
lected by probability sampling procedures
and interviewed by a staff of 110 trained
interviewers. The Minnesota Poll was estab-
lished in 1944 as a public service,

The following tables did not appear in the
published release.

“By the year 2000, do you suppose that
the family farm will continue to be the
major source of food production or that cor-
porate farms will be the major source?”

[in percent]

Minne-
apalis,
St. Paul,
All Duluth Smaller Rural

adults combined cities villages Farm

Family farm

major source._ - 20 15 18 22 34
Corporate farm

major source._- 71 75 75 70 51
Other answers o

no opinion, ] 10 7 8 15

100 100 100 100 100

Total. .-

“Do you think the federal government
should or should not encourage foreign
countries to ship as much meat as they can
to the United States in an effort to hold
down meat prices?”

['n percent]

Minne-

apolis,

St. Paul,
Al Duluth Smaller Rural
adults combined  cities villages

31 45 33 23
63 46 60 7
9 7 5

100 100 100

CXVII—-2061—Part 26

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ACTIONS NEEDED AND LESSONS TO
BE LEARNED FROM RECENT
GRAIN SALES TO RUSSIA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, early
this week the House Agriculture Com-
mittee favorably reported a companion
resolution to the one which Senator
BenTseEN and I introduced in the Sen-
ate to authorize deficieney payments to
farmers who sold their 1972 erop wheat
before the sharp rise in market prices
due fto the large sales to Russia. Unfor-
tunately the Senate Committee on Ag-
riculture and Forestry voted against re-
porting the resolution which Senator
BenTtseN and I sponsored, but the com-
mittee did support my request for a more
detailed committee staff study of this
question and others relating to these
sales.

Mr. President, if the House passes
House Joint Resolution 1300, the com-
panion to Senate Joint Resolution 267—
which I urge them to do—and if our
Senate committee staff study ean be
completed in time, I will urge our Sen-
ate Agriculture Commiftee to reopen
consideration of this matter before ad-
journment.

In addition to learning more about
this important question of providing
equity to those farmers who sold their
wheat prior to the Russian sales, I am
hopeful that our special committee staff
study will also enlighten us on what, if
anything, might be done, first, to
strengthen our collection and evaluation
of foreign crop information, including
more effective dissemination of such in-
formation to all concerned; second, to
improve and tighten up procedures and
reporting of sales under our wheat ex-
port subsidy program; and third, to im-
prove reporting of all sales of U.S. grains
in the world market, whether they are
private sales or sales supported through
Government subsidy mechanisms.

A few short months ago we were pro-
jecting more wheat and feed grains
would be added to existing stock on
hand. Now we are told that wheat sup-
plies at the end of this marketing year
are estimated to be about $54 million
bushels or what many experts say would
be below adequate reserve levels. In the
case of feed grain supplies, we also are
now expecting lower carryovers at
the end of this marketing year
than anticipated earlier. And I should
like to remind everyone that we are not
even half way through the current mar-
keting year. Russia may resume pur-
chases of wheat and feed grains. China
may do likewise. And I do not believe any-
one knows as yet whether India’s partial
recovery from its delayed monsoon sea-
son will require additional imports. What
I am suggesting, Mr. President, is that
many uncertainties still remain with re-
spect to world grain supply conditions
and I would hope that our recent ex-
periences with the sales to Russia and
China will result in a very careful assess-
ment of those overall conditions as it may
relate to further drawdowns of US.
grain supplies, as well as the conditions
under which such future sales might be
made.

The economic interests of not enly the
private grain trade are involved in such
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matters. All segments of our Nation’s
grain industry are involved, ranging
from the farmer to the baker. In addi-
tion, the interest of the gemeral public
and the consumer are equally involved.
Supply happenings in wheat and feed
grains have a very direct impact on avail-
able supplies and prices of bread, cereal
products, and meats at the retail or con-
sumer level.

All of these interests mmst be kept in
mind as we determine production levels
and related market opportunities for our
Nation’s farm products. While public
policy on these questions must insure
that adequate supplies of these com-
modities are made available to the
American people, it also must insure that
our farm producers are protected from
the price-depressing effects of any over-
production that might oceur in providing
that assurance.

These were the two ceniral objectives
behind my effort last year to gain con-
gressional approval of establishing a
national grain reserve. While the other
body passed such a measure, the Senate
was never provided with the opportunity
to act upon it. The measure was defeated
in the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, because of heavy opposi-
tion by Secretary Butz and the adminis-
tration.

Another factor in this world grain
supply situation that needs to be con-
sidered is the lack of any international
grains agreement. I believe another at-
tempt should be made to achieve some
agreement with respect to the supply
and price of grains in world markets.
That agreement also should include pro-
duction level commitments and con-
straints. Stable supplies and prices in
world grain markets is important to
everyone. Instability, or “boom and bust”
market conditions involving such life-
staples can result in major human
catastrophes, in addition to the havoe
such conditions create for those indi-
viduals or groups who depend upon those
markets to make a living.

Mr. President, aside from some of the
immediate concerns we now face as a
result of these unusually large grain
sales, I would hope that as we appreach
the formulation of a new farm bill next
year, all of these considerations can and
will be taken into account.

Mr. President, just prior to Senate
Agriculture Committee consideration of
Senate Joint Resolution 267, I wrote to
all members of that committee out-
lining the economic aspects of that par-
ticular resolution. I would like to ask
unanimous consent to have that memo-
randum printed at this point in the
Recorp and would like to urge that all
Members of the Senate review it care-
fully.

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

MEMORANDUM
SEPTEMBER 20, 1972.
To: Members of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.
From: HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
Subject: Economic Aspects of Senate Joint
Resolution 2867.

On September 14, 1972, Senator Bentsen
and I introduced B.J. Res. 267 which au-
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thorizes and directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to make a deficlency payment to
producers who sold their 1972 crop of wheat
before the sharp rise in market prices which
occured as a result of large sales to the So-
viet Union.

Senator Bentsen and I wish to request im-
mediate consideration of this particular
Resolution by the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry. On September 15, 1972, I wrote
to Senator Jordan, Chairman of our Sub=-
committee on Agricultural Production,
Marketing and Stabilization of Prices re-
questing immediate consideration of this
Resolution by that Subcommittee. Senator
Jordan informed me that it would not be
possible to call a Subcommittee meeting be-
tween that date and today's Full Committee
session, and further indicated that he per-
sonally had no objection to my requesting
Full Committee consideraion at today's ses-
slon. His willingness for me to proceed in
this manner, of course, in no way implies
either his or the Subcommittee’s endorse-
ment or opposition to the Resolution.

Based upon consultations with Dr. Walter
Wilcox of the Library of Congress, I wish to
convey the following information pertaining
to the economic aspects of this particular
Resolution in order that the Committee may
more intelligently deliberate on it at today’s
session.

The parity price of wheat, July 1972 was
£3.03 per bushel. The U.S. average farm
price at that time was $1.33 per bushel.

The value of the 1972 wheat marketing
certificates under the Agricultural Act of
1970, is equal to the difference between the
average market prices in the first five months
of the marketing year, July 1, to November
30, 1972 and the parity price in July.

With no new developments in the mar-
ket it is probable that the five month aver-
age market prices would have approximated
$1.33 resulting in the certificates having a
value of £1.70 per bushel.

As the extent of the Soviet purchases be-
came known, market prices rose sharply.
Number one ordinary red winter wheat at
Kansas City increased in price from $1.52 a
bushel the first days in July to $1.62 the first
two days of August, to $1.95 the first two
days in September, to $2.27 yesterday, Sept.
19. This is an increase of 756 cents a bushel
for first quality wheat at the Kansas City
market.

It now appears probable that wheat prices
will average 30 cents a bushel higher and
wheat marketing certificate values will be
30 cents a bushel less than they would have
been in the absence of the extraordinary ex-
port sales to the Soviet Union and other
countries.

Wheat producers who sold their wheat be-

fore the sharp rise in prices occured in late
August and September not only failed to re-
ceive higher prices which are now expected
to prevail for the balance of the season, but
will receive marketing certificates wvalued
at some 30 cents a bushel less than other-
wise.
On the basis of previous marketings it is
probable that about one-third of the 1972
wheat was sold by mid-August. Since South-
ern wheat producers who sold early are prob-
ably about average In size it is probable
that about a third of the wheat producers
will be adversely affected by the wheat sales
to the Soviet Unlon unless deficiency pay-
ments, similar to those authorized in S.J. Res.
267 are made.

The domestic wheat marketing allotment is
approximately 500 milllon bushels. If the
value of these certificates is reduced 30 cents
a bushel as a result of higher market prices,
government expenditures would be reduced
$150 million.

If the producers of one-third of this 500
million bushel domestic marketing guota
qualified for deficiency payments, because of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

early sales at low prices, the deficlency pay-
ments would total $50 million, one-third of
the anticipated savings.

Paragraph (C) provides, “The Secretary of
Agriculture skrall issue such regulations as
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Joint resolution on a fair and equitable
basis.”

Fair and equitable administration of a
program of deficlency payments should not
present any serious problems. The Commod~
ity Credit Corporation now has an accepted
scale of differentials by county and quality
of wheat which it uses in administering its
price support loan program. These differen-
tials could be applied to producers’ sales
prices to determine the amount of the de-
ficlency payment to which they were entitled.

Regulations will be needed as to qualifi-
cations for deficiency. payments where a
producer sells a part of his wheat for less
than the five month average, adjusted for
location and quality, and a part at a later
date, at a price which is above the seasonal
average.

Because of the time required to gather
and process sales information if this reso-
lution is delayed in passage, it might be
desirable to give eligible wheat producers
until January 31 rather than January 1, 1873
to make application for a deficlency payment.

I believe it is only fair and equitable that
those wheat producers who receive less than
parity for their 1972 crop due to these Rus-
sian sales be compensated in the manner
prescribed in S.J. Res. 267.

Therefore, Senator Bentsen and I, and the
thousands of wheat producers adversely af-
fected by those sales, wish to urge your
favorable consideration of this Resolution.

PRICE PER BUSHEL OF NO. 1 ORDINARY HARD RED WINTER
WHEAT AT KANSAS CITY; JULY 1 TO AUG. 18, 1972

August September

July

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture.

THE ALLEGED BLOODBATH IN
NORTH VIETNAM

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two articles by
George Wilson on the alleged bloodbath
in North Vietnam be printed in the
Recorp. Also, that this consent be ex-
tended to a statistical fact sheet on the
Indochina war.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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[From the Washington Post, Sept. 12, 1972]

CORNELL AUTHOR DIsPUTES NORTH
VIETNAMESE BLOODBATH

(By George C. Wilson)

A charge by President Nixon and others
that the North Vietnamese murdered up to
500,000 of their own people when they took
over the country in the 19503 is a “myth,”
according to a study circulated yesterday by
Cornell University.

The charges are dispatched in a 59-page
essay by D. Gareth Porter, a 30-year-old re-
search associate at Cornell’s international
relations of East Asia project. Cornell’s pro-
ject office, in sending out the report, said it
deserves “immediate, widespread public at-
tention” because of Mr. Nixon's frequent
references to the alleged bloodbath in North
Vietnam,

“This bloodbath myth is the result of a
deliberate propaganda campaign by the
South Vietnamese and U.S. governments to
discredit” North Vietnam, Porter says in sum-
marizing the paper he researched in South
Vietnam and at Cornell. Porter has been a
critic of the Vietnam war.

The prime source for President Nixon,
author Bernard Fall and others in describing
the alleged massacre during the North Viet-
namese land reform from 1953 to 1856 is a
bhook guilty of "gross misquotation” and
“fraudulent documentation,” Porter alleges.

The book Porter cites is entitled, “From
Colonialism to Communism,” by Hoang Van
Chi. Chi's book—published in 1864—was fi-
nanced and promoted by such U.S. agencies
as the Central Intelligence Agency, accord-
ing to Porter.

Chi, now a course chairman in Southeast
Asia orlentation at the State Department’s
Washington Training Center, was at Ft.
Bragg, N.C., lecturing and could not be
reached for comment yesterday.

The National Security Council clted Chi's
book as one of President Nixon's sources for
declaring on April 16, 1971, “I think of a half
a million, by conservative estimates, in North
Vietnam who were murdered or otherwise ex-
terminated by the North Vietnamese after
they took over from the South ..."

The President added at that same news
conference that “if the United States were
to fall in Vietnam, if the Communists were
to take over, the bloodbath that would fol-
low would be a blot on this nation’s history
from which we would find it very difficult to
return...”

Asked by Porter to document the Presi-
dent's “half a million” figure, the National
Security Council gquoted Chi as writing the
following: “The guilt complex which haunted
the peasants’ minds after the massacre of
about 5 per cent of the total population . . .”
The National Securlty Council added on its
own that “5 per cent of the total population
of North Vietnam at that time would be
about 700,000.”

“Mr. Chi offers no justification for this al-
legation™ that 5 percent of the North Viet-
namese population was murdered, asserts
Porter, “but he suggests at one point that
most of the deaths were those of children
who starved ‘owing to the isolation policy.’ "

Charges Porter: “This is yet another of
the many wholly unsubstantiated charges put
forth by Mr. Chi, for there was no such
policy of isolating familles, even of those
landlords sentenced for serious crimes dur-
ing the land reform . ..

“Yet It iz mainly on the basis of Mr.
Chi's totally unreliable account, the inten-
tion of which was plainly not historical ac-
curacy but propaganda against” North Viet-
nam, says Porter, “that the President of the
United States himself has told the American
people that ‘a half a million'" people were
exterminated.

In contrast to CIA’'s description of Chi
as a “former Vietminh cadre” who could thus
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be expected to have firsthand knowledge of
the land reform program, Porter asserfs that
Chi was never a party member before leav-
ing the North for South Vietnam in 1955.

“Mr, Chi was himself a relatively wealthy
landowner, Porter clalms on the basis of an
interview with Chi. Thus, he argues, Chi
could not be expected to give an unbiased
account of the land reform program.

Western authors like Fall, says Porter, suf-
fered a “critical” shortcoming because they
could not read Vietnamese and thus could
not research the original documents the
North Vietnamese used to communicate with
their own cadre. Fall and others, therefore,
had to rely on Saigon and U.S. government
summaries of the North Vietnamese mate-
rial or on authors like Chi. (Porter reads
Vietnamese and said in an interview that
this enabled him to study documents that
went to North Vietnamese cadre from par-
ty leaders.)

In an attempt to show the danger relying
on summaries and other secondary sources,
Porter charges Chi distorted a North Viet-
namese party (Laodong Party) slogan by
saying it included the phrase, “liquldate the
landlords.” There was no such phrase, Por-
ter asserts. Instead, he alleges, the slogan
sald: “Abolish the feudal regime of land
ownership in a manner that is discriminat-
ing, methodical and under sound leadership.”

He charges Chi also mistranslated Gen. Vo
Nguyen Giap's speech of Oct. 29, 1956, on
land reform. Giap, according the Chi's trans-
lation, said the party “executed too many
honest people” and came to regard torture
as normal practice.

Comparing the Vietnamese original text
of Giap's speech with the Chi and Porter's
translations (which Porter said other schol-
ars and Vietnamese corroborated), Porter
alleges that *“Mr. Chi's translation is one
of his most flagrant abuses of documentary
evidence.”

Donald Brewster is the National Security
Council staffer (on loan there from AID) who
discussed the source of Mr. Nixon's blood-
bath figures with Porter. Brewster told The
Washington Post yesterday that real and
literal meanings of Communist statements
are sometimes two different things.

Brewster added that the sources he cited
for Porter "are not the totality” of the ma~-
terial the White House relied upon. Also, sald
Brewster, it Is the trend that is most Im-
portant, not specific figures. In that sense,
he said, the trend of Communist actions,
such as North Vietnamese assassinations in
Hue, shows fears of a bloodbath in South
Vietnam are indeed well founded, just as
President Nixon has stated.

Porter himself said in an interview that he
has filed for consclentious objector status
and would decline to serve in the military
in the Vietnam war. He is on a year-long
fellowship, $5,000 for the academic year, in
pursuit of his doctorate at Cornell's East
Asia research center.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 13, 1972]
FIGURE oN NorTH ViETNAM'S Kmuine “Just
A GUESS,” AUTHOR SAYS
(By George C. Wilson)

"It was just a guess, an estimate that
nobody could figure,” said the author of a
book the White House has cited in docu-
menting President Nixon’s charge that the
North Vietnamese massacred “half a million"
people while imposing land reform in the
1950s.

Hoang Van Chi, author of “From Colonial-
ism to Communism.,” said in an interview
yesterday that he arrived at a figure in that
range by projecting countrywide the experi-
ence In his own North Vietnamese village of
about 200 persons. He said about 10 people
died there from Communist persecution,
one from execution and the rest by such
“other means”™ as imposed starvation.

He said he used that 5 per cent rate in
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his village, plus what he learned from others
in North Vietnam, as the basis for declaring
in his 1964 book that there was a ‘“massacre
of about five per cent of the total population™
in North Vietnam.

President Nixon's National Securlty Coun-
cil, in listing Chi's book as one source for
Mr. Nizxon's massacre figures, said that 5 per
cent of the North Vietnamese population
when Chi made his estimate “would be about
700,000 people.

Mr. Nixon has cited the massacre figure of
“half & million” in making the case for con-
tinued United States support of the South
Vietnamese government., On April 16, 1971,
he said: “I think of a half a million by con-
gervative estimates in North Vietnam who
were murdered or otherwise exterminated
by the North Vietnamese after they took over
from the Bouth ...”

More recently, on July 27, President Nixon
said from 1954 to 1956 in the North Viet-
namese Communists’ “so-called land reform
program 50,000 were murdered, assassinated.”
Mr. Nixon added that the Catholic Bishop
of Danang told him in 1956 that “there were
at least a half million who died in slave labor
camps in North Vietnam.™

D. Gareth Porter, a research associate at
Cornell University's International Relations
of East Asia Project, charged in a paper dis-
tributed by the university on Monday that
“careful investigation" showed such blood-
bath charges were "a myth." Chi's book was
“the central piece” in “a deliberate propa-
ganda campaign by the South Vietnamese
and U.S. governments to discredit” the North
Vietnamese government, Porter claimed.

Donald Brewster of the National Security
Council staff said Chi's book was only one of
several sources used it, making the “half a
million" estimate. Porter claimed some of the
other sources cited by the council appeared
to be drawn from Chi's work.

Chi himself, a course chairman at the State
Department’'s Washington Training Center
and lecturer in Asian affairs, made these
points yesterday in responding to Porter's at-
tacks on his credentials and scholarship:

*CIA sponsorship. Chi said he thanked the
Congress for Cultural Freedom in the fore-
word to his book for its financial assistance
but had no way of knowing back then that
Central Intelligence Agency money went to
the organization. “Porter tried to link me to
the CIA,” complained Chi.

“Wealthy"” landowner charge. Porter
charged that Chi could not be impartial in
discussing land reform in North Vietnam be-
cause he was a “relatively wealthy landown-
er” before leaving there for the South in 1955.
Chi said he had sold off the acreage he had
inherited and was down to 2.7 acres in the
North in 1953.

A man with that little land, said Chi, is not
a wealthy landowner. Besides, he said, Com-
munist Party members all the way up to and
including Ho Chi Minh owned more land
than he did in North Vietnam at the time of
land reform.

“I'm for redistribution of land,” said Chi,
“but against the method that was applied” in
North Vietnam. He said he was considered a
revolutionary in the Vietminh resistance
against the French but was not a formal
member of any Communist Party.

Translations. Porter accused Chi of dis-
torting North Vietnamese policy statements
and slogans by inaccurately translating them
into English for his book. Chi conceded he
had not stuck to the literal translation in all
cases because he was trying to impart the
true meaning—the one that mattered. “I
should have added a footnote” explaining
that, Chi said.

His experience on the ground In North
Vietnam infiluenced his translations, and, he
argued, made them meore meaningful to the
reader trying to perceive what was really go-
ing on.

“I deplore the case of many scholars who
try to understand communism by reading
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documents,” Chl said. “You cannot read
books on communism and know it. You have
to live under a communist regime to know
n.»

Declaring that his book was printed in
both Vietnamese and English, Chi said Viet-
namese who have read both versions would
have complained if his translations were in-
accurate. He sald he had recelved no such
complaints.

Porter in his paper charged Chi had mis-
translated a basic Communist slogan in dis-
cussing the party's takeover of North Viet-
nam. “I report what I hear,”™ said Chi, “not
what they put in documents.”

“I stick to my view,” sald Chi, “that land
reform (in North Vietnam) was a pretext for
a mass purge. I'm for land reform for South
Vietnam, I left North Vietnam for the way
land reform is practiced.”

“Some of my family died from starvation,”
he said in discussing the persecution in
North Vietnam during land reform. “I'm not
very firm about the figure” of how many were
purged “because it was only an estimate.”
Chi sald since his book came out, a defec-
tor has estimated 300,000 North Vietnamese
were purged during the land reform cam-
paign.

A STATISTICAL FACT SHEET ON THE
InpocHINA WaR, AveusT 11, 1972

War costs in Southeast Asia
[In millions]

Budgeted Incremental

o $100 $100

5, 800 6, 000

20, 100 18, 000

26, 500 23, 000

28, 800 22, 000

23, 060 17, 000

15, 300 12, 000

13, 000 10, 000

108, 100

1Estimate by Cornell University Air War
Study Group.

Fiscal year

UNDER JOHNSON

Budgeted, #66.9 billion (50.4%);
mental, $58.1 billion.

UNDER NIXON

Budgeted, $65.7 billion (49.6%);
mental, $50.0 billion.

(NoTtE.—Cost estimates for FY 73 range
from §8-10 billion, or $22-28 million per
day. The air war costs approximately $15-20
million per day.

Incremental costs include the expenses of
ships and aircraft which the DoD says it
would need and have to pay for even if
there were no fighting.)

(Source: From I'mpact of the Vietnam War,
Senate Forelgn Relations Committee.)

MUNITIONS EXPENDED IN INDOCHINA
|Defense Department figures in tons]

incre-

incre-

Year Air Ground

1965.... 315,000 _______
1966... .. 512, D00 590,
1967.... 932, 7
1968 1, 431, 654
Y, 387 237
ieee  IFF 446
197k.... 763,160

1972_... 2504,879
1965-72. 6, 824, 139

1969 . _
1970

4308, 842
7,007, 227

L Figures not available since Jan. 1, 1871,
% Through June 30,
3 Through May 31.

Mote: Munitions expended by administration:

Under Johnson Under Nizon
Amount Percant Amount Percent

Airo.....o= 3,191,417 46.8 3,632,722

46.8 3,729,167
43, 000

53.2
53.2

4 7,404, 889
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WOUNDED IN VIETHNAM
[Defense Department figures)t

DEATHS FROM HOSTILE ACTION
[Defense Department figures]

United
States

South 3d
Vietnam countries

425, 574

Number wounded by Administration:
Under

Kennedy and
Johnson

192, 583
188,174
6, 045

Under Nixon

United States....
South Vietnam.
Third Country___

*110, 722

353, 746

INo figures on enemy available. DOD projects 1.5 wounded
per death,

 Through July 22,

3 Through May 31.

United
States

South 3d

Vietnam country  Enemy

169, 206 1,089, 617

1972
1960-72..... 45 328 849, 529

Number of deaths by Administration:

Under
Kennedy and

Johnson Under Nixon

United States.
South Vietnan
3rd Country. .

115, 214

512, 155

Pelcenl a8

! Through July 22,
‘Through May 31,

September 28, 1972

U.S. deaths in nonhostile activities in South-
east Asia

Deaths

23

36

48

359

1, 045

1, 680

1,919

2,113

1, B44

968

205

0, 240

Year:

! Through July 22,

Under KEennedy
(49.9 percent).
Under Nixon: 5,130 (50.1 percent).
American POW's and MIA’s
| Defense Department figures|
Year:

and Johnson; 5,110

MIA's
4

54
204
226
204
176
86

it
121
1,244

! Through July 1.
Under Johnson: POW's, 448; MIA's, 782;
total, 1,230 (70 percent).

Under Nixon: POW’s, 65; MIA’s 462; total,
527 (30 percent).

CIVILIAN CASUALTIES (S[lJME SUBCOMMITTEE ON REFUGEES FIGURES)

South Vietnam

Year Dead Wounded Total Cambodia

25, 000
50, 000

1988, ...
966

South Vietnam

Wou rtd ed

Dead

Total Cambodia Laos

SOUTH VIETNAMESE CIVILIAN CASUALTIES

Killed.._..
Wounded

Totaloo .

Number

125,000 ...
100,000 Tens of thousands. . Thousands per month,
150, 000 Tens of thousands.

, 300,000 Tens of thousands_ __

Under Johnson Under Nr:on

Percent Number

235, 000 58.7
490, 000 54.5

725, 000 55.8

165, 000
410, 000

575,000

1 Through June 30.

REFUGEES GENERATED IN SOUTHEAST ASIA (SEMATE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REFUGEES FIGURES)

South

Year Vietnam Cambodia

2,400,000 ..
4

1964-72___ 16,385 000 -+2, 000, 000

I Recent rates: 200,000 to 300,000 per year.
3 From USAID statistics. Figure does not include subcommittee
of 2,000, not officially nmstarad in urban
areas. Senator Kenmdy on ﬁug. 3, 1971, reported over 8,000,000

Note: Refugees generated in Southeast Asia by administration:

Under
Nixon

Under
Johnson

4, 245, l)Og
400, 000
4, 645, 000

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, WiL-
r1ams). Is there further morning busi-
ness? If not, morning business is con-
cluded.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, WiL-
LiaMs), Under the previous order, the
Chair now lays before the Senate HR. 1,
the Social Security Amendments of 1972,
which the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

HR. 1, to amend the Social Security Act,
to make improvements in the Medicare and
Medicaid programs, to replace the existing
Federal-State Public Assistance programs,
and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 1614
A FINAL CHANCE FOR WELFARE REFORM

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Nixon can have welfare reform this
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year if he wants it. The question facing
the Senate and the country is whether
the President will take the opportunity
to match deeds with his words about the
need to reform this country’s welfare
systems. Unfortunately, it is not clear
whether the President really wants wel-
fare reform.

In August of 1969 President Nixon
went to the American people in a major
televised address and said that “the
present welfare system has failed us.” At
that time he proposed a new approach
to public assistance embodied in the fam-
ily assistance plan.

The President’s initiative in 1969 had
my support and the endorsement of
others who thought welfare reform long
overdue. As I noted then and in the in-
tervening years, the President deserved
great credit for focusing the attention
of the country on this problem.

Two years ago, after the House had

passed a modified version of FAP, the .

Senate adjourned before action could be
completed on the bill. Today, 3 years
after welfare reform was first introduced
in Congress, and 1 year after it passed
the House for a second time, the Senate
is beginning debate again on welfare
reform.

Over the past 3 years supporters of
welfare reform have had their differ-
ences about specific provisions. After
long study, I introduced 1 year ago a
proposal that would have substantially
improved the House-passed version of
the President’s proposal, H.R. 1.

My proposal was developed after
lengthy consultation with Senators, Gov-
ermors, State welfare administrators,
welfare organizations and other public
assistance experts. We believed that the
proposal represented a reasonable and
constructive approach to reforming the
welfare system; 22 Senators, including

with interested groups such as Common
Cause, the AFL-CIO, the League of Wom-
en Voters all announced their support
for the Ribicoff amendment.

While the President opposed my
amendment, many of its provisions ac-
tually restored elements of the Presi-
dent’s original legislation offered in 1969.
This was the first indication that the
President was having second thoughts
about this commitment to welfare re-
form.

Developments during the months since
the introduction of my proposal have
made it clear that none of the ap-
proaches—neither the Finance Com-
mittee proposal, the Ribicoff amendment,
nor the President’s program contained
in HR. 1—can command a majority in
the Senate. Therefore, in an attempt to
work out a fair accommodation between
the President’s position and my own, my
staff and I began a long series of nego-
tiations with the administration several
months ago. We finally reached agree-
ment on a proposal containing all the
principles we consider prerequisites for
meaningful welfare reform.

The Secretaries of Health, Education,
and Welfare and the Department of La-
bor urged the President to support this
agreement.

On June 16 of this year, the President
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took the Ribicoff-administration agree-
ment under advisement. A group of 19
Republican Senators sent a letter to the
President urging him to join with me in
fashioning a “humane and decent com-
promise reform measure that would be
acceptable to a majority of the Congress
and to the administration.” Recognizing
the inadequacies of the Finance Commit-
tee proposal then being developed, this
bloc of Senators stated that:

Without that compromise and a final effort
now by the Administration and those mem-
bers of both parties, certainly including Sen-
ator Ribicoff . . . we firmly believe welfare
reform Is almost certain to die.

The President rejected the Ribicoff-
administration agreement as well as the
concept of working with the Senate to
fashion an -acceptable welfare reform
proposal. The President’s position sub-
stantially diminished the possibility of
enacting welfare reform this year,

Nonetheless, in the spirit of trying to
reach a constructive solution to this
problem, I am today introducing an
amendment to the Finance Committee
version of H.R. 1, striking the commit-
tee’s welfare proposal—title IV—and
substituting the Ribicoff-administration
agreement. This is our last, best chance
for action in this Congress.

If the Senate fails to act this year, it
is unlikely that the Congress will con-
sider welfare reform at all in the next
Congress, after the years of fruitless ef-
fort already devoted to this subject. The
tragedy of this failure will be more than
a poltical one. It will be a human fail-
ure—a failure to help millions of Amer-
icans who subsist in poverty.

Most of these Americans do not vote.
They do not speak up. They do not lobby
in Washington. They lead lives of quiet
desperation in city slums and rural

.wastelands throughout America.
4 Republicans, and 15 Governors together .

These Americans want to work but
have no jobs. Their children go hungry,
shoeless, and cold. And all around them
is the affluence that most of us know as
America. For them the American dream
is a nightmare.

In the middle of a presidential elec-
tion, words often obscure deeds and
rhetoric substitutes for action. But 25
million Americans have a right to expect
more from their elected representatives.
They have a right to expect the Presi-
dent to follow through on 3 years of
speeches about the need for welfare re-
form. And they have a right to expect
the Senate to meet the President half-
way. I think the Ribicoff-administration
agreement is the vehicle that will allow
us to meet those expectations.

The details of this proposal are best
viewed in the context of the inadequa-
cies of our present welfare system and
the failure of the Finance Committee to
deal with that system in a realistic way.
INADEQUACIES OF THE PRESENT WELFARE SYSTEM

If there is agreement on nothing else,
everyone can agree that our present wel-
fare system is a total disaster. No one
supports it and it supports no one
adequately.

The current public assistance program,
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren—AFDC—is made up of 54 different

32711

State and territorial programs. Each is
administered by a separate jurisdiction
under broad Federal guidelines. Includ-
ing the county-administered programs,
there are at least 1152 separate operating
welfare systems. The efficiency of these
units ranges from bad to worse.

Payments for a family of four are in-
adequate—ranging from $60 a month
in Mississippi to $335 in Connecticut.
Federal guidelines are so broad that there
are as many different interpretations
as there are interpreters. In effect neither
the State nor the Federal Governmen?
has the last word on how the system
should operate. No one has the last word.

If we had set out to devise an unwork-
able and undesirable welfare system, we
could not have done a better job than to
invent the present structure.

The present system provides no hene-
fits when a father is present thereby en-
couraging family disintegration and

- desertion.

The present system destroys work in-
centives for families, Why work when
you can have more money being on wel-
fare? Why try to get off welfare when
every dollar you earn is taxed away by
a poorly devised welfare structure?

For those who can work, a multitude
of training programs have been devised
to cut the welfare rolls. But the rolls
keep rising, poverty keeps increasing,
and States and localities keep pouring
more and more money into an open-
ended program that promises relief for
no one.

The welfare mess fails the taxpayer as
well as the welfare recipient. Costs to
the States are rapidly growing out of
control. At the present rate the cost of
the AFDC program will double every 3
years.

In calendar year 1971, 14.8 million
people received assistance under the
prineipal welfare programs—AFDC, Aid
to the Aged and Aid to the Blind and
Disabled. Of this total, 10.6 million peo-
ple—17.7 million children and 2.9 million
adults—received AFDC payments. This
represented an increase of 10.3 percent
over the preceding year.

In the same year welfare costs
amounted to $10.8 billion, of which $6.2
billion was spent on AFDC. These costs
were up 14.7 percent over the preceding
year.

Despite the increase in costs, the bene-
ficiaries of the welfare system were no
better off. In fact, welfare payment cut-
backs were taking place all over the
country. Payments to recipients in al-
most half the States have been decreased
in the last 2 years.

Other problems abound in the welfare
system. Single people and childless cou~
ples are completely ineligible for AFDC,
thus providing a great incentive to have
children.

Men who work part-time are discour-
aged from seeking full-time employment
because their families are eligible only
when they work part-time. The “working
poor”—that is, those who work full-time
but still live in poverty—are not helped
at all. And yet 40 percent of the poor in
this country live in families headed by a
full-time worker.
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INADEQUACIES OF THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
PROPOSAL

The Finance Committee proposal of-
fers more of the same workfare pro-
grams which have failed in the past.

The program approved by the Senate
Finance Committee represents a long
step backward on the road to welfare
reform.

The Finance Commitiee proposal re-
tains the existing, widely discredited
State AFDC programs for mothers with
young children, and adds on top of it
another program for families with an
overlapping jumble of wage subsidies,
social security tax rebates, work disin-
centives, and subpoverty wage programs.

Rather than coordinate and improve

the operation of our welfare program,
the committee proposal compounds the
lack of coordination by scattering new
programs throughout the Federal Gov-
ernment. The new “workfare” programs
would be administered by the Depart-
ments of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Treasury, and a new Federal ad-
ministration in addition to the 1,152 ad-
ministrative units at the State and loeal
level which already handle the AFDC
program.
The committee’'s proposals supposedly
increase work incentives but the com-
bined effect of the disparate array of in-
come supplements, tax rates, and job
programs is to discourage people from
working. Welfare recipients will be in a
continuing state of confusion about how
to relate to all the offices and programs
involved.

Even more importantly, the committee
bill does nothing to improve the level of
benefits AFDC recipients receive or to
move in the direction of nationally uni-
form eligibility standards and payment
levels.

The costs of the committee proposal
would exceed those of HR. 1 by over $4
billion and would cover some 30 million
people. Yet much of the money for the
program would not be concentrated on
the poorest of the poor. Instead, large
amounts would go to those earning
relatively more money. Administrative
costs would also be increased since rec-
ords would have to be maintained and
transferred between many different Fed-
eral, State and local agencies.

A more detailed analysis of the com-
mittee proposal illustrates the confusion
and inequites inherent in the plan.

‘WAGE SUBSIDY

A wage subsidy would be paid by the
newly created Work Administration
equalling three-fourths of the difference
between a low wage in private industry
and the minimum wage. The committee
report assumes that the Federal mini-
mum wage is $2. Thus it uses the figure
$1.50 when referring to three-fourths of
the minimum. But since the bil! itself
speaks in terms of three-fourths of the
minimum wage—presently $1.60—I will
assume that present law is in effect. Thus
if a worker is making $1.20 per hour, the
wage subsidy would be 30 cents an
hour—three-fourths of the difference
between $1.20 and $1.60. Such a subsidy
would encourage employers to pay low
wages since they could expect the Fed-
eral Government to pick up the costs of
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higher wages. In addition to this wage
depressant effect, workers would be bet-
ter off only if they worked longer hours.
Nothing would be done to upgrade hour-
ly wages.

This Nation should avoid a policy of
encouraging workers to work for sub-
poverty wages. Raising wage levels
would be wiser. Furthermore, recipients
would not be automatically eligible for
the wage subsidy. They would have to
apply to the local employment service—
agencies which have consistently fallen
down on the job of providing jobs and
services to the poor.

The wage subsidy would only apply to
jobs paying between $1.20 and $1.60 per
hour. Thus, the most impoverished work-
ers—those in jobs which pay less than
$1.20—would not be aided. This group,
comprising well over half a million in-
dividuals, is in dire need of assistance.

10 PERCENT PAYMENT

Participants referred to private sec-
tor jobs would receive an additional sub-
sidy of 10 percent of wages covered by
social security. This payment, made by
the Internal Revenue Service, would only
apply to the base hourly wage, not to the
wage subsidy portion of hourly income.
This payment would be phased out as in-
come rises above the poverty line at a 25-
percent rate, thus dampening any incen-~
tives to move above the poverty line.

Such a proposal rewards a family with
$4,000 of earnings twice as much as a
family with $2,000 and thus provides the
least to those with the greatest need.

Administratively this proposal would
involve the keeping of a huge volume of
records and the maintenance and trans-
fer of records between IRS, the Work
Administration, and perhaps other agen-
cies. Millions of tax records would be-
come a part of the welfare maze.

‘While I share the view of the commit-
tee that it is desirable to relieve the poor
of the burden of paying social security
taxes and I commend our chairman for
this concept—I have publicly supported a
social security rebate to impoverished
working Americans—I cannot accept the
committee proposal since it is part and
parcel of an unworkable and inequitable
overall plan.

The legislation I have developed would
provide relief from both social security
and income taxes through the earnings
disregard feature. That is, in determining
what is income for the purposes of com-
puting the welfare payment, my proposal
disregards the first $720 of income, 40
percent of additional income, and
amounts paid for social security and in-
come taxes.

WORE ADMINISTRATION

While the vast majority of welfare re-
cipients are unemployable, the Finance
Committee proposal concentrates heav-
ily on the small minority who are em-
ployable. The main structure of the pro-
gram for families with an employable
individual is the Federal Work Admin-
istration.

The Work Administration would at-
tempt to provide job placement, job de-
velopment, employability plans and man-
power training. All employable adults
registering for welfare would be re-
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quired to become employees of the Work
Administration as a condition of re-
ceiving assistance, The Work Adminis-
tration would attempt to place registrants
in private jobs at the minimum wage
or “subsidized” public or private jobs
at less than the minimum wage. The 10
percent supplement would be provided
for those taking private jobs and for the
nonsubsidy portion of subsidized public
or private jobs.

Those not so placed in “regular” jobs
would become direct employees of the
Work Administration at $1.20 an hour,
far less than either the poverty line or
the Federal minimum wage. These em-
ployees would receive no wage subsidy
or 10 percent supplement. In fact, the
Work Administration employees would
be in limbo between Federal and private
employment—ineligible for social secu-
rity, unemployment compensation or
workmen’s compensation.

These direct Work Administration em-
ployees would be required to perform
“useful work which can contribute to the
betterment of the community.” For
mothers with younger children, train-
ing to improve the quality of life—im-
prove homemaking, beautifying apart-
ments, acquiring consumer skills—would
be provided. The Work Administration
would also provide temporary employ-
ment with reimbursement to the Work
Administration. In effect, the Federal
Government would be maintaining a sub-
poverty wage manpower pool at the dis-
posal of the business community.

The concepts embodied in the Work
Administration are confused and often
erroneous. While the basic idea of mak-
ing the Federal Government the employ-
er of last resort is a sound one, the down-
grading of public service jobs relative to
private sector employment is unfortu-
nate. The emphasis on providing “incen-
tives” for workers to move into “regular”
private employment by paying Work Ad-
ministration employees only $1.20 an
hour is misplaced at best.

A major problem that I find with the
committee’s proposal is that the private
sector does not have sufficient jobs. In
fact, over 5 million Americans are un-
employed. Thus, even with extraordinary
motivation, a Work Administration em-
ployee cannot escape his $1.20 an hour
job if there are no other jobs. He is
doomed to remain at a menial $1.20 an
hour salary—$1,500 below a poverty level
wage on an annual basis. And the Work
Administration, by paying only $1 an
hour for those in manpower training, is
discouraging rather than encouraging
participants to upgrade their skills and
increase their income.

Rather than discouraging public serv-
ice employment we should be fostering
it. It has been estimated that State and
local government could utilize as many
as 4 million people in public service ac-
tivities of all kinds—conservation, edu-
cation, health, consumer protection, rec-
reation, sanitation, eriminal justice, child
care. It should be obvious to all that our
inner cities are decaying, our air and
water getting dirtier, and our public serv-
ices becoming increasingly unable to
meet the challenge of providing us with
the manner of existence we as Americans
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desire. Public service jobs should provide
workers with at least a poverty-level
wage. In this way we can both fight
poverty and improve our communities.
ASSISTANCE TO UNEMPLOYABLE ADULTS

Under the committee bill those unable
to work would continue to participate in
the widely discredited AFDC system.
Generally each State would decide the
level of assistance it will provide. But
Federal financial participation in the
program would be changed from the
present matching formula to a bloc grant
approach. By putting a ceiling on Federal
aid, the committee bill will discourage
the States from raising welfare pay-
ments. The bloc grant approach would
allow only low benefit States to raise
their benefit levels. Under the committee
bill a State’s grant for 1973 would equal
the 1972 Federal share, plus an addi-
tional amount equal to as much as one-
half of the 1972 State’s share. But less
than one-half the State share would be
provided if that amount were sufficient
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to bring family income up to a level of
$1,600 for a family of two, $2,000 for
three, or $2,400 for four alternatively, a
State could opt for 110 percent of the
1972 Federal share. In future years the
bloc grants would be reduced under the
assumption that the committee’s work-
fare program is reducing the welfare
rolls. Given the past failure of welfare-
workfare programs it appears that the
reduced size of the payments will mean
only smaller and smaller assistance pay-
ments to families in need rather than
stable payments to a shrinking welfare
population.

THE ' RIBICOFF-ADMINISTRATION AGREEMENT

The new agreement which I introduce
today as a substitute for title IV of H.R.
1 incorporates much that has been
learned from the past 3 years of analy-
sis and debate about welfare reform.
This amendment retains the basic ele-
ments of the original family assistance
plan as it applies to those who cannot
work but improves the benefit levels, pro-
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tects current recipients against benefit
cutbacks, contains the procedural safe-
guards of the original Ribicoff amend-
ment, and provides the States with sig-
nificant fiscal relief.

Today’s amendment also contains a
pilot program for the new concept of pro-
viding assistance to the working poor
and those who can work but are unem-
ployed. This will give the administra-
tion and the Congress the opportunity
to assess the full impact of this program.

Even with the full implementation of
the working poor program, this amend-
ment will only cost $600 million more
than the costs of H.R. 1 as it passed the
House and $3.2 billion less than the un-
wieldy structure established by the Fi-
nance Committee proposal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
table which illustrates the costs of the
various proposals for fiscal year 1975.

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

FULL-YEAR COSTS, PAYMENTS AND SERVICES: 1ST FISCAL YEAR

[In billions of dollars]

Current

tion
law H.R.1 agreement bill

Ribicoff-
administra- Finance

Committee

Ribicofi-
administra- Finance
tion Commitiee
HR.1 agreement i

Payments to families.........oceceeeea-2
Payments to adults -
l‘afmems for food stamps._
Hold-harmless; fiscal relief

New

b A ploy
4. 8 Administration
- Support services.

12.7
Impact on other programs._._

Child care.
Training. ...
Public jobs....

=
.5
1.2

ot || = | mromr

Grandtotal.... ... ... ___

1 Includes; wage subsidy, 1.9; 10 percent rebate, 1.1, residual AFDC, 3.7, total 6.7,

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Ribicoff-administration agreement con-
sists of two facets: Aid to those unable to
work; and aid to the working poor in-
cluding a preliminary pilot program of
this concept.

ASSISTANCE FOR THOSE WHO CANNOT WORK

This category includes children under
16, mothers with children under age 6,
the elderly, ill or incapacitated, or their
caretakers, caretakers of a child where
the father or other adult relative in the
home is working or registered for train-
ing, the caretaker of a child where suit-
able day care is unavailable, and unem-
ployed, male-headed families for whom
jobs are unavailable.

PAYMENT LEVEL

Those unable to work will be assured
a basic Federal payment to a family of
four of $2,600. The payment will increase
as the cost of living rises.

MAINTENANCE OF BENEFITS

In those States where payment levels
exceed $2,600, States would be required to
make supplemental payments to assure
that no recipient receives a smaller pay-
ment than he or she receives under the
present law. To alleviate the harmful ef-
fects of State welfare cutbacks of the last
few years, the States would be required
to supplement up to the higher of their
January 1971 level or any higher pre-
vious or subsequent level.

ETATE FISCAL RELIEF

Under the provisions of my amend-
ment, every State would receive substan-
tial fiscal relief. Under present law States
receive matching funds from the Federal
Government ranging from 50 to 83 per-
cent of a State’'s costs. Under my proposal
the Federal Government will pay 100 per-
cent of the first $2,600 of cost.

In addition, while my amendment re-
quires a State with a higher payment
level to make supplements, the States
would be “held harmless” from addition-
al costs once their payments reached the
levels for calendar year 1971.

Total savings to State and local gov-
ernments in the first fiscal year will
amount to $2.8 billion compared to $2.4
billion under H.R. 1 and $2.3 billion un-
der the committee proposal. Fiscal relief
would also be provided on an emergency
interim basis. The States would receive
$1 billion in fiscal relief in the interval
before the new welfare program takes
effect.

UNIFORM STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES

National, uniform benefit levels, eligi-
bility rules and Federal administration
would be established.

Procedures of the original Ribicoff
amendment to assure fairness, including
right to counsel, written opinions in wel-
fare adjudication, elimination of punitive
and cumbersome reporting and checking
procedures are also included as are pro-

tection of employee rights, elimination of
State residency requirements and deter-
mination of eligibility based on current
need.

CHILD CAEE

The proposal I introduce today pro-
vides $1.5 billion for the creation of
child-care services and $100 million for
the construction of child-care facilities
to assist working mothers.

Mothers with children under age 6 are
exempt from the work requirements.
Mothers with children over age 6 would
register for work only if adequate day
care were available and close to their
place of residence or employment. Ade-
quate day care is defined to mean child
care services no less comprehensive than
those provided for by the 1968 Federal
interagency day care requirements.
ABSISTANCE TO THOSE AELE TO WORK: A PILOT

PROGRAM

The most innovative portion of our
welfare reform proposal is the opportuni-
ties for families—OFF—program. It
would provide income supplements to
those people who work but still have low
incomes to insure that it is always
financially more profitable to work than
simply receive welfare. Such a proposal
would also remove the incentive for
fathers to leave their families.

In addition, one of the basic tenets of
this proposal is that all those who are
able to work should be required to do
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so. Every able-bodied applicant who ap-
plies for welfare, including those already
on welfare, would have to register for
employment or training with the Depart-
ment of Labor. The only exemption from
this requirement would be for those re-
sponsible for the care of aged, ill or in-
capacitated family members or children
under age 6. Failure to report for work
or training would result in a loss of ben-
efits unless the recipient could show that
jobs or day care were unavailable.

Those deemed employable would im-
mediately be referred to suitable employ-
ment paying at least the Federal mini-
mum wage. If no jobs were available the
Department of Labor would develop em-
ployability plans and provide the neces-
sary job training. In addition, in recog-
nition of the fact that the private job
market does not have sufficient jobs
available for aill those able to work, my
proposal creates 300,000 meaningful
public service jobs in the first year of the
program.

Because of the innovative nature of the
OFF program, my amendment would re-
quire that aid to the working poor be
tried out on a limited basis to test out its
structure and theories. It is time to try
out on a pilot basis any new major social
program before committing the resources
of the Federal Government to total im-
plementation.

We need to know more about the effect
of various earnings disregards on those
who work as well as the effect of OFF on
work habits and families. We also need
to study the possibility of covering single
people and childless couples under the
OFTF program and to develop appropriate
administrative procedures.

Upon completion of the pilot programs
and an evaluation of its results, the full
OFF program would be implemented un-
less either House of Congress objected
within 60 days.

Full implementation of the OFF pro-
gram would insure that those able to
work would always find it more profitable
to do so rather than to rely solely on
public assistance.

All of us can find parts of this program
we would change or vary to some extent.
However, I firmly believe that this entire
proposal makes a significant step for-
ward in our fight to eliminate poverty in
this country and I urge the Senate to
adopt it.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing tables showing State payment
levels under present law be printed in
the RECORD.

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

STATE PAYMENT LEVELS UNDER PRESENT LAW

The following States have payment levels
above the $2,600 level (27 States plus D.C.):
Alaska

Colorado ---
Connecticut
District of Columbia

3, 696

Michigan
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Minnesota

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island.
South Dakota

Virginia ...
Washington
Wisconsin ..
Wyoming

The following States have payments levels
below the $2,600 level (23 States) :

Indiana
Eentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Mississippi
Missourl
Montana
Nevada

New Mexico
North Carolina

Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee

West Virginia

Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr, President, under
my proposal all States with payment
levels helow $2,600 a year for a family
of four would have their entire welfare
costs assumed by the Federal Govern-
ment, For those States with benefit levels
above $2,600, the Federal Government
would pay the first $2,600 and hold the
States harmless for any welfare expenses
in excess of their calendar 1971 expenses.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
has very ably stated his views on this
subject. I think it deserves the attention
of all of us. In due course I shall respond
to the Senator’s statement. I would like
to read it and then explain basically why,
as one Senator, and I think as one of a
majority of the Committee on Finance,
I believe that what we recommended is
a far better answer than what the Sena-
tor is suggesting with regard to this
problem.

The Senator, I believe, plans to offer
his amendment some time next week
and we will be discussing it well before
we vote on it.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so I may respond?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, it be-
comes apparent that we have reached a
time to make a decision one way or the
other. We have been involved with this
matter for 3 years.

Perhaps the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana, for whom I have the
highest respect, has been involved in a
piece of legislation that had more prob-
lems and headaches than this, but I
would say that in my experience in vari-
ous segments of public life I have never
been involved in a piece of legislation
as controversial, which is more diverse,
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and contains as many emotional, phile-
sophical, economic, and social problems
as this piece of legislation.

‘We have been up and down with this
bill. It has had a checkered history. As
the history of legislation is written, I
think the distinguished chairman and I
and every member of the Finance Com-
mittee can look back at a missed op-
portunity.

When this legislation first came to us,
it was as controversial then as it is now,
and the controversies have not been elim-
inated. We tried hard in the Finance
Committee, with all the diverse think-
ing in that committee, to come to some
solution. And in the committee, in the
late fall of 1969, we had reached una-
nimity and an understanding that we
would pilot out this type of program
on a 2-year basis. The distinguished
chairman, I, Senator Williams of Dela-
ware, and every member of the commit-
tee was willing to pilot this out.

We were willing at that time to give
the administration whatever it wanted,
up to $500 million, to pilot out the var-
ious proposals that were in the commit-
tee—and there were many constructive
ideas, some of them contained in the
Senator’s proposal, some in my proposal,
some in the administration’s proposal—
to try them in diverse communities—
throughout America, in rural areas, sub-
urbs, and big cities—to see whether this
program would work,

At that time the administration said
it had to have all or nothing.

The irony of it is that 3 years later
we are still on the bill. The pilot pro-
gram could have been completed. If the
pilot program were successful, it would
have sailed through the Senate in a
breeze. If the pilot program proved
worthless, the program could have been
altered or jettisoned. Now we find our-
selves, 6 months after the pilot program
would have been finished, arguing this
major piece of legislation. What a Iost
opportunity.

During the course of this time, as the
Senator knows, I found myself in a lone-
ly position. I was isolated. I had no al-
lies in the Finance Committee. The al-
lies I thought I had in the administra-
tion constantly looked the other way. I
tried to get commitments from the ad-
ministration. They were not forthcom-
ing. I found myself in the ironical posi-
tion of having to sit by in the Finance
Committee and watch while H.R. 1, the
President’s own proposal, was presented
to the Finance Committee and not a sin-
gle member of the President’s party in
the Finance Committee voited for the
President’s proposal.

The irony of it is that if those mem-
bers of the Finance Committee were men
who were consistently independent from
the administration, I could understand
it, but if there were ever a group of
loyalists in this body to the President of
the United States, they could be found in
the Finance Committee. I would say that
if one searched the records as we vote
in this body, he could not find a group
that has more consistently followed the
administration’s line. And yet HR. 1
suddenly became an orphan, and I found
myself, as a Democrat, fighting for the
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administration proposal, opposing the
proposal of the man I nominated as the
Democratic nominee for the Presidency.

Now I see an opportunity, as the time
for the election campaign comes to a
close, to take welfare out of the political
arena, where it does not belong. It is sad-
dening and tragic that in this great Na-
tion there are 25 million Americans who
are poor. And it is even more tragic that
these impoverished citizens have no
spokesman.

The President of the United States has
the duty to be the moral leader of this
country. The President of this country
has a moral obligation to speak up for
those who do not have voices. And yet
the President of the United States con-
tinually runs away from his own child—
the orphaned welfare reform bill.

I would say the most innovative idea
of the President of the United States in
his 4 years in office was the family as-
sistance plan. I approved of that program
and admired him for if, but I must say,
after 3 years, I have misgivings as to
whether he meant it or wanted it. There
is no question that Pat Moynihan, who
was his assistant, brought it out as his
idea, and I can imagine the conversation,
when he was discussing it with the Presi-
dent. He must have said, “Mr. President,
you have an opportunity to go down in
history as a President who will plow new
ground, new thoughts, and new ideas to
alleviate one of the great social and eco-
nomic problems of this Nation. Here is
your opportunity. The country calls you
conservative or reactionary. You be the
leader. You do what no other President
has dared to do.”

I can imagine the President leaning
back in his chair and saying, ‘“You know,
they have always kicked President Nixon
around. Now I am going to show I am a
leader for social justice in this Nation.”
He went forward and presented his pro-
posal. I remember praising him whole-
heartedly when this proposal was put
forward.

But as the months went by, his think-
ing became withdrawn. It became con-
fused. It became contradictory. He
started to step back, because he suddenly
realized that one of the popular issues in
this country was the development of and
the continuing of the myth that there are
25 million Americans who are just a
bunch of no-good bums. It is very easy to
kick around people for whom no one will
cast a word—25 million people living in
poverty, 25 million people who cannot
speak for themselves.

What a lost opportunity there was for
the President of the United States. He
went to Moscow—and I commend him
for it. He went to Peking—and I com-
mend him for it. But I would like to know
what the President of the United States
is doing for the poor and the dispossessed
of the United States. Here is an opportu-
nity, President Nixon, in the closing days
of this Congress, which you blame for
inaction. You said time and time again
that welfare reform is No. 1 on your
agenda.

If the President of the United States
really means if, let the President of the
United States today, wherever he Is, say
he supports this proposal. This proposal
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is a brainchild that came from his ad-
ministration, and my staff and I worked
on it, with Secretary Richardson, Secre-
tary Hodgson, and they recommended it
and it went down to the White House.
His adviser, Mr. Erlichmann, said,
“Thumbs down. Let us make welfare an-
other football to be kicked around in an
election campaign.”

So I call upon the President of the
United States today, wherever he is: Are
you for welfare reform, Mr. Nixon? If you
are, say so. If you are not, say so, too.
But it is time for the President to be
heard. That is the message I send from
the Senate floor to the President of the
United States today.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
from Louisiana, when he first read the
press reports of the proposed family as-
sistance plan, was very enthusiastic
about the proposal. In that respect I sup-
pose that my history has been somewhat
like that of Governor Hearnes of Mis-
souri, who came before the Finance Com-
mittee representing the Governors’ Con-
ference. He said, “If you read the press
reports on this family assistance pro-
posal, you would be for it. If you read the
bill, you would be against it.” And I re-
gret to say that this is the way it worked
out with the Senator from Louisiana.

After I first read the press reports, I
was happy to have had an opportunity to
discuss it with the President. I said, “Mr.
President, I have read about the family
assistance plan in the press, I think it is
a good idea. There is one thing wrong
about it, and that is that you are propos-
ing a guarantee of $2,400 for every family
for starters. You would like to see it high-
er, but because, after all, the Federal
Government has fo think about money
problems as everybody else must, you will
start at $2,400 and hope to make it more
later on.”

I said, “That all sounds fine to me, on
one condition. I think you ought to be
paying them this $2,400 to do something
useful, that you should not be paying it
to them to do nothing.”

It seemed to me at that point as though
we really had very little in disagreement.

In the early days when the so-called
family assistance plan was proposed—
and the Senator’s suggestion is, to say
the least, a first cousin to it—we found
that the opposition was not coming from
the Senator from Louisiana; it was com-
ing from persons like former Senator
John Williams of Delaware who were
conservative Republicans, who probably
had had a chance to study it and think
about it more than this Senator had, be-
cause, after all, like most Democrats, I
had had no prior information about what
the administration was thinking about,
as did the ranking Republican member
of the committee at that time,

When I first heard about the proposal,
I was much more inclined to be favorable
to it than after I had studied it and had
been exposed to the arguments, the
shortcomings, and the problems with the
plan proposed.

As time went by and we discussed and
studied problems with our existing wel-
fare programs, the more we thought
about it the more we concluded that
under the existing welfare programs, in
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altogether too many cases, we are paying
out money encouraging pecple to do the
wrong things—that we did not intend it
that way, but that was how it was work-
ing out.

We found that the welfare program
made it to the cash advantage of a man
not to marry the mother of his children,
not to live with his family and assume
the burden of supporting that family.

It is that sort of undesired effect of
this kind of program that can discourage
marriage between people who have chil-
dren, that can encourage family break-
up, that can give the welfare programs a
bad name despite their intent of helping
people.

If the family assistance plan was going
to move in the other direction and re-
ward people for doing the sort of things
society values, it would have found strong
support from the Senator from Louisi-
ana, and I am sure from a majority of
the Committee on Finance. It certainly
would have found some support on the
Republican side of the aisle. But when
we analyzed it and found that more and
more, it was going to be a guaranteed
income for doing nothing, and it was
going to work out in such a fashion that
it would discourage people from doing
the right thing and encourage them to
do the wrong thing, this Senator as well
as a majority on the committee con-
cluded that while we were willing to
spend the amount of money the President
had recommended—and we have tried to
confine ourselves to something that
would cost about the same amount of
money—we thought the money ought to
be spent in terms of encouraging people
to take a job and encouraging people to
acknowledge their own children and as-
sume the responsibility of supporting
them. We thought we ought to spend it
in ways that would encourage mothers
to seek support from the fathers of their
children, rather than encourage the
mother to cooperate with the father in
denying the paternity of his own
children.

It is this sort of problem, which un-
fortunately is a part of the present sys-
tem, and which has caused the system
to gain a name which is not too savory
today, it is this kind of thing that would
be multiplied by the family assistance
program, and that is what caused the
Committee on Finance to choose to move
in another direction instead.

Let us see how some people would
make out under this family assistance
program. New York has, I suppose, as
nearly what one would call a family as-
sistance program as any State at this
time. In terms of payment levels, it is
even more liberal than the family assist-
ance program would be. Their welfare
program has virtually bankrupted New
York State. It might have helped elect
a Governor up there, and it might have
helped elect a mayor of the city of New
York, but it has virtually bankrupted
New York State, and brought about a
taxpayer revolt and a revolt against the
welfare system, which one can under-
stand when he realizes that the people
who are paying for all this fiercely resent
seeing their money spent on things that
bring about all the wrong sort of results.
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Having let their welfare program get
completely out of hand, New York sent
people down to advocate to us that we
take their welfare problem off their
hands, and that the Federal Government
take the whole thing over and save New
York from the results of that State’s own
folly.

We do not think we ought to do it that
way, Mr. President. It is our view—and I
am satisfled that this is the view of the
average man on the street—that we
should provide adequately to care for
people who are aged. We do not have
any real argument about that. The com-
mittee decision was overwhelmingly that
we should provide a very generous level
of benefits to the aged, the disabled, and
the blind: and I do not think there will
be much argument about that. Those are
expensive programs, but they do tremen-
dous amounts for people, and in that area
there is no real argument worthy of the
name, because I am satisfied that the
Senate and the House of Representatives
also will be willing to go along with a
proposal that provides that people who
have done the best they could with what
they had to work with would be assured
of a level of income which would more
or less lift them out of poverty. We are
willing to provide for those who are un-
able to work, and we are willing to pro-
vide adequately for children.

Where we come to a difference of
opinion is where we look at this situa-
tion where a program encourages fathers
to deny the paternity of their own chil-
dren and a program that makes welfare
more attractive than work, and tends
to make work, by comparison, offer very
little reward indeed.

We can demonstrate situations where
a person has a larger income working
half-time than he can make full-time.
‘We can demonstrate how it is very much
to a couple’s cash advantage for the
couple just to decline to marry, to live
together without the formal arrange-
ment of marriage, because to do so
would cause them to lose their welfare
entitlement.

We have seen cases where families re-
ceive far more than anyone anticipated
because the father is living with a fam-
ily that is his but for which he acknowl-
edges no legal responsibility.

There have been cases where people
were able to get on welfare two and more
times.

When we have a program which is in
that bad a shape, we have got to correct
its deficiencies, not just double the num-
ber of welfare recipients and call it re-
form. We have to try to correct what is
wrong with it.

In his statement, the Senator from
Connecticut made reference to the fact
that very few of these people on welfare
could be expected to work. On that matter
I have a difference of opinion. More than
half of the mothers whose children are
of school age in this country do work and
bring home income to help support the
family. Mr. President, that 50 percent-
plus figure includes wives where there is
a working father in the home.

There is a higher percentage of wives
in middle income families working to
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supplement the family income than there
is of wives in lower income families-

It is simple enough to explain this—
that is why those are middle-income
families. Those wives are making a con-
tribution to supplement the family in-
come, and that is why it is a middle-
income family.

But it is suggested by those in the
Department of HEW, and the Senator’s
speech indicates that he agrees, that out
of all these people on welfare, only about
1 or 2 percent could be expected to work
to help earn their keep or to do some-
thing for society in return for what they
are getting from society. That causes me
to ask why.

We are perfectly content to put the
family on welfare and not ask them to
do anything if the mother can be classi-
fied as disabled. But if the mothers we
are talking about, those with schoolage
children, are almost all fully able to work,
mentally competent, and sound of body,
then why is it that only 1 or 2 percent
of mothers who apply for public welfare
assistance can be ecalled employable,
when more than 50 percent of the moth-
ers with schoolage children in this coun-
try in fact choose to work? They prefer
to work in order to increase the family
income.

Why is it to be said, then, that only
about 1 or 2 percent of the mothers of
families who prefer to live on the fam-
ily’s welfare could be called employable?
What makes them so different from their
sisters who choose to work? It is very
difficult to understand. Those of us who
represent the majority on the Committee
on Finance do not understand it.

It has been argued that we ought to
do everything that we can to help low-
income working persons with families.
So we suggest in effect to return to them
not only the social security tax that is
being collected from them but also re-
turn most of what is being collected from
the employer in social security taxes. We
propose to do this on the theory that it
makes sense to relieve low-income per-
sons of taxes before starting to offer
them new benefits.

This, Mr. President, might be con-
sidered as the equivalent of a refund of
a heavy tax burden to a poor family. But
we find the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare and his cohorts in
the Department down there protesting
about the refund of this social security
tax to the poor. He said the committee
plan is an administrative monstrosity.
Why would he be complaining? He is not
the one who has to collect the tax. He is
not the one who would have to refund it.
It presents no problem at all in his De-
partment. The people who would have
to do this are not complaining about it
being an administrative monstrosity.
They have not said anything like that.
They have not made it known to those on
the committee staff with whom we have
worked in putting together the technical
aspects of this language.

So far as I L.ave been able fo determine
up to this point, the people who would
return this billion dollars of taxes to the
poor, from whom it has beer collected,
find it no particular administrative prob-
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lem, no more than it is to handle any
other tax credit, tax rebate, or tax re-
fund provision of a similar amount of
money suggested by Congress or by one
of the committees.

Now why would - the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare be so
worried about this proposal, when his De-
partment does not have to do any of the
work? I assume it is only because in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare they are anxious to pay out a
similar amount of money, but in ways
that are not work-related. They prefer to
pay a reward for doing nothing, a reward
for denying the paternity of one’s own
child, a reward for not having married
the mother of that child. They seem to
be outraged to see someone pay the
money to the poor in a way that is work-
related, because their thinking just does
not run in those channels.

Then we propose to pay supplement
to low-income people who are making
less than the minimum wage.

Why would the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare be upset about
that? It would not be their problem.
Somebody else would take care of it.
When one wants to design a program to
say money should be paid out in ways
that encourage people to work, where
they get more money the more they
work, it does not fit in with HEW's pro-
posal.

Mr. President, I am not one who
thinks in disparaging terms of people
who are poor, doing the best they can,
who, through no fault of their own, find
their income very low. We want to help
those people. We have a bill before us
that seeks to help people who meet that
description. It would pay out $14 billion
of additional benefits. This is in addition
to the $8 billion of increased social se-
curity benefits for which most of us
voted, and for which I voted in the com-
mittee and on the floor. Together the
two bills add up to a total overall in-
crease in income maintenance funds and
aid to the poor of $22 billion. The tax-
payers are going to have to pay for
that—$22 billion of additional funds paid
to the aged, the little children, the sick,
the disabled.

What is the big difference between
those of us who advocate the committee
bill and those who take the approach
suggested by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, which has been
in its incubation stage down there for a
great number of years? What is the big
difference in point of view? It is just the
difference between those who think all
the problems of this country can bhe
solved just by glving somebody money—
the theory that people are poor because
they do not have money; therefore, give
them money, and that ends all poverty,
and those of us who say, we must exer-
cise great care in the way we give people
money so as not to do a great disservice
to them as well as a disservice to their
country. We will make dependent peo-
ple out of independent people. We will
rob them of their self-sufficiency, pride,
and independence.

That is the difference in philosophy
between those of us who say that the
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benefits paid to poor persons capable of
working should be paid in a work-related
fashion, where the more they work the
more they get, rather than doing it the
other way around, as the family as-
sistance plan would propose, that is, the
less they work the more they would get.
We should respond to the natural desire
of a father to improve the conditions of
his children and accept responsibility
for them.

It is a question of approach. Those
who speak for a majority on the com-
mittee are unwilling to pay more money
to aggravate the problems the welfare
system already has by having the Gov-
ernment guarantee everyone a certain
minimal amount of income even though
it might undermine what are their
strengths today.

That sort of approach, Mr. President,
we on the majority of the committee
do not think is in the national interest
or in the interest of the proposed bene-
ficiaries.

That is why we say, let us do every-
thing that can be done to give financial
advantage to a poor man to help him go
to work. Let us do everything that can
be justified by any reasonable stretch of
the imagination that will encourage a
man to admit the paternity of his chil-
dren and to accept the responsibility for
his children. Let us do everything that
can be done to encourage the formation
of families rather than to spend money
in ways which will encourage the fam-
ily to break up. Let us do everything
that can be done to encourage an ems-
ployer to hire a poor person who has
children to support, even if that means
giving him preference over a single per-
son who does not have that responsi-
bility.

Those are the things that we should
do that make for the right answer.

Admittedly, what we have proposed in
the committee has several facets to it. I
make no apology for the fact that we
have proposed to subsidize the low-in-
come working persons, to give them a tax
advantage to supplement their income,
and to give the employer an advantage
if he will hire them and provide train-
ing programs for them. Any reasonable
thing that the mind of man would pro-
pose, this Senator would favor to help
the low-income working persons to im-
prove their condition and work their way
out of poverty.

I thought that was what we were try-
ing to do around here. The last thing on
earth we want to do is to spend the hard-
earned tax dollars of the American peo-
ple to pay people to turn down honest
employment whiech, I regret to say, has
altogether too often been the way the
existing program worked, and the way
we think the family assistance plan and
all the variations of that program would
work, That is why some of us on that
committee have moved away from that
approach rather than toward it.

It is interesting to note that practically
all the President’s declarations on the
subject have been in favor of the work
ethic. Every time the Senator from Loui-
siana has discussed this program with
the President, everything he has had to
say—and I say this without exception—
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has indicated his belief in the work
ethic. He is just as firm, just as deter-
mined, and just as sincere about that as
he was with his Labor Day speech this
year. He was never said anything to con~
flict with that.

It only leads me to conclude that when
it is said that if we are for the President
we must vote for the family assistance
plan the way it came down here, it was
not the President of the United States
that brought up this thing, this scheme
for a negative income tax under which
the Government pays you the most if you
do nothing at all.

This idea of the negative income tax
was proposed long before President
Nixon ran for President and won that
job. That is a thought that someone be-
lieved would solve all problems, that if
we work and make money, we pay an
income tax on what we make, but if we
do not work then the Government will
pay us for what we do not make. This
means the Government pays us for not
working.

The family assistance plan is a mere
variation of the negative income tax
which now goes by the name of guar-
anteed income. I refer to it as a guaran-
teed income for not working. Everyone,
of course, gets an income for working.
But if we pass the Ribicoff amendment
centering around the family assistance
plan, it will be a guaranteed income for
doing absolutely nothing. That is what
we do not want to agree to.

I think that helps to explain why we
have not heard any outrage or explosion.
No one—that is, the conservative, or
moderate, or even the liberal Republi-
cans on the Finance Committee—seems
to have had their arms twisted out of
jc_ri.nt by doing what their consciences
dictated. The probabilities are that if the
President had been in that same com-
mittee room, hearing the same argu-
ments, listening to the same discussions,
and the same witnesses, and the same
evidence day after day and week after
week, I can say with complete confidence
that the President, would have voted the
same way as the Republicans on the
committee voted with regard to this
problem. He would have voted consistent
with his declarations, even thought it
might have occasioned to some little de-
gree the lifting of eyebrows for someone
to show that this does not seem to meet
with exactly the fine points of the family
assistance plan.

In the last analysis, Senators are not
elected to represent the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. They are
not elected to represent the President
of the United States. They are elected to
represent the people who sent them here,
Their duty and responsibility is to repre-
sent the people and report back to them.
If a Senator finds it disappointing that
Members of the Republican side of the
aisle have not bowed down to the party
lash, let it be said that those men are
well aware of the basis upon which this
Nation was formed.

A Senator does not represent the
President of the United States. He comes
down here to represent the people, to
represent his own conscience and to vote
his conviction of what he thinks is good
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for the entire United States, as well as

for his particular State. Those convic-

Eons are reflected in the bill we have
ere.

I am pleased to say, Mr. President,
that the people who came before the
committee who advocated that we en-
throne the work ethic like this bill. They
approve of it. They think that this is
the way we should go about it. I regret
that the chamber of commerce people
have some reservations about it at this
time. They are concerned about the costs,
but they are equally concerned about the
cost of any proposal of any nature. When
they see one where the overall cost in a
bill will be $14 billion, they know that it
must be paid for by taxes which will be
levied on them to pay for. I can well
understand their concern. But for those
of us who think of it as a program to
help the poor and those of us who know
the harm that has been done to the poor
under the current welfare program do
not want to see that continue as it has
in the past.

We think we have proposed the best
answer that the Senators on this com-
mittee could work out to this problem.

I do want to express my disappoint-
ment that the administration—and I do
not blame the President about this be-
cause this would be the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Secre-
tary Richardson in particular, as well as
his advisers there—did not see fit 2 years
ago to take us up on the proposition that
was proposed to them, when it was pro-
posed to them, and was opposed by the
strongest proponents of Secretary Rich-
ardson’s proposal, that we provide him
with whatever it took to give it a fair
test.

I, for one, wanted to see us test the
kind of thing that we have in the com-
mittee amendment as well, so that we
could judge from the tests how both of
them were going.

The Secretary, I think, thought that
if he held out long enough, he ecould ob-
tain some sort of arrangement whereby
he could conduct some tests, and having
done that, he could put into effect by his
own volition, without anyone having the
power to keep it from happening, the
family assistance plan. That could not be
agreed upon.

In view of the fact that that type of
assurance could not be given to the Sec~
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, he told us that he did not want any
tests. So there was no test in that bill.

Now, here we have before us almost a
thousand pages of legislation and at
least half of it could have been enacted
and would have been enacted 2 years ago
if the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare was willing te say that all
these good things in the bill, that every-
body could agree should become law,
should be enacted at that time.

I could not persuade him or the Pres-
ident of the United States or those who
spoke for the administration to use their
influence to persuade Chairman MiLLs
to go to conference with us and act favor-
ably on the bill that, at that time, would
have provided about $7 billion of addi-
tional benefits under the social security
and welfare programs, including medi-
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care and medicaid. I am convinced at
this point that one of the principal rea-
sons that Chairman Mmnis did not meet
with us in the conference was that the
administration did not want him to do
that and they were encouraging him to
do just the opposite, not to go to confer-
ence and save the social security in-
creases as leverage to force the Finance
Committee to bend its knee to the family
assistance plan.

If this was their plan, it did not suc-
ceed, It is very unfortunate that all of
these good proposals which are in this
bill and do not have one whisper of op-
positon have been held up for two long
years because of the adamant determi-
nation and dogged insistence of those
down at the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare that nothing should
be done to help the poor, nothing should
be done to help the aged, nothing should
be done to help the blind, nothing should
be done to help the disabled, and nothing
should be done to help those on medicare
and those on medicaid—that all the pro-
visions to help them should be held
hostage to the family assistance plan.

That is what has happened for the last
2 years. And they have had their way.
However, I should think that when we
have a showdown, it will be fairly clear
that they should have taken advantage
of this opportunity that we offered them
2 years ago under which they could have
had all of the money they wanted to go
and try their welfare assistance plan,
providing they would experiment with
some workfare proposals as well as with
some nonworkfare proposals and experi-
ment with things to reward those who are
working while they experiment with the
negative income tax proposals,, or guar-
anteed income proposals, so that they
can prove to themselves and to every-
one else that they would work.

I for one proposed to them—

Why don’t you try this idea in the District
of Columbia where everyone can see how it
would work?

‘When I proposed that, the representa-
tive of the department told me that
that was the last place in the world they
would try it, in the District of Columbia
where everyone could see what hap-
pened. They did not want it tried and
demonstrated unless they could have the
power to put it into effect so that it would
become law and so that we could not
pass a resolution, either in both Houses or
in one House at a minimum, after they
had experimented with this so that we
could prevent it from becoming the law
of the land.

Those of us who tried to cooperate
with them found that they were too de-
termined, too adamant, and too unrea-
sonable and that the program lacked
merit and therefore could not be sold
to the Congress. So, "ve tried to cooper-
ate with them to the greatest extent we
could 2 years ago and in years prior to
that. I said to them, and also said on the
Senate floor, that from that point for-
ward, when the House refused to go to
conference with us 2 years ago, because
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare did not want a bill that
would provide $7 billion to assist the poor
and the disabled and the sick of this

country because they wanted to keep all
of those good things as hostage for the
family assistance plan, that as far as
I was concerned I wanted it clearly un-
derstood that starting in the following
year, I felt no commitment to this pro-
posal whatever, and I did not expect to
support it thereafter.

So, we will have the opportunity to
vote on it, Mr. President, and that I
welcome. We will also have an oppor-
tunity to vote to provide $14 billion of
assistance to the poor, the sick, the aged,
and the little children of this Nation in
a way that we think is calculated to do
them the most good.

Mr. President, as the manager of the
bill, it does not upset me one bit if a
Senator might want to add some addi-
tional provisions in here that would help
people where we think it might benefit
them.

However, I propose to resist—and I
am sure that the Senaftor in charge of
this bill on the minority side, the Sena-
tor from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), as well as
the others on the Finance Committee—
will resist strenuously efforts to spend
more money in ways that we think will
do more harm than good.

And we would hope very much, Mr.
President, that the Senate, having heard
the arguments, would study them and
give us an answer in the fashion that
the Senate feels most advances the pub-
lic interest.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am
sorry I was not here to hear the entire
statement made by the chairman of the
committee, but I heard enough to be very
much impressed with all he had to say,
and I am very grateful for his leadership
in saying it.

As a member of the Republican Party
and the group of Republican Senators on
the Committee on Finance that more or
less supplied the basis for the majority
which reported the workfare approach in
title IV of this bill, I am glad we have
the support, understanding, and enthu-
siastic efforts of the chairman, because
without him we never would have been
able to face up to what I think is the
fundamental problem the United States
faces today, the question of welfare.

I am leaving out the aged, blind, and
the disabled. The committee has tried to
be very generous to them and to raise
their income in such a way that they
would be free as far as possible from any
stigma of being dependent on welfare.
But we all feel that those people who are
getting welfare, who are physically and
mentally able to contribute something
to their own support and the support of
their families, should have the opportu-
nity to make that contribution rather
than that we should simply shuffle the
present pattern around and provide a
new pattern under which more and more
people could move into the situation,
which the chairman so adequately and
emphatically described, where they are
not expected to make a single effort in
their own support.

A great deal has been made about the
family assistance plan. It came to us
from the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. It has been approved
twice on the House side, where their op-
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portunity to examine it is not as great as
the opportunity we have on this side.

The chairman has clearly expressed
his interpretation of the attitude of the
President as he has felt it in conference.
I have had the same experience. I feel
that the President, both in private dis-
cussions and in his public statements, is
anxious to find some kind of program
under which people can be encouraged,
almost required to make a contribution
to their own support if they are capable
of doing it, and if their personal problems
can be solved on a reasonable basis.

For instance, women with children of
school age are going to need some kind
of provision for child care. There may be
other conditions that have to be handled.
But it seems to me, to quote the oldest
cliche in legislation or in politics, we
are at a kind of crossroads in this situa-
tion. After all the effort that has been
made, if we go forward on the same old
path of finaneial support without per-
sonal responsibility, it is going to be a
long time before there will be another
opportunity to face up to the problem,
and if the welfare rolls increase at the
rate they have been increasing, the bur-
den will be so heavy it may be impos-
sible to lift it in the ways we believe it
can be lifted now.

Fundamentally we are talking about
the problem of single parent-headed
families whose children, under the pres-
ent circumstances, are on the program
known as aid to dependent children.
Ninety-two percent of them are women;
the other 8 percent are men. There is a
great emotional feeling that we should
not require the mother of children to
leave the home to earn a living. It is in-
teresting, and I made it clear yesterday
and I will repeat for the Recorno today,
that one-half of the women in America
with children of school age are already
voluntarily working. So we are not
putting a special burden only on the
women who are now dependent on wel-
fare; we are not asking them to do some
strange thing that no other women in
similar circumstances are willing to do.
We are simply trying to make it possible
for them to make the same confribution
that one-half of the mothers in the
United States have chosen voluntarily to
make.

In a case of women not on welfare, it is
probably to increase the family income,
to get a few luxuries or benefits the fam-
ily could not afford otherwise, or perhaps
it is necessary to help the husband carry
a burden which for some reason or other
he cannot carry himself. But it is done,
and it is accepted.

Therefore, in suggesting a way by
which these women now on welfare can
find the kind of employment that will en-
able them to contribute to the support of
their children, I do not think we are do-
ing a terrible or unusual thing.

The family assistance plan, as it came
from the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, is another in a series
of proposals which come to a certain
point and then stop without getting to
the point where there is a practical solu-
tion.

The family assistance plan, in effect,
states that women under certain circum-
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stances will be required to register for
work—I repeat, required to register for
work. In other words, they would fill out
a form, they go to an office, and having
done that, they are then qualified to sit
home as they have been doing under the
previous plan.

I do not know what added virtue there
is in saying that a woman must register
for work over the fact it is said she has
no responsible work. We have had a lot
of programs, WIN has been one, where we
tried to develop programs for people who
wanted to work without any job at the
end.

We have felt that we made an im-
portant step but we stopped short of the
practical solution which depends on
either an incentive or requirement for
work, and the responsibility to provide a
job. That is what we have done in our
version of title IV of this bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished chairman of the
committee,

Mr. LONG. We have tried down
through the years with the work incen-
tive program to provide training for peo-
ple and to require that they accept train-
ing, and that they again register to work,
and we have had the frustrating experi-
ence that only a small percentage of
those people found jobs through that
program.

So in this bill we have something that
really challenges the sincerity of those
people who talk about registering, call-
ing that a work requirement. We provide
the job. It is fine to talk about registering
for work and then saying that the job is
not suitable, it is too easy, it is demean-
ing: or if the person does not want the
job, he goes there with a very poor ap-
pearance, bloodshot eyes and breath that
would knock someone down, hoping he
would not be hired in the first instance,
and if he is hired, to proceed to conduct
himself with such a disdainful and abra-
sive attitude toward that fellow’s em-
ployees that they do not keep the job
for a day.

‘We have seen how easy it is for peo-
ple to get past the work requirement
without taking a job, which is why we
say we will provide a job.

If you are going to pay somebody, why
not pay them the amount of money you
were going to pay them on welfare any-
way and ask them to do some simple
little thing for their own betterment or
the betterment of their community?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I agree
with the chairman of the committee. It is
my feeling that this bill not only has a
requirement for work and provides a
job, but it has provisions in it which also
open the way so that the person in-
volved can find a kind of job in which
he will be happy and make the transition
from welfare to workfare.

I have had enough experience to real-
ize that this is probably the toughest
psychological decision that a person who
has been on welfare for some time has to
make. Welfare, with all its faults, is
security. If he does not make the social
worker angry, if he does what he is told,
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if he lives within the limits, then the
money will keep coming in, even though
those limits are not the best things for
her or her children. But when that per-
son steps over the line and moves into
a position where he or she has to ac-
cept responsibility for his own support,
then he accepts a little risk. He accepts
the risk that he has to put out in order
to succeed at the job. He has to meet the
requirements. He has to meet the stand-
ards. It is this movement from security
to risk that is hard to do.

Mr. LONG. And then, of course, if a
person has failed to do the job satisfac-
torily and loses his job, he is off welfare
for a while, until he can try to get back
on again.

Mr. BENNETT. Our bill has been writ-
ten to minimize that risk, as far as we
can minimize it. Under our bill, a person
in the program who is given a job or takes
a job and, for some reason or another
that can be defended, the job is not satis-
factory, he comes back immediately onto
the program and is considered to be an
employee of the Government—he is not
on welfare—and the Government goes to
work to try to find him another job. We
have tried to minimize the risk.

The Senator was talking about the fact
that because they had to so register, they
could never find a job that was suitable.
I have told this story a number of times
in committee, but I would like to share it
with the Senate. About 10 years ago I
was in Germany. This was before the
Iron Curtain went down in Berlin. There
were several thousand persons a day
coming across from East Germany to
West Germany. The West German Gov-
ernment had a real problem in finding
housing and caring for these people and
getting them jobs. In the process they
had developed a transition system.

They had a housing system into which
these people were put immediately, and
then, as fast as they could find them
jobs, the people were moved out of that
housing into housing where they paid
something, and so on.

Since I had been in the Housing Com-
mittee in the Senate, I was interested in
that type of housing. We went into a
room where there was a family, I think a
father and a mother and three or four
children. They had been in West Ger-
many for quite awhile, but they had
never made the transition from the first
step into the second step. I asked the man
who was with me, my interpreter, to ask
the man why he could not move to a job.
He said, “They have no job that is suit-
able for him.” I said, “What kind of job
did you do in East Germany?” He said,
“I was employed as a laboratory assistant
to a professor who taught beekeeping.
There are no professors in West Ger-
many teaching beekeeping. Therefore, I
am entitled to wait here until somebody
finds that kind of job for me.”

It is just that kind of ridiculous situa-
tion that can be set up under the family
assistance plan. That is the kind of pat-
tern that has existed under the previous
program.

I went to work when I was young, and
I have worked all my life, and I am still
at it. I do not think work has damaged
me. I do not think work is demeaning, I
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do not think when we make it possible for
these women to contribute to the support
of their children we are tearing them
down either morally or economically or
socially.

Mr. President, I think I have made my
point, which is that the Republicans on
the committee certainly support the bill
as it came out.

The chairman is right in saying that we
have helped develop it and support it.
‘We believe that we are proceeding in the
spirit of the statements of the President.
There may be some details in our ap-
proach that could be criticized, but I do
not think the spirit or attitude can be
criticized, and I will join with the chair-
man, and I am sure my other Republican
committee members, too, in defending
title IV of this bill against all attempts
to emasculate it and take out of it any
responsibility to work on the part of
people who are going to benefit from the
payments.

Now I yield the floor.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an unprinted amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title I of the bill, add the
following new section:

On page 18, line 4, strike out *,
EARNINGS TEST",

Beginning on page 30, line 23, strike out
all through page 33; line 10,

STUDY OF EARNINGS TEST

SECc. —, (a) The Secretary shall conduct,
either directly or by way of grant or con-
tract, a full and complete study of the matter
of earnings of individuals entitled to monthly
insurance benefits under section 202 of the
Social Security Act with a view to deter-
mining the feasibility of the elimination or
extensive revision of those provisions of title
IT of such Act which provide for deductions
from such benefits on account of earnings.
Buch study shall give special attention to
(A) the extent to which life expectancy is
increasing, and the resultant need of indi-
viduals to extend the period of their work-
ing life; (B) the extent to which individuals
entitled to monthly insurance benefits under
such section 202 are not eligible for benefits
under private pension plans, and the result-
ant need for individuals to continue work
after retirement age; and (C) the desirability
of relating any deductions from benefits un-
der such section on account of earnings to
the annual income needs of the individuals
entitled to such benefits.

(b) The Secretary shall complete the study
authorized by subsection (a) and shall sub-
mit to the Congress, not later than January
1, 1874, a full and complete report on such
study and the findings resulting therefrom,
together with such recommendations for the
elimination or revision of the provisions of
title IF of the Social Security Act relating
to deductions from benefits on account of
earnings as the Secretary deems appropriate.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, first, I
would like to make a comment on H.R.
1 and the Senate committee’s work in
this area. I wish to express my deep ap-
preciation for the dedication of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee in once again ad-
dressing a tremendous problem. We
have differences of opinion on many
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phases of the problem, but we all agree
on one thing—something has to be done.
The present system is not working. I
think the Senate Finance Committee,
both the able chairman of the commit-
tee and our ranking Republican mem-
ber, are due great credit for bringing
this matter to a head and bringing to us
this bill now so that we have time to de-
liberate on and debate it.

The reason why I am calling up my
amendment is simply that the time is
here; let us get down to business and
bring such refinements, improvements,
or changes that we can get—in terms of
groundwork toward eliminating the re-
tirement test—and do it as expeditiously
as possible. For that reason, I commend
the distinguished majority leader (Mr.
MansrieLp) for presenting to the Senate
an amendment which raised the amount
of money a social security recipient can
earn without losing benefits, from $1,680
to $3,000. As a cosponsor of this amend-
ment and a longtime advocate of a lib-
eralization in the retirement test, I was
most pleased with the overwhelming
margin by which the Senate approved
this proposal.

In December of 1970, I offered a floor
amendment to the Social Security
Amendments of 1970 to raise the earn-
ings limitation from $1,680 to $2,400. My
amendment passed the Senate, but un=
fortunately died later when the bill failed
to go to conference. I, therefore, reintro-
duced a two-step revised version of this
amendment during the 92d Congress. The
revised version sought to raise the earn-
ings limitation to $2,400 upon enactment
of HR. 1, and a year later, to $3,000. In
the meantime, my proposal called upon
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to conduct a study on the
feasibility of eliminating the retirement
test entirely, and to report back to Con-
gress on January 1, 1974, with specific
recommendations for revising the retire-
ment test.

The Senate acted yesterday not only
to raise the earnings limitation from
$1,680 to $3,000, but it also defeated an
amendment to eliminate the retirement
test entirely, offered by the junior sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER). AS
the record of yesterday’s debate indi-
cates, there is considerable support for
eliminating the retirement test alto-
gether, but the primary obstacle is the
high cost involved.

The Social Security Administration
estimates the cost at $2.2 billion the
first year. The Senate Finance Commit-
tee says the cost might be as high as
$2.5 billion the first year. Furthermore,
the committee maintains that only about
80,000 people would benefit from elimi-
nation of the test.

It is hard for me to accept without
question either of these arguments. With
respect to the cost figures of $2.2 to $2.5
billion, it seems to me that there must
be certain offsetting factors. For one
thing, allowlng social security recipients
to work without any penalty could mean
increased social security revenues de-
rived from the taxes they would pay into
the trust fund as well as into the gen-
eral treasury. For another, allowing peo-
ple over age 65 to keep all their earnings
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might mean a decrease in Federal wel-
fare expenditures—particularly after—
enactment of H.R. 1 welfare reform, as
many social security recipients also re-
ceive welfare.

With respect to the estimate that only
about 800,000 people would be affected,
I am convinced that the number is much
higher. Within only a few days, one of
my constituents, on her own, collected
over 5,000 signatures on a petition urging
that the retirement test be abolished.
My own mail runs more heavily on this
issue than any other, and this has been
true over an extended period of several
years.

All this notwithstanding, I believe the
Congress does need more complete and
more accurate information than it now
has on the cost of eliminating the re-
tirement test and the number of people
affected. In addition, I believe the en-
tire concept of the retirement test should
be reevaluated in light of private pension
plan deficiencies, and the resultant need
for individuals to continue work after
retirement. A further factor to consider
is the extent to which life expectancy
is increasing, and the consequent need
and/or desire of individuals to extend
the period of their working life.

I have long felt that the whole philos-
ophy of the retirement test is wrong,
that it is wrong to penalize people for
working—particularly when they need to
supplement a meager retirement income.
For many people who could never afford
to invest in stocks and bonds during
their working years, or whose savings
were wiped out by prolonged and catas-
trophic illnesses in their families, work-
ing after may be the only method avail-
able to them to acquire more than a
poverty-level income.

But it is clear that eliminating the re-
tirement test immediately would mean a
radical and perhaps costly departure
from the present program. If we are to
take such a step, we clearly need a more
accurate estimate of the cost involved—
including offsetting factors—and of the
number of people affected. To give the
hard, cost-analysis data that we need,
I propose an amendment which would
mandaie the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to conduct an in-
depth review of the retirement test, giv-
ing special attention to the above two
factors—cost and number of people af-
fected—as well as to inquire into such
questions as:

First, the extent to which life expec-
tancy is increasing, and the resultant
need of individuals to extend the period
of their working life;

Second, the extent to which individ-
uals are not eligible for benefits under
private pension plans, and resultant need
for individuals to continue work after re-
tirement age; and

Third, the desirability of relating the
retirement test to the annual income
needs of individuals over age 65.

My amendment requires that the Sec-
retary report back to Congress by Jan-
uary 1, 1974, with specific recommenda-
tions on the feasibility and desirability
of eliminating the retirement test al-
together.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
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my amendment as a preliminary step
necessary to enable us to eliminate the
retirement test completely.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the sug-
gestion embodied in the amendment of
the Senator from Illinois has been
around a long time. Every time it has
been considered, we come up against the
question of cost. We also come up against
what is to me an inferesting problem:
we think in terms, generally, of the man
who is retired and then goes out and gets
another job. If we eliminate the retire-
ment test, we start to pay social secu-
rity at age 65 and the man need not re-
tire; he can stay on his job.

The average age at which people claim
social security retirement benefits is not.
65; it is 68. If that does not change, and
we completely eliminate the retirement
test, we are going to pay social security,
on an average, for 3 years for all em-
ployees while they continue to work at
the same jobs, in addition to affording
the opportunity people will have who
have retired to work at any job they
please.

I am sure the Senafor from Illinois
knows that some years ago the commit-
tee provided that privilege at age 72; so
what we are talking about now is really
what we are going to do about people
between the ages of 65 and 72.

I agree with the Senator from Illinois
that it probably would be helpful for the
committee and for Congress as a whole,
as well as for the administration, if we
could settle once and for all on what real
costs are involved, the money and the
number of people, and, if we could have
a study on the sociological effects of a
situation which makes it possible for a
man to know that at 65 he can quit work
and if he can persuade his employer to
continue him on the job, he automati-
cally gets social security. It ceases, then,
to be social security and becomes a guar-
anteed annuity at the age of 65, with no
other requirements.

But under the circumstances and since
this question has been raised and the
figures have been challenged, represent-
ing the judgment of the committee and
with their specific approval, I am pre-
pared to say to the Senator that we will
be happy to accept the amendment, take
it to conference, and see what happens
to it.

Therefore, Mr. President, I move that
the amendment be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Illineois.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I again
wish to express my deep appreciation to
the committee and to its very able rank-
ing minority member. The basic thrust
of this amendment is simply to give us
the hard, accurate cost analysis in order
to provide the groundwork for eliminat-
ing the retirement test.

It is my understanding that the ad-
visory council on social security will be
convening shortly, and I think this issue
would be a very good issue for that Coun-
cil to take up.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that either of two
members of my staff, Mrs. Julia Bloch
or Mrs. Constance Beaumont, be per-
mitted to be present in the chamber
during the remainder of the debate on
H.R. 1.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll,

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

U.S. PARTICIPATION IN THE INTER-
NATIONAL BUREAU FOR THE PRO-
TECTION OF INDUSTRIAL PROP-
ERTY

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on House Joint Resolution 984.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gam-
BRELL) laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the joint resolu-
tion (H.J. Res. 984) to amend the joint
resolution providing for United States
participation in the International Bureau
for the Protection of Industrial Property,
and requesting a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move that the
Senate insist upon its amendments and
agree to the request of the House for a
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN, and Mr, AIKEN
conferees on the part of the Senate.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer (Mr. Bayn) laid before the Senate
a message from the President of the
United States submitting the nomination
of Adm. Charles K. Duncan, U.S.
Navy, for appointment to the grade of
admiral on the retired list, which was
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referred to the Committee on Armed
Services,

RECESS UNTIL 1:20 P.M.

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I move that the Senate stand in recess
until 1:20 p.m. today.

The motion was agreed to; and at
12:50 p.m. the Senate took a recess until
1:20 p.m.; whereupon the Senate re-
assembled when called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. RoeerT C. BYRD),

TAX BENEFITS IN THE RUSSIAN
GRAIN SALE

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, an official of the Treasury Depart-
ment has indicated that grain exporters
may be granted indefinite deferment of
the Federal taxes on one-half their prof-
its from exports to Russia.

According to Tax Analysts and Ad-
vocates of Washington, Robert J. Pat-
rick, Jr.,, deputy international tax
counsel of the Treasury Department,
suggested in a September 20 speech be-
fore the World Trade Institute in New
York that a request from the grain ex-
porters for such favored tax treatment
may well be accepted.

The grain deal which the United
States is carrying out with the Soviet
Union already has cost the taxpayers and
consumers of the United States millions
of dollars. If special tax treatment is
granted to the exporters, another $100
million or so in revenues will be lost to
the Treasury.

Authority for the writing off of taxes
on the grain export profits apparently
would be rooted in the law which created
the Domestic International Sales Cor-
poration.

As a member of the Committee on Fi-
nance, which passed upon that legisla-
tion, I say that I do not believe the com-
mittee had in mind the granting of
special tax privileges in any such situa-
tion as the subsidized grain sale to
Russia.

In fact, the legislation specifically
grants authority to Treasury to deny
DISC tax benefits to profits made on sales
“accomplished by a subsidy granted by
the United States.” It seems clear to me
that special tax benefits should not ac-
crue to those who make substantial prof-
its on sales subsidized by the taxpayers.

I am writing to the Secretary of the
Treasury, asking that a prompt decision
be made as to whether half the taxes on
grain sale profits in the deal with Russia
will be deferred indefinitely. It is impor-
tant that the Congress be advised before
adjournment. If the decision is made to
grant tax benefits to the exporters in
this deal, then many Members of Con-
gress may wish to consider legislation to
block such favored treatment.

The whole thrust of the DISC legisla-
tion was to slow down the drain of Amer-
jcan funds and manufacturing skills to
other countries.

The Secretary of the Treasury at the
time of the testimony on DISC, John
Connally, stated to the Finance Com-
mittee:
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The DISC proposal is obviously designed to
induce companies to continue manufactur-
ing in the United States for sale abroad, thus
keeping johs at home, rather than exporting
their manufacturing activitlies and know-
how to foreign countries.

In the Russian grain deal, there is no
element of manufacturing skills or ac-
tivities involved. To apply DISC benefits
to this sale would be a distortion of the
purpose of the law.

More than that, it would add to the
already heavy burden being borne by the
taxpayers of the United States as a re-
sult of this deal with Russia, which saved
the Russians $100 million.

The more I see of this deal, the less I
like it.

In addition to the loss to the taxpay-
ers, I am concerned about allegations of
mismanagement and improper conduct
in connection with the grain sale. I hope
these charges will be thoroughly investi-
gated.

There is something in this deal for
everyone except the American taxpayer.

I think the grain sale to Russia prob-
ably is the most expensive intermnational
trade agreement of modern times.

Let us look at the course of events.

Agreement was reached between the
United States and Soviet Governments
on July 8. The United States advanced
Russia $500 million in credit in exchange
for that country’'s agreement to purchase
$750 million worth of grain over a 3-year
period.

The Secretary of Agriculture stated
that the bulk of the exports would be
feed grains such as corn. But later it
turned out that Soviet interest centered
on wheat.

On September 9, Secretary Butz dis-
closed that Russian purchases of U.S.
wheat alone would reach 400 million
bushels in this year. That is one-fourth
of our entire crop. His estimate of total
sales to Russia by the United States was
$1 billion for 1972.

For 24 years, the U.S. Government had
paid exporters the difference between the
world price of wheat and the domestic
price. From late 1970 until this summer,
this subsidy was based on a world price
of $1.63 a bushel. Russia was permitted
to buy at this price.

But because of the large sales to Rus-
sia, the world price of wheat immediately
soared. On August 25 the base price for
subsidy was adjusted to $2.25 a bushel.

In making this change, the Govern-
ment made a special provision for sales
made on August 24, or for those made
earlier and not yet reported to the Gov-
ernment. For these, there was a special
subsidy of 47 cents a bushel. This repre-
sented the difference between the do-
mestic price as of that date, $2.10, and
the old base price of $1.63.

Exporters sold 280 million bushels at
the higher subsidy level, and that cost
the taxpayers $131.6 million.

Ohviously, this has been a costly
deal—costly to the hard-pressed U.S.
taxpayer.

If the Government adds a new sub-
sidy—and that is what special tax treat-
ment would be, a new subsidy—I believe
the confidence of the people in the Gov-
ernment will justifiably be shaken.,
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There is no justification in law or mo-
rality for tax relief in the grain deal. I
shall oppose it strenuously.

(At this point Mr, STeEvENSON assumed
the chair.)

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT ON
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1873 (H.R. 16705)

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have cleared the following request
with the distinguished Republican lead-
er and with the Senator from Wiscon-
sin (Mr, Proxmire), the senior Senator
from Virginia (Mr. Harry F. BYRD, JR.)
and with other Senators.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at such time as H.R. 16705, an
act making appropriations for foreign
assistance, is called up and made the
pending question before the Senate,
there be a time limitation thereon of
1 hour, to be equally divided between
Hawaii (Mr. Inouye) and the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr, Foxng); that time on
any amendment, with the exception of
any end the war amendment—of which
I know of none—be limited to 30 min-
utes, to be equally divided between the
mover of such and the distinguished
manager of the bill (Mr, INnou¥Ye); that
time on any amendment to an amend-
ment be limited to 20 minutes, to be
equally divided between the mover of
such and the mover of the amendment
in the first degree, except in any instance
in which the mover of the amendment
in the first degree favors such, in which
instance the time in opposition thereto
would be under the control of the Re-
publican leader or his designee; that
time on any debatable motion or appeal
be limited to 20 minutes, to be equally
divided between the mover of such and
the manager of the bill, except in any
instance in which the manager of the
bill favors such, in which instance the
time in opposition thereto be under the
control of the Republican leader or his
designee.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
agreement which was just entered with
respect to the foreign assistance bill be
in the usual form,

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to ecall
the roll.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion:

S.447. An act to modify the boundaries of
the Santa Fe, Gila, Cibola, and Carson Na-
tional Forests in the State of New Mexico,
and for other purposes;

H.R.3808. An act fo increase the size and
weight limits on military mail and for other
purposes;

H.R. 6467. An act for the relief of Harold
J. Seaborg;

H.R.'T7946. An act for the rellef of Jerry L.
Chancellor;

H.R. 10012. An act for the rellef of David J.
Foster;

H.R. 10363. An act for the relief of Herbert
Improte;

H.R. 12089, An Act for the relief of Sara B.
Garner;

H.R, 15376. An Act to amend the Service
Contract Act of 1965 to revise the method of
computing wage rates under such Act, and
for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 1306. Joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1973, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bills and joint resolution
were subsequently signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 1) to amend the
Social Security Act, to make improve-
ments in the medicare and medicaid
programs, to replace the existing Fed-
eral-State public assistance programs,
and for other purposes.

Mr. PELL. I ask unanimous consent
that Richard Smith, of the staff of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
be accorded the privilege of the floor dur-
ing the consideration of my amendment.

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I send to the
desk an amendment and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr, PELL, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that further reading of the
amendment be waived.

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

The amendment reads as follows:

On page 268, line 11, insert the following:
EYEGLASSES, DENTURES, HEARING AIDS
AND PODIATRIC SERVICES

Sec. 215A. (a) Section 1861(s) (8) of the
Soclal Security Act is amended by striking
out “(other than dental").

(b) Section 1862(a)
amended—

(1) in clause (7) thereof, by striking out
“ayeglasses or eye examinations for the pur-
pose of prescribing, fitting, or changing eye=

of such Act 1is
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glasses, procedures performed (during the
course of any eye examination) to determine
the refractive state of the eyes, hearing alds
or examinations therefor,"”; and

(2) by inserting *“or™ at the end of clause
(10), and striking out clauses (12) and (13)
thereof.

{c) Section 1861(s) of such Act Is further
amended—

(1) by striking out “and”™ where it appears
at the end of clause (8);

(2) by striking out the perlod at the end
of clause (9) and inserting in lieu thereof™;
and"; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

“(10) eyeglasses and eye examinations for
the purpose of prescribing, fitting, or chang-
ing eyeglasses, procedures performed (during
the course of any eye examination) to deter-
mine the refractive state of the eyes, and
hearing aids and examinations therefor.”

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this amend-
ment is very much along the lines of
one I offered last March, due to changes
in the bill, it is offered as a new amend-
ment.

This amendment specifically provides
that eyeglasses, dentures, hearing aids,
and podiatric services, or foot care, is
available under medicare to our older
citizens. All it really does is make sure
that some of the compelling needs of
our older citizens who are covered, theo-
retically, by medicare but find their ex-
penses mounting, are met.

The need of our older citizens for these
services is intense. I know this from
personal observation. As a member of
the Special Committee on the Aging, I
have conducted hearings in Rhode Is-
land, in Providence and in Woonsocket,
my own city of Newport. Also from my
travels around the State and Nation, I
have become conscious of the acute
needs of our older citizens for these ad-
ditional medical services.

When & citizen who needs to buy eye-
glasses but has a fixed allowance, that
purchase becomes a major expenditure.
To buy glasses may mean having to do
without food for a week or 2 weeks. We
must recognize that the older citizens,
those living on a fixed income are af-
fected by inflation—our cruelest tax—
more than any other citizens. It is our
oldest citizens who often have to eat
dog food and cat food because meat is
too expensive.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PELL. Our studies have indicated
that many of our oldest cifizens have
no teeth. Indeed there are many Ameri-
cans over the age of 556 who do not have
teeth. Under the present law they have
to make a choice between continuing
without teeth or getting dentures and
not having the food on which to use
those teeth, a hideous and terrible
choice.

Due to a need for hearing aids, many
of our older citizens do not enjoy more of
the amenities of life. They cannot hear
what is going on, around them. Nor can
they hear what comes out of the televi-
sion receiver as well as see what the pic-
ture shows.

I have included in my podiatric serv-
ices, or foot care, which is one of the un-
sung vital medical necessities, a lack of
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which cripples many of our older citizens.

Mr, President, I think the needs of our
oldest citizens are particularly acute at
this time. As Americans, we are very con-
cious of the general community, of the
people who are reasonably well, have
jobs, move around, and are seen in pub-
lic. However the sick, the poor, and the
old are tucked away in little corners, lit-
tle hovels, little rooms, scarcely percep-
tible—really perceptible only to those of
us who go after them and see them; no
matter whether it be priests after their
souls, caseworkers after their cases, or
those trying to do something about their
problems. We go and see those people.
The general community is not aware of
the degree of misery that is extant in the
United States today aflecting the poor,
the sick, and the old.

I think that we as a nation have an
obligation to try to make it a little more
possible that the golden years of our citi-
zens are really golden, and not tinsel
years, and that they have the amenities
which all of us in this room take for
granted, eyeglasses, hearing aids, and
teeth. We do not realize that for many of
our older citizens these are luxuries they
cannot afford. These items are not in-
cluded under medicare. I believe they
should be.

This is an amendment which I have
had before the Senate for 6 months in one
form or another, and I hope it will secure
the support of this body.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this amend-
ment would cost the Government $3,700
million a year. If we could afford it, and
if the taxpayers were willing to pay for
it—and that is something that we have
to trust to the conscience and judgment
of every Senator—it would be nice to pro-
vide people with free eyeglasses, free
hearing aids, and free dentures. But we
are taxing the taxpayers right now, Mr.
President, more than $80 billion annually
for income maintenance arrangements,
the way it is now, if medicare and medic-
aid veterans pensions are included.

The bill before the Senate is a most
generous bill as far as the aged are con-
cerned. It increases the benefits for the
aged far beyond anything that the ad-
ministration recommended—so much so
that this could well be regarded as a bud-
get-busting bill the way it is now.

The bill before us proposes that those
who are on social security, if they have
had 30 years of covered employment—
and anyone who has only social security
to rely upon for the future will have that
30 years of employment, unless he has
additional pensions as well as social se-
curity from other employment—are as-
sured $200 a month minimum. We pro-
vide in this bill a supplemental security
income supplement which would sup-
plement the $50 of assured social se-
curity income to persons with any social
security benefits with an additional
$130, to guarantee that person $180. Even
if a person never had been associated
with the social security program, and
had no pension of any nature, he would
be guaranteed at least $130 a month.

We can assume that he would use
some of that money to provide eyeglasses
for himself, if he needed them, or a hear-
ing aid, or dentures.
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1 should point out that for people over
65, eyeglasses almost fall into the cate-
gory of a hat or a pair of shoes, because
most people over 40 need an adjustment
for vision.

‘While, of course, eyeglasses are some-
thing they ought to have, just as food or
housing or clothes, it is something they
can provide for themselves; and they
can judge in terms of priority as to
whether they ought to spend the addi-
tional money to buy a new suit of clothes
or to buy a pair of eyeglasses.

This amendment does not propose the
tax to pay for it, but the taxpayers will
have to pay for it. It comes out of their
hide, in any event.

So, although we would like to do many
things for people—this item does not
claim a higher priority than many other
things which would be nice to do for peo-
ple, if we had $3.5 billion to spend.

So I hope that the amendment will
not be agreed to. I applaud the Senator
for his good intentions and his desire to
help the aged, but there has to be some
stopping point where we decide it is about
as much as the taxpayers can pay for
now.

We have already passed an $8 billion
across-the-board social security benefit
inerease. This bill provides another $14
billion in social security related and pub-
lic welfare items for the aged as well as
for the poor in the family category, and
we have added another $600 million by
raising the earnings limitation with the
Mansfield amendment yesterday. So this
bill, when taken together with the so-
cial security across-the-board increase
which was spun off from it, results in a
total increase of expenditures in this
area of almost $23 billion in just 1 year.

About this time, someone is going to
start saying, “How about the taxpayer?
Should not someone come to his aid?” I
think that, in conscience, we ought to
start thinking about the taxpayer, be-
cause he would have to pay $3.7 billion
more for something of this sort, and
somebody will have to collect the taxes.
You cannot get all this money out of the
rich. There are not that many of them.
We would have to tax middle-income
and low-income people to pay for the
things called for in this category.

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

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. If this is to be a social
security benefit, theoretically, we should
raise the social security tax. The Senator
from Louisiana and I already are hear-
ing from people back home who like the
20-percent increase they are going to
get; but the workers are very disturbed
to find that the average worker will have
$200 a year added to his tax.

If favored by a payroll tax this pro-
posal would increase the tax. We have
raised the tax from 5.2 percent of pay-
roll to 6 percent of payroll in this bill.
This proposal would force us to increase
the tax further, to about 6.4 percent.

The committee has always prided it-
self on including the necessary tax
changes to finance the benefits we have
put into the bill. I do not think the Sen-
ate is ready to add to the tax in order
to satisfy this particular need, which is
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more limited than the Senator from
Rhode Island would seem to think.

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

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. CURTIS. I am sure that we all
listened with interest when the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island
talked about the aged people who are in
need of the benefits that his amendment
would provide. Since this is a social se-
curity bill—these benefits are provided
for as a matter of right—these added
benefits would be paid to all aged peo-
ple. We would be imposing a tax upon
all workers to give these added benefits
to all people over 65, not limited to the
group that the distinguished Senator
was talking about—to wit, those who are
in need and who must go without these
things or cut down their food budget or
something of that nature.

Certainly, if aged people are suffering
because of the lack of the things pro-
vided in the Senator’'s amendment, so-
ciety should take care of them; but it
does not follow that the whole social se-
curity system should be enlarged and the
tax increased to give those things to all
aged people, including those who can af-
ford them. We are at a point at which
there cannot be any increase in benefits
without an immediate increase in taxes.

Not too long ago, we had a reserve
in the social security fund that would
carry it on for 3 years. Then it became
less and less. Now there is sufficient
money in the reserve to send out the
checks to those on the rolls for about a
year. But with the action of some weeks
ago on the raise in benefits, the reserve
is going to go down to less than a year—
about 9 months, which is getting rather
close.

So any proposal to raise benefits of
any kind, in reality, is a proposal to in-
crease the tax on taxpayers, who are al-
ready very much overburdened.

Twenty-two million Americans who
pay a social security tax do not make
even enough money to pay a Federal in-
come tax. This, in reality, is a proposal
to tax the poor, or at least the lower
income, in their working years in order to
pay a benefit to everybody over 65, in-
cluding the well-to-do and the wealthy.
I think the need should be met, but I
do not think it should be met in the man-
ner the Senator proposes, because it
would have to be paid to everybody.

Mr. LONG. I point out that this
amendment would provide these bene-
fits under social security or medicare.
Under the medicaid program, many
States do; and all States can, if they
wish, provide these benefits. They can
provide the eyeglasses and the dentures
and a hearing aid, under medicaid. That
is need-related.

Compared to the other needs we have,
I would have to insist we have many
things that would claim a higher priority
than this, when we are talking about
providing something under social secu-
rity for a person who presumably has
assets and does not qualify for public
welfare.

We voted yesterday to say that every
older person on social security can have
$3,000 a year of income without reducing
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his social security check at all. Why
should we provide the benefits in this
amendment to people not in need at all
to the tune of $3,700,000,000, while as yet
we do not feel that we can afford to
provide catastrophic health insurance?

We have 5,000 good citizens a year
who need kidney transplants, yet because
they cannot afford a kidney transplant,
which costs about $8,000, many die. They
have to die because they cannot pay for
the health care and they have not
reached 65 for medicare to take care of
them. So we have many good people in
their productive years who will die be-
cause they cannot afford to pay for health
care and we have not been able to pro-
vide for it. I am not pressing for a
catastrophic health insurance amend-
ment at this time because of the great
cost of this bill the way it stands at this
point. When we are proceeding in this
manner, considering lower priority bene-
fits I say that we are putting the cart
before the horse. Other benefits take a
higher priority.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. I think the Senator
could use me as exhibit A. I am a social
security recipient because I have passed
the age to be a social security beneficiary
and the benefits come to me automati-
cally whether I work or not. I have a very
nice pair of glasses. Under the Senator’s
amendment, I could charge these glasses
to the social security system.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield to me?

Mr. PELL. I am happy to yield to my
senior colleague.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I real-
ize that there are some economic difficul-
ties involved in this amendment and I
believe my junior colleague is conscious
of that fact. But there is a human ele-
ment to be considered that I do not
believe can be easily disregarded.

Things have changed in this world.
There was a time when a son or daugh-
ter felt it their obligation to take care
of their parents when they became old.

Today, the fashion is that the son and
daughter have worries of their own. We
establish our own little house with our
charming wife and two or three little
babies. We find in many instances where
one mother and one father have taken
care of 10 children, but 100 children do
not seem to be able to take care of one
father or one mother these days.

That is what is happening in our so-
ciety today. Sadly enough, that is the
result of the evolution of our attitudes.
It exists not only in this country, not
only in this district, but throughout the
entire world.

What we are talking about here is the
little old man, not some millionaire out
in Utah who does not need the money
to buy glasses. As a matter of fact, any-
one who has got more than half a million
dollars in the bank and wants to charge

his eyeglasses to the Government should

be ashamed of himself. We are not talk-
ing about him, although there may be
a handful of those people around.

1 say, quite frankly, that is not the
question before the Senate this afternoon.
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What we are talking about here is the
little old lady who cannot see without
glasses. She cannot read the newspapers
because she cannot buy the glasses. We
are also thinking about the little old man
who cannot hear because he does not
have a hearing aid. He cannot buy the
hearing aid because he does not have the
money. No one seems to be worrying
about that.

We can say to the little man or the
little old lady, “You can get your glasses
or your hearing aid by going on social
welfare, declare yourself to be a pauper
and put yourself on the relief rolls.”
Yes, but if it does not come out of the
right pocket it will come out of the left
pocket, but the money must somehow,
come out. But these aged citizens have
got to lose their dignity as human beings
to put themselves on relief.

That is what has been happening, and
let us face it.

Now we are saying “But the worker
has to pay.” Well, I have never had any-
one complain to me too much about that,
because he realizes that, somehow, it is
doing some good in his community, dig-
nifying human life in his community. It
may be his father. It may be his mother.
I do not think he begrudges the fact that
he might have to pay a tenth of one
percent more in social security. Maybe
we will come to that. I realize that it gets
to a point of no return.

But I am saying, we are not in here
now pleading as bleeding hearts today.
This is a humanistic amendment. I re-
peat, I know it will cost $3 billion. But
on June 30 last, the President of the
United States asked for $3 billion for
Vietnam. Somehow the money comes up.
The money we pour into Vietnam, ac-
cording to the administration, does not
do anything to inflation, but when we
vote for $1.6 billion more than he asked
for in HEW for the people, they say that
is inflationary. When we want to buy
eyeglasses for the elderly poor, that is
inflationary. When we want to buy a
hearing aid for this little old man that
cannot hear and he cannot buy a hearing
aid because he does not have the money,
they say that is inflationary. All we are
saying, this is not a punishment of the
workers of America—and they are not
complaining. The people who seem to
complain are the well to do, who resist
these things—all I am saying is that one
of the tragedies of our time, in such a
beautiful society like the United States
of America, where we have over 205 mil-
lion people, so many ride around in big
black limousines, smoking big cigars,
with a radio in the car and a telephone
in the back, and on the street corner, as
the car goes by, there are some people
who do not know where their next meal
is coming from. It is a pity.

Today, the New York Times wrote an
editorial endorsing Senator McGOVERN
for the Presidency of the United States.
I wish everyone would read it. I hope
that everyone will read it, about what
this man is trying to do. He may have
been born 30 years before his time. I do
not know. Maybe some of his ideas, ac-
cording to our present-day concepts, are
far-fetched and far-reaching. I do not
know. I am telling you, Mr. President, if
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we want to bring back morality in our
society, if we want to bring back stability
in this society, if we want to make Amer-
lca work, we had better listen once again
to those eloquent words of John F. Ken-
nedy when he said:

If a free society cannot take care of the
many who are poor, how can it save the few
who are rich?

That is it today.

Who can save the few that are rich?
I say to those of you who are rich:
Beware.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we are not
debating here about what we should do
for the poor. The poor already benefit
from medicaid. Under medicaid we pro-
vide for those poor who need eyeglasses,
dentures, and hearing aids that the
amendment refers to.

We are talking about people who are
not sufficiently poor to be eligible for
benefits under a public welfare program.

Just this year, we provided for a 20-
percent across-the-board increase for the
same beneficiaries in terms of cash so-
cial security benefits. If they want to
buy eyeglasses, then they can use some
of that 20 percent and buy them with
that.

Mr. President, in this bill we have
more than $3 billion additional benefits
for aged, blind, and disabled people whom
we will lift out of poverty, not calling
it welfare as the President suggested in
his Miami convention speech, but call-
ing it a supplemental security income. It
will be liberal. Aged people can get, if
they have any social security income
coming to them at all, $180. Those with
30 years of social security coverage,
no matter how low their wages might be,
get $200.

All of that puts them above the estab-
lished poverty level as defined today, and
we expect to keep them out of poverty.

If we want to provide more for these
aged people 65 and over, would it not
make a lot better sense just to give them
more cash, just give them the money and
let them decide for themselves. If they
want to spend it on eyeglasses or if they
want to spend it on dentures or if they
want to spend it on hearing aids, let them
do it. I will say with all the confidence
of one who has been through this fight
before, they will get a lot better buy if
we give them the cash, than if we say,
“All right, you get free eyeglasses. Go
down and get your free eyeglasses.”

We found when we put medicare into
effect, that it cost much more than any-
body estimated. I was predicting this
back at that time, for a very simple rea-
son. We have people asking for the serv-
ice who really would not be asking for
it if they had to pay for it them-
selves. And they just came in droves,
once the Government was going to pay
for it. And then when they came to ask
for services they would have not asked
for, they asked for more than they would
have asked for in the first instance, if
the Government was not going to pay
for it. They would go to the hospital and
stay, where they would not have gone,
and when they are there, in any event,
they would stay a lot longer than they
would have stayed if they were paying
for it themselves.
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Also, with eyeglasses—it is always nice
to have an extra pair around some place,
three or four pairs, so if you have one
pair in the house and sne pair some place
else, in case you misplace one, you have
one pair to get along with; so you have
a surplus of them and you need not have
the inconvenience of looking for them.

Mr. President, we get into all of these
problems if we are going to provide these
things for people and they get no cash
advantage for not claiming them. We
would have keen far better off if we had
said, “Let us provide an additional 5
percent benefit across-the-board for all
aged people.” We could do that at less
cost than this amendment. We could
provide almost a 10-percent increase for
all beneficiaries under the old age and
survivors insurance program, & 10-per-
cent across-the-board increase for them
for what it would cost us to provide eye-
glasses, dentures, and hearing aids to
people who are able to pay for them.
And we are not talking about people who
are unable to pay, who are eligible for
medicaid. We are talking about people
who are able to pay for a number of
things we provide for here. We provide
generous benefits in the bill. We provide
more than $3 billion of additional bene-
fits for the aged in the welfare sections
of the bill alone. We are not calling it
welfare any more, because they will be
well off enough that we should not talk
of it as welfare. The means test is so
liberal that we cannot regard it as a
means test any more. This provides
about $21% billion beyond anything the
administration recommended, and this
administration was not niggardly in sug-
gesting some assistance themselves. So,
with all of those benefits, we are going
to heap on top of it something that
would cost $3.7 billion, something that
would have a tax increase connected with
it and something that claims a lower
priority compared to other things that
people of the country need more.

If I had to give one example, I would
give the example I referred to. There are
people in this country dying today who
have not reached the age of 65. They
are working people who have worked for
everything that they have. They come
down with kidney trouble and need dial-
ysis treatment or need a kidney trans-
plant and they cannot afford it. To put
something like eyeglasses ahead of a
catastrophic illness program, for ex-
ample, makes no sense at all.

For that reason, Mr. President, I hope
that the Senate would not add this
measure to the bill. ~

I think that there comes a time when
we ought to have some small pity for the
taxpayer. And I think that there are
other things which claim a higher prior-
ity than this amendment.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, all the words
spoken here are correct. It is an expen-
sive amendment. It is a question of
priorities. There are some people who are
of the age of 65 and can afford the bene-
fits I provide for. They will be able to re-
ceive these amenities without paying for
them, just as they can now receive social
security benefits and still work if they
are over the age of 72, just as they can
recelve social security benefits and earn
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a certain amount if they are over 65, and
just as they can receive medicare bene-
fits. I agree the tax is very high now and
would favor amending the whole concept
under which funds for social security are
raised. I would get away from the present
regressive system which hits the middle-
and low-income man the hardest.

I would like to see the emphasis put
the other way. In any event, I think that
both sides have expressed their views. I
would suggest that we vote on the
amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Rhode Island. On this
question the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Louisiana (Mrs.
Epwarps), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE),
the Senator from Montana (Mr, MgT-
caLr), and the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. Jorpan) and
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE)
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. McINTYRE) would vote “yea.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ators from Colorado (Mr. ALLoTT and Mr.
Dominick), the Senators from Tennes-
see (Mr, BAkeEr and Mr. Brockg), the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. BuckrLEy), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr, GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr, Grir-
FIN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
Hansen), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr, ToweRr) are necessarily absent.

The - Senator from Delaware (Mr.
Boges) is absent to attend the funeral
of a friend.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munnr) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STar-
rorp) and the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Tarr) are absent on official business to
attend the Interparliamentary Union
meetings.

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
Coorer) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Texas (Mr. Tower) would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 42, as follows:

[No. 479 Leg.|
YEAS—36

Hatfield
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
Mondale
Montoya

NAYS—42

Byrd, Curtis
Harry F., Jr. Dole
Byrd, Robert C. Eastland
Bellmon Chiles Ervin
Bennett Cotton Fannin
Bentsen Cranston Fong

Alken
Anderson
Bible
Brooke
Burdick
Cannon
Case
Church
Cook
Eagleton
Gravel
Hartke

Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Ribicoff
Saxbe
Schweiker
Smith
Stevens
Willlams

Allen
Bayh
Beall
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Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tunney
Weicker
Young

Fulbrizht
Gambrell
Gurney

Hart

Hollings
Hruska
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Long

Miller
Packwood
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Roth
Scott
Spong
Stennis

NOT VOTING—22

Goldwater Metcalf
Griffin Mundt
Hansen Sparkman
Harris Stafford
Jordan, N.C. Taft
McGee Tower
McGovern

McIntyre

PeLL's amendment was re-

Allott
Baker
Boggs
Brock
Buckley
Cooper
Dominick
Edwards

So Mr.
jected.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was defeated.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, a number
of Senators have asked me about my in-
tention to offer an amendment to pro-
vide for the testing of H.R. 1. I think it
is appropriate for me to speak to that
point at this time. We are currently hav-
ing the amendment drafted, and I am
hopeful I will be able to have it offered
no later than Monday of next week.

As Senators know, last March 22 I in-
troduced an amendment—No. 1077—to
H.R. 1, then pending before the Finance
Committee. The measure called for a 2-
yvear pilot test of both the workfare and
family assistance portions of H.R. 1, as
passed by the House June 22, 1971, I was
joined in this amendment by seven other
Senators who felt, as I did, that the Con-
gress should carefully evaluate the trial
results of these programs before enact-
ing more permanent legislation.

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is not in order.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There are too
many conversations going around along
the wall of the Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Since that time, the Fi-
nance Committee has reported out a very
different bill. It seems to me, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this latter measure is equally
deserving of a carefully designed and
conducted test, along with the House
version of title IV. Each speaks in a
different way to the sadly deteriorating
current patchwork of welfare programs.

Therefore, it is my intention next week
to introduce an amendment which will
call for a test of these proposals, in dif-
ferent localities. I hope in this way to
persuade the Senate to authorize and
then weigh actual field results, rather
than rely on predictive data alone.

Mr. President, as a second-term Con-
gressman in 1970, I urged that such a
pilot test of family assistance—as de-
scribed in H.R. 16311—be enacted. Per-
haps if it had, we could be working to-
ward a nationwide solution of the welfare
problem today.

I will try to elaborate on the terms of
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my proposal Monday, when it is intro-
duced, but needless to say, I will be de-
lighted to discuss the measure now with
any of my colleagues, in order to benefit
from comments they may have.

Mr, MOSS. Mr, President, I ask unani-
mous consent that my staff assistant, Mr.
Val Halamandaris, be permitted to be
on the floor during the debate on the
pending measure.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am going
to suggest the absence of a quorum in a
moment or two, unless a Senator cares
to offer an amendment, because I un-
derstand there are a number of amend-
ments that will be offered.

I would like to suggest to Senators
who have in mind offering amendments
to prepare them and to send them to the
desk, today if possible, or as soon as they
can, so we can have the amendments
printed and know what they are.

We have been working on this matter
for a long time, Mr. President, and Sen-
ators who want to offer amendments
really should have come before the com-
mittee and made their suggestions
known to us so the committee could
consider them. I know that Senators
have the privilege of waiting until a
Senate committee reports a bill, and then
offer amendments on the floor. Every
Senator has that right, but I would think
Senators would be asking a great deal of
the Senate to ask it to consider amend-
ments to a bill that is this long a bill,
particularly when they send unprinted
amendments to the desk, that have not
been suggested to the committee, as oc-
curs from time to time. I hope Senators
will get their amendments printed and
give Senators an opportunity to look at
them, and give our committee a chance
to study them, and give our staffs time
to analyze them, and have them avail-
able as soon as possible.

We on the committee are ready to
proceed and to vote on any amendments
Senators want to offer, but at this mo-
ment there is no one ready to move
ahead with his proposal. I do know there
are Senators who want to offer amend-
ments and not be foreclosed of that
right. Therefore, Mr. President, reluc-
tantly I suggest the absence of a quo-

rum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

THE PALMBY AFFAIR

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss another side of the grain trade
agreement between the United States
and the Soviet Union; it is an ugly side
and the handling of it so far only serves
to further undermine the confidence of
Americans in their Government.

I certainly favor efforts to expand in-
ternational trade, such as the recent
United States-Soviet grain sale agree-
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ment. In the long run all of us in
America stand to benefit from such ex-
pansion, if, indeed, violations of the basic
rules of propriety and public trust in the
handling of this agreement have not
already jeopardized future efforts to
expand.

It is, it seems to me, time to speak out
clearly on this matter of former Assist-
ant Secretary of Agriculture Clarence D.
Palmby.

It is time that we called a spade a
spade. It is time that we recognize that
this Government employee, this public
servant, this man hired to work for the
interest of the farmers, appears to have
put his own interests above those of his
employer—the people of the TUnited
States; he appears to have abused the
normal, accepted standards of compe-
tence and public morality.

It is time that this matter be decided,
one way or the other, so that if there is
any guilt the guilty can be punished; and,
if there is not, all the insinuations and
rumors surrounding this case can be laid
to rest.

If we expect Americans to maintain
any confidence in their Government, we
must resolve the questions of conflict of
interest, raised by the recent actions of
executives such as Clarence D. Palmby
and their shuttling back and forth be-
tween high offices in the Agriculture De-
partment and the grain companies.

Mr. President, the appearance at this
stage is that a conflict of interest clearly
exists. I do not know whether a specific
crime was commitfed but I do know that
the appearance is strong enough, that
Mr. Palmby was involved in a conflict
of interest in his dealings with the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and the
Soviet Union and Continental Grain Co.,
that the U.S. Department of Justice
should immediately convene a special
grand jury and examine this matter
thoroughly.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
manual printed for the Agriculture De-
partment by the U.S. Government Print-
ing Office. Dated 1971, it is titled “Appen-
dix 1, Employee Responsibilities and
Conduct.”

Now this manual, Mr. President, states
the law of the land regarding the con-
duct of employees of the Department of
Agriculture. It is made available to all
employees of the Department. And in sec-
tion 0.735-14, this manual describes the
responsibilities of these employees inso-
far as conflict of interest is concerned.
Subsection (a) (7) clearly prohibits any
Government official from participating in
a matter in which a firm with which he is
negotiating a job has a financial
interest.

Now that, on the surface at any rate,
seems plain enough. And the evidence in
this case indicates that Mr. Palmby was
negotiating with Continental Grain Co.
for a job at the same time that he was
negotiating a trade agreement with the
Soviet Union—on behalf of the U.S. Gov-
ernment—and that Mr. Palmby went to
work for this grain company, which later
sold a large amount of grain to Russia as
a result of the agreement which he helped
negotiate. And on the surface, Mr. Pres-
ident, it would appear that Mr. Palmby
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is in violation of Federal statutes; to be
specific, title 18, section 208 of the United
States Code.

Now, as we all know, things are not
always what they seem. There is every
possibility that, in this case, for reasons
not made public, Mr. Palmby has con-
ducted himself with propriety. However,
because of the secrecy surrounding many
aspects of this trade, because of the fail-
ure of the Department of Agriculture to
be as communicative with grain produec-
ers and the public, as with the grain
traders and the Russians, we simply do
not know. But every bit of public evi-
dence points directly to a conflict of in-
terest. And it is just this kind of situa-
tion that erodes public confidence in our
Government.

Allow me, Mr. President, to briefly re-
view the chronology of events in this
case.

In early March, Mr, Palmby says, the
president of Continental Grain Co. ap-
proached him regarding employment
with that firm in New York.

In early April, Mr. Palmby signed a
contract to purchase a cooperative apart-
ment in New York, explaining that he
had decided to leave Government em-
ployment in Washington and move to
New York whether he accepted the offer
from Continental Grain or not. This con-
tract was signed by the seller on April 5,
1972. Who did Mr. Palmby give as refer-
ences when he bought this apartment?
Why, those officials of Continental Grain,
the company that had talked to him
about coming to work.

Mr. President, are we to believe that
the sellers of that $100,000 apartment
did not demand some word regarding Mr.
Palmby’s employment? Are we to believe
that the sellers did not seek some assur-
ance that Mr. Palmby would be able to
afford this expensive dwelling?

Then, on April 8-14, 1972, Agriculture
Secretary Butz and Mr. Palmby headed
a U.S. mission that conducted prelimi-
nary grain negotiations with Soviet offi-
cials in Russia. Negotiations broke down
at this time, although Mr. Palmby has
said that he traveled to Iussian wheat-
fields during the trip. However, he has
explained that his knowledge of wheat
farming is limited and he was not able
to determine the crippling effect of a
drought on the Russian wheat harvest
during that tour.

On the 9th of May, Mr. President, Mr.
Palmby—in his capacity as Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture—met with the
Soviet Deputy Minister of Foreign Trade
in Washington to discuss the grain trade.

On May 11, Mr. Palmby decided to ac-
cept a job with Continental Grain and,
the next day, he reports that he infor-
mally notified his superior, the Secretary
of Agriculture, of his cecision to resign.

On May 23, he formally submitted his
letter of resignation, and on June 7 he
left the Department of Agriculture to go
to work for Continental the next day.

On July 2, as a vice presiden® of Con-
tinental Grain, Mr. Palmby met with
Soviet officials in Washington, but he
denies that he discussed the United
States-Soviet grain negotiations. Accord-
ing to what he has said, he only took
visitors to lunch and on a tour of Wash-




September 28, 1972

ington. Are we really expected to be so
gullible? Mr. President, 3 days later, Con-
tinental and the Soviet Union entered
into a contract for the sale of 4 million
tons of wheat.

And I point out here, Mr. President,
that this contract was signed on July 5,
a full 3 days before the first public an-
nouncement that the United States and
Russia had entered into an agreement
for the sale of grain. And, I further note
that, although the public announcement
said only that Russia would buy at least
$200 million worth of wheat before July
31, 1973, the deal with Continental—
signed 3 days earlier—had already ex-
ceeded that amount by some $30 million.

And I am also constrained to note, Mr.
President, that in this period—just a
few days before the Agriculture Depart-
ment announced this sale—this same
Agriculture Department was advising our
Nation's farmers that exports would he
up only slightly.

On July 1, the USDA forecast, on
which many farmers depend when de-
ciding how to sell their wheat, said that
domestic food use for wheat was down,
the crop was the third largest on record
and exports were up slightly.

And this Department of Agriculture
forecast, Mr. President, would be taken
as a clear signal by the farmers who had
already harvested their wheat by this
time that they should go ahead and sell;
that they would gain nothing by holding
their crops.

The Agriculture Department has said
it did not know at the time, of the un-
expectedly large size of the sale to Rus-
sia, Mr. President. The Department has
said sale negotiations between Russia and
the grain traders are secret and the De-
partment had no knowledge, even though
the Department would be called on to
subsidize these sales. I maintain the De-~
partment should have known about these
sales they would subsidize.

Mr. President, can these grain dealers
reasonably ask for both secrecy and sub-
sidy?

Mr. President, I do not believe there
is any need to go further. This chronol-
ogy of publicly-known facts—most of
them agreed to by Mr. Palmby—has
raised in my mind and in the minds of
many other Americans a serious question
as to whether an illegal conflict of inter-
est situation exists here. It has raised a
serious question as to whether Mr. Palm-
by upheld the expected standards of pub-
lic morality that we rightfully demand
of our public servants.

And, Mr. President, the only way we
will be able to determine whether a con-
flict does, in fact, exist is to conduct an
immediate, thorough grand jury probe
of this whole messy affair.

As I sald in the beginning, Mr. Presi-
dent, I have no desire to endanger efforts
to expand our international trade, but
I fear that violations of the basic rules
of propriety in handling this Russian sale
may have already seriously undermined
them. Certainly, confidence in our USDA
public officials has been undermined.

I feel compelled to speak out on this
subject. The myriad investigations into
ramifications of the grain agreement
seem bogged down, going nowhere. And,
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without a prompt investigation by a body
of grand jurors, this matter might well
drag on—undecided—for years.

We cannot allow that. It would be det-
rimental both to our trade with foreign
countries and fo the interests of justice.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the report of the commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of
the House to the bill (S, 166) to designate
the Stratified Primitive Area as a part of
the Washakie Wilderness, heretofore
known as the South Absaroka Wilder-
ness, Shoshone National Forest, in the
State of Wyoming, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
House insisted upon its amendment to
the bill (8. 3419) to protect consumers
against unreasonable risk of injury from
hazardous products, and for other pur-
poses, disagreed to by the Senate; agreed
to the conference asked by the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. STAGGERS, Mr.
Moss, Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. ECKHARDT, MT.
SPRINGER, Mr. BrovHiLL of North Caro-
lina, and Mr. WARE were appointed man-
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 3337) to authorize the acquisition
of a village site for the Payson Band of
Yavapai-Apache Indians, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 8395) to
amend the Vocational Rehabilitation Act
to extend and revise the authorization of
grants to States for vocational reha-
bilitation services, to authorize grants
for rehabilitation services to those with
severe disabilities, and for other pur-
poses; asked a conference with the Sen-
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. PERKINS,
Mr. BRADEMAS, Mrs. MiNg, Mr. Quige, and
Mr. Hansen of Idaho were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills:

H.R. 3337. An act to authorize the acquisi-
tlon of a village site for the Payson Band of
Yavapai-Apache Indians, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 6797. An act to provide for the disposi-
tion of funds appropriated to pay judgments
in favor of the Kickapoo Indians of Kansas
and Oklahoma in Indian Claims Commission
dockets numbered 316, 316-A, 317, 145, 193,
and 318.

H.R.T742. An act provide for the disposition
of funds to pay a judgment in favor of the
Yankton Sioux Tribe in Indian Claims Com-
mission docket numbered 332-A, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 8694. An act to provide for the disposi-
tion of funds appropriated to pay a judgment
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in favor of the Yavapal Apache Tribe in In-
dian Claims Commission dockets numbered
22-E and 22-F, and for other purposes.

H.R. 10858. An act to provide for the dis-
position of funds appropriated to pay a judg-
ment in favor of the Pueblo de Acoma in In-
dian Claims Commission docket numbered
266, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that today, September 28, 1972, he
presented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bill:

5. 447. An act to modify the boundaries
of the Santa Fe, Gila, Cibola, and Carson
National Forests in the State of New Mexico,
and for other purposes.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to amend
the Social Security Act, to make im-
provements in the medicare and medic-
aid programs, to replace the existing
Federal-State public assistance pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now set aside the pending measure
and return to the consideration of the
unfinished business.

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

CONSUMER PROTECTION ORGANI-
ZATION ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 3970) to estab-
lish a Council of Consumer Advisers in
the Executive Office of the President, to
establish an independent Consumer Pro-
tection Agency, and to authorize a pro-
gram of grants, in order to protect and
serve the interests of consumers, and for
other purposes.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, emotions
have a way of blurring facts. That, Mr.
President, is what seems to be happen-
ing to the legislation before us to estab-
lish a Consumer Protection Agency to
represent consumer views before Gov-
ernment agencies and to conduct re-
search into consumer affairs and com-
plaints.

My mail reflects the strong fears this
bill has aroused in people who do not
appear to have been fully informed
about its provisions. I have even had one
letter from a constituent who thinks the
legislation represents “a dangerous
threat to the continued existence of our
Nation.”
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Now that is plain rhetoric at overkill.
To say that the Government cannot act
to protect shippers from danger and
fraud—and that, centrally, is what the
new agency will seek to do—withoub
undermining the foundations of free en-
terprise is like predicting that a build-
ing will collapse because a cracked
windowpane is removed. I do not believe
that American business practices are so
devious or corrupt that they cannot stand
the light of day.

I do believe that Government efforts to
protect the public from unsafe, un-
healthy, and unfairly priced goods and
services need to be strengthened. Expos-
ing the few who seek to take advantage
of gullible or ignorant customers can only
restore faith in the many whose conduct
of business is beyond reproach.

From the amount of panic-stricken
correspondence I have received from
reputable companies, one is tempted to
conclude that their behavior may be less
than guiltless. In fact, however, I be-
lieve such opposition to the bill comes
from a fundamental misunderstanding
of the powers of the proposed agency.

Let us look at those powers and the very
significant limits placed on them by the
Committee on Government Operations
during some 30 exhaustive hours of ex-
ecutive session consideration.

First of all, the agency has no inde-
pendent subpena powers. If it decides
to intervene as a party in another agen-
cy’s proceedings—and it cannot do so
without a specific determination “that
such intervention is necessary to repre-
sent adequately the interests of consum-
ers’—then it can “request the Federal
agency to issue, and the Federal agency
shall issue, such orders as are appropri-
ate under the agency’s rules of practice
and procedure . . . for the summoning of
witnesses, copying of documents, papers,
and records, production of books and pa-
pers and submission of information in
writing, unless the agency determines
that the request is not relevant to the
matter at issue, is unnecessarily bur-
densome, or would unduly interfere with
the conduct of the agency or proceed-
ings.”

Now that language is perfectly clear.
The Consumer Protection Agency can-
not intervene vindictively or frivolously.
When it does intervene, and only then,
it ean get as much information about a
matter under consideration as any other
party to the proceeding. And it can only
have access to that information if the
host agency feels its requests are not
obstructive.

What about its powers to obtain in-
formation about activities that are not
the subject of proceedings before an-
other agency? First of all, let us set the
record straight. The Consumer Protec-
tion Agency will not have subpena pow-
ers in this area.

What the bill in section 207, subsec-
tion (b) (1) gives the Agency is the right
“to the extent required by the health
or safety of consumers or to discover con-
sumer frauds” to obtain information
from people “engaged in a trade, busi-
ness, or industry which substantially af-
fects interstate commerce and whose ac-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tivities—may substantially affect the
interests of consumers.”

The Agency must formulate specific
questions. It cannot go on fishing expe-
ditions. And it cannot harass the neigh-
borhood pharmacist or auto mechanic.
Nor, in addressing itself to major busi-
ness concerns, does it have the sweeping
powers ascribed to it by those who have
not, apparently, carefully read the legis-
lation.

Section 207, subsection (b)(1) con-
tinues:

Nothing in this paragraph shall be con-
strued to authorize the inspection or copy-
ing of documents, papers, books or records
or to compel the attendance of any person.
Nor shall anything in this subsection require
the disclosure of information which would
violate any relationship privileged accord-
ing to law.

If the Agency’s search for information
is resisted, the Agency must respond by
“carrying the burden of proving in court
that such order is for information that
substantially affects the health or safety
of consumers or is necessary in the dis-
covery of consumer fraud, is not unnec-
essarily or excessively burdensome—and
is relevant to the purposes for which
the information is sought.”

The Agency cannot put business in
double jeopardy by seeking such infor-
mation “in connection with—interven-
tion in any pending agency proceeding”
and cannot require the data if it is al-
ready available from another agency or
is a matter of public record.

And, last, the release of information
has been carefully eircumscribed to pre-
vent damage to business through un-
warranted disclosure of trade secrets or
other confidential matters. Section
208(d) says also:

Where the release of information is likely
to cause substantial injury to the reputation
or good will of a person or company, or its
products or services, the Administrator shall
notify such person or company of the in-
formation to be released and afford an op-
portunity for comment or injunctive relief,
unless immediate release is necessary to
protect the health or safety or the public.

Mr. President, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations went through this
bill with a fine toothcomb and untangled
a number of its original snarls. We have
produced a sound and responsible bill.
It may, at last, put the men and women
who buy foed, clothing, motor vehicles,
drugs, appliances, and housing on a bet-
ter footing with the men and women who
make and sell such goods and services
and with the men and women who al-
ready attempt fo regulate some of those
transactions.

We have not created an arbitrary bu-
reaucratic monster., We hope we are giv-
ing a voice to that famous silent ma-
jority.

For the first 3 years of the Agency’s
life we have authorized an average op-
erating budget of only $20 million a
year. That is far less than America
spends each year to promote new cars
or new deodorants or new breakfast
foods.

We must evaluate priorities rationally.
‘We must not give in to ignorance and
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fear. One of our priorities is to redress
the balance between the shopper and the
giant producer and between the citizen
and his remote government. The bill
takes an important initiative toward that
goal. I commend those who have worked
so hard to bring it before the Senate, and
I urge its speedy enactment.

Mr. ERVIN. 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. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the quo-
rum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENTS TO BE CONSIDERED AS HAVING
EEEN READ

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that a petition for cloture has
been filed, I ask unanimous consent that
all amendments which are presented to
the desk prior to the vote on cloture be
considered as having been read for all
purposes under rule XXII.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object—and I will
not object—I think the Senator made it
clear, but I was distracted momentarily.
Did the Senator ask that the amend-
ments be considered as having been read
so as to meet the reading requirements?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. In other words, my
request is that all amendments which are
presented before the cloture vote is ac-
tually taken shall be considered as hav-
ing been read for the purpose of satisiy-
ing the requirements of rule XXII,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. For the pur-
pose of satisfying the reading require-
ments.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. So as not to
touch the requirements concerning ger-
maneness.

Mr. ERVIN., Yes.

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

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT OF
1972

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the un-
finished business be laid aside tem-
porarily and that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 1100,
5. 3994; and that the unfinished business
remain in a temporarily laid-aside status
until S. 3994 is disposed of, or until the
close of business today, whichever is
the earlier.

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

The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Bill (S. 3994) to assure that the public is
provided with an adequate quantity of safe
drinking water, and for other purposes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
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ceed for 2 minutes, without the time
being charged against either side.

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

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 16705, FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
AND RELATED PROGRAMS APPRO-
PRIATIONS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that upon the
disposition of S. 3994 today, the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
16705, the bill making appropriations for
foreign assistance; and that 8. 3970, the
unfinished business, be temporarily lald
aside and remain in a temporarily laid
aside status until the disposition of H.R.
16705, or until the close of business to-
day, whichever is the earlier.

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

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT OF 1872

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S, 3994) to assure
that the public is provided with an ade-
quate quantity of safe drinking water,
and for other purposes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum, and
I ask unanimous consent that the time
not be charged against either side.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BELL-
Mon). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
9 AM. TOMORROW AND 9 AM. ON
SATURDAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today and
tomorrow, it stand in adjournment until
the hour of 9 a.m. tomorrow and 9 a.m.
on Saturday, respectively.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum and
ask unanimous consent that the time not
g;an charged against either side on the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FurericHT) be recognized for not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes, without the time being
charged against either side on the bill.

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

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 16029.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerLimon) laid before the Senate a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives
announcing its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 16029) to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, and for other pur-
poses, and requesting a conference with
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move that the
Senate insist upon its amendment and
agree to the request of the House for a
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr, BELLMON) ap-
pointed Mr. FuLBrIGHT, Mr. CHURCH, Mr.
SYMINGTON, Mr., AkeEN, and Mr. Case
conferees on the part of the Senate.

REDS TAP U.S. CAMBODIAN AID

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on
Tuesday the Senate approved the Scott
amendment adding $370 million to the
foreign military aid bill. The adoption of
this amendment boosted the spending
levels in the bill for grant military aid,
supporting assistance and military credit
sales to a total of $1.7 billion, or twice the
amount appropriated by Congress in
1970.

I opposed the Scott amendment and
in explaining my opposition to it on
Monday, I inserted in the REecorp a
number of articles about the military
aid program—all leading to the conclu-
sion that this program bears little, if
any, relationship to the purposes for
which it was originally established.

I regret that a majority of Senators
refused to accept this conclusion de-
spite the overwhelming evidence in sup-
port of it.

Mr. President, as additional evidence
on this matter, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a report
which appeared in the Evening Star and
Daily News of September 27 entitled
“Reds Tap U.S. Cambodian Aid.”

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

Reps Tap U.S. CAMBODIAN AID
(By Henry S. Bradsher)

PanoM PENH, CaMBODIA—American aid to

Cambodia Is paying for supplies which go
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to the Communists, apparently with the ac-
quiescence of the Cambodian government,

The supplies for the North Vietnamese
army and Khmer Rouge (Red Cambodian)
guerrillas include medicine, salt, condensed
milk and other items, according to private
sources close to the trade.

A high government official confirmed this
and added fishhooks as another example of
items being imported into Cambodia with
U.S. money to satisfy a Communist need.

Various sources agree that the Cambodian
government has shown little interest In
where aid imports go, so long as it collects
import duties.

IMPORTED LEGALLY

But some sources added that it was doubt-

ful whether the government had the ad-

ministrative machinery to prevent such

smuggling to its enemies, even if it wanted
to

The goods are imported legally into Cam-
bodia with funds from the U.S. Agency for
International Development. Local payment
is made in riels, the weak Cambodian cur-
rency. Local merchants, then buy them and
ship them into the provinces.

SALT AN ESSENTIAL

Salt is essential for the diet of Communist
soldiers. Condensed milk is valued as an en-
ergy food, trade sources said.

The ability to get such items and medicine
locally relieves the North Vietnamese supply
route down the Ho Chi Minh trail by a little.
Communist forces control extensive rice-
growing areas of Cambodia, so trail ship-
ments can concentrate on weapons and am-
munition.

Before the ouster of Prince Norodom Si-
hanouk 2 years ago, which touched off the
war in Cambodia, the Communists were im-
porting hundreds of tons of arms and am-
munition through this country for use in
South Vietnam.

There 18 no suggestion that is developing
again. The indirect supplying of Commu-
nist forces now seems to be more a matter
of government inefficiency and corruption.

The importing with U.S. money of more
medicines and other goods than the gov-
ernment-controlled part of Cambodia needs,
so that the Communists can be supplied
too, adds to factors which caused criticism
in Congress of the AID program here.

The program was started in 1970 to en-
able Cambodia to obtain essential imports
which 1t could no longer pay for itself as
a result of wartime disruption.

FOREIGN EXCHANGE

In a liberalization of economic controls
a year ago, however, foreign exchange from
the U.S. funds became available for gen-
eral imports, The American Embassy sup-
ported this to help keep the economic situ-
ation normal.

Television sets and home alr conditioners
began to arrive along with essentials for war-
time survival.

One prominent businessmman here says
business is now better than ever, because
the people have more to spend.

The government has pumped money into
the economy through soldiers’ wages and
other results of deficit financing have been
indirectly supported by the U.S. ald and
by Japan and a few other countries.

The businessman said, “Practically every-
thing that comes in now is paid for by the
United States.”

Aside from imports that go to the Com-
munists, some are smuggled to South Viet-
nam and Thailand, sources sald. These in-
clude things as large as refrigerators

Phnom Penh appears prosperous. Part of
the reason is the large number of cars, a
noticeable high proportion of them air-con-
ditioned Mercedes sedans.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as we
have come to expect in reports on the aid
program, this one, too, begins on a dismal
note:

American ald to Cambodia is paying for
supplies which go to the Communists, ap-
parently with the acqulescence of the Cam-
bodian government.

Specifically, the article identifies medi-
cine, salt, and condensed milk as items
paid for by the United States but ending
up in the hands of Communist forces in
Cambodia. The Cambodians, on the other
hand, are apparently more interested in
keeping their hands on U.S.-financed air
conditioners and television sets.

Mr. President, this report is just one
more indication that the aid program has
something in it for everyone—everyone
except the American taxpayer. He is the
loser and there is no relief in sight, judg-
ing by the Senate’s recent action.

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3994) to assure
that the public is provided with an ade-
quate quantity of safe drinking water,
and for other purposes.

Mr, SPONG. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and I ask unani-
mous consent that the time not be
charged against either side on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerLmon). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, as the Sen-
ate begins to consider what I believe to
be one of the more important consumer
and environmental measures of the 92d
Congress, credit must be given to the
authors of the original legislation which
has resulted in the bill now before us.
I refer to the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Commerce, Senator
Macnuson; the distinguished chairman
of the Subcommittee on the Environ-
ment, Senator Hart; and the equally dis-
tinguished chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Health of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, Senator KENNEDY.
Credit must also be given to Senator Cor-
ToN, the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Commerce and to Sen-
ator STEvENs whose workmanship has
contributed immensely to the develop-
ment of this legislation.

The Safe Drinking Water Act, S. 3994,
would establish a program within the
Environmental Protection Agency to reg-
ulate drinking water. Currently, the reg-
ulation of public drinking water systems
is primarily a State responsibility, with
the Federal Government exercising ju-
risdiction only over drinking water
aboard interstate carriers under the au-
thority of the Public Health Service Act.
EPA authority does not extend to the
water supply systems themselves that
serve interstate carriers, nor does it ex-
tend to any of the other 40,000 systems
that exist in the United States.
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Like other essential services, the sup-
ply of adequate amounts of high quality
drinking water has come to be a service
in this country which is not only hoped
for, but demanded. Yet, despite our de-
mands the trgck record has not been
good.

In 1970, what is now the Division of
Water Supply Programs of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency completed a
study of 969 drinking water systems in
the United States. Extrapolated to the
country as a whole, that study revealed
that approximately 8-million people in
this country are served water that is po-
tentially dangerous in that it fails to
meet the mandatory standards set by the
Federal Government with respect to in-
terstate carrier systems. While all classes
of systems showed some problems, larger
problems seem to exist with smaller
systems serving smaller communities.

That study also showed that 79 per-
cent of the systems checked had no san-
itary survey by regulatory officials in the
year preceding the survey, with only 64
percent having had a sanitary survey in
the preceding 3 years; 90 percent failed
to meet the biological surveillance cri-
teria of the current drinking water stand-
ards for inferstate carriers, with 85
percent failing to take the minimum
number of samples over a given period
of time.

During the 10-year period from 1961
to 1970, there were at least 128 known
outbreaks of disease or poisoning at-
tributable to drinking water. Most of
these outbreaks were a result of drinking
water from a system not controlled by a
municipality, but rather from private
systems serving, for example, restau-
rants, campgrounds, gas stations, hospi-
tals, and State institutions. Some of
these outbreaks were very serious in-
deed. For example, 18,000 people were
affected by salmonella poisoning in
Riverside, Calif.,, in 1965. Three people
died. Thirty percent of the people in
Angola, N.Y., suffered gastroenferitis
from confaminated drinking water in
1968. In 1969, 60 percent of the Holy
Cross football team was infected by in-
fectious hepatitis as a result of a faulty
water supply system.

S. 3994 would require EPA to estab-
lish minimum Federal drinking water
standards presecribing maximum limits
for. contaminants as well as standards
for the operation and maintenance of
drinking water systems and surveillance,
monitoring, site selection, and construc-
tion standards for public water systems
to assure safe dependable drinking wa-
ter. The amendment also would require
EPA to establish recommended stand-
ards to assure esthetically adequate
drinking water.

The States would be primarily respon-
sible for enforcing the standards with
Federal enforcement if the States fail to
act. Direct Federal enforcement would
also be authorized in cases of imminent
hazard.

A National Drinking Water Council
would be established to advise EPA on
scientific and engineering matters.

The Administrator would be required
to conduct and promote research on the
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problems of water supply, to give tech-
nical advice to the States and the water
supply utilities, and to offer grant as-
sistance in the training of personmel for
water supply occupations. EPA would
also be required to conduct a rural water
survey within 2 years after enactment
and to report back to Congress through
the President on the results of that study
and to give any recommendations that
might be necessary for additional legisla-
tive authority. EPA would also be au-
thorized to make grants for special study
and demonstration projects with respect
to water supply technology.

S. 3994 also contains an authoriza-
tion for grants to the States to defray
the cost of State programs. A primary
conclusion of EPA’s community water
supply study is that the States are un-
able to do a proper job of regulating the
water supply utilities. That study con-
cluded that the States should be spend-
ing approximately three times the
amount of money they currently spend.
The program grants section of the bill
would provide the financial help to bring
State programs up to par.

Finally, S. 3994 contains a provision
that authorizes citizens to bring injunc-
tive suits against violators of primary
drinking water standards and against
the Administrator for failing to perform
mandatory duties. The citizens suit pro-
vision is virtually identical to that con-
tained in the Clean Air Amendments of
1970, the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act amendments, and the Senate-
passed Toxie Substances Control Act.

The problems of drinking water sup-
ply were summed up by Dr. J. H, Lehr,
executive director of the National Water
Well Association at hearings on legis-
lation before the Subcommittee on the
Environment:

Overconfidence or apathy seems to pervade
the public's attitude with respect to drinking
water, Common daily experience plus a cur-
rent myth about the future, falsely implies
that the quality, safety, and adequacy of our
municipal water supply systems are above
reproach. Perhaps the myth can be stated as
follows: “Everyone knows we have launched
a massive water pollution control effort and
that water borne disease outbreaks are a
thing of the past.

This statement is simply not true and the
dangers of this misinformation are illustrated
by the epidemic at Riverside, California In
1965 which affected 18,000 people, the 30%
gastroineritis attack rate in Angola, New
York, in 1068 due to a fatlure in the dis-
infection system, and the 60% infectious
hepatitis attack rate which affected the Holy
Cross football team in 1969 as a result of in-
effective cross connection control procedures.

The recent discovery of critical amounts of
mercury in our water supply as a result of
industrial waste disposal is more conclusive
evidence of the existence of very current
water hygiene.

Mr. President, the time is now to get
a drinking water supply program off
the ground. Without the authority that
this legislation will grant, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the States,
and the consuming public will be foreed
to wait perhaps another year or longer
before the Congress will have the oppor-
tunity to act again. I submit that we
now have an opportunity to restore this
Nation's confidence in our drinking water
supplies and that we ought to take ad-
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vantage of that opportunity. I urge the
passage of the legislation.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to rise in support of S. 3994, the
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1972.

This proposal fills a wide chasm in the
authority of the environmental protec-
tion agency to adequately protect the en-
vironment of this Nation, specifically the
authority to insure sufficient supplies
of pure and esthetically adequate drink-
ing water for our population.

During the hearings on this proposal
on March 20 of this year, Robert W. Fri,
Deputy Administrator of EPA, testified
that a 1970 study by HEW indicated that
approximately 8 million Americans—
5.4 percent of the population—are served
water that is potentially dangerous. He
went on to say that these problems often
arise due to the fact that—

Individual systems contain structural or
operational defects . . . they are manned by
improperly trained personnel, and because
many state and local control programs are
inadequate.

For these reasons, S. 3994 was unani-
mously approved by the Senate Commit-
tee on Commerce, even though this Sen-
ator and others expressed reservations
about certain aspects of the legislation
specifically related to the implementation
of the programs established in the bill.
These reservations are outlined in sup-
plemental views in the committee report.

Mr. President, there can be no argu-
ment that every American has a right to
safe, fresh, thirst-quenching drinking
water—water that is free of contami-
nants which may cause severe disease
and even death. It is equally certain that
States and localities need Federal assist-
ance in providing safe drinking water to
their citizens. EPA now possesses suffi-
cient expertise and technical capabilities
to aid State and local governments in
developing effective and realistic water
control programs, which can assure an
adequate supply of safe drinking water
to every American.

S. 3994 requires EPA to set national
drinking water standards related to con-
taminants and to the operation mainte-
nance surveillance and monitoring of
public water supply systems. It also au-
thorizes EPA to make grants to the
States in order to help meet the costs of
the development and implementation of
State programs, The legislation will also
serve to promote advancement in water
supply technology to improve the caliber
of water supply facilities personnel and
to conduct a survey of rural water supply
systems with the purpose of bringing all
water supply systems up to an acceptable
level of operation,

Finally there are sufficient provisions
in this bill to guarantee implementation
and enforcement of national drinking
water standards set by EPA with primary
enforcement responsibility at the State
level and Federal backup authority in
cases of iImminent hazard.

Mr. Presldent this legislation repre-
sents a great step forward in an area
which has heretofore been Ilargely
ignored at the Federal level. We have
a golden opportunity to attack a prob-
lem before it reaches the crisis stage
and to Insure for years to come that this

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

basic environmental problem—the pro-
vision and preservation of safe fresh
drinking water—will be effectively and
expeditiously resolved.

I therefore most strongly urge the
adoption of S. 3994 the Safe Drinking
Water Act of 1972.

Under the definition of “municipality”
in section 3(4) of the act the term in-
cludes Indian tribes and authorized In-
dian tribal organizations having juris-
diction over water supplies. Generally
the term “Indian tribes” and “Indian
tribal organizations” also include Alaska
Native villages. Do these terms in sec-
tion 3(4) also include Alaskan Eskimo
Aleut and Indian villages with jurisdic-
tion over water supplies?

Mr. SPONG. My answer would be
“Yes.” My interpretation is that the
terms “Indian tribes” and “Indian tribal
organizations” include Alaska Native vil-
lages with jurisdiction over water sup-
plies.

Mr. STEVENS. I am indebted to the
Senator for his clarification.

Mr. President, I have an amendment
at the desk and I call it up at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was stated as follows:

On page 19, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following: “No State shall receive less
than 1 per centum of the annual appropria-
tion for grants under this section, provided
that the Administrator may, by regulation,
reduce such percentage in accordance with
the criteria specified under this subsection,
and provided further, that such percentage
shall not apply to grants allotted to Guam,
American Samoa, or the Virgin Islands.”

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment adds on page 19, line 13
of the bill, a new sentence:

No state shall recelve less than one per-
cent of the annual appropriation for grants
under this section, provided that the Admin-
istrator may, by regulation, reduce such per-
centage in accordance with the criteria speci-
fled under this subsection, and provides fur-
ther, that such percentage shall not apply to
grants allotted to Guam, American Samoa,
or the Virgin Islands.

I am introducing this amendment on
behalf of myself, the distinguished senior
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Cor-
ToN), and the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kentucky (Mr., Coox), Also, I
request that the following Senators be
added as additional cosponsors: the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BrRocK),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE),
and the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RANDOLPH) .

This amendment will provide a floor
for all States, the District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico, in the amount of at
least 1 percent of the appropriations au-
thorized under section 11 for State drink-
ing water supply program grants, unless
the Administrator of EPA publishes a
regulation under the procedures of sec-
tion 12 that the State, the District of Co-
lumbia, or Puerto Rico has not met the
three criteria of subsection 11(b). This
is but one of several different types of
grants authorized under the act, Under
section 11(a), $8 million is authorized
for fiscal year 1973; $15 million is auth-
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orized for fiscal year 1974; and $21.3 mil-
lion is authorized for fiscal year 1975.
In addition, the commitiee staff esti-
mates that $22.7 million will be needed
for fiscal year 1976; and $23.7 million for
fiscal year 1977.

Subsection 11(b) provides for three
bases upon which the payments may be
made: First, population; second, finan-
cial need; third, the extent of the actual
or potential water supply problem. Under
section 11, a maximum payment of two-
thirds of the cost of any State program
is set. In addition, the State programs
must be approved by the Administrator
of EPA. These special categorical grants
are a wise alternative to general revenue
sharing. However, because these three
criteria are subjective, it is possible that
certain States may suffer because of the
wide discretion vested in EPA. Because
of the problems of the large cities, locali-
ties which need literally billions of dollars
for safe water programs, other areas of
the United States with much smaller
populations but often with much more
severe supply problems, may well find
themselves without the necessary funds
under this section. Areas of rural Amer-
ica particularly may find themselves hard
put to finance the administration of
necessary water treatment programs. In
addition, because of population shifts and
small population bases, these problems
may be greatly increased. Federal funds
must assist these States to meet the costs
they cannot meet themselves. Because
many small rural communities lack in-
dustry and a necessary tax base, these
areas have a greater need for Federal
funds for water treatment programs.
Such areas should not suffer under this
highly important provision. In commit-
tee, the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. Corron) the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Cook), and I supported an
amendment on this subject. This amend-
ment we are offering today will insure
that small States without numerically
large populations, but with significant
water and health problems, will be able
to receive Federal funding. We strongly
believe that this amendment, which is
not unique, is needed in section 11. The
Senate has ample precedence for the
adoption of such a provision. For ex-
ample, only last April, in S. 3507, the
coastal zone management bill, the Sen-
ate approved a provision in section 305
(e) setting a 1-percent floor for all State
grants.

I am extremely pleased the manager
of this bill, the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. SronG), has agreed to the adoption
of this amendment. It will insure that
hundreds of small communities will be
able to benefit from this important act.

As the Senator from Virginia will re-
call, we discussed an amendment of this
type in committee. It is my understand-
ing that that amendment has been modi-
fied to give the Administrator discretion
to reduce the percentage in accordance
with the criteria specified in the sub-
section and this does not apply to grants
allotted to Guam, American Samoa, or
the Virgin Islands.

I believe this is an equitable solution
to the problem we discussed in commit-
tee. I hope the manager of the bill will
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be able to accept the amendment as now
modified.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the sub-
ject matter of this amendment was dis-
cussed in committee and it resulted in
the additional views filed by the Senator
from Alaska and others in the commit-
tee report to the bill.

The approach has been modified and
so modified I am pleased to support the
amendment of the Senator from Alaska.

The Senator from Alaska has ex-
pressed concern that the smaller States
would not receive their fair share of the
program grant money authorized by the
legislation. I am sympathetic to the Sen-
ator’s concern. At the same time it
should be recognized that the EPA pos-
sesses special knowledge with regard to
the problems of the States and is in a
better position to judge those needs than
we are.

As the amendment of the Senator
specifies that the Administrator may re-
duce the 1 percent minimum, the exper-
tise of the agency can still be utilized to
distribute the funds according to need.

At the same time, the amendment
would establish the policy of Congress
that the minimum should not be less
than 1 percent unless the Administra-
tor can justify the change by regulations.
The amendment is a welcome addition
to the bill and should protect the inter-
ests of the small and large States alike.

I urge adoption of the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, again I
am grateful to the Senator from Virginia.
I would again urge adoption of my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time on the amendment yielded back?

Mr. STEVENS. I yield back my time.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
grateful for the opportunity to have par-
ticipated with the Senator from Virginia
in the consideration of this bill. I think
it will fill a pressing need. It has partic-
ular applicability to my State, which has
so many villages spread throughout the
State that have problems in maintain-
ing the adequacy of pure water.

I hope the bill is adopted.

May I ask if the Senator from Vir-
ginia intends to ask for the yeas and
nays on the bill on final passage?

Mr, SPONG. I do not.

Mr. STEVENS. I have no desire to do
50, either. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the floor
manager is prepared to yield back the
remainder of his time under the bill.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, is the bill
open to further amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I have
an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the amendment.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
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ment, offered by Mr. Brooke for himself
and Mr, CransTON, as follows:

At the end of the bill, add a new section
as follows:

Funds authorized or appropriated by this
or any other Act for United States forces
with respect to military actions in Indo-
china, may be used only for the purpose of
withdrawing all United States ground, naval
and air forces and protecting such forces
as they are withdrawn. The withdrawal of
all United States forces from Vietnam, Laos
and Cambodia shall be carried out within
four months after the date of enactment of
this Act: Provided that there Is a release
within the four-month period of all Ameri-
can prisoners of war held by the Govern-
ment of North Vietnam and forces allied
with such government, and an accounting
of all Americans missing in action who have
been held by or known to such Government
or such forces.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
StEVENS). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has no time. The Senator from
Massachusetts has the floor on his
amendment. Thirty minutes are allotted
to the Senator from Massachusetts and
30 minutes to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. BELLMON. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Virginia would yield for a
question.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Virginia will be pleased to yield
for a question. May I ask what the par-
liamentary situation is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The par-
liamentary situation is that the Eena-
tor from Massachusetts yielded the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma 5 minutes on his
amendment.

Mr. BELLMON. I wish to thank the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. President, if the Senator from
Virginia would respond, I would like to
raise a question about the language in
line 21, on page 6. The bill states—

The level of the guality of drinking water,
the attailnment, and maintenance of which is
requisite to reasonably assure aesthetically
adequate drinking water.

That causes me some concern, because
in parts of the arid West the only water
available is apt Yo be high in mineral con-
tent, and perhaps not esthetically ade-
quate to those who are not used to this
type of water. I wonder if this language is
intended to mean that waters in those
conditions would not be approved for
human consumption.

Mr. SPONG. The subcommittee as a
whole was concerned about the very ques-
tion the Senator from Oklahoma has
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rajsed. I quote the following language
from page 23 of the committee report:

The Administrator must consider the dif-
ficulties that may arise in different areas of
the country to achieve aesthetically adequate
drinking water. Thus, the standards could
vary according to geographlic area depending
upon what can reasonably be achleved. The
committee recognizes that a given contam-
inant may be of public health significance
at one level and of aesthetic significance at
a lower level. For example, the presence of
copper In drinking water at low levels is
primarily of aesthetic concern. However, as
the levels of copper rise, adverse physiologl-
cal effects might become evident. Thus it
may be preferable to specify that a given
limit has aesthetic significance rather than
to specify a given contaminant as being of
aesthetic significance. EPA would be ex-
pected to take these factors into account in
prescribing both national primary and sec-
ondary drinking water standards.

Mr. BELLMON. I wonder if the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia, the
prineipal author of the bill, feels that
it is necessary to have the phrase
“aesthetically adequate” in this lan-
guage? It seems to me we are giving a
tremendous amount of authority to a
Federal bureaucrat who might not like
the taste of the water, so that he could
shut down a business, or perhaps even
cause a whole community to be without
water,

Mr, SPONG. Is the Senator from Okla-
homa suggesting that we drop the entire
line out of the bill?

Mr, BELLMON. I would suggest the
elimination of subparagraph (a) of sub-
section (2) on page 6.

Mr. SPONG. I will give consideration
to that request, pending the completion
of action on the pending amendment, but
I would say that these are only recom-
mended standards and are not enforce-
able by the Administrator. But I will have
to look this over and confer further with
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BELLMON. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Clerk
will eall the roll.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for the
quorum call not be charged to either side.

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

The clerk will ecall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the germane-
ness agreement be deleted.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I could not
quite understand the Senator.

Mr. BROOKE. I ask that the unani-
mous-consent request be amended to de-
lete the nongermaneness provision of
the agreement on this bill.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. ERVIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.
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Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I maintain
this is not germane,

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. SPONG. Will the Chair state for
the benefit of the Senate the agreement
with regard to germaneness insofar as
the bill presently before the Senate is
concerned ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Berimon). The agreement reads as fol-
lows:

Provided further, that no amendment that
is not germane to the provisions of the said
bill shall be received.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, this
amendment is completely out of order
at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
to the amendment has been heard. The
Senator from Virginia has the fioor.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I would be
pleased to yield to the Senator from Ver-
mont if he wishes to make a motion with
regard to the pending amendment.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I do not
like to do this, but I am so disgusted
with the efforts, the apparent political
efforts being made on this floor from
time to time to discredit the President,
to even discredit the United States that
I can only do what I am doing now, and
that is to object to these continued
efforts to diseredit our President and
our country.

That is all I have to say. I insist that
this is a thoroughly nongermane amend-
ment which has been offered, and I
understand that the Chair has so ruled.

Mr, BROOKE., I yield myself such time
as I have remaining.

Mr. President, I regret the unfortunate
words of the distinguished dean of the
Senate with respect to the amendment
which was offered to the present bill.
The Senate has operated according to
nongermaneness since the beginning of
this session. Apparently there was an
agreement with regard to this particular
bill prohibiting nongermane amend-
ments, which was not known at the time
the amendment was offered.

When the majority leader suggested
to the Senator that the germaneness
rule applied to this bill, the Senator did
what is his right as a U.S. Senator—
namely, asked unanimous consent to
have the provision of germaneness re-
moved. There was objection, and so be
it.

But I am distressed that onyone would
take the floor of the U.S. Senate and
say that the offering of this amendment
is politically motivated. The Senate has
passed this amendment time and time
again, as is its right. I serve notice on the
Senate that I reserve the right to offer
this amendment to any appropriate leg-
islation. The amendment has been
adopted in the past, and I hope it will
be adopted again.

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

Mr. BROOKE, Mr. President, the re-
marks of the Senator from Vermont were
directed to every U.S. Senator who has
voted for this amendment. At one time,
50 Senators, half of the U.S. Senate, voted

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

for it. For my colleagues, and for myself,
I regret that the statement was made
and that it be retracted.

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

Mr. BROOKE. I yield.

Mr. CRANSTON. I would simply like
to state that in my efforts to bring about
an end to the Vietnam war, discrediting
or crediting a President of the United
States is a totally irrelevant factor.

I sought to bring about an end to this
war, through what I could do, when Lyn-
don Johnson, a Democrat, a fellow Dem-
ocrat, was President. I continue to do so
when Richard Nixon, a Republican, is
President. The effort of the Senator from
Massachusetts, a member of the Presi-
dent's own party and a supporter of the
President, makes plain that there is
nothing partisan and nothing political
about this.

There are many people in the Senate
and in this country who feel very deeply
that our country is being destroyed and
injured terribly within by what we are
doing in this war. We know that Amer-
ican lives are being lost. We know that
American money is being wasted. We
know that Asian lives are being lost and
that Asian money is being wasted.

We believe that it is essential to bring
about an end to our participation in this
war, and we are seeking to do it by legit-
imate means within the power of Sena-
tors.

We believe that, if the Senate was able
at any time to have a vote when all Sen-
ators would be present, the record makes
clear that we would win on this issue.
The vote the other day, one of the last
14 votes on this issue, which happened
to have been lost by those seeking to end
the war, was not representative. If all
Senators are present, and we are seek-
ing a vote when many more are present,
we will win on this issue,.

Our only purpose is to serve what we
believe to be the needs of the country,
to which we have deep and abiding
loyalty.

Mr. BROOKE. I thank my distin-
guished colleague from California.

It was my original intention to attach
this amendment to the foreign-aid ap-
propriations bill, which is next to be
considered by the Senate. There was a
question of a point of order, however. It
was suggested that the amendment might
be legislation on an appropriation bill.
Therefore, I offered the amendment to
the present bill. I know the amendment
is not germane fo this bill. It has noth-
ing to do with pure water. But the Sen-
ate has not operated on the germaneness
rule in the past. In this instance, there
was a unanimous-consent agreement of
which I did not know.

Forty-two Members of this body voted
for this amendment the other day, and,
of the 42, eight were Republicans, all of
whom stanchly support the President.
In the past, as many as 50 Members of
this body have voted for the amendment,
including 11 members of the President’s
party. There is no attempt on our part
to embarrass the President of the United
States, to criticize the President of the
United States. Those Republican Sena-
tors are now campaigning very vigor-
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ously for the reelection of President
Richard Nixon.

For a Senator to stand on the floor of
the Senate and say that this amendment
is political and is meant to embarrass the
President or in any way to help Hanoi is
an unfortunate and regrettable state-
ment, and again I ask that the Senator
reconsider the statement and retract it.

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, I am voic-
ing my own opinion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is controlled. Who yields time?

Mr. BROOKE. I will yield the Senator
time, if I have it.

Mr. SPONG. I yield the Senator 3 min-
utes.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, no one has
worked harder during the last few years
than I have to bring this war to an end:
and all the time I was working, most of
the people who now condemn the Presi-
dent and say our country is wrong never
lifted a finger or raised their voices to
help me.

I expressed my own opinion that these
are political motives—and not very high-
grade political motives—when they seek
to condemn the President and our coun-
try at a time when it looks as though we
might soon be able to extricate ourselves
from the Southeast Asia situation. I do
not have a high regard for those who
devote so much energy toward discredit-
ing the present administration in its ef-
forts to restore peace throughout the
world.

I know that President Nixon has made
many mistakes. He will probably make
more. Other Presidents have made mis-
takes, too. But I think this is no time
to condemn him, to condemn his efforts
to bring the war to an end, to condemn
his efforts to expand the economic trade
of the United States.

I do not raise wheat, but I cannot stand
here without recognizing the efforts
which are being made to destroy the
wheat trade with Russia. I think it is
good for us to expand our economic in-
dustry on an international basis. I cer-
tainly regret that there are those who
feel that they have to repeatedly make
efforts—heaven knows who they are hop-
ing to please by it—to discredit our Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
sustains the point of order.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly do not want to prolong this debate.
if in fact it is a debate——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair sustains the point of order of the
Senator from Vermont that the amend-
ment is not germane.

The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. BROOKE, Mr. President, how
mueh time do I have remaining?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator may have not to exceed
5 minutes.

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

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, as I said,
I do not want to prolong this debate, if
in fact it is a debate.

I have the greatest admiration and
respect for Senator GEORGE AIKEN, who,
as he has said, certainly has worked
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vallantly to bring peace to this country
and to Vietnam.

I think that the Senator certainly mis-
understands the intent of this amend-
ment, because there is nothing in the
amendment which condemns President
Richard Nixon—or any President, for
that matter, The amendment has to do
only with the extrication of our forces
from Indochina, conditioned upon the
return of American prisoners of war and
an accounting of our missing in action.
There is no condemnation of the Presi-
dent involved here. In every instance, we
have commended the President for what
he has said.

I know that the distinguished Senator
from Vermont strongly supports the
President. I applaud him for it. I agree
with him. I strongly support the Presi-
dent in what he has done with regard to
the Soviet Union and China, and even
what he has done so far in Southeast
Asia. But that does not deprive the Con-
gress of the United States of its constitu-
tional responsibility to act in this par-
ticular area of war and peace.

I am not going to reargue the matter.
As I said, I do not want to debate it. I
have great esteem and affection for Sen-
ator A1xeN, and I regret that this debate
had to take place.

On the other hand, Mr. President, I
want to serve notice that I reserve the
right to offer this amendment to any bill
before this body, when it will not be sub-
ject to a point of order for the remain-
der of this Congress. And if the war is
not over and I am back here next year,
I will offer it then and continue to do so
until such time as Congress has acted
on this important issue, or until such
time as the war is over.

1 thank the Chair and I thank the
distinguished majority leader for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield me 1 minute?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to yield the remain-
der of the 5 minutes to the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BELL-
MoN) , Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, I am not
speaking exclusively or particularly about
a Member of this Senate or of Congress.
There are many other people throughout
the United States that I would include
and they are working tooth and nail
against the President and his plans for
peace and an expanded economy.

As to the proposed amendment, which
calls for an end to the war within 4
months provided all American prisoners
are released, like all the amendments
previously offered, including one which
I offered myself, and which was approved
by the administration, 3 or 4 weeks ago.
This amendment cannot be effective
without first having an agreement with
Hanoi.

If we have an agreement with Hanoi,
we do not need this amendment, or any
other amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Cook)., Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk which I ask
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 6, line 17, strike “specify" and in-
sert in lieu thereof *‘recommend”.

On page 9, strike lines 22 through 256 and
on page 10 strike lines 1 through 6 and re-
number the renmaining subsection,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator from Oklahoma ask unani-
mous consent that the amendments be
considered en bloc?

Mr. BELLMON. Yes, Mr. President, I
malke such request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sidered en bloc.

Mr. BELLMON. The purpose of this
amendment is to clarify language relat-
ing to the phrase “esthetically adequate.”
My intention, by offering this amend-
ment, is to make the administrator’'s de-
cisions recommendations only and, by
the amendment, also to relieve those af-
fected by his findings of the notification
procedures and change the law so that
those would not apply.

This matter has been discussed with
the distinguished Senator from Virginia
(Mr. Sponc), and I would appreciate his
reaction to this amendment.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma and I have confer-
red subsequent to the colloquy we had
earlier in the afternoon.

This amendment is acceptable to the
floor manager of the bill and I ask for
its adoption.

Mr. President, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on this amendment has been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. SPONG. Mr, President, on behalf
of the distinguished Senator from Mich-
igan and the distinguished Senator
from Washington, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have their statements on the bill
printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HART

To my knowledge, the Safe Drinking Water
Act represents the first attempt in the Sen-
ate to deal specifically with the problems of
drinking water supply. While the FPublic
Health Service Act contains the general au-
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thority to protect against communicable dis-
ease, history has shown this authority to be
far too narrow to focus to achieve the type
of protection expected by consumers of their
drinking water.

As the Environmental Frotection Agency's
current authority extends only to assuring
the quality of water aboard interstate car-
riers, the control of the water systems serv-
ing those carriers is exercised only through
the force of publicity without any direct
regulatory clout. In addition, EPA can only
reach 665 public water systems out of ap-
proximately 40,000 that exist in the United
States today. Studles by the Environmental
Protection Agency have not only indicated
severe problems of drinking water contam-
ination, but have also shown that the abil-
ity of state regulatory officials to adequately
monitor drinking water is clearly deficient.
While Congress has often been accused of
using shotgun approach where a rifle is need-
ed, 1t seems that without this legislation, we
are left to solve drinking water problems at
the Federal level by threatening to throw a
non-existent rock.

While I have some misgivings about the
level of funds authorized to be appropriated
by the legislation, it is my view that the pro-
posed legislation represents an excellent point
of departure for a Federal drinking water
program. At the same time, it is incumbent
upon the Congress, and this Senator in par-
ticular, to keep a close watch over the prog-
ress of the program to see if the authoriza-
tions contained in the legislation will indeed
do the job.

Special praise for the development of this
legislation must go to the junior Senator
from Virginia, While Senator Magnuson,
Senator Kennedy and I joined in introducing
the initial legislation, it is Senator Spong who
picked up the ball, chaired the hearings on
the legislation and guided the legislation to
its present state. Without his efforts, it is
falr to say that this bill might have died a
quiet death. Senator Spong not only deserves
the praise of this body but the praise of con-
sumers who will benefit by his efforts.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAGNUSON

S. 3994, the Safe Drinking Water Act of
1972, is truly landmark legislation. While
many bills receive that label, few can meet
the test as easily as S. 3094. In considering
this legislation, the Senate has for the first
time focused on a consumer and environ-
mental issue which has for the most part
escaped public attention. Most of us, I am
sure, operate under the mistaken assumption
that if water comes out of the tap, it must be
good. Our confidence has not been Justified,
as was amply illustrated by witness after wit-
ness at the hearings of the Subcommitee on
the Environment.

Should this bill become law, a good deal of
responsibility will be placed not only on the
Environmental Protection Agency, but on
each of the States as well. One of the more
important responsibilities of EPA under the
legislation is to perform research and provide
technical service and training of personnel
to the SBtates and the water supply utlities,
While functions of this nature rarely make
headlines, it is my view that these features
represent one of the more important provi-
sions of the bill. The hearings of the Sub-
committee on the Environment revealed that
the state of the art with respect to water
supply problems is at a very primitive state.
A good example is the controversy over
whether viruses are present in drinking water
and whether they can be controlled. Present-
ly, approximately 8 weeks are required to per-
form the analytical tests for the presence of
virus, and even these results do not have the
type of validity that scientists strive for.

In addition, studies by the Environmental
Protection Agency have shown thelr water
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supply treatment plants are operated largely
by improperly trained personnel. A prime
function of the EPA under the legislation
would be to provide the necessary tralning
to water supply system operators.

For these functions to be effective, labora-
tory and training facilities must be close
enough to the States and utilities in order
that they might receive the benefits of this
provision of the bill. Presently, the Pacific
Northwest is without such & facility, and any
benefits that the State of Washington and
other Northwest States receive must come
through EPA's main research offices in Cin-
cinnati. The situation has proved unwork-
able in the past, and the need for a laboratory
will become even more acute when this legis-
lation becomes law.

The Congress authorized the construction
of a water quality lab in Manchester, Wash.,
in fiscal year 1967. While those funds are still
available, the lab has yet to be bulilt.
Through the cooperation of the other mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee, we
wereé successful in inserting some rather
strong language in EPA’s appropriation legis-
lation directing that that laboratory be
built. As the Environmental Protection
Agency has now agreed to program funds for
construction, it appears that the lab may
become a reality. I can only relterate my
strong personal feelings that the laboratory
should be built without further delay.

As a sponsor of the original legislation
which has resulted in the bill now before
us, I want to commend the Senator from
Virginia for his diligent work on this bill.
As with other matters of environmental and
consumer concern, Senator Spong has again
exhibited a capacity for untiring workman-
ship. I wish also to express my admiration
and appreclation for the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Commerce,
Senator Cotton. His leadership was in-
valuable to the committee in the develop-
ment of this legislation as was that of the
Junior Senator from Alaska, Senator Stevens.

Special tribute should also go to Steven
Lathrop, an intern from Cornell with the
Committee on Commerce during the summer
of 1971, Mr. Lathrop first brought the prob-
lems of drinking water supply to our atten-
tion. Thanks should also go to Mike Brownlie
and John Yarmouth of the committee staff,
who worked so diligently on the legislation.

The time is now for this legislation and I
am extremely pleased that the Senate will
now act on such an important measure.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel-
come this opportunity to express my sup-
port for S. 3994, the Safe Drinking Water
Act of 1972, This measure is vitally im-
portant to the health of millions of
Americans because it provides safeguards
against the invasion of contaminants in
the supplies of our drinking water sys-
tems.

Most people feel assured that our
sources of water are almost limitless and
wholly safe. But, public confidence in the
safety of adequate drinking water is not
completely warranted because the in-
stances of assaults on the water systems
of our cities indicate that we must guard
against the dangers of bad water.

As designed by its authors, this bill es-
tablishes programs for the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency to regulate the pro-
cedures and standards affecting our Na-
tion’s drinking water systems.

Federal involvement with water pro-
grams is currently limited to control of
contaminants in water supplied through
interstate carriers. However, concern for
Federal participation in the maintenance
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of adequate drinking water supplies in-
creased because of serious lapses in the
safety of several municipal water sys-
tems.

Over 18,000 people were affected by a
1965 epidemic in Riverside, Calif., a fail-
ure in the disinfection system in Angola,
N.Y., precipitated a 30-percent gastro-
enteritis attack rate in 1968 and 60 per-
cent of the 1969 Holy Cross football team
suffered from infectious hepatitlis as a
result of ineffective water control proce-
dures.

More recently, attention has been
turned to reports of critical quantities of
mercury and other metallic deposits in
water supplies. Last January, officials
from the Massachusetts Department of
Health informed me that evidence of high
lead deposits appeared in the drinking
water of a sample of Boston homes.
Though the deposits of lead that author-
ities discovered were minimal, consider-
able interest has mounted over this issue
because even small amounts of lead over
long periods of time may result in a build-
up of lead in nerve and bone tissue that
would eventually be dangerous. It has
been nearly 3 years since I introduced
legislation in the Senate to combat the
hazards of lead-based paint poisoning.
The tragic consequences of excess blood
lead levels caused by this insidious dis-
ease are well known to medical author-
ities. Children are particularly suscepti-
ble to lead poisoning.

Medical records suggest that lead in
paint presents the most critical threat to
young children. But I share the concern
of Massachusetts health authorities like
Dr. Dorothy Worth who believe “we must
minimize all possible environmental ex-
posures to lead from air, paint, food, and
water.” The cumulative lead burden is
known to be vitally important in affect-
ing the health of our Nation’s children.
I am gratified to know that the provi-
sions of this measure will adequately deal
with the problems caused by the seepage
of lead into our drinking water systems.

In addition to my concern about the
problem of lead in water, I am seriously
interested in the other provisions of this
legislation that are designed to safeguard
our Nation’s water systems.

The Environmental Protection Agency
disclosed in testimony before the Senate
Commerce Subcommittee on the Envi-
ronment that disease-producing viruses
had been found in the drinking water of
two Massachusetts cities—Lawrence and
Billerica. I ask unanimous consent that
my statement of March 21 and the texts
of my letters to William D. Ruckelshaus,
Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, and the Honorable
Elliot L. Richardson, Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, be included in
the Recorp at this point.

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

STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY
REGARDING EPA ANNOUNCEMENT OF VIRUS
IN DRINKING WATER
The citizens of Massachusetts, and indeed,

people all over the United BStates were

shocked to learn yesterday from EPA testi-
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mony before a Senate Committee that drink-
ing water in two cities in Massachusetts are
contaminated with disease-producing viruses.
While the testimony suggests that there is
no need for panic, I fully share the concern
of these citizens that immediate action must
be taken:

1. to assure that drinking water is regu-
larly checked to meet health standards,

2. that information on the guality of the
water is released immediately to the public;
and,

3. that In areas found to have contami-
nated water, immediate action is taken to
protect the health of the consumers.

It is little consolation that the water-
treatment systems in Lawrence and Billerica,
Massachusetts, are of higher quality than
most. Surely, residents in other cities
throughout Massachusetts and the rest of
the country must be concerned that their
treatment systems are not adequate to meet
health standards. Today those who drink a
glass of water may wonder if it has been
adequately tested, and if so, whether the
results of the test are unknown outside of
government agencies,

The Environmental Protection Agency over
the last two years has been working to de-
velop a reliable method for detection of virus
particles in drinking water. We applaud this
goal and the breakthrough in their recent
tests. However, we must assure that these
sclentific advances are employed immediately
to assure that all drinking water is regularly
tested and that the test results are regularly
made public. It is unrealistic to assume that
the health and safety of our citizens must
rely on questioning of governmental agen-
cies during Congressional hearings.

First, I have asked, today, that William S.
Ruckelshaus, Director of EPA take immediate
steps to Institute a regular, uniform and
timely investigation of all drinking water
with an assurance that the results are re-
leased to the public. (The text of that request
is attached.) Secon™y, I have asked Elliot
Richardson, Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare to cooperate with state and local
health and safety agencies to establish a
temporary emergency uncontaminated water
supply to those areas of Massachusetts di-
rectly affected by the announcement of con-
taminated water. There is no more basic
concern for our citizens than health. I have
asked the Secretary to assure that the con-
cern of those citizens be allayed by provid-
ing a water supply tested for health which
may include the regular water supply or a
special emergency supply. (The text of that
request is attached.)

I look forward to immediate responses
from those Federal Governmental agencies,
and I want to assure the people of Massa-
chusetts that my offices are available to pro-
vide a cooperative effort by federal, state and
local officials during this period of concern
for all our citizens.

MarcH 21, 1972,
Mr. WinLiAM D. RUCKELSHAUS,
Administrator, Environmental
Agency, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. RUCKELSHAUS: As a result of the
testimony yesterday of EPA representatives
before the Senate Commerce Subcommittee
on Environment, I am requesting that im-
mediate action be taken to assure a clean,
safe, and healthy drinking water supply for
the citizens of Massachusetts.

The residents of Lawrence and Billerica,
Massachusetts, are concerned today that the
only water supply available to them does not
meet minimum health standards. The EPA
has made a significant technological advance
in virus detection methods. We must assure
that these advances immediately become a
part of a comprehensive, regular, uniform
and timely method of water inspection. I

Protection
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also request that the results of these inves-
tigations are made avallable immediately to
the consumers.

I appreclate the difficulties involved In
developing a comprehensive program of
water supply testing and I applaud the EPA
for its efforts to date. But I fully share the
concern of our citizens that the water they
drink has not been adequately tested or that
test results have been circulated only among
governmental officials.

I ask your iImmediate attention to this
situation in Billerica and Lawrence, Mas-
sachusetts, and I offer you my complete co-
operation In working toward a safe, tested
water supply.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Epwarp M. KENNEDY.
MarcH 21, 1972.
Hon. Ervior 7. RICHARDSON,
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR, SECRETARY: Yesterday testimony
before the Senate Commerce Subcommittee
on Environment revealed that the water
supply In two Massachusetts cities are con-
taminated with disease-producing viruses, I
know that you share my deep concern that
immediate action be taken to provide the
residents of Billeriea and Lwarence, Massa-
chusetts, with a water supply which meets
minimum health standards.

Immedlate steps should be instituted by
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare to assure that this water supply
is thoroughly tested for safety, and if mini-
mum health requirements are not met that
an emergency water supply be provided to
these cities. Surely, there can be no more
important step for government offictals dur-
ing this time, than the immediate imple-
mentation of measures to assure an ade-
quate and clean supply of drinking water.

I am more than happy to work with your
office In any way to assure that a joint co-
operative effort between federal, state and
local officials during this period of great
concern for the citizens of Massachusetts.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Epwarp M. KEENNEDY.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., April 5, 1972,
Hon. Epwarp M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenatorR KenNepy: This is in re-
sponse to your letter of March 21, 1972, re-
questing that we glve our attention to as-
suring a safe water supply for the citizens
of Massachusetts.

The Environmental Protection Agency, as
part of its drinking water program, has made
significant progress in the development and
application of methods that are sufficiently
sensitive to isolate and identify the quanti-
ties of virus likely to be present In finished
drinking water, To test these method, a study
was made of three cities, Including Lawrence
and Billerica, Massachuetts.

It must be emphasized that the water
supply systems of Lawrence and Billerica
are very good and efficlent systems. Indeed,
they were chosen for the study because the
high quality of their drinking water made
possible a very stringent test of the sensitiv-
ity of the detection methodology. As we indi-
cated in our March 20, 1972 testimony before
the Senate Commerce Subcommittee on the
Environment, we share your concern for &
safe drinking water supply, not only for the
people of Massachusetts, but for all our Na-
tion’'s cltizens. In that testimony, we noted
that many of the Nation's water supply sys-
tems are subject to potential problems be-
cause they contaln structural or operational
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defects; because they are manned by im-
properly trained personnel; and because
many State and local control programs are
inadequate. The water supply systems of
Lawrence and Billerica are definitely not in
this unfortunate group. The residents of
these communities continue to receive a
water supply that is of a high quality in
terms of present day health standards. Such
standards impose mandatory limits on levels
of contaminants such as coliform bacteria,
arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, cya-
nide, lead, fiuoride, selenium, and silver
which can clearly affect the health of the
user. None of these mandatory limits have
been exceeded in the supply system of Law-
rence and Billerica and there has not been
any unusual level of disease or other ill
health effects observed in these areas.

Even If the water supply of these commu-
nities should be found to be unsafe, we
would be limited under present law as to
action we could take to remedy the situation.
Our authority to enforce National standards
currently extends to the protection of the
interstate traveler, not to the protection of
the local citizen. Under the Public Health
Service Act, the Environmental Protection
Agency is authorized to prevent interstate
carriers from utilizing drinking water from
community supply systems which have not
complied with our required standards. We
have no authority with regard to the use of
such drinking water by the local residents.
The regulatory gap will exist until the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives act on
the currently pending drinking water legis-
lation which will make National drinking
water standards applicable to all community
water supply systems and enforceable for
the protection of all individuals using the
water from such systems.

We are, however, immediately doing all
that we possibly can within our authority
with regard to the drinking water supply of
Billerica and Lawrence. I have instructed our
Regional Office for Region I, which includes
the State of Massachusetts, to conduct a
serles of tests on the water supply systems
of Billerica and Lawrence to assure that ex-
isting water hygiene technology is fully ap-
plied and to confirm that the citizens of
Billerica and Lawrence are indeed receiving
safe supplies of drinking water. I am also di-
recting that our experimentation into virol-
ogy be continued. Standards for viruses in
drinking water have not been established be-
cause of the lack of knowledge as to what
amounts of virus particles in such water can
cause disease. As a result of the initial three
cities study, we are proceeding to redesign
the virus study so that we can attempt to
determine what levels of viruses in drinking
water might have a potentially dangerous
effect on human health. On the basis of this
determination, we will then be able to pro-
mulgate standards imposing 1imits on viruses
in drinking water supplies.

We are in the process of preparing a re-
port on our research in the area of virology
and water hygiene and will make this im-
mediately available upon completion. Your
interest in the problems of safe drinking
water 15 appreciated. Please advise me If I
may be of any further assistance,

Sincerely yours,
Witriam D. RUCKELSHAUS,
Administrator,

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we
were assured that the discovery of vi-
ruses represented a scientific break-
through; that there was no cause for
alarm. But it is very clear that this was
a final warning signal that congressional
action is imperative and Federal partici-
pation is erucial if the quality of our
drinking water is to meet minimum
health and safety standards.

September 28, 1972

The legislation we are considering
today calls for minimum national drink-
ing water standards, a meaningful na-
tional research and development pro-
gram, and financial and technical assist-
ance ta State and local governments for
planning, training, and the development
of new methods of water treatment. The
committee has also included a most im-~
portant provision calling for adequate,
uniform, and timely publication-of water
quality information to the publie.

Mr. President, over the years, water
pollution control efforts, that is the
regulation of pollutants on raw, un-
treated water in our rivers and lakes
have amassed tremendous support and
Federal funding. Over a billion dollars
has been spent on these sources of about
50 percent of our drinking water. But
where is the concern for the other half
of't.he problem—effective treatment of
this raw water supply before it reaches
our taps. If all our efforts at water pollu-
tion abatement were effective today, the
problems of water treatment would still
be with us. It is not only the chemical
components of industrial wastes which
must concern us, there are also problems
of bacterig. and virus factors which de-
serve our immediate attention.

We have heard before the history of
our successes and our failures in water
quality control in this country. Our early
and effective efforts to provide clean
drinlu_ng water were a great success, ac-
counting in some part for the uncon-
cerned reaction of many of our citizens
tha.t_ the water they drink now may be
of inferior quality. Water treatment
methods effectively wiped out typhoid
and dysenfery from water borne sources
as long ago as the 1930’s. But our record
since then has been less than effective.
R_esearch has been less than adequate on
disease-producing contaminants in our
water supplies and the inadequacy of our
water treatment facilities and methods
have become apparent.

While our population has grown 1 €er,
our water sources have grown sr:;%er
and dirtier. Our technology has put us
on the moon, but no new type of effective
water treatment faeility has been devel-
oped. And, while we have endlessly re-
searc!led new and better televisions and
washing machines and vacuum sweepers,
no new method of treatment to elimi-
nate viruses from drinking water has
been advanced.

Mr. President, the statistics are shock-
ing: 9 percent of tested samples were
labeled “potentially dangerous quality”
serving a total of 360,000 people; 41 per-
cent of the 969 systems were delivering
waters of inferior quality to 2.5 million
people; 36 percent of the 2,600 individual
tapwater samples contained one or more
bacteriological or chemical constituents
exceeding the limits in the Public Health
Service drinking water standards; 56
percent of the systems tested evidenced
physical deficiencies including poorly
protected ground water sources, inade-
quate disinfection capacity, or inade-
quate system pressure.

Many water treatment facilities were
found to be understaffed, inadequately
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funded, poorly operated and main-
tained. Operation and maintenance per-
sonnel often lacked sufficient training
and expertise in the field of water quality
control. In this study 77 percent of water
facility operators were found to have
inadequate training.

We are all familiar with the Federal
Government’s role in the regulation of
drugs, foods, air pollution, mine safety,
and solid waste management; but Fed-
eral participation and direction in the
area of drinking water has been limited
by a lack of funds and a lack of au-
thority. EPA has been limited to the reg-
ulation of interstate water supplies only.
For example, on March 17, 1972, EPA
issued a prohibition against the use of
water from Cordova, Alaska, aboard in-
terstate carriers—trains, buses, planes.
But no authority exists for a Federal
governmental role in water supplies
within a community. The absence of citi-
zen demand for pure drinking water can
be traced directly to the lack of infor-
mation obtained or disseminated to the
community concerning the local supply.

On August 24, 1972, the EPA an-
nounced that the city of Haverhill, Mass.,
failed to meet the bacferiological re-
quirements of the Public Health Service
drinking water standards. This action
meant once again that interstate car-
riers were prohibited from taking on wa-
ter in Haverhill, but the EPA was power-
less to assist the citizens within the com-
munity. They could only urge city
officials to take steps to correct the
situation.

EPA estimates that the States should
be spending at least $30 million a year on
water supply systems, just to keep pace
with increasing population and ever-in-
creasing pollution. But the States are
currently spending one-third of that.

In 1965 in Riverdale, Calif., 16,000 res-
idents became ill and three died from
salmonella in the drinking water. In
1969, 30 percent of the population in
Angola, N.Y., contracted gastroenteritis
from the drinking water supply. And in
1969 in my own State of Massachusetts,
the football team from Holy Cross was
downed with a 66-percent infectious
hepatitis rate from a faulty water deliv-
ery system.

Current methods of water treatment
appear to be insufficient based on the
limited research on virus in drinking wa-
ter. The waste treatment plants in Law-
rence and Billerica, Mass., are considered
of superior quality—yet initial testing
found virus in both supplies. Only three
systems in the United States have been
tested for virus and no technology yet
exists for an efficient, noncumbersome,
effective, and quick way to test for virus.
EPA has been working to develop this
technology.

And we must find a way to protect the
20 million Americans who do not have
water delivered into their homes. They
must pay excessive amounts for water,
sometimes haul it over long distances,
sometimes from muddy and dirty
sources.

Mr, President, clean drinking water is
directly related to disease prevention. As
Drs. Wilheim Huepre and W. D. Con-
way pointed out:
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The most common and often prolonged
and therefore the most dangerous contact
with carcinogenic cancer-producing pollu-
tants occurs when water thus contaminated
is used for drinking water purposes and the
preparation of food. EPA feels that the ma-
jor cost of waterbourne disease is probably
not the cost of medical treatment or even
time lost from work, but the 365 days spent
each year in semi-productive work due to
chronic 1llness.

The bill we have before us establishes
minimum drinking water standards, pro-
vides research funding, gives grants to
the States to develop effective water pro-
grams. Every American has a basic right
to safe, clean drinking water. It is time
for the Congress to see that this right is
enjoyed by all our citizens.

Mr, RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
people of the Nation and the Congress
can be gratified for the recognition and
concern and action that has been given to
environmental quality concerns, In re-
cent years there has been an increasing
awareness for environmental quality. It
has resulted in the enactment of land-
mark social legislation providing Federal
regulatory roles in air and water pollu-
tion control, coupled with a strong Fed-
eral-State partnership. For example, this
week the House and Senate Public Works
Committees will file the conference re-
port on the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act Amendments of 1972 in recogni-
tion of the increasing national concern
over degradation of our nation's lakes,
streams, and estuaries.

During this period, however, compa-
rable attention to that for pollution
control has not been given to providing
public water supplies which are safe and
free from risk to the public health and
welfare. Yet, the water supply industry
is faced with an increasing spectrum of
chemical substances which occur as pol-
lutants in raw water sources and are not
removed by current water supply treat-
ment methods ending up in the drinking
water supply itself. The quality of public
water supplies is now at a point where
strong remedial action is needed to deal
with the deterioration that has occurred.

In our emphasis, in recent years, on
man’s effect on biological or ecologic sys-
tems we may very well have neglected a
critical link in the chain where man,
himself, has direct daily contact with
water—drinking water. As beneficial as
our Federal water pollution control pro-
gram has been and will be, the American
Academy of Environmental Engineers,
and other, have pointed out that present
technology will require joint and sup-
plementary wastewater and water supply
treatment programs if adequate sup-
plies of potable, safe drinking water are
to be assured.

What is needed is a reaffirmation of
the historical public health concern for
water hygiene. Such recognition of the
current state of affairs—one of unjusti-
fied and unacceptable degradation of
the quality of public drinking water sup-
plies—is reflected in S. 3994, the Safe
Drinking Water Act of 1972, which is
under consideration today and which I
fully support. This degradation is such
that, in mid-1970, some 8 million people
or 5 percent of the people being served
by public water systems in this coun-
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try were paying for drinking water that
is potentially dangerous in that it fails
to meet Federal standards which only
apply to water supply systems used by
interstate carriers. As pointed out in the
Commerce Committee’s report, in the
10-year period 1961 to 1970, there were
128 reported outbreaks of disease or poi-
soning attributed to drinking water; and
this does not include the incidents which
went unreported or undetected.

I take this opportunity to commend
my distinguished collegue, Senator
Srong, the junior Senator from the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and Senator
Hart for their leadership in the formu-
lation of this much needed water sup-
ply legislation. As chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Works, I had the pleas-
ure of serving with BiLL SroNG on our
committee from 1967 to 1970. During this
period Senator Sronc was instrumental
in contributing to the formulation of
such environmental legislation as the
Air Quality Act of 1967, the Water Qual-
ity Improvement Act of 1970, the Clean
Air Amendments of 1970, and the Re-
source Recovery Act of 1970. Although I
was sorry to see him move over to the
Senate Commerce Committee in 1971 it
is readily apparent he is confinuing to
follow his interest and leadership role on
environmental issues.

With the transfer of the water hygiene
program of the U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice to the Environmental Protection
Agency in December 1970, an opportunity
was provided for this Federal program
to be enhanced. The current program is
limited, for the most part, to responsi-
bility for preventing the spread of com-
municable diseases in interstate com-
merce. This represents less than one-
half of the 160 million people served by
community water supply systems., More
significantly, existing Federal enforce-
ment authority applies to only 665 out of
an estimated 30,000 public drinking wa-
ter supply systems serving both large
cities and small towns.

The Public Health Service's 1970 Sur-
vey of Community Water Supply Sys-
tems indicated that a major problem—
as for other environmental programs—
is a lack of adequately trained personnel.
For example, the States employ only
about one-third of the number of public
health engineers needed to support ef-
fective State programs. The situation
was so bad in 1970 that 79 percent of the
water supply systems surveyed—~four out
of five—had not been checked for drink-
ing water safety in the previous year.

Without question, there is an immedi-
ate national requirement to initiate the
Federal programs necessary to assure the
application of adequate, up-to-date
standards of drinking water quality
which, at a minimum, protect public
health. Also there is the need to assure
that public water supply systems are, in
fact, delivering reliably safe drinking
water to their customers. To a large ex-
tent, the public has been led to believe
that water pollution control efforts are
a panacea which will not only restore
and enhance the water quality of our
lakes, streams, and coastal waters, but
also guarantee delivery of adequate quan-
tities of safe drinking water. Although




32738

water pollution control efforts will as-
sist in the delivery of safe drinking
water to the consumer’s tap, community
water supplies must be treated, also.
These programs are complementary and
Federal water hygiene activities must
receive the needed resources and enforce-
ment authority which are provided for
in 8. 3994, the Safe Drinking Water Act
of 1972, if this program is to assure safe,
potable water supply systems.

When the results of the Public Health
Service's 1970 community water supply
study were called to my attention, I di-
rected the professional staff of the Com-
mittee on Public Works to work with
Senate Legislative Council to draft water
supply legislation for my introduction
which reflected and complemented the
concepts contained in existing Federal
environmental policies. The Senate Com-
merce Committee undertook hearings on
this matter before my bill was intro-
duced, however. Because of my deep in-
terest in this legislation I arranged for
copies of my draft bill to be made avail-
able to the staff of the Senate Commerce
Committee for their use along with the
services of Richard D. Grundy, a public
health engineer on the staff of the Com-
mittee on Public Works. My draft bill
provided authority for—

First, research on the causes, effects,
and remedies for contamination of water
supply systems, incorporating World
Health Organiration recommendations;

Second, training personnel to design,
operate, and regulate water supply sys-
tems;

Third, special study and demonsira-
tion grants to design, construct, and op-
erate new or improved water supply sys-
tems modeled after comparable provi-
sions in the Resource Recovery Act of
1970;

Fourth, program grants to State and
local water hygiene agencies for plan-
ning and control;

Fifth, establishment of a Water Hy-
giene Advisory Board and ad hoc advi-
sory committees as in air and water
quality statutes;

Sixth, the issuance within 90 days of
enactment of the bill of water hygiene
and raw water source criteria;

Seventh, the issuance of proposed na-
tional minimum water hygiene and raw
water source standards, within 90 days
of enactment of the bill, which provide
for the protection of public health, and
promulgation of such standards within
90 days thereafter;

Eighth, the retention of existing State
standards and enforcement procedures
unless the Administrator makes a spe-
cific determination that they are inade-
quate;

Ninth, inspection, monitoring and rec-
ords as in the Clean Air Aci, as
amended;

Tenth, Federal enforcement where na-
tional minimum standards are being
violated, modeled after the Clean Air
Act, as amended;

Eleventh, conformity of Federal water
systems and raw water sources with na-
tional minimum standards;

Twelfth, emergency regulatory powers
where there is an imminent and substan-
tial endangerment to the health of per-
sons;
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Thirteenth, judicial review;

Fourteenth, comprehensive economic
cost studies of the impact of implement-
ing this bill as a basis for future legisla-
tive action.

Mr. President, I support S. 3994, the
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1972, as re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, and urge its passage.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, if there
are no further amendments to be offered,
the manager of the bill is prepared to
yield back his time.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, we yield
back the remainder of our time on this
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Coox). The bill is open to further
amendment. If there be mo further
amendment to be proposed the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

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

5. 3004
An act to assure that the public is provided
with an adequate guantity of safe drink-
ing water, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act may
be cited as the "Safe Drinking Water Act
of 1972".

DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds—

(1) that increasing guantities and types
of chemicals, bacteria, viruses, toxic metals,
and other contaminants are entering the
public water systems that serve as sources
which supply the Nation with water for
drinking many of which are either not de~
tected or removed by established water test-
ing and treatment methods and which are
consumed by or come in contact with the
public, thereby presenting hazards or poten-
tial hazards to the public health;

(2) that the public should be provided with
adequate gquantities of water that is safe for
drinking and other human wuses;

(3) that the sale and shipment of con-
taminants of drinking water or products
made through the use or production of such
contaminants through interstate commerce
present a danger to the public from consum-
ing water containing such contaminants;

(4) that the Federal Government has the
responsibility of establishing minimum na-
tional drinking water standards for all public
water systems and to encourage State and
local governments to establish equivalent or
more stringent standards; and

(5) that State and local governments are
in need of Federal assistance in assuring
the quality of water required for drinking and
other human uses, and to that end the Fed-
eral Government should supply technical
assistance, research and development infor-
mation, monitoring, and testing informa-
tion, assistance for the planning and imple-
mentation of comprehensive State drinking
water programs, assistance for the develop-
ment and demonstration of new or improved
methods of making water safe for drinking,
and assistance for the training of individuals
involved In the management and safe op-
eration of our Nation's public water supply
systems.

DEFINITIONS

SEec. 3. As used in this Act—

(1) The term “Administrator” means the
Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.

(2) The term *Agency’’ means the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

(8) The term “State” means a State, the
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth
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of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
and American Samoa.

(4) The term “municipallity” means a city,
town, borough, county, parish, district, or
other public body created by or pursuant to
State law and bhaving jurisdiction over the
supply of water to the public, and an Indian
tribe or an authorized Indian tribal orga-
nization.

{5) The term “person” includes a State or
an authorized Indian tribal organization.

(6) The term “person” includes a State or
political subdivision thereof, municipality,
corporation, partnership, assoclation, private
or public nonprofit lnstitution, or an indi-
vidual,

(A) any system which provides drinking
water, including bottled drinking water, (1)
to ten or more premises not owned or con-
trolled by the supplier of water or (ii) to
forty or more individuals receiving such
drinking water from a system not serving
travelers in interstate commerce;

(B) any system which provides drinking
water to carriers serving travelers in Inter-
state commerce;

{C) any person which provides drinking
water to facilities or establishments serving
travelers in interstate commerce, except that
the Administrator may by regulation exempt
any such system or class of such systems if
he determines that such exemption will not
result in any unreasonable threat to public
health; and

(D) any other system or class of systems
which provides drinking water if the Ad-
ministrator determines by regulation that
such system or class of systems may pose
an unreasonable threat to public health.

(7) The term “supplier of water”™ means
any person who controls, owns, or operates
a public water system.

(8) The term *“Council” means the Na-
tional Drinking Water Council, established
under section 7 of this Act.

{9) The term “contaminant” means any
physical, chemical, biological, radiological,
or other substance or matter which may
cause or transmit infectious disease, chemi-
cal poisoning, chronic disease, or other im-
pairment to man, or which may have any
other deleterious effect on the public health.

(10) The term "bottled drinking water”
means water for human consumption sold
in a closed container.

NATIONAL DRINKING WATER STANDARDS

Sec. 4. (a) The Administrator shall, after
consultation with the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, (A) issue initial pro-
posed regulations prescribing national pri-
mary drinking water standards within one
hundred and eighty days after the date of
enactment of this Act and (B) issue initial
proposed regulations prescribing national
secondary drinking water standards within
one hundred and eighty days after the date
of such enactment. The Administrator shall
specify in such proposed regulations the date
on which such regulations shall take effect,
which shall be as soon as Is practicable.

(b) (1) National primary drinking water
standards, as described under subsection (a)
of this section, shall be drinking water stand-
ards and programs, the attainment and main-
tenance of which, are requisite to reasonably
protect the public health, except that the
Administration shall not prescribe the addi-
tion of any substance other than for the pur-
pose of treating contaminants. Such stand-
ards—

(A) shall prescribe the maximum permis-
sible levels for any contaminants which may
exist in any public water system in the
VUnited States which may cause or transmit
disease, chemical poisoning, or other im-
pairments to man, allowing adequate margins
of safety;

{B) may apply to any feature of the water
supply system including, but not limited to,
the treatment, storage, and distribution
facilities;
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(C) shall include standards for the ade-
guate operation, maintenance, surveillance,
and monitoring of water quality adequate to
assure a dependable supply of drinking water
which meets the requirements of subpara-
graph (A); and

(D) shall include standards for construc-
tion and site selection of public water system
facilities to protect such facilities from
floods and other natural disasters.

(2) National secondary drinking water
standards, as described under subsection (a)
of this section, shall recommend the level
of quality of drinking water the attainment
and maintenance of which is requisite to
reasonably assure aesthetically adequate
drinking water. Such standards may apply to
any constituent of drinking water (A) which
may affect the taste, odor, or appearance of
such water, or (B) which may otherwise be
necessary to assure aesthetically adequate
drinking water.

(3) In establishing or revising standards
under this section, the Administrator shall
take into consideration the views and recom-
mendations of the Council established pur-
suant to section 7 of this Act.

(¢) The Administrator shall publish simul-
taneously with the issuance of any proposed
national primary or national secondary
drinking water standard under this sec-
tion—

(1) Such criteria and information as, in
his judgment, are necessary to accurately
reflect the nature and extent of all identifi-
able effects on public health or welfare which
may be expected from the presence of the
contaminant which is the object of such
proposed drinking water standards.

(2) Information and data on drinking
water treatment methods and technology for
the control of the contaminant which is the
object of such proposed drinking water
standard. Such Information and data shall
apply to each feature of the water supply
system at which control of the contaminant
may be exercised including, but not limited
to, treatment, storage, and distribution fa-
cilities and the adequate construction, main-
tenance, and operation thereof. Such infor-
mation and data shall include the costs of
such treatment and the effectiveness of such
treatment In controlling such contaminant.

(d) The Administrator shall, at least every
three years, review the adequacy of any na-
tional primary or secondary drinking water
standard under subsection (a) of this section
and the criteria, Information, and data pub-
lished under subsection (c¢) of this section.
The Administrator shall publish his findings
in the Federal Register.

ENFORCEMENT OF STANDARDS

Sec. 6. (a) For the purposes of this Act, a
State will be considered to have primary en-
forcement responsibility during any period
for which the Administrator has approved a
plan In accordance with section 11(d) of this
Act and such plan is not being unreasonably
deviated from to any significant extent by
such State. If any such State has primary
enforcement responsibility, the Administra-
tor shall monitor the activities of such State
only to the extent necessary to determine if
such plan is being unreasonably deviated
from to any significant extent. To the maxi-
mum extent practicable, any such monitoring
shall not duplicate the activities of such
State.

(k) (1) Whenever, on the basis of in-
formation available to him, the Administrator
finds during a period in which a State has
primary enforcement responsibility under
subsection (a) of this section that any public
water system in such State does not comply
with any national primary drinking water
standard he shall so notify the State in which
such water system is operating. If the Admin-
istrator finds that such failure to comply
with such standard extends beyond the thir-
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tieth day after such notification he shall give
public notice of such failure to comply with
such standard and the extent of the dangers
posed and shall, if appropriate remedial ac-
tion has not been taken to prevent any un-
reasonable endangerment to public health,
(1) commence an action under section 16 of
this Act, or request the Attorney General to
do so, or (ii) issue an order in accordance
with subsection (d) of this section.

(2) Whenever, on the basis of information
available to him, the Administrator finds
during a period in which a State does not
have primary enforcement responsibility un-
der subsection (a) of this section, that a pub-
lic water system in such State does not com-
ply with any national primary drinking water
standard he shall give public notice of such
finding and the extent of the dangers posed,
and shall, iIf appropriate remedial action will
not be taken to prevent any unreasonable
endangerment to public health, (i) com-
mence an action under section 16 of this Act,
or request the Attorney General to do so, or
(ii) issue an order in accordance with sub-
section (d) of this section.

(¢) Whenever, on the basis of information
available to him, the Administrator finds that
any public water system in a State does not
comply with any national secondary drink-
ing water standards, he shall notify such
State and request such State to take appro-
priate remedial action. If, after a reasonable
time following such notification, the Admin-
istrator finds that such State has not taken
remedial action, he shall give public notifica-
tion of such finding in & manner suitable to
inform users of such public water system of
such violation.

(¢) (1) Any order issued under subsection
(b) of this section shall specify such relief as
may be appropriate to prevent any unreason-
able endangerment to public health. Such
relief may include an order requiring the per-
son responsible for the violation which re-
sults in the order to cease such violation, to
notify customers of such violation in accord-
ance with section 11(d) (8) of this Act, or to
furnish emergency supplies of drinking water,

(2) Any order under this subsection shall
be issued only after notice and opportunity
for a hearing in accordance with section 554
of title 5, United States Code.

IMMINENT HAZARDS

Sec. 6. (a8) An imminent hazard shall be
considered to exist when there is reason to
believe that a constituent of the drinking
water of a public water system will result in
a serious risk to health prior to the conclu-
sion of an administrative hearing or other
formal proceeding held pursuant to this Act
and that a State or local authority or the sup-
plier of water has mot acted to eliminate
such risk.

{b) If an imminent hazard exists, the Ad-
ministrator may petition an appropriate dis-
triet court of the United States, or he may
request the Attorney General to do so, to
order such action as is necessary to eliminate
the imminent hazard. The Administrator
shall simultaneously, if he has not previ-
ously done so, propose any regulation which
might be necessary under section 4 of this
Act, or he may commence an action under
section 16 of this Act.

NATIONAL DRINKING WATER COUNCIL

Sec. 7. (a) There shall be established in
the Environmental Protection Agency a Na-
tional Drinking Water Council consisting of
fifteen scientifically qualified members. The
Administrator shall appoint members of the
board from a list of individuals recom-
mended to him by the National Academy of
SBciences or from such other sources as he
deems advisable. Such Council shall include
qualified sclentists none of which shall have
any economic interest in the supply of
drinking water and not more than one-third
of which shall have any responsibility for the
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regulation of drinking water. Each member
of such Council shall hold office for a term
of three years, except that—

(1) any member appointed to fill a va-
cancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed, shall be appointed for the remain-
der of such term;

{(2) the terms of the members first taking
office shall expire as follows—(1) five shall
expire three years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, (ii) five shall expire two
years after such date, and(ili) five shall ex-
pire one year after such date, as designated
by the Administrator at the time of appoint-
ment; and

(3) the members of such Council shall be
eligible for reappointment,

{(b) The National Academy of Seciences
shall maintain a list of qualified sclentists to
assist the Administrator in appointing mem-
bers to such Council.

(e) Such Council shall advise, consult
with, and make recommendations to the Ad-
ministrator on matters relating to the scien-
tific review of data, including engineering
data, relating to the activities of the Agency
under this Act. Such Council shall, upon the
request of the Administrator, review any
proposed action of the Administrator and
shall report its views and reasons therefor in
writing to the Administrator within a rea-
sonable time, as specified by the Administra-
tor. All proceedings and deliberations of such
Council and their reports and reasons there-
for shall be public record. The report of the
Council and any dissenting views shall be
considered as part of the record in any pro-
ceeding taken with respect to the Adminis-
trators' action.

(c) The Administrator is authorized to
reimburse the National Academy of Sciences
for expenses incurred in carrying out this
section.

(d) Members of such Council who are not
regular full-time employees of the United
States shall, while serving on business of
the Council, be entitled to compensation at
rates fixed by the Administrator, but not ex-
ceeding the daily rate applicable at the time
of such service to grade GS-18 of the Classi-
fied Civil Service, including traveltime; and
while so serving away from their homes or
regular places of business they may be al-
lowed travel expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence as authorized by section
5701 of title 5, United States Code, for per-
sons in the Government service employed
intermittently.

RESEARCH, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, INFOR-
MATION, TRAINING OF PERSONNEL

Sec. 8. (a) The Administrator shall con-
duct and promote the coordination of re-
search, studies, and investigations and ren-
der financial, technical, and other assistance
to appropriate public agencies, institutions,
water supply utilities, and individuals in the
conduct of research, studies, and investiga-
tions relating to the causes, diagnosis, treat-
ment, control, and prevention of diseases and
impairments of man resulting directly or in-
directly from contaminants in drinking wa-
ter, or to the provision of an adequate qual-
ity and quantity of safe drinking water. Such
research, studies, or investigations may in-
clude, but shall not be limited to, the de-
velopment of—

(1) new and improved methods to identify
and measure the existence of contaminants
in drinking water and to identify the source
of such contaminants;

(2) new and improved methods to identify
and measure the health effects of contam-
inants in drinking water;

(3) new and improved methods of
treating water to prepare it for drinking, to
improve the efficiency of water treatment and
t0 remove contaminants from the water;
and

(4) new and

improved methods for
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providing adequate quantities of safe wa-
ter for drinking to the publie, including im-
proyvements In water purification and dis-
tribution, and methods of assessing the
health related hazards of other character-
istics of drinking water supplies.

(b) In carrying out this Act, the Admin-
istrator is authorized to—

(1) collect and make avallable informa-
tion pertaining to research and Iinvestiga-
tions, with respect to providing adequate
quality and quantity of safe drinking wa-
ter together with appropriate recommenda=-
tions in connection therewith;

(2) make available research facilities of
the Agency to appropriate public agencies,
institutions, water supply utilities, and in-
dividuals engaged In studies and research
relating to water supply; and

(3) make grants to, and contracts with,
any State or other public agency, educa-
tional institution, water supply utility, any
other organization, and individuals in accord-
ance with procedures prescribed by the Ad-
ministrator, under which he may pay all or a
part of the costs (as may be determined by
the Administrator) of any project or ac-
tivity which is designed—

(A) to develop, expand, or carry out a pro-
gram (which may combine training, educa-
tion, and employment) for training persons
for occupations involving the management
and safe operation aspects of providing safe
drinking water; and

(B) to train Instructors and supervisory
personnel to train or supervise persons in oc-
cupations involving the management and
safe operations aspects of providing safe
drinking water.

(c) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the provisions of this
section $10,500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973; $17,250,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974; and $23,250,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975. Sums
appropriated pursuant to this section shall
remain available for obligation through the
close of the following fiscal year.

RURAL WATER SURVEY

Bec. 8. (a) The Administrator shall (after
consultation with the Secretary of Agricul-
ture and the several States) enter into ar-
rangements with public or private entitles
as may be appropriate to conduct a survey
of the gquantity, quality, and avallability or
rural drinking water supplies. Such survey
shall include, but not be limited to, the con-
sideration of the number of residents in each
rural area—

(1) presently being inadequately served
by a public or private drinking water supply
system, or by an individual home drinking
water supply system;

(2) presently having inadequate access to
or no access to drinking water; and

(3) who, due to the absence or inade-
quacy of a drinking water supply system,
are exposed fo an increased health hazard.

(b) Such survey shall be completed within
two years of the date of enactment of this
Act and a final report thereon submitted
not later than six months after the com-
pletion of such survey, to the President for
transmittal to the Congress. Such report
shall include recommendations for improva
ing rural water supplies.

(c) There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out the provisions of this
section $1,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973; $2,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974; and $1,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.

SPECIAL STUDY AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
GRANTS

Sec. 10. (a) The Administrator is author-
ized to make grants to appropriate public
and private agencies, institutions, water sup-
ply utilities, and individuals for the pur-
poses of—
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(1) assisting in the development and dem-
onstration of any project which will dem-
onstrate a new or improved method, ap-
proach, or technology for providing a safe
supply of drinking water to the public in
both urban and rural areas of the Nation;
and

(2) assisting in the development and dem-
onstration of any project which will inves-
tigate and demonstrate the health implica=-
tions involved in the reclamation, recycling,
and reuse of waste waters for drinking and
related uses or which will demonstrate proc-
esses and methods for the safe and esthetic
preparation of such waters.

(b) Grants made by the Administrator un-
der this section shall not—

(1) exceed 6624 per centum of the total
cost of construction of any facility and 75
per centum of any other costs, as determined
by the Administrator;

(2) be made for any project involving the
construction or modification of any facility
in any public water system in a State unless
such project has been approved by the State
agency charged with the responsibility for
safety of drinking water; and

(3) be made for any project unless the
Administrator determines, after consulting
the Council, that such project will serve a
useful purpose relating to the development
and demonstration of new or improved tech-
nigues, methods, or technologies for the pro-
vision of safe water to the public for drink-
ing or other useful purposes.

(c) Nothing in this section shall affect the
authority of the Administrator to make
grants for Alaska village safe water and pol-
lution elimination or control demonstration
projects under section 20 of the Federal Wa-
ter Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1170).

(d) For the purposes of this section there
are hereby authorized to be appropriated
#1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973; $4,750,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974; and $7,500,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975.

STATE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM
GRANTS

SEc, 11. (a) There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated 6,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973; $11,250,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974; and $15,975,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 19756 for
grants to the States to assist thern in estab-
lishing and maintalning adequate programs
to assure the safety of public drinking water
under this section.

(b) (1) From the sums available pursuant
to subsection (a) for any fiscal year the
Administrator shall from time to time make
payments to the several States, in accordance
with regulations, on the basis of (1) the
population, (2) the financial needs, and (3)
the extent of the actual or potential water
supply problem, except that any such pay-
ment shall not be greater than an amount
equal to two-thirds of the cost of any such
State program.

{(2) No State shall receive less than 1 per
centum of the annual appropriation for
grants under this section: Provided, That
the Administrator may, by regulation, re-
duce such percentage in accordance with the
criteria specified under this subsection: And
provided further, That such percentage shall
not apply to grants allotted to Guam, Ameri-
can Samoa, or the Virgin Islands.

(c) The Administrator shall pay to each
State an amount equal to its allotment under
subsection (b) for the purposes of defraying
the cost of carrying out its State plan ap-
proved under subsection (d) of this section
including the cost of training personnel for
State and local public water supply work and
the cost of administering the State plan, Such
payments shall not be made if such plan has
not been approved by the Administrator,

(d) The Administrator shall approve any
plan for establishing and maintaining a pro-
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gram to assure the safety of public drinking
water which is submitted by the State if such
plan—

(1) provides for the formal adoption by
the State of drinking water standards which
are no less stringent than the national pri-
mary drinking water standards prescribed
under section 4 of this Act;

(2) provides for the adoption by the State
of appropriate regulations and procedures
for the implementation and enforcement of
such State standards;

(3) provides for administration or for the
supervision of administration of the plan by
the State agency charged with the responsi-
bility for the safety of drinking water;

(4) sets forth the plans, policies, and pro-
cedures to be followed in carrying out the
State plan;

(5) provides for such accounting, budget-
ing, and other fiscal methods and procedures
as are necessary for the proper and efficient
administration of the plan;

(6) provides that the appropriate State
agency will make annual reports, or such
more frequent reports as the Administrator
may reasonably require, in such form and
containing such information as he may
require;

(7) provides for the establishment of an
emergency plan of action for each public
water system within the State for use in
case of an emergency affecting the safety of
the treated drinking water or the effective
operation of the treatment facility, including
provision for emergency reserves or alternate
sources of water suitable for drinking and
culinary purposes; and

(8) provides for the implementation of a
standards violation notification procedure,
whereby any supplier of water found to be
in violation of any Federal or State drinking
water standard will be required to so notify
its customers, in transmitting water bills
or through other appropriate means, of the
nature and extent and possible health effects
of such violation and the remedial measures
which will be taken to correct the problem.

(e) If a State plan has been approved, and
the Administrator subsequently finds that
such plan is being unreasonably deviated
from to any significant extent, the Adminis-
trator is authorized to terminate any further
payment under this section to such State.

(f) Any approval or disapproval of a State
plan under subsection (d) of this section, or
termination of payments under subsection
(e) of this section, shall be in accordance
with and subject to the procedures and judi-
clal review provisions of section 12 of this Act.

(g) For the purposes of determining
whether any State plan approved under sub-
sectlon (d) of this section is being un-
reasonably deviated from to any significant
extent, the Administrator shall cause to be
made, at least once every three years, a
complete audit of such State's water supply
programs.

REGULATIONS, FROCEDURE, AND JUDICIAL REVIEW

Skc. 12, (a) At his own inltiative, or upon
the petition of any person, the Administrator
is authorized to issue regulations to carry
out the purposes of this Act and to amend
or rescind such regulations at any time.

(b) The Administrator shall publish any
regulations proposed under this Act, or pro-
posals to amend or rescind such regulations,
and his justification therefor in the Federal
Reglster at least sixty days prior to the time
when such regulations shall become final,
The Administrator shall also publish in the
Federal Register a notice of all petitions re-
celved under subsection (a) and, if such peti-
tion is denied, his reasons therefor. Such
notice shall identify the purpose of the pe-
tition and include a statement of the avail-
ability of any data submitted in support of
such petition. If any person adversely af-
fected by a proposed regulation files objec-
tions and requests a public hearing within
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forty-five days of the date of publication of
the proposed regulation, the Administrator
shall grant such request. If such public
hearing is held, final regulations shall not be
promulgated by the Administrator until
after the conclusion of such hearing. All
public hearings authorized by this subsec-
tion shall consist of the oral and written
presentation of data, views, or arguments in
accordance with such conditions or limita-
tion as the Administrator may make appli-
cable thereto.

(¢) Proposed and final regulations issued
under this Act shall set forth findings of fact
on which the regulations are based and the
relationship of such findings to the regula-
tions issued.

(d) Any judicial review of final regulations
promulgated under this Act shall be in ac-
cordance with section 7T01-706 of title 5,
United States Code, except that, with re-
spect to relief pending review, no stay of an
Agency action may be granted unless the re-
viewing court determines that the party
seeking such stay (a) is likely to prevail on
the merits in the review proceeding and (b)
will suffer irreparable harm pending such
proceeding.

(e) Except as expressly modified by the
provisions of this section, the provisions of
the Administrative Procedures Act (5 U.S.C.
551 et seq.), shall apply to proceedings con-
ducted by the Administrator under this Act.

(f) If the party seeking judicial review
applies to the court for leave to adduce ad-
ditional evidence, and shows to the satisfac-
tion of the court either (1) that the infor-
mation is material and was not available
at the time of the proceeding before the Ad-
ministrator or (2) that failure to include
such evidence in the proceeding was an arbi-
trary or capricious act of the Administrator,
the court may order such additional evidence
(and evidence in rebuttal thereof) to be
taken before the Administrator, and to be
adduced upon the hearing, in such manner
and upon such terms and conditions as to the
court may deem proper. The Administrator
may modify his findings as to the facts, or
make new findings, by reason of the addi-
tional evidence so taken, and he shall file
with the court such modified or new findings,
and his recommendation, if any, for the
modification or setting aside of his original
order, with the return of such additional evi-
dence.

RECORDS

Sec. 13. (a) Every supplier of water who
is subject to a standard prescribed under
section 4 or grantee shall establish and main-
tain such records, make such reports, and
provide such information as the Adminis-
trator shall reasonably require to assist him
in establishing standards and regulations
under this Act and in determining whether
such person has acted or is acting in com-
pliance with this Act. Suppliers of water and
others subject to State enforcement under
section 4(c) of this Act shall submit such
reports and make available such records and
information to the appropriate State agency
for inclusion in State reports required under
section 11(d) (6) of this Act.

(b) Any officer or employee duly designated
by the Administrator, upon presenting ap-
propriate credentials and a written notice of
inspection authority to any supplier of water
subject to a standard prescribed under sec-
tion 4 of this Act or any grantee (or per-
son in charge of any of its property), is au-
thorized to enter any establishment or fa-
cllity or other property of such person in
order to determine whether such supplier or
grantee has acted or is acting in compliance
with this Act, including for this purpose, in-
spection, at reasonable times, of records, files,
papers, processes, controls, and facilities, or
in order to test any feature of a public water
system, Including its raw water source. Each
inspection shall be commenced and com-
pleted with reasonable promptness and the
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supplier or grantee notified of the results of
such inspection.

(e) For purposes of this section, the term
“grantee” means any person who receives
financial assistance under this Act.

STATE REGULATIONS

Sec. 14. Nothing in this Act shall affect
the authority of any State or local govern-
ment to establish drinking water standards
or to make other requirements for purposes
similar to those contained in this Act, except
that any such standards or requirements
shall not be less stringent than the require-
ments of this Act or regulations thereunder.

FPROHIBITED ACTS

SEC. 15. The following acts and the causing
thereof are prohibited:

(1) The fallure to comply with any final
regulation issued by the Administrator pur-
suant to this Act, except that noncompliance
with a national secondary drinking water
standard under section 4(b) of this Act is
not prohibited;

(2) The failure or refusal to establish and
maintain records, make reports, and provide
information as required under section 13(a)
of this Act;

(3) The refusal to allow entry and inspec-
tion of establishments, facilities, or other
property pursuant to section 13(b) of this
Act; ar

(4) The failure of any person to comply
with any order issued under section 5(d)
of this Act.

PENALTIES AND REMEDIES

Sec. 16. (a) Any person willfully violating
section 15 of this Act shall on conviction be
fined not more than #15,000 for each day of
violation or imprisoned for not more than one
year, or both.

(b) (1) Any person not willifully viclating
section 156 of this Act shall be liable to the
United States for a civil penalty of a sum
which is not more than $10,000 for each day
of violation, to be assessed by the Admin-
istrator after notice and opportunity for an
adjudicative hearing conducted in accord-
ance with section 554 of title 5, United States
Code, and after he has considered the nature,
circumstances, and extent of such violation,
the practicability of compliance with the
provisions violated, and any good-faith efforts
to comply with such provisions.

(2) Upopg failure of the offending party to
pay the civil penalty, the Administrator may
commence an action in an appropriate dis-
trict court of the United States for such
relief as may be appropriate or request the
Attorney General to commence such an
action.

(c) The Attorney General or the Adminis-
trator may bring an action in the appropri-
ate district court of the United States for
equitable relief to redress a violation by any
person of any provision of section 15 of this
Act, and the district courts of the United
States shall have jurisdiction to grant such
relief as the equities of the case may require,

CITIZEN CIVIL ACTION

8ec. 17. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b) of this section, any person may
commence a clvil action for injunctive relief
on his own behalf, whenever such action
constitutes a case or controversy—

(1) against any person (including (1) the
United States, and (il) any other govern-
mental instrumentality or agency to the ex-
tent permitted by the eleventh amendment
to the Constitution) who is alleged to be in
violation of any national primary drinking
water standard promulgated under section
4 of this Act, or

(2) against the Administrator where there
is alleged a failure of the Administrator to
perform any act or duty under this Act which
is not discretionary with the Administrator.
Any action brought against the Adminis-
trator under this paragraph shall be brought
in tl];l;?.- District Court of the District of Co-
lumbia.
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The district courts shall have jurisdiction
over suits brought under this section, with-
out regard to the amount in controversy or
the citizenship of the parties.

(b) No ecivil action may be commenced—

(1) under subsection (a) (1) of this sec-
tion—

(A) prior to sixty days after the plaintiff
has given notice of the violation (i) to the
Administrator, (ii) to any alleged violator of
such standard and (lii) to the State in which
the violation occurs.

(B) if the Administrator, the Attorney
General, or the State has commenced and is
diligently prosecuting a civil action in a
court of the United States to require compli-
ance with such standard, but in any such
action any person may intervene as a matter
of right.

(2) under subsection (a)(2) of this sec-
tion prior to sixty days after the plaintiff has
given notice of such action to the Adminis-
trator. Notice under this subsection shall be
given in such manner as the Administrator
shall prescribe by regulation.

(c) In any action under this section, the
Administrator or the Attorney General, if
not a party, may intervene as a matter of
right.

(d) The court, in issuing any final order
in any action brought pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) of this section, may award costs of
litigation (including reasonable attorney
and expert witness fees) to any party when-
ever the court determines such an award is
appropriate.

(e) Nothing in this section shall restrict
any right which any person (or class of per-
sons) may have under any statute or com-
mon law to seek enforcement of any national
primary drinking water standard or to seek
any other relief,

CONFIDENTIALITY

SEec. 18. (a) Copies of (1) any communica-
tions, documents, reports, or other informa-
tion received or sent by the Administrator
or (2) the results of any drinking water
gquality analyses or other information per-
taining to drinking water quality possessed
by the Administrator shall be made avallable
to the public upon identifiable request, and
at reasonable cost unless such information
may not be publicly released under the
terms of subsection (b) of this section.

(b) (1) The Administrator or any officer or
employee of the Agency or the Council estab-
lished under section 7 of this Act shall not
disclose any information which concerns or
relates to a trade secret referred to in section
1905 of title 18, United Siates Code, except
that such information may be disclosed by
the Administrator—

(A) to other Federal government depart-
ments, agencies, and officlals for official use,
upon request, and with reasonable need for
such information;

(B) to committees of Congress having
jurisdiction over the subject matter to
which the information relates;

(C) in any judicial proceeding under a
court order formulated to preserve the con-
fidentiality of such information without im-
pairing the proceeding;

(D) if relevant in any proceeding under
this Act, except that such disclosure shall
preserve the confidentiality to the extent
possible without impairing the proceeding;
and

(E) to the public in order to protect their
health, after notice and opportunity for
comment in writing or for discussion in
closed session within fifteen days by the
person to which the information appertains
(if the delay resulting from such notice and
opportunity for comment would not be det-
rimental to the public health).

In no event shall the names or other means
of identification of injured persons be made
public without their express written consent.

(2) Nothing contained in this section shall
be deemed to require the release of any in-
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formation described by subsection (b) of
section 552, title 5, United States Code, or
which is otherwise protected by law from dis-
closure to the public.

(¢) Any communication from a person to
the Administrator or any other employee
of the Environmental Proteéction Agency
concerning a matter presently under consid-
eration in & rulemaking or adjudicative
proceeding in the Environmental Protection
Agency shall be made a part of the public
file of that proceeding unless it is communi-
cation entitled to protection under subsec=-
tion (b) of this section.

FEDERAL FACILITIES

Sec. 19. (a) Except as provided for in sub-
section (b) of this section, each Federal de-
partment or agency having jurisdiction over
any building, installation, or other property,
which is or will be served by a federally
owned or maintained public water system,
shall comply with all national primary
drinking water standards prescribed under
section 4 of this Act and shall, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, comply with any
national secondary drinking water stand-
ard prescribed under such section.

(b) The Administrator may waive compli-
ance with the requirements of subsection
n(a) of this section, in whole or in part, upon
receiving information from the Becretary
of Defense or from the Secretary of the De-
partment in which the United States Coast
Guard is operating that such walver is in the
interest of national security. Upon the is-
suance of such a walver, the Administrator
shall publish in the Federal Register a notice
that the waiver was granted for good cause
shown by the Secretary of Defense or by the
Secretary of the Department in which the
United States Coast Guard is operating, in
the interest of national security, unless the
Administrator has been requested by the ap-
plicable Secretary to omit such publication
because it would be contrary to the interests
of national security.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS

Sec. 20. The authority of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to regulate
bottled drinking water under the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.8.C. 321,
et seq.) shall be repealed on the effective
date of initial national primary drinking
water standards pertaining to bottled drink-
ing water under section 4 of this Act.

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR APPROPRIATIONS

Bec. 21. In additlon to the authorizations
contained in sections 8, 9, 10, and 11, there
are hereby authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary, but not to
exceed #$6,000,000, $8,260,000, and $9,750,000
for the fiscal years ending on June 30, 1973,
June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975, respectively,
for the purposes and administration of the
Act.

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Corron). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1973

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order, the Chair lays be-
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fore the Senate H.R. 16705, the Foreign
Assistance and Related Programs Ap-
propriation 1973, which the clerk will
report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 16705), making appropriations
for foreign assistance and related programs
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill which had been reported from the
Committee on Appropriations with
amendments.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that my administrative
assistant be granted the privilege of the
floor during the consideration of the
pending measure.

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yleld
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on Foreign Operations I was assigned
to report the bill as recommended by the
committee to the Senate. I should say,
however, that I became chairman after
the untimely death of our late and be-
loved chairman of the full committee,
Senator Allen Ellender, and was not even
a member of the subcommittee at the
time of its hearings or when it reported
the original bill to the full committee on
June 26. Thus, the credit for this bill and
this report should go to the most distin-
guished former chairman of the subcom-
mittee, Senator WiLLiam PROXMIRE, who
has diligently and patiently handled the
detailed and comprehensive review of
foreign assistance which the subcom-
mittee undertook over the past 2 years.
He bore the burden and has been most
gracious and accommodating to me. I
have only within the past few Wweeks be-
gun my study of the complex issues in-
volved. I salute him for his strong and
forthright advocacy and significant ac-
complishments over the past 2 years, and
I extend to him my deep personal ap-
preciation for his willingness to handle
the bill both in committee, on the floor,
and in conference.

He will present the committee recom-
mendations which I will support.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

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

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, once again
this body is considering the annual ap-
propriation for the foreign aid program.
As we all know from the long debate
which accompanied action on the au-
thorization bill, including its defeat in
July, it remains a controversial but vital
part of our interests in the international
arena.

The bill now before us provides ap-
propriations for various foreign assist-
ance programs totaling $2,823,897,000.
This compares with the original budget
request of $5,163,024,000. However, for
committee purposes, deferred action on
four major items for which $2,251,000,-
000 was requested. Those items are: Re-
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lef assistance to the new nation of
Bangladesh, $100 million; grant military
assistance program, $780 million: secu-
rity supporting assistance, largely in
Southeast Asia, $844 million; and foreign
military credit sales, $527 million.

We took no final action on these items
because the legislation which authorizes
them only passed the Senate this past
Tuesday and the final authorization
levels have not yet been decided in a
conference between the Senate and the
House. I believe that deferral of these
items puts us in a much better position to
go to conference with the Appropriations
Committee of the other body. We will, of
course, be governed by the outcome of
the authorization conference and would
not exceed those levels in any event.

In many ways this appropriations bill
is probably one of the most complicated
pieces of legislation that the Congress
deals with each year. It provides funds
for development assistance—both bi-
lateral and multilateral, it includes a sub-
stantial amount of money for security
assistance activities carried out by the
Departments of Defense and State and it
provides funds for a number of humani-
tarian activities such as assistance to
Soviet Jewish immigrants and assistance
to other refugees, such as a large num-
ber of Cubans who now reside in this
country.

The committee this year held extensive
hearings on all aspects of the bill and
a great deal of credit goes to Senator
ProxmIire, the former subcommittee
chairman. The report recognizes that
there is room for improvement in the
administration of the bilateral foreign
assistance programs, but I am convinced
that these are not deep and serious
problems. I am equally convinced that
the current Administrator of AID is try-
ing as hard as he can to focus our inter-
est for bilateral development programs
on the major problems in agriculture,
education, nutrition, and population. To
continue this effort he needs our sup-
port. Indeed, the program could clearly
use more funds than the committee has
provided. This is particularly true in the
case of technical assistance. The com-
mittee agreed, however, to accept the
House-passed levels in anticipation that
further changes in this program would
be recommended to' the next Congress.

The commitiee made three significant
changes in the House appropriations
levels, Those were:

An increase of $50 million in world-
wide development loans to be used on
such terms and conditions that the Presi-
dent may determine only for disaster
relief in the Philippine Islands. I recog-
nize that the Philippines are going
through a difficult period at the moment,
but we felt that the tremendous destruc-
tion caused by the floods in July and
August justified this increase. Our new
subcommittee chairman and my col-
league from Hawaii, Senator INovUYE,
visited the Philippines and reported to
the Senate on the magnitude of the need.
The proposed U.S. contribution for this
effort would be approximately 25 percent
of the total estimated support expected
from external sources.

The committee agreed to increase the
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level of funds for UNDP and other UN
organizations to the budget request of
$124,835,000. The bulk of this amount—
$90 million—would be allocated for the
UNDP. The United States has held its
voluntary contributions to this important
international development assistance
agency to $86 million in recent years. In
other words, while other governments
have continued to increase their volun-
tary contributions, the United States has
remained the same. With the changes
being made in the administration of the
UNDP by its new head, Rudolph Peter-
son, I am convinced that this modest in-
crease will be used effectively.

The committee also provided the full
level of the request for population pro-
grams—$125 million, an increase of $25
million over the House level. This impor-
tant program was discussed a great deal
in the committee and although it was
agreed that the United States should
continue to extend the highest priority
to this type of assistance, the subcommit-
tee will review this program intensively
during its hearings on the fiscal year
1974 budget request.

There are other areas where additional
funds were justified such as the Indus
Basin Development fund and, as I men-
tioned before, the technical assistance
accounts. However, I am hopeful that
AID will be able to accommodate its
needs within the funds appropriated in
this bill or, if necessary, seek additional
funds in the supplemental request which
will come before the new Congress next
spring.

The committee reaffirmed the Sen-
ate’s support for each of the interna-
tional financial institutions and pro-
vided the full amount requested in the
President’s budget. I am pleased that the
United States has taken the necessary
action to insure the continued flow of
funds to the International Development
Association and that new life is again
being breathed into that institution. As
a Member of this body representing our
outpost in the Pacific, I am particularly
pleased that the committee approved the
$100 million request for the Asian De-
velopment Bank. Although a new and
growing organization, it is doing an ex-
cellent job of meeting the needs of many
of the countries of Asia in cooperation
with other international donors. I am
also pleased that the committee recom-
mended the full amount of the request
for the Inter-American Bank.

I would hope that the Senate will con-
sider and quickly pass this bill today. We
all recognize that it is late in our leg-
islative year; that many of us are ac-
tively engaged in election campaigns and
that we would like to adjourn as soon as
possible. However, in the interest of the
many millions of people in the less-de-
veloped countries who benefit from the
funds provided in this bill, I urge that
the funding levels recommended in this
bill be maintained and that we resolve
any outstanding differences in a con-
ference as soon as possible.

Again, Mr. President, I commend Sen-
ator ProxmIre for his role as subcommit-
tee chairman and Senator Inou¥yE for his
initiatives and the interest he has taken
since he has replaced Senator PROXMIRE.

Mr, INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield
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to the Senator from Wisconsin such time
as he may desire.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr., President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the commitiee amendments be
considered and agreed to en bloec and
that the bill as thus amended be re-
garded for the purpose of further amend-
ment as original text, provided that no
point of order shall be considered to have
been waived by reason of this order.

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

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 2, at the beginning of line 22,
strike out “$105,000,000" and insert
“$124,835,000".

On page 3, line 2, after “section 291",
strike out “$100,000,000: Provided, That
no other funds appropriated or made
available under this Act shall be used for
the purposes of such section during the
current fiscal year” and insert “$125,-
000,000

On page 3, after line 23, strike out:

Refugee relief assistance (Bangladesh):
For necessary expenses to carry out the pro-
visions of section 481, $75,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, after “$165,000,000”,
strike out “together with such amounts
as are provided for under section 203, all
such amounts”; and, in line 6, after the
word “expended”’, insert a colon and
“Provided, That no part of this appro-
priation shall be used to initiate any
project or activity which has not been
justified to the Congress.”

On page 4, line 10, after “‘section 201",
strike out “$350,000,000" and insert
“$400,000,000, of which amount $50,-
000,000 shall be available only for Philip-
pine disaster relief,”; in line 12, after the
amendment just above stated, strike out
“together with such amounts as are pro-
vided for under section 203, all such
amounts”; and, in line 14, after the word
“expended”, insert a colon and “Pro-
vided, That no part of this appropriation
shall be used to initiate any project or
activity which has not been justified to
the Congress.”

On page 4, after line 24, strike out:

Unobligated balances as of June 30, 1972,
of funds heretofore made available under
the authority of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as amended, except as otherwise
provided by law, are hereby continued avail-
able for the fiscal year 1973, for the same
general purposes for which appropriated and
amounts certified pursuant to section 1311 of
the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 18955,
as having been obligated against appropria-
tions heretofore made under the authority
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, for the same general purpose as
any of the subparagraphs under “Economic
Assistance” and “Security Supporting Assist-
ance”, are hereby continued available for the
same period as the respective appropriations
in such subparagraphs for the same general
purpose: Provided, That such purpose relates
to a project or program previously justified to
Congress and the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate are notified prior to the reobliga-
tion of funds for such projects or programs.
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On page 5, after line 18, strike out:
MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Military assistance: For necessary expenses
to carry out the provisions of section 503
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, including administrative expenses
and purchase of passenger motor vehicles for
replacement only for use outside of the Unit-
ed States, $730,000,000: Provided, That none
of the funds contalned in this paragraph shall
be available for the purchase of new auto-
motive vehicles outside of the United States.

Regional naval training: For necessary
expenses to carry out the provisions of sec-
tion 504(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, $2,600,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

On page 6, after line 6, strike out:
SECURITY SUPORTING ASSISTANCE

Security supporting assistance: For nec-
essary expenses to carry out the provisions
of section 531 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as amended, $750,000,000: Provided,
That no part of this appropriation shall be
used to initiate any project or activity which
has not been justified to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds appropriat-
ed under this paragraph, not less than $50,-
000,000 shall be allocated to Israel: Provided
jurther, That the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to this paragraph
shall be available notwithstanding the pro-
visions of sections 534, 535, and 536 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,

On page 7, line 16, after the word
“exceed’, strike out *“$5,000,000” and
insert “$11,000,000".

On page 9, after line 14, strike out:

Sec. 107. Of the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to this Act, not
more than $9,000,000 may be used during the
fiscal year ending Jume 30, 1973, in carry-
ing out research under section 241 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended.

On page 9, at the beginning of line 20,
change the section number from ‘108"
to “107".

On page 10, at the beginning of line 1,
change the section number from “109”
to “108".

On page 10, at the beginning of line
17, change the section number from
“110” to “109",

On page 10, at the beginning of line 24,
change the section number from “111™
to “110”.

On page 11, after line 2, strike out:

Sec. 112. No part of any appropriations
contained in this Act may be used to provide
assistance to Ecuador, unless the President
determines that the furnishing of such
assistance is important to the national inter-
est of the United States.

On page 11, after line 7, strike out:

Sec. 113. The funds appropriated or made
available pursuant to this Act shall be avail-
able notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 10 of Public Law 91-672 and notwith-
standing the provisions of section 655(c) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended.

On page 11, after line 12, insert a new
section, as follows:

Sec. 111. It is the sense of the Congress
that excess foreign currencies on deposit
with the United States Treasury, having been
acquired without the payment of dollars,
should be used to underwrite all local costs
of United States foreign assistance programs.
Therefore, none of the funds appropriated
by this title shall be used to acquire, directly
or indirectly, foreign currencles or forelgn
credits from non-United States Treasury
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sources when there is on deposit in the
United States Treasury excess foreign cur-
rencies having been acquired without pay-
ment of dollars unless such acquisition has
been previously justified to the Appropria-
tlons Committees of the Senate and the
House of Representatives.

On page 11, after line 24, insert a new
section, as follows:

Sec. 112. No part of any appropriation made
under this title shall be used for continuing
public safety programs of the Agency for
International Development except for an
amount not to exceed $4,000,000 to continue
the operation of the Agency for International
Development’s International Police Academy
in Washington, District of Columbia, and
necessary direct student costs,

On page 12, after line 6, insert a new
section, as follows:

Sec. 113. No part of any appropriation made
under this title may be used to pay that por-
tion of a student maintenance allowance pro-
vided to or for a student attending a United
States institution, out of funds made avail-
able to or for the Agency for International
Development, which exceeds the amount of
the student maintenance allowance estab-
lished by the Department of State to be pro-
vided to or for a student at the same institu-
tion.

On page 12, after line 14, insert a new
section, as follows:

Sec. 114. Of the funds made available under
this title, not to exceed $143,200,000 shall be
expended for compensation for personnel of
the Agency for International Development.

On page 12, after line 18, strike out:
TITLE II—FOREIGN MILITARY CREDIT
SALES

FOREIGN MILITARY CREDIT SALES

For expenses not otherwise provided for,
necessary to emable the President to carry
out the provisions of the Foreign Military
Sales Act, $450,000,000: Provided, That of the
funds appropriated under this paragraph, not
less than $300,000,000 shall be allocated to
Israel.

On page 13, line 1, change the Title
number from “III” to “II".

On page 13, line 7, strike out “$81,000,-
000 and insert “$88,027,000".

On page 13, line 14, after “5 U.S.C.
3109, strike out $145,000,000” and insert
“$161,000,000".

On page 15, line 2, after the word “Op-
erations”, strike out “$418,380,000” and
insert “$836,760,000".

On page 15, after line 9, insert:

BUBSCRIPTION TO ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

For payment by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury of a United States contribution to the
Consolidated Special Funds of the Asian De-
velopment Bank, $100,000,000, to remain
avallable until expended.

On page 15, line 15, change the Title
number from “IV" to “III".

On page 17, line 3, change the Title
number from “V” to “IV”,

On page 17, at the beginning of line 4,
change the section number from “501”
to 401",

On page 17, at the beginning of line 8,
change the section number from “502"
to “402".

On page 18, at the beginning of line 5,
change the section number from “503”
to “403".

On page 18, after line 7, strike out:

Sec. 504. None of the funds herein appro=
priated for the “International Financial In-

stitutions” and the “United Nations Develop-
ment Program' shall be available to assist
in the financing of any project or activity
the expenditures for which are mot subject
to audit by the Comptroller General of the
United States.

On page 18, after line 13, strike out:

Sec. 505. None of the funds herein appro-
priated for the “International Financial In-
stitutions” and the *United Nations Develop-
ment Program” shall be available to assist in
the financing of any project or activity for
which detailed justification is not available
to the United States Senate and House of
Representatives.

On page 18, after line 19, strike out:

Sec. 506. None of the funds appropriated
or made available pursuant to this Act for
carrying out the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, may be used to provide
loans, credits, financial and investment as-
sistance, or insurance guarantees on sales to
or investments in any nation which requires
payment in excess of §50 or its equivalent for
exit visas, exit permits, or for the right to
emigrate.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I wish
to say what a pleasure it has been to work
with the distinguished Senators from
Hawaii on this bill. There is no Member
who is more popular in the Senate and
elsewhere than the distinguished Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. InouYE). I have enjoy-
ed very much working with him in the
past, but that is especially true in con-
nection with this bill, which is a very
difficult matter. He was not a member of
the subcommittee but he showed ex-
traordinary understanding of the issues,
which was a surprise to me and I am
sure to other members of the committee.
And certainly working with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
Fong), the ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, it is always a real plea-
sure. He is a man of good temper and
humor, as well as outstanding ability.

I have an amendment to the bill which
I will present in a minute. Before that
I want to outline some of the changes in
the bill which I think are significans.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for 30 seconds?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to join with
the Senator in extending my congratula-
tions to both Senators from Hawaii for
having managed this bill.

I have just been reading the report,
and I was particularly impressed by the
decision to leave out unauthorized items.
This has been a matter of controversy.
The committee left out matters of mili-
tary appropriations which are not au-
thorized. I think that is a good precedent.
I hope it may contribute to the reestab-
lishment of some control in the Senate
and the Congress.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator.
There was no question in the committee
that we should do this. We discussed it.
There was some concern expressed on
the part of some members of the com-
mittee, but we wanted to support the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas,
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, by not acting on any of these
items until his committee and the cor-
responding committee in the House had
worked their will.

Foreign assistance will probably never
be popular but from my 2 years as chair-
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man of this subcommittee, it is not diffi-
cult for me to understand why the U.S.
aid program has such a tenuous hold on
its continued existence and why so many
of its one-time strongest supporters have
deserted it. For example:

First, U.S. foreign assistance in the ag-
gregate is weighted in favor of military
and security related assistance by rough-
ly 6.2 to 3.5, and I have reason to believe
that that ratio minimizes the military
side.

Second, economic assistance favors the
“haves” rather than the “have nots.”

Only a pittance—less than 10 per-
cent—goes to education.

As little as 2 to 3 percent of our bilat-
eral assistance benefits the small farm-
ers who comprise 70 to 80 percent of the
population of most of the emerging na-
tions. Dr. Peter Dorner, Senate hearings,
pages 621-58.

The negative image presented by our
public safety program and the unknown
cover it presents for activities not even
known to this subcommittee detracts
from many of our economic and seli-
help programs.

Interest rates to ultimate users of de-
velopment loan credits ranges upwards
of 20 percent and more per year in many
instances although U.S. contributions to
the development banks are outright gifts
and the institutional and bilateral loans
themselves carry an interest rate in the
2 to 3 percent range.

Third, under broad grants of transfer
authority and with no country-by-coun-
try allocations or ceilings only the ulti-
mate totals in this bill have any real
meaning, and it is readily apparent to
even the uninitiated that the Congress
has no effective or meaningful control
over the ultimate use of the funds appro-
priated.

With these thoughts in mind, the
committee bill contains some half
dozen amendments designed to tighten
our controls over the funds appropriated
in this bill. I believe that such reforms,
controls and limitations as are repre-
sented by these amendments are abso-
lutely essential if the U.S. foreign assist-
ance program is to survive, but it is clear
that they will be fought by the agencies
concerned.

As T say, the bill contains some—but
by no means all—of the controls and new
directives which I believe are needed.

In the way of new congressional con-
trols we recommend:

First, elimination of automatic reap-
propriation of prior-year balances
amounting to something over a quarter
of a billion dollars. This will cause the
full effect of resources provided to be re-
flected in new obligational authority as
is the case in this bill.

Second, new requirement to use excess
foreign currency for local costs unless
the use of U.S. dollars is justified to the
Congress.

Third, extending to Alliance for Prog-
ress and development loans the require-
ment that no new program be initiated
without prior justification to Congress.
This provision is carried by the House for
technical assistance and supporting as-
sistance and is designed to preclude
“after the fact” notifications such as we
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saw in a development loan for Malta in
fiscal year 1973 and military grant aid
to South America in fiscal year 1972.

Fourth, requiring AID to bring its stu-
dent maintenance payments in line with
State Department payments, They now
exceed these and U.S. student mainte-
nance averages by some 20 percent.
There is no justification for this.

Fifth, provides an over-all ceiling for
monitoring all AID personnel compensa-
tion. The ceiling is the full amount re-
quested by AID for fiscal year 1973. This
has been badly needed for a long time.

The report contains language request-
ing the legislative committees to con-
sider reducing present broad authority to
transfer between appropriation accounts
and to review the necessity for maintain-
ing a separate appropriation account for
administrative expenses. It also directs
the Agency for International Develop-
ment to advise the committee of repro-
gramings and that next year’s congres-
sional presentation include a breakout
by country of large undistributed
amounts and regional requests.

I tried very hard to provide country-
by-country limitations, so that Congress
would really control foreign aid, but I
was not successful. We had a split vote
in the subcommittee, and it was not
pressed in the full committee. My under-
standing is that in the future the Sena-
tor from Hawaii (Mr. INoUuYE) may be
interested in pursuing this.

The report also contains language re-
quiring AID to reevaluate its use of ap-
propriated funds for the hiring of house-
hold servants for its officials overseas.

Mr. President, it makes no sense, in

a day when very few people have serv-
ants, for the taxpayer to provide serv-
ants for AID officials who have incomes
of $20,000 or $30,000 a year and can af-
ford their own servants. This will be
reevaluated and considered in the future.

In addition, the subcommittee in-
cluded a prohibition against continua-
tion of AID’s public safety program. This
action reaffirms the position of the full
Senate last year—by a vote of 37 to 34.
The public safety program stigmatizes
the whole AID effort and needlessly in-
terjects the United States in what are
and should be local affairs,

However, there was a compromise on
this in committee, in which the Police
Academy was permitted to continue and
in which necessary student costs not to
exceed $4 million per year was provided.
However, the bulk of the money, some
$14 million, was eliminated.

Insofar as dollar recommendations are
concerned, the subcommittee equals or
exceeds the House allowance in every
authorized item providing for the full
budget request for the international de-
velopment banks. This in itself is some
half billion dollars over th: House al-
lowance.

The subcommittee restored House cuts
in population control, contributions to
international organizations, and the
Peace Corps.

The committee followed the recom-
mendation of the Senate leadership in
leaving out all unauthorized items.

And finally, the committee—for the
first time—documents total U.S. foreign
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assistance at more than $10 billion and
points out what President McNamara
of the World Bank said Monday in his
address to the International Monetary
Fund now meeting here in Washington—
namely, that aid money simply does not
trickle down to those levels of the poor
who need it most—again less than 10
percent of economic aid for education
and 3 to 4 percent of direct benefit to
small farmers.

Mr. President, here it is—not nearly
all I had hoped for and more money than
I think has been justified—and my
amendment will address this—but under
the circumstances it represents my best
efforts to deal prudently and responsibly
with this most difficult program.

Let me say that the clerk of the sub-
committee, Bill Jordan, is a man who
has contributed enormously to a difficult
bill. I do not know how he does it, espe-
cially since, until recently, he was also
the clerk of the District of Columbia
Subcommittee. I served as chairman of
both those subcommittes. He is extraor-
dinarily skilled, able, tactful, and under-
standing. He is a man who works very
hard, and does one of the best jobs, in
my experience, of anybody on the staff
of the Appropriations Committee or oth-
er committees.

Mr. President, I send an amendment
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment, as follows:

On page 15, line 3, strike out “$836,760,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$418,380,000".

On page 15, strike out lines 10 through 14.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, my
amendment would do two things. No. 1,
it would cut back funds for the Inter-
American Development Bank by $418
million. It would cut the amount recom-
mended by the committee and requested
by the administration in half. It would
cut it back to the figure appropriated by
the House.

No. 2, it would take out $100 million
provided by the committee for the Asian
Development Bank and bring that in
accordance with the House recommenda-
tion.

I know that there are strong arguments
in favor of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank and the Asian Development
Bank, but I think under present circum-
stances, in which we have budget deficits,
adverse balance of payments, and par-
ticularly in view of the fact that this
body is going to be confronted with a
ceiling on spending of $250 billion, which
in all likelihood is going to be adopted,
we are going to have to cut the budget
ourselves or pass the buck to the Pres-
ident to cut what he wants to cut.

I think the President would agree that
we should make those cuts. I think we
should stand up like men and establish
our own priorities. If we do that, this is
certainly where, in view of votes in the
past in the Senate, we might make a
reduction. In doing that, we will be pro-
tecting our own programs that we have
passed and that we hope will be funded.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.
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Mr, FONG. Mr. President, in hearing
the amendment read, I think it related
only to the sum of some $800 million, but
when the distinguished Senator spoke,
he also spoke about the Asia Development
Bank, which is an item of $100 million.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The latter part of it
relates to page 15, striking out lines 10
through 14, as well as making the $418
million reduection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator desirous?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield time on my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator asking that these amendments
be considered en bloc?

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is fine. It will
take longer, but it will strengthen my
position. I am delighted that the Senator
from New York objected. I would have
liked to accommodate the Senate, even
though it would have weakened my posi-
tion. The objection of the Senator from
New York is a big help. I do not know
if he intended to do that, but I thank
him for doing it. Let me say that the
Senator from Wisconsin finds it very
hard—and I know that few Senators do
not find it so, some 20—to justify voting
against revenue sharing, which would
benefit our people, and yet vote for an
increase in foreign aid. In foreign aid
we are helping people in other countries
and not people in our own States.

Just a few moments ago we had a
substantial majority voting against an
amendment which would have provided
eyeglasses and dentures for elderly peo-
ple. I voted against it because I could not
agree with that——

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, I am glad to
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island,
who offered the amendment.

Mr. PELL. I would like to point out that
the majority of Senators voted for it un-
til the count came up, and then it was
found that, by gum, this excellent
amendment had passed, and the bi-
partisan leadership, who had a different
view of priorities than I do in the matter,
made sure the votes were reversed.

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Rhode Island is, of course,
correct.

This is an amendment all of us would
like to have voted for. We could certainly
make an excellent case for it in our
States. It is hard for me to go back to the
State of Wisconsin and say, “I voted
against your eyeglasses and the dentures
you need” to people who have pitifully
inadequate incomes, and have difficulty
getting three meals a day, “but I turned
around and voted hundreds of millions of
dollars above the House of Representa-
tives for these international banks.”

Mr. President, it is not as if these funds
go to very poor people. It is documented
in the record that only 2 to 3 percent of
the funds go to small farmers, and that
only between 10 and 15 percent goes for
education.

That is what turned me against foreign
aid. I am reluctant to vote against a for-
eign economic aid bill, but I am going to
vote against the bill, because I am con-
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vinced that under present circumstances
we just cannot afford it.

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

Mr, PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As Senators know,
I and other people, and I thought the
administration was of this view, thought
that we were going to increase multi-
lateral aid and cut down on bilateral aid.
I think we were making progress in that
respect, but as a matter of fact, as a re-
sult of strenuous efforts on the part of
the administration, we did not cut back
on the bilateral.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Yes; I wanted to cut
the bilateral and emphasize a multilater-
al program. Under the circumstances, I
do not think I have any alternative ex-
cept to—

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have great sym-
pathy with the Senator. I have always
supported the multilateral program. In
fact, I have taken the lead, in the com-
mittee, on increasing it, in view of the
fact that I thought we would move in
that direction and not the other.

But in view of the Senate’s action in
increasing it $370 million on the floor
above what the committee reported, and
these bilateral amounts are not going
down, I am put in a very difficult position
not to vote for the Senator’s amend-
ments, because the other part of the
bargain has not been lived up to.

If we are going to vote for any aid at
all, I think this is the way to do it,
through the Export-Import Bank and
the other two international banks. But
if we are going to be foolish enough to
increase the other aid, I am constrained
to feel the way the Senator does.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is right; I do
not think we can have it both ways.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is vers
sad to continue to increase this bilateral
aid, which has caused so much trouble
for us. It will be very embarrassing for
me to support the Senator, because time
and again I have said this is the way to
do it. But under the circumstances I am
almost going to have to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. President, I would like to point
out that the overall foreign aid program
is $10.1 billion. We have documented it.
It has gone up each year since 1971. It
was $8.7 billion in 1971 and $9.7 in 1972,
and now it is $10.1 billion and that does
not include the Export-Import Bank.

Furthermore, the President’s request is
way up over that of his first year in office.
It is up by $1.1 billion. Economic aid, in
the narrow sense—I am not talking about
all the economic aid, but the economiec
aid in this particular bill—is up $400
million, and military aid up $885 million.

The program is funded in more than
40 countries throughout the world. We
tried to limit it; I wanted very much to
limit it to 20 countries. We have not been
able to do that; and we fund countries
everywhere throughout the world—as I
say, some 40 countries.

Furthermore, as I have pointed out, the
loans by these banks go for big projects.
Day after day in the hearings we had
this documented. Only 10 to 15 percent,
of total aid, as I say, goes for education.
I quote from the committee report, on
page 14:

“New"” directions and “major" reforms in
U.S. foreign assistance were proposed by the
President in April, 1971. But new priorities
do not seem to include education because
there is a slight decline in the proportion
of U.S. loans and grants for education and
tralning in fiscal years 1972 and 1973. Behind
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the dollar figures and proportions is a story
of grossly inadequate attention to education.
For all of Asia, a territory stretching from
Turkey to Korea and inhabited by almost two
billion people, the fiscal 1973 budget proposes
grants of $12.9 million for education and
training, or slightly more than the cost of
two F—4 Phantom jets.

The report goes on ito say:

Multilateral Ilending institutions have
shown a similar lack of concern with educa-
tional development. The table below shows
the proportion of funds loaned by the Inter-
national Development Association (IDA), the
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB),
and the Aslan Development Bank (ADB) for
educational purposes,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this table and another on our
bilateral program be printed in the Rec-
orp af this point.

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

EDUCATIONAL LOANS BY INTERMATIONAL FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS

[Dollars in millions)

Cumulative
Percent
all
loans Amount

1971

Amount

International Development
Association®_____ e

Inter- Armmean Da\relop—
ment Ban

Asian Deulopmenl Bank?_

$12 $40

168 67
124 “

1 Primarily d 1 to buildings and t for t
and vocational education at swondiry lavel.

1 Mainly for Inmm!y and secondary education physical
plants and ﬂ;l.l

3 Includes .g educahnn loans for techincal instilutes.

4 The most recent ADB education loan was approved in the
spring of 1972, and 2 other education loans are in the pipeline,

U.S. BILATERAL FOREIGN ASSISTANCE FOR EDUCATION AND MANPOWER TRAINING

[Dollar amounts in millions]

Fiscal year 1971

Fiscal year 1972

Fiscal year 1973

Total

Education,
loans

Region and category percent

Total  Education, =
grants percent

Total
grants

Education,

Total
I percent

Total
grants

Education, Education,

percent

Education, Total
percent loans

Latin America_.
Nonregional and othe

kL) 5296
30 93
a4 233

- 2.

3 $465
35 100
42 295

338
63
80

Total....

25 624

2711

25 o - 3

1 Total and re’glnnal ﬁ!ures erv:lude lati
for the category of “'Ed P trai

Mr. PROXMIRE. It shows the Asian
Development Bank at 5 percent, the In-
ternational Development Association as
6 percent, and the Inter-American De-
velopment Bank at only 4 percent.

Mr. President, these are subsidized in-
terest loans that we make at far below
the cost of money to the Treasury, and
they are reloaned in these foreign coun-
tries at up to 20 or 25 percent, the dif-
ference going to middleman banks. Of
course, it does strengthen the economy of
the countries concerned, but it does not
help the farmer who borrows money and
has to pay a very high interest rate, or
reduce the taxes the American taxpayer
pays to subsidize the interest rates shown
here.

Furthermore, these are “loans” in
name only. It will be a very long day in

 funds from devel

July before it is paid back. This money
never comes back. If the international
banks build up their capital, theoretically
we could claim our share, but we are not
going to, and we know that.

Also, Mr. President, I think what the
House has provided would amply support
the Inter-American Development Bank,
and we should leave the Asian Develop-
ment Bank, certainly far more than we
have in the past, to the prospering, af-
fluent country of Japan. Here is a coun-
try for which we provide the defense, at
the cost of billions of dollars to the
American taxpayer. The proportion of
their gross national product that they
provide for defense is about 1 percent.
Our proportion is 7 times that. I under-
stand that the Japanese are doing some-

tloans, The table is compiled from the AID fiscal year 1973

| presentation, using regional prog

what more with the Asian Bank. They
should, it seems to me, do a whale of a lot
better, and begin to get off our backs in
all these ways.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
the amendment, and I yield the floor.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I notice, on page 46
of the report, under the heading “Amer-
ican Schools and Hospitals Abroad,” the
following language:

This program has grown far afield and its
demands are almost beyond control. The
committee requests the legislative commit-
tees’ asslstance in redefining the goals of
the program, together with establishing firm
guidelines under which individual projects
can be justified and selected.
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Mr. President, I can only say that the
legislative committee tried to control
that program, but it is beyond control.
There are now more than 40 individual
institutions. Three years ago there were
none.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. Inouve) and I wanted to
bring down the amount of this program.
The committee put in the same amount
as the House, which is $25 million, but it
is hard to justify.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was wondering if
the Senator thinks there is any hope of
the legislative committee doing anything
about it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. We had hoped that
the legislative committee would be able
to help us on that. We have been as-
sured that the Senator from Arkansas
and others have been trying to work on
it.

Frankly, we are far over the budget
estimate. The budget estimate is only
$15 million, and we are up to $25 mil-
lion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator yielding time on the bill?

Mr. FONG. No, on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has no time on this amendment.

Mr. INOUYE. I yield my colleague from
Hawaii 5 minutes,

Mr, FONG. I have not used my time
on this amendment yet.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The time is con-
trolled by the manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
in opposition to the amendment is con-
trolled by the manager of the bill.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, this amend-
ment has two parts. First, it cuts down
the appropriation which the Appropria-
tions Committee made for the Inter-
American Development Bank from $836,-
760,000 to $418 million. The other part
knocks out the $100 million for the Asian
Development Bank.

This amount of money—$836 million—
is divided into three parts: $50 million
for paid-in capital, $336.76 million for
callable capital, and $450 million for the
fund for special operations.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FONG. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is my understand-
ing that the Senator from New York has
withdrawn his objection to having these
two amendments considered en bloec.

Mr. FONG. Yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the two amend-
ments be considered en bloe. I under-
stand that there is no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. FONG. I have no objection.

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

Mr. FONG. This sum is to be used for
the current replenishment of the capital
of the Inter-American Development
Bank., These funds are for hard loans
drawing largely on private market re-
sources based on guarantee capital.

Mr. President, these funds are loaned
to various countries at an 8-percent rate
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of interest. These funds are not given to
these countries. The money we appro-
priate for the ordinary capital and for
the callable capital is used for loans
which we call hard loans.

These loans are made at regular inter-
est rates. These loans are not grants.
These loans are repayable, and the in-
terest is repayable. The history of the
Bank reveals that these loans have made
money for the Bank. This is not a grant.
This is our contribution to the capital
of the Inter-American Bank.

The $50 million, which is to be the
paid in portion of the ordinary capital, is
the only money that is in-paid in form.
The $336.76 million callable is only a
guarantee; and the way it works is to
give to the Bank a guarantee; all the
member countries of the Bank subsecribe
to callable capital. This callable capital
serves as a guarantee for all the creditors
who lend money to the Bank. So the
bank, with a small, paid-in capital, to-
gether with a callable capital which is
not paid into the Bank, is able to secure
large sums of money from the public in
various countries to carry on the work
of a bank, of lending money at & market
rate of interest, which is currently 8
percent.

The other part of the bill calls for a
$450 million fund for special operations.
Only a few months ago, the Senate au-
thorized the payment of $450 million teo
the fund for special operations of Inter-
American Bank. The fund for special
operations will be out of loan funds be-
fore the end of this year.

Part of this program, Mr. President,
has already been cut back. The first in-
stallment request for $100 million for fis-
cal 1972 was cut to $50 million, and con-
sequently the United States did not sign
up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. FONG. I ask for an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. INOUYE. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the United
States has already missed the first two
installment dates, because we did not
appropriate this money. So the countries
had to get together again and agree on a
new signup date, and the new signup
date is December 31, 1972, As I have
stated, we have already missed two in-
stallment due dates. We have made
agreements with the other countries of
the hemisphere, and we have not been
able to keep the agreements.

While the International Development
Association has been kept going by ad-
vance contributions from other indus-
trialized countries, IDB does not have
such a fallback. This fund will be de-
pleted this year. Other counftries have
advanced money to the International
Development Association, but there is no
fallback on this particular special fund.

If this year's $450 million is cut, the
United States would be so far from con-
forming to the original agreement that
renegotiation would be unavoidable.
That means that we will have to get to-
gether again with the various member
countries, to renegotiate again. We have
been forced to renegotiate the due dates
several times because we have not been
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able to keep our commitments under the
agreement.

Since the Bank is considered by many
to be the key element of U.S. assistance
to Latin America, the United States
should give some assurance to the Bank
that we will keep our agreement; and I
oppose the cutting of the sum of $836
million to $418 million.

Mr. President, the administration
asked for a total of $837 million this fiscal
year for U.S. subscriptions and contri-
butions to the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank. If we have any concern at all
for our relations in the Western Hemi-
sphere, we should act promptly to ap-
propriate the amounts requested by the
administration.

My distinguished colleagues should re-
call that the contributions we are talk-
ing about today were negotiated with our
Latin American partners in the IDB by
Secretary of the Treasury David Ken-
nedy in April 1970. Now, 215 years later,
the administration has still not been
given the funds to permit the replenish-
ment of the fund for special operations
to come into effect.

Latin America has long since done its
part of the bargain. The U.S. contribu-
tions to IDB have been fully authorized.
Our bilateral loan programs for Latin
America have been cut to a fraction of
their former levels, ostensibly in faver
of greater reliance on the IDB. Yet,
here is the recommendation for cutting
IDE by a far deeper percentage than bi-
lateral loans. I say this does not make
sense and will impair our credibility in
Latin America for years to come.

I want to emphasize that the financial
situation of the fund for special oper-
ations will be extremely critical by the
end of this year when its hard currency
resources will be fully committed. Com-
mitments in 1973 will depend very largely
on what we do on this appropriation.
Without adequate new resources, the
ability to make new loans will be ham-
strung.

Loans which have been made by the
Inter-American Bank are as follows—
23.6 percent for agriculture, 18 percent
for transportation, 16.1 percent for
power, 15.8 percent for industry and
mining, 10.9 percent for water supply
and sewage, and 15.6 percent for educa-
tion, housing, and other.

The amounts of the Inter-American
Bank’'s contributions in the fields of
social development are in fact very sub-
stantial.

For example, in education, the Bank
has made a total of 57 loans for $208
million for education projects whose total
cost is $441 million. These loans are
helping to modernize, expand or improve
592 learning centers, of which 108 are
universities and 484 are vocational or
technical schools, with a total of 880,000
students.

Special emphasis is being placed in
these programs on improving a variety of
disciplines essential to Latin America’s
current development plans. A total of 29
percent of the loan funds are being ap-
plied to institutional development, 18
percent to engineering, 18 percent to the
natural sciences, 12 percent to the agri-
cultural sciences, 11 percent to technical
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and vocational education, 5 percent to the
social sciences, 6 percent to the health
field, and 1 percent to other educational
projects. Forty-five percent of the proj-
ect funds are being devoted to the pur-
chase of laboratory equipment and
library material, 39 percent to the con-
struction of buildings, 10 percent to im-
proving teaching or providing scholar-
ships and 6 percent to other items.

In water and sanitation, a total of 90
Bank loans amounting to $539 million
are helping to finance water supply and
sanitation projects whose total cost
amounts to $1,268 million. The loans are
helping to build or improve 4,254 pure
water systems, 326 sewage systems and
two city rain drainage systems. These
systems are benefiting a total popula-
tion in Latin America’s cities and coun-
tryside of 53 million persons. As of De-
cember 31, 1971, some 3,343 pure water
systems and 297 sewage systems had
been completed.

In urban development, a total of 48
Bank loans amounting to $358 million
are helping to finance urban develop-
ment projects whose total cost is $824
million. These loans are helping to build
some 362,813 housing units, along with
community facilities, as well as six mu-
nicipal markets. As of December 31,
1971, 308,935 of these units had been
completed.

Loans in these important social sec-
tors would have to be cut back drasti-
cally if we fail to provide the funds re-
quested.

Referring to the Asian Bank, the
United States has not kept up its com-
mitment in that sphere, also. In March
of this year, we authorized the payment
of $100 million, and the $100 million we
are appropriating in this bill is for that

purpose.

The distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin has stated that Japan, being an
affluent country, should contribute to
this program. Japan has contributed
$103 million already. Germany, which
is not in Asia, has contributed $18 mil-
lion. Canada has contributed $25 mil-
lion. Australia has contributed $10 mil-
lion. New Zealand has contributed $1
million. The United Kingdom has con-
tributed $14 million. Denmark has con-
tributed $2 million.

The Netherlands has contributed $2
million. Norway has contributed $2 mil-
lion. Belgium has contributed $2 million.

If we appropriate this $100 million, we
will just be meeting the amount that Ja-
pan has already conftributed, and our
sum will be only one-third of the total
amount which will be contributed.

The Asian Development Bank is a
regional development financial institu-
tion established in 1966. It lends funds,
promotes investments, and provides
technical assistance to its development
member countries; and, more generally,
it fosters economic growth and coopera-
tion in the Asian region, It has 37 mem-
bers, of which 23 are regional countries
and 14 are nonregional countries.

Mr. President, the $100 million which
the Appropriations Committee has put
into this bill is the sum necessary for us
to meet our long-standing commitment
to the 37 members of this Bank.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. FONG. I ask for 1 additional min-
ute.

Mr. INOUYE. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that all the other countries do
put up their money, it will be ill-advised
for us, especially when we say that we
expect to help with the development of
the Asian countries, to renege on our
commitment, which we in Congress reaf-
firmed a few months ago. I submit that
the elimination of the $100 million will
not be understood by our friends in the
Far East, who expect us to live up to our
commitments, especially when other
countries have lived up to their com-
mitments by contributing $200 million
already.

I therefore ask my colleagues to vote
against the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 5 minutes?

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes from the amendment and 1
minute from the bill to the Senator from
New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Fan-
NIN) . The Senator from New York is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I believe
that the Senate would be ill-advised to
vote for this amendment for the follow-
ing reasons:

We like to pretend or say that foreign
aid has not changed, but it has changed
materially in the most important element
of foreign aid, which is the participation
of other nations.

For example, as to the Asian Develop-
ment Bank, the fact is we are matching
Japan, which is the really new innova-
tion in the whole situation of foreign
aid. We are asked for $100 million. Japan
has already contributed $103 million. In
addition, there is an excellent chance
that if Japan is encouraged, Japan will
take over a major part of the financing
of development in the whole of Asia.

Encouragement means partnership
with the United States. Some may be
restless about this, but we must remem-
ber that we cannot do anything, and we
certainly do not want to do anything to
denigrate our position, which is a great
one in the world. That is just a fact of
history. We produce half of everything
produced in the world. We have a gross
national product of $1,200 billion—un-
heard of. That represents a mountain of
production such as man has never
dreamed of before.

Is it reasonable to expect that the
overwhelming majority of mankind,
which is poor, ill, has a short life ex-
pectancy, and is badly housed, will sit
around and let us enjoy this relative
position? I emphasize the word ‘rela-
tive,” because we have 15 percent of our
people, 30-odd million, who are poor
themselves but, relatively, we are a very,
very productive and afluent nation.

Is it logical to expect that the world
will permit it to remain in the precarious
situation it would be in if the only rich
man in the free world, relatively speak-
ing, says, “OK, boys. Essentially fend
for yourselves”?
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I like the idea of multilateral aid. We
have been phasing into that in an impor-
tant way, but if we are going to phase
into it effectively, phasing means that we
cannot get out of this business or ex-
pect a maximum of contributions from
others unless we make them ourselves.
‘We have been doing very well in this. For
example, with respect to the funding of
the Inter-American Development Bank,
funds for special appropriations, Latin
America has itself contributed $1 for
every $2 we contribute. That is a mate-
rial change from when it was $4 and
more in previous years.

Now, Mr. President, the fundamental
thing about foreign aid—and I have
argued it now for 24 years, ever since the
Greco-Turkish aid program in the other
body, which I supported and because Dr.
Eaton, then the sainted chairman of the
Foreign Affairs Committee, had to go
way down to me, one of the most junior
members, to find an assistant to help him
on the floor of the House—is that always,
Mr. President, in all of its permutations,
it had to be justified by the fact that
morally and realistically we cannot be
what we are in the world and, at the
same time, fail to pay a fair share of
what it takes to keep the world operating
with some remote semblance of order.
We could be as hotly engaged in many
places in the world, including the South
Atlantic, as we are now with respect to
Vietnam; and the price we pay is not
$80 billion in round figures in defense,
but some billions of dollars additional in
aid. It is as simple, in my judgment, and
as clearcut, as that, especially if we wish
to encourage multilateral organizations.
‘We have to do our part. It is not such an
overwhelming figure, either, when we
compare it to our gross national product.

Indeed, I had the opportunity, as a
Delegate to the United Nations General
Assembly, to commit the United States
to a 1 percent of our gross national prod-
uct target for all forms of foreign aid,
both from public and private sources.

Mr. President, a highly integral part of
everything we do is the increasing flow of
investments from private sourecs, which
is appreciable now, as well as that from
public sources.

So, Mr. President, the sheer facts of
history, as well as the participation of
other nations in the requirement of some
kind of stability in the world in which
we live, compel these expenditures upon
us.

In proportion to our expenditures for
defense, in my judgment, Mr. President,
they are reasonable and fair. If we
wanted to place this strictly on the basis
of the fact that we should not be doing
anything at all abroad because we have
so much to do here at home, then the
first thing we should do is to cut down
materially on our defense expenditures
which are so heavily involved in a num-
ber of bases and locations and responsi-
bilities that we carry around the world.

It has always been a strange anomaly
to me that those who would vote with
alacrity for stationing our forces in many
ways all over the world would, at the
same time, turn against the very mod-
est—in relation to defense expenditures
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and the gross national product—allo-
cations we make for foreign aid.

For all these reasons, and because we
realize we are coming up on a time when
other nations are pitching in—indeed,
many are doing much more in proportion
than we are—I believe that this amend-
ment should be defeated.

Mr, BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Hawaii yield?

Mr. INOUYE, Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. R1s1-
corr) . The Senator from Utah is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I should
like to add my voice to that of my col-
league from New York and the two Sen-
ators from Hawaii, and to express my
feelings that we have a great opportunity
now, at this particular time, to move
toward a substitution of economic and
engrossment partnerships both in Latin
America and in Asia, a substitution for
potential military pressures which we
should be very unwise to negleet.

Latin America has many problems
and we, the United States, are a part of
them. I think that there is no better way
by which we can demonstrate our unsel-
fishness and our hope for a solution of
those problems by increasing our invest-
ments in the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank. When we look abroad to Asia,
we are hopeful that we can withdraw
gradually and reduce our military com-
mitments in those areas. In order to do
that safely, we must increase our part-
nership with the free nations along the
Asian-Pacific coasts.

One of the ways in which we can help
is to make and leave substantial invest-
ments in the Asian Development Bank
through which its Asian managers can
increase the stability of the countries
whose military safety we have long been
interested in and to which we have con-
tributed so much.

Investments of this kind represent only
a fraction of the cost of military support
but potentially they can be wuseful in
helping these two great areas in the world
to solve their problems.

I hope very much that the amendment
will be defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I vield 3
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Virginia (Mr, Harry F. Byrp, JRr.)
on the bill.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I support the position of the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin and I
support the amendment that he has of-
fered.

‘What he proposes to do is to accept the
House figure of $418 million for the In-
ter-American Bank. The House had
nothing in the bill for the Asian Bank.
The amendment now pending would eli-
minate the figure of $100 million inserted
by the Appropriations Committee.

I just do not understand why the Ap-
propriations Committee would double the
amount previously approved by the
House for the Inter-American Bank.
When we add the three international
finaneial institutions to which this pend-
ing legislation will appropriate funds—
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namely, the Inter-American Bank, the
International Development Association,
and the Asian Development Bank—there
is a total in this one bill of $1,256,000,000.

The able Senator from Wisconsin
would reduce that by about $500 million.
I think that is a worthwhile propesal, I
do not see how this Congress can con-
tinue to vote out funds for every con-
ceivable project. Certainly we must start
cutting somewhere.

The Senator from Wisconsin has of-
fered an opportunity now to cut $500
million in round figures out of this for-
eign assistance program. The bill is still
too high.

I think the country would be rendered
a service if the amendment offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin were ap-
proved. *

I yield back the remainder of my 3
minutes.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes from the bill.

Like all of my colleagues, I am well
aware of the pleas of our constituents.
We want more help. We want better ed-
ucation. We want more and better high-
ways. We want better homes, better
parks.

I realize the needs of our people are
very great; but when the countries as-
sembled together many years ago to
establish these two banks, they did so
in recognition of one fact. I think all
of us should know that the major con-
tributors to these two banks are the
affluent nations of the world. These afflu-
ent nations must have concluded that if
their respective nations are to continue
in their afluence and are to continue
their level of development, they can only
do so in a world that is stable and that
is free from dissension. We cannot main-
tain stability by repression. The only
positive way to maintain stability is to
uplift the quality of life of the less fortu-
nate ones. This is the way that countries
of the affluent parts of the world have
gotten together.

In these two banks, we have made cer-
tain commitments. I think the commit-
ments should be fulfilled at this time. I
feel that in fulfilling these commitments,
we are doing so in the best interests of
the United States and of the free world.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
understand that I have 1 minute left on
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, let me
say in the first place in answer to the
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs)
that Japan does contribute substantially
to the Asian Development Bank and they
should. They contribute nothing to the
Inter-American Development Bank. They
are out of it. It seems to me that we
ought to recognize that not a word was
said in opposition to my amendment
and recognizing that this money does not
go to help the people of the world who
need it. Very little goes to education and
very little goes to the small farmer. It
goes to the big people, the people who
already have it made in the various
countries.

Finally, I would say that as far as com-
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mitments are concerned, the Senator
from Arkansas knows full well, as I do,
and all other Senators do, that these
measures are subject to appropriations.
Otherwise the Appropriations Commit-
tee might as well go out of business if we
automatically have to appropriate funds
for whatever commitments are made.
The Treasury Department and the banks
have made it clear over and over again
that these agreements are subject to ap-
propriations. All countries know that and
the Banks know that.

It was said, “Why not cut defense and
the domestic programs.” I am for that.
However, we have to exercise our own
judgment on priorities in the end. Other-
wise the $250 billion ceiling will take the
options away from us, and the President
will exercise his own authority.

I say that we ought to insist that the
Senate and the House of Representatives
determine our spending priorities. This
is the way to do it and this is the time
to do it.

Mr. President, I yield back whatever
time I have remaining.

‘Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, as I said
before, the only money that will come
from the Treasury of the United States
for the ordinary capital of the Inter-
American Bank will be $50 million which
will be paid in capital. The callable capi-
tal will not be paid in. It is in there as
a guarantee. The $450 million for the
fund for special operations will be paid
in the form of a letter of credit that will
only be cashed later as needed.

We have cut back our aid to Latin
America very drastically. And judging
by the Pearson report, we have stated
we will go into multilateral aid. This is
one way in which we can bolster up
multilateral aid and help our Latin
American brothers.

There simply is not any cushion in
this program. Cuts will be immediately
translated into reduced IDB lending
levels. And I do not believe IDB lending
levels can be summarily cut without
seriously affecting the economic growth
of Latin America. Useful projects are al-
ready in the FSO pipeline and the Bank
must have the means to carry them out.
This will not be possible unless we ap-
propriate the amounts recommended in
the bill now before us. I strongly urge
the Senate to do just that.

We must appropriate the full amount
so that they ean carry on their business.

Mr. President, for the Asian Bank, we
are just meeting, in faet, the sum put in
by Japan, $103 million. We are putting
in $100 million to meet the $103 million
already put in by Japan.

Mr. President, if we believe in helping
the countries everywhere, we should ap-.
propriate this $100 million.

I ask the Senators to vote against the
amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum with the time
to be taken out of neither side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded 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.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas
on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, per-
haps some Senators will come to the
floor while I am talking so that we can
get the yeas and nays. I will take just
a few minutes. There are not enough
Senators present at the same time for
the yeas and nays.

I want to say again that the Senator
from Wisconsin has had the lead in try-
ing to hold down the foreign aid pro-

gram,

This is one of the few items in the
legislation that I do support and have
supported. It is very embarrassing for
me to vote for it, because of my history
of trying to guide this program into the
multilateral field. I think I will keep that
record clear. I have to vote against the
amendment, although I regret doing so,
because the overall amount of this eco-
nomic assistance and the military—
which is not in here but will be, I pre-
sume, later when the authorization is
passed—has grown so large that it is be-
yond my comprehension how we can
continue to spend about as much or more
in destroying countries in Asia at the
same time we come in and plead about
our role in the world, of being construc-
tive.

Mr. President, we are spending, I sus-
pect, in the neighborhood of $10 billion
in destroying two little countries in
Southeast Asia, and will apparently con-
tinue to do so. Then in our very ambiva-
lent attitude, we come along and appro-
priate about the same or approximately
the same amount to rebuild countries.

It is one of the most schizophrenic
positions I have ever seen our country
in.

Mr. President, one other point about
the GNP. I get awfully tired hearing
about the GNP being productive. It is not
a margin of productivity in the sense we
use that word commonly.

It registers all the activity which has
increased recently in crime control, gar-
bage disposal, the kinds of ecological
things which have nothing to do with
the productivity of this country, in the
sense of producing goods that are useful
and that can be translated into this
program.

But every time this argument comes
up, we are faced with GNP. We have al-
lowed our productive capability to de-
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teriorate to the point, together with in-
flation, that we are not competitive with
couniries like Japan and counfries in
Europe.

I shall vote against the bill as a whole,
because it is too large, but I will not vote
for this amendment on principle.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for 2 minutes?

Mr. INOUYE. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
feel I must oppose this amendment. For
one thing, it would cut the funds for
the Inter-American Development Bank
in half. It practically breaks them as far
as funds for the remainder of the year
are concerned.

I think we are paying too much at-
tention to Southeast Asia and nbt enough
attention to our friends to the south and
in Latin America. I think we ignore
them, and because we ignore them all
of the difficulties that have arisen in that
part of the world are coming back to
haunt us.

Insofar as funds for the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank are concerned, I
hope they will not be cut. It has been
ignored too long.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have
just come to the Chamber and became
aware of the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin. I would like to recall
briefly the history of the development
of this Bank.

Senators may recall that in 1964 and
1965 President Johnson delegated Mr.
Eugene Black, the first President of the
World Bank, to take part in negotia-
tions for the establishment of the Asian
Development Bank, I think everyone
here is acquainted with his ability and
his efforts in its behalf.

In 1965, the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SymmweTon) and I were appointed
as a delegation to attend the conference
with Mr. Eugene Black at the time the
charter was signed. The charter was
signed by the United States and ap-
proved by the Senate. Congress at that
time made the pledge of capital stock in
the Asian Development Bank and that
pledge was approved by the Senate, and
the authorization has been approved by
the Senate.

At a later time a much more debatable
question, the subsecription of operational
funds, was discussed and the authoriza-
tion was recommended by the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and this was
approved by the Senate and the House.

Great interest has been shown in this
Bank. There has been substantial par-
ticipation by Japan even greater than
that of the United States, participation
by other Asian countries and Europaen
countries such as Great Britain and
Germany.

I believe that it is very important for
our country to continue to show its in-
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terest and participate in the development
of these countries in Asia.

I wish to make one other point. There
has been great criticism by many upon
the adverse effects of the military action
of the United States in Asia. I think it is
important that the United States con-
tinue its support and interest in the con-
structive work we do in that part of the
world to help Asian countries and to help
their peoples. I think it would be very bad
at this time for the United States to re-
nounce the position it has previously tak-
en to extend aid for development through
the Asian Bank and to turn its back
upon the great developing area of the
world. The Asian peoples and countries
have had great difficulties, because of
the war. To deny funds to the Asian Bank
would be a contradictory action to the
widely expressed view that U.S. efforts
should be turned toward constructive
help in Asia.

I hope very much this amendment will
be rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGoVERN), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MEeTcaLF), the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mrs. Ep-
warDs), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Myr. Harris), and the Senafor from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. JorpaN) and
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Mc-
GEeE) are absent on official business.

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ators from Colorado (Mr. ArrorT and
Mr. Dominick), the Senators from
Tennessee (Mr. Baker and Mr. Brock),
the Senator from New York (Mr. Buck-
LEY), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwWATER), the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. GriFrFinN), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. Hansen), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PErcY), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TowEgR) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Delaware (Mr.
Boges) is absent to attend the funeral of
a friend.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr.
StarrForp) and the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. TarFT) are absent on official business
to attend the Interparliamentary Union
meetings.

Also, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
Jorpan), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy), and the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are neces-
sarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PErcY), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THUrRMOND) and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. Tower) would
each vote “nay.”
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The result was announced—yeas 26,
nays 49, as follows:
[No. 480 Leg.]
YEAS—26

Eastland
Ervin
Gambrell

Allen
Bible
Burdick
Byrd, Gurney
Harry F., Jr. Hartke

Byrd, Robert C. Hollings
Cannon Long
Cranston Magnuson
Eagleton MeClellan

NAYS—49

Fulbright
Gravel

Nelson
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicofl
Roth
Spong
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge

Aiken
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Brooke
Case
Chiles
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dole
Fannin
Fong

Muskie
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Stevens
Stevenson
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Kennedy
Mansfield
Mathias
Miller
Mondale
Montoya
Moss

NOT VOTING—25

Griffin Mundt
Hansen Percy
Harris Sparkman
Jordan, N.C. Stafford
Jordan, Idaho Taft
McGee Thurmond
McGovern Tower

Allott
Anderson
Baker
Boggs
Brock
Buckley
Dominick
Edwards MecIntyre

Goldwater Metcalfl

So Mr. ProxMIRE's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T ask
for the yeas and nays on passage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment was
rejected.

Mr. PASTORE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall be
very brief, but I do have to establish this
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields to the Senator from New York?

Mr. INOUYE., Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from New York 3 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, Senators
will notice that, by action of the Appro-
priations Committee, provisions under
security supporting assistance which had
passed the House were stricken out com-
pletely, and provisions under military
sales, under title II, foreign military
credit sales, were stricken out as they
passed the House.

I have discussed this matter with the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. Inouve) and
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
ProxMIre), with especial relation to the
particular provisos which were made in
both appropriations in the House respect-
ing Israel, as well as the appropriations
generally, and they have assured me that
all they are waiting for is the authoriza-
tion bill, that they did not wish to under-
cut the conference on the authorization
bill, and that the appropriate provisions
will be made.

I asked whether I should seek to in-
clude a provision of $85 million instead
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of $50 million under supporting assist-
ance, which is what the Senate voted.
They advised against it, and I have taken
their advice, but I would greatly appre-
ciate something on the record to indi-
cate the situation, the reason for their
action, and what assurance we may have
in now passing the bill.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, the
statement of the Senator is completely
correct. The Appropriations Committee
did omit the unauthorized items, on the
suggestion of the leadership as a matter
of fact. I feel very strongly, and I know
other members of the Appropriations
Committee do, that we should provide
the $85 million for Israel and the $300
million for Israel, and that we should
not go back to the House level.

It is my understanding that when we
go to conference, the items that have not
been authorized will be subject to the
conference. We will wait until the au-
thorizing committees act, as we should,
out of courtesy, recognizing that they
have their own discretion, and only then
will we proceed to act on the appropria-
tion.

Mr,. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. FONG. I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. President, in connection with the
Export-Import Bank of the TUnited
States, the Appropriations Committee
report—page 98—on the pending bill
cites the conclusions of Douglas R. Bohi
in his recent study of the Bank.

I wish to point out to my colleagues in
the Senate that Dr. Howard S. Piquet, an
eminent international economist, has
written a report totally refuting the
analysis and conclusions of Mr. Bohi. Dr.
Piquet's report clearly indicates that the
activity of the Export-Import Bank has
played a major role in increasing exports
from the United States. I strongly sup-
port Dr. Piquet’s conclusions.

I ask unanimous consent that Dr. Pi-
quet's conclusions be printed in the REc-
orp at this point.

There being no objection, the conclu-
sions were ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

“ExPoORT CREDIT SUBSIDIES AND U.S. EXPORTS:
AN ANALYSIS OF THE U.S. EXIMBANK,"” BY
Dovcras R. Boar—A REPLY

(By Howard S. Piquet)
CONCLUDING REMARKS

It is incorrect to characterize the Exim-
bank as a subsidizing agency. Throughout its
existence it has been borrowing funds from
the U.S. Treasury and the private capital
market at rates of interest lower than the
rates which it charges its borrowers, except
for brief periods over the past few years,
when interest rates skyrocketed and it paid
a slightly higher rate to the Treasury than
its lending rate. This phenomenon resulted
from the fact that the Eximbank has been
following a policy of charging a standard
rate of 6 percent on its loans. The average
rates paid on its borrowings in the private
capital] market have always been lower than
its lending rate,

Because of the differential between its
borrowing rate and its lending rate the Ex-
imbank is a highly profitable Institution and
it has been paying substantial dividends to
the U.S. Treasury which, on behalf of the
Government, holds all of its $1 billion of
capital stock. It is misleading, therefore, to
assert that American taxpayers are spending
huge sums through the Eximbank to stimu-
late U.S. exports.
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The Exibank also provides a large and
increasing volume of guarantees and insur-
ance. It is a true bank which has been cre-
ated for the purpose of facilitating exports
with respect to credits, guarantees and in-
surance so as to place U.S. exports on a
competitive footing with exports by other
countries. International "“credit wars” have
been avoided through regular consultations
held under the auspices of the Berne Union.

Efforts to prove that the activities of the
Eximbank have not stimulated U.S. exports
have been unsuccessful because there are
too many variables of equal importance to
isolate the effects of any one of them, includ-
ing credit financing. Professor Bohl has dem-
onstrated this impossibility by his mathe-
matical equations. For the same reason, it
is impossible to demonstrate mathematically
that Eximbank activities have stimulated
exports.

There is a strong presumption, however,
that Eximbank activities have had the ef-
fect of expanding U.S. exports. Numerous
banks, which according to Eximbank critics,
are supposed to be competitors of the Ex-
imbank, are on record to the effect that
were it not for Eximbank credits and guaran-
tees many exports would not have material-
ized.

As stated in my 1970 report:! “By the
nature of the phenomena, a positive cause-
effect relationship between Eximbank lend-
ing and increasing U.S. exports cannot be
‘proved’. Correlations between the percent-
age increase in the Eximbank's lending, on
a country-by-country basis, and U.8. exports
to those countries are so intertwined In a
maze of widely ranging variables that it is
not possible to show any convincing rela-
tionship. The volume of exports is so strongly
affected by the price relationships, rela-
tive degrees of inflation, rates of economic
growth, etc., that the effects of Eximbank
lending upon U.S. exports are hidden. Even
with respect to some of the less developed
countries In which there appears to be
something approaching a positive correla-
tion, s0 many variables are Involved that
any conclusion as to cause-and-effect re-
lationships is rendered meaningless, if T
no other reason than because the Eximbank
is only one of the institutions which en-
courages exports to, and development in,
those countries. Whether U.S. exports to any
glven country have expanded because of
Eximbank loans or because of the operations
of the Agency for International Develop-
ment or of the World Bank cannot be de-
termined.

“In the absence of statistical proof, almost
all that can be done is to ask those who are
in a position to know whether, in their
judgment, the activities of the Eximbank
and the FCIA have caused exports to be
larger than they otherwise would have been.

“In the course of preparing the present
report, the author talked and corresponded
with a large number of bankers and ex-
porters. In nearly every instance they have
been fully cooperative in answering ques-
tions and In volunteering information and
opinions regarding the Eximbank's proce-
dures and attitudes.”

Exporters and commerclal bankers alike
are enthusiastic in crediting the Eximbank
for stimulating exports. The reply of a rela-
tively small bank was typical in stating “We
are extremely pleased with the many new
provisions in the program ... they should
generate additional exports by making bank
financing more flexible and providing banks
with greater liquidity during periods of tight
money. ..."

Particularly enlightening was a letter re-
cently received by the Eximbank from an
important Danish importer stating that:

“As you may know, many of the major in-
dustrial countries such as the United King-

i Piquet, H. 8., op. cit., pp. 34-39.
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dom, Germany, Japan, Holland and others
offer state-assisted financing when non-na-
tional clients such as ourselves order heavy
equipment like ships, drilling rigs, ecranes,
machinery and so on.

“Accordingly, when we became aware of
the availability of favorable financing as of-
fered by the Export-Import Bank we gave
more serious consideration to sourcing from
the United States. The financing terms you
make available have played a major role in
our decision for the first time to order about
$50 million worth of such equipment from
the United States, whereas in the past we
have typically sourced such equipment from
other countries. Further, in the process, our
staffl is becoming aware of other procure-
ment opportunities in the United States
which we had not earlier had occasion to
encounter. We frankly doubt that we would
consider some of the U.S.A. procurement we
have just made, and are now planning, if
the financing you offer were not available.”

To curtail the Eximbank’s activities would
run the risk of retarding U.S. exports. Simple
logic says that if there is a presumption that
the Eximbank has been doing a creditable
Job it should be allowed to continue to do
so, If it is to do so during a period of eco-
nomic expansion its powers should be en-
larged.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the distinguished former chair-
man of the subcommittee for his very
substantial contribution in moving to re-
store congressional controls to a program
which has gone too long without strong
and continuing congressional knowledge
of its true dimensions and without suffi-
cient congressional oversight.

I would like to add to the foundation
he has begun and would like to lay be-
fore the Congress and the agencies con-
cerned the course I intend to follow:

First. I feel that all foreign assistance
is inherently related and will accordingly
continue the practice of gathering and
reporting information on the total—by
country,

Second, I will insist that regional and
unallocated requests be broken down by
country in the annual congressional pres-
entation. Dr. Hannah has agreed that
this will be done—I suggest that the
Department of Defense follow this
course.

Third. As chairman of the subcommit-
tee I wish to be advised before any pro-
gram or activity, not justified for the
current year, is initiated.

Fourth. I will insist that excess for-
eign currencies on deposit with the
Treasury be used to the fullest extent
possible to underwrite local costs and the
need for local credits.

Fifth. I expect all proposed spending
for fiscal year 1973 and subsequent years
to be brought in the front door and re-
flected on the front of the report as new
obligational authority.

Sixth. I intend to pursue the theory
that both United States and local in-
terests are best protected by the fixed
cost reimbursement approach under
which the recipient government will in-
cur the cost of completing a project or
project segment to an agreed-upon
standard at a previously agreed-upon
cost prior to reimbursement. This con-
cept, known locally in the Philippines as
“Bayanihan,” makes the Philippine
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Government responsible for any cost TOTAL RESERVE ASSETS AND LIQUID LIABILIT IES TO

overruns and has demonstrated its ef-
fectiveness. It further gives assurance to
the U.S. taxpayer that the funds are be-
ing effectively employed in the manner,
and for the purposes, desired.

Seventh. I am challenged by the most
important and most complicated area of
foreign assistance which unfortunately
shares with welfare the least public sup-
port of any Federal program. If so, there
must be some reason and I intend to
find out why and try to correct it. I
am not one who believes that the an-
swers to the dilemma of U.S. foreign
assistance can be found solel;” in Wash-
ington and, therefore, together with
other members of the committee, I in-
tend to conduct an intensive study of the
program in the field where U.S. efforts
win or lose. I plan to cover all signifi-
cant geographical and program areas
over the next 2 years beginning with the
Far East on January 6-28.

It is a big undertaking and a great
challenge but I promise the Senate my
best and most diligent efforts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment of
the amendments and the third reading
of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H.R. 16705) was read the
third time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HuM-
pHREY). The bill having been read the
third time, the question is, Shall it pass?
On this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INouYE) yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. INOUYE. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall vote against this appropria-
tion bill. This is only a part of the total
foreign aid appropriations being sought
for this fiscal year. This bill appropriates
approximately $3 billion. The total re-
quests for foreign aid are in the neigh-
borhood of $9.5 billion.

I am impressed with page 4 of the com-
mittee report, which points out—this is
the report of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, on page 4—that since World War
II, from 1948 through 1970, the U.S.
Congress has appropriated over $150 bil-
lion for foreign aid.

Mr, President, I think it is time that
consideration be given to the American
taxpayer. During the time that that $150
billion was being shoveled out overseas,
being given to other countries, the total
assets of the United States have deterio-
rated tremendously. I have prepared a
table showing total reserve assets and
liquid liabilities to foreigners over a se-
lected period of time, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the table be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

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

FOREIGNERS
[Selected periods in billions of dollars]

Gold
holdings

Total
assets

Liguid
liabilities

End of World War ...
1,19

1 Estimated figure,
Source: U.S. Treasury Department, June 1972,

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators yield back the remainder of their
time?

Mr. PROXMIRE, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. FONG. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time having been yielded back,
the question is, Shall the bill pass? On
this question, the yeas and nays have
beleln ordered, and the clerk will call the
Toll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
ANDERSON), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mrs. Epwarps), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. Harris), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN), the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. McIn-
TYRE), the Senator from Montana (Mr,
MeTcaLF), and the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr, SPARKMAN) are necessarily ab-
sent.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. Jorpan) and
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE)
are absent on official business.

Mr, SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ators from Colorado (Mr. Arrorr and
Mr. Dominick), the Senators from Ten-
nessee (Mr. Bager and Mr. Brock), the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. Gorbp-
WATER), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GriFrFIiN), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. HaNseN), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PercYy), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from Delaware (Mr.
Boces) is absent to attend the funeral
of a friend.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunwoTt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STaF-
rorp) and the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TarT) are absent on official business to
attend the Interparliamentary Union
meetings.

Also, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
Jorpan), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy), and the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) are neces-
sarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ArLroTr), the Sena-
tor from Illinois (Mr. PErcY), the Sena-
tor from Ohio (Mr. Tarr), the Senator
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from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 31, as follows:

[No. 481 Leg.]
YEAS—44
Hart
Hatfield
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mathias
Miller
Mondale
Moss
Muskie
Nelson

NAYS5—31

Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Fulbright
. Gambrell
Byrd, Robert C. Gurney
Cannon Hartke
Cook Hollings
Cotton Hruska
Curtis Long
Mansfield

Eagleton

NOT VOTING—25
Griffin Mundt
Hansen Percy
Baker Harris Sparkman
Boggs Jordan, N.C. Stafford
Brock Jordan, Idaho Taft
Buckley MecGee Thurmond
Dominick McGovern Tower
Edwards MeclIntyre
Goldwater Metcalf

So the bill (H.R. 16705) was passed.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I move that
the vote by which the bill was passed be
reconsidered.

Mr, INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist on its amend-
ments and request a conference with the
House of Representatives thereon, and
that the Chair be authorized to appoint
the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. PrRoXMIRE, Mr. McGEE, Mr. McCLEL-
LAN, Mr. FoNG, Mr, BROOKE, and Mr. Hat-
FIELD conferees on the part of the
Senate.

Alken
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Brooke
Case
Chiles
Church
Cooper
Cranston
Dole
Fong
Gravel

Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Ribicoff
Saxbe
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Stevens
Stevenson
Tunney
Weicker
Willlams

Allen McClellan

Montoya
Proxmire
Randolph
Roth
Spong
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Young

Allott
Anderson

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT
OF 1972

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr, President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives
on H.R. 8395.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ris1-
coFF) laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
8395) to amend the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act to extend and revise the au-
thorization of grants to States for voca-
tional rehabilitation services, to author-
ize grants for rehabilitation services to
those with severe disabilities, and for
other purposes, and requesting a con-
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ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. CRANSTON. I move that the Sen-
ate insist upon its amendment and agree
to the request of the House for a confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr, Crans-
TON, Mr, RanporrH, Mr. WiLLiaAMS, Mr,
PeELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MONDALE, Mr.
STEVENSON, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. TarT, Mr.
Javirs, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr, BEALL con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

AUTHORITY TO FILE REPORT ON
S. 4044 NOT LATER THAN MID-
NIGHT TONIGHT

Mr, EAGLETON, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that permission be
granted to file the committee report on
S. 4044 not later than midnight tonight.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 14891) to amend
title 14, United States Code, to authorize
involuntary active duty for Coast Guard
reservists for emergency augmentation
of regular forces.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 15475) to
provide for the establishment of a Na-
tional Advisory Commission to determine
the most effective means of finding the
cause of and cures and treatments for
multiple sclerosis, requested a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
STAGGERS, Mr, ROGERS, Mr, SATTERFIELD,
Mr. NeLsSEN, and Mr. CARTER were ap-
pointed managers of the conference on
the part of the House.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
10729) to amend the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, and for
other purposes, agreed to the conference
requested by the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. Poacg, Mr. AseiTT, Mr, Sisk, Mr.
Dow, Mr. BELCHER, Mr. GoobprLing, and
Mr. KyL were appointed managers of the
conference on the part of the House.

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpHREY). The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATORS WILLIAMS, HART, ROBERT
C. BYRD, AND SCOTT TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
tomorrow, after the two leaders have
been recognized under the standing or-
der, the following Senators be recog-
nized, each for the time stated and in the
order stated:

Mr. WirLiams, for not to exceed 15
minutes.

Mr. Hart, for not to exceed 15 min-
utes.

Mr. RoserT C. Byrb, for not to exceed
10 minutes.

Mr. Scort, for not to exceed 15 min-
utes.

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

ORDER TO LAY THE UNFINISHED
BUSINESS, S. 3970, BEFORE THE
SENATE, AT 10 AM. TOMORROW
AND THAT THERE BE NO MORN-
ING BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
be no morning business tomorrow, prior
to the cloture vote, and that at 10 a.m.
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of S. 3970.

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

ORDER FOR CONTROL OF TIME BE-
TWEEN 10 AM. AND 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that, on
tomorrow, the control of the 1 hour of
time under rule XXII be divided between
and controlled by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF)
and the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN) .

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that, on tomor-
row, if cloture is not involved on S. 3970,
the Senate, immediately following the
cloture vote, resume debate and consid-
eration of amendments to HR. 1, the
welfare bill, and that the unfinished busi-
ness be laid aside temporarily, and re-
main in a temporarily laid-aside status
until an hour to be determined on to-
morrow by the distinguished majority
leader or his designee.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum, and it
will be the final quorum call of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is 50 ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
the program for tomorrow is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 9 a.m. Affer
recognition of the two leaders under the
standing order, the following Senators
will be recognized, each for the time
stated and in the order stafed:

Mr. Witriams, for not to exceed 15
minutes.

Mr. HarT, for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. RoserT C. Byrp, for not to exceed
10 minutes.

Mr. Scorr, for not to exceed 15 minutes.

At the hour of 10 a.m., the Senate will
resume consideration of the unfinished
business, S. 3970. After 1 hour of debate,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the Chair, at 11 a.m., will ask that the
clerk call the roll to establish the pres
ence of a quorum.

Once a quorum is established, a yea-
and-nay vote on the motion to invoke
cloture is automatic. That yea-and-nay
vote should come at around 10 minutes
after 11 a.m. tomorrow.

If cloture is invoked, S. 3970 will be
the unfinished business until disposed of.

If cloture is not invoked, the Senate
will immediately return to the considera-
tion of H.R. 1, the welfare bill, and the
unfinished business will be laid aside
temporarily, and will remain in a tem-
porarily laid-aside status until an hour
during the afternoon to be determined
by the distinguished majority leader or
his designee.

Amendments to H.R. 1 will be in order.
Hopefully, Senators will be ready to call
up amendments on which yea-and-nay
votes could occur.

September 28, 1972

ADJOURNMENT TO 9 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBEERT C. BYRD, Mr. President.
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 9 a.m. tomor-
TOW.

The motion was agreed to, and at 6:06
p.m., the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Friday, September 29, 1972, at 9
a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate, September 28, 1972:
U.5. Navy
Adm. Charles K. Duncan, U.S. Navy, for
appointment to the grade of admiral on the
retired list pursuant to the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5233.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, September 28, 1972

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Samuel M. Carter, Clair Chris-
tian United Methodist Church, Chicago,
111, offered the following prayer:

The Lord is good to those who wait for
Him, to the soul that seeks Him. Ii is
good that one should wait quietly for the
salvation of the Lord.—Lamentations
3: 25-26.

Let us pray.

Almighty God, we come to Thee at the
beginning of this day to invoke Thy pres-
ence, and to implore Thy blessing upon
this august assembly. Look with favor
upon these men and women sent here
from all over this great Nation to make
laws for the orderly governing of this
land.

Give them eyes to see, ears to hear, and
minds to perceive, that they may legis-
late with insight and wisdom for the
continued welfare of our land.

Endow them with the strength of char-
acter that they may not veer either to
the left or to the right, but keep their
actions and deliberations on the path of
right and good.

Bless us as a nation, made up of many
people and kindreds; make us ever mind-
ful of our obligations to Thee and to all
Thy people around the earth. May all
that we say and do redound to Thy glory
and honor.

In Thy name we make these petitions.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without

amendment joint and concurrent resolu-
tions of the House of the following titles:

H.J. Res. 1306. Joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1973, and for other purposes; and

H. Con. Res. 701. Concurrent resolution
commending the 1872 U.8. Olympic team
for their athletic performance and Mark
Andrew Spitz, in particular, for his unparal-
led achievement in the 1972 Olympic games in
Munich, Germany.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 3817. An act to amend titles 10, 32,
and 37, United States Code, to authorize the
establishment of a National Guard for the
Virgin Islands;

H.R. 8395. An act to amend the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act to extend and revise the
authorization of grants to States for voca-
tional rehabilitation services, to authorize
grants for rehabilitation services to those
with severe disabilities, and for other pur-

poses;

HR. 9676. An act to authorize the con-
veyance of certain lands of the United States
to the State of Tennessee for the use of the
University of Tennessee;

H.R. 10728. An act to amend the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act,
and for other purposes; and

H.R. 156475. An act to provide for establish-
ment of a national advisory commission to
determine the most effective means of find-
ing the cause of and cures and treatments
for multiple sclerosis.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 10729) entitled “An act to
amend the Federal Insecticide, Fungi-
cide, and Rodenticide Act, and for other
purposes,” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr,
TALMADGE, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. HarT, MTr.
Moss, Mr. MiLLer, Mr., DoLg, and Mr.
Weicker to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 3419) entitled

“An act to protect consumers against un-
reasonable risk of injury from hazardous
products, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr, MAGNUSON, Mr.
PasTORE, Mr. Moss, Mr, RIBICOFF, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. Erviv, Mr. CorTon, Mr.
Coox, Mr, PercYy, and Mr, Javirs to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a concurrent
resolution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

8. 2738. An act to amend titles 10 and 87,
United States Code, to provide for equality
of treatment for military personnel in the
application of dependency criteria;

8. 4018. An act authorizing the construc-
tion, repair, and preservation of certain pub-
lic works on rivers and harbors for naviga-
tion, flood control, and for other purposes;
and

S. Con. Res. 97. Concurrent resolution in
behall of prisoners of war and missing in
action.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE
ON AGRICULTURE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, which was read and referred to the
Committee on Appropriations: -~

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
September 26, 1972.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEear Mg. SpEaKER: Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 2 of the Watershed Pro-
tection and Flood Prevention Act, as
amended, the Committee on Agriculture on
September 25, 1972, considered and unani-
mously approved the work plan for the Lake
Verret, La., Watershed, transmitted to you
by Executive Communication 1944, 92d Con-
gress, and referred to this Committee.

With every good wish, I am,

Yours sincerely,
W. R. PoacE,
Chairman.
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