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impmrtation o1 Rhooesia.n chrome and tore· 
store the United States to its position as a 
la -abiding member of the mte:rnatlonal 
community; to the Committee on. Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. REElS: 
H.R. 8560. A blll to amend the Economic 

Stabilization Act of 1970; to the Committee 
n Banking and Cunency. 

By Mr. UDALL (for hlmsel1, Mr . .BuT· 
NIK, and Mr. ANDUSON Of lllinC!liS): 

H .R. 8561. A bill to authorize the oonstruc­
tlon of' transmission faeilities f~J' delivery to 
the continental United States of petroleum 
reserves located on the Nortb Slope of Ali3.Ska, 

and for other purpo.ses; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By~. BROOMFIELD: 
H.J. Res. 606. Jt)int resolution J»'Oposillg 

an amendment to "the Constitutio.n of the 
United States relating. to the tel'm ol omce 
of President and Vice President of the 'United 
States; to the c.Immi:ttee on the Judi~. 

By Mr. WALSH (for himself and Mr. 
liABRING'l'ON) : 

H. Con. Res. 245. Coru:urrent reoolution ex­
pressing the sense of the Congress with re­
spect to the sale or abandonment of certain 
railroad lines; to the Committee on Inter· 
state and Foreign Oommerce. 

PRIVATE BllLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. BOWEN introduced a bill (H.R. 8562) 

for the relief of Mrs. Bronson Clayton, which 
was referred to the Com.mittee on the Judi­
ciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXll, 
244. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the Staite of California, 
relative to retirement benefits of prisoners 
of war; to the Committee on Armed ServiC!eS. 

SENATE-Friday, June 8, 1973 
The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was METHADONE DIVERSION CONTROL 

called to order by the Acting President ACT OF 1973 
pro tempOl'e (Mr. METCALF) . 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

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

0 God and Father of mankind, we 
thank Thee for Thy mercies which are 
new every morning. May we perform the 
duties of this day in the light of Thy 
truth. Give us a sharp conscience to mon­
itor our thoughts and deeds according 
to Thy law. Keep us from paralyzing fear 
and embittered cynicism. May we never 
abdicate the highest and the holiest way 
made known in Thy word. In the fever 
of these tormented times take from our 
souls the strain and stress and let our 
ordered lives confess the beauty of Thy 
peace. Make us partners with Thee in the 
building of a world where truth and 
righteousness shall reign supremely, and 
love and peace shall be victorious. 

We pray in the name of that One who 
is the truth and the way. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanllnous consent that the read­
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of 
TPursday, June 7, 1973, be dispensed 
with. 

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that all commit­
tees may be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate today. 

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

THE CALENDAR 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendars 
Nos. 180, 181, and 185, all three of wbich 
have been cleared on both sides of the 
aisle. 

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

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill <S. 1115) to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to provide for the regis­
tration of practitioners conducting nar­
cotic treatment programs, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That this Aet may be cited as the "Metha­
done Diversion Control Act of 1973". 

SEc. 2. Section 101 of the Controlled Sub· 
stanees Act (84 Stat. 1242; 21 U.S.C. 801) is 
amended by adding the following after para· 
graph (7): 

"(8) The diversion of narcotic drugs, 
particularly methadone, used in the treat· 
ment of addicts dependent upon heroin or 
other morphine-like drugs into other than 
legitimate medical, scientific, or industrial 
channels is detrimental to the health and 
general welfare of the American people." 

SEC. 3. (a) Section 102 of the Controlled 
Substances Act (84 stat. 1242; 21 U.S.C. 802), 
is amended by adding the following after 
paragraph (9) : 

"(10) The term 'detoxification treatment' 
means the furnishing, for a period not in 
excess of twenty·one days, of a narcotic drug 
in decreasing doses to an addict in order to 
alleviate pain and other adverse physiological 
effects incident to withdrawal from the 
habitual use of a narcotic drug, as a method 
of bringing the addict to a drug-free state 
within such period." 

(b) Section 102 of such Act is amended 
by adding the following after paragraph 
(12): 

.. (14) The term 'emergency treatment' 
means the administration of a narcotic drug 
to an addict when necessary to alleviate pain 
incident to withdrawal from a narcotic drug 
while arrangements are made for referral 
of the addict to a treatment program and 
the administration of a narcotic drug to 
detoxify a patient as a necessary adjunct to 
medical and surgical treatment of not more 
than twenty-one days duration in a hospital." 

(c) Section 102 of such Act is amended by 
adding the following after paragraph (13): 

.. (16) The term "maintenance treatment 
means the furnishing, for a period in excess 
of twenty-one days, of a narcotic drug in the 
treatment of an addict for dependence upon 
heroin or other morphine-like drugs." 

(d) Section 102, cf such Act is amended by 
redesignating paragraphs (10), (11), and (12) 
as paragraphs ( 11) , ( 12) , and ( 13) respec­
tively; by redesignating paragraph (13) as 
paragraph ( 15) ; and by redesignating para­
graphs (14) through (26) as pragraphs (17) 
through (29), respectively." 

SEc. 4. Section 303 of the Controlled Sub-

stances Act (84 Stat. 1253; 21 U .S.C. 823) is 
amended by adding the following after sub­
section (f): 

"(g) Practitioners who dispense or admin­
ister narcotic drugs in a treatment program 
for addicts shall obtain annually a separate 
registration for that purpose. The registration 
may be for maintenance treatment, detoxifi­
cation treatment, or both. The Attorney Gen­
eral shall grant a registration under this sub­
section if the applicant-

, ( 1) is determined by the Secretary to be 
qualified to engage in such treatment under 
standards set by the Secretary, and 

"(2) is determined by the Attorney General 
to be prepared to comply with standards im· 
posed by the Attorney General relating to the 
security of the narcotic drug stocks, the 
maintenance of records in accordance with 
section 307, and with the concurrence of the 
Secretary, the quantities of drugs which may 
be provided for unsupervised use." 

SEc. 5. Section 304(a) of the Controlled 
Substances Act (84 Stat. 1255; 21 'U.S.C. 24 
(a)) is amended (A) by striking "or" at the 
end of paragraph (2); (B) by striking the 
period at the end of paragraph (3) and in­
serting"; or"; and (C) by adding the follow­
ing new paragraph at the end: 

" ( 4) has failed to comply with standards 
imposed pursuant to section 303 (g). Such a 
failure may be treated as grounds for imme­
diate suspension of registration under sub­
section (d) of this section. Action under this 
paragraph is entirely without prejudice to 
any other registration to utilize narcotic 
drugs in other types of medical practice." 

SEC. 6. Section 307(c) (1) (A) oi the Con­
trolled Substances Act (84 Stat. 1258; 21 
U.S.C. 827(c) (1) (A)) is amended by adding 
the following after the word "practice": 
"except in the treatment of narcotic addicts 
in acoordance with registration under section 
309(g), or in emergency treatment as defined 
in section 102(14);". 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a statement on the bill by the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HRUSKA 

I support the passage of S. 1115, the Nar­
cotic Addict Treatment Act of 1973. 

S. 1115 was proposed by the Administration 
and introduced on March 6, 1973, by my dis­
tinguished colleague from Kentucky Senator 
Cook. I commend the foresight and interest 
which Senator Cook and the Chairman of the 
Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee [Mr. 
Bayh] have shown in this important matter. 

The purpose of this bill is to provide a 
means of regulating the use of narcotic drugs 
in the treatment of narcotic addiction. Its 
principal aim is to require a special registra-
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tion of physicians who administer narcotics 
for drug treatment and to establish a sound 
legal basis for imposing safeguards to protect 
the community against the diversion of nar­
cotic drugs into illicit traffic. 

Drug addiction has existed as a social, 
medical and law enforcement problem in 
this nation for a long time. The current scope 
of the problem is enormous. For example, it 
is estimated that there are now between 300,-
000 and 500,000 heroin addicts nationwide. 

The federal government has made note­
worthy steps to reduce the severity of the 
problem in recent years. During the past four 
and one-half years, President Nixon has de­
voted considerable time and attention to the 
entire subject of drug abuse. He has indi­
cated that his second term will see this effort 
expanded. 

HEARINGS HELD 

The Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee 
has held an ambitious set of hearings on this 
bill. In the past several months the Sub­
committee has sat in the cities of Los An­
geles, San Francisco, Omaha., Indianapolis, 
Louisville, and Washington, D.C. A total of 61 
witnesses appeared. The witnesses included 
law enforcement authorities, physicians, drug 
rehabilitation experts, and various civic and 
community leaders. 

A vast majority of these witnesses, in­
cluding representatives of the Bureau of Nar­
cotics and Dangerous Drugs and the Food and 
Drug Administration, testified in full support 
of S. 1115 in its present form. 

The evidence which the Subcommittee ob­
tained during these hearings has greatly 
helped the members of the Judiciary Com­
mittee in reporting suitable legislation to 
deal with the problems involved in the use 
of narcotics in drug treatment programs. 

USE AND ABUSE OF METHADONE 

There are a number of treatment modali­
ties that have been recently developed for 
the rehabilitation of heroin addicts. One of 
the major approaches has been the use of 
the drug methadone for both detoxification 
and maintenance. 

Methadone is a narcotic drug currently 
listed in Schedule II of the Controlled Sub­
stances Act of 1970, and has been subject to 
narcotic controls in this country since its 
original introduction following the Second 
World War. 

Although it is dangerously addictive, meth­
adone has been used successfully to detoxify 
or maintain heroin addicts. It acts to sup­
press the craving for heroin and provides at 
least for some addicts a chance to lead a pro­
ductive Ufe in the community. 

It is important to emphasize, however, that 
methadone alone is not a cure for drug addic­
tion and its attendant problems. Any plan 
to use methadone, or any other narcotic 
alone, as a simple, inexpensive, large-scale 
answer to the drug problem is ill-conceived. 
Methadone must be used in conjunction with 
other clinical support facilities such as coun­
seling, in order to assist the addict toward a. 
stabilized and useful existence. 

Although methadone has been used for 
about three decades, this use was previously 
confined to one of short duration within an 
institutional setting. The current situa­
tion whereby addicts are supplied with 
methadone continuously, on an ambulatory 
basis, is without precedent since the close of 
the morphine and heroin clinics in the early 
1920s. Traditionally, both criminal and regu­
latory law has been based on the presump­
tion tha·t no narcotic drugs of any kind wo1.:tld 
be made available to addict patients in this 
fashion. 

This situation has changed radically and 
suddenly within the course of a few short 
years. Since the mid-60s the number and 
size of methadone maintenance programs 
have grown to the point where today ap­
proximately 77,000 individuals are enrolled 
in approximately 450 programs around the 

country under the auspices of every level 
of government. 

Today, methadone is the most prevalent 
drug used in such programs. 

Over two-thirds of the narcotic addicts 
presently undergoing treatment are involved 
in methadone programs. However, the rapid 
expansion of methadone programs and the 
quantity of methadone dispensed has also 
provided an increased opportunity for the 
illegal use of the drug. It is, therefore, not 
surprising that government is experiencing 
difficulty in imposing necessary controls. 

Methadone is now readily available in the 
illicit markets of every major city in the 
United States. Although federal authorities 
lack precise evidence on the degree of this 
availability, there are several reliable indica­
tions that it is widespread. For example, in 
a recent study of 95 randomly selected ad­
dicts in the City of New York, it was found 
that 92 percent had been offered the op­
portunity to purchase illicit methadone 
within the preceding six months. Moreover, 
13 percent reported having sold illicit metha­
done themselves. 

Another alarming indicator of the growth 
of this new problem has been the sudden, 
marked upsurge in methadone overdose 
deaths around the country. This evidence 
clearly indicates the rapid growth of a new 
a:::J. 1 previously non-existent danger. 

SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS 

In the wage of this rapid expansion in the 
use and abuse of methadone, two significant 
problems have arisen. 

First, there is a medical problem involving 
the clinical methodology which should be 
employed in dispensing methadone. Clearly, 
we cannot tolerate L.lsincere medical practi­
tioners who provide large numbers of addicts 
with methadone for profit and, in effect, 
function as mere "filling stations" for addicts 
without any thought of the best interests of 
the community or the patient. On the other 
hand, with regara to the sincere and dedi­
cated personnel who are attempting to utilize 
methadone in a positive fashion, there are 
questions involving proper dosages, sup­
portive services, and all of the other aspects 
of treatment which are the subject of medi­
cal controversy. The recent FDA regulations 
on methadone represent an attempt to deal 
effectively with this aspect of the overall 
situation. 

The second major problem that has de­
veloped with the advent of widespread 
methadone use represents a challenge to our 
law enforcement community at the federal, 
state and local level. This iS the shocking 
diversion of methadone from lawful to illicit 
channels. Because of the drug's potential 
for abuse, we must do all that iS humanly 
possible to guarantee that it is kept within 
valid medical confines. 

The drugs in the illicit traffic derive from 
three clearly identified sources though we 
are unable to state the percentage which 
each represents of the total. The sources are 
(1) private physicians engaged in the 
promiscuous distribution and prescription 
of methadone for profit; (2) thefts and di­
versions from poorly organized and loosely 
operated programs, and (3) small but nu­
merous sales of individual medication which 
has been dispensed to patients !for unsuper­
vised consumption. The latter practice is 
referred to as "carrying privileges." 

PROVISIONS OF S. 1115 

S. 1115 is an attempt to curb the flow of 
illicit methadone and oth~r narcotic drugs 
providing that all physicians using narcotic 
drugs for the treatment of addicts be re­
quired to register separately in addition to 
any other registration that they may have 
for other medical purposes. Eligibility for 
this registration would be predicated on two 
requirements: (1) that the physician meet 
the medical standards prescribed by the Sec­
cretary, HEW, for the type of treatment pro-

gram he intends to conduct, and (2) tha.t he 
meet security standards which have been 
determined by the Attorney General as nec­
essary to safeguard against diversion. An ex­
ception to this requirement is provided for 
the use of such drugs in an emergency 
situation. 

The establishment af medical standards 
by the Secretary does not require a new grant 
of authority; however, the establishment of 
appropriate security standards by the At­
torney General does. These would include es­
sentially such matters as the manner of 
storage of narcotic drug stocks, the nature 
and number of premises within a program 
where drugs may be dispensed, the qualifica­
tion and screening of personnel who may be 
permitted to handle and dispense such medi­
cation, and limits on the quantity which may 
be permitted to leave the premises for un­
supervised use. 

U the registrant fails to maintain these 
standards, the registration would be revoked. 
Moreover, injunctive powers, civil fines, and 
recordkeeping violations currently provided 
under the law, col.tld be brought to bear. The 
law would also provide for a compete record 
showing the flow of narcotic drugs from the 
time of their receipt to their ultimate de­
livery to the patient. The confidentiality of 
records identifying patients would be main­
tained except for their use in determining 
the compliance of the program with legal 
requirements. 

Should a practitioner engage in such ac­
tivities without registration, or after revoca­
tion of his registration, such acts wol.tld fall 
within the meaning of a distribution of nar­
cotic drugs by a nonregistrant. This is a drug 
trafficking offense for which substantial 
felony penalties can be applied. 

S. 1115 is designed to cover not only metha­
done, but narcotic drugs in general for two 
reasons. First, it has been found that abuses 
similar to those which have occured with 
methadone have also occurred with regard to 
other narcotic drugs. With the closing of 
existing loopholes in the use of methadone, 
unscrupulous practitioners may resort to the 
distribution of morphine or other narcotics 
as an alternative. Secondly, inclusion of 
narcotic drugs generally will also provide the 
flexibility necessary to anticipate new de­
velopments in drug treatment programs. 

CONCLUSION 

If properly regulated and controlled, main­
tenance and detoxification programs can pro­
vide a valid means to reduce and prevent 
addiction and its attendant problems. It is 
important to emphasize, however, that meth­
adone alone is not a cure for heroin addic­
tion. Drug treatment programs shol.tld assist 
addicts in working towards freedom from 
any drug dependence and permit these per­
sons to become constructive members of 
society. Pressure for hastily developed and 
under-financed drug treatment programs 
must be avoided. The emphasis clearly must 
be on the quality of services rather than the 
number of persons served. 

This legislation, if enacted, will provide an 
additional means for the federal government, 
in a joint effort by affected agencies, to as­
sure that methadone is used properly in the 
treatment of narcotic addicts, while facili­
tating the prosecution of those who engage 
in the criminal diStribution of legitimate 
narcotic drugs for profit. 

I urge my colleagues to give their support 
to the pending bill. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the re­
port (No. 93-192), explaining the pur­
poses of the measure. 
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There being no objection, the excerpt 

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

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Metha­
done Diversion Control Act of 1973". 

SEC. 2. Section 101 of the Controlled Sub­
stances Act (84 Stat. 1242; 21 U.S.C. 801) is 
amended by adding the following after para­
graph (7): 

"(8) The diversion of narcotic drugs, par­
ticularly methadone, used in the treatment 
of addicts dependent upon heroin or other 
morphine-like drugs into other than legiti­
mate medical, scientific or industrial chan­
nels is detrimental to the health and general 
welfare of the American people." 

SEc. 3. (a) Section 102 of the Controlled 
Substan<:es Act (84 Stat. 1242; 21 U.S.C. 802). 
is amended by adding the following after 
paragraph (9) : 

" ( 10) The term 'detoxification treatment' 
means the furnishing, for a period not in ex­
cess of t 17enty-one days, of a narcot ic drug in 
decreasing doses to an addict in <:>rder. to 
alleviate pain and other adverse physwlogwal 
effects incident to withdrawal from the 
habitual use of a narcotic drug, as a method 
of bringing the addict to a drug free state 
within such period." 

(b) Section 102 of such Act is amended 
by adding the following after paragraph (12) : 

"(14) The term 'emergency trea:t ment• 
means the administration of a narcotiC drug 
to t~n addict when necessary to alleviat e pain 
incident to withdrawal from a narcotic drug 
while arrangements are made for referral of 
the addict to a treatment program and the 
administration of a narcot ic ctrug to detoxify 
a patient as a necessary adjunct to medical 
and surgical treatment of not more than 
twenty-one days duration in a hospital." 

(c) Section 102 of such Act is amended by 
adding the following after paragraph (13): 

"(16) The term 'maintenance treatment' 
means the furnishing, for a period in excess 
of twenty-one days, of a narcotic drug in the 
treatment of an addict for dependence upon 
heroin or other morphine-like drugs." 

(d) Section 102 of such Act is amended 
by redesignating paragraphs (10), (11) and 
( 12) as paragraphs ( 11) , ( 12) and ( 13) re­
spectively; by redesignating paragraph (13) 
as paragraph (15); and by redesignating 
paragraphs (14) through (26) as paragraphs 
(17) through (29), respectively. 

SEc. 4. Section 303 of the Controlled Sub­
stances Act (84 Stat. 1253; 21 U.S.C. 823) is 
amended by adding the following after sub­
section (f): 

"(g) Practitioners who dispense or admin­
ister narcotic drugs in a treatment program 
for addicts shall obtain annually a separate 
registration for that purpose. The registra­
tion may be for maintenance treatment, de­
toxification treatment, or both. The Attorney 
General shall grant a registration under this 
subsection if the applicant-

" ( 1) is determined by the Secretary to be 
qualified to engage in such treatment under 
standards set by the Secretary, and 

"(2) is determined by the Attorney Gen­
eral to be prepared to comply with standards 
imposed by the Attorney General relating to 
the security of the narcotic drug stocks, the 
maintenance of records in accordance with 
section 307, and with the concurrence of the 
Secretary, the quantities of drugs which 
may be provided for unsupervised use." 

SEc. 5. Section 304(a) of the Controlled 
Substances Act {84 Stat. 1255; 21 U.S.C. 824 
(a)) is amended (A) by striking "or" at the 
end of paragraph (2); (B) by striking the 
period at the end of paragraph (3) and in­
serting "; or"; and (C) by adding the fol­
lowing new paragraph at the end: 

"(4) has failed to comply with standards 

imposed pursuant to section 303(g). Such a 
failure may be treated as grounds for im­
mediate suspension of registration under 
subsection {d) of this section. Action under 
this paragraph is entirely without prejudi<_:e 
to any other registration to utilize narcot1c 
drugs in other types of medical practice." 

SEc. 6. Section 307(c) (1) (A) of the Con­
trolled Substances Act (84 Stat. 1258; 21 
U.S.C. 827(c) (1) (A)) is amended by adding 
the following after the word "practice": 
"except in the treatment of narcotic addi.cts 
in accordance with registration under sectwn 
303 (g), or in emergency treatment as defined 
in section 102(14) ;" 

PURPOSE 

The Committee bill is designed to facili­
tate law enforcement agencies in their ef­
forts to investigate and to curb the diver­
sion and abuse of narcotic drugs used in the 
treatment of narcotic addicts. 

To accomplish its purpose the committee 
bill, as amended, would do the following: 

1. Provide definitions of "maintenance 
treatment," "detoxification treatment," and 
"emergency treatment" to enable the Attor­
ney General to establish more specific and 
comprehensive regulatory control over the 
handling of narcotic drugs used in the treat­
ment of narcotic addicts. 

2. Require practitioners who dispense or 
administer narcotic drugs in the treatment 
of narcotic addicts to obtain a special 
registration predicated on the approval of 
treatment standards by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
approval of security standards by the Attor­
ney General. 

3. Enable the Attorney General to deny, 
revoke, or suspend the special registration 
for failure to comply with the new stand­
ards. 

4. Make the full range of civil remedies 
and felony penalties available under the 
Controlled Substances Act applicable to 
practitioners who provide narcotic drugs 
without obtaining the special registration, 
in violation of the registration, or after rev­
ocation of the registration. 

5. Require the special registered practi­
tioners to keep complete records of nar­
cotic drugs directly administered to patients 
in their presence. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

92d Congress 
On July 26, 1972, Senator Marlow W. Cook 

introduced S. 3846, an Administration bill, 
entitled the "Narcotic Addict Treatment 
Act of 1972." S. 3846 was similar to the 
Committee bill, S. 1115, as amended. The bill 
was referred to the Committee after which 
it was referred to the Subcommittee to In­
vestigate Juvenile Delinquency, which has 
jurisdiction over the Controlled Substances 
Act. Hearings were conducted on November 
14 and 16, 1972, in Los Angeles and San 
Francisco, California, respectively. A total of 
twenty-five witnesses presented testimony on 
S. 3846 and the related issues of methadone 
diversion and abuse. 

93d Congress 
On February 6, 1973, Senator Marlow W. 

Cook reintroduced S. 3846 as S. 778. S . 778 
was referred to the Committee after which 
it was referred to the Subcomittee to In­
vestigate Juvenile Delinquency. Hearings 
were conducted on February 8, 13, and 14, 
1973, in Omaha, Nebraska; Louisville, Ken­
tucky; and, Indianapolis, Indiana, respec­
tively. Twenty-four witneses testified during 
these three days of hearings. 

On March 6, 1973, S. 778 was reintroduced 
with amendments asS. 1115 by Senator Mar­
low W. Cook. This bill was referred to the 
Committee after which it was referred to 
the Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 
Delinquency. A total of twelve witnesses 
testified at the Subcommittee hearing on 
April 5, 1973, in Washington, D.C. 

Subcommittee action 
Following the conclusion of these hearings, 

the Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 
Delinquency met in executive session on May 
21, 1973, to consider the bill. The Subcom­
mittee unanimously reported to the Com­
mittees. 1115, as amended, by Senator Birch 
Bay h. 

Committee action 
The Committee met on May 31, 1973, to 

considerS. 1115, as amended, and by a unan­
imous vote favorably reported the same. 

EXTENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The problems of narcotics traffic and ad­
diction are not partisan concerns, but issues 
that transcend geographical, philosophical 
and political differences. The citizens of this 
count ry are all too familiar with the dev­
astating effects of heroin on the individual 
addict, the family, and society as a whole. 
Bitter experience has taught us that there 
are no simple solutions to the problems of 
drug addiction. 

There are a number of treatment modal­
ities however, that have been developed dur­
ing recent years which have had some degree 
of success in rehabilitating certain addicts, 
Therapeutic communities which provide in­
tensive therapy, counseling, and peer group 
interaction have helped some addicts free 
themselves from heroin addiction. Other 
programs include the use of the drug meth­
adone as part of the treatment approach, 
both for detoxification and for maintenance. 

Methadone is a narcotic similar to heroin 
and morphine. Alt hough it is dangerously 
addictive, methadone has been used success­
fully to detoxify or maintain heroin addicts. 
In maintenance programs methadone addic­
tion is substituted for heroin addiction. The 
methadone acts to suppress the craving for 
heroin. The chronic addict can be stabilized 
and permitted to concentrate on rehabilita­
tive efforts. For some addicts methadone can 
lead to a productive life in the community. 

In 1968 there were fewer than 400 patien ts 
enrolled in methodane maintenance pro­
grams nationwide. A recent survey conducted 
in February, 1973, by the Special Action Office 
for Drug Abuse Prevention (SAODAP) esti­
mated the number of patients on both Fed­
eral and non-federal methadone mainten­
ance programs to be approximately 73 ,000. 
Since October, 1971, the approximate number 
of persons in Federally funded non-main­
tenance programs, detoxification and drug 
free, has increased from 10,000 to almost 40,-
000. A significant percentage of these persons 
are enrolled in methadone detoxification pro­
grams. Regulations promulgated by the Food 
and Drug Administration (37 Federal Regis­
ter 26790, December 15, 1972) contemplate an 
even broader proliferation of methadone. As 
of February, 1973, 666 methadone treatment 
programs have filed protocols as required by 
the new regulations and an additional 138 
applications are being processed. Thus, more 
than 800 programs may be dispensing metha­
done in the treatement of heroin addicts. 

To meet the needs of the programs and 
that of private practitioners who dispense 
methadone to non-addicts for therapeutic 
purposes, production has increased tremen­
dously. Since 1966, when only 242 pounds of 
methadone were manufactured, production 
has increased 2,265 percent to 5,724 pounds 
under the 1972 quota set by the Attorney 

. General. 
The rapid expansion of methadone pro­

grams and the quantity of methadone dis­
pensed has simultaneously provided in­
creased opportunity for diversion of metha­
done into the illicit market. 

In many communities methadone is al­
ready widely available in the illicit market. 
In a survey of heroin addicts in New York 
City completed in 1972, Drs. James Inciardi 
and Carl Chambers found that of 95 ran­
domly selected addicts with profiles typical 
of addicts 1n Yew York City, 92 percent had 
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been offered the opportunity to purchase 
illicit methadone within the six months pre­
ceeding the study; that 56 percent had pur­
chased illicit methadone; and that 13 per­
cent had sold methadone. 

Dr. Robert Weppner of the Federal Re­
search Center in Lexington, Kentucky, testi­
fied before the Subcommittee regarding his 
study of a sample of 336 addicts at the Lex­
ington Center in 1971. Of the sample, 43 
percent admitted to having used illicit 
methadone. Thirteen months later a second 
study of 469 addicts at the same facility 
showed the number of those admitting to the 
illegal use of methadone had increased to 52 
percent. A majority of this sample revealed 
that they used methadone to obtain "a great 
high." 

Although specific figures are not available 
on methadone arrests, the Uniform Crime 
Report reveals the State and local law en­
forcement arrests involving synthetic nar­
cotics, including methadone as wen as other 
drugs covered by S. 1115, as amended, have 
increased by 892 percent in a seven year pe­
riod ending in 1971. In only the last four 
years these arrests have increased from 8,920 
in calendar year 1968 to 26,040 in calendar 
year 1971. 

Reports made to the Director of the Bureau 
of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD) 
show a dramatic increase in the thefts of 
legal narcotics. During the first 9 months of 
calendar year 1972, 55,537,942 dosage units 
of dangerous drugs were reported stolen. 
Narcotics accounted for 44 percent or 24,-
284,964 dosage units. During the last three 
months of this period, 26,831,955 dosage units 
were reported stolen and of those reports 
62 percent or 16,589.796 dosage units were 
legal narcotics, covered by S. 1115, as 
amended. 

The Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous 
Drugs is finding an ever increasing amount of 
methadone and other synthetic narcotics on 
the streets. During fiscal year 1971, BNDD 
undercover agents purchased or seized a 
total of 36,468 dosage units of methadone 
from various Ullcit sources. The compar­
able figure for fiscal year 1972 was 155,290 
dosage units, and for fiscal year 1973 through 
December (six months), the comparable fig­
ure was 201,720 dosage units. 

In the summer of 1972 the BNDD office 
of Scientific Support initiated a program 
called Project DAWN, (Drug Abuse Warning 
Network) for the purpose of gathering a 
wide range of data indicating the relative 
frequency of abuse of various substances. 
Under the DAWN project, data is pooled from 
38 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
across the country from such diverse sources 
as hospital emergency room and in-patient 
facilities, student health centers, county 
medical examiners and coroners, and com­
munity drug crisis centers. The reports re­
ceived since September of 1972, indicate a 
distinct pattern with regard to methadone. 
Of approximately 325 substances on which 
data is collected, methadone ranks 7th in 
frequency of reported incidents. Methadone 
incidents in the sample increased from 166 
in September, 1972, to 348 in January, 1973. 
Incidents involving methadone constitute 
an increasing proportion of all narcotic re­
ports. During the month of September, the 
number of reports involving methadone was 
19.7 percent of the number of heroin reports; 
and this percentage increased to 27.3 per­
cent in October, 35.9 percent in November, 
37.9 percent in December, and 34 percent 
in January. While the number of heroin 
reports appears to have stabllized somewhat 
the number of reports involving methadone 
is continuing to increase. 

The extent to which methadone is illicitly 
available was graphically illustrated in testi­
mony by John E. Ingersol, Director of 
BNDD, before the Subcommittee to Investi­
gate Juvenile Delinquency, on April 5, 1973, 
when he explained 1n part as follows: 

"In August of 1972, in recognition of the 
increasing seriousness of methadone diver­
sion, I ordered a. special street level effort by 
BNDD agents in selected cities to gather in­
telligence on methadone availability within 
these communities. The findings, which we 
have not previously disclosed, may be briefly 
summarized as follows: 

"In New York City, agents found metha­
done to be readily available in all forms­
tablet, disket, and liquid. One undercover 
contact was able to purchase 10 doses of 
methadone within one hour without so much 
as moving from the street corner. In another 
locality in Manhattan, 37 doses were obtained 
within one hour and a half. The prices 
ranged from $5 to $6 per 40 mg. disket with 
a. higher price of $10 for liquid vials con­
taining perhaps 100 mg. One agent remarked 
that he could leave the office in the morning 
with a barrel full of money and return by 
noon with a barrel full of methadone. 

Undercover agents in Philadelphia discov­
ered liquid doses of methadone selling for 
approximately $6 to $20. In Detroit, 11 doses 
were acquired at one location within 15 min­
utes and patients near a clinic facility were 
observed "hawking" methadone to passing 
motorists. Several days later a counselor at 
another clinic offered to sell an undercover 
contact heroin as well as methadone. He 
was subsequently arrested in possession of 
heroin. The price per dose here ranged from 
$6 to $7 per disket and $10 per liquid vial. 

"In Boston, the situation was found to be 
much the same; and in one case, a suspect 
was identified threatening patients as they 
left a clinic area and taking their methadone 
!rom them in order to sell it in the street for 
profit. Similar efforts were made in New Or­
leans, but it was found that due to the pre­
vious closing of one of the more negligently 
operated clinics and the insistence in New 
Orleans that dosages be consumed on the 
premises, little could be accomplished within 
the short time of this survey." 

The Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 
Delinquency was particularly interested in 
the sources of the growing amount of illegal 
methadone available on the street. Its in­
vestigation, corroborated by those of Fed­
eral and state agencies, revealed that it is 
being diverted from legitimate sources. An 
analysis of 670 samples of methadone sub­
mitted to BNDD over a two year period, re­
vealed that 468 were in commercial tablet 
form, 166 in liquid solution and 36 in mis­
cellaneous categories. BNDD has uncovered 
only one clandestine operation. This rarity 
was discovered in 1969 and led to arrests of 
several persons involved in the illegal syn­
thesis of methadone. BNDD reports no evi­
dence to suggest that any such activity is 
continuing at this time. 

lllegal methadone has several primary ori­
gins: careless or unscrupulous physicians; 
thefts and diversion from methadone pro­
grams or in transit to methadone programs; 
and patients enrolled in methadone pro­
grams. 

Methadone is used by physicians for the 
relief of moderate to severe pa1n. It is avail­
able in tablet form, usaully 5 mg. or 10 mg., 
and ampoule form, usually 10 mg. in 1 mil. 
solution. According to the National Prescrip­
tion Audit published by R. A. Gosselin and 
Co., Inc., Ambler, Pennsylvania, 2,545,000 
prescriptions for methadone were filled by 
pharmacists since 1967. These prescription 
figures do not reflect the amount of metha­
done administered by physicians or in the 
presence of a physician, by an authorized 
agent to patients; nor do they represent the 
amount of methadone dispensed or admin­
istered in approved treatment programs, be­
cause prescriptions are not written 

In some communities, one or more physi­
cians have contributed substantially to the 
illicit traffic in methadone. Some of these 
instances involved careless or unscrupulous 
physicians who were prescribing methadone 

as a pain killer, while others involved phy­
sicians who were operating as pushers under 
the guise of a detoxification program, for 
which no special registration was required. 
One of the most notorious cases is that of 
Dr. Thomas Moore who operated a "metha­
done program" in the District of Columbia 
until his final conviction of illegal di-stri­
bution of methadone on an indictment al­
leging 38 separate counts. Moore operated 
from his office with impunity for over two 
years during which time drugs obtained by 
addicts from him were often found in the 
illicit traffic and believed to be involved in 
cases of narcotic overdose deaths. 

He allegedly charged from $15 for 50 
tablets to $75 for 200 tablets to the several 
hundred addicts who obtained their drugs 
weekly in this fashion. It was alleged that he 
sold 11,000 prescriptions-815,000 10 mg. 
units-and accumulated more than a quarter 
of a million dollars for his efforts. Even un­
der these circumstances, it was still possible 
for the alleged "patients" to make sales of 
the methadone tablets for profit. 

Dr. Moore was eventually found guilty on 
22 counts and sentenced to a term of 15 to 45 
years and fined $150,000. However, if the 
Attorney General bad had the authority pro­
vided inS. 1115, as amended, the BNDD could 
have moved against this dangerous profiteer 
far more expeditiously. 

Another illustrative example involved the 
case of a Michigan physician who reportedly 
was prescribing methadone without a phys­
ical examination. During the period March 
26, 1970, to January 22, 1971 BNDD under­
cover agents purchased 68 exhibits of metha­
done and prescriptions for methadone from 
the doctor and his employees. The quantities 
of methadone dispensed and prescribed were 
usually high, as much as 150 to 460 tablets at 
a time. At no time was any physical exam­
ination given to any of the special agents 
and dosages were increased upon the requests 
of the agents to accommodate their needs. 

Similarly, a. recent investigation of a Tuc­
son, Arizona physician revealed that one 
pharmacy had filled prescriptions for 285,000, 
10 mg. methadone tablets from May 1971, to 
February 1973. The physician prescribed 
methadone under the guise of a "detoxifica­
tion program" and for relief of pain. While 
the Subcommittee was unable to verify all 
the activities of this physician, it is noted 
witll interest that California officials who 
testified before the Subcommittee in Novem­
ber, 1972, reported that they had arrested a 
pair of methadone runners carrying 2,000 
methadone tablets destined for an illicit mar­
ket in South~rn California. Several Arizona 
physicians were allegedly the source of the 
methadone! 

Methadone programs can become a Iuera· 
tive enterprise. A Chicago physician operat­
ing what experts characterize as a "turn­
style or breadline" program, one involving 
little more than dispensing methadone to 
addicts, was charging the 500 addicts he 
"treated" $20 each week for a weekly gross of 
$10,000. Recently a physician advertised his 
methadone program for sale in the Business 
Opportunities column of a large daily news­
paper. A reporter answered the advertise­
ment representing himself as a physician and 
found that the "program," together with a 
thousand addict patients, was for sale for a 
price of $70,000. Reportedly the physician 
selling this particular program confidently 
represented its business potential since its 
customers "were sure to return for more." 

In another case in an eastern city, the 
BNDD Regional Office was contacted by an 
individual employed as a laborer with an 
automobile manufacturer who sought infor­
mation with regard to establishing a metha-
done clinic. His plan called for establishing 
the clinic near an existing methadone pro­
gram because, as he said, it would be "in a 
good location with plently of pre-existing 
business." This individual had already made 



June 8, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 18771 
arrangements with a local doctor who had 
attempted to qualify as the practitioner 
u n der existing regulations. 

Employees and volunteers associated with 
methadone programs have been implicated 
as sources of illegal methadone. The Sub­
committee has reviewed reports regarding 
employees who use their clinic position to 
personal advantage by forging files for fic­
titious patients in order to account for meth­
adone tablets stolen from the clinic for sale 
on the street. Laboratory analysis of liquid 
methadone dispensed by clinics has revealed 
that less methadone was present than pur­
ported. For example, a sample from a clinic 
in an eastern city was found to contain 13 
milligrams per cc rather than the purported 
30 milligrams per cc, apparently the result 
of the activity of a dispenser who was re­
ducing each patient's dosage and collecting 
the difference. Of a total of 46 methadone 
programs audited in depth under joint FDA­
BNDD regulations, 28 percent were found 
to lack proper security over drugs; 43 percent 
were keeping improper or incomplete records; 
17 percent had failed to obtain proper regis­
tration; 75 percent were found to have at 
least some unaccounted shortages of metha­
done; and another 15 percent were found to 
have unaccounted overages. 

In New Orleans, all seven in-depth audits 
conducted revealed shortages; and two pro­
grams were closed as a result of numerous 
serious discrepancies. In Miami, two of three 
programs were found wit h serious shortages­
one with 5.6 percent which amounted to no 
less than 308,715, 40 mg. methadone diskets 
and another with 12 percent. In New York an 
audit revealed a shortage of 5 percent or 
54,660, 40 mg. methadone diskets as well as 
evidence of deliberate tampering with rec­
ords. Similar reports have been received with 
regard to Washington, Boston and other 
cities. Additionally, investigators found that 
programs often failed to require ingestion of 
methadone on each visit by patients; that 
methadone dispensing was poorly supervised; 
and that take-home dosages were provided 
contrary to the program protocol. 

As of February 1973, as a result of these 
investigB~tions 11 methadone treatment pro­
grams had been terminated and criminal in­
vestigations had been initiated against 12 
methadone program director.:;. One of these 
resulted in conviction, 4 are pending trial or 
other action, and prosecution was declined 
by a U.S. Attorney in each of the 7 remain­
ing cases. 

Numerous factors account for the diversion 
of methadone from the treatment programs. 
It may result from lack of expertise on the 
part of the medical staff, poor management 
practices, inadequate funding, or even 
criminal intent. It appears, however, that 
most diversion is usually unwittingly per­
mitted and can be attributed to poor or­
ganization and loose controls. 

Methadone is also finding its way to illicit 
markets as the result of a growing number 
of armed robberies of methadone clinics. Il­
lustrative examples include the July 20, 1972, 
theft of two gallons of concentrated solu­
tions of methadone from the Johns Hopkins 
Drug Abuse Center, Baltimore, Maryland by 
three men armed with shotguns, and the 
November 5, 1972, robbery of the Jewish 
Memorial Hospital in Long Island, New York, 
tn which two men armed with revolvers es­
caped with 1,203 40 mg. diskets; 65 100 mg. 
bottles; and 7 80 mg. bottles. 

The most frequently cited and most com­
mon source of methadone diverted from the 
programs is the patient. Some addict-pa­
tients who have "take home" privileges in 
ambulatory programs sell part of their dis­
pensed dosage. In Dr. Weppner's original 
study of 76 methadone abusers, he found 
that 60 percent had obtained their metha­
done from patients in methadone programs 
and that 24 percent obtained methadone 
from pushers who had, in turn, obtained the 

narcotic from individuai practitioners. Lesser 
percentages involve purchases from un­
scrupulous ex-addict program counselors 
who were apparently permitted to handle 
the clinic's drug supplies. Illicit methadone 
traffic can be very profitable. Average daily 
dosages range from 40-180 mg. The street 
price for 10 mg. of methadone ranges from 
$2-$10. 

Heroin addicts use methadone in a va­
riety of ways. Many prefer methadone to 
heroin because it is readily available, 
cheaper, and they find that the euphoria is of 
longer duration and higher quality, partic­
ularly when injected intravenously. Others 
buy illegal methadone to insure against 
withdrawal when heroin is no longer avail­
able, or to boost the effects of cocaine and 
amphetamines. Some addicts enrolled in 
methadone programs desire the oblivion 
brought on by heroin, alcohol, barbitu­
rates, or methaqualone, ("sopors" and 
"quaaludes" ) but not brought on by metha­
done. They sell all or part of the methadone 
and purchase other drugs. 

According to Dr. Jerome Jaffe, Director of 
the Special Action Office on Drug Abuse Pre­
vention, the treatment of 80,000 individuals 
with an average dose of 80 mg. per day in­
volves the dispensing of about two and a 
half tons of methadone each year. He ex­
plained that if even a small fraction is di­
verted the hazard is considerable. For ex­
ample, if only 5 percent of the patients give 
away or sell their medication, there would 
be enough methadone diverted to create 6,000 
new methadone addicts annually. 

Illicit sales lead to the addiction of others. 
Polydrug abusers and experimenters are 
among the regular purchasers of 1llegal 
methadone. 

Many of these new addicts are younger 
and less experienced with drug abuse than 
the seasoned heroin addict. Some doctors 
express concern that unless we rigidly con­
trol the distribution of methadone we may 
be creating a new generation of addicts: 
methadone addicts. 

Already reports indicate a steady rise in 
the last three years in the number of per­
sons addicted primarily to methadone. The 
Inciardi and Chambers survey of recent ap­
plicants for Miami methadone programs 
found that 40 percent were using illegal 
methadone along with other drugs, and 7 
percent were using solely 1llega1 methadone. 
These researchers both felt that the new 
cases of primary methadone addiction were 
being created within many areas, particu­
larly among suburban youths, as a result 
of supplies available through diversion. In 
relative terms, the extent of methadone 
abuse does not presently rival heroin abuse, 
but the trend is alarming. 

Methadone programs may create a demand 
as well as supply it. A recent study of 55 
heroin addicts terminated from methadone 
maintenance programs found that 35 percent 
were abusing illicit methadone along with 
other drugs, and 8 percent were abusing 
solely methadone. 

The impact of illicit methadone traffic is 
vividly documented by the staggering num­
bers of methadone overdose deaths. While 
heroin-related deaths have decreased, in 
many cities a pattern of increase in metha­
done-related deaths has been noted. More 
than 30 percent of the narcotic deaths in 
New York City last year were methadone 
related. In the first 9 months of 1972, 100 
deaths or 15 percent of all narcotic deaths 
were directly attributed to methadone, as 
compared with 10 percent in 1971. From 
July 1, 1972, to February 23, 1973, Nassau 
County in New York reported 29 of 60 nar­
cotic deaths to be methadone related, and 
Suffolk County reported 7 out of a total of 
11 such deaths. In Washington, D .C., metha­
done has been more lethal than heroin. In 
1972, there were 33 methadone deaths, 20 
heroin deaths, and 18 combination metha-

done-heroin deaths. Thus, 72 percent of the 
narcotic deaths were methadone related. This 
compares with 26 percent during 1971 when 
17 methadone deaths, 60 heroin deaths, and 5 
combination methadone-heroin deaths were 
recorded in Washington. In the Washington, 
D .C. suburb of Fairfax County, 9 of 14 drug­
related deaths, were attributed in whole or 
in part to illicit methadone. In most of these 
areas the dead were younger people, primarily 
teenagers, many of whom lacked a tolerance 
to narcotics. Most took methadone orally, 
although some injected it. 

It is abundantly clear that adequate safe­
guards must be developed to insure the ef­
fective operation of methadone programs 
and t o protect our communities from the 
introduction of yet another potent narcotic 
drug of abuse and addiction. The recogni­
tion of the need for such safeguards should 
not be interpreted as an indictment of 
methadone programs, but rather as a real­
ization that methadone can be harmful when 
diverted and improperly used. 

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION 

During the 91st Congress the Commit tee 
devoted a considerable portion of its time to 
the issues of drug control, drug abuse and 
the adequacy of Federal drug legislation. 
After the Subcommittee to Investigate Juve­
nile Delinquency conducted extensive hear­
ings and investigations, the Committee re­
ported S. 3246, which in an amended form 
became the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Pre­
vention and Control Act of 1970 (PL 91-513). 

The overall purpose of this measure was 
to improve the administration and regula­
tion of the manufacture, importation and 
exportation of the controlled dangerous sub­
stances covered under its provisions, so that 
widespread diversion than occurring could 
be halted. 

The Committee bill amends Title II of the 
1970 Act (PL 91-513) commonly called the 
Controlled Substances Act, which provides 
bot h civil regulation and criminal law en­
forcement for activities relating to narcotic 
and dangerous drugs. The regulatory powers 
granted the Attorney General under the 
1970 Act were designed to insure that drugs 
produced for legitimate medical purposes do 
not become diverted into the illicit market. 
The amendments in the Committee bill have 
been made necessary by the growt h of a rela­
tively new approach to the treatment of nar­
cotic addicts which has rapidly expanded 
since the comprehensive study conducted by 
the Committee and Congress. 

The new development is the widespread 
use of the narcotic drug methadone bot h to 
detoxify and to maintain heroin addicts. 

As the above preceding section of this re­
port discusses, it has been found that the 
use of methadone in the treatment of heroin 
addiction involves unique and unusually 
great risks of diversion and criminal prof­
iteering. Previously, the problem was not of 
significant dimensions; but changes in medi­
cal opinion and government policy, which 
now encourages the broadest possible appli­
cation of methadone in the treatment of 
addiction, have drastically altered the situa­
tion within the last several years. Nearly 
80,000 addicts are enrolled in maintenance 
programs and significant amounts are being 
diverted into the illicit market. It has been 
found that methadone and other legitimate 
narcotics sold in the illicit market bring 
prices often equivalent to heroin, and the 
pattern of their abuse is essentially ident i­
cal. Within the brief period of time in ques­
tion there have been substantial increases 
in the number of methadone addict s re­
ported, the number of arrests and seizures 
involving legitimate narcotics, and the inci­
dence of methadone-related overdoses and 
deaths. 

The purpose of the Committee bill is to 
provide new authority for the regulation of 
the use of narcotic drugs in the treatment 
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of narcotic addicts which are consist ent with 
legitimate program objectives and the pro­
tection of the community at large. The bill 
provides additional tools to facilitate law 
enforcement agencies in their efforts to in­
vestigate and to curb the diversion and 
abuse of narcotic drugs, used in the treat­
ment of narcotic addict s. 

The Committee bill requires practitioners 
who dispense or administer n arcotic drugs 
in the maintenance or detoxification treat­
ment of narcotic addicts to obtain a special 
registration from the Attorney General. 
Methadone maintenance programs were first 
initiated as research endeavors, and the At­
torney General was provided authority under 
the Controlled Substances Act to require a 
separate registration for research programs 
using narcotic drugs. This criteria was never 
intended to apply to the massive treatment 
efforts now in progress nor the proposed ex­
panded approval of methadone to the status 
of a new drug which permits the use of 
methadone for the maintenance treatment 
of narcotic addiction for all addicts for 
whom it is medically justified. The proposed 
expanded approval of methadone makes the 
inadequacies and loopholes in the Govern­
ment's ability to control its diversion and 
abuse even more apparent. Under current 
law a physician can dispense methadone to 
addicts, on a large scale and on a regular 
basis, without federal regulation if metha­
done if used for detoxification and not 
maintenance. Detoxification programs, how­
ever, also involve the unique and unusually 
great risks of diversion and criminal prof­
iteering associated with maintenance pro­
grams. Furthermore, in many instances 
where BNDD has successfully terminated the 
operation of a maintenance program which 
was a source of illicit street drugs, the un­
scrupulous profiteers emerged as the opera­
tors of detoxification programs. The case of 
Dr. Moore in the District of Columbia is the 
most notorious example of this type of ma­
neuver. 

The Committee bill is designed to cover 
the use of narcotic drugs in general rather 
than methadone in particular for two rea­
sons. First, it has been found that abuses 
similar to those which have occurred in the 
indiscriminate prescribing and dispensing 
of methadone have occurred with regard 
to other narcotic drugs such as morphine, 
numorphan, and demerol. Moreover, with the 
closing of existing loopholes in the use of 
methadone, it could be anticipated that un­
scrupulous practitioners would resort to the 
distribution of morphine or other narcotics 
as an alternative. Secondly, inclusion of nar­
cotic drugs generally will also provide the 
fiexibility necessary to anticipate new devel­
opments in maintenance programs. For exam­
ple, the drug known as alpha-acetylmethadol, 
also a narcotic, holds some promise of use 
in this regard and may be expected to become 
a popular drug of choice for maintenance 
treatment in the near future. 

The Committee bill provides fiexibility for 
emergency situations which might arise when 
a physician is suddenly confronted with an 
office emergency in which an addict is un­
dergoing withdrawal. Inasmuch as such an 
emergency is unpredictable, it would be im­
practical to expect physicians to register 
specially to deal with such cases. Therefore, 
the term "emergency treatment" has been 
defined in the bill so that this particular cir­
cumstance may be excluded from the regis­
tration requirements. The duration of such 
an emergency would depend upon the cir­
cumstance and the availability of treatment 
facilities but normally would relate to a 
single administration of a drug for relief of 
withdrawal discomfort. The definition of 
"emergency treatment" also excludes from 
the registration requirements physicians who 
administer narcotic drugs to detoxify pa­
tients as a necessary adjunct to medical and 
surgical treatment in a hospital. Included 

in this exclusion would be cases of heart 
disease, cancer, or other diseases involving 
exceptionally severe pain in which the pa­
tients have become tolerant to the analgesic 
effect of the narcotics. 

Standards for registration under the Com­
mittee bill are divided into two separate 
sections. First, an applicant must show that 
he or she is qualified to engage in the type of 
addict treatment for which registration is 
sought in accordance with the medical stand­
ards determined by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. Section 4 of Title 
I of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Preven­
tion and Control Act of 1970 establishes the 
authority for the Secretary to determine 
standards of treatment in this area. The cur­
rent regulatory proposal published by the 
FDA on December 15, 1972, is an expression 
of this authority. The Department of Justice 
is bound by these medical determinations. 
Second, an applicant must show that he or 
she meets the special security and diversion 
standards promulgated by the Attorney Gen­
eral. This is a new grant of authority. The 
Attorney General is authorized to enact re­
quirements relating to such things as: 

1. The manner in which narcotic drugs 
are received and stored, 

2. The qualifications and clearance of the 
personnel who handle and dispense them, 

3. The quantities of drugs that can be kept 
on hand at satellite dispensing areas, 

4. The security in the movement of drugs 
from one program site to another. 

5. The maintenance of procedures and rec­
ords to safeguard against theft and pilferage, 
and 

6. Together with the Secretary to set a 
limit on the amount of drugs which can be 
dispensed for unsupervised consumption. 

The Committee bill provides a new tool to 
enforce the standards required for the special 
registration. Under present law a practitioner 
is entitled to registration if authorized to en­
gage in such practice under the laws of his 
or her state or jurisdiction, unless the ap­
plication has been intentionally falsified or 
the applicant has been convicted of a drug­
related felony. These elementary require­
ments may be sufficient with regard to the 
general practice of medicine, but are wholly 
inadequate for the specialized circumstances 
within the purview of the bill, which entail 
inordinate risks of diversion and unethical 
profiteering. The principal tool for enforcing 
the standards established under the bill 
would be the denial, revocation, or suspen­
sion of the special registration. This would 
be done by either ( 1) denying registration to 
a practitioner who is unable to demonstrate 
an ability to comply with the standards, or 
(2) revoking or suspending the registration 
of a practitioner who failed to maintain the 
standards following registration. Action un­
der this provision would be entirely without 
prejudice to any other registration to utilize 
narcotic drugs in other types of medical prac­
tice. The Director of BNDD expressed such 
a policy, but the Committee felt it appropri­
ate to clarify the impact of the revocation 
under the Committee bill. In addition to pro­
viding a regulatory framework by which safe­
guards against diversion can be imposed, the 
Committee bill will facilitate any criminal 
prosecutions that become necessary. As illus­
trated by the example of Dr. Moore, previous­
ly cited, the Attorney General was unable to 
take successful criminal action against prof­
iteering practitioners except in the most ag­
gravated of circumstances and then only after 
prolonged effort to make undercover penetra­
tions. 

All existing obligations and remedies un­
der the Controlled Substances Act would ap­
ply with equal force to the new form of 
registration. Thus, all civil fines and penal­
ties currently applied to recordkeeping and 
compliance aspects could be imposed as re­
quired. Under the Committee bill, if such 

a practitioner is supplying narcotics to ad­
dicts without an approved registration, the 
Attorney General would be able to establish 
a prima facie violation of the felony pro­
visions of the Controlled Substances Act. 
The activity is that of an unregistered person 
distributing narcotics and such an individ­
ual would be treated as any other illicit traf­
ticker. Should such an individual, however, 
by virtue of good faith representation, ob­
tain a registration and then proceed to vi­
olate the standards, the registration could 
be quickly revoked. Should the individual 
persist in such activity, he or she would again 
be in the category of an unregistered per­
son trafficking in narcotics; and proof of 
this activity would constitute the prima facie 
violation of the felony provisions of the 
Controlled Substances Act. This section of 
the Committee bill will cure the present 
difficulty in such prosecutions because of 
the intricate and nearly impossible burden 
of establishing what is beyond "the course 
of professional practice" for criminal law 
purposes when such a practitioner speciously 
claims that the practices in question were 
ethical and humanitarian in nature. 

Under current law an exception is granted 
to complete narcotic recordkeeping require­
ments in that practitioners are excused from 
keeping a record of narcotic drugs directly 
administered to patients in their presence. 
This exception is justified by the circum­
stances of house calls and other emergencies 
to which practitioners must frequently re­
spond without benefit of customary clerical 
support. The risks of abuse and diversion 
in the treatment of this category of patients 
far exceeds that which is present in the ordi­
nary practice of medicine. The lack of a com­
plete record of the movement of narcotic 
medication, including that which is admin­
istered, can severely handicap an audit of 
records designed to discover shortages, pilfer­
age, or illegal activity. Any discrepancies 
which are found in an audit could be ex­
plained in terms of quantities administered 
for which no record is kept. For the foregoing 
reasons, the Committee bill would amend 
prese"lt law in eucha fashion as to eliminate 
this exception, but only as it relates to the 
administering of narcotic drugs to addicts in 
the course of some form of addict treatment. 
This would also include emergency treatment 
for which a special registration is not 
required. 

Without blocking this loophole as it ap­
plies to methadone programs and illegally 
profiteering practitioners, it is impossible to 
insure complete drug accountability. 

Regarding the use of these records Mr. 
John E. Ingersoll, BNDD Director, told the 
Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile De­
linquency on April 5th that-

"Our only interest in inspecting these rec­
ords is for the purpose of insuring com­
pliance by the program with the Bureau's 
security and diversion standards. Our only 
purpose for disclosing these records would 
be to substantiate legal actions which it 
may be necessary to bring against a program 
or its employees. Of course, the identities 
of the patients would be kept confidential 
insofar as possible and such information 
could in no way be used against the interests 
of the person in treatment." 

In all other respects, disclosure of the rec­
ords required by the Committee bill would 
be subject to the conditions imposed by Sec­
tion 408 of the Drug Abuse Office and Treat­
ment Act of 1972 (PL 92-255) and would not 
affect the confidentiality provisions o! the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and 
Control Act of 1970 (PL 91-513) regarding 
research. 

CONCLUSION 

It is important to emphasize that meth­
adone alone is not a "cure" for heroin addic­
tion. Any effort to use the drug itself as a 
simple, inexpensive, large-scale answer to 
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heroin addiction is 111-conceived and will 
lead to "turnstyle or breadline" treatment. 
Pressure !or hastily developed, large-scale, 
underfinanced and understaffed programs 
must be resisted. The emphasis should be on 
the quality of services not merely the num­
ber of persons processed. 

However successful methadone mainte­
nance has been in treating certain addicts, 
methadone must not be used to "smoke­
screen" the effects of drug addiction on our 
society and the social conditions that spawn 
drug addiction. Methadone maintenance 
should not provide a "fix" for a complex 
social, political, medical and psychological 
problem. Reduction of the incidence of 
criminal activity associated with heroin ad­
diction is a high priority but it should not 
be our sole priority. If there is no hope but 
dope, an addict on methadone will turn to 
other so-called "chemical solutions," most 
often barbiturates and alcohol. The programs 
should assist addicts in working toward 
freedom from methadone as well as from 
heroin, so that they can become free and 
independent persons able to be fully and 
constructively involved in their community. 
Equally important, the rapidly spreading 
problem of multiple nonopiate drug abuse 
for which methadone is not even a partial 
answer, must receive proper attention. 

The Committee acknowledges that inade­
quacies in the Controlled Substances Act of 
1970 as applied to the proliferated use of 
narcotics in the treatment of narcotic addic­
tion have resulted in the diversion and abuse 
of these narcotics. Closing the loopholes in 
!or 1970 Act is a matter of urgent priority 
for the Congress. 

While the Committee recognizes the lim­
ited efficiency of methadone in the treat­
ment of narcotic addiction, the Committee 
bill provides an additional means for the 
Federal Government, in a joint efi'ort by af­
fected agencies, to assure that methadone 
1s used properly in the treatment of addic­
tion. Passage of S. 1115, as amended, would 
1n no way interfere with legitimate objec­
tives of maintenance and detoxification pro­
grams. Passage of S. 1115, as amended, will 
reaffirm the commitment Congress made to 
the nation when it passed the 1970 Act, by 
once again facilitating the prosecution of 
those who engage in the criminal distribu­
tion of legitimate narcotic drugs !or profit. 
COST ESTIMATE PURSUANT TO SECTION 252 OF 

THE LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 
1970 

In accordance with Section 252 (a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (PL 
91-510), the Committee estimates that there 
would be no appreciable increase in the 
existing administrative costs of the Justice 
Department in order to administer this Act. 

TABULATION OF VOTES CAST IN COMMITl'EE 

Pursuant to section 133 (b) of the Legis­
lative Reorganization Act of 1946, as amend­
ed by PUblic Law 91-510, the following is a 
tabulation of votes in committee: 

Motion to report S. 1115, as amended, to 
the Senate carried unanimously. 

THE RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill <S. 645) to strengthen interstate re­
porting and interstate services for par­
ents of runaway children; to conduct re­
search on the size of the runaway youth 
population; for the establishment, main­
tenance, and operation of temporary 
housing and counseling services for 
transient youth, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary with amend­
n'lents on page 4, line 22, after the word 
''it", strike out "serves;" and insert 

"serves: Provided, however, That records 
maintained on individual runaways shall 
not be disclosed without parental con­
sent to anyone other than another 
agency oomplling statistical records or a 
government agency involved in the dis­
position of criminal charges against an 
individual runaway. Provided further, 
That reports or other documents based 
on such statistical records shall not dis­
close the identity of individual run­
aways; "; on page 7, after line 23, insert 
a new section, as follows: 

SEC. 202. Records containing the identity 
of individual runaways gathered for statis­
tical purposes pursuant to section 201 may 
under no circumstances be disclosed or 
transferred to .any individual or other agency, 
public or private. 

And, on page 8, at the beginning of 
line 3, change the section number from 
"202" to "203"; so as to make the bill 
read: 

s. 645 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Runaway Youth 
Act". 

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 2. The Congress hereby finds that­
(1) the number of juveniles who leave and 

remain away from home without parental 
permission has increased to alarming propor­
tions, creating a substantial law enforcement 
problem for the communities inundated, and 
significantly endangering the young people 
who are without resources and live on the 
street; 

(2) the exact nature of the problem is not 
well defined because national statistics on 
the size and profile of the runaway youth 
population are not tabulated; 

(3) many of these young people, because 
of their age and situation, are urgently in 
need of temporary shelter and counseling 
services; 

(4) the problem of locating, detaining, and 
returning runaway children should not be 
the responsibility of already overburdened 
police departments and juvenile justice au­
thorities; and 

(5) in view of the interstate .nature of the 
problem, it is the responsibility of the Fed­
eral Government to develop accurate report­
ing of the problem nationally and to develop 
an effective system of temporary care out­
side the law enforcement structure. 

TITLE I 
SEc. 101. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu­

cation, and Welfare is authorized to make 
grants and to provide technical assistance to 
localities and nonprofit private agencies in 
accordance with the provisions of this title. 
Grants under this title should be made for 
the purpose of developing local facilities to 
deal primarily with the immediate needs of 
runaways in a manner which is outside the 
law enforcement structure and juvenile jus­
tice system. The size of such grants should 
be determined by the number of runaway 
children in the community and the existing 
availability of services. Among applicants 
priority should be given to privalte organiza­
tions or institutions who have had past ex­
perience in dealing with runaways. 

(b) The Secretary may promulgate and 
enforce any rules, regulations, standards, 
and procedures which he may deem neces­
sary and appropriate to fulfill the purpooes 
of this Act. 

SEc. 102. (a) To be eligible for a.ssistance 
under this title, an applicant must propose 
to establish, strengthen, or fund an exist­
ing or proposed runaway houses, a local con­
trolled facility providing temporary shelter, 

and counseling services to juveniles who 
have left home without the permission of 
their parents or guardians. 

(b) In order to qualify, an applicant must 
submit a plan to the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare meeting the follow­
ing requirements and including the follow­
ing information. Each house-

( 1) shall be located in an area which is 
demonstrably frequented by or easily reach­
able by runaway children; 

(2) shall have a maximum capacity of no 
more than twenty children, with a ratio of 
staff to children of sufficient proportion to 
insure adequate supervision and treatment; 

(3) shall develop an adequate pLan for 
contacting the child's parents or relatives in 
accordance with the law of the State in 
which the runaway house is established and 
insuring his safe return according to the 
best interests of the child; 

(4) shall develop an adequate plan for 
insuring proper relations with law enforce­
ment personnel, and the return of runaways 
from correctional institutions; 

( 5) shall develop an adequate plan for 
after care counseling involving runaway 
children and their parents within the State 
in which the runaway house is located and 
assuring, as possible, that .aftercare services 
will be provided to those children who are 
returned beyond the State in which the 
runaway house is located; 

(6) shall keep adequate statistical records 
profiling the children and parents which it 
serves: Provided, however, That records 
maintained on individual runaways shall not 
be disclosed without parental consent to 
anyone other than another agency compil­
ing statistical records or a government 
agency involved in the disposition of crim­
inal charges against an indiV'idual runaway: 
Provided further, That reports or other docu­
ments based on such statistical records shall 
not disclose the identity of individual run­
aways; 

(1) shall submit annual reports to the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare detailing how the house has been able 
to meet the goals of its plans and reporting 
the statistical summaries required in sec­
tion 102(b) (6); 

(8) shall demonstrate its ability to oper­
ate under accounting procedures and fiscal 
control devices as required by the secretary 
of Health, Education and Welfare; and 

(9) shall supply such other information 
as the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare reasonably deexns necessary. 

SEc. 103. An application by a State, local­
ity, or nonprofit private agency for a grant 
under this title may be approved bly the Sec­
retary only if it is consistent with the appli­
cable provisions of this title and meets the 
requirements set forth in section 102. Prior­
ity shall be given to grants smaller than 
$50,000. 

SEc. 104. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to deny grants to nonprofit private 
agencies which are fully controlled by pri­
vate boards or persons but which in other 
ways meet the requirements of this title 
and agree to be legally responsible for the 
operation of the runaway house. Nothing in 
this title shall give the Federal Government 
and its agencies control over the staffing and 
personnel decisions of facilities receiving 
Federal funds, except as the stafi's of such 
facilities must meet the standards under 
this title. 

SEc. 105. The Secretary of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare shall annually report to 
Congress on the status and accomplishments 
of the runaway houses which were funded 
with particular attention to-

(1) their effectiveness in alleviating the 
problems of runaway youth; 

(2) their ability to reunite children with 
their families and to encourage the resolu­
tion of intrafan'lily problems through coun­
seling and other services; and 



18774 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 8, 1973 

(3) their effectiveness in strengthening 
family relationships and encouraging stable 
living conditions for children. 

SEc. 106. As used in this title, the term 
"State" shall include Puerto Rico, the Dis­
trict of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin 
Islands. 

SEc. 107. (a) The Federal share for the con­
struction of new facilities under this title 
shall be no more than 50 per centum. The 
Federal share for the acquisition and reno­
vation of existing structures, the provision of 
counseling services, staff training, and the 
general costs of operations of such facility's 
budget for any fiscal year shall be 90 per 
centum. The non-Federal share may be in 
cash or in kind, fairly evaluated , including 
plant, equipment, or services. 

(b) Payments under this section may be 
made in installments, in advance, or by way 
of reimbursement, with necessary adjust­
ments on account of overpayments or un­
derpayments. 

(c) For the purpose of carrying out this 
title there is authorized to be appropriated 
for each of the fiscal years 1974, 1975, and 
1976 the sum of $10,000,000 . 

TITLE II 
SEc. 201. The Secretary of Health, Educa­

tion, and Welfare shall gather information 
and carry out a comprehensive statistical sur­
vey defining the major charact eristics of the 
runaway youth population and determining 
the areas of the country most affected. Such 
survey shall include, but not be limited to, 
the age, sex, socioeconomic background of 
runaway children, the places from which and 
to which children run, and the relationship 
between running away and other illegal be­
havior. The Secretary shall report to Con­
gress not later than June 30, 1974. 

SEc. 202. Records containing the identity of 
individual runaways gathered for statistical 
purposes pursuant to section 201 may under 
no circumstances be disclosed or transferred 
to any individual or other agency, .public or 
private. 

SEC. 203. For the purpose of carrying out 
this title there is authorized to be appro­
priated the sum of $500,000. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an excerpt from 
the report <No. 93-191 ), explaining the 
purposes of the measure. 

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

AMENDMENTS 

The subcommittee recommended the fol­
lowing two amendments: 

(1) In section 102(b) (6) strike the word 
"serves;" and add in lieu thereof: "serves, 
provided however that records maintained 
on individual runaways shall not be dis­
closed without parental consent to anyone 
other than another agency compiling statis­
tical records or a Government agency in­
volved in the disposition of criminal charges 
against an individual runaway; provided 
further that reports or other documents 
based on such statistical records shall not 
disclose the identity of individual run­
aways." This amendment is designed to pro­
tect the confidentiality of the individual 
records of youth receiving services from the 
facilities assisted under this act, except 
where the records are needed for law en­
forcement purposes. Where records are 
needed for statistical studies, the identity of 
individual runaways may not be disclosed. 

(2) After section 201, add a new section 
202 to read as follows: "Records containing 
the identity of individual runaways gathered 
for statistical purposes pursuant to section 
201 may under no circumstances be disclosed 
or transferred to any individual or other 
agency, public or private", and renumber 
the succeeding paragraph as section 203. This 

amendment also protects the confide1;1tiality 
of records used for statistical purposes. 

PURPOSE AND ANALYSIS 

The Runaway Youth Act authorizes the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to provide assistance to local groups to oper­
ate temporary shelter care programs in areas 
where runaways tend to congregate. 

Unlike traditional halfway houses, these 
facilities are designed to shelter young peo­
ple for a very short period of time rather than 
on a long-term basis. These facilities could 
be used by the courts and the police to house 
runaways temporarily prior to their return 
home or to another permanent living ar­
rangement. However, their primary function 
is to provide a place where runaways can find 
shelter and immediate assist ance, such as 
medical care and counseling. Once in the 
runaway house, the young person would be 
encouraged to contact home ·and reestablish 
in a permanent living arrangement. Profes­
sional, medical, and psychological services 
would be available to these houses from the 
community as they are needed. 

Most importantly, the shelters established 
under S. 645 will be equipped to provide 
field counseling for both the runaway and 
his family after the runaway has moved to 
permanent living facilities. If field counseling 
is not appropriate or feasible, information 
on where to seek more comprehensive pro­
fessional help will be supplied. In short, these 
houses will serve as highly specialized alter­
natives to the traditional law enforcement 
methods of dealing with runaways. 

S. 645 authorizes appropriations of $10 mil­
lion for each of 3 years. While this amount 
is not large, temporary shelter care is rela­
tively inexpensive to provide. Furthermore, 
experience has shown that these houses can 
serve a large number of people. For those 
programs now in existence, it is not unusual 
to provide residential services for more than 
500 people a year. 

The Runaway Youth Act also authorizes 
funds to conduct research on the scope of 
the runaway problem in this country, par­
ticularly with regard to data on the types of 
children who run away. The committee be­
lieves that reliable statistics rather than 
broad-based research may be more useful at 
the present time in developing effective ap­
proaches to the runaway youth problem. 
Thus, the scope of the research is to focus 
on "the age, sex, socioeconomic background 
of the runaway children, the places from 
which and to which children run, and the 
relationship between running away and other 
illegal behavior." 

BACKGROUND 

On January 13 and 14, 1972, hearings were 
held on the Runaway Youth Act, introduced 
last session as S. 2829. While research on 
the runaway problem had been conducted 
and a report issued by the committee in 
1955, these were the first congressional hear­
ings held on the subject in at least a decade. 
On July 31, 1972, S. 2829 was passed by the 
Senate. At the time of adjournment of the 
92d Congress, the Runaway Youth Act had 
been favorably reported by the General Edu­
cation Subcommittee of the House Educa­
tion and Labor Committee. 

The scope of the runaway problem is very 
large, although its exact dimensions are un­
known. It is estimated that at least 1 mil­
lion young people run away each year. While 
the primary concern of the subcommittee 
focused on runaways under the age of 18, 
several witnesses, including Catherine Hiatt 
of the Travelers Aid Association of America, 
made it clear that people of all ages run 
away and that many are in desperate need 
of help. s. 2829 does not specify age limits 
for those who may receive services, although 
it is assumed that the vast majority will be 
young people. 

The most common age of runaways re­
ported by the witnesses who operate run-

away programs is 15. However, the prevalence 
of. younger runaways is increasing. It was 
noted that a few years ago the most com­
mon age was 16 or 17. More recently, 43 
percent of the runaways reported in New 
York were in the 11 to 14 age category. 

All of the witnesses representing runaway 
programs indicated that the majority of run­
aways are female . John Wedemeyer of the 
Bridge in San Diego, Calif., noted that fe~ 
male runaways in San Diego outnumber 
males 2 to 1. The FBI Uniform Crime Re­
ports, the only national statistics in the 
field, show that the number of arrests for 
running away among females is significantly 
greater than the number of arrests among 
males. 

Although the runaway problem is usually 
seen as particularly prevalent among the 
white middle class, other groups are also 
affected. Brian Slattery of Huckleberry House 
in San Francisco, Calif., testified that their 
clients from the bay area "reflected the ra­
cial composition of the community." One 
young black witness from the District of 
Columbia testified that running way was 
often related to an intolerable home situa­
tion which could be found in any racial, 
social, or economic group. 

Many of those who testified emphasized 
that providing shelter and counseling for 
runaway youth was an effective method of 
delinquency prevention. Warren W. Martin, 
Jr., a judge from a rural Indiana commu­
nity, Rev. Frederick Eckhardt, a pastor in 
the Greenwich Village area. of New York 
City, and William Treanor, director of Run­
away House in the District of Columbia, 
noted that running away was often symp­
tomatic of serious problems which, if left 
unchecked, might lead to serious delinquent 
behavior and perhaps to a life of adult 
crime. Moreover, authoritative research on 
the subject of runaways confirmed the tes­
timony of several witnesses that the run­
away event poses a unique opportunity to 
deal with the fundamental problems of the 
family. Dr. Robert Shellow, author of the 
National Institute of Mental Health study, 
"Suburban Runaways of the 1960's," noted 
that: 

"The runaway crisis offers an opportunity 
to give assistance to families when they 
most want it, and to wait at all may be to 
wait too long. 

"Since most people are more willing to 
seek help when they are hurting, a lot can 
be accomplished during the runaway crisis. 
Once the child has returned, however, the 
crisis is seen as being over, and the families 
comfort themselves with the belief that 
everything is all right. In many cases, how­
ever, it is not." 

When the underlying problems remain un­
solved, running away again and again often 
becomes a means of escape. Young people 
who habitually run away often have to steal 
or sell drugs to support themselves. Drug 
abuse and petty theft are normally the young 
runaway's next step along the path that all 
too often leads to a life of adult crime. 

Another important function of runaway 
houses is to divert young people from the 
traditional criminal justice system. Diver­
sion is desirable for several reasons. First, 
the burden of the runaway problem falls 
primarily on the shoulders of the police . 
Jerry V. Wilson, Commissioner of Police in 
Washington, D.C., noted in a letter to Sen­
ator Bayh endorsing the Runaway Youth 
Act, that the runaway problem results in the 
expenditure of many hours of police time 
annually. Similarly, FBI arrest statistics 
demonstrate that runaways significantly oc­
cupy police time. Runaways are the seventh 
most frequent reason for arrest in a list of 
21 categories, even though the runaway 
category is the only one which applies ex­
clusively to people under 18. Second, the 
police are not equipped to provide counsel­
ing and can only return a runaway to his 
home. 
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Maj. John Bechtel ef the Montgomery 

County Police Department testified that the 
runaway problem is a socw problem which 
unduly burdens the police. Third, arrest for 
running away often results in detention in 
a juvenile hall or adult jail and damaging 
contact with hardened offenders. This point 
was made dramatically clear by Becky and 
Cathy, two young witnesses, who were de­
tained in juvenile hall for running away at 
the ages of 15 and 13 respectively. Both girls 
were locked up with older girls who were 
sophisticated in criminal activity and were 
charged with serious violations. Fourth, run­
ning away often results in long-term incar­
ceration in reform school and the permanent 
stigma of the juvenile delinquent label. It 
was noted that a recent study of the Indiana 
Girls' School showed that one-half of the 
inmates were there for having run away. 
While incarcerated in reform school the run­
away is forced to live with much more seri­
ous offenders. Through this relationship the 
runaway may be abused and will certainly 
learn of more sophisticated ways to violate 
the law. 
ANALYSIS OF ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO 

THE BILL 

All of the witnesses with the exception ot 
the representatives of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare supported 
the legislation. Most witnesses emphasized 
the seriousness of the problem and the need 
for immediate action. 

Philip Rutledge, Deputy Administrator of 
Social and Rehabilitation Service, testified 
that new legislation designed to deal with 
the runaway problem was not needed since 
existrhg legislation was sufficient. He cited 
the Ju~enile Delinquency Prevention and 
Oontrol Act of 1968 and title IV of the Social 
Security Act. However, although the Juvenile 
Delinquency Act became law over 4 years ago, 
only a few isolated programs have been 
funded to deal with runaways. Additionally, 
tbe Social Security Act is unsuited to deal 
with the runaway problem for several rea­
sons. Firs-';, while funds are available under 
title IV(A), that money may only be spent 
for children on welfare or who are immedi­
ate candidates for welfare. This would ex­
clude the bulk of the runaway population 
who are from middle-class homes. Second. 
although title IV(B) specifically provides 
money for temporary maintenance and re­
turn home of runaways, these funds can only 
be spent on interstate runaway. Several of 
the witnesses testified that a substantial 
number of runaways, possibly a majority, 
could not qualify since they never cross 
State lines-. Additionally, title IV(B) pro­
vides no counseling services and merely re­
quires the return of the runaway to his 
home. During the hearings it was frequently 
noted that counseling is a crucial require­
ment for a successful runaway prograin. 
Moreover, in many cases, to return the run­
away home simply exacerbates the problem 
since it returns him to the situation that 
caused the run initially. 

Another point raised by HEW was that 
S. 645 was simply another categorical grant 
program whereas: 

"The Department's position is that serv­
ices to youth should be provided on an in­
tegrated, comprehensive basis and provided 
in a manner that recognizes that interre­
latedness of the many manifestations of 
youth alienation from modern American so­
ciety ... 

However, the lack of sufficient concern by 
the Federal Government for runaways to date 
indicates that unless individual legislation is 
addressed to the runaway problems it will 
continue to be ignored. Moreover, State and 
regional planning has not been focused on 
the runaway problem. This lack of planning 
and coordination has been recognized by the 
adm..inistration in regard to the entire field 
of juvenile delinquency. In announcing the 
decentralization of authority to regional of-

fices on May 18, 1971, MJP. Jerris Leonard, Ad­
ministrator of the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration, specified that juvenile 
delinquency programs would be excepted 
from this decentralization and that super­
visory control would remain in headquarters. 
Mr. Leonard said: 

"This is a real problem area--the apparent 
inability of all of the programs that we have 
in the juvenile delinquency field to dovetail 
and address the problem of a very broad and 
effective base. That's something that can't 
be done at the regional or State level; the 
coordination effort has got to come from the 
National Government and from Washing· 
ton ... 

Similarly, the annual report of the Youth 
Development and Delinquency Prevention 
Administration issued in March 1971 de­
scribed State planning as "spasmodic and 
ineffective ... Finally, it was made clear at the 
hearings that HEW could effectively admin­
ister the Runaway Youth Act. In response 
to questioning, Robert Foster, Deputy Ad­
ministrator of YDDP A, indicated that a cate­
gorical program like the Runaway Youth Act 
could be very useful in filling the gaps in 
services left by presently uncoordinated pro­
grams. 

The representatives of HEW noted that the 
facilities established by S. 645 appeared to 
be limited only to runaways whereas they 
should also be available to other juvenile 
status offenders. However, eligibility for serv­
ices under the act does not depend upon the 
legal classification imposed by the court or 
police on the juvenile. The act would provide 
services for "juveniles who have left homes 
without the specific permission of their par­
ents or guardians .. (sec. 102(a)). Since other 
juvenile status offenders, such as truants 
and incorrigbles, are often involved in a run­
away situation as defined by the act, services 
could be provided for them. 

The last argument raised by HEW was that 
the mechanism for awarding grants pre­
cluded effective coordination on the local, 
State, or regional level. However, the expe­
rience of existing runaway houses shows that 
this objection is groundless. All of the wit­
nesses who represented runaway programs 
testified to the importance of developing 
C'lose working relationships with the police, 
the courts, social service agencies, and the 
local community. John Wedemeyer of the 
Bridge in San Diego estimated that through 
such coordination his program was able to 
receive $76,000 in volunteered services last 
year. Moreover, he noted that such coordina.• 
tion is also beneficial to the community 
that the runaway program serves: 

"We cooperate with the probation depart­
ment, the welfare department, and the police 
department. They are eager to have us 
there, because they feel that they are heavily 
overworked. If they could have 20 percent of 
their caseload dispensed to some other social 
service agency, they would probably be 
thrilled to death ... 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE RUN­

AWAY YOUTH ACT 

Title I authorizes the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to make grants to 
establish local shelter care facilities to pro­
vide services to runaways in a manner which 
operates outside the traditional law enforce­
ment, juvenile justice system. 

Section 101 states that grants should be 
made on the basis of the number of runaways 
in the community and the present availa­
bility of services for runaways. Additionally, 
priority should be given to private organiza­
tions who have had experience dealing with 
runaways. 

Section 102 establishes the requirements 
which runaway houses must meet to be eli­
gible to receive grants. These include: ( 1) 
location in an area frequented or reach­
able by runaways; (2) a maximum capacity 
of no more than 20; and (3) the development 

of adequate plans to insure proper contact 
with the pollee, safe return of the runaway, 
and adequate after-care counseling. Addi­
tionally, each proposed grantee must keep 
statistical surveys of their clients and re­
port them annually to the Secretary. This 
is intended to aid in the research financed 
through title n. Provision is made to protect 
the confidentiality of the records of indi­
vidual runaways. 

Section 103 requires that a plan meet 
the requirements of Section 102 before it 
may be approved by the Secretary. Priority 
will be given to grants smaller than $50,000. 

Section 104 insures that the Federal Gov­
ernment will have no direct control over 
the actual staffing of the runaway houses. 

Section 105 requires the Secretary to re­
port annually to Congress on the effective­
ness of runaway houses. 

Section 106 includes Puerto Rico, the Dis­
trict of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin 
Islands in the term "State." 

Section 107 authorizes $10,000,000 for fis­
cal years 1974, 1975, and 1976. Additionally, 
it requires that the Federal share of the cost 
of constructing such houses be not more 
than 50 percent. The Federal share of the 
cost of renovating existing structures, pro­
viding counseling services and staff train­
ing, and general operating expenses is estab­
lished at 90 percent. 

Title II authorizes the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to conduct research 
on all aspects of the runaway problem. It 
authorizes $500,000 to be spent for this pur­
pose and requires the Secretary to report to 
Congress no later than June 30, 1974. Provi­
sion is made to protect the confidentiality of 
records used for statistical purpose. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The committee believes that the time has 
come to address this serious problem which 
affects so many of our young people and their 
families. The committee reports favorably the 
Runaway Youth Act, S. 645, and recommends 
that it do pass. 

TABULATION OF VOTES CAST IN COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to section 133 (b) of the Leg­
islative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended, the following is a tabulation of 
votes in committee: 

Motion to report the bill to the Senate 
carried favorably. 
COST ESTIMATES PURSUANT TO SECTION 252 OF 

THE LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1970 

The sum of $10,500,000 for fiscal year 1974, 
$10 million for each of the next 2 fiscal years, 
1975-76. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the distinguished Senator from Ne­
braska <Mr. HRusKA) , I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the REcORD 
excerpts from the additional views he 
filed on the bill at the time it was re­
ported by Committee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
ExCERPTS FROM ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATOR 

HRUSKA 

It is neither easy nor popular to oppose 
a bill which has as its aim the protection 
of children who run away from home. But 
praiseworthy goals oftentimes provide an un­
satisfactory litmus with which to test the 
value of legislation. Substantial doubt te­
mains in this Senator's mind as to the need 
and efficacy of this bill's approach to the 
"runaway youth" problem. Therefore, I op­
pose this bill as reported and take this op­
portunity to set forth the basis of my op­
position. 

INADEQUATE PROCESSING 

The "Runaway Youth Act" was originally 
introduced by Senators Bayh and Cook late 
in the first session of the 92nd Congress as 
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s. 2829.1 Only two brief days of hearings were 
held by the Juvenile Delinquency Subcom­
mittee on the bill.2 Thereafter, the bill was 
pressed through the Subcommittee and full 
committee with what can only be charitably 
characterized as inordinate haste.3 

S. 2329 passed the Senate on July 31, 1972 4 

but received no action in the House prior 
to the expiration of the 92nd Congress. 

In the current Congress, the "Runaway 
Youth Act" was again introduced by Sena­
tors Bayh and Cook on January 31, 1973, as 
s. 645.5 However, no additional hearings have 
been held on this proposal. Perhaps if con­
sideration of the measure had been more 
deliberate, I would not be forced to disassoci­
ate myself from the views of my colleagues. 

SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM 

In my view, there is no clearly established 
need for the present scope of S. 645. Is the 
so-called "runaway youth" problem really 
one of national import and a federal respon­
sibility? Perhaps not. 

There is no doubt that young people run 
away from home-it is estimated that per­
haps one million a year do so. Federal action, 
however, ought to be mandated by qualita­
tive as opposed to purely quantitative distinc­
tions. This is a basic tenet of federalism. 
Moreover, it is not clear whether the cur­
rent scope of the runaway problem repre­
sents a growth in numbers, a decrease, or a 
relatively constant amount in relation to our 
growing population. Other factors, such as 
increased affiuence and mobility, should also 
be taken into account. My reading of the 
record indicates that these questions have 
not been adequately resolved. 

Several witnesses from large metropolitan 
areas were called to testify in support of S. 
2829 last year. They voiced approval of the 
bill as an ostensible means of providing 
funds for facilities to receive, counsel and 
shelter wayward juveniles in a professional 
manner outside the judicial process. Unfor­
tunately, however, such support for a legis­
lative proposal of this nature begs the ques­
tion. The real issue is whether the specific 
approach taken in S. 645 will have a bene­
ficial effect on the problem of juvenile delin­
quency in general and on runaway youth in 
particular. Based on the evidence at ~aD:d• 
an affirmative answer would be unreallstw. 
The effectiveness of runaway houses in de­
terring juvenile delinquency is speculative. 

Although the record in support of this bill 
leaves several key questions unanswered, it 
does provide ample evidence that young peo­
ple leave home for a variety of reasons.6 

A study by the National Institute of Men­
tal Health which was quoted with approval 
by Mr. Brian Slattery, a co-director of Huck­
leberry House in San Francisco,7 indicates 
that runaways can be broken down into two 
broad groups: (1) a small group whose 
running away is bound up with individual 
or family pathology; and (2) a much larger 
group consisting of those who ru_n away 
only once. This study states that this larger 
group " ... (is) not clearly distinguishable 
from adolescents generally ... these, too, 
are troubled children, but they are troubled 
in much the same way as other adolescents 
are troubled. Unlike the pathologically-driven 
frequent repeater, the others need no cus­
todial care and have no special need for indi­
vidualized professional services.8 

CURRENT FEDERAL EFFORTS 

Neither the Congress nor the Administra­
tion has been idle in the area of juvenile 
delinquency. Indeed, the federal government 
is now deeply involved in programs to pre­
vent and control delinquency and youth 
crilne. 

The 1971 amendments to the Juvenile De­
linquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 
created the Interdepartmental council to 

Footnotes at end of article. 

coordinate all federal juvenile delinquency 
programs.0 Membership in the Council, as 
designated by the President, has included 
the Departments of Justice, Health, Educa­
tion and Welfare, Housing and Urban De­
velopment, Labor, Transportation, Interior 
and Agriculture, as well as the Office of Eco­
nomic Opportunity, the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget, and the Special Action 
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. In addition, 
several other federal agencies have served as 
ex officio members of the Council. 

Over 160 programs are currently monitored 
and coordinated by the Interdepartmental 
Council. The most recent publication of the 
Interdepartmental Council shows that the 
federal government expended approximately 
$11.5 billion in fiscal year 1971 in the juvenile 
delinquency and youth development areas.10 

These expenditures are made through a 
number of existing modalities. 

Part of the activities of the Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) are 
within the oversight of the Interdepart­
mental Council. LEAA expends a healthy 
percentage of its budget each year for ju­
venile delinquency efforts. Section 301 of Part 
C of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 provides for law enforce­
ment grants to cover, inter alia, programs 
relating to the prevention, control and re­
duction of juvenile delinquency. The total 
expenditures of LEAA for juvenile delin­
quency in Fiscal Year 1972 were $128.1 
million.11 Additionally, approximately $8 mil­
lion was spent in 1972 in the area of juvenile 
delinquency under the High Impact Cities 
Program.1~ It is estimated that LEAA ex­
penditures will increase for Fiscal Year 1973 
to over $140 million. 

The Juvenile Delinquency and Prevention 
Act of 1968 13 is designed to assist states in 
providing community rehabilitation services, 
vocational education, and job training. Ad­
ditionally, this legislation works to promote 
research on delinquency and encourage de­
velopment of community-based residential 
services for juveniles. 

The Vocational Education Act of 1963, as 
amended, provides federal funding to state 
programs designed to meet the problems of 
juvenile delinquency.u 

Educational assistance to delinquent chil­
dren is also available under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as 
amended.15 There is also other legislation in 
areas which have particular applicability to 
our troubled youth, such as drug abuse, and 
relevant community action projects.16 

NEED FOR COORDINATION 

Scattered approaches to a series of deeply 
related problems have often been the hall­
mark and the downfall of Congressional ef­
forts on many fronts. 

As a result of a reorganization within the 
Department of Health, Education and Wel­
fare, the Office of Human Development has 
been established under the Direction of an 
Assistant Secretary. One of the agencies 
brought within this Office is the former 
Youth Development and Delinquency Pre­
vention Administration, which administers 
the programs under the Juvenile Delinquency 
Prevention and Control Act of 1968, as well as 
the Office of Child Development, which is 
also concerned with the problems of children 
and youth. 

HEW, through this new Office, will be bet­
ter able to focus and coordinate all of its 
agencies having programs related to youth, 
including runaway youth. It is hoped that 
through this mechanism all of the authori­
ties presently in existence which relate to 
service and care for runaway youth will be 
more effectively implemented as part of a 
coordinated system of services for youth. 

Thus, S. 645 comes at a point in our his­
tory when the Executive is displaying a 
heartening intention and ability to coordi-

nate its efforts in this area. The subject bill 
could disturb these new initiatives and be­
come a distinct liability. 

MODE OF ASSISTANCE AND COST 

This Senator believes that all federal pro­
grams in the juvenile delinquency area must 
be properly dovetailed. The subject bill, how­
ever, would attempt to provide coordination 
and uniformity by creating yet another cate­
gorical grant program. At a time when gen­
eral revenue sharing has just become opera­
tive and the various special revenue sharing 
programs are just being considered by the 
Congress, it is my view that this approach 
may be ill-advised. 

Estimates indicate that S. 645 would in­
volve additional outlays of $30.5 million in a 
three-year period. President Nixon has indi­
cated his desire to hold federal spending this 
year to $268.7 billion. By passing legislation 
with significant cost considerations such as 
this bill, the Senate would be contributing to 
mounting Congressional pressures for a tax 
increase. 

POSSmLE SIDE EFFECT 

Everyone would want those who are com­
pelled to run away to be protected and re­
turned home as soon as possible. But, if a 
reduction in the number of runaways is a goal 
of equal or even greater priority, the prolif­
eration of facilities to which juveniles know 
they can run raises serious problems. It is 
not enough to dismiss this concern, as Mr. 
Slattery did, by calling it "just a fancy 
theory." 11 The possibility of creating po­
tential "attractive nuisances" for adolescents 
must not be minimized. The result would de­
tract from the constructive efforts being made 
to reduce juvenile delinquency. This points 
to the fact that we are here only suggesting 
treatment for symptoms as opposed to root 
problems in this area. 

POSITION OF THE ADMINISTRATION 

The only witness called to testify on be­
half of the Administration was Mr. Philip 
Rutledge of the Department of Health, Edu­
cation and Welfare. Mr. Rutledge made no 
effort to minimize the problem of runaway 
children. Neither did he insist that it was 
receiving adequate attention. He did, how­
ever, state that adequate legislative author­
ity exists to provide an appropriate federal 
response to this problem. 

Mr. Rutledge cited the Juvenile Delin­
quency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 
and Title IV of the Social Security Act as ex­
amples of such authority and observed: 

"What is called for is not legislation estab­
lishing new categorical programs dealing 
with one aspect of the larger problem. In­
stead, efforts are needed at the state, fed­
eral and local level to integrate those services 
that are already available, and to fill gaps in 
the provision of services in each community, 
according to the needs of that community." 18 

CONCLUSION 

Every year the volumes of the United 
States Code grow fatter with new laws de­
signed to cure the myriad ills of society. Yet, 
well-meaning Congressional action is con­
tinually overshadowed by a widening gap be­
tween promise and performance. It is long 
past time that we made a more serious effort 
to improve our partnership with the Execu­
tive Branch so that existing laws can be made 
to function, particularly in this important 
area. While we should never hestitate to im­
prove law through tightly reasoned action, 
such action should be premised upon a sound 
foundation of demonstrated need. We will 
never improve our capabilities in the area of 
juvenile delinquency, or other fields, if we do 
not provide a reasonable opportunity to ad­
just to and implement the laws we do pass in 
a manner that will permit effective adminis­
tration. 

In my view, S. 645 was ill-advised and 
hastily conceived. I urge my colleagues to 
reject it. 
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The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

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

PARTICIPATION BY UNITED STATES 
IN UNITED NATIONS ENVIRON­
MENTAL PROGRAM 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill <H.R. 6768) to provide for partici­
pation by the United States in the Unit­
ed Nations environmental program, 
which had been reported from the Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations with an 
amendment, on page 2, after line 7, strike 
out: 

SEc. 4. No funds authorized by this Act 
shall be expended, directly or indirectly, to 
aid or assist in the reconstruction of the 
Democratic Republic of Vietnam (North 
Vietnam). 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I urge ap­
proval of this legislation <H.R. 6768) 

providing for U.S. participation in the 
United Nations voluntary fund for the 
environment. 

The United Nations Conference on the 
Human Environment, held in Stockholm 
June 5 to 16, 1972, represents a land­
mark for international cooperation. This 
conference, the largest international 
meeting ever held, was attended by 113 
different nations. Despite a number of 
heated confrontations between various 
countries, this world assembly was able 
to adopt more than 100 recommenda­
tions for international action. These rec­
ommendations, could establish an impor­
tant framework for the world's collective 
attack on global environmental problems. 

The most significant action taken by 
this conference was the creation of a 
U.N. Environmental Agency. This Agen­
cy, comprised of a small Secretariat 
headed by Maurice Strong as its execu­
tive director, would be the focal point 
for cooperation, coordination, and effec­
tive management of environmental ac­
tivities in the United Nations system. 
However, the ultimate success or failure 
of this Agency will depend to a great 
extent on the size and availability of a 
voluntary environment fund. This fund, 
initially proposed by the President in his 
1972 environmental message to Con­
gress, will provide support for the activi­
ties of Mr. Strong's Secretariat. 

Subject to congressional approval, the 
United States has stated its willingness 
to pay on a matching basis with other 
nations up to 40 percent of a 5-year $100 
million fund. An initial U.S. contribution 
of $10 million has been included in the 
fiscal year 1974 budget. 

The following is an estimate of how 
this fund will be utilized. This potential 
allocation was submitted to the Subcom­
mittee on Oceans and International En­
vironment during the recent hearings on 
this bill: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.O., April 27, 1973. 

POTENTIAL EXPENDITURES OF UN ENVIRONMENT 
FUND ($100 MILLION OVER 5 YEARS) 

The overall United States objective for the 
United Nations voluntary Fund for the En­
vironment is to increase the global capa­
bility to recognize and solve those environ­
mental problems of international concern 
which have the most serious implications. 

With this objective in mind, the Unit ed 
States considers the following areas to merit 
support by the Fund. For convenience, they 
are arranged under the three headings of en­
vironmental assessment, environmental man­
agement, and supporting measures. Estimates 
of costs of implementation are included. 

I. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
1. Evaluation and review 

This program area wo· '.d be devoted to: 
(a) support for a study of existing energy 

resources and consumption trends, includ­
ing non-renewable resources availability; 

(b) specific studies of environmental im-
pacts of development projects; 

(c) convening of intergovernmental ex­
pert bodies to identify, assess importance and 
recommend actions to control various pollu­
tants; 

(d) convening of expert groups to develop 
guidelines and recommendations for marine 
pollution control. 
Approximate cost to the fund over the initial 

five year period: $2.8 million 
2. Research 

This area would be concerned with the de­
velopment and implementation of coopera-

tive international research programs. These 
programs would be coordinated and stimu­
lated by the UN specialized agencies with 
principal responsibility iL the particular sub­
stantive areas involved. This approach would 
(a) through increased, non-duplicative ef­
fort, improve the likelihood of identifying 
and finding solutions to global environmental 
problems, (b) increase the competence of 
developing country scientists to cope with 
national environmental problems, and (c) in 
some cases provide information fron: addi­
t ional locations necessary to evaluate existing 
environmental conditions and the need for 
further international actions. 

Work could include: (a) cooperative re­
search and studies on forest ecosystems and 
m anagement; (b) study of side efiects of 
various commercial, industrial and scientific 
act ivit ies on aquatic resources as background 
for international agreements; (c) coordi­
nat ed programs on water management, irri­
gat ion and pollution control, involving re­
search, training, information exchange and 
possible establishment of additional regional 
water centers; (d) cooperative research and 
studies of interaction of man and the bio­
sphere; (e) efiorts to strengthen the capa­
bility of the International Oceanic Commis­
sion to coordinate marine pollution research 
a n d monitoring; (f) the development and 
support of cooperative marine research and 
m onitoring programs; (g) studies on regional 
environment and development programs in 
associa t ion with regional Economic Commis­
sions. 
Approximate cost for the first five years 

would be : $29 million 
3. Monitoring 

The Fund is expected to support global 
environmental monitoring programs by 
augmenting existing national and interna­
tional monitoring efiorts. Additional sta­
tions will be required to provide a more 
complet e assessment of the stat us of the 
marine environment (through the ICC), the 
atmosphere (through WMO) , and terres­
trial environments (through FAO and 
UNESCO) . Programs to monitor the efiects 
of environmental constituents on human 
healt h also are expected to require addi­
tional support (through WMO). A number 
of the new terrestrial baseline and regional 
st a t ions, as well as human health monitor­
ing programs, would be situated in develop­
ing countries where presently inadequate 
information must be improved in order to 
develop an accurate global assessment. 

Monitoring activities would include: (a) 
seminars on remote sensing for resource 
and pollution survey and on sharing of in­
formation; (b) strengthening the WHO 
health reporting system and WHO and FAO 
programs for monitoring food contamina­
t ion; (c) establishing additional baseline 
st ations in developing countries for atmos­
pheric monitoring through WMO; (d) sup­
porting ocean monitoring and contribut ing 
to research programs through the Interna­
tional Oceanographic Commission to meas­
ure pollutants, living resources, marine phys­
ical factors. 
Approximate five year cost to the Fund: 

$21 million 
4. Informati on exchange 

Fund allocations would be made for the 
development and support of an int erna­
tional system for the exchange of informa­
tion of direct, practical use to governments, 
and for facilitating the exchange of infor­
mation on environmental problems of a re­
gional nature. The Information Referral 
Service would be the principal element in 
this system. It would identify existing 
sources of environmental information and 
serve as a mechanism for referring inquiries 
from governments to these sources for reply. 
In addition the Fund could support the de­
velopment of procedures for regional infor­
mation exchanges. 
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Approximate five year cost: $2.3 million 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

1. Goal setting and planning 
The Fund is expected to support programs 

designed to improve the condition of the 
environment with particular emphasis on 
reducing pollution. Although control actions 
must be taken by individual countries, the 
int ernational community can contribute 
through the identification of problems, the 
establishment of goals, and planning de­
signed to meet those goals. Existing informa­
tion in a large number of environmental 
areas is still inadequate to identify actions 
by countries which might be needed. In some 
areas, however, there is sufficient basis for 
present action. 

These include: (a) support for WHO to 
increase its efforts concerned with planning 
water supply and sewerage services. The pro­
grams would be selected from WHO pro­
posals in this area; (b) support for UN pro­
grams in research, technical assistance, con­
sultations, extension and public information 
to reduce harmful effects of agrochemicals; 
(c) increase support by the Fund to the Co­
dex Alimentarius Commission to develop 
pollutant standards for food; (d) support 
for experts to determine pollutant limits for 
air and water through WHO. 

Approximate cost: $12.5 million 
2. International consultati ons and 

agreements 
Fund allocations in time can be expected 

to be made to support the development of 
new international agreement s or arrange­
ments in the environmental sphere. These 
would be concerned initially with various 
conservation activities and with the devel­
opment of environmental guidelines for de­
velopment projects, including consideration 
and long-range development strategies. 

It is expected that Fund support will be 
provided for: (a) developing country parti­
cipation in preparing convent ions; prepara­
tion of handbooks for m anaging natural 
areas, selection of sites; (b) initiating an in­
ternational program to preserve genetic re­
sources described in the Stockholm Confer­
ence recommendations; including (c) the 
-coordination of activities related to the 
storage of information, sponsoring meetings 
and other activities associated with estab­
lishing gene pool or germ plasm banks; (b) 
meetings of governmental and other experts 
to develop environmental criteria for devel­
opment for project analysis. 

Approximate Cost: $5.3 Million 
lli. SUPPORTING MEASURES 

1. Education and t r ain i ng 
The Fund is expected to support the de­

velopment of innovative environmental edu­
cation programs for teacher training and use 
in public schools. it also is expected to sup­
port the development of curricula and text­
books concerned with the environment, and 
in the inclusion of environment considera­
tions where appropriate in courses in related 
subjects. The training of specialists in vari­
ous environmental areas would also receive 
high priority, as would seminars and short 
courses for government officials concerned 
with environmental problems such as wild­
life management, especially in developing 
countries. 

These programs could absorb approximately 
$21 m i llion over the five-year period. 

2. Publi c information 

The Fund would be used to support the 
preparation and distribution of films, books, 
and radio and TV programs, as well as exten­
sion efforts and the dissemination of infor­
mation to strengthen community awareness 
of environmental problems. 

Approximate Cost: $5 Million 

The subcommittee has recently been 
informed that the number of other coun­
tries which have pledged contributions 

to this fund has increased from 10 to 17 
since the subcommittee conducted hear­
ings. The total contributions from these 
other nations will represent $53.4 million. 
Out of this sum, approximately $6.7 mil­
lion will be available to the fund in cal­
endar year 1973. Thus, it appears that 
other countries are, indeed, contributing 
their share to this fund. 

I, therefore, urge support of this legis­
lation in order that the United States 
may contribute its fair share of the sup­
port for this new international environ­
mental effort. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en­

grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 93-196), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

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

EXCERPT 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of H.R. 6768, as amended, is to 
authorize the appropriation of the U.S. share 
of the United Nations Environment Fund. 
The bill, as amended, authorizes an appropri­
ation of $40 million for the total U.S. contri­
bution, and limits the fiscal year 1974 contri­
bution to $10 million. 

BACKGROUND 

One of the more significant actions taken 
by the United Nations Conference on the Hu­
man Environment was the creation of a new 
organizational structure for the international 
environment. 

This structure, comprised of a small En­
vironmental Secretariat, headed by Maurice 
Strong as its Executive Director, will be the 
focal point for cooperation, coordination, and 
effective management of environmental ac­
tivities in the U.N. system. Guidance to this 
Secretariat will be provided by a Governing 
Council for Environmental Programs, consist­
ing of representatives from 58 member states, 
including the United States. 

A primary responsibility of this U.N. Sec­
retariat will be the administration of the 
newly created U.N. Voluntary Environment 
Fund. This Fund, initially proposed by Presi­
dent Nixon in his 1972 Environmental Mes­
sage to Congress, will be an instrument for 
coordinating and supporting international 
environmental programs, particularly in the 
areas of global monitoring and marine pol­
lution. 

The goal of this Fund is $100 million for 
the first 5 years. The United States has indi­
cated that it will contribute, subject to con­
gressional approval, up to $40 million of this 
total on a 40/ 60 matching basis. An initial 
U.S. contribution of $10 million has been in­
cluded in the fiscal year 1974 budget. At the 
present time, 12 other nations have made 
specific pledges totaling $41 million. 

COMMITTEE ACTION 

The original administration proposal called 
:tor an "open-ended" authorization, and was 
introduced, by request, by Senators Pell and 
Case, on March 8, 1973. 

Hearings on this legislation were conducted 
on April 16, 1973. Witnesses appearing at 
those hearings were: Christian A. Herter, Jr., 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 
for Environmental Affairs; and Mrs. Christine 
Stevens, Secretary of the Society for Animal 
Protective Legislation. Written testimony was 
also submitted by the National Audubon So­
ciety. 

On May 15, 1973, the House version (H.R. 

6768) passed by a vote of 266 to 123. This 
bill limited the total U.S. contribution to $40 
million and the fiscal year 1974 contribution 
to $10 million. It also contained an amend­
ment which forbade the use of these funds 
for the reconstruction of North Vietnam. At 
the time of its passage, two additional 
amendments failed by very narrow margins 
to limit the U.S. contribution to 25 percent 
of the total. 

H.R. 6768 was considered by the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations in executive session 
on June 4, 1973. The committee, realizing the 
difficulty in the enforcement of such a re­
striction and relying upon the administra­
tion's assurance that no environmental funds 
would be diverted to the reconstruction of 
North Vietnam, deleted the House amend­
ment prohibiting such use. However, the 
committee did accept the House amendments 
limiting the total U.S. contribution to $40 
million and the fiscal year 1974 contribution 
to $10 million. Based on the understanding 
that these limitations and the program needs 
of Environmental Fund will be subject to 
periodic congressional review, the committee 
does not believe that these authorization 
restrictions will impose an undue burden on 
t~is new international environmental effort. 

COST ESTIMATE 

The total amount authorized to be appro­
priated under this legislation is $40 million. 
Not more than $10 million is authorized to 
be appropriated during fiscal year 1974. 

VACATING OF TIME FOR RECOGNI­
TION OF SENATOR MONTOYA 
TODAY 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
time allotted to the distinguished Sena­
tor from New Mexico <Mr. MoNTOYA) 
under the order today be transferred to 
my control. 

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEES 
TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT TO­
NIGHT TO FILE REPORTS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
committees may have until midnight to­
night to file reports. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
!>ore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi­
dent of the United States, submitting a 
nomination, was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Marks, one of his secre­
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 

As in executive se,ssion, the Acting 
President pro tempore <Mr. MET­

·cALF) laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States 
submitting the nomination of Clarence 
M. Kelley, of Missouri, to be Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. Under the previous order, the dis­
tinguished Senator from South Carolina 
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(Mr. HoLLINGS) is now recognized for 
not to exceed 15 minutes. 

J. EDGAR HOOVE~A GREAT 
AMERICAN 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, it is 
my privilege to rise today in order to set 
the record straight about a great Amer­
ican-J. Edgar Hoover, the late distin­
guished Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. Mr. Hoover has been 
badly maligned by recent press accounts 
and even some Government leaks im­
plying that he was not of sound mind in 
his later years. As a Senator and an 
American who greatly admired and re­
spected J. Edgar Hoover, I feel that I 
owe it to him, to the Senate, and to our 
citizenry to refute these totally untrue 
and slanderous charges. 

I had known the Director for many 
years before coming to the Senate. In 
1955, I was serving on ex-President Her­
bert Hoover's Commission Task Force 
investigating the intelligence activities 
of the Federal Government. It was dur­
ing the so-called McCarthy period, when 
the Wisconsin Senator was charging the 
Government with harboring security 
risks and allowing breaches in the na­
tional security. Senator McCarthy had 
refused to provide anyone with the docu­
mentation for his charges. Finally, he 
agreed to turn his papers over to General 
Clark, and I had the opportunity of re­
viewing them along with the Director of 
the FBI, Mr. Hoover. Without hesitation 
on each paper and each charge, Mr. 
Hoover and the FBI had the record and 
were completely aware. McCarthy had 
the rumors, while Mr. Hoover had the 
facts. 

This knowledge of the facts-this 
mastery of the job-was something J. 
Edgar Hoover kept with him until his 
dying day. On March 10, 1972, he ap­
peared before the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee for the Departments of 
state, Justice, Commerce, and the Judi­
ciary. On that particular day, I was serv­
ing as acting chairman of the subcom­
mittee and we were discussing the budget 
request for the FBI. This was, inciden­
tally, Mr. Hoover's last appearance be­
fore a congressional committee, less than 
2 months before his death. 

The hearings lasted 4 hours straight. 
Mr. Hoover set forth in great detail the 
operations of the Federal Bureau of In­
vestigation and his plans and his projec­
tions for the coming year. Other wit­
nesses that appear--Secretaries of Cab­
inet departments, representatives from 
the various Government agencies, usu­
ally bring along an army of aides, and 
constantly refer the hard, detailed ques­
tions to these subordinates. Not so J. Ed­
gar Hoover. He brought only one asso­
ciate who remained a silent partner dur­
ing the 4-hour exchange. Without notes 
or consultations, Mr. Hoover shot back 
the answers in that quick, commanding, 
and precise style that many of us knew 
firsthand. He was, in short, the absolute 
master of his material. Seldom have I 
seem so well informed a witness. Seldom 
have I had more confidence in a man's 
stewardship over a Government agency. 

During those hearings, we ran the 

gauntlet from organized crime to drug 
control to Communist subversion to 
homegrown militants. 

Now it is alleged by som~ that duri:lg 
Mr. Hoover's tenw·e, the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation was involved in the 
carrying out of investigations in foreign 
countries. This accusation was emphat­
ically denied ty the Director, who ex­
plained the conduct of investigations in 
foreign count ries was not under the 
jurisdiction of his agency, but rather 
under the control of the Central Intel­
ligence Agency. 

Our representatives abroad ... conduct no 
investigations and secure needed information 
and assistance by direct request of an ap­
propriate foreign agency. 

The Central Intelligence Agency is re­
stricted from conducting any investigat ions 
within the United States regarding domestic 
intelligence matters. That is within F.B.I. 
jurisdiction. We are restricted from con­
ducting investigation s in foreign countries. 

He concluded-
That is t;he way it has been for years, and 

that is the way it should be. 

Mr. Hoover understood the limits of 
his jurisdiction ar..d he respected those 
limits, any accusation to the contrary 
notwithstanding. 

It is further alleged by some that under 
Director Hoover, the FBI did not have 
an adeo'.!ate check on the activities of the 
Black Panthers and the Weathermen, 
and that this failure made it necessary 
to set up other investigatory units. On 
the contrary, the record clearly discloses 
that Mr. Hoover gave us a detailed analy­
sis of Panther and Weathermen activ­
ities-an explanation that required in­
depth knowledge of the facts and a 
thorough acquaintenance with the struc­
ture of those organizations. He was able 
to provide the same indepth treatment 
on every subversive and revolutionary 
group that was mentioned during the 
course of our extensive discussion. And, 
I was pleased to note, Mr. Hoover was 
just as deeply and thoroughly informed 
and involved in the investigations of or­
ganized crime in this country. 

Any suggestion that it was necessary 
to set up other groups to carry on the 
work of intelligence activity is simply 
not true. J. Edgar Hoover worked under 
10 Presidents of the United States, and 
he gave to each one his wholehearted co­
operation. His testimony before our sub­
committee is filled with reference after 
reference to FBI cooperation with White 
House initiatives on law enforcement and 
even with Office of Management and 
Budget desires to hold the line financially 
and make maximum economies in the op­
eration of Federal Government agencies. 
J. Edgar Hoover dedicated a lifetime to 
law enforcement, and his commitment to 
that ideal far transcended anything in 
the way of personal animosities or rival­
ries. Anyone who knew Mr. Hoover will 
regard accusation that he refused to co­
operate with the other agencies of Gov­
ernment as completely unfounded. 

What such an accusation boils down to 
is that some people are trying to excuse 
their own excesses-and possibly even 
crimes-by blackening the name of a 
great and devoted public servant. There 
is no other explanation. 

No one would deny, of course, that Mr. 

Hoover was a man of strong mind and 
definite opinions. He referred flippantly 
to editorialists as the Katzenjammer 
Kids and to certain newspapers as the 
"scavenger press." I could not agree with 
these characterizations, and I thought it 
was unfortunate that he had built a wall 
around him that sealed him off from the 
news media. However, it is a cardinal 
principle of intelligence and investiga­
t ive work that you do not "try your case 
in the newspapers." So after 40 years of 
having to say "no comment" or obscur­
ing the facts, I think his prejudice 
against the media could be termed a 
h azard of the trade. 

And he had other prejudices. During 
that final appearance on Capitol Hill, I 
recall asking Mr. Hoover what role he 
envisioned for women in his depart­
ment--whether they could be trained as 
agents. He made it very clear that he had 
deep reservations about that, and here 
was another of those few areas wherein 
we had some disagreement. 

J . Edgar Hoover was a proud man, and 
I told him he had every right to be. He 
built from scratch an unknown agency 
and fashioned it into a model of integrity 
and efficiency. His agency's standards 
were high because his own personal 
standards were high. He set the tone­
and the tone was honest and straightfor­
ward. That is the kind of stewardship so 
sorely lacking today, wherever we look. 

Mr. Hoover knew his job, and he did 
his job-day in and day out. He inspired 
others with his own dedication and hard 
work. And many times, this inspiration 
was all the poor law officer had to go on. 
What with changing times, Supreme 
Court decisions, and a distraught society, 
the lawman on the street or in the field 
was hard pressed to deliver. Spat upon, 
kicked, abused, derided, and sometimes 
even arrested himself, the officer at least 
knew that he still had J. Edgar Hoover 
to look to and that the laws of society 
had not been completely abandoned. 

It was an honor for me to work with 
this truly great American. When the an­
nals of these troubled times are written, 
the figure of J. Edgar Hoover will stand 
out clearly and boldly as a champion of 
law and integrity and public spirited­
ness. To the last, he did his job-keenly, 
fairly, and honestly. 

He was a public servant's public 
servant. 

More importantly, he was the people's 
public servant. And the people knew it. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. Under the previous order, the Sen­
ator from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) is 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

MASSIVE FAILURE OF HOUSING 
MORATORIUM 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Housing and Urban 
Development, Space, Veterans, and other 
independent agencies, I have just com­
pleted hearings on the appropriations bill 
covering those agencies. 

In the past I have been concerned that 
almost invariably the witnesses before 
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the Appropriations Committee come be­
fore it to support spending. It is almost 
always an ex parte hearing in which the 
proponents from the agency and the pro­
ponents from industry team up together 
to demand funds and to justify virtually 
every activity of the agency. 

I attempted to change that format 
this year in these hearings. As a result, I 
called in outside, independent witnesses 
to give their assessments on the HUD 
program, on the space expenditures, on 
the National Science Foundation, and on 
the Veterans budget. It seemed wrong, 
to me, not to subject almost $20 billion 
of proposed Federal spending to the sharp 
eyes of independent critics as well as to 
those running the programs. 

THE HOUSING PROGRAM 

Today I want to report on the results 
of just one area where this was done. 
That area is housing. 

Altogether, we held 5 days of hearings 
on housing. The first day we heard from 
five outside expert witnesses, including 
John Gunther, executive director of the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors; Mr. Neil 
Hardy, former FHA Commissioner and 
now with the New York City Housing 
and Development Administration; Mr. 
George Martin, president of the National 
Association of Home Builders; Mr. Rob­
ert Maffin, executive director of the Na­
tional Association of Housing and Rede­
velopment Officials; and Mr. Bernard 
Frieden, director of the Joint Center for 
Urban Studies, MIT-Harvard. 

I might say that these are among the 
most extensive and detailed examina­
tions of the housing and urban develop­
ments that I think have been conducted 
in a long time-in fact, since the forma­
tion of the department. In addition to 
the hearings, just yesterday we had 13 
mayors from the St-ate of Wisconsin who 
testified for 2 hours on the housing situa­
tion. 

Also, we took 3 days of testimony from 
Secretary Lynn and his associates. 

Finally, we heard from a group of 
mayors including Mayor Landrieu of 
New Orleans; Mayor Alioto of San 
Francisco; Mayor Patricia Sheehan of 
New Brunswick, N.J.; Mayor Alexander 
of Syracuse, N.Y.; Mayor Cmicb. of 
Canton, Ohio; Mayor Gibson of Newark, 
N.J., and Mayor Flaherty of Pittsburgh. 

As a result of those hearings, I want 
to make this personal report concerning 
the testimony we received. 

NO JUSTIFICATION FOR MORATORIUM 

I would say the most notable result of 
the hearings was the complete absence 
by the HUD officials of a clear justifica­
tion for the housing moratorium. In fact, 
the arguments given for the moratorium 
can only be termed "pathetic." 

We were told that the housing pro­
grams did not work. But when we pressed 
the HUD officials on that score, their 
arguments collapsed. Let me be specific. 

At the same time that HUD has sus­
pended or ended many of the major 
housing programs on the grounds that 
they did not work, the President of the 
United States claimed that the major 
problems of the cities have been solved. 

On March 10, President Nixon said 
that, with respect to our cities-

The hour of crisis has passed. The ship of 
state is back on an even keel, and we can 
put behind us the fear of capsizing. 

He also said that-
City governments are no longer on the 

verge of financial catastrophe. 
The situation is filled with irony. The 

President has now ended or suspended 
the very city programs that solved the 
crisis of the cities. 

We received no satisfactory answer 
from Secretary Lynn on that contradic­
tion. 

LOW-INCOME HOUSING PROGRAMS 

When we pressed HUD to justify their 
action in suspending new approvals for 
public housing and section 235 housing, 
we also got no proper answers. 

Section 235 housing has worked very 
well in some areas and not very well 
in others. But where it has failed, it has 
failed primarily because of bad, and 
sometimes criminal, HUD management. 

In Detroit, there were some section 
235 scandals. But in Detroit, the scan­
dals were not limited to section 235 and 
were not even primarily section 235 
scandals. They were found across the 
board in HUD programs. 

In Milwaukee, there were no section 
235 scandals and, indeed, not a single 
section 235 failure. 

Consequently, it was not a failure of 
the section 235 program as such but a 
failure of the HUD management where 
the program failed. 

PUBLIC HOUSING 

The HUD experts gave even poorer 
reasons for suspending new approvals 
for public housing. HUD's Inspector 
General testified that there had been 
no increase in public housing scandals 
and in fact that the programs had not 
been involved in serious scandals. 

The HUD experts testified that there 
were long waiting lists of people wait­
ing to get into public housing. 

The HUD experts testified that there 
was a very low vacancy rate for public 
housing. 

With no serious scandals and long 
waiting lists and low vacancy rates, 
one can hardly claim this program is a 
failure. But new approvals were sus­
pended last January, and that suspen­
sion will continue for at least 18 months 
and probably for 2 years. 

LITTLE ATTENTION TO CUTTING COSTS 

The one significant argument in favor 
of the moratorium raised in general by 
HUD officials was the argument of cost. 

But even on that issue we found that 
HUD had scarcely examined the prin­
cipal proposal to reduce costs put for­
ward by both the Comptroller General, 
Mr. Staats, and by the Joint Economic 
Committee. That proposal is to fund 
subsidized housing programs through 
Government borrowing rather than bor­
rowing the funds from the private mar­
ket. 

The difference in cost, according to 
the Comptroller General and the Joint 
Economic Committee, in meeting the 
housing goals put into law in the 1968 
Housing Act, would be from $2 to $4 bil­
lion-that much saving. But even though 
the only substantial argument raised by 
HUD in favor of the low income housing 

mortorium was cost, from the testimony 
of the SecretaFy and his subordinates, 
it is quite clear that this proposal, a pro­
posal also made 4 ¥2 years ago by the 
Douglas Commission, has received at best 
only passing attention from the top level 
of HUD. 

COUNSELING AND REHABILITATION 

There are two programs which, ac­
cording to the expert testimony we re­
ceived, are vital either to the success of 
the low income housing programs or in 
reducing the costs of housing low-income 
families. These programs are counseling 
for low-income families going into pub­
lic housing or sections 235 and 236 hous­
ing, and the rehabilitation of existing 
housing units. 

The testimony and evidence received 
by our committee and others was that 
counseling was the vital ingredient in 
making section 235 work. 

Further, not every low-income family 
should live in a new house. There are 
millions of housing units with excellent 
overall structures which can be reha­
bilitated for much less cost than build­
ing a new public housing or Section 235 
unit. 

Here, then, are two programs which 
the experts tell us can make subsidized 
housing programs work, and cut costs of 
housing low-income families. 

But what has HUD done? You would 
think that these programs, in view of 
HUD's assertions, would have the high­
est priority. 

Not at all. No funds-none-are pro· 
vided for counseling in the new budget. 
Yet every expert tells us such funds are 
vital to the success of the program. 

And the rehabilitation loan and grant 
programs have been ended. Yet, we all 
know that they can provide a decent 
home in a suitable living environment 
at far less cost than building an en­
tirely new subsidized housing unit. 

The failure of HUD to fund these 
programs leads me to believe one of 
two things. Either HUD does not know 
what it is doing and is ignorant of what 
is needed to make a subsidized housing 
program work, or the justifications they 
are giving for ending or suspending the 
program are false and phoney. 

If they know what they are doing, 
they would not end these programs. In 
that case, their reasons have to be false. 

If they are sincere in what they are 
doing, then they obviously do not know 
what they are doing and lack ability, 
expertise, and knowledge of housing 
programs. 

Either way-and it has to be either 
one or the other-what they are doing 
in failing to provide counselling funds 
and in ending the rehabilitation pro­
grams is wrong. 

It is not only wrong, it is costly. 
FEAST AND FAMINE RAISES COSTS 

The testimony we received from both 
the housing experts and the mayors was 
that the HUD moratorium will raise 
housing costs-not cut them, but raise 
them. 

There is a good reason for this. Con­
tinuity of production in housing is one 
of the best methods of cutting costs. If 
a builder can build 500 units a year every 
year instead of 800 units 1 year and 200 
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units the next year, he can make signifi­
cant earnings through proper use of his 
work force, the ability to limit his inven­
tory, and in borrowing his funds and 
other building costs. 

The testimony we received was that 
housing crunches, like that of 1966-67, 
housing moratoriums, and feast and 
famine housing periods are destructive 
of efficient building practices. 

The mayors testified that the on-again, 
off-again nature of HUD programs also 
adds to costs. 

Thus, what HUD has succeeded in do­
ing is to add significantly to housing 
costs at a period when it should be seek­
ing to cut housing costs. 

To put it in a straightforward way, 
HUD itself has been an engine of infla­
tion with respect to housing, in a period 
when we should be fighting inflation. 

Their policies add to both housing costs 
and urban costs. It is destructive of con­
tinuity in programs. 

INEFFICIENT USE OF HUD PERSONNEL 

Another cost casualty of the HUD 
moratorium is the inefficient use of HUD 
personnel. 

Personnel are needed, first, to manage 
the existing programs. But personnel are 
also needed to process applications for 
new starts under existing programs. 

With at least 16 major programs now 
suspended or terminated, the processing 
of new applications for public housing, 
urban renewal, rehabilitation loans, 
model cities, water and sewer grants, 
and other programs, has come to a 
screeching halt. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a table showing the programs 
suspended be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

CUTOFF DATES FOR SUSPENDED OR TERMINATED HUD 
PROGRAMS 

Housing production and mort­
gage credit programs: 

Effective 
Action date 

Assisted housing (rent Suspended . ___ Jan. 5, 1973. 
supplements, sees. 235 
and 236, and public 
housing). 

College housing __ ___ ____ __ Terminated_ __ _ Do. 
Nonprofit sponsor assist- Suspended •• _. Do, 

a nee. 
Housing management pro- _____ do ____ __ __ June30, 1973, 

grams: Public housing mod· 
ernization. 

Community development pro-
grams: 

Model Cities program ______ Terminated__ __ Do. 
Neighborhood facilities ____ _____ do_ _____ __ Do. 
Open space land ____ __ _________ do ______ __ Jan. 5,1973. 
Water and sewerfacilities __ _____ do____ ___ _ Do. 
Urban renewal programs __ __ ___ do ____ ____ tJune30, 1973. 
Rehabilitation loans ___ _____ ____ do_______ _ Do. 
Public facility loans ___ __ _____ __ do ___ ____ _ Jan. 5,1973. 

Community planning and 
management programs: 

Community development • •••• do ________ June 30, 1973. 
training and fellowship 
programs. 

Supplementary grants for ... .. do_ ___ ___ _ Do. 
new communities. 

1 Termination date for new approvals. An appropriation re­
quest of $137,500,000 will be used in fiscal year 1974 primarily 
to close out urban renewal projects approved in prior years. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. These personnel 
either have to be fired or trained to do 

CXIX--1186-Part 15 

something else. Then, if the programs 
are started up again in fiscal year 1975, 
HUD will have to hire back people or re­
train them, or shift them around again. 
The moratorium can only produce con­
tinual management chaos. 

Furthermore, the reduction in person­
nel and the efficiency of personnel can 
never match the reduction in funds. 

We found, for example, that while 
HUD's funds for new obligational au­
thority will be cut by 27 percent if the 
President's budget is approved as re­
quested, there will be a cutback in per­
sonnel of only 12 percent. 

Thus, there is no cut in personnel 
equal to the cutback in programs, which 
is wasteful, and if the programs are 
started up again, it will no doubt cost 
as much, if not more, to hire and train 
the new people needed to carry them out. 

The moratorium is as costly to HUD as 
it is to the builders and to the cities. 

EFFECT ON HOUSING GOALS 

One thing is also clear. The mora­
torium means that the housing goals 
established in 1968 will not be met this 
year. 

Those goals call for 6 million subsi­
dized units over a 10-year period. It is 
obvious that 600,000 units, or precisely 
one-tenth of the total, will not be built 
each year. In the early years, 600,000 
units was too much, and in the latter 
years, we should build more than 600,000 
units. 

We are now in our fifth and sixth years 
of the program. By this time we should 
be approaching the 600,000 unit-goal. 

But look what has happened. 
According to Secretary Lynn's testi­

mony, starts in fiscal year 1973 numbered 
378,475, or almost 400,000 units. 

But starts for subsidized housing in 
fiscal year 1974, including the Farmer's 
Home Administration program, will 
number only 289,755. This is a cut of 
about 90,000 units, or 25 percent, in the 
program during a period when the new 
starts should be increasing. 

Instead of meeting the housing goal 
in 1974, the new starts in subsidized 
housing will be less than half of the 
600,000 units needed to meet the annual 
average of new starts of the housing 
goal. 

EXAGGERATION OF QUALITY OF HOUSING 
INVENTORY 

One of the most important points de­
veloped at our hearing was the admis­
sion by Secretary Lynn and HUD officials 
concerning the quality of the housing in­
ventory. Their testimony directly con­
tradicts both the President's statement 
on March 10, in his broadcast on the cit­
ies, and the presentation by the Office of 
Management and Budget in the charts 
entitled "Budget Highlights" which ac­
companied the fiscal year 1974 budget. 

In the President's address on radio on 
March 4, 1973, he said that: 

The number of people living in substand­
ard housing has been cut by more than 50 
percent since 1960. 

In chart No. 41 of a document called 
Budget Highlights, fiscal year 1974, a bar 
chart indicates that "Occupied substand­
ard housing" has declined from 9.0 mil­
lion in 1960 to 4.1 million in 1970. 

It is on this basis that the President 
made his statement and that HUD and 
others are claiming that "the hour of 
crisis" in the cities is behind us. 

I asked Secretary Lynn about these 
figures. I first asked him if the 4.1 mil­
lion figure was not based almost exclu­
sively on whether or not the unit has 
indoor plumbing? 

Secretary Lynn answered, incorrectly 
in my belief, that it was a figure based 
both on overcrowding-more than 1.1 
person per room-and lack of indoor 
plumbing. 

The fact is he was wrong about that. 
According to HUD's own publication, 

namely the Fourth Annual Report on 
National Housing Goals required under 
the 1968 act, in 1970 there were 3.8 mil­
lion units lacking plumbing facilities and 
another 1.4 million units which were di­
lapidated or needing major repairs. That 
is a total of 5.2 million units. 

In addition, there were 4.5 million 
housing units with all plumbing facili­
ties in which there were more than 1 
person per room or which, therefore. 
were occupied and overcrowded. 

That means that there were at least 
5.2 plus 4.5 million housing units, or a 
total of 9.7 million units, which were 
either substandard or standard over­
crowded units. 

The Secretary was clearly wrong when 
he stated to us that the 4.1 million figure 
included both substandard and over­
crowded occupied units. 

We all agree that the census figures, 
based almost exclusively on whether or 
not there is indoor plumbing, are very 
misleading. 

So it is this 4.1 million figure alone, 
which does not include the overcrowded 
units and does not include, it appears, 
the unoccupied dilapidated units, on 
which the President has based his claim 
that "the number of people living in sub­
standard housing has been cut by more 
than 50 percent since 1960." 

That is a misleading and essentially 
inaccurate statement. It downgrades our 
housing needs. 

But there are other factors, too, which 
make the figures misleading. Let me il­
lustrate. 

Under the Census Bureau definitions, 
housing would be classified as standard 
even under the following conditions: 

First. The unit was on the third floor 
but the bathroom was in the basement. 

Second. If the sleeping space were in­
adequate. 

Third. If there were an absence of heat 
or light or proper ventilation. 

Fourth. If the unit was sm-row1ded 
by railroad tracks or freeways. 

Fifth. If obnoxious fumes poured down 
upon it from a neighboring chemical 
plant or rendering works. 

Sixth. If the lot next door were used 
as a garbage dump and was full of rats. 

Seventh. If there were no street lights. 
Eighth. If the streets were unpaved, 

lacked gutters, and were full of pot­
holes. 

Ninth. If there were no schools in the 
community. 

Tenth. If there were no police protec­
tion, garbage pickup, or other city serv­
ices. 
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For all of these reasons, even the fig­
ure of 9.7 million housing units in this 
country which are either dilapidated, 
lack indoor plumbing, or are standard 
overcrowded units greatly understates 
the housing needs of America when de­
fined in the terms of the 1949 act; 
namely, that what we seek is "a decent 
home in a suitable living environment for 
every American family." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the exchange between myself 
and Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development Lynn, which appears on 
pages 1446 to 1450 of the transcript of 
the hearing, be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

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

Senator P&oxMmE. Mr. Lynn, this Admin­
istration has talked about the dramatic im­
provement in housing conditions that is 
budget highlight chart number 41, which 
states that there are now only an estimated 
4.1 million occupied substandard housing 
units, as of 1970 or I should say not now, but 
as of 1970. That is a census figure as I un­
derstand it, and isn't it very misleading. 

Isn't that estimate based on almost ex­
clusively whether or not the unit has indoor 
plumbing? 

Secretary LYNN. I 'm not sure whether it is 
that alone or the over-crowding test-just a 
minute, if I might, Mr. Chairman. 

It is both, Mr. Chairman, It is overcrowd­
ing, which is defined as I understand it of 
1.1 or more persons per room, or lack of com­
plete indoor plumbing. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Isn't it true that a unit 
with no kitchen could be called standard? 

Secretary LYNN. I am not certain, Mr. 
Chairman, but I think that is right. As I 
have said in testimony, before other com­
mittees, it seems to me these are very rough 
indicators, have been in rural areas of Amer­
ica that do not have complete indoor plumb­
ing, where the housing to me appeared to be 
very adequate. 

On the other hand, I have also visited 
places in the inner city where you can have 
indoor plumbing, and you wouldn't want to 
see any human being living there. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Well, I would agree with 
that. In fact, the house I bought in Madi­
son only a. few years ago had no indoor 
plumbing for a while, and we did all right. 

Now, there are other elements too, if the 
apartment is on the third floor, but the 
plumbing or the bathroom is in the base­
ment, wouldn't that be classified as a stand­
ard unit? 

Secretary LYNN. I don't know, Mr. Chair­
man. I can certainly check and provide that 
for the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
Senator PRoxMmE. If there is inadequate 

sleeping space, it could be classified as a. 
standard unit, could it not. 

Secretary LYNN. It would depend whether 
or not on the over-crowding test, you come 
up with the 1.1 or more people per room. 

Senator P&oXMmE. Regardless of the size 
of the room? 

Secretary LYNN. I think that is right. 
Senator P&oxMmE. Now, if there is an ab­

sence of heat or light or ventilation, it could 
still be standard. Is that right? 

Secretary LYNN. That is correct. 
Senator PRoxMmE. Isn't it true that this 

definition makes no judgment about the en­
vironment? 

Secretary LYNN. As to whether, for ex­
ample, the community is safe, or whether 
there are good schools or adequate trans­
portation, and the like-if you mean that, 
that is absolutely true. 

Senator P&oxMmE. Well, if it is surrounded 
by freeways or railroad tracks, obnoxious 
fumes pour down upon it; if the lot next 
door is a garbage dump and full of rats, if 
there are no street lights, as you say, schools, 
police protection, or a rendering works down 
the block, it still could be regarded as stand­
ard, isn't that right? 

Secretary LYNN. That is right, Mr. Chair­
man, and I would like to add at this point 
that it is the lack of good indications that 
has led us to the development of the National 
Housing Survey that we would expect to put 
into effect, very shortly, and if you would 
like, Mr. Moskow can explain briefly what we 
have in mind doing in that regard. 

Senator P&oXMmE. Well, you see, this is 
why I object to it. 

It shows quite a dramatic chart. Chart 41 
shows quite a dramatic improvement with 
the number of substandard housing units 
going down dramatically, and then above 
standard housing units going up, and you 
have what appears to be about a 16 to 1 ratio 
now of standard to substandard. 

But as we point out, on the basis of any 
criteria that it would seem to be relevant­
or almost any, this is a very poor, weak index, 
and the amount of substandard housing is 
likely to be much higher than 4.1 million. 

Secretary LYNN. I am not certain of that, 
Mr. Chairman. One of the things that I am 
trying to get a handle on is whether or not 
for example there are also biases built into it 
the other way around. 

For example, as I understand it, there is a 
fair amount of housing for the elderly and 
studio apartments and the like, where there 
is at least an ambiguity as to whether or not 
you include an alcove for the bedroom area 
as a separate room, so that you could get dis­
tortions from the census person, saying, well, 
there are two elderly people living here and 
there is only one room, so there is over­
crowding. 

We are trying to get a handle on that, but 
what we have tried to do is use the best in­
dicators we have had today. This of course 
raises the question as to how we can set any 
finite goals at all, if the data isn't the best to 
use, it does raise very nice questions as to 
whether or not you can put any goal with 
respect to the amount of housing at any 
given level. 

Senator P&oxMmE. I just wonder if you 
couldn't spend $30 or $40,000 to do your own 
survey and come up with something more 
convincing in a. pretty short time, as to 
housing needs. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
housing moratorium is an expensive and 
costly endeavor. The HUD experts have 
given no intelligent basis for it. Their 
answers involve a series of inconsistent 
statements and goals. Especially have 
they given no rational reason for stop­
ping the public housing and section 235 
programs. 

Further, they have either failed to 
fund or stopped the counseling and 
rehabilitation programs which all the 
experts tell us are central to making the 
subsidized housing programs work. 

They have also failed to examine the 
single most important recommendation 
for cutting housing costs, namely the 
public financing of subsidized housing 
which would cut the cost of meeting the 
1968 Housing Act goals from $2 to $4 
billion. 

Their programs of "feast and famine," 
stop-again, start-again, and crunches 
and moratoriums actually add to both 
housing costs and urban costs in gen­
eral. In this respect, HUD itself is an 
engine of inflation. 

In addition, their policies mean that 
they have thrown in the towel in the 
effort-which is the law of the land-to 
meet the 1968 housing goals. Instead of 
raising the number of subsidized units 
in fiscal year 1974 from the present level 
of about 400,000 units to the necessary 
level of about 600,000 units, the number 
of new starts units will decrease by one 
quarter or to about 290,000 units. 

Finally, both the President and HUD 
have greatly exaggerated the decrease 
in substandard housing in this country 
over the decade of the 1960's, and con­
versely they have vastly underestimated 
our housing needs. 

I call upon the press and the public 
to examine the testimony of the hous­
ing experts, Secretary Lynn and the 
Mayors and determine for themselves 
how inadequate a presentation the HUD 
experts gave for their actions. 

on·e can only conclude from that 
reading that the housing leadership in 
this administration has made a series 
of dreadful decisions based on totally 
inadequate information. 

Instead of being called the Depart­
ment of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment, HUD should properly be t·ermed 
the Department of No Housing and 
Urban Development. Or perhaps one 
should use its original acronym and call 
it DHUD-pronounced dud-instead of 
HUD. 

DEFICIENCIES IN ADMINISTRATION HOUSING 
POLICIES 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
compliment Senator PRoxMIRE for his 
statement. 

The housing needs of the country are 
great. The 1970 census of housing re­
vealed that there were still 4. 7 million 
year-round housing units lacking ade­
quate plumbing. Another 4.5 million units 
were overcrowded. Even these figures 
vastly underestimate our needs, however, 
because there are additional millions of 
dilapidated old homes that have plumb­
ing and are not overcrowded. 

The problem of how to meet these 
needs is made all the more serious in the 
current inflationary environment. The 
median price for new homes sold this 
February was $30,000, 13 percent higher 
than a year ago and well beyond the 
reach of the average family in this coun­
try. This outrageously high cost is of 
course related to the price inflation the 
country has experienced in the compo­
nents of housing. 

First, the wholesale price of lumber has 
advanced 30 percent in the last year, 
which has increased the price of the 
average new home about $1,200. 

Second, land prices for FHA new 
homes are on the average increasing 
about 17 percent a year. 

Third, high interest rates greatly in­
crease the homeowner's cost of purchas­
ing a home. As it now stands, the financ­
ing of a house costs as much as the entire 
house-that is, as much as the land, the 
construction, the labor, and so on. At 
present interest rates, which have on 
average been a couple of percentage 
points higher in the last 4 years than 
throughout the sixties, about one-half of 
the American families cannot afford to 
buy a home, and the extra cost to those 
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who can afford to buy is tremendous. Two 
percentage points more in the interest 
rates increase the typical family's mort­
gage interest payment by $28 a month, 
$336 a year, or $8,400 over the life of a 
25-year loan. 

In the face of these housing needs and 
cost problems, the administration has de­
veloped no policy, and in fact, it has 
acted to make the situation worse. The 
moratoriums on Federal housing subsi­
dies, water and sewer grants, and some 
community development programs are 
aggravating what was already a des­
perate housing supply situation for many 
low- and moderate-income families. 

It was because of the conflict between 
the pressing housing needs of consumers 
in the current inflationary situation, and 
the adverse impact on consumers of the 
administration's housing bl'.dget cuts, 
that I initiated hearings on housing be­
fore the Consumer Economics Subcom­
mittee of the Joint Economic Commit­
tee. The first of these hearings on hous­
ing was held on May 22, and I intend to 
hold more hearings on this subject dur­
ing the course of the year. One of the 
major priorities of the Consumer Eco­
nomics Subcommittee will be a continu­
ing examination of how Federal budget 
priorities affect consumer well-being. 

In our first day of hearings, the sub­
committee heard from a distinguished 
panel of witnesses: James Scheuer, presi­
dent, National Housing Conference; 
Charles Krusell, executive director, 
Greater Minneapolis Metropolitan Hous­
ing Corp.; Frank Kristof, director of eco­
nomics and housing :finance, New York 
State Urban Development Corp.; and 
Clay Cochran, executive director, Rural 
Housing Alliance. These witnesses reaf­
firmed the magnitude of the Nation's 
housing needs, criticized the administra­
tion's policy because it destroyed, rather 
than reformed existing housing pro­
grams, and made constructive proposals 
for improvement of the programs. I 
would like to bring just a little of the wis­
dom of these experts to the attention of 
the Senate today. 

HOUSING NEEDS 

Although the 1970 Census of Housing 
developed estimates of deficient housing 
of about 9.2 million families, our hearings 
developed information that the housing 
needs were even greater. Mr. Frank 
Kristof estimated that some 11 million 
families may be defined as in need of 
housing assistance as of 1970, in the sense 
that their present housing was either 
substandard or overcrowded. Although 
Kristof finds significant improvement in 
the quality of housing since 1960, this 11 
million families with deficient housing 
constitutes 16 percent of all households. 

Mr. Clay Cochran told the subcommit­
tee that he believes the housing needs 
are even greater. Mr. Cochran argues 
that the traditional measures of housing 
deficiency ignore the cost of housing. The 
Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates for 
its most modest budget, that a family of 
four requires nearly $7,000 income for a 
decent standard of living including ade­
quate housing. Since more than 30 per­
cent of American families have incomes 
below that level, it can be assumed that 
(a) the related families are living in in-

adequate housing or <b) are paying so 
much for adequate housing that they 
have to sacrifice other elements in their 
standard of living. Cochran goes on to 
argue that it is therefore necessary for 
the Federal Government to subsidize 30 
to 40 percent of housing production. 

As one can see, by any measure the 
Nation has huge housing needs yet to be 
fulfilled. 

HOUSING PROGRAMS THAT DO WORK 

The administration has indiscrimi­
nately characterized all our housing pro­
grams as ineffective, not serving the poor, 
and wasteful. They have made these as­
sertions without evidence, and they keep 
repeating the assertions over and over 
again in the hope that they will be ac­
cepted. When I asked the Office of 
Management and Budget for the evidence 
or studies that showed the programs were 
ineffective, I was sent quotes from old 
George Romney speeches. That the ad­
ministration has not carefully evaluated 
these programs has been made painfully 
clear by the fact that Congress and the 
country are now standing around and 
waiting for HUD to :finish its present 
evaluation of these programs. 

The subcommittee hearings found 
ample evidence that some of the housing 
programs were very effective. Mr. Clay 
Cochran told the subcommittee about 
many of the successes of the Farmers 
Home Administration program-section 
502. I know that this program has been 
scandal-free and effective, because I have 
carefully evaluated this program in Min­
nesota. 

Mr. Charles R. Krusell told a similar 
story about the success of public hous­
ing for the elderly. Mr. Krusell described 
such housing in Minnesota, pointing out 
that: 

(a) Public housing did serve low-income 
families because 85 percent of it went to 
single occupants with a monthly income of 
$150, and the remaining 15 percent went 
to couples with monthly incomes of $220 per 
month. 

(b) Public housing in Minnesota is 
esthetically pleasing with the Minneapolis 
Star Art Critic describing it as a challenge 
for private builders. 

(c) Public housing is not as expensive a.s 
its critics charge because it develops valuable 
capital assets. In addition to the moral dis­
tinctions, there is a unique economic differ­
ence between Federal money spent for bombs 
and the same money spent to develop public 
housing. 

I could continue, but the point is made 
that many housing programs are work­
ing quite well, and the reform of hous­
ing programs that are not working well 
is not achieved by simply stopping all 
programs. The most elementary man­
agement piinciple is that you plan ahead 
and identify problems in a way that al­
lows those problems to be corrected 
without going out of business. Mr. Jim 
Scheuer told the subcommittee how the 
administration's approach to housing is 
the direct opposite of this orderly 
process: 

I don't think anybody at this table, and 
I am sure that would include you, Senator, 
would justify every single one of the exist­
ing housing programs. 

We all know that t hey have flaws. We 
all know that some of them could be im­
proved. We all know the int ellectual under-

pinnings of some of them haven't stood the 
test of time over a generation and a half. 

So I don't object to the fact that the cur­
rent Administration wants to retreat to the 
mountaintop and have a good hard-nosed 
look at these housing programs and try and 
figure out which ones need building up and 
have worked very well and which ones of 
them have been a disaster and should be 
closed down if there are any and which ones 
of them should be changed, shifted, altered, 
modified. 

What I do object to is the evident philos­
ophy that we have to throw baby down the 
sink with the bath water. 

To close down the senior citizen housing 
that Mr. Krusell has described to us is an 
outrage. Nobody has any serious objections 
to the way the senior citizen housing pro­
gram is working in our country today. It is 
beautiful. Nobody objects to the way the 
water and sewer program is working t oday, 
and other programs. 

We know the public housing program has 
presented us with some flaws, some prob­
lems and changes. We ought to have the 
brains to figure out how it can be altered, 
and enhanced so truly to meet the needs of 
the public housing constituency, and we 
have had a long discussion and a very in­
telligent one of how public housing can 
be fortified to be viable and real and intel­
ligent and economical in achieving its goals. 
But we don't have to stop all o! our public 
housing-we don't have to stop all o! our 
housing programs, the good as well as the 
bad. 

We ought to have the intelligence to say, 
well, let's continue for the next six months 
with things as they are and do our home­
work and come up with positive legislative 
proposals to continue the good ones and 
fortify them and do what is necessary for the 
ones that need improvement. 

MISMANAGEMENT OF SUBSIDY PROGRAMS 

What has primarily gone wrong with 
our housing programs is that they have 
been administratively mismanaged. The 
consumer-particularly the low-income 
family-has been ripped off because the 
administration simply did not carefully 
supervise these programs. Let me give 
you a few examples: 

First. HUD did not carefully inspect 
many of the homes paid for with Federal 
subsidy dollars. A nationwide sample sur­
vey in 1971 by the HUD Office of Audit of 
1,281 p:roperties :financed under section 
235 found that about 24 percent of the 
new homes and 39 percent of the exist­
ing homes had significant defects. A re­
view and verification of the findings of 
the HUD Office of Audit by the General 
Accounting Office, including reinspection 
of some of the same houses, led the GAO 
to conclude that appraisers had not been 
adequately trained, supervised, and did 
not adjust their thinking and attitudes 
to encompass the consumer-oriented 
needs of the new subsidy programs. 

Second. HUD also did not provide the 
necessary counseling to the new home­
owners. Low- and moderate-income 
homebuyers need counseling on family 
budgeting, financial responsibilit ies of 
homeownership and home maintenance, 
yet the General Accounting Office found 
"inadequate counseling on the part of 
HUD." Authorization for appropriations 
to support counseling was provided by 
sections 235 and 237 of the National 
Housing Act, which were enacted in 1968. 
HUD never requested an authorization 
for this purpose, but the Congress ap­
propriated $3,250,000 for counseling in 
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fiscal year 1972. The effectiveness of 
counseling was demonstrated through 
the conduct of a comprehensive counsel­
ing and maintenance training program 
for section 235 homebuyers by the Mil­
waukee FHA office. A substantial num­
ber of the homebuyers were welfare 
mother heads of families. Nevertheless, 
there were very few loan defaults. 

Third. HUD did not use adequate pro­
cedures to determine what were the fac­
tors leading to defaults. There are no 
HUD data as to the amount and location 
of mortgages insured on a city-by-city 
or neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis, 
hampering an assessment of potential 
losses, or of successes or failures under 
various programs in specific geographic 
areas. Initial default experience at 10 
HUD field offices under the section 235 
program showed variations in default 
rates ranging from a low of 2.2 percent 
in one office to about 20.1 percent in an­
other. Such a range of default rates 
means that cause of defaults varies from 
area to area. 

Fourth. HUD has also not fulfilled its 
responsibilities for code enforcement. 
The Congress has recognized that an im­
portant component of a strategy to im­
prove the Nation's housing was preven­
tive action to save houses before they 
could deteriorate into a slum condition 
and promote neighborhood flight. Thus, 
under the Housing Act of 1954, the Con­
gress directed that Federal housing pro­
grams include rehabilitation of basically 
sound houses, and authorized Federal fi­
nancial assistance to assist communities 
in enforcing housing codes under the 
code enforcement grant program. Un­
fortunately, the General Accounting Of­
fice has found numerous deficiencies in 
HUD's management of this program. 

Fifth. Windfall profits-The adminis­
tration has said that a major defect in 
the Federal housing programs is that 
they have provided windfall profits to 
middlemen. It is true that there have 
been windfall profits. But the adminis­
tration has failed to point out that this 
has occurred because of mismanagement. 
One example is HUD's management of 
land valuation for section 236 projects. 
In 12 projects reviewed by GAO, in which 
the valuations were made within 24 
months of acquisition by the owner, the 
cost of land to HUD increased by at least 
25 percent. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

It is difficult in this complicated area 
to set policy that will meet all the ob­
jectives we are trying to achieve. In part, 
the nature of our difficulty is that we are 
trying to achieve too much with our 
housing programs. 

Mr. Frank Kristof provided the sub­
committee with what seemed to be a 
package of housing programs to meet 
our housing needs. The basic redirection 
of Federal housing proposals would be 
directed at dividing expenditures in 
roughly three parts: First, community 
development, Second, housing production 
subsidies, Third, family housing assist­
ance payments. Let me just elaborate 
on these three components a little. 

First. Community development funds 
essentially would be the keystone of this 

three-pronged approach. In cities it 
largely would be conceived of as non­
capital funds to provide financial sup­
port for neighborhood preservation and 
revitalization services. In such neighbor­
hood preservation areas, community de­
velopment fund expenditures would be 
used to augment neighborhood services 
such as garbage removal, street cleaning, 
removal of abandoned cars, filling pot­
holes, repaving streets, repailing side­
walks, cleaning out garbage-filled lots, 
planting trees along sidewalks, improv­
ing public health-and drug addiction­
services and, probably most important, 
to employ young neighborhood school 
drop-outs and unemployeds whose chron­
ic presence without gainful pursuits is 
a source of difficulty to themselves and 
their neighbors. 

Second. Housing production subsidies 
would be aimed at providing the most 
new housing for the minimum public out­
lays. Such production subsidies would 
benefit primarily middle-income families, 
and not the poor. 

Third. Family housing assistance pay­
ment. It is with these funds that alloca­
tions would be made to permit low-in­
come "housing-poor" families to move 
from inadequate or substandard housing 
into satisfactory housing. These funds 
would permit low-income families to find 
housing in subsidized new or rehabilitat­
ed housing or in standard existing hous­
ing in the private market. Use of family 
assistance payments in the private mar­
ket would be confined to housing sur­
plus areas where owners of existing 
standard housing-in code compliance­
are having difficulty obtaining tenants 
able to pay sufficient rents to properly 
maintain the properties. 

Whether we accept all of Mr. Kristof's 
package or just parts of it, it does rep­
resent the kind of comprehensive think­
ing we need to solve our housing prob­
lems. I will have more to say about what 
our future housing strategy should be 
at a later time. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­

pore. The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Chair. 

AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1973-0RDER 
OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
disposition later today of the Kennedy 
amendment, No. 176, to the farm bill, the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) be rec­
ognized to call up an amendment. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
disposition of an amendment by Mr. 
BAYH to the farm bill, the distinguished 
Senator from New York CMr. BucKLEY) 
be recognized to call up an amendment. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

when the first unanimous-consent agree­
ment was reached the day before yester­
day with reference to S. 1888, the farm 
bill, there was some question as to 
whether or not three amendments to be 
proposed by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH) might 
be germane. The matter was discussed 
with the two managers of the bill, Mr. 
TALMADGE and Mr. CURTIS, and a common 
understanding was reached between the 
two managers of the bill that the three 
amendments to be proposed by Mr. BAYH 
should be allowed, under the agreement, 
to be in order. Consequently, the agree­
ment included such a provision. 

On yesterday, the revised agreement 
by Mr. MANSFIELD did not include that 
proviso, because I inadvertently failed to 
call it to the distinguished majority lead­
er's attention. 

Mr. BAYH already has disposed of one 
of his amendments. I ask unanimous 
consent that his remaining two amend­
ments may be in order, in the spirit of 
the original agreement. 

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at this 
time there be a period for the transac­
tion of routine morning business, with 
statements limited therein to 3 minutes, 
the time to be charged against the time 
under my control. 

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

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

PROXMIRE). 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. President, 
do I have any time remaining under the 
order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator had 3 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Chair. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
MONDAY, JUNE 11 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate com~etes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock 
noon on Monday next. 

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATORS ON MONDAY 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that after the 
t wo leaders or their designees have been 
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recognized under the standing order on 
Monday next, the able assistant Repub­
lican leader <Mr. GRIFFIN) be recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes and that 
he be followed by the junior Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD) 
for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU­
TINE MORNING BUSINESS ON 
MONDAY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that, following 
the recognition of Senators under the 
orders previously entered on Monday 
next, there be a period for the transac­
tion of routine morning business of not 
to exceed 30 minutes, with statements 
limited therein to 3 minutes. 

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

ORDER TO CONSIDER NOMINATION 
OF ROBERT H. MORRIS TO BE A 
MEMBEROFTHEFEDERALPOWER 
COMMISSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
disposition of the farm bill today, the 
Senate go into executive session to con­
sider the nomination of Mr. Morris. 

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

ORDER TO CONSIDER STATE DE­
PARTMENT AUTHORIZATION BILL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at the 
close of executive business today, the 
Senate return to the consideration of 
legislative business and that the Senate 
then proceed to the consideration of the 
bill making authorizations for appro­
priations for the State Department. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
charged against my time. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

THE FISCAL AND MONETARY CRISIS 
OF OUR COUNTRY 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­
dent, on Tuesday past the Deputy Under 
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Jack Ben­
nett, testified before the Subcommittee 
on International Finance and Resources, 
which was holding hearings on the pres­
ent financial and monetary crisis. I use 
the word "crisis" because that is the way 
it was described by one of the able fiscal 
and monetary experts in our Nation-

William McChesney Martin, former 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board. 

In his testimony and in reply to ques­
tions from committee members, Deputy 
Under Secretary of the Treasury Ben­
nett shocked me in at least one respect. 
In my querying of Mr. Bennett, I brought 
out the fact that the Federal Govern­
ment is running and has been running 
smashing deficits. 

I asked Mr. Bennett whether that was 
cause for concern. Mr. Bennett said, no, 
that he was not concerned about these 
tremendous deficits which the Federal 
Government has been running. 

Mr. President, I must say that I am 
shocked at that statement. Undoubtedly 
it represents the thinking in the Treas­
ury Department. And if the Treasury De­
partment is not concerned about the Fed­
eral funds deficits which have been run­
ning at the rate of $30 billion a year, then 
I think that suggests that it will be a 
long time before this Government puts its 
financial house in order. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, does 
not the Senator from Virginia think it 
is a cause for concern when the Ameri­
can dollar has been devalued twice in 16 
months and continues to be devalued 
overseas in most countries by 30 percent 
in a year a!ld a half? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­
dent, the Senator from Georgia is cor­
rect. That is cause for deep concern. And 
the reason why the dollar has been de­
valued is the lack of confidence of the 
people of the world in the American dol­
lar. That goes back to the smashing 
deficits which the Federal Government 
has been running. 

The Senator from Georgia is so cor­
rect in what he says, that there is cause 
for deep concern as to what is happening 
to the American dollar. However, I do not 
see any concern on the part of the Treas­
ury officials, if Mr. Bennett's testimony 
is indicative of the thinking in the 
Treasury Department, and I think it is. 
I think it is very discouraging. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield further, I ask the Sen­
ator from Virginia if he does not think 
it is also cause for concern when inflation 
at the present time is the highest we have 
ever had in 22 years, since the war in 
Korea? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I certainly 
do think so. And I think that these gov­
ernment deficits are the major cause of 
the inflation we are having. Incidentally, 
I put that question to William McChes­
ney Martin when he testified before this 
subcommittee of the Finance Committee, 
as to whether in his judgment these con­
tinued, huge government deficits repre­
sent the major cause for this inflation we 
are experiencing. He replied then in the 
affirmative, that in his judgment it is 
the major cause. 

Yet we find one of the top people in the 
Treasury Department, who undoubtedly 
reflects the thinking in that department, 
who says that it is not a cause for con­
cern. 

:want to say again that I am shocked 
at his testimony. 

He said that next year we are going 
to have a surplus in the full employment 
budget. In the first place, no one says 
that we are going to have full employ­
ment. The full employment budget is a 
myth. No one knows what the figures 
are in regard to a full employment budg­
et. It is a device whereby some smart peo­
ple in the Treasury Department or else­
where can pull a figure out of a hat which 
means nothing, and then say, "Oh, yes. 
We are going to have a surplus on that 
basis." 

The so-called full employment budget 
is based on the theory that we can spend 
the money we presumably would take in 
if-if the Government had full em­
ployment, which it does not have and 
does not expect to have. 

That, to my mind is like saying, "I 
would not be broke if my uncle had left 
r.te a million dollars." 

The full employment budget is a lot 
of nonsense. 

I want to read into the RECORD at this 
point just what the facts are in regard 
to the Government deficits. I am speak­
ing now of the Federal funds deficit, 
which is the way that our Government 
has historically calculated its financial 
situation: 

In a four year period, from fiscal '71 
through fiscal '74, the accumulated federal 
funds deficit will equal $106 billion. We had 
a $30 billion federal funds deficit in 1971; 
$29 billion in 1972; and $28 billion for this 
current fiscal year, and the Treasury Depart­
ment projects a $19 billion deficit for next 
year. Yet one of the top people in the Treas­
ury Department says that he has no con­
cern. 

No cause for concern, he says, when 
the accumulated Federal funds deficit 
for 4 years will equal or exceed $106 bil­
lion? 

It is no wonder that the American dol­
lar is becoming less valuable all over the 
world. The foreign bankers, the foreign 
businessmen, the foreign people see what 
we in this country do not seem to be able 
to see. They see that we are depreciating 
our own currency by our own acts. 

The dollar will continue to deteriorate 
in value as long as we continue to run 
these huge deficits. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that my questions of the Treasury 
Department representative and his re­
plies, together with some questions by 
other members of the committee and the 
answers thereto, be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the ques­
tions and answers were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Secret ary. 
I suggest t he Committee follow the ten­

minute rule on the questioning. 
First, let me say that I think the President , 

President Nixon, and Secretary Connally took 
a very important and desirable step in Au­
gust of 1971. I agree with you, with what you 
say in regard to that matter, but now we 
come to 1973. Let me ask you this, how can 
you account for the erosion of confidence in 
the American dollar? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, in the Sep­
tember of 1971 period, Secretary Connally a t 
the Annual International Monetary Fund 
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Conference suggested to the other governors 
that they stop intervening to hold up the 
price of the dollar and for an interim period 
they let the market move the dollar to a 
realistic level. The other governments would 
not agree. They limited the movement of the 
dollar. And finally, after hard negotiations, 
in December of 1971 we struck a deal at the 
Smithsonian that we would take off our ten 
percent import surcharge and they would 
make more substantial moves in the points 
at which they were intervening and allow the 
dollar to decline. 

We argued for a greater change. We 
thought more was needed, but ultimately we 
struck a deal to get the changes we did get, 
and--

Senator BYRD. Mr. Secretary, I don't want to 
interrupt you, but that was not my question. 
My question was, how do you account for 
the erosion of confidence in the American 
dollar? 

Mr. BENNETT. I am attempting to explain 
that as best I can. 

At that time we wanted a larger change 
but we accepted what we got knowing that 
no one could be confident as to what was 
needed. As it turned out, over the following 
year it appeared that we had been right; 
that our trade bill did not show a large im­
provement. In fact, in the latter part of 1972 
it was going the wrong way. That was the 
basic cause for the lack of confidence that 
led to changes in early 1973. 

Senator BYRD. In other words, it was a 
heavy adverse trade balance and balance of 
payments that led to the lack of confidence 
or the deterioration in the confidence of the 
dollar? 

Mr. BENNETT. That and the further 
changes early in this year. 

To put it more broadly, however, I think 
you can say that those changes in February 
completed the elimination of the large back­
log of the need for a change in the United 
States balance that had built up over the 
sixties. We finally got that out of the system 
early this year. 

Senator BYRD. Yesterday Secretary Shultz 
told the Ways and Means Committee that he 
was somewhat puzzled over the weakness of 
the dollar. This morning you tell us there is 
not a crisis. I am somewhat puzzled myself. 

How do you reconcile your position with 
that of Secretary Shultz? 

Mr. BENNETT. There are factors that I can 
understand as to why the changes in more 
recent days arose. I mentioned several of 
them. I am somewhat puzzled, Mr. Chair­
man. I have the feeling that the reaction 
may have exceeded the justification. In that 
sense I am also puzzled. 

On the other hand, it has led to no crisis 
in the sense that trading is difficult. It has 
led to no crisis in the sense that it is difficult 
to make foreign exchange transactions or to 
carry out trade. The changes have taken 
place in the market gradually. 

There has been no need for monetary offi­
cials to go jetting off to hurriedly called 
meetings or to close the foreign exchange 
markets. 

Senator BYRD. Do you feel the United 
States has a responsibility to defend the 
dollar or to allow it to be continuously de­
valued by the so-called free market? 

Mr. BENNETT. As you know, I do not expect 
a continued devaluation. In fact, on balance 
I expect it will be moving in the other direc­
tion in the coming months. 

Senator BYRD. Let me phrase my question 
this way, William McChesney Martin in 
testifying last week said he felt that the 
United States government should vigorously 
defend the dollar. Do you agree with that or 
not? 

Mr. BENNETT. I do not agree with it. I think 
there ls perhaps a basic difference and I have 
never had the pleasure of working with the 
Chairman, but in the relative weight that he 
puts, and I would put, on the domestic econ-

omy and the international exchange rate, 
there is a difference. We want stability to the 
extent it facilitates international business 
and we want stability in the international 
rate, but our primary concern is to insure 
that we are following the appropriate do­
mestic policies. 

Senator BYRD. Well, now, that is the point 
that concerns me; are we following the ap­
propriate domestic policies? 

Mr. BENNETT. At the moment I believe we 
are. With hindsight one could say it is too 
bad we certainly weren't tighter late last 
year because obviously the growth rate 
was too rapid, was too fast in the first part 
of this year. 

At the moment I believe we are following 
them. 

Senator BYRD. I assume you are speaking 
about fiscal policies? 

Mr. BENNETT. I am speaking about fiscal 
policies. 

Senator BYRD. What about monetary poli­
cies? 

Mr. BENNETT. To the best of my ability, to 
the best of my understanding, I agree with 
the monetary policies. 

Senator BYRD. I am sorry. I didn't under­
stand that. 

Mr. BENNETT. I said, I have the same feeling 
with respect to our monetary policies. 

Senator BYRD. Well, now, our fiscal policies 
are in a rather devastating state; are they 
not? 

Mr. BENNETT. Our fiscal policies at the mo­
ment are in surplus and the surplus will be 
increasing on a full employment basis. 

Senator BYRD. You said that our fiscal 
situation is in surplus? 

Mr. BENNETT. In a full employment basis, 
yes. 

Senator BYRD. Let's get down to actual fig­
ures. Let's get down to figures on the federal 
funds budget. 

Now, for fiscal 1973, which ends at the end 
of this month, what will be the surplus? 

You said a surplus? 
Mr. BENNETT. There will be no surplus. 
Senator BYRD. Or what will be the deficit 

on the federal funds budget? 
Mr. BENNETT. For the fiscal year just ended 

the unified deficit will be 17.8 and I believe 
the federal funds deficit is larger. I don't have 
the exact number in mind here. It is larger. 

Senator BYRD. It is considerably larger? 
Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir. But with respect to 

the performance of the economy-
Senator BYRD. Now, wait, let's stick with 

this one question until we get this set.tled. 
So that on a unified basis, which means 

that after you use your surplus from the trust 
funds, you will still have a deficit of $18 
billion; is that correct? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator BYRD. All right, now you don't have 

the figure for the federal funds? 
Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir, I have it. 
Senator BYRD. What is that? 
Mr. BENNETT. $27.9 billion for the fiscal 

year 1973. 
Senator BYRD. So you will have a deficit 

then by your own figures of $28 billion; a 
federal funds deficit of $28 billion, and yet 
you assert that we will have a surplus? 

Mr. BENNETT. I said that for the coming 
fiscal year we will have a surplus and a full 
employment basis, which is most relevant to 
the effect of that budget on the performance 
of the economy. 

Senator BYRD. If it is most relevant to the 
effect of that budget, why has Secretary 
Shultz before the Ways and Means Commit­
tee asked for an increase in the debt limit? 
The debt is based on the federal funds deficit. 

Mr. BENNETT. The increase in that ceiling 
is required in order that the Executive 
Branch may be permitted to allow the trust 
funds to invest in United States Treasury 
obligations. 

Senator BYRD. There would be no need for 
an increase in the debt ceiling-and correct 

me if I'm wrong-there would be no need for 
an increase in the debt ceiling if we had a 
surplus in the federal funds budget, would 
there? 

Mr. BENNETT. That is right. 
Senator BYRD. Now, let's get to fiscal year 

1974. What are your projections now as to 
the unified budg~t surplus or deficit? 

Mr. BENNETT. The unified forecasts for fis­
cal '74 is a deficit of $2.7 billion. 

Senator BYRD. What is the forecast for the 
federal funds deficit? 

Mr. BENNETT. $18.8 billion. 
Senator BYRD. So that even with this great 

improvement that you cite, there will be a 
deficit of $19 billion in the federal funds 
budget for fiscal '74; is that correct? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator BYRD. And there will be a deficit of 

$28 billion this year? 
Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator BYRD. Now that $28 billion deficit 

for the current fiscal year is almost identical 
with the highest deficit the country has had 
prior to 1971, which was the Johnson deficit 
of $28.4 billion. 

Now, candidate Nixon in 1968 strongly and 
vigorously condemned that deficit. The Sen­
ator from Virginia strongly and vigorously 
condemned that Johnson deficit of $28 bil­
lion. Now, I am just wondering why it is 
such a terrible thing, which I think it is, to 
have a $28 billion deficit under Lyndon 
Johnson but such a fine thing to have a $28 
billion deficit under Richard Nixon? 

Mr. BENNETT. In my view, Senator, it de­
pends on the circumstances. Earlier in that 
fiscal year we were not at the state of produc­
tion the economy has reached late 1n this fis­
cal year. Early in the fiscal year just ending 
there was some need for stimulus for our 
economy. 

Now there isn't and now we are providing 
no stimulus through a budget deficit. 

Senator BYRD. Now, the record shows clearly 
all through here for anyone who wants to 
look at the figures that never in the history 
of the country have we run such smashing 
deficits except during World War n when 
we had 12 million men under arms and were 
fronting a war on two fronts. 

Never before has anything approached 
this, more than $100 billion in four years; 
are you concerned about that? 

Mr. BENNETT. I am also aware that over 
those recent yt".a.rs we have moved from a 
low or negative level of growth to a high 
level of growth in our economy, Senator. 

Senator BYRD. Am I to take that to mean 
that you are not concerned about those defi­
cits? 

Mr. BENNETT. At the moment I feel our 
budgetary policy is correct and in that sense 
I am not concerned. 

Senator BYRD. You are not concerned about 
$100 billion accumulated federal funds defi­
cit in four years? 

If that is the case, I don't have any fur­
ther questions at the moment. 

Senator BYRD. Senator Haskell? 
Sena.ror HAsKELL. I just have one question, 

Mr. Chairman. 
Does it bother you, Mr. Secretary, from the 

monetary viewpoint that since January my 
understanding is that the consumer price 
index has risen on an annualized basis of 
9.6 percent and more importantly from my 
viewpoint the industrial commodities index 
on a seasonally adjusted basis has risen 14.8 
percent. Does this concern you as a mone­
tary expert? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator HASKELL. What would you do about 

it? 
Mr. BENNETT. Unfortunately I cannot do 

anything now about a period prior to that, 
and can only address myself to the period 
ahead. 

The period ahead, I think we are doing the 
right things. We are moving into a budgetary 
surplus. As I say, we are probably there. We 



June 8, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE 18787 
are having a restrictive monetary policy and 
we are trying to do those basic things that 
will improve the productivity of the economy. 
That is what I would like to do. 

Senator BYRD. Would the Senator yield? 
I want the record to show you are not mov­

ing ahead to a budgetary surplus if you 
figure that surplus on either the federal 
funds basis or the unified budget concept 
basis. 

Mr. BENNETT. I agree with you, Senator, 
but I think for the purpose of fighting in­
flation-imperfect as all of these measures 
are-the full employment basis is probably 
the be::rt; basis-

Senator BYRD. Well, excuse me, but that is 
something entirely new and completely 
nebulous. No one knows what a full em­
ployment budget is. You don't even expect 
to have full employment. 

I am sorry for the interruption, Senator 
Haskell. 

Senator HASKELL. Well, I gather, then, Mr. 
Secretary, that you feel that strictly by 
monetary controls you can change these ad­
verse circumstances as revealed by those two 
indices that I commented on? 

Mr. BENNETT. There are already indica-
t ions that that may be happening, yes. 

Senator HASKELL. Thank you. 
I have no further questions. 
Senator BYRD. Mr. Secretary, I must say 

that I am shocked at the lack of concern 
that the Treasury Department shows in these 
huge and continuously expanding govern­
ment deficits. 

It is shocking that your comment in reply 
to my question a little while ago was that 
you are not concerned about these deficits. I 
don't see how we are going to get our prob­
lems under control until the persons respon­
sible regard them as a problem. 

Here in a four year period, from fiscal '71 
through fiscal '74, the accumulated federal 
funds deficit will equal $106 billion. We had 
a $30 billion federal funds deficit in 1971; 
$29 blllion in 1972; and $28 billion for this 
current fiscal year, and you project a $19 bil­
lion deficit for next year. Yet one of the top 
people in the Treasury Department says that 
he has no concern. 

Let me ask you this. What is the amount 
the Treasury Department seeks in the cur­
rent budget to pay the interest on the na­
tional debt? 

I will give you the answer. It is $26.1 
billion. 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, $20 billion something. 
Senator BYRD. $26.1 billion. 
Mr. BENNETT, Yes, sir. 
Senator BYRD. That has doubled in eight 

years. In 1967 the interest charges were $13.4 
billion. They are now $26.1 billion. 

Who pays that interest, the guy who goes 
out and works in the plants and factories and 
earns a living, pays it. 

Seventeen cents of every personal and cor­
porate income tax dollar paid into the fed­
eral treasury goes for that one purpose, 
namely, to pay the interest on the debt and 
the Treasury Department is not concerned 
about this problem. 

Now, let me ask you this. I will assume you 
will agree that we are in a period of inflation? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator BYRD. You do agree to that? 
Mr. BENNETT. Yes, Sir. 
Senator BYRD. What, in your judgment, is 

the major cause of the inflation we are 
experiencing? 

Mr. BENNETT. With hindsight, it is quite 
possible to say three things: over the years, 
the budget deficits were too high, that over 
the past period, with hindsight, perhaps 
our monetary policies should have been 
t ighter, and certainly over the periods past 
we did not take sufficiently strong measures 
to remove the impediments to the produc­
tivit y of our economy. 

Senator BYRD. William McChesney Martin 
t estified last week that while there were vari­
ous 1·e~ons for the intiation-and you have 

cited some of them-that the major reason 
in his judgment are these continued huge 
government deficits. 

I take it that you don't regard that as a 
major reason, though? 

Mr. BENNETT. I would like to distinguish it 
as best I can from the accumulated past and 
the exact present moment. In other words, at 
the moment I do not think we have cause 
for serious concern about the state of our 
budgetary outlook. 

Senator BYRD. Well, if you are right about 
that-and I don't think you are-there isn't 
much reason for us In the Congress to take 
the political heat, so to speak, and vote to 
sustain the President's veto on many of these 
bills. I voted to sustain his veto because I 
think we are in a very desperate situation fi­
nancially. 

Mr. BENNETT. Senator, I would agree with 
you that if this restraint were not exercised, 
if you did not continue to show responsi­
bility, we would be in trouble-

Senator BYRD. Continue to show? We 
haven't even begun to show restraint, and 
the figures show that. Again I cite: We had a 
$30 billion deficit in 1971; we had a $29 bil­
lion deficit in 1972; and we had a $28 billion 
deficit in 1973-you might say we are im­
proving, and I suppose that is some improve­
ment-and you project a $19 billion deficit 
for next year, which may or may not be ac­
curate because the Treasury forecasts have 
not been very accurate in recent years, and 
I think you will admit that for whatever the 
reason. 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, Sir. 
Senator BYRD. Now, on page 1 of your testi­

mony you say that you feel that is a con­
siderable overstatement to describe the pres­
ent situation as a monetary crisis. 

Mr. BENNETT, Yes, sir, 
Senator BYRD. On Friday, William McChes­

ney Martin told the Subcommittee, and I 
quote, "I think it is good that your Com­
mittee is taking a look at this international 
financial crisis"-and I am quoting from a 
transcript-"because I think in this instance 
crisis is the right word, given the $10.2 bil­
lion payments deficit in the first quarter, the 
huge speculation against the dollar abroad, a 
current annual r!l.te of infiation of 9.2 percent 
of the consumer prices, and a drop of more 
than 100 points in the stock market during 
the past five months." 

How would you characterize the present 
situation? 

Mr. BENNF-T'T.. One thing I would point out, 
that we are at the moment having a balance 
of payments surplus and not a deficit. We 
had that since the first week in March. 

Senator BYRD. Did we not have a balance of 
payments deficit of $10.2 for the first quar-
ter of this year? · 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, we did but since the 
first week in March we have had a surplus. 

Senator BYRD. Do you expect that surplus 
to continue to the end of the year? 

Mr. BENNETT. I expect we may have overall 
deficits in some of the coming periods, but 
over the next several years, we will have a 
balance surpluses. 

Senator BYRD. Several years, I heard you 
say? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, we have a surplus now 
and we will have surpluses over that period, 
but there wlli be perhaps periods in between 
when we have deficits. 

Senator BYRD. Even 1f you don't use the 
word, crisis, Mr. Martin feels it is appro­
priate. How do you characterize the present 
situation; rosy? 

Mr. BENNETT. As far as the international 
area is concerned, I would say that we have 
been rewarded in that the system put in 
place in February and March has showed 
its resilience; it has showed its strength and 
its viability. 

Senator BYRD. Do you think devaluation 
is a solution? 

Mr. BENNETT. As I said earlier, I do not 

expect this Congress to be asked again to 
change the par value of the dollar. 

Senator MoNDALE. Would you yield there? 
As a matter of fact, devaluation is going 

on right now. It isn't a formal devaluation, 
of course, but what would you call it? 

Mr. BENNETT. In the marketplace the dol­
lar has reduced in value. You can use the 
word devalued. 

Senator MoNDALE. Sure, because that is 
what it is. What is a devaluation? It is the 
relationship of, say, the dollar to the Ger­
man mark; isn't it? And hasn't it devalued 
further since the two official devaluations? 

Mr. BENNETT. The devaluation, as you say, 
is a wore.: of many meanings and sometimes 
it is used to refer to that thing which has 
happened in February and then again in 
December of '71, which is a formal change. 
In the marketplace the dollar can devalue 
or depreciate day by day. 

Senator MoNDALE. Which way has it been 
going? 

Mr. BENNETT. I hope you got a copy of my 
chart that shows it has been going in one 
direction the last couple of days--

Senator MONDALE. Which way? 
Mr. BENNETT. The dollar has been weaken­

ing relative to the European currency, or 
to put it another way, they have been in­
creasing relative to the dollar. 

Senator BYRD. Do you expect a balance of 
payments surplus for the second quarter? 

Mr. BENNETT, Yes, sir. 
Senator BYRD. As an expert, would you tell 

a non-expert, what does the rise of price 
of gold mean? 

Mr. BENNETT. It means gold has become 
too valuable to wa-ste on money. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­
dent, how much time do I have re­
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­
dent, 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. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, does the distinguished senior Sen­
ator from Virginia yield back the re­
mainder of his time? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

RESUMPTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there 
now be a resumption of the period for 
the transaction of routine morning busi­
ness, with statements therein limited to 
3 minutes, and that the period not ex­
tend beyond the hour of 10 o'clock a.m. 

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

REFERRAL OF A BILL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that a 
bill introduced yesterday by the Senator 
from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON), S. 1954, 
to provide for public financing of cam­
paigns for Federal elections, which was 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
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Administration, be referred for 45 days 
to the Committee on Finance and Com­
merce, if and when it should be reported 
from the Committee on Rules and Ad­
ministration, for their consideration of 
sections repealing or amending laws 
h andled by the Committees on Finance 
and Commerce, if those provisions are 
retained in the bill when reported, and 
if not reported within 45 days by the 
Committee on Finance and Commerce, 
the bill will automatically be placed on 
the Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PROXMIRE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­

dent, 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. HASKELL. 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. COX'S MISTAKEN SENSE OF 
PRIORITIES 

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I should 
like to remark briefly upon a course of 
action that an old friend of mine, Mr. 
Archibald Cox, is pursuing, which I think 
is mistaken. 

I preface this statement by empha­
sizing the fact that in my judgment Mr. 
Cox is a man of high integrity, great 
ability, and excellent motivation. Never­
theless, Mr. Cox is seeking to curtail the 
investigation of the Select Committee 
on Presidential Campaign Activities, 
chaired by my distinguished colleague, 
Mr. ERviN, and I think he is mistaken 
in that respect. 

First, I would submit, Mr. President, 
that the President of the United States 
could ask for the resignation of Mr. 
Richardson at any time. If Mr. Richard­
son were removed Mr. Cox would be re­
moved, and that would be the end of 
the effective Justice Department investi­
gation. 

But more than that, Mr. President, I 
think it is of vital importance that every 
man, woman, and child in the United 
States become aware of the effort to 
sabotage our form of government. That 
effort goes under the broad umbrella of 
Watergate. Mr. Cox is concerned that 
some who may be guilty go free--because 
of immunity or some other legal obstacle. 
I submit this misses the point-the mat­
ter of overriding importance is that our 
country is informed of the great dan­
ger-and I might say the close call­
which all of us have had by reason of 
this incident known as Watergate--the 
danger of losing our constitutional form 
of government and our basic freedoms 
too often taken for granted. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I speak 
in the hope that Mr. Cox will rethink 
his position as to what is most impor­
tant--and take the broad view-that of 
alerting and informing the country 
rather than a narrow legalistic view. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore 

(Mr. METCALF) : 
A resolution adopted by the City Council 

of Fresno, Gall!., relating to the need to pro­
vide for continuity of funding for Federal 
categorical community development pro­
gram. Referred to the Committee on Bank­
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on Agri­

culture and Forestry, without amendment: 
S. 1938. A bill to extend the time for con­

ducting the referendum with respect to the 
national marketing quota for wheat for the 
marketing year beginning July 1, 1974 (Rept. 
No. 93-200). 

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

S. 1413. A bill to increase the authorization 
for fiscal year 1974 for the Committee for 
Purchase of Products and Services o! the 
Blind and other Severely Handicapped (Rept. 
No. 93- 201). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, as in execu­
tive session, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, I report favorably the 
nominations of 55 temporary appoint­
ments in the Army to the grade of briga­
dier general, and that Lt. Gen. John H. 
Hay, Jr., U.S. Army, be placed on the 
retired list in that grade; 10 temporary 
promotions in the Navy to the grade of 
rear admiral; and, in the Air Force that 
Lt. Gen. Gordon M. Graham be placed 
on the retired list in that grade, Maj. 
Gen. Donavon F. Smith be promoted to 
the grade of lieutenant general, Lt. Gen. 
Royal B. Allison be placed on the retired 
list in that grade and Maj. Gen. Earl 0. 
Anderson, Air Force Reserve, be tem­
porary major general. I ask that these 
names be placed on the Executive Calen­
dar. 

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

The nominations, ordered placed on 
the Executive Calendar, are as follows: 

Robert G. W. Williams, Jr., and sundry 
other officers, for temporary promotion in the 
Navy; 

Lt. Gen. John H. Hay, Jr., Army of the 
United States (major general, U.S. Army), 
to be placed on the retired list in the grade 
of lieutenant general; 

Lt. Gen. Gordon M. Graham (major gen­
eray, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, to 
be placed on the retired list in the grade 
of lieutenant general; 

Maj. Gen. Donavon F. Smith (major gen­
eral, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, to 
be assigned to a. position of importance and 
responsibility designated by the President, 
to be lieutenant general; 

Maj. Gen. Earl 0. Anderson, Air Force Re­
serve, to be temporary major general; 

Lt. Gen. Royal B. AlUson (major general, 
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, to be 
placed on the retired list 1n the grade of 
lieutenant general; and 

Col. William R. Wray, and sundry other of­
ficers, for temporary appointment in the 
Army of the United States, in the grade of 
brigadiers general. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, in addition, 
there are 529 for promotion in the Army 
in the grade of colonel and below and 
in the Reserve of the Army there are 417 
for promotion in the grade of colonel and 
below-includes 18 to be colonel and 25 
to be lieutenant colonel in the Army Na­
tional Guard. Since these names have 
already appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, in order to save the expense of 
printing on the Executive Calendar, I 
ask unanimous consent that they be or­
dered to lie on the Secretary's desk for 
the information of any Senator. 

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

The nominations, ordered to lie on the 
desk, are as follows: 

Anthony J. Adessa, and sundry other of­
ficers, for promotion in the Army of the 
United States; and 

C. A. Anderson, Jr., and sundry ot her of­
ficers, for promotion in the Reserve of the 
Army of the United States. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTION 

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. ERVIN (by request): 
S. 1969. A bill to authorize the head of an 

executive department, a. military department, 
an agency, or an independent establishment 
in the executive branch to render emergency 
assistance in certain circumstances. Re­
ferred to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. BAKER (for himself and Mr. 
ToWER): 

S. 1970. A bill for the relief of Carl John­
stone, Jr. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKER: 
S. 1971. A bill to increase certain penalties 

for offenses involving the unlawful distribu­
tion of certain narcotic drugs, and for other 
purposes. Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PERCY: 
S. 1972. A bill to further amend the U.S. 

Information and Educational Exchange Act 
of 1948. Referred to the Committee on For­
eign Relations. 

STATEMENT ON INTRODUCED BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
By Mr. ERVIN (by request) : 

S. 1969. A bill to authorize the head 
of an executive department, a military 
department, an agency, or an independ­
ent establishment in the executive 
branch to render emergency assistance 
in certain circumstances. Referred to 
the Committee on Government Opera­
tions. 
AUTHORIZING HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPART­

MENTS, AGENCIES, AND INDEPENDENT ESTAB­

LISHMENTS TO RENDER EMERGENCY ASSIST­

ANCE 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I introduce, 
by request, a bill to authorize the head 
of an executive department, a military 
department, an agency, or an independ­
ent establishment in the executive 
branch to render emergency assistance 
in certain circumstances. 

This legislation was requested by the 
Secretary of Transportation and I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcORD a letter from the Secretary 
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of Transportation explaining the need 
for this proposed legislation, together 
with the text of the blli. 

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

s. 1969 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
3 of the Act of May 27, 1955 (69 Stat, 66; 42 
U.S.C. 1856-1856d) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEc. 3. In the absence of any agreement 
authorized or ratified by section 2 of this Act, 
each agency head is authorized to render fire 
or other emergency assistance to protect per­
sons or property at any place where appro­
priate facilities and personnel of that agency 
are available and can be effectively utilized, 
as determined under regulations prescribed 
by each agency; and except where expressly 
prohibited by the Posse Comitatus Act, 18 
u .s.c. 1385." 

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1973. 

Hon. SPIRO T. AGNEW, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed for intro­
duction and referral to the appropriate Com­
mittee is a draft bill: 

"To authorize the head of an executive 
department, a military department, an 
agency, or an independent establishment in 
the executive branch to render emergency 
assistance in certain circumstances." 

This bill would enable the head of a 
Federal department, agency, or independent 
establishment ("agency") to expand the au­
thorized scope of employment of certain of 
his employees who are trained and equipped 
to provide assistance in response to emer­
gency situations related to Government 
operations. While these employees act within 
the scope of their employment when an 
emergency is related to the agency's opera­
tions, their status when they respond to other 
emergencies causes concern. Under the bill, 
an "agency head" could authorize his em­
ployees to provide emergency assistance any­
where they are available and able to do so, 
and in this way, ensure that they are covered 
by the Federal Employees' Compensation Act 
and the Federal Tort Claims Act. 

At several of this Department's facilities, 
we maintain personnel who are trained and 
equipped to render various kinds of emer­
gency assistance, including first aid, rescue, 
fire fighting, and police aid. We maintain 
this emergency response capability for the 
specific purpose of responding to emergencies 
that arise in the course of our operations. For 
instance, we maintain emergency rescue fa­
cilities and personnel at the airports we oper­
ate, such as Washington National Airport 
and Dulles International Airport. At these 
airports, emergency units are ready to 
respond to emergencies ranging from aircraft 
accidents on ramps or runways, through 
personal injuries in the terminal, to automo­
bile accidents on airport roads, Although 
these units are also capable of responding to 
emergencies that do not arise in the course 
of our operations, they are not authorized 
to do so. 

Occasionally, an emergency situation that 
is unrelated to our operations may arise 
beyond the limits of our installations. In 
this case, our personnel may have first choice 
of the emergency or may be more readily 
avatlalble than emergency units of the local 
authorities. A common example might be 
an accident occurring on a street or high­
way adjacent to one of our airports, and 
involving serious personal injury to auto­
mobile occupants or to pedestrians. Other 
examples might Include responding to a 

distress call from a capsized boat in the 
Potomac River near washington National 
Airport, or dispatching personnel and equip­
ment during heavy snows to aid stranded 
motorists on highways in the vicinity of 
Dulles International Airport. In these situa­
tions, at the very least, we would find it 
most difficult to justify denying, solely on 
jurisdictional grounds, emergency assistance 
to a person who may be in danger of life 
or limb On the other hand, if our person­
nel do respond and provide emergency as­
sistance, we would find it equally difficult 
to justify denying them the statutory em­
ployment compensation and tort liability 
protections that a Federal employee other­
wise enjoys. 

This bill would authorize an "agency" in 
the executive branch (including the De­
partment of Transportation) to use appro­
priate facilities and personnel in emergen­
cies that are unrelated to its operations in 
those limited and special ch·cumstances 
where the accessibility or special capalbility 
of its units may permit a more effective re­
sponse than that of the local authorities. 
The head of the agency concerned would 
issue regulations and guidelines governing 
the situations in which its employees may 
provide emergency assistance and establish­
ing the classes of personnel and kinds of 
equipment that may be used. 

The bill would amend section 3 of the 
Act of May 27, 1955 (42 U.S.C. 1856-1856d) 
that provides limited authority for the head 
of an "agency" (as defined in section 1 (a) 
of that Act) to provide fire protection serv­
ice in the vicinity of an installation where 
that agency maintains fire protection fa­
cilities, without there being a reciprocal 
agreement under section 2 of that Act. The 
bill would create for Executive agencies gen­
erally an authority similar to that available 
for many years to the Coast Guard (now 
within this Department). The Department 
of Transportation considers this authority to 
be in the public interest, and recommends 
that it be made available throughout the 
executive branch. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad­
vises that from the standpoint of the Ad­
ministration's program there is no objec­
tion to the submission of this proposed legis­
lation to the Congress 

Sincerely, 
CLAUDE S. BRINEGAR. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKER: 
S. 1971. A bill to increase certain pen­

alties for offenses involving the unlawful 
distribution of certain narcotic drugs, 
and for other purposes. Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing a bill which will in­
creases the penalties for offenses involv­
ing the unlawful distribution of any 
mixture containing narcotic drugs as de­
fined in the Controlled Substances Act 
and ask that it be appropriately referred. 

We all know that the drug problem to­
day is a national crisis-and yet, with 
only a few exceptions, we have not yet 
taken crisis countermeasures at either 
the State or Federal levels. The average 
time spent in prison for a Federal con­
viction of trafficking in drugs is less than 
2 years, and 27 percent of those con­
victed do not receive any prison time at 
all. I do not understand, Mr. President, 
why we have been willing to send the de­
fendant who commits one violent murder 
away to prison for life, while permitting 
the drug pushers who deal death to 
thousands on a calculated business basis 
to walk our streets, spreading their 
poison. 

And not only does the drug pusher sur­
vive, he prospers. In connection with re­
cent hearings on this subject in Philadel­
phia, I learned that it is not unusual for 
a drug distributor to earn $5,000 per day, 
or well over $1 million a year. If we are 
ever to break the drug distribution chain, 
we must put these distributors out of 
business-and not simply for 21 months 
at a time, as we do now, but out of busi­
ness for life. 

My bill today provides drastic meas­
ures to break this chain. It provides that 
the nonaddict pusher who is over 18 
years of age and who is convicted of 
distributing more than 2 ounces of a nar­
cotic drug shall receive a mandatory life 
sentence-with no possibility of proba­
tion, parole, or a suspended sentence, and 
regardless of his prior record. It pro­
vides that the nonaddict pusher who dis­
tributes less than 2 ounces of a narcotic 
drug shall receive a minimum mandatory 
sentence of 10 years in prison, again, with 
no possibility of probation, parole, or 
suspended sentence. 

This sounds harsh. It is harsh. And 
Mr. President, I am happy to face the 
criticism that I have been harsh on drug 
pushers, because I believe we must be 
harsh on those who have systematically 
become millionaires by selling poison to 
a generation of American children. 

And yet, while being harsh, we must 
be fair. We must preserve our constitu­
tional protections, and we must make dis­
tinctions which will insure that no in­
nocent person is ever convicted under 
this law. The legislation which I propose 
today makes three such distinctions 
which are not presently in our law. 

First, it distinguishes between the ad­
dict and the nonaddict for purposes of 
penalties, with the nonaddict, the busi­
nessman-pusher, receiving the stiffer 
sentence. This is because the addict, who 
desperately sells a small amount of drugs 
to support his habit, cannot in fairness 
be held to the same degree of criminal 
responsibility as the nonaddict who sim­
ply makes a business decision to push 
drugs. My bill provides for an examina­
tion prior to arraignment to determine 
whether an accused person is addicted to 
drugs, with the results of such examina­
tion being inadmissible on the issue of 
guilt. 

Second, my bill provides for different 
penalties according to the quantity of 
drugs involved. Our present law makes 
some effort to accomplish this, but I 
think it needs refinement. My bill pro­
vides for a sentence of up to 3 years for 
distributing less than one-sixteenth of 
an ounce of narcotic, 10 to 20 years for 
more than one-sixteenth, but less than 
2 ounces, and life imprisonment for the 
nonaddict distributing over 2 ounces. 
Again, this sounds harsh, but statistics 
from the Bureau of Narcotics and Dan­
gerou Drugs indicate that one-sixteenth 
of an ounce equals approximately 20 100-
milligram bags-which is enough to 
support an addict for 2 days. 

Finally, I have introduced in this 
legislation a purity standard, requiring 
that there must be at least 1 percent of 
the prohibited narcotic substance in any 
mixture which is the basis of prosecution 
under this law. Drugs on the street are 
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normally 5 or 6 percent pure at present. 
Anything under 1 percent purity is 
worthless in the drug trade, but this 
minimum standard protects the accused 
who may have a substance containing a 
mere trace of narcotic planted on him 
by those seeking to have him convicted 
under this law. 

In closing, I might add, Mr. President, 
that I hope that our efforts at rehabili­
tation will continue, and that this body 
will take the lead in authorizing and 
funding rehabilitation facilities. But be­
fore we can hope to make rehabilitation 
a solution to the drug problem, we must 
cut the :flow of drugs on the street, and 
that is the purpose of this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the full text of my bill be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

s. 1971 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Controlled Substances Act, approved Octo­
ber 27, 1970 (84 Stat. 1242), is amended by 
adding immediately after section 405 thereof 
the following new section: 

"INCREASED PENALTIES 

"SEc. 405A. (a) (1) Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act or of any other 
law, any person who violates section 401(a) 
(1) of this Act by distributing two ounces 
or more of any mixture or substance con­
taining any ingredient of 1 per centum 
purity or more which is classified in Schedule 
I or II and which is a narcotic drug shall 
be sentenced as follows: 

"(A) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such violation was eighteen 
years of age or older and was an addict, for 
any term of years up to and including life 
imprisonment, but in no event less than 
ten years; 

"(B) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such violation was eighteen 
years of age or older and was not an addict, 
to life imprisonment; 

"(C) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such offense was at least six­
teen years of age but under the age of 
eighteen years and was an addict, for a term 
of not less than five years or more than 
ten years; and 

"(D) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such violation, was at least 
sixteen years of age but under the age of 
eighteen years and was not an addict, for a 
term of not less than fifteen years or more 
than thirty years. 

"(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or &.ny other law, any person who 
violates section 401 (a) ( 1) of this Act by 
distributing less than two ounces but at 
least one-sixteenth of an ounce of any mix­
ture or substance containing any ingredient 
of 1 per centum purity or more which is 
classified in Schedule I or II and which is a 
narcotic drug shall be sentenced as follows: 

"(A) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such violation, was eighteen 
years of age or older and was an addict, for a 
term of not less than five years or more than 
ten years; 

"(B) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such violation, was eighteen 
years of age or older and was not an addict, 
for a. term of not less than ten years or more 
than twenty years; 

"(C) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such violation, was at least 
sixteen years of age but under the age of 
eighteen and was an addict, for not less than 
one year or more than five years; and 

"(D) if such person, at the time of the 
commission of such violation, was at least 
sixteen years of age but under the age of 
eighteen years and was not an addict, for a 
term of not less than three years or more 
than ten years. 

"(3) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or of any other law, any person 
who violates section 401(a) (1) of this Act by 
distributing less than one-sixteenth of an 
ounce of any mixture or substance con­
taining any ingredient of 1 per centum 
purity or more which is classified in Sched­
ule I or II and which is a narcotic drug shall 
be imprisoned for a term of not more than 
three years. 

"(4) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or of any other law, any person 
who attempts or conspires to commit any vio­
lation referred to in paragraph (1), (2), or 
(3) of this subsection, which is punishable 
under this section, shall be punished by im­
prisonment in the same manner and to the 
same extent as that provided for therein for 
the violation the commission of which was 
the object of the attempt or conspiracy. 

"(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or of any other law, any person 
convicted of any such violation of section 
401(a) {1) of this Act which is punishable 
pursuant to the provisions of this section 
and who is awaiting sentence, or who is so 
convicted and sentenced to a term of confine­
ment or imprisonment and has filed on ap­
peal or a petition for a writ of certiorari, 
shall be detained in custody pending deter­
mination of such appeal or petition. 

" (c) Upon the first appearance before a 
judicial officer of any person arrested for a 
violation of section 401 (a) (1) of this Act 
which is punishable pursuant to this section, 
the judicial officer shall, notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act or of any 
other law, order such person to be placed 
under medical supervision for an examina­
tion to determine whether the person is an 
addict. On or before the expiration of three 
calendar days following the date of such 
order, such person shall again be brought 
before a judicial officer and the results of 
the examination shall be presented to such 
judicial officer. A copy of such results shall 
be made available to the United States at­
torney and to such person. Upon such sub­
sequent appearance of such person before a 
judicial officer, such officer shall proceed in 
accordance with applicable laws and pro­
cedures. The results of such exainination 
shall not be admissible on the issue of guilt 
or in any other judicial proceeding, except 
that the court shall consider such results in 
connection with the sentencing, in accord­
ance with the provisions of this section, of 
such person, if such person is convicted of 
such violation. 

"{d) With respect to any sentence imposed 
pursuant to this section, the imposition or 
execution of such sentence shall not be 
suspended, probation shall not be granted, 
and section 4202 and chapters 309 and 402 
of title 18, United States Code, and the Act 
of July 15, 1932 (D.C. Code, sees. 24-203-24-
207), shall not apply. 

"(e) In any case in which a person is in­
dicted for any such violation punishable 
pursuant to this section, such person shall 
not be permitted to plead guilty to a lesser 
offense in lieu of such violation for which 
he was so indicted." 

By Mr. PERCY: 
S. 1972. A bill to further amend the 

U.S. Information and Educational Ex­
change Act of 1948. Referred to the Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing a bill to authorize supple­
mental appropriations for Radio Free 
Europe and Radio Liberty for fiscal year 
1973. This bill amends section 703 of the 

U.S. Information and Educational Ex­
change Act of 1948. It is made necessary 
by nondiscretionary cost increases, in­
cluding those brought about by the recent 
devaluation of the dollar. Because more 
than 80 percent of the operating expenses 
of Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty 
are paid in local currencies, the devalu­
ation has precipitated a significant in­
crease in cost which was not provided 
for in the existing authorization of 
appropriatio:ls. 

I send the bill to the desk for appro­
priate reference. 

ADDITIONAL COAUTHORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 263 

At the request of Mr. Moss, the Sen­
ator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 263, to estab­
lish mining and mineral research centers, 
to promote a more adequate national 
program of mining and mineral research, 
to supplement the act of December 31, 
1970 and for other purposes. 

s. 408 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TowER) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 408, the Food 
Stamp Act of 1964. 

s. 1395 

At the request of Mr. RANDOLPH, the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1395, a bill 
to encourage and support the dissemina­
tion of news, opinion, scientific, cultural, 
and educational matter through the 
mails. 

s. 1578 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sena­
tor from Minnesota <Mr. HUMPHREY) 
was added as a cosponsor of s. 1578, a bill 
to provide for a national program of 
disaster insurance. 

s. 1607 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Sena­
tor from Colorado <Mr. DoMINICK) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1607, to au­
thorize the commandant of the U.S. 
Army Command and General Staff Col­
lege to award the degree of master of 
military art and science. 

s. 1842 

At the request of Mr. BELLMON, the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. Do­
MENICI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1842, the Federal Child Support 
Security Act. 

s. 1875 

At the request of Mr. RANDOLPH, the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TowER) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1875, to amend 
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act to ex­
tend and revise the authorization of 
grants to States for vocational rehabili­
tation services, to authorize grants for 
rehabilitation services to those with 
severe disabilities, and for other pur­
poses. 

BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL 
BROADCASTING 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, S. 1914 
would provide for the establishment of 
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a Board for International Broadcasting 
and authorize continued assistance to 
Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty. 

The concept of a Board for Interna­
tional Broadcasting was developed by the 
Presidential Study Commission on In­
ternational Radio Broadcasting, chaired 
by Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower. In the Com­
mission's report, "The Right To Know," 
the Commission shares with Congress 
and the American people its rationale for 
recommending such a board. It describes 
alternative proposals for an organiza­
tional structure for continued operation 
of the stations, and explains why it was 
decided that a board would best serve 
the need for oversight, accountability, 
economy, and effectiveness. 

Without objection, I ask unanimous 
consent to print in the RECORD at this 
point the section of the Commission re­
port on alternative organizational struc­
tures considered and the decision to rec­
ommend establishment of a Board for 
International Broadcasting. 

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

SECTION IV: ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

The President's charge to this Commission 
states that: 

"The Commission should undertake a crit­
ical examination of the operation and fund­
ing question and recommend methods for 
future maintenance and support of the radios 
which will not impair their professional in­
dependence and, consequently, their effec­
tiveness." 

Additional considerations identified in the 
President's instructions are ". • • the rela­
tionship of the radios to the national interest 
and to this nation's foreign policy objec­
tives, ... to Executive Branch agencies, (and 
to) financial and other supporting require­
ments of the radios. . . ." 

In harmony with the President's instruc­
tions, and after consultations with numer­
ous members of Congress, U.S. Government 
officials, and knowledgeable private individ­
uals, the Commission identified several ob­
jectives that should govern the choice of 
an appropriate organizational structure for 
the continued operation of the stations: 

The professional independence and hence 
the credibility and effectiveness of the sta­
tions must be preserved. 

Organizational arrangements and proce­
dures must be such as to insure that publicly 
funded facilities are not used in a manner 
inconsistent with United States foreign pol­
icy objectives. 

The organizational structure should per­
mit the use of funds from American and non­
American sources, both public and private, 
and must provide for appropriate account­
ability. All funds should be openly provided 
and publicly reported. 

The organizational structure should be 
shaped to stimulate maximum efficiency and 
economy in the operations of the stations. 

Since the condition of free movement of 
in formation into and within the Soviet 
sphere, which could make the stations un­
necessary, is not likely to be achieved soon, 
t he {Jrganizational structure should be suffi­
cien t ly strong and fiexible to serve for at 
lE>ast a decade, if necessary. 

To preclude any possible misunderstand­
ing, a clarifying statement is here in order. 
The Commission realizes that there may 
8eem to be an inconsistency in speaking of 
"professional independence" and then of 
operations "not inconsistent with United 
States foreign policy objectives." Fully pro­
fessional independence could not have limits 
p laced upon it. What the Commission ad­
vocates is professional independence with 

the sole limitation that the stations not 
operate in a manner inconsist ent with broad 
United States foreign policy objectives. 

CONSIDERATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL 
STRUCTURES 

The Commission considered several orga­
nizational options for meeting these key ob­
jectives. Five were studied in detail: 

Continuation of the current arrangement 
whereby the Department of State makes 
grants of appropriated funds to the stations. 

Grants of appropriated funds to the sta­
tions t hrough the United States Information 
Agency. 

Merger of the stations with the Voice of 
America. 

Conversion of the stations into a single 
Federal entity. 

Establishment of a new, independent gov­
ernmental institution to serve as a nexus 
between the public, Congress, the Executive 
Branch, and the stations. 

The Commission concludes that the last 
option is best suited to the objectives. Ac­
cordingly, it recommends that a new "Board 
for International Broadcasting" be estab­
lished to oversee the stations generally and 
to serve as a nexus between them and the 
United States Government. 

BOARD FOR INTE~ATIONAL BROADCASTING 

The mandate of the Board should be to 
review continuously the mission and opera­
tic~ of Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, 
their quality and effectiveness, their profes­
sional integrity, the consistency of their 
broadcasts with the interests of the United 
States and, more broadly, the "human right 
to know," and the station's accountability 
for public resources placed at their disposal. 

The Board should be established by Con­
gress as a Government-sponsored enterprise. 
The Board should be authorized to receive 
Congressional appropriations and disburse 
them in the form of grants to the private 
corporations, Free Europe, Inc., and the 
Radio Liberty Committee, in order to pro­
mote a free and adequate fiow of informa­
tion and ideas among the peoples of East 
Europe and the USSR, and thereby to con­
tribute to the goal of better international 
understanding. 

The Board should consist of seven mem­
bers. Five members-including the Chair­
man-should be appointed by the President, 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
from among distinguished Americans in such 
fields as foreign policy and mass communica­
tions. Appointments should be for staggered 
terms, and members should be eligible for 
reappointment. Directors should be pro­
hibited from concurrently holding other 
Federal positions. 

The remaining two directors should be ex 
officio and non-voting-the chief operating 
executive of the Radio Liberty Committee 
and the chief operating executive of Free 
Europe, Inc. The presence of the RL and RFE 
executives would help assure a fuller under­
standing of radio activities by the Directors 
of the Board for International Broadcasting 
and also facilitate harmony between station 
broadcasting policies and Board views. 

The new Board must operate to imple­
ment the appropriate relationship between 
the United St ates Government and the st a­
tions-to preserve their professional inde­
pendence and integrity while assuring that 
their operat ions are carried out within the 
national interest and in a cost-effective 
manner. 

The Board should be responsible for as­
suring that adequate fiscal controls are main­
tained. It would be responsible for presenting 
appropriation requests to the President and 
the Congress, for granting funds to the sta­
tions, for promoting operating efficiency, for 
evaluating activities and expendit ures sup­
ported by its grants, and for insuring con­
formity to the legislat ive charter. 

I t is essential t hat there close cooperat ion 

between the stations themselves and with the 
Board. To this end, the Commission recom­
mends that headquarters of the new Board 
and the executive staffs of both stations be 
located in contiguous space, preferably in the 
Washington, D.C., areas. Such an arrange­
ment would be mutually advantageous in 
that it would permit the Board's executive 
director to draw upon the personnel of the 
stations for much of the administrative sup­
port needed by the Board. Under this ar­
rangement, the Board should need only a 
minimal staff. A Washington, D.C., location 
would also help the Board maintain appro­
priate liaison with the Depart ment of State. 

The Board should be expected to deal with 
major policy issues affecting either or both 
st ations. It should periodically make a sys­
temat ic study of conditions in each audience 
area and insure that revisions of program 
schedules are made if it finds changes to be 
appropriate. Thus, for example, if restric­
tions on the free fiow of information within 
one or more of the countries of Eastern Eu­
rope or the Soviet Union are eased, the Board 
should recommend at what point opera­
tions of the stations should be either cur­
tailed or hal ted altogether. 

The Board should also play a significant 
role in promoting efficiency and economy 
within and between the stations. Several sug­
gestions for specific studies are included in 
Section V of this report. 

The creation of a Presidentially appointed 
Board made up of persons distinguished in 
fields such as mass communications and for­
eign policy would give the Congress and the 
American people continuing assurance that 
RFE and RL operate with professional in­
tegrity and in the national interest. Simul­
taneously, the stations would benefit from 
having an official, knowledgeable source to 
provide them with assistance, guidance, and 
funds. 

The view has been expressed that the 
names of the stations should be changed in 
order to mark a new era of detente wit h the 
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and new 
directions for the stations. 

The Commission does not recommend this 
change. As indicated elsewhere in this report, 
we find that the stations have successfully 
adpated their philosophy and operations to 
the evolution of East-West relations. They 
are not perpetuating Cold War attitudes, nor 
are we aware of important objections to the 
names, per se, expressed by listening popula­
tions. The names Radio Liberty and Radio 
Free Europe in recent years have come to be 
identified by their audiences with the broad­
cast of accurate information, interpretation, 
and analysis. There is also a "brand name" 
value associated with Radio Free Europe and 
Radio Liberty identification, which is im­
portant in broadcast operations. For these 
reasons, we have concluded that there are no 
compelling reasons to change the n ames of 
the stations. 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES CONS IDE RE D AN D 

REJECTED 

Grants administered by Depa1·t ment of 
Stat e. As a provisional measure resulting 
from the discontinuance of funding by the 
Cent ral Intelligence Agency, the Department 
of St ate administered Federal grants to RFE 
and RL for part of fiscal year 1972 and for 
1973. The Commission considered the advan­
tages and disadvantages of this method of 
funding, either under existing legislation or 
under new legislation which might detail the 
purposes for which grants are made and de­
fine relationships of the stat ions to the De­
p artment of State. 

This approach would have the advantage 
of avoiding the creation of a new organiza­
tion. The disadvantages, however, appear to 
outweigh this advantage. The effectiveness of 
the stations depends largely upon their con­
centration on reporting and analysis of de­
velopments wit hin the count ries of Eastern 
Europe and t he Soviet Union. Direct cont rol 
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by the Department of State over funds for 
the stations over a period of years would 
appear to be incompatible with the profes­
sional independence essential for the sta­
t ions to fulfill this role. 

There are additional political liabilities in 
entrusting the Department of State with the 
budgetary support of the stations. The De­
partment would find it impossible to dis­
sociate itself from accountability, however 
indirect, for RFE and RL programming. Awk­
ward situations would be unavoidable, with 
the conceivable result that the essential pro­
gram autonomy of the stations would be 
compromised. 

Interim arrangements for funding the sta­
tions by the Department of State have not 
resulted in special difficulties; but these ar­
rangements have always been considered by 
the Executive Branch as transitional. For 
reasons outlined above, the permanent con­
tinuation of these direct ·funding provisions 
is undesirable. The Department of State con­
curs in this view. 

Grants administered by U.S. Information 
Agency. The Commission also considered the 
possibility of assigning USIA responsibility 
for administering Federal grants to RFE and 
RL. 

The considerations that militate against 
the State Department's administering the 
grants are equally valid in the case of USIA. 
USIA is the official public information arm 
of the United States Government and is 
clearly identified as such. It explains United 
States foreign policy and it seeks to secure 
understanding by peoples in foreign coun­
tries of all aspects of American society. 

RFE and RL, in contrast, have as their 
main mission to function as a surrogate free 
press, to fill the information gaps created by 
communist government restrictions on the 
:free flow of information. 

There are additional risks. The last few 
years have seen the establishment in com­
munist countries of a number of USIA-spon­
sored cultural programs, such as libraries, 
exhibits, artistic attractions, and exchanges. 
If RFE and RL grants were administered by 
USIA, communist protests and objections to 
broadcasts by these two stations could easily 
generate dangers to USIA programs in these 
countries. Conversely, as noted in connection 
with the disadvantages of State Department 
funding, this association might result in 
compromising the program autonomy of the 
stations. 

USIA concurs in this Commission view. 
Merger with Voice of America. The pur­

poses and functions of VOA are quite differ­
ent from those of RFE and RL. There is no 
conflict between them. The VOA is recog­
nized as the official radio voice of the United 
States Government. Like all other USIA ac­
tivities, it gives preponderant emphasis to 
American developments. VOA programming 
contains relatively little information about 
internal developments in its audience coun­
tries. 

RFE and RL programming, as previously 
stressed, gives citizens of the communist 
countries information on conditions, atti­
tudes, and trends within their own countries 
and on international developments as they 
relate to the special interests of the listeners. 
RFE programs supplement and correct the 
news as issued by the media within their 
audience areas, and they supply alternative 
analyses, based on careful research of facts 
and conditions in the listener areas, as well 
as on Western sources not normally available 
to East Europeans. 

It would be neithnr proper nor consistent 
with its basic mission as the official United 
States Government stat.ion for VOA to con­
centrate on this type of programming. 

For these reasons, a merger of VOA and the 
two stations would, in the judgment of the 
Commission, defeat the purposes of both. 
USIA also concurred in this judgment. 

Merging the stations into a single, inde-

pendent Federal agency. We also examined 
the advantages and disadvantages of merging 
the two radio corporations into a single Fed­
eral agency receiving direct appropriations 
from the Congress. The stations would thus 
be federalized and taken fully into the Ex­
ecutive Branch of the United States Govern­
ment. 

Such an or~anizational arrangement would 
mean that the stations would lose their non­
official status, and even if there were little 
or no change in operations and program con­
tent, the stations' reputation for professional 
independence would be difficult to preserve. 
Further, this alternative would raise ques­
tions on such basic issues as whether the 
private corporations could transfer assets to a 
Government agency and whether the present 
right to radio broadcast frequencies could be 
transferred. It would also jeopardize the 
status of the licensing agreements in the four 
countries from which the stations transmit­
the Federal Republic of Germany, Spain, 
Portugal, and the Republic of China. 

SUMMARY 

The Commission devoted major attention 
to the question of how the stations should be 
related to the United States Government. We 
realize thn.t able men of good will can make 
almost any organizational arrangement work; 
and, conversely, that even the finest orga­
nizational arrangements do not guarantee 
efficient and effective operations. We believe 
that the proposals spelled out in this section 
for the creathn of a Board for International 
Broadcasting provide a good design to assure 
that Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty 
maintain their professional independence, 
within the limits of the national interest. 

Mr. PERCY. The Senator from Min­
nesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) and I are pleased 
to have the cosponsorship of Mr. JAVITS, 
Mr. MATHIAS, ]\y!r. STEVENS, Mr. BUCKLEY, 
Mr. BROOKE, Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. McGEE, 
Mr. COOK, Mr. MciNTYRE, and Mr. 
STEVENSON. I ask unanimous consent to 
~,dd as cosponsors Mr. BAYH, Mr. RIBI­
COFF, and Mr. FANNIN. 

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

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
30-SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR­
RENT RESOLUTION RELATING TO 
INFORMATION BY FEDERAL OFFI­
CERS AND EMPLOYEES 
(Referred to the Committee on Gov­

ernment Operations.) 
PRODUCTION OF INFORMATION BY FEDERAL 

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator MusKIE and myself, I sub­
mit for appropriate reference ,~, concur­
rent resolution to establish a procedure 
assuring Congress the full and prompt 
production of information requested 
from Federal officers and employees. 

This resolution is similar in content 
and purpose to Senate Joint Resolution 
72 which I introduced on March 8, 1973, 
but it has been altered in several impor­
tant ways, primarily as a result of exten­
sive hearings conducted in April and May 
by the SubcommitGee on Intergovern­
mental Relations of the Committee on 
Government Operations and the Judici­
ary Subcommittees on Separation of 
Powers and Administrative Practice and 
Procedure. 

The resolution provides that when an 
officer or employee of the executive 
branch is summoned and requested to 
testify or to produce information, rec-

ords, documents, or other material be­
fore either House of Congress or &ny 
committee or subcommittee thereof, that 
officer or employee shall appear pursu­
ant to the request made of him and shall 
answer all questions propounded to him 
and shall produce all information sought 
unless the President formally and ex­
pressly instructs him in writing to re­
fuse to appear or to provide the infor­
mation. 

In the event of a Presidential refusal, 
the writter. instruction shall set forth 
the grounds on which the refusal is 
based. Such written instruction shall be 
transmitted to the House, or committee 
or subcommittee thereof, requesting the 
information or appearance. 

The appropriate House, committee, or 
subcommittee seeking the appearance or 
information shall determine whether or 
not such a Presidential instruction is 
without foundation in law. When a com­
mittee or subcommittee finds that there­
fusal is without foundation in law, then 
the appropriate House or committee shall 
order the official or employee to appear 
and to answer the questions or provide 
the information. 

When a committee or subcommittee 
determines that a Presidential instruc­
tion to withhold information is without 
foundation in law, it shall file within 10 
days an appropriate resolution with its 
respective House with a report and record 
of its proceedings relating to the Presi­
dential instruction. The respective House 
shall take such action as it deems proper 
with respect to the disposition of the ap­
propriate resolution. 

This resolution differs in two respects 
from Senate Joint Resolution 72 which 
I introduced earlier this year. 

First, it does not mention the term 
"executive privilege" which has been 
used by the Executive as a disguise for a 
variety of refusals to provide informa­
tion requested by Congress. I do not be­
lieve that it is necessary for Congress to 
put a stamp of approval-whether ex­
pressly or by implication-on such a 
"privilege." Rather, Congress should re­
view Presidential refusals to provide in­
formation and determine whether or not 
they are founded in law, which would in­
clude a proper exercise of privilege or au­
thority granted by statute. 

Second, it takes the form of a concur­
rent resolution rather than a joint reso­
lution. The intent and purpose is to 
create an internal congressional proce­
dure by which Congress will exercise the 
powers and prerogatives which properly 
belong to it; it would not have legislative 
effect and therefore would not be subject 
to a Presidential veto. 

This resolution and the improvements 
incorporated in it are the outgrowth of 
the extensive hearings on executive priv­
ilege and Government secrecy being con­
ducted this year by the subcommittees I 
mentioned earlier. Those hearings 
pointed out the extent to which the fail­
ure or outright refusal of Federal officers 
and employees to produce information 
requested by Congress in carrying out its 
constitutional function to legislate has 
resulted in a serious erosion in the sepa­
ration of powers doctrine embodied in the 
Constitution. 
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I am sure that many Senators and 
other American citizens were shocked 
on April 10 when the then Attorney Gen­
eral, Richard G. Kleindienst, testified 
that the President could extend the doc­
trine of executive privilege to prohibit 
any and all of the 2.5 million employees 
of the executive branch from testifying 
or providing information to Congress. Al­
though the administration has since in­
dicated that it does not intend to exercise 
the privilege so broadly, especially in con­
nection with the Watergate investigation, 
such a sweeping assertion of the scope 
of the privilege must make us wonder if 
the President and his assistants have any 
respect at all for the separation of powers 
doctrine. 

Congress must not stand idly by and 
allow the President to stretch executive 
privilege to cover every operation of the 
executive branch. I respect the right of 
the Executive insofar as executive priv­
ilege is confined to communications bet­
ween Presidential aides or other execu­
tive employees and the President, or with 
respect to communications of a confiden­
tial nature between different Presidential 
aides or executive employees when they 
are assisting the President in carrying 
out the duties of his Office. But I do not 
think there is any privilege that exists to 
withhold information about matters that 
have already been made public by other 
administration officials or with respect to 
official dealings between Presidential 
aides and third persons. 

In other words, executive privilege 
should be used in very narrow contexts, 
and when it is used, Congress must deter­
mine whether it is exercised properly. 
The procedure which would be estab­
lished by this resolution would merely 
insure Congress the opportunity to make 
that determination. 

I submit that the procedure created by 
this resolution would strongly discourage 
the abuse of the doctrine of executive 
privilege and would provide an essential 
procedure for Congress to use in its ef­
fort to regain its rightful constitutional 
powers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of this concurrent res­
olution be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. CON. RES. 30 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep­

resentatives concurring) , 
Whereas the denial to either House of 

Congress, to its joint committees, committees 
and subcommittees by officers or employees 
of the United States of any information, in­
cluding testimony, records or documents, or 
other material, requested by the Congress in 
the performance of its functions erodes the 
system of checks and balances prescribed by 
the Constitution, unless grounds sufficient 
in law are asserted for such denials: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
1'esentatives concurring), That, when an of­
ficer or employee of the United States is 
summoned and requested to testify or to 
produce information, records, documents or 
other material before either House of Con­
gress, any joint committee of Congress, any 
committee of either House or any subcom­
mittee thereof, that officer or employee shall 
appear pursuant to a request specifying the 

time and the place and shall answer all ques­
tions propounded to him, and produce all 
information, including records, documents 
and other material sought, unless the Presi­
dent formally and expressly instructs the 
officer or employee in writing to refuse to 
provide the information requested, including 
answers to specific questions, or specific rec­
ords, documents or other material, in which 
event such Presidential instruction shall set 
forth the grounds on which the refusal is 
based. Such written instruction shall be 
transmitted to the House of Congress, joint 
committee, committee or subcommittee re­
questing the information, proposing the 
questions or seeking the records, documents 
or other material, which shall then deter­
mine whether or not the Presidential in­
struction is without foundation in law. If 
it is determined that the instruction is with­
out foundation in law, the officer or employee 
shall be ordered to appear at a time specified 
before the House of Congress, joint commit­
tee, committee or subcommittee and to pro­
vide there the information requested by an­
swering the question or questions pro­
pounded and producing any official informa­
tion, including records, documents or other 
material requested. 

SEc. 2. When a joint committee of the 
Congress, or a committee, or subcommittee 
of either House of Congress determines that 
a Presidential instruction to withhold in­
formation requested by it is without foun­
dation in law, it shall, within ten days, file--

(1) in the case of a joint committee, a 
concurrent resolution with both Houses of 
Congress; and 

(2) in the case of a committee or subcom­
mittee, a resolution with its House of Con­
gress; 
with a report and record of its proceedings 
relating to such Presidential instruction. 
Congress, in the case of any such concur­
rent resolution, and the House of Congress 
with whom any such resolution is filed, shall 
take such action as it deems proper with 
respect to the disposition of such concur­
rent resolution or resolution. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask unanimous consent 
that a statement made by the cosponsor 
of the resolution <Mr. MusKIE) be in­
serted in the RECORD at this point. 

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

The statement is as follows: 
EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

Mr. MusKIE. Mr. President, the concur­
rent resolution which we present to the Sen­
ate today is a simple statement of procedure 
designed to unravel a complex situation, the 
conflict between the Congress and the Execu­
tive over the rights of the former to informa­
tion possessed by the latter. 

That conflict was most succinctly-and, I 
might say, most brashly-stated by then At­
torney General Richard Kleindienst in testi­
mony April 10 before joint Senate hearings 
on executive privilege and government secre­
cy. "Your right to get what the President 
knows," he told me, "is in the President's 
hands." 

This resolution is our response to that 
defiant declaration. If the former Attorney 
General's claim were to go unchallenged, the 
Congress would, indeed, be accepting the sec­
ond-class status which his contempt of it 
implied. We cannot concede that we have 
no recourse against executive defiance of a 
Congressional request for the information 
we require to carry out our functions as a 
separate and equal branch of government. 

So this resolution is a necessary response. 
It says very simply that the President may 
instruct a Federal officer or employee to re­
fuse to provide Congress with information its 
committees request. But, it makes clear, 
such Presidential instructions cannot be the 
last word. The Congress has the obligation 

to review and, possibly, to reject such in­
structions. The committee concerned-and 
if necessary its parent body-must review 
the legal foundation of any such Presiden­
tial instruction and, finding it without foun­
dation, must compel the production of the 
information sought. 

The Congress already has the power to 
take such action. This resolution requires 
that we use that power in the interest of 
restoring Constitutional balance to our gov­
ernment. The issue is not one of legal au­
thorit y, but one of wlll, and the time has 
come for Congress, by adopting this resolu­
tion, to manifest its will. 

If we do not assert our authority, we stand 
in danger of losing it. If de do not clarify t his 
confused situation, we may emerge from the 
confusion diminished. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 125-SUBMIS­
SION OF A RESOLUTION TO REFER 
S. 1970 TO THE COURT OF CLAIMS 
(Referred to the Committee on the 

Judiciary.) 
Mr. BAKER (for himself and Mr. 

TowER) submitted the following resolu­
tion: 

S. RES. 125 
R esolved, That the bill (S. 1970) entit led 

"A bill for the relief of Carl Johnstone, 
Junior," now pending in the Senate, to­
gether with all accompanying papers, is re­
ferred to the chief commissioner of the 
United S'vates Court of Claims. The chief 
commissioner shall proceed with the same in 
accordance with the provisions of sections 
1492 and 2509 of title 28, United States Code, 
and report thereon to the Senate at the earli­
est practicable date, giving such findings of 
fact and conclusions thereon as shall be suffi­
cient to inform the Congress of the nature 
and character of the demand as a claim, legal 
or equitable, against the United States, or a 
gratuity, and the amount, if any, legally or 
equitably due "from the United States to 
the claimant. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A 
RESOLUTION 

SENATE RESOLUTION 87 

At the request Of Mr. BARTLETT, the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. HuM­
PHREY) was added as a cosponsor of Sen­
ate Resolution 87, requesting the Presi­
dent to begin a national program on car 
pooling. 

DEBT CEILING BILL-AMENDMENTS 
AMENDMENT NO. 215 

<Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
November 21, 1972, I wrote to Secretary 
of the Treasury George P. Shultz asking 
him to take immediate steps to place the 
dollar check-off form on the front page 
of the 1972 tax return. 

The Nixon administration refused to 
place the check-off system on the initial 
page of the tax return, and partly as a 
result of that decision, the new system 
for participation in the financing of 
Presidential elections was utilized by less 
than 3 percent of the tax paying public. 

On January 9, 1973, I wrote to the 
Advertising Council of America propos­
ing that the Advertising Council assist 
the Internal Revenue Service in the prep­
aration of media and print announce­
ments which would explain the dollar 
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check-off system to taxpayers and en­
courage them to use this opportunity to 
participate in the financing of Presi­
dential campaigns. 

The Advertising Council answered my 
l etter by stating that they had held dis­
cussions with the Internal Revenue Serv­
ice and that the Service assured them 
that an extensive publicity campaign 
would be undertaken. 

However, Mr. President, I am not 
aware of any extensive publicity cam­
paign by the Internal Revenue Service. 

In fact, I am aware of the almost total 
lack of agency efforts to publicize the 
dollar checkoff. I am aware of the Nixon 
administration's past opposition to the 
dollar checkoff and to public financing 
of Presidential campaigns in general; 
they fought its enactment during the fall 
of 1971. 

And, I am aware that this lack of en­
thusiasm filtered down the ffiS-which 
deliberately pursued a "go slow" attitude 
on implementation of the dollar check­
off. 

Accordingly, on May 9 of this year, I 
again wrote to Secretary Shultz, asking 
that his office provide me with a complete 
accounting of the results of the first 
year's participation in the checkoff sys­
tem. I also asked for an accounting as to 
the number of public service advertise­
ments prepared by the ms and actually 
used by the media during the last tax 
filing season. 

I have not yet had a reply to my May 9 
letter. 

For that reason, I am today introduc­
ing amendments to the dollar checkoff 
system that I believe will accomplish by 
law what I have tried to accomplish by 
letter and suggestion. 

The first amendment would remove the 
Nixon administration-supported provi­
sion that requires a yearly appropriation 
of funds into the Presidential campaign 
fund. Instead, moneys "checked off" 
would go directly into the Presidential 
campaign fund-uninhibited by the ap­
propriation process or the possibility of a 
Presidential veto. 

The second amendment would require 
the Secretary of the Treasury or his des­
ignate to place the complete dollar 
checkoff form on the front page of all 
basic tax return forms. No other separate 
forms or schedules would be necessary 
or permitted. 

This amendment would eliminate the 
confusion and obstructionism that re­
sulted in most taxpayers not having the 
proper forms to participate in the dollar 
checkoff system. 

The third amendment would require 
the Secretary of the Treasury or his des­
ignate to report to the Congress, by Sep­
tember 1 of each year, a detailed account 
of the means by which he intends to carry 
out a public information campaign con­
cerning the dollar checkoff. The intent is 
to mandate the Government to undertake 
an extensive public information program, 
well designed and organized, to notify all 
taxpayers about the opportunity to par­
ticipate in the dollar checkoff campaign 
financing system. 

Mr. President, I intend to offer these 

three amendments to H.R. 8410, the debt 
ceiling bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let­
ters to Secretary Shultz, and the reply 
from the Advertising Council be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., November 21, 1972. 

Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, 
U.S. Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR M.R. SECRETARY: The financing Of elec­
tions has become a national scandal. Con­
gress attempted to meet part of this prob­
lem in the Revenue Act of 1971 by enacting 
the "dollar check-off" system for public fi­
nancing of presidential elections. This check­
off system will permit any taxpayer to as­
sign one dollar from his income tax, through 
appropriate federal safeguards and mecha­
nisms, to the national political party of his 
choice. 

This law is scheduled to go into effect dur­
ing the current tax year. Its legislative his­
tory clearly shows the purpose of the dollar 
check-off is to reduce the dependency of 
candidates for the Presidency on large con­
tributors and to encourage the participation 
of all Americans in the financing of presi­
dential campaigns. 

I am informed that the Department of 
the Treasury and the Internal Revenue Serv­
ice ha.ve established procedures for this "dol­
lar check-off" that deliberately thwart the 
law's purpose. According to this information, 
the simplified tax forms for those not item­
izing deductions now being prepared for 
mailing by the IRS do not bear the a,ppro­
priate entries that would allow taxpayers to 
"check-off" their political contributions. In­
stead these taxpayers will have to fill out 
and file an entirely separate schedule to take 
advantage of this opportunity to contribute 
to the financing of Presidential elections. 

This ffiS decision will deny to 17 million 
taxpayers who file the simplified form the 
opportunity Congress intended them to have. 
Many of these taxpayers will not even recog­
nize the opportunity. If ms does not in­
clude an easy-to-understand check-off sys­
tem on the simplified form only higher in­
come persons-persons who normally file 
more than one tax schedule-will be en­
couraged to exercise the option of giving to 
the political party of their choice. It will 
arbitrarily make it difficult for all Americans 
to participate in this program. 

The IRS has an obligation, under the terms 
of the Revenue Act of 1971, to expand the 
opportunity for all Americans to finance 
presidential elections-not restrict it. 

I urge you to instruct appropriate officials 
to reconsider this decision and revise the 
ms forms to comply fully with the intent 
of Congress. 

Sincerely, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 

THE ADVERTISING COUNCIL, INC., 
New York, N.Y., January 16, 1973. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: Thank you for 
your good letter o:f January 9th, proposing 
that The Advertising Council assist the In­
ternal Revenue Service in making certain 
that taxpayers are aware of the opportunity 
to utilize the "dollar check-off" system :for 
public financing of Presidential elections by 
taking advantage of current income tax pro­
cedures. 

I can fully understanc! your concern that 
the check-off system is relatively unknown 
and is somewhat cumbersome, requirlng as 

it does, the completion of a separate form 
by the respondent. 

Upon receipt of your letter we immedi­
ately instituted discussions with the Inter­
nal Revenue Service and as a result we un­
derstand that they are conceiving the pro­
duction and distribution of television and 
radio announcements. If there had been more 
time in which to prepare them, we could 
have urged the Service to expand the pro­
duction of public service advertising mate­
rials to other media. However, we can as­
sure you that we plan to urge that more 
emphasis be placed upon the dollar check­
off system for financing presidential elec­
tions next year and will suggest that they 
then utilize the other media to advantage. 
Meanwhile, we are planning to recommend 
to the media, in our March-April Public 
Service Advertising Bulletin, that they pro­
vide time for the film and radio spots this 
year. 

With kindest regards. 
Cordially, 

ROBERT P. KEIM. 

Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 9, 1973. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I have maintained a 
constant interest in the "dollar checkoff" 
system for public financing of Presidential 
campaigns. In my November 21, 1972 letter 
to you, I requested your office to take ap­
propriate steps in order to facilitate public 
usage of the opportunity for taxpayers to 
contribute to the financing of Presidential 
elections. Unfortunately, those steps were 
not taken; and neither, may I add, were 
steps taken by the Internal Revenue Service 
to adequately publicize the "dollar check-off 
system" of campaign financing. 

Now that the filing date for federal income 
tax has passed, I request that you supply my 
office with a complete accounting of the 
results of the first year's participation in the 
check-off system. I want to know the vari­
ous totals going to the parties, the amount 
left undesignated in the overall Presidential 
campaign financing fund, a break-out by 
income class of taxpayer as to participation 
in the program, and suggestions from your 
office as to improving the system. I note, for 
example that in recent testimony before the 
Ways and Means Committee that you pro­
posed moving part of the check-off form to 
the first page of the tax return-similar to 
the procedure I suggested to you last year. 

Finally, I want to know the number of 
public service advertisements prepared by 
thP. IRS and actually used by the electronic 
and print media to publicize the dollar check­
off. And, I request that you inform my office 
as to what plans are currently being consid­
ered to expand public knowledge of, under­
standing of, and participation in the public 
financing of Presidential campaigns through 
next year's income tax filing. 

EMPLOYEES SEPARATED FROM 
THEIR EMPLOYMENT BECAUSE 
OF DEFENSE INSTALLATION RE­
~MENTS-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 216 

<Ordered to be printed, and referred to 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare.) 
EMERGENCY RELIEF FOR CIVILIAN WORKERS 

AFFECTED BY DEFENSE CONTRACT TERMINA-
TIONS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I sub­

mit for appropriate reference an amend­
ment to S. 1695, the Emergency Man­
power and Defense Workers Assistance 
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Act of 1973, of which I am a cosponsor. 
This amendment is designed to extend 
the emergency relief provisions of this 
bill to civilian workers adversely affected 
by reduction or termination of employ­
ment as a result of the termination of 
procurement order contracts by the De­
partment of Defense with private firms 
a~ facilities owned or leased by the De­
partment. 

The administration's plans to close 
military installations, affecting 274 
facilities in 32 States, have aroused 
major concern due to totally inadequate 
consideration of the employment and 
income needs of over 41,000 civilian 
workers at these facilities. I intend to 
work jointly with other Senators in sup­
port of legislative efforts to correct this 
unconscionable failure on the part of the 
administration to make full provision for 
the reemployment and adjustment as­
sistance requirements of these workers 
and their families. I believeS. 1695 pro­
vides the comprehensive programs nec­
essary to meet these requirements. 

However, in the midst of this critical 
situation, other defense program cut­
backs which are equally serious must 
not be ignored. A prime example of such 
cutbacks having a disastrous impact 
upon the economy of a local area sud­
denly confronted by extensive unemploy­
ment, is to be found in New Brighton, 
Minn. The Twin Cities Army Ammuni­
tion Plant in New Brighton, owned for 
over 30 years by the Federal G')vernment 
and operated by a private firm, re­
portedly will shortly be closed down. This 
will affect nearly 2,000 employees who 
shortly will be, or already are, out of a 
job. 

Whether this will be a cost-saving 
decision is clearly questionable, as shown 
by the results of two previous closings of 
this plant. Once again, were this plant 
to be subsequently reopened, startup 
costs would be extraordinarily high, not 
to mention heavy so-called layaway 
costs and maintenance expenditures to 
keep this plant in a standby condition 
during the interim, as well as the losses 
incurred before production could be fully 
1·esumed. 

Where is the saving when another am­
munition plant allegedly would have to 
add a further shift after the New 
Brighton plant is closed? Why should 
not a similar limited-shift operation, at 
least, be maintained at the Twin Cities 
Army Ammunition Plant? 

Moreover, the New Brighton plant is 
unionized, and I have received intima­
tions that labor costs are a consideration 
in the Government's purported plans to 
close this plant. I would regard this as a 
serious matter affecting workers' rights 
to organize and bargain collectively for 
wages adequate to meet the cost of living. 

Mr. President, the effect of my amend­
ment would be to include workers ad­
versely affected by such defense contract 
terminations, with civilian workers at de­
fense facilities being closed down, as 
eligible for readjustment allowances, 
early retirement benefits, continued 
health benefit coverage, relocation assist-

ance in obtaining other employment, job 
placement assistance, and job retraining 
and public service employment opportu­
nities, as provided under the Emergency 
Manpower and Defense Workers Assist­
ance Act. Further technical changes in 
this legislation may be required to assure 
that this intent is fully carried through, 
and I intend to work with the appropri­
ate Senate committees to accomplish this 
objective. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
take early action to address the critical 
problems of thousands of Americans in 
defense-related jobs who would be sud­
denly thrown out of work under current 
administration plans. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi­
dent, that the text of my amendment, 
amending the definition of "adversely 
affected worker" under the provisions of 
S. 1695, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

AMENDMENT No. 216 
On page 2, line 14, after the word "em­

ployment" insert the following: "as a result 
of the termination on or after January 1, 
1973, of a contract with a private firm con­
ducting business at a facility owned or leased 
by the Department of Defense for the pur­
pose of providing materials to the Depart­
ment of Defense under procurement orders, 
or" 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA­
TIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 217 
(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 <S. 1248) to authorize appropria­
tions for the Department of State, and 
for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AN 
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENTS NO. 163 TO S. 1888 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sena­
tor from Pennsylvania <Mr. ScHWEIKER) 
and the Senator from Iowa <Mr. CLARK) 
were added as cosponsors of amendment 
No. 163, intended to be proposed by Mr. 
BAYH to S. 1888, the Agriculture and 
Consumer Protection Act of 1973. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

SKYLAB REPAffi ACHIEVEMENT 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, knowing 

how much we all applaud the accom­
plislunents of our astronaut team and 
their Skylab repair achievements I have 
asked the Administrator of NASA, Dr. 
James C. Fletcher, to relay our apprecia­
tion and sincere admiration to all of the 
NASA team who have worked under such 
great pressure to make this mission so 
successful. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD the telegram I sent to him 
this morning. 

June 8, 1973. 
Dr. JAMES C. FLETCHER, 
Administrator, National Aeronautics and 

Space Administration, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR JIM: Your astronauts and their 

ground team have "done it again." Many 
people deserve credit for this remarkable 
Skylab repair effort and I hope you will ex­
press my appreciation to them. 

The magniflcence of this accomplishment 
and the significance of the achievement is 
nearly impossible to put in perspective. 

I know I speak for all my colleagues in the 
Congress when I send this message of con­
gratulations to you with the request that 
you communicate our great appreciation to 
the astronaut team of Conrad, Kerwin, and 
Weitz and also to Bill Schneider, the Skylab 
Project Director, Dale Myers and his team of 
manned space specialists and all of your 
group who work in complete anonymity but 
under the intensive examination of history. 

You are truly a "can do" team. We salut e 
you all . 

FRANK E. Moss, 
U.S. Senat or. 

SENATOR GOLDWATER ADDRESSES 
NATO CHIEFS OF AIR FORCES 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, to­
day we are hearing a great deal of dis­
cussions about our future with the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization and how 
best to insure that NATO continues to 
stand strong and resolute as a shield 
against possible Communist aggression. 
Recently, the NATO Chiefs of Air Forces 
visited Washington and were entertained 
at a luncheon sponsored by the Aero­
space Industries Association. On that oc­
casion, May 21, I had the distinct honor 
to address these NATO officials on the 
question of U.S. security policy toward 
Europe. If there is no objection, I ask 
unanimous consent to have this address 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AN ADDRESS BY SENATOR BARRY GOLDWATER 

OF ARIZONA TO THE NATO CHIEFS OF AIR 
FORCES AT A LUNCHEON SPONSORED BY THE 
AEROSPACE INDUSTRIES AssOCIATION, WASH­
INGTON, D.C. 
Mr. Chairman, honored guests: It is with 

considerable pride and a great deal of hu­
mility that I come here today to discuss with 
you some of the problems that we in the 
Congress of the United States see arising 
with regard to United States security policy 
toward Europe and this country's partici­
pation in the NATO Alliance. 

Too often these days, we find discussions 
concerning our European policies and our 
participation in the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization centering around how best to 
extend a rapprochement or detente with the 
Soviet Bloc. More and more, it strikes me 
that informed Americans are looking to the 
Atlantic Alliance solely in terms of how we 
can best work out economic issues and trade 
problems with the Soviets. I say, "too often," 
because I believe that we in this country 
are too much inclined to indulge in wish­
ful thinking and read too much importance 
into moves already made and contemplated 
which are designed to reduce tension and 
inaugurate a friendlier policy toward the 
Communist world. When this line of think­
ing is extended too far, the NATO Alliance 
becomes viewed almost automatically as an 
anachronism and a paper-tiger. This, in turn, 
fuels arguments to the effect that the United 
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States deployment of forces in Europe makes 
little sense militarily and costs our country 
dollars which could better be spent here 
a t home. 

I am sure I do not have to tell this gath­
ering that such notions of our relationship 
with Europe and our interests are both pre­
m ature and superficial. Yet, they have gained 
currency among many opinion-makers who 
feel the United States is over-extended in 
its commitment and must withdraw more 
and more from almost every area of the 
world. We are seeing this underscored today 
in repeated demands for an immediate re­
duction of U.S. commit ment and expendi­
ture in the NATO Alliance. And I would 
emphasize very strongly that these demands 
have little or no relationship to the ne­
gotiations inaugurated with the Soviet 
Union and the Warsaw Pact aimed at mutual 
reductions in military forces and in the 
limitation of strategic arms. Rather, they 
call for unilateral action on the part of the 
United States and give little consideration 
to how such action might cripple us or re­
duce our bargaining power in any and all 
conferences aimed at mutual reductions of 
military forces. 

Now, I want to be absolutely honest with 
you. There is heavy pressure within the Con­
gress of the United States to cut down on 
the United States commitment to NATO. 
And while I am opposed to such reduction 
and shall fight against it in the Senate, I do 
think it is proper to sound a warning here 
that there is a strong tide of sentiment 
running for a unilateral cutback in troop 
levels maintained by the United States. And 
I should be something less than candid if 
I did not tell you gentlemen that I believe 
there is something you can do to help out in 
this situation. I believe many of your coun­
tries could do more-perhaps not a great 
deal more-but more than you are presently 
doing to shoulder the burden of collective 
defense measures in the NATO Alliance. 

I am sure I don't have to remind you that 
the United States bore the brunt of this cost 
at a time when your countries were still re­
covering from the ravages of World War II 
and were committing all of your resources to 
the rebuilding of Western Eu rope. But things 
are dtlferent now. Some of your countries 
have prospered enormously in recent years 
and your economies could well afford to take 
up some of the slack which Congress may 
force us to leave in the maintenance of the 
NATO shield against possible Communist 
aggression. 

Gentlemen, I feel that we have a right to 
be encouraged by the progress of negotiations 
aimed at a reduction of military forces by 
both sides in the European power equation. 
The trends towards better understanding 
are encouraging, but I believe it is impor­
tant for us to understand that they are still 
only trends and that because of this we 
must not lose sight of essential security 
realities. 

The plain fact is that the military threat 
to the North Atlantic Alliance has not sub­
sided. The Soviet Union continues to main­
tain 10,000 tanks and approximately 1,500 air­
craft as well as almost half a million men in 
Eastern Europe, where these forces are con­
stantly being modernized and equipped 
with the best weapons that the Soviet econ­
omy can provide. In addition, new reports 
have recently been published to the effect 
that the Soviet buildup of tactical nuclear 
weapons in Eastern Europe is going on un­
deterred by any talk of detente with the 
West. According to Mr. Earl Voss of the Amer­
ican Enterprise Institute, who is a consult­
ant to the Department of Defense and the 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratories, the So­
viet Union already has deployed more than 
twice as many nuclear missile launchers as 
NATO. His contention is that the Soviet 

Union has evolved its doctrine and tactics 
around the expectation that any conftict with 
NATO will force the use of nuclear weapons. 
He says NATO can no longer rely mainly on 
a conventional posture. 

Mr. Voss also insists that it is no longer 
clear whether NATO has held on to its once 
undisputed tactical nuclear lead over the 
Warsaw Pact. This is a consideration which 
almost never enters into the discussions in 
Congressional circles about the feasibility of 
withdrawing a large number of American 
troops. 

I think we will soon have to confront the 
question of whether NATO force levels for 
the present strategy of conventional ftexible 
response are at, or below, the threshold of 
credibility. I say this because any major re­
duction in forces, such as the kind being 
promoted by the Mansfield group in the 
United St81tes Senate at the present time, 
will surely trigger off the question of whether 
the NATO Alliance has any further worth 
either as a deterrent, or an effective defense 
instrument. 

Gentlemen, I believe we are at the point 
where consideration must be given to a 
change in NATO's strategy. There can be no 
question that a major change in force levels, 
if imposed on NATO, will produce a need tG 
devise a new and acceptable strategy. The 
problem will be one of substituting in the 
NATO strategy quality and technology for 
quantity and mass. And this very plainly 
means that we will have to modernize and 
expand our nuclear stockpile in NATO. Much 
of the current stockpile is made up of obso­
lete, blunderbuss-type weapons that would 
produce far too much fallout, blast damage 
and danger to friendly troops and civilian 
non-combatants. 

What I am saying is that a reasonable 
force reduction in NATO could. be made if 
it were accompanied by a suitable change in 
defensive strategy. What we can't get away 
with is a reduction in force while still claim­
ing a capability to carry out the same old 
dual, conventional ftexible response strategy 
but at a lesser cost. 

Now, I am sure no one here believes that 
the Soviets are poised for an immediate in­
vasion of Western Europe, although this 
possibility was real enough not too many 
years ago. The threat today is more subtle; 
it resides in the possibility that the Soviet 
Union and its allies will continue to speak 
of peace while maintaining a first-rate capa­
bility for war-all with the hope that the 
West will be lulled into a false sense of 
sec1.rrity. In other words, the real threat is 
that we might disarm ourselves and base 
our security on wishful thinking and good 
intentions while the Soviets continue to 
rest their faith in armed might. The result 
of this could be a long-term shift in the 
balance of power and a slow constriction of 
freedom and security in the West. 

Because of this, I believe the overriding 
problem now confronting the NATO Alliance 
is how it can best maintain an adequate 
defense posture that will protect our security 
interests, advance our political objectives 
in negotiations and make clear how short­
sighted it would be to unilaterally reduce 
our defense efforts. 

As I see it, modernization of our capabili­
ties is absolutely vital in the present situa­
tion. And I say this with full realization 
that many will argue that an empha~is on 
more effective defense efforts is inconsistent 
with the diplomatic task of trying to ne­
gotiate on mutual and balanced reductions 
in forces in central Europe. This argument, 
of course, ignores the lessons we have learned 
from our previous negotiations. Not only 
that, but it misses the point of our efforts 
to negotiate mutual and balanced reduction. 
The only acceptable objective for MBFR 
must be to maintain and if possible to en-

h.ance the military security of the alliance 
01t lower force levels on both sides. And this 
can O'll.ly be done if the Allies continue to 
make a. significant effort to modernize their 
forces and overcome some of the traditional 
weaknesses in NATO's military posture. 

We must never lose sight of the fact tha.t 
seourity remains the bedrock concern of the 
alliance and that genuine detente and real 
changes in the intentions of the Soviet Union 
and the Warsaw P81Ct come about only when 
they know there is no alternative to nego­
tiations and no other path but compromise. 

SALUTES THE CAPITOL PAGE 
SCHOOL GRADUATING CLASS OF 
1973 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on 

Monday evening, June 11, in the House 
Ways and Means Committee Room, an 
annual ceremony is scheduled that is 
little noticed by the media and the gen­
eral public. Yet, to the individuals in­
volved, and to those of us who meet 
daily with these youth, it is an occasion 
of profound significance. I refer to the 
commencement exercises of the Capitol 
Page School, which commands a repu­
tation for scholastic excellence. The 1973 
graduating class consists of a young lady 
and 20 young men. The commencement 
speaker is our able colleague, Senator 
THOMAS F. EAGLETON, of Missouri. 

The program includes the U.S. Navy 
Band, under the direction of Comdr. 
Donald W. Stauffer. Senate Chaplain 
Rev. Edward L. R. Elson will give the in­
vocation with addresses by Principal 
John C. Hoffman and Vincent E. Reed, 
Associate Superintendent of the District 
of Columbia Public Schools. The valedic­
torian address will be given by Robert 
Joseph Mathias; the class salutatorian 
is Richard Lee Sisisky. Five of the grad­
uating class members also are members 
of the National Honor Society. 

In addition to Mathias and Sisisky, 
those graduating are: Mary Bicknell 
Adams; Paul Kevin Beatley; Christopher 
Bonilla; Steven P. Caldwell; Carl B. 
Clark; Steven Ellis Cohen; David M. 
Federle; Geoffrey Edward Fleming; Al­
fred R. Gould, Jr.; Gregory Joseph King; 
William George Litchfield; William Scott 
McGeary: Douglas W. Marshall; Randy 
Jeff Mersky; Michael Maurice Meunier; 
James E. Parrish, Jr.; William H. Pratt; 
Daniel J. Schwich; and Christopher 
Terence Shea. 

Mr. President, I congratulate these 
young persons and share with their par­
ents the pride of their achievements. It 
is hard work being a page on Capitol 
Hill. We who work with them do not 
regard them a:s merely messengers, but 
an efficient and essential part of the op­
eration of the Congress. These pages, in 
turn, are not merely doing a job, but 
engaging in a rare and vital learning 
process. Their experiences and studies 
may lead some of them back to these 
halls as representatives of the people, as 
has happened in the past. 

The strict rules and academic regimen 
each of our pages follows 1s not gen­
era:ny known. One of the members of 
the 1973 Capitol Page School class is 
Gregory King of Spring Lake, N.J. Greg­
ory, whose friendship I value, 1s fortu­
nate to have a mother who also is a gifted 
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writer, as his father is a gifted speaker. 
Mrs. Ottilie King is a form~r reporter 
who wrote of her son's expenences as a 
Senate page in the Asbury Park, N.J., 
Sunday Press of June 3. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ex­
cerpted version of the article "A _Page ~n 
the Life of Gregory King," be prmted m 
the RECORD. Written with affection and 
insight, the story typifies in many ways 
the experiences of those who carry for­
ward the page program. 

There being no objection, the. ex­
cerpted article was ordered to be pnnted 
in the RECORD. as follows: 

A PAGE IN THE LIFE OF GREGORY KING 
WASHINGTON .-When 17 -year-old Gregory 

King arrives at his home, 1702 Third Ave., 
Spring Lake, N.J., as a matter of course ~e 
sleeps until noon. No one disturbs him. HIS 
rest has been earned. 

From September to June in his other quar­
ters on Garfield St., in the northwest sect~on 
of the ca.pital, his lamp is the first to pamt 
the pre-dawn hours with light. 

It's 4:30 a.m. when Greg's alarm daily puts 
sleep to rout. Three quarters of an hour later, 
while the rest of his family has not yet 
stirred Greg descends from his third floor 
bedroo'm and silently leaves his home headed 
for school and work. 

Greg is off to classes at United States capi­
tol Page School, situated in the Library of 
congress. There sessions start at 6:10 a.m. 
Gregory is the senior ranking Democratic 
page in the United States Senate and it's at 
this hour that he and 80 pages of the Senate, 
House of Representatives and the Supreme 
Court begin their school day. 

At 9:45 class is out. Gregory crosses to the 
Capitol and proceeds to the Democratic cloak 
room where his daily duties start. First the 
Congressional Record and dally agenda are 
filed on the senators' desks along with pend­
ing bills, resolutions, documents and reports. 

During Senate sessions he sits on the ros­
trum steps, facing the senators, ready to ~erve 
any one of them. When debates and filibus­
ters last late into the night, Gregory stays 
frequently not returning home until nearly 
midnight, or sometimes not until the early 
hours of the morning. 

Exhausting? "Yes," concedes Greg. Yet the 
exhilaration of being part of history in the 
making obviously outweighs the exhaustion. 
He witnessed the vote of approval for the 
SALT agreement (Strategic Arms Limitations 
Talks.) 

When President Nixon returned from Mos­
cow and went directly to Congress to ad­
dress the assembled body, Gregory was there. 
During the tension filled days of last sum• 
mer it was Greg who pollced the marble room 
door while Senators George McGovern, Gay­
lord Nelson, and Thomas Eagle~n caucused 
inside. As a result of that histoncal meet~g 
senator Eagleton removed himself as a vice 
presidential candidate. 

counting of the electoral votes . prior to 
inauguration day is surrounded With cere­
mony. The votes contained i~ two wooden 
boxes, are carried in processiOn from the 
senate chambers to the House of Repre­
sentatives where they are tallied. A Demo­
Ct"atic and Republican page each carry one 
box and walk immediately in front of the 
President of the Senate, Vice President Spiro 
Agnew. Last January it was Greg's privilege 
to be the Democratic page selected to carry 
a box. 

Born in Chicago, the tenth child and ninth 
son in a family of ten boys and five girls 
Greg moved to Spring Lake when his parents 
returned there after a six and a half year 
absence. 

He is a graduate of St. Catharine's School. 
As a member of that parish he served four 
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tal t freshman at Manhattan College. He plans to years as an altar boy. He discovered a en work for a B.A. degree in government. 
for public speaking when his eighth grade 
teacher, Sister Vincent de Paul encoura~ed 
him to enter the Mater Dei Declamation 
Tournament. He won first place. He also 
placed third in the Trenton Conference 
Forensic League. 

As a freshman in Christian Brothers' Acad­
emy, Lincroft, Middletown Township, . he 
successfully continued his public spea.kmg. 

In the Tenth Annual Invitational Speech 
Arts Festival at Long Branch High School, 
in 1969, Greg was awarded first prize. 

Drawn toward American history and gov­
ernment he chanced to read of the page pro­
gram and expressed interest in becoming one. 

Opportunity presented itself wJ;len his 
father, Henry B. King, who is president of 
the United States Brewer's Association, 
moved his office from N4!w York City to 
Washington just as Gregory completed his 
freshman year at Christian Brothers Acad­
emy. At that time Senator Alan Bible of 
Nevada needed a page and appointed him 
in September, 1970. 

One needs only be given a tour of the 
Capitol by Greg to sense with what pride 
he takes his work. In statuary hall he points 
out the brass marker where the desk of 
Federalist John Quincy Adams was situated. 
Greg demonstrates how, through an acous­
tical quirk, Adams could distinctly hear the 
lowest whisper of caucausing democrats on 
the other side of the large room. 

In retrospect Greg thinks he Inight have 
been a bit overzealous the day he escorted 
British Rear Admiral (Ret.) and Mrs. Mad­
den, visiting from London. 

on the senate floor they had time only for 
a quick look a.t John Kennedy's mark inside 
his desk in the back row. He, like the majority 
of his peers desk bound through long 
speeches, passed time by scratching his name 
in the wood for posterity. 

From the floor Greg led the group through 
the long L-shaped democratic cloak room 
chatting on about history. He left no detaU 
untold. He referred to the sacking of Wash· 
ington by the British and almost total de­
s t ruction of the Capitol during the War of 
1812. 

They proceeded through the main rotunda 
and along corridors lighted by magnificent 
crystal chandeliers. Eventually they we~e in 
front of a large stairwell, its wall filled With a 
bigger than life mural. 

"This depicts Oliver Hazard Perry leaving 
his burning ship Lawrence", explained Greg­
ory. "He then boarded the Niagara and even­
tually defeated the British on Lake Erie. Aft er 
this battle he penned his famous quote. 'We 
have met the enemy and they are ours.'" 

Mrs. Madden who earlier had murmured 
something about being sorry for the trouble 
the British had caused had by this time heard 
enough of burning. She quipped. "Greg, 
don't worry, we don't have a match with 
us today!" 

Gregory has been in the senate through 
the controversial women's rights debates. 
During his term women's lib has even invad­
ed the sacrosanct realm of the traditionally 
male pages. Senators Fred Harris (Okla.). 
Charles Percy (Ill.) and Jacob Javits (N.Y.) 
were the first to introduce girl pages. When 
a newscaster asked Gregory how he felt about 
working with females his answer for coast to 
coast radio was, "It makes life much more 
interesting." 

With his busy work and school schedule 
which includes being president of the Stu­
dent Council, it would seem Gregory would 
have little time for hobbies, but hobbies he 
has. He collects records and tracks down all 
the old movies shown around Washington. 
Crammed right next to the histories on his 
shelves is a super library of books on old 
musicians, Warner Brothers, to mention a 
small sampling. 

September will find Greg in New York, a 

THE PRESIDENT'S ACCOMPLISH­
MENTS 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it 
has now become rather fashionable to 
criticize the President in light o~ the 
Watergate affair. It is very easy to Jump 
on the bandwagon and join the others 
who are smelling blood as they go in for 
the kill. . 

It is not as easy, however, to buck thiS 
trend and point out the President's ac­
complishments. To go beyond thi~ and 
discuss his proven character and mteg­
rity is even more difficult. In a recent 
editorial, the El Paso Times of El Paso, 
Tex., did just this and I want to com­
mend the editor for it. I believe my col­
leagues would do well to read the article. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial entitled "What The 
Man Said," which appeared in. the ~1 
Paso Times, May 28, 1973, be pnnted m 
the RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

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

WHAT THE MAN SAID 
Many insist that in 1960 Richard M. Nixon 

was defeated for the presidency by alleged 
crooked voting procedures in Chicago and 
Cook County, home of the once-potent Daley 
machine. 

Silnilar shenanigans were reported in­
guess where-sections of the great Lone Star 
State of Texas! 

John F. Kennedy won the 1960 election by 
the narrow margin of only 118,550 votes. 
Nixon's backers urged him to call for a re­
count--figuring true totals in Cook County 
and Texas might reverse the election-but 
he declined. 

He did not want to throw the country into 
a crisis of uncertainty. And no formal in­
vestigations were ever made of the alleged 
crooked voting procedures. 

The same man, who refused to throw the 
nation into a crisis of uncertainty, makes a 
statement on the Watergate affair and is 
caned a liar by almost everyone who sounds 
off . . . members of Congress, press, radio, 
television. 

Where is the great American sense of fair 
play, the great urge to back the underdog, 
the two-centuries old belief that a man is 
innocent until charged formally and the 
charges proved? . 

Last week, President Nixon, speakmg on 
the Watergate affair, said in part: 

"I wn: not abandon my responsibilities. I 
will continue to do the job I was elected 
to do. 

"With regard to the specific (Watergate) 
allegations that have been made, I can and 
do state categorically: 

"I had no prior knowledge of the Water­
gat e operation. 

"I took no part in, nor was I aware of, any 
subsequent efforts that may have been made 
to cover up Watergate. 

"At no time did I authorize any offer of 
executive clemency for the Watergate defend­
a:J.ts, nor did I know of any such offer. 

"I did not know, until the time of my own 
investigation, of any effort to provide the 
watergate defendants with funds. 

"At no time did I attempt, or did I 
authorize others to attempt, to implicate 
the CIA in the Watergate matter. 

"It was not until the time of my own 
·investigation that I learned of the break-in 
at the office of Daniel Ellsberg's psychiatrist 
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and I specifically aut horized the furnishing 
of t his information t o Judge Byrne. 

" I neither authorized nor encouraged sub­
ordinates to engage in illegal or improper 
ca mpaign tactics." 

This is a statement by the man who would 
1: ot ask a recount in 1960 because he did 
n ot want to throw the count ry in to a crisis 
of uncertainty. He also told us he would end 
the war in Vietnam and bring home our 
men in uniform. He did. He promised to bring 
home the Prisoners of War. He did . He went 
to Peking and Moscow and made positive 
gains in our relations with those t wo na­
t ions. He called the bluff on congressional 
spending and, when the time came and Wa­
tergate broke, Congress proceeded to take 
and is now taking revenge. 

All of us make errors in t he choice of 
friends, all of us make errors of judgment in 
our business affairs . What more has Mr. 
Nixon done? 

There used to be an old saying "Don't kick 
a man when he is down." 

When was it repealed? At t he time they 
repealed the 10 Commandments? They must 
have been repealed since Ellsberg is now re­
garded as a hero and not as a suspected 
thief! 

INFLATION SKYROCKETS WHILE 
NIXON ADMINISTRATION WATCHES 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, al­
most in unison, Nixon administration 
economic advisers claim that inflation 
is cooling, that prices will level, that un­
employment will diminis:L., that the stock 
market will rebound, and that trade will 
bloom. 

All price increases are explained as 
temporary, or slight, or the American 
people are told that inflation will run 
its course. 

Apparently, though, the American peo­
ple are more perceptive that Nixon eco­
nomic advisers. The American people 
know that wholesale prices have been 
climbing at record rates. The American 
people know that consumer prices have 
increased. And, the American people feel 
that things are not going to get better 
soon. 

Mr. President, a recent editorial article 
in the Wall Street Journal noted the 
reputed existence of the "stick in the 
closet," to be used in case price increases 
get "too much." But, as the Journal ar­
ticle concludes, "What ever became of 
the stick?" 

The fact is that large corporations are 
enjoying recordbreaking profits and 
profit margins. Sales are booming, and 
the American people are paying the fare. 

Mr. President, I recently held hearings 
on the inflation problem; Herb Stein, 
Chairman of the Council of Econ-omic 
Advisers appeared before my subcom­
mittee and painted the same old rosy 
picture of our national economic condi­
tion. In those hearings, I pressed Mr. 
Stein for a projection as to what he be­
lieved inflation would become. He was 
unwilling to answer my request in 
specifics. 

Mr. President, I think the American 
people have had enough promises from 
this Nixon administration. It is time to 
take strong tough action on the price 
front. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that James P. Gannon's article, 
''Phase III's Unused Stick in the 

Closet"; the Wall Street Journal article 
relating my exchange with Mr. Stein, and 
Hobart Rowen's recent article on the 
perils of phase III and inflation be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, May 30, 1973] 

PHASE III's UNUSED STICK IN THE CLOSET 
(By James P. Gannon) 

WASHINGTON .-Somewhere in the White 
House, there is supposed to be a closet with a 
stick in it. 

The "Stick in the Closet" is the Nixon ad­
min~ration's catch-phrase for the standby 
powers it has to hit unions and companies 
which flagrantly violate the quasi-voluntary 
Phase 3 wage and price controls. 

Treasury Secretary George P . Shultz first 
referred to the stick on Jan. 11, in unveiling 
the change from the mandatory Phase 2 con­
trols to what he called the "voluntary" Phase 
3 curbs. Seeking to distinguish the revamped 
Phase 3 controls from the voluntary wage and 
price guidelines of the Kennedy-Johnson 
years, Mr. Shultz conjured up the "stick in 
the closet" image and warned that "people 
who don't comply voluntarily are going to 
get clobbered." 

Inasmuch as this is a time of feverish 
searching into White House closets, which 
contain plenty of skeletons if nothing else, it 
seems timely to ask: Whatever became of 
the stick? 

What seeins clear now, a.ft er more than 
four months of the Phase 3 program, is that 
the stick is more a rhetorical tool and a prac­
tical anti-inflation weapon. Nixon adminis­
tration economic policy-makers, led by Mr. 
Shultz, believe strongly in basic supply-and­
demand strategies to control inflation, rather 
than in any selective punishing of scapegoats 
who sin against the wage-price command­
ments. The mere existence of Mr. Shultz's 
shillelagh apparently was meant to serve as 
a deterrent to a possible widespread surge of 
follow-the-leader type price increases that 
might follow the expiration of Phase 2 con­
trols. 

To be sure, the Phase 3 stick has been rhe­
torically brandished by Nixon administration 
economic otncials with great vigor and fre­
quency. Alarmed by the widespread reaction 
that the switch to Phase 3 was actually an 
abandonment of meaningful controls, Mr. 
Shultz and his cohorts verbally swing the 
stick in an effort to restore some of the con­
trols program's damaged credibllity. 

MR. SHULTZ' WARNING 
Only a day after he unveiled the Phase 3 

program, Mr. Shultz, who didn't like newspa­
per headlines that said the White House had 
"scrapped" controls, summoned a small 
group of newsmen to his Treasury office to 
say that the Phase 3 closet contained not only 
a stick, but a shotgun, a baseball bat and an 
arsenal of other weapons. And the govern­
ment wouldn't hesitate to use them, Mr. Nix­
on's economy policy architect warned. 

In the days that followed, as price indexes 
began ringing inflationary alarins, the admin­
istration kept talking a tough controls strat­
egy. William Simon, the new No. 2 man at the 
Treasury, warned that "Phase 3 is going to 
get tough if toughness is warranted." Mr. 
Shultz even strode into that corporate lions' 
den, the prestigious Business Council, to warn 
that "someone will get clobbered" if the price 
and wage rules are broken. "If any of you 
want to offer yourselves up as that juicy tar­
get," the Cabinet officer told the business­
men, " we'll be delighted to clobber you." 

So, much has been heard of the stick in the 
closet. But very litt le-almost nothing-has 
been seen of it. 

That's not because everything on the infla-

tion front is going swimmingly, of course. As 
everyone from housewives to purchasing 
agents knows, the pace of price increases 
since the Phase 3 program began has been the 
worst since the Korean war inflation of 1951. 

Wholesale prices in the first three months 
of Phase 3 soared at a seasonally-adjusted 
annual rate of 21.2 % . Forget for a moment 
the stunning 37.3 % annual rate of gain in 
prices of farm products, processed foods and 
feeds, and look just at that segment of the 
economy that ought to be most susceptible 
to persuasion by the "stick in the closet"­
industrial prices. In that three-month pe­
riod, wholesale quotes of industrial goods 
zoomed a t an annual rate approaching 15 %, 
the steepest in 22 years. 

The industrial price escalation reflects siz­
able markups on steel, nonferrous metals, oil, 
coal, gasoline, textiles, machinery and many 
other basic goods. The price of lumber has 
gone up so much under Phase 3 that, if the 
White House had to go out today and buy a 
new stick to put in the closet, it would cost 
nearly 23 % more than in January. 

But who has been "clobbered" ? Despite 
the price outbreak, there hasn't been a single 
case of a company feeling the whack of the 
Phase 3 stick. The general level of wage set­
tlements under Phase 3 has been much more 
stable than prices; still, there have been nu­
merous settlements exceeding the admitt edly 
fuzzy 5.5 % wage standard, but no disciplin­
ing of labor chieftains, either. 

Administration men cite various moves as 
evidence that there really is a stick, but the 
evidence isn't very persuasive. In March, re­
a-et ing to climbing fuel prices, the Cost of Liv­
ing Council reimposed limited mandatory 
price controls on 23 oil companies. But it has 
already begun relaxing these in the face or 
shortages that the companies contend are 
worsened by the price curbs. 

Under political pressures that included a 
march on Washington by homebuilders, the 
Cost of Living Council seven weeks ago held 
public hearings on the soaring price of lum­
ber. Despite th~ implication that it would 
stiffen lumber price controls, the Council 
hasn't followed the hearings with any such 
action; it is still studying the situation. 

As pot roa,st became a 1 uxury and house­
wives began boycotting the butcher, the 
White House took another action that's more 
symbolic than real: placing price ceilings on 
beef, pork and lamb a'~ a time when those 
prices were at historic highs. By locking the 
barn after the inflationary stampede, the ad­
ministration again demonstrated its reluc­
tance to tighten controls in any way that 
really put the squeeze on anyone. 

currently, the administration faces what 
may be the crucial test of the whole stick­
in-the-closet idea. In the midst of the worst 
industrial price inflation in two decades, the 
steel industry, led by U.S. Steel Corp., has 
served up a 4.8 % .price hike, effective June 
15, on about 45 % of the industry product 
line, principally sheet and- strip. Now the 
ball is in the Cost of Living Council's court , 
where officials are studying the situation. 

In the Kennedy-Johnson era, steel price 
hikes prompted anti-inflationary sticks to 
emerge from the White House closet even 
though there wasn't any direct price-control 
program. Several times during the 1960s, 
steelmakers trooped down to the White House 
to have their allegedly greedy knuckles 
rapped by wrathful Presidents. It became a 
sort of ritual dance in which the steelmakers 
stuck their necks out, took a couple of licks, 
then retreated halfway, leaving everybody 
with the feeling that something had been 
accomplished. 

There's no way to predict how the Cost 
of Living Council wlll handle the steel-price 
bid. But it's fair to say that if it doesn' t 
do anything to forestall or reduce a price 
hike that's bound to ripple throughout the 
economy in coming months, the stick in the 
closet can be put down as a myth. 
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A DEBATABLE ISSUE 

There's room for debate over whether the 
stick really ought to be wielded with force 
and frequency, of course. A case can be made 
that now is the crucial time for the admin.; 
istration to demonstrate that it won't allow 
inflation to get out of hand and that it's will­
ing to whack a few scapegoats. This might 
r estore public confidence. 

Administration men argue another case: 
that beating the lumber industry, oil men or 
farmers over the head with a price stick isn't 
going to solve supply tightness in lumber, 
oil or meat. The administration's anti-infia­
tionary strategy is to find ways to boost pro­
duction or imports of products that are under 
heavy demand pressure. 

The administration, in fact, seems ready 
to accept a considerable degree of price up­
turn in a period of strong demand, such as 
the present. Prices, Mr. Shultz likes to tell 
listeners, have an essential rationing func­
tion to perform by allocating scarce supplies 
among those willing to pay what the traffic 
allows. 

Thus, classic supply-demand economics is 
dominating the administration's policy today 
and probably will as long as Mr. Shultz, an 
ardent free-market disciple, remains in 
charge. It's difficult to fit a punitive stick 
into that philosophical closet. After all, if a 
businessman is only helping to ration a 
scarce commodity a-mong all those customers 
lined up at his door, should he be walloped 
for it? 

Maybe the administration economists are 
right in their judgment that a general de­
mand-pull infiation can't be effectively and 
equitably controlled by application of the 
stick. But if the stick is any more than a 
rhetorical wand, now's the time to prove it. 
If not, they ought to quit kidding everybody 
about the contents of that closet. 

[From the Washington Post, June 3, 1973] 
ECONOMIC IMPACT OF WATERGATE 

(By Hobart Rowen) 
Nothing shows the devastating effects of 

Watergate so clearly as ~he way the admin­
istration has let the economy get out of 
hand. A serious inflation, which threatens to 
wind up in a crashing bust, rages uncon­
trolled, leaving the Federal Reserve to run a 
patchwork rear-guard action that so far 
hasn't been effective. 

Yet, the economy is about the one area 
where Mr. Nixon-whose overall authority 
has been weakened by Watergate-could act 
decisively, without the necessity of Congres­
sional approval. 

Under the Stabilization Act which was re­
cently rene_wed, he could-if he wished­
return the country to the more effective 
wage-price controls of Phase II. 

Consumer credit, exploding at an unbe­
lievable rate, largely due to the disastrous 
price inflation, needs to be curtailed. 

With good logic, many consumers have 
concluded that they might as well buy today, 
before tomorrow's price increase. But the 
problem is that such a large percentage of 
personal income is now committed to paying 
off installments that the debt burden be­
gins to act as a drag on the economy. 

Treasury Secretary George P. Shultz is 
committed to the view that the administra­
tion's current infiationary posture is ade­
quate, and -that nothing tougher either in 
fiscal-monetary policy or in the wage-price 
area is warranted. 

He knows that it would be almost impos­
sible to get an income tax surcharge through 
the Congress at this stage of the game. But 
it's not too late to try to deflate the boom 
iri capital goods-even though, obviously, it 
would have been more advantageous to have 
made such a move months ago. 

In fact, many economists are of the opinion 
that the administration has messed things 
up so badly that there 1s nothing that can 

be done a.t this point to reduce the lnfia.tion­
ary dangers in the short run. 

Yet there is one fiscal device that can be 
used, and key officials have been toying with 
the idea, knoWing that the lnfiuential Wil­
bur Mills (D. Ark.) would probably be re­
ceptive to it. 

That is an additional tax on gasoline, 
which would have a deflationary effect, help 
balance the budget and reduce the use of 
gasoline during this period of the "energy 
crisis." 

Each additional 1 cent in gasoline taxes 
would bring in an estimated $1 billion in 
federal tax revenues. What is being consid­
ered is a 5-cent additional tax which would 
raise $5 billion, and just about balance the 
unified budget in fiscal 1975. 

The "do-nothing" crowd in the admin­
istration is strongly supported by Dr. John 
Dunlop, director of the Cost of Living Coun­
cil, who thinks that the most important con­
tribution to price stabilization is the assur­
ance of labor-management peace. 

But there are forces within the adminis­
tration who think that Shultz and Dunlop 
are missing the boat by adhering to a narrow 
view of how to go about stabilizing the 
economy. 

There may be temporary labor-manage­
ment peace under the private accords Dunlop 
is making with the big unions. But the aver­
age consumer is all too aware that infiation 
is robbing his pocketbook every day. And as 
this continues, neither union members nor 
union bosses are likely to show restraint, 
despite the vaunted Dunlop "magic." 

When consumer prices rose last month at 
the outrageous seasonally adjusted rate of 
7.2 per cent CEA chairman Herbert Stein 
moved front and center to proclaim it for 
the TV cameras as "welcome news." 

It was "welcome" when compared With 
February's 8.4 per cent rate and March's 
record 10.8 per cent rate. And April's food 
price increase of "only" 16.8 per cent was a 
blessing, when compared to advances of rates 
as high as 28.8 per cent within the past three 
months. 

But Mr. Stein knows better than that. The 
big danger is the rapid upward push in 
wholesale industrial prices. Over the last 
three months, the annual rate of increase in 
this index has been about 15 per cent; in 
consumer finished goods, excluding foods, it 
has been at a rate of more than 20 per cent. 

The recent weakness of the dollar-stem­
ming entirely from a crisis in confidence be­
cause of the Watergate scandal-has resulted 
in a 3 per cent additional loss in the interna­
tional purchasing power of the dollar. This, 
in turn, will be reflected in higher prices 
for imported raw materials and products. 

The January decision to drop Phase II in 
favor of a weaker Phase m will rank as one 
of the great disasters in economic history. It 
was a bonehead play of monumental propor­
tions, totally unnecessary and hard for ad­
ministration apologists to rationalize even 
now. 

Phase III was brought onto the scene be­
fore the infia.tionary spiral had come under 
control. Now we are in the grip of a new 
spiral, immeasurably worsened by the awful 
climate of Watergate. 

It will be tough, and maybe impossible, to 
get the genie back in the bottle. But the 
attempt should be made, discarding Phase 
III, and going back to a very broad Phase II 
with mandatory wage-price controls and an 
enforcement agency that really means busi­
ness. 

It is fairly clear that in today's Watergate­
saturated Washington, very few persons have 
the President's ear on economic matters. But 
it is also reported that John Connally, who 
once before rescued Mr. Nixon's economic 
program with the 1971 New Economic Policy, 
is teaming up with Federal Reserve Chairman 
Arthllr F. Burns and a few others, demanding 
that Shultz' stand-pat policies be overturned. 

But whether Connally can persuade the 
President to shift gears again remains to be 
seen. "King George (Shultz) is still the boss," 
says one disaffected adviser. 

STEIN GIVES ASSURANCES INFLATION Is COOL­
ING IN DEFENDING WHITE HOUSE ECONOMIC 
POLICY 
WASHINGTON.-In a busy day Of defending 

White House economic policies, Herbert Stein 
tnade an anti-infiation bet with a Senator, 
donned rose-colored glasses to meet the press 
and assured both that the recent upsurge of 
price increases is only a temporary problem. 

The President's chief economist, in a morn­
ing hearing on Capitol Hill, jousted in some­
times-acrimonious debate with Sen. Hubert 
Humphrey (D. Minn.), who charged that the 
Nixon administration's policies were a "disas­
ter" and its forecasts "pipe dreams." In the 
end, the two men settled on a friendly bet 
over whether the adxninistration will reach its 
anti-inflation goal for 1973, With the loser to 
buy the winner "the best dinner in town." 

At an afternoon White House press confer­
ence, Mr. Stein showed up wearing glasses 
With a distinct rose tint ("they are my televi­
sion glasses," he beamed) and reiterated h is 
morning message: that after a "temporary" 
surge of inflation in 1973's first four months, 
the economy is slowing and cooling. 

Mr. Stein, who is chairman of the Presi­
dent's Council of Economic Advisers and who 
is given to occasional rhetorical flourishes, 
opened his press-conference review of the 
April economic indicators with this com­
ment: "April is the month we sent out the 
dove and the dove returned with a twig, sug­
gesting there is dry land in the neighborhood 
and the floodwaters of inflation are reced­
ing." 

In a more serious tone, the White House 
economist told newsmen that signs of a "more 
moderate economy" were beginning to accu­
mulate in April's statistics. He cited the 
slower rate of rise in consumer prices com­
pared with the two prior months and declines 
in monthly retail sales and durable-goods 
orders. 

NO MAJOR POLICY CHANGES SEEN 
These welcome developments, he suggested, 

are further evidence that major changes in 
the administration's economic policies aren't 
necessary. The April economic indicators 
"didn't call for any changes in our policy,'' 
he said. , 

Commenting on the stock market's recent 
slump, Mr. Stein said he believes Wall Street 
is "overestimating the uncertainties in our 
situation." He added: "People are nervous 
about the way things are going." 

When asked if the spreading Watergate 
scandal was a factor, Mr. Stein said he didn't 
know, but rejected the notion that the ad­
ministration's economic policy-making has 
been paralyzed by the affair. It isn't true, he 
said, that White House economic aides "are 
sitting here hypnotized waiting for the next 
edition of the Washington Post to come out, 
like a rabbit hypnotized by a snake. ·• 

In his appearance before a subcommittee 
of the congressional Joint Economic Commit­
tee, Mr. Stein listened to a lengthy lecture by 
Sen. Humphrey on the "failures" of adminis­
tration economic policies. The Democratic 
lawmaker charged that, "Across the board­
from the price of gold, to balance of pay­
ments, to stockmarket decline, to consumer 
confidence, to increasing interest rates-the 
economic policies of this administration spell 
disaster." 

"That," retorted Mr. Stein, "is the most 
one-sided, misleading and dangerous descrip­
tion of the American economic situation that 
I've ever heard." After some sparring with 
the White House official, Sen. Humphrey said 
he was most disturbed by optimistic ad­
ministration forecasts of a slowdown in 
inflation. 
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A WAGER OVER INFLATION 

Noting that the gross national product 
price index, the broadest measure of infla­
tion, rose at a 6.6% annual pace in the first 
quarter, Mr. Humphrey pressed for a second 
quarter projection by Mr. Stein. "We'll prob­
ably have a fairly high figure in the second 
quarter," the White House economist con­
ceded, but said it would be "significantly" 
less than 6.6%. 

Citing the Nixon administration's projec­
tion that the GNP price index for all 1973 
will rise about 4 % from 1972, the Senator 
challenged Mr. Stein to a wager. "I'll bet you 
the best dinner in town that you can't get 
it down to 4 %. How'd you like to take that 
on?" 

"I'll take that on," Mr. Stein replied, "be­
cause I can't lose. I 'd love to have dinner 
:with you anyway." 

In his prepared remarks, Mr. Stein sug­
gested that "the great surge of inflation in 
the last three months" is ending. "My basic 
view," he said, "Is that the rapid inflation 
recorded from January to April was largely 
the result of temporary forces and that the 
rate of inflation won't continue at this rapid 

. pace but will slow down considerably in the 
remainder of this year." 

The "temporary forces" cited by Mr. Stein 
include a spurt in food prices, a surge in eco­
nomic activity in the U.S. and abroad, the 
10 % dollar devaluation of February which 
raised prices of imports, the January change 
from the mandatory Phase 2 controls to the 
quasi-voluntary Phase 3 restraints and fears 
of a new price freeze which may have trig­
gered anticipatory price boosts in recent 
weeks. 
· "Most of these phenomena were, we be­
lieve, temporary," he said. 

THE BETTER COMMUNITIES ACT 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, as 
this body knows, there are many com­
munities throughout the country that 
are vitally interested in the so-called 
Better Communities Act which would 
alter and make more :flexible the Fed­
eral funding of community needs. 

Among the municipalities concerned 
with this problem is the city of Tucson 
in my home State of Arizona. The mayor 
and city councilmen of Tucscon believe 
that the government bodies of the com­
munities have a more knowledgeable in­
sight as to the urgent physical, social, 
and economic needs in their unique 
areas. They believe the Better Com­
munities Act recognizes this fact and 
would enable quicker and better anoca­
tions of funds where they are most 
needed with a minimum of delay, red­
tape, and overlapping. 

Pursuant to this belief, Mr. President, 
the mayor and the councilmen of the 
city of Tucson have adopted a resolution 
urging the President and the Congress 
to give early and favorable considera­
tion to adoption and approval of the 
Better Communities Act. I ask unani­
mous consent that the resolution be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

RESOLUTION NO. 8806-RELATING TO THE 
BETI'ER COMMUNITIES ACT 

To the President and the Congress of the 
United States of America: 

Your memorialist respectfully represents: 
The substitution of federal funding of 

community needs from the grant-in-aid 
programs to the more flexible method pro-

posed under the Better Communities Act 
would be of great help to the cities and 
towns and their citizens. 

The governing bodies of communities have 
a more knowledgeable insight as to the 
urgent physical, social and economic needs 
in their unique areas, and the proper prior­
ities that should be established for each. 
The Better Communities Act recognizes this 
fact and enables quicker and better alloca­
tion of funds where they are most needed, 
with a minimum of delay, red tape, overlap­
ping and inflexible distant dP.clsions and con­
trols, and we heartily endorse this Act. 

Wherefore, your Memoria.1ist, the Mayor 
and Councilmen of the City of Tucson, 
Arizona, prays: 

That the Congress give early and favorable 
consideration to and adopt this Better Com­
munities Act, and that the President ap­
proves same. 

The City Clerk is hereby directed to send 
copies of this Memorial to the President of 
the United States, Richard M. Nixon; to Sen­
ator Barry Goldwater, Senator Paul Fannin 
and Representative Morris K. Udall; to the 
Chairmen of Committees to which this Act 
has been assigned, and to the Secretary of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH 
CENTERS ACT 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, 10 
years ago this body began a fight for the 
mental health of every American. The 
legislation passed then created a pro­
gram which has been so successful that-­
Mr. President, I must apologize to the 
members of this body for making what 
must seem like an Alice-in-Wonderland 
ending to this sentence: the program 
was so successful that the administra­
tion has now asked that we destroy it, 
stop funding it, and ask our mental 
health professionals to go back to square 
one in their search for funds to build, 
staff, and operate community mental 
health centers. 

Has the problem gone away? No. Like 
other health problems, mental lllness 
wlll not disappear. This Nation must 
continue to search for better ways to 
provide for the health care of its citizens, 
including better mental health care. 

Today one out of every four Ameri­
can families has a member in need of 
some kind of professional mental health 
care: an estimated 20 million mental 
patients. 

Nine million Americans are alcoholics: 
patients whose illness results in one­
third of all our suicides and one-half of 
all our homicides. 

At least 600,000 Americans are heroin 
addicts; their addiction is an illness 
which is reflected not only in health 
statistics, but in crime statistics, as we 
all know. 

Ten million American children are in 
need of the preventive mental health 
care which we now have the capability­
but not the facilities or the staffs-to 
offer them. 

As a result of mental illness 20 billion 
production dollars are lost every year 
in the United States, proving that Pres­
ident Nixon was correct when he stated 
to Congress in 1971: 

Not only is health more important than 
economic wealth, it is also its foundation. 

Those :figures represent needs which 
are not going to disappear or diminish, 
no matter what we decide here in this 
Chamber, and no matter what the ad­
ministration proposes. Ten years ago, 
after examining the reports of the Joint 
Commission on Mental Illness and 
Health, the Congress faced that truth 
squarely, and determined to make avail­
able to every American in his own com­
munity the best mental health care pos­
sible. It was not a partisan issue. It was 
not a temporary or short-term commit­
ment. Our goal then was the creation 
and operation of 1,500 community mental 
health centers by 1980, so that mental 
health care could be provided for the 
entire population regardless of ability 
to pay. 

The 1963 Community Mental Health 
Centers Act sought to provide sensible, 
ongoing assistance from the Federal 
Government to the States through 
matching funds grants for construction, 
for research and for staffing. 

With that legislation, Mr. President, 
we set in motion a program which has 
accomplished the seemingly impossible: 
in the face of unprecedented inflation 
in other kinds of health care costs, this 
program has been able to treat more 
patients each year-and for less money 
per patient. It has truly allowed us to do 
more with less, and to do it better. 

The cost for treatment of the nearly 
one million patients served in community 
mental health centers in 1972 was less 
than one-tenth what it would have cost 
us to treat those same patients in State 
institutions. 

There has been a dramatic reduction 
in the resident population of State men­
tal hospitals: from 558,000 in 1955 to 
276,000 in 1972. Part of that reduction is 
due to better forms of medication, but it 
is significant that cutting our inpatient 
population in half exactly parallels the 
growth of the Federal program to fund 
community centers. 

One need only compare the average 
per-patient-episode cost of $380 in com­
munity mental health centers to the per­
patient-episode cost of $4,749 average in 
other institutions to understand the eco­
nomic effectiveness of this program. Be­
cause only 11 percent of patient care in 
the centers involves in-patient care, costs 
can be dramatically reduced. 

But cost alone should not be our cri­
terion in health care. We want the best 
health care for Americans, of course. 
Every expert in the field now agrees that 
long-term inpatient care for mental ill­
ness is self-defeating in most cases. The 
old-fashioned concept of hiding our men­
tally ill neighbors in snake pits with high 
walls-"warehousing," the professionals 
call it now-has been outgrown. We now 
know that isolating human beings 
causes changes in brain chemistry which 
result in mental illness. Thus "ware­
housing" patients is a vicious circle, with 
no escape for the patient. 

The community mental health center 
concept of treating mental patients near 
their homes, on an outpatient basis if 
possible, has broken that circle. With 
local care which includes posthospital 
consultation, educational programs in 
the community, and preventive services, 
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the average length of hospitalization 
has been reduced to less than 20 days, 
and hope for a normal life has returned 
to thousands of sick Americans. 

The centers created by the program 
Congress initiated 10 years ago have 
begun to provide effective health care in 
the least expensive and most humane 
way possible. Through the treatment of 
mentally ill patients near their homes, 
in their own communities, and on an 
outpatient basis, mental illness is be­
ginning to be considered a terminable 
disease instead of an interminable night­
mare. 

This program has clearly met all the 
requirements of the administration's 
stated desire for "change that works." 

Yet now we have been asked to aban­
don it one-third of the way toward the 
original goal. We now have 493 centers 
operating, with the Federal Government 
providing approximately 30 percent of 
the funds for construction, research, 
training and staffing. But there are still 
more than 1,000 catchment areas which 
do not have centers, Mr. President. More 
than 150 million people do not have ac­
cess to a community mental health cen­
ter yet. Many of these are the people 
most in need, since poverty and near­
poverty areas have been least able or 
slowest in qualifying for the matching 
funds. 

This administration has a record of 
opposing health programs while giving 
them lip service, unfortunately. Through 
vetoes, through impoundment, and 
through failure to support existing or 
proposed legislation, they have made 
clear their lack of interest in a medical 
care system that works for all the people. 

In 1971 and 1973 they requested no 
construction funds for community men­
tal health centers. They have opposed 
authorization for money in the mental 
health field as well as in other health 
fields. It has recently been reported that 
78 applicants currently have approved 
but unfunded grants for the development 
of new community mental health cen­
ters. More than 96 more such applica­
tions are said to be "in the pipeline"­
that is, they are still waiting approval 
and funding decisions. 

Yet the 1974 budget request of the 
President asked for no money for new 
centers, and requested a phasing out of 
the Federal support for existing centers. 
The budget asked for no funds for new 
research training programs for psychia­
trists. 

Why? The administration's position in 
asking for these cuts is hard to follow 
but it seems to be phased on the theory 
that our aim in creating this legislation 
was to "demonstrate" an experimental 
program. Using that reasoning every 
Federal program which operates through 
authorizations with expiration dates is 
a "demonstration progTam"-and that 
would include, of course, most of those 
programs administered by HEW. 

A second argument made by Secretary 
Weinberger has been that since only one­
third of our needed number of commu­
nity mental health centers have been 
built or funded, it is unfair for them to 
continue to exist while the rest of the 

country does without. The pw·pose of this 
legislation, of course, was to move toward 
the time when all areas of the United 
States were served by community mental 
health centers. We are part of the way 
down that road, and it is difficult to see 
how we would ever get to the end of the 
road if we stopped taking one step at a 
time. It is true that some communities 
now have the advantages of community 
health centers, while others do not. But 
eliminating the health care we are help­
ing to provide in one area will not notice­
ably help other needier areas. That seems 
a remarkably naive argument, Mr. Presi­
dent. 

A third contention of Mr. Weinberger 
has been that the money provided by the 
Federal Government should now "be ab­
sorbed by the regular health delivery sys­
tem." This is the most treacherous of all 
the arguments made in defense of the 
budget cuts. According to HEW press 
release, financing for the mental health 
program can be accomplished by contri­
butions from individuals, State and local 
governments, reimbursements from 
third-party systems, patient fees, reve­
nue sharing, or national health insur­
ance. 

At the present time no national health 
insurance exists, of course. The adminis­
tration's own proposal specifically ex­
cludes mental health care. While national 
health insurance may someday provide 
the means by which all Americans can 
receive adequate mental health care, that 
day is surely not here yet. How can exist­
ing centers sw·vive until that day? How 
could new centers ever be built? 

Special revenue sharing for health has 
not been proposed and may never be pro­
posed. 

General revenue sharing has not con­
tributed significantly to any service pro­
grams. The competition in the states and 
cities for that money is severe-and not 
likely to get better. 

Existing government programs like 
medicaid or medicare provide only a 
fraction-6 percent-of present support, 
and are limited to the elderly or to other 
specific groups. Coverage varies from 
State to State, as do the State laws re­
garding it. 

Private insurance policies rarely cover 
mental health care, and are usually very 
expensive. What that really mean is that 
only those who can already afford mental 
health care are covered. But the majority 
of community mental health center pa­
tients have incomes below $5,000. It 
would be impossible for them to pay the 
full costs of the services they need. 

State and local governments now pro­
vide almost 40 percent of the funding for 
the community mental health centers, 
Mr. President. The Federal Government 
has provided about 30 percent up to this 
time. The rest has come from sources of 
that "regular health delivery system" Mr. 
Weinberger speaks of-and my evidence 
shows that the amount it can contribute 
is limited to approximately what it has 
contributed in the past-at most one­
fourth of total cost. 

In my State of New Mexico we feel the 
mental health center concept has been 
very successful. Since the opening of the 
Bernalillo County Mental Health Center 

in 1969, more than 11,000 adults and 
1,400 children have been served. This is a 
multi-ethnic, low-income and high-un­
employment area, where the need is 
severe. The center program has actively 
involved prevention, treatment and re­
habilitation of mental and emotional dis­
orders, mental retardation and drug 
abuse. In addition it provides a wide 
range of services including 24 hour hos­
pit alization, outpatient treatment, after­
care and neighborhood-based mental 
health services in speech and hear ing, 
community education, and suicide pre­
vention . 

One aspect of the Bernalillo County 
program which is important to a State 
like New Mexico is the center's success 
in directly serving residents other than 
those in Bernalillo County. It has pro­
vided consultation, education and infor­
mation to 62 centers, councils, schools, 
and workshops throughout the State of 
New Mexico, and is especially helpful to 
areas where the low population ratio 
makes a full time center impractical. The 
number of those patients sent to the State 
hospital from Bernalillo County is at an 
all-time low of 4.5 percent today, as com­
pared to the 28 percent referred prior to 
the opening of the center. 

But, Mr. President, the Bernalillo Cen­
ter is one of those which would suffer 
drastically if the funding for the Com­
munity Mental Health Centers Act is not 
extended or renewed. 

I would like to read to you one para­
graph from a letter sent to me by Dr. 
Walter W. Winslow, director of that cen­
ter: 

While there is broad community support 
for t he Mental Health Center, there is litt le 
or no prospect that additional local funding 
can be obtained. There is as yet no CMHC 
Act in the State, nor is there any mil levy 
or other taxation device available for con­
tinuing support. The current "tax revolt" 
almost precludes further local communit y 
monetary support. We are already collecting 
about all of the fee for services that we can 
under existing legislation. The majority of 
our services are furnished by paraprofession­
als and are not billable. We also provide a 
wide range of services that are preventative, 
consult ive, educational, or rehabilitative, and 
there is no payment mechanism for these 
services. It has become abundantly clear that 
the revenue sharing funds are goin g for capi­
tal improvements and not operat ing funds. 
In short, none of the arguments advanced 
are entirely valid. It is the considered opinion 
of the staff of this Center that it is absolutely 
essential to extend the Community Mental 
Health Centers Act. 

I think, Mr. President, that Dr. Win­
slow's statement speaks for itself. Under 
the budget restrictions suggested by the 
administration, the programs which 
have been developed with such care­
programs which HEW admits are work­
ing well and should be continued-pro­
grams like the Bernalillo County Mental 
Health Center-would be cut off from 
Federal funding which is life-blood itself 
to them. 

The long term costs of mental illness 
neglected are very high. Are we prepared 
to pay them someday? Will our children 
be better able to pay in the futw·e the 
costs of our neglect today? 

Certainly we have found a better way 
to serve mentally ill patients. We know 
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now what works. All we have to do is to 
keep it working while we continue to 
move toward the day when it will be 
working for every community in America. 

It was essential that we extend through 
fiscal year 1974 the minimum funds to 
support the ongoing programs and fund 
new centers. The Senate and House have 
overwhelmingly supported that proposal. 
It is now imperative that we consider re­
inforcing the Community Mental Health 
Center Act in order to make sure that our 
original goal will be met--mental health 
care for every American who needs it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to print in the RECORD two further 
letters concerning the community health 
centers operating in New Mexico and 
their accomplishments as well as their 
needs. <Letter from Joanne W. Sterling, 
February 6, 1973, and letter from Walter 
:Winslow, April 17, 1973.) 

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

BERNALILLO COUNTY MENTAL 
HEALTH CENTER, 

Albuquerque, N . Mex ., Febru ary 6, 1973. 
Hon. JosEPH M. MoNTOYA, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Appropri ati ons 

Washington, D.C. ' 
DEAR SENATOR MONTOYA; Your inquiry 

concerning our neighborhood services pro­
gram is very much appreciated. I hope the 
following information will be helpful. 

As outlined in our brochure, there are six 
neighborhood mental health contacts teams 
located within the Bernalillo County area. 
Five of these are located in "storefronts" 
within the following areas; Barelas, Mar­
tineztown, North Valley, South Valley, and 
the South Broadway area. The sixth is the 
Heights Team which is located within our 
central facility rather than being based in 
the community. While the staffing pattern 
of each team varies somewhat, they do em­
ploy nurses, social workers, child develop­
ment workers, psychologists, and para-pro­
fessional mental health workers. Many of 
the latter are residents of the neighborhoods 
in which they work and are graduates of 
the Department of Psychiatry's two year 
New Careers training program which leads 
to an Associate of Arts degree. Psychiatric 
consultation services and other specialized 
treatment and evaluation services are made 
available to the teams on an as-needed basis. 

The neighborhood-based teams focus upon 
providing mental health care to the residents 
of their service areas. This includes provid­
ing counseling and treat ment to persons 
whose emotional problems can be dealt with 
on an out-patient basis as well as follow-up 
treatment to patient s who have required 
short-term, in-patient care at the center or 
longer-term care at the state hospital. Dur­
ing the month of December, for example, 
these six teams saw 724 p atients for a total 
of 1298 contacts. 

Since last July, our neighborhood services 
have expanded significant ly by means of 
three special grant programs. Our Youth 
Services section has developed a soft drug 
abuse program for young people which in­
volves two drop-in centers; one of these is 
located in the Old Town area a~d the other 
is on South Broadway. Also, a transitional 
living facility for up to 14 youth who are 
estranged from their families will open soon 
on North 12t h St reet. Approximately 150 
young people a.re currently in volved in those 
programs at present. Through the Law En­
forcement Assistance Administ ration we re­
ceived two small grants which enabled us to 
establish a rehabilitation program for ex­
convicts and their family members and a 
specialized treatment program for sex offend-

ers. Those programs have a combined case­
load of about 170 individuals and are lo­
cated in the Southwest section of the city. 

I hope the above summary will be helpful. 
If your schedule should ever allow it during 
your visits to Albuquerque, please feel free 
to visit our center or any of its components. 
We would be delighted to talk further with 
you, or any member of your staff, about areas 
of our program which are of interest. 

Thank you very much. 
Sincerely, 

JOANNE w. STERLING, Ph. D., 
Assistant Director for Special Progr ams. 

BERNALll.LO COUNTY MENTAL 
HEALTH CENTER, 

Albuquerque, N. Mex., April 17, 1973. 
Senator JosEPH M. MoNTOYA, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONTOYA: We WOUld like to 
take this opportunity to thank you for tak­
ing the time from your busy schedule to 
meet with us on April 3, 1973. 

You requested that we supply some data 
on the success of Community Mental Health 
Centers in New Mexico and we would like 
to submit the following for your considera­
tion. 

The State Mental Hospital maintains rec­
ords of admissions of mental patients on a 
county by county per capita basis. Prior to 
the opening of the Bernalillo County Mental 
Health Center in February, 1969, Bernalillo 
County ranked 24th per capita. By June, 
1972, Bernalillo County ranked 31 of 32 
counties with neighboring Sandoval County 
ranking 32. This is an indication that the 
Center is having an impact on that county 
and is borne out by the enclosed statistics 
showing 87 contacts fr.om Sandoval County. 

Equally significant is the fact that the 
counties served by the Southwest Mental 
Health Center in Las Cruces are ranked 27 
through 30 in the per capita admissions. 
Neighboring Valencia County also has an 
excellent per capita rating because of the 
availability for our services. 

Since the average stay at the State Hos­
pital is approximately 65 days and costs are 
roughly $20 a day, there is approximately a 
$1,300 hospitalization bill. At this Center our 
average inpatient stay is 5 days and our costs 
are $33 a day, so there is a comparative hos­
pitalization figure of $165. This, aside from 
the humanitarian aspects, is certainly a more 
economical manner of treating the mentally 
ill. In addition, we have 65 to 70 children in 
special day schools for mentally retarded, 
emotionally disturbed, and deaf/blind chil­
dren who would most likely end up in one of 
the state institutions of the retarded for their 
entire lives if it were not for these training 
programs. 

It is our opinion that rather than cut back 
the community mental health centers, effort 
should be made to establish a network of 
such centers throughout the entire state. 

.~s you well know, the tax base in most 
counties in New Mexico (where some are al­
most entirely public lands) is such that this 
can never become a reality without substan­
tial federal support. These are among the 
most significant statistics, but if you require 
other specifics, please indicates the type of 
data that you want and we will attempt to 
supply it. 

Again, many thanks for your cooperation. 
Yours sincerely, 

WALTER W. WINSLOW, M.D., 
Director. 

NO BLANKET AMNESTY FOR DRAFT 
DODGERS AND DESERTERS 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I was 
very glad to see a recent editorial on 
WSPA television which voiced strong 

objections to a blanket amnesty for draft 
dodgers and deserters of the Vietnam 
War. 

As the editorial pointed out: 
It is not amnesty for the undeservin g we 

ne~d, but a big dose of responsibility, dlsci­
plmes and respect for law. 

This goes straight to the heart of the 
matter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the editorial entitled "Amnesty? 
No!," which appeared on WSPA Radio 
~nd Television May 31, 1973, be printed 
m the RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

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

AMNESTY? No! 
There is a saying about "turning t he 

other cheek" and it would seem that this is 
what the Conference of Major Superiors of 
Men are requesting. The Conference is an 
organization of some thirty thousand priests 
and brothers consisting of 180 Catholic 
orders. 

They have urged unconditional amnesty 
for all Americans who broke the draft or 
deserted military units to avoid service in 
the Vietnam War. WSPA sees no reason to 
give these men universal and unconditional 
amnesty. Each of these deserters made his 
own choice. Over forty thousand Americans 
stood firmly behind their country and gave 
their all. How this Conference of Major 
Superiors can ask that the American peo­
ple should forget these total sacrifices and 
those of thousands more of their comrades 
who will bear scars for life, is beyond our 
comprehension. To grant total amnesty to 
those who refused to serve would be a dis­
service to every American who died. These 
people who are weeping scalding tears for 
deserters say that it will take unconditional 
amnesty to heal division and restore harmony 
to the nation. 

WSP A disagrees. As we see it, it is not 
amnesty for the undeserving we need, but 
a big dose of responsib111ty, disciplines, and 
respect for law. If this country's moral fiber 
is to regain its consciousness, then we must 
teach our citizens that they have rights and 
they have responsibilities, and the two go 
together like ham and eggs. 

BACKPACKING IN UTAH 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the delights 

of backpacking into Utah's Escalante 
Canyon are described in colorful detail 
in an article which was carried in the 
Washington Post on Sunday, June 3. 
Since I have hiked the area myself, I 
thoroughly enjoyed Stephen Silha's ac­
count of his trip. There are no roads in 
the Escalante, no mechanical means of 
transportation, no vestiges even of civil­
ization. One couldn't be farther away in 
spirit, or in actuality, from the noise and 
pollution of city life. 

I recalled with some satisfaction that 
it was my bill to establish the Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area, and 
enacted by the 92d Congress, which set 
in motion the wheels to protect the 
Escalante. That bill expanded the bound­
aries of the Glen Canyon Recreation 
Area to bring into it all of the Escalante 
watershed from Harris wash southward, 
and provided that the entire area should 
be studied for possible wilderness desig­
nation. That study is now underway. 

The road mentioned 1n the article, 
which is necessary to provide access to 
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Lake Powell, was also authorized by that 
bill, but routed specifically to cross the 
river at the lower end of Escalante Val­
ley, close to the shores of Lake Powell, so 
that the upper reaches of the canyon 
could not be violated in any way, but 
could be kept in their present primitive 
state. 

So come west to Utah's Escalante Val­
ley all of you backpackers-a great ex­
perience awaits you. 

Mr. President, I ask uanimous consent 
that the Washington Post article, en­
titled "The Backpacker Owns the Earth," 
be prlnted in the RECORD. 

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

THE BACKPACKER OWNS THE EARTH 
(By Stephen Silha) 

ESCALANTE, UTAH.-Brushing breathlessly 
against redrock cliffs, gnawing on a stick of 
beef jerky, clambering over boulders dumped 
by a rockslide, tromping near Indian ruins; 
a backpacker owns the earth. Backpacking 
gave us a rare look at ourselves: swallowed 
by canyons, yet towering over toads. 

This is the Escalante River Valley in south­
ern Utah. Above the canyon walls are rocks, 
sand, scrub juniper and ruthless desert sun; 
in the moist canyon itself, cottonwoods, a 
little quicksand and surprise rain showers. 
Everywhere, incipient adventure but few hu­
mans. 

Like many modern Daniel Boones, we had 
abandoned freeways and motel frills to fol­
low the pollution-free, naturally air-condi­
tioned, hoof-beaten trail to jagged cliffs and 
opened eyes. 

I felt a bit quilty taking an airplane out of 
the usual East Coast turmoil into the quiet of 
Salt Lake City, which is fast becoming a mag­
net for skiers and backpackers; a rather pol­
luted Mecca in the shadow of the beautiful 
Wasatch Mountains. My guilt faded as I saw 
how the automobile dominated the city; bet­
ter not to own one. Airplanes and backpacks 
complement each other. 

On our small-craft :flight to rugged Escal­
ante, we saw how much of Utah is unsettled, 
raw looking. The desert yawned and we went 
in: a backpacking, bird-watching, walk 
through cactus and cattle country and into 
Coyote Canyon. 

In and alongside the uneven creek, we 
probed the canyon :floor as deeply as the pack 
straps dug into our backs. 

"Watch out for rattlesnakes," a local tour 
leader told us. It was, I thought, his way 
of saying, "Keep your eyes on the ground; 
there's much to see." 

We never saw a snake, But we did see much 
else: budding wildflowers, waterfalls, lizards, 
the abandoned cave-home of some Colorado 
uranium speculators, frogs, canyon wrens, 
color-crayon cliffs striated by iron deposits 
and earthfolding and magnificent red-and­
yellow arches. 

Undaunted by a few threatening clouds in 
the midmorning sun, we entered the canyon 
through a gradual ravine called Hurricane 
Wash. By early afternoon, we had found a 
dry campsite in a large cavelike hollow part 
way up the steep canyon wall. A brief rain 
capped the canyon with a rainbow. I was 
glad to have hiking boots with thick, rubber­
cleated soles and high tops with no side­
arms. I spent much of my canyon time tra­
versing Coyote Creek trying to avoid the 
eddying pools while snapping pictures, ex­
claiming over shapes and colors, and keeping 
up a steady pace. 

Experienced packers seldom rest (some say 
5 minutes every hour). They keep an even 
pace until they reach a campsite, usually 
before midafternoon. Then, after setting up 
camp (finding the right terrain, deciding on 

places to eat and sleep, collecting wood and 
water) they play. They swim, explore dis­
tant arches and crags, or walk to interesting 
spots seen that morning. 

Howling coyotes, far away. Laughing can­
yon wrens, up close. Now the thrill of com­
ing upon an improbable rock arch. Then the 
quiet of a cold bath in a "tub": a rare, three­
foot deep spot where the creek massages 
goose-pimpled skin. . . . 

Yukon Pie, a meatless dish that tastes like 
a rich beef stew topped by :fluffy dumplings 
shows h ow soy protein and freeze-dry tech­
nology have out:flavored the old powdered 
camping fare. Most ecologically minded 
campers no longer cook over an open fire, 
though they may start a small night fire for 
light and warmth. A pack-sized stove that 
runs on kerosene, white gasoline, or a com­
pressed-gas cartridge, can start faster and 
cook more efficiently than the diffuse :flames 
of wood. 

Such are the joys available here to anyone 
willing to heft a pack. Even children gen­
erally do well on the trail, especially if they're 
natural out-doorsmen. They can carry their 
lightweight share of the load, too. 

Bob Sorenson charges $25 per person for a 
jeep ride down the dusty dirt road from Es­
calante to Coyote Canyon (where the back­
packing is choice) and back. We understood 
why after we saw the rugged rockbed he drove 
over. With more time, we could have walked. 
It would have been long and hot. 

Malin Foster, who runs a trail-guide and 
outfitting company called Peace and Quiet, 
Inc., will provide backpacks, sleeping bags, 
meals, and know-how. "Spring and fall are 
the best times to hike in this country" he 
suggests. "Mid-summers are too hot and 
there's a danger of :flash :floods." Many people 
drive in their own cars, park them under a 
tree and strike out on their own with a map. 

Backpacks are rugged. Their (usual) nylon 
shells and aluminum frames can withstand 
reasonable abuse and are available in all 
sizes. Parts that could break are replaceable. 
Reports still abound of backpacks being dam­
aged by airline handling. But as more trav­
elers carry packs, the baggage tossers learn 
where it's best to store the packs and where 
not to P.ick them up. Today most packs come 
through unscathed. 

The exhilaration of backpacking can hap­
pen anywhere. Like the Escalante Valley, 
many areas retain their magic because of rel­
ative inaccessibility by any means but the 
trail. Out here, a proposed new highway 
(which would allow more people to see the 
valley) threatens to change it for back­
packers, and environmentalists- are fighting 
to stop it. 

Their argument is based on new reality in 
many people's lives: leisure time, mobility 
and affiuence, which 1'oster the desire to use 
wilderness areas. A Wasatch Mountain Club 
:flyer calls the public's new wilderness ap­
proach "more sophisticated," with a "hunger 
for nature that cannot be satisfied merely by 
more boat marinas, waterskiing facilities, 
mass-camping areas and highways." 

Richard Holmstrom, sales manager for 
Kelty Manufacturing Company of Glendale, 
Calif., points to President John Kennedy's 
physical fitness program of the '60s as a key 
spur to muscle-bending vacations. Like most 
pack manufacturers, Kelty is based on the 
West Coast, "where the sport began." 

Modern metal pack frames, which transfer 
75 per cent of the pack's weight to the hips, 
were invented only in the past 20 years by 
A. I. Kelty and some tfriends who hiked the 
Sierras and the Rockies toting gunny sacks. 
Now though pack companies call it an "in­
fant industry," pack-and-frame selling is 
big business. 

In fact, backpack manufacturers have in­
creased production by 25 per cent each year 
and plan to continue expanding. Salesroom 
reports, until a recent lull, have shown busi-

ness almost doubling yearly. Foreign im­
ports are large. 

Next to biking, backpacking may be "the 
new No. 1 summer sport," outfitters pro­
claim. Yet Charles Kallman, who runs a 12-
year-old store in Boston called \llfilderness 
House, sees backpacking giving way to moun­
taineering. This is a more rugged sport yet, 
involving climbing ropes, axes and other spe­
cial equipment. 

In spite of all the new synthetics, he ad­
vises, there's still no substitute for the 
strength and warmth of wool clothes, down 
sleeping bags and leather boots for either 
backpacking or mountain climbing. Wool re­
tains its warmth even when wet. A good pair 
of boots costs from $35 to $70. Pack and pack 
gear can ring up a bill from $45 to $100. 
Down sleeping bags run an additional $45 to 
$140. 

Fortunately, I can always leave the world 
of prices and take to the trail. My pace slows 
down, the city tension melts. 

"This place knows no time," echoes Utah 
canyon guide Bob Mcdougall as he and his 
dog Duff (who caries his own supplies in his 
own pack) pause to meditate in front of a 
balanced rock. 

The Utah Travel Council, Council Hall, 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114, publishes a guide 
to "package tours" listing prices and details 
of possible trips such as the one described 
above. 

BOOKS To GET You STARTED 
Mention backpacking to any outdoorsman 

and he'll likely blurt out " 'The Compleat 
Walker' by Colin Fletcher" (Knopf, $7.95-
hard cover only) before you have a chance to 
ask what book to read before your trip. The 
book's 353 pages present in deft detail the 
techniques and philosophy of Fletcher the 
backpacker. And his may be the only book 
which in itself can prepare a novice for back­
packing. 

Recently, several newer, less expensive pa­
perbacks have come out giving helpful looks 
at backpacking lore: 

"Pleasure Packing" by Robert S. Wood 
(Condor, $3.95) gives a free-wheeling look at 
"how to backpack in comfort." Outstanding 
section on pre-trip conditioning. 

"Backpacking One Step at a Time" by Har­
vey Manning (REI Press, $7.50) is a compe­
tent, equipment-oriented manual, straight­
forward and accompanied by humorous draw­
ings. 

"Backpacking It!" by Andrew Sugar (Lan­
ver, $1.95) is much shorter, selective, and in­
cludes regtonal maps on where to go packing. 

"The Compleat Backpacker" by Jerry Herz 
(Popular, $1.50) is a wide-ranging guide that 
opens with warmup exercises to do at home 
and ends with a section on emergency wilder­
ness survival techniques. 

MANPOWER FOR DEFENSE 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, at 

a time when we are becoming increas­
ingly aware of sophisticated weapon sys­
tems, it is a bit ironic that the principal 
focus of attention has recently returned 
once again to the human weapon-the 
soldier-the man. Among the more im­
portant questions now being raised in 
the matter of our national defense con­
cerns how many men we will need, how 
much they will cost; how are we to get 
them and how can they be used most 
effectively? 

It stands to reason that despite all 
the talk of automation and exotic weap­
onry nothing has yet been invented that 
will replace the man on the ground as 
a :final detenninant of success or failure 
in battle. It is perfectly obvious, but even 
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so it requires repeating and emphasizing 
from time to time that without man the 
machines and the weapons of defense 
are largely meaningless. 

Mr. President, many people do not yet 
realize that we spend about 56 percent 
of the total national defense budget for 
manpower procurement, retention, pay 
and related programs. A great deal more 
needs to be known by the public gen­
erally about the very large role military 
manpower still plays in our total defense 
picture. 

Recently, Mr. President, the Associa­
tion of the United States Army produced 
an excellent position paper entitled 
"Manpower for Defense." It goes into 
questions such as how many men we will 
need and what it is likely to cost the 
taxpayer to maintain an effective force. 
Because of its great importance to the 
members of the Senate I ask unanimous 
consent that this position paper be print­
ed in the RECORD. 

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

MANPOWER FOR D EFENSE 

INTRODUCTION 

In an era of increasingly sophisticated and 
exotic weapons systems, t here is at least a 
modicum of irony in the fact that the princi­
pal focus of attention now should return 
again to the ultimate weapon-t he soldier­
man. How many do we need? How much do 
they cost? How do we get them? and How do 
we use them most effectively? These are four 
complicated questions for which uncompli­
cated answers are being sought-and this 
won't be easy. 

Many factors contribut e to the dilemma. 
Nothing has yet been invented nor is likely 
to be that will replace a man on the ground 
as the final determinant of success in battle, 
or, for that matter, as the visible and credible 
segment of defense. For without him, the 
machines and weapons mean nothing. We 
have gone far in supporting and moving men 
to and on the battle area. But the costs of 
going further in mechanization and weapons 
systems are rapidly reducing our options. 

The idea that every able-bodied man has 
some obligation to his country for military 
service if needed has lost currency in some 
circles. As a result, our Armed Forces must 
resort to the more costly route of obtaining 
manpower exclusively from voluntary sources, 
and there are indications that it could be 
difficult to continue to get the numbers and 
quality needed. 

Despite great and cont inuing efforts to 
make our manpower more cost-effective, to 
streamline our forces and to eliminate un­
necessary operations, we will still spend 
about 56% of the national defense budget 
for manpower procurement, retention, pay 
and related programs. The basics of military 
manpower needs play a very big role in our 
total defense picture. It is a role that de­
serves closer scrutiny and wider understand­
ing. Manpower constitutes the most essential 
of all resources in our defense system. 

HOW MANY DO WE NEED? 

In Part n of this study, "How Much De• 
fense Do We Need?", we explained the appli­
cation of the Nixon Doctrine, the Total Force 
Concept and the resultant 1% war strategy 
that serve as the national basis for deter­
mining our country's mllitary manpower 
needs. These have permitted a number of ac-

tions to be taken which have allowed us to 
reduce the active forces to the present base­
line levels. 

Under the Nixon Doctrine, we rely on our 
allies to do more for themselves. 

Under the Total Force Concept, the Re­
serve and National Guard forces have been 
given a much bigger and more responsive 
role in our war plans than heretofore. And 
it is announced national policy that any 
future expansion of our Armed Forces re­
quired in national emergencies will be ac­
complished by mobilizing the Reserve and 
National Guard. 

The wind-down of the war in Vietnam has 
greatly reduced the number of service per­
sonnel in transit. At the height of the Viet­
nam war, where a tour of combat duty was 
limited to 12 months, more than 60,000 men 
were in that pipeline at any given time. Ob­
viously, these men were not available for 
any other duty. Also contributing to per­
sonnel turbulence were the two year com­
mitments of draftees. Increasing the average 
tours of duty at a given station from 12 
months in Vietnam to an average of 3 years 
will have, among its other benefits, the ad­
vantage of further reducing the transient 
portions of the Armed Forces and also to 
reduce moving costs which are expected to 
be down by 33% compared to FY72. 

Good progress has been made, especially 
in the Army, in improving the combat to 
support forces ratio-the so-called teeth-to­
tail. Reorganizations to eliminate head­
quarters and the closing of unneeded bases 
contribute to this improvement. During 
FY74, as an example, the Army wlll in­
crease the manpower devoted to our combat 
division forces by almost 6,000 despite a re­
duction of approximately 21,000 in total ac­
tive Army strength. 

In FY73, the programmed Army forces will 
move towards a higher ratio of combat to 
support forces. An indicator of the emphasis 
placed on combat power within active divi­
sion forces can be obtained by examining the 
number of divisions and support increments 
in the active Army force. The table below 
shows the breakdown of divisions and sup­
port increments from FY70 to FY74: 

SUMMARY OF ACTIVE ARMY DIVISION FORCES 

Fiscal year-

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Divisions . ..•. •• •• 17~ 13% 12% 13 13 
Support in-

crements •• • . •• 27~~ 19~ 14~ u 14 
Di·Jisions as per-

centage of 
division ~orces . • 39 41 47 48 48 

The percentage of the force that is made 
up of divisions is shown continually increas­
ing from 39% in FY 70 to 48% in the FY 74 
baseline force, reflecting an increasing em­
phasis on combat power in the active divi­
sion forces for this time period. 

A further measurement of the relative em­
phasis the Army places on combat power is 
the ratio of total Army manpower to the 
number of divisions. This ratio is shown 
below: 
RATIO OF ACTIVE ARMY MANPOWER TO NUMBER 

OF DIVISIONS 

Fiscal year: 1970 ___________________________ 76,300 

1971--------------------------- 82,200 
1972--------------------------- 65,200 
1973----~---------------------- 63,400 
1974--------------------------- 61,800 

Where feasible, jobs that have 1:>een done 
by military personnel are being turned over to 
civilians. Some 31,000 jobs are scheduled for 
civllianization throughout DOD in the FY74 
budget. Ten thousand of these will be in 
the Army. 

The use of women in the Armed Forces is 
being greatly accelerated. 

Thus it is clear that many actions have 
been taken to give us only the minimum 
Armed Forces that are required for our na­
tional defense and at the same time to try 
and ensure that what we do have are effec­
tively utilized. 

There is a certain risk in relying so heavily 
on our allies-where only our own national 
interests may be involved-but we've taken 
it. There are risks involved in relying entirely 
on voluntary enlistments to keep our forces 
at full strength-which they must be--but 
we are taking those too. The large responsibil­
ities assigned to the Guard and Reserve as­
sume that they can maintain adequate 
strength and be provided with the equipment 
required, the training areas needed and the 
strong support of the active establishment on 
a sustained basis. 

One cannot review these actions taken and 
the risks assumed without wondering 
whether or not we have already cut our forces 
below the level of prudence. Certainly no fur­
ther manpower savings can be expected with­
out dramatic changes in our national objec­
tives and commitments. 

HOW MUCH DO THEY COST? 

The question of manpower costs involves 
not only the pay and allowances that those 
in uniform receive, but also the recruiting 
a?d incentive costs that are involved in get­
tmg and retaining people. Nor can retirement 
costs be ignored, for they too play a signif­
icant part in assessing our military manpower 
costs. 

In the past ten years, ma.npower costs have 
risen from 41% of the defense budget to 56 % 
of the budget now being considered by the 
Congress. From FY54 to FY64, defense pay 
costs rose by $4.6 billion, while active mili­
tary and civil service manpower fell 801,000 
(17.7%). From FY64 to FY74, pay costs rose 
by $21.9 billion, whlle manpower fell by 
474,000 (12.7 %). 

According to studies completed by the staff 
of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
the average cost of maintaining a U.S. soldie~ 
on active duty has risen from about $3,443.00 
in FY50 to $12,448.00 in FY74-an increase 
of 262%. Pay boosts have accounted for more 
than half of these increased costs. 

COST PER "SOLDIER" FROM FISCAL YEAR 1950 TO FISCAL 
YEAR 1974 

Active Manpower 
force cost in Dollar 

average defense cost per 
strength budgeti "soldier" 

Fiscal year (thousands) (millions) 

1950 . _:;-;;:-=:-;~ 1, 539 $5, 299 $3, 443 
1955.--------- 3,178 12,337 3, 882 1960. __ _____ _ ;: 2, 489 12, 122 4, 870 1965. _______ _ ;: 2, 668 15, 232 5, 709 1970. __ ______ ;: 3, 294 25, 588 7, 768 
1974. ____ ____ ;: 2, 277 28,344 12,448 

1 The amount in col. 2 includes the military personnel appro­
priation for each fiscal year (which consists of military basic pay, 

~~~~l:r ~~:s. vh~~~l~g r:~~li~~~:~\e~~~u:~~w;~g:~~t~~~/~Y~s 
the cost of constructing and operating family housing, the cost of 
medical programs and certain training costs. This amount would 
therefore cover all pay and allowances of military personnel in 
cash or kind plus a large portion of the personnel support costs. 
Relatively small portions of the above costs were estimated for 
prior to 1956. 
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EXAMPLES OF THE INCREASES IN ANNUAL MILITARY PAY AND ALLOWANCES ~ FROM JULY 1, 1949 TO JAN. 1, 1973 

Pay and allowances Pay and allowances 

Years of Oct. 1, Jan. 1, Dollar Percent Years of Oct. 1, Jan. 1, Dollar Percent 
Grade service 1949 1973 increase increase Grade service 1949 1973 increase increase 

0-10 General_ ___ . ________________ 30 $13,761. 00 $40,030.56 $26,269.56 191 0-1 2d lieutenant_ _______________ 0 $3,969.00 $9,066.96 $5,097. 96 128 
0-9 lieutenant general_ __________ 30 13, 761.00 39,969.36 26,208.36 190 E-7 Sergeant lst class ____________ 20 3, 985.20 11,499.45 7, 514. 25 189 
0-8 Major generaL ______________ 30 13, 761. 00 36,434.16 22,673. 16 165 E-6 Staff sergeant__ ______________ 15 3, 367.80 9, 926.25 6, 558. 45 195 
0- 7 Brigadier general_----------- 30 12,222.00 32,204. 16 19,982.16 163 E-5 Sergeant__------- ___________ 10 2, 926.80 8, 601.45 5, 674.65 194 
0-6 Colonel _____________________ 27 9, 981.00 28,424. 16 18, 443. 16 185 E-4 CorporaL __________ --------- 5 2, 127. 60 7, 406.25 5, 278.65 248 
0- 5 Lieutenant coloneL __________ 22 8, 613.00 23,636. 16 15,023. 16 174 E-3 Private 1st class _____________ 1 1, 686. 60 6, 131.85 4, 445.25 264 
0-4 Major ___ ------ __ ----------- 16 7, 236.00 19, 589. 76 12,353.76 171 E-2 Private ________ ----------- __ 1 1, 530. 00 5, 969.85 4, 439.85 290 
0-3 Captain ____ ________ --------- 10 6, 030.00 16,497.36 10,467.36 174 E-1 Recruit_ _________ ----------- 0 1, 440.00 5, 548.65 4, 108.65 285 
0-2 1st lieutenant_-------------- 5 4, 828. 56 13,296. 96 8, 468.40 175 

1 Military pay and allowances consist of basic pay and cash housing and subsistence allowances. Note: Enlisted grades E-9 (sergeant major) and E--8 (master sergeant) were not included abo~e 
The tax advantage on the nontaxable housing and subsistence allowances is not included in the because these grades were not established by law until 1958. 
above figures. 

These greatly increased costs are also re­
flected in retirement costs which are com­
puted on basic pay. Military retired pay was 
.88% of total defense outlays in FY54. It 
had risen to 2.68% in FY64 and is projected 
to be 6.21% in FY74, excluding legislative 
proposal for recomputation. The chart be­
low gives present and projected cost data 
for the military retirement systems as pres­
ently constituted. 
COST OF THE MILITARY RETIREMENT SYSTEM, 

FISCAL YEARS 1950-2000 

[In millions of dollars] 
Fiscal Year: Amount 

1950 -------------------------- 195 
1960 -------------------------- 694 
1970 -------------------------- 2,849 
1980 -------------------------- 7,751 
1990 -------------------------- 14,419 
2000 -------------------------- 24,659 

Note: Amounts prior to FY74 are DOD 
outlays for military retirement pay. Amounts 
for FY75 and beyond are projections based 
on a 5.5% annual increase in basic pay and a 
2.4% increase in the Consumer Price Index. 
The projections assume no change in the 
present military retirement system and no 
one-time recomputation. 

Before one views the foregoing cost figures 
with too much alarm, he should reflect for 
a moment how they came to be and what 
they mean. 

The lower end of the coot spectrum on 
these chart.s is shown as the 1949-1950 era­
which, it should be noted, represented the 
highest personnel cost figures, until that 
time, in the history of the country. These 
reflect years of benign neglect--when gen­
teel poverty was a hallmark of the military 
careerist and when an artificial tax was 
levied on those in uniform through the 
military pay system. These lower costs also 
reflected our ability to get the enlisted man­
power required through Selective Service. 

The pay and allowances of the military 
were so far out of line with salaries in the 
civilian community that catching up re­
quired rather dramatic hikes over a sus­
tained period. 

Also reflected in these increased costs are 
those involved with moving to an all-volun­
teer effort to obtain our manpower. This 
required a most dramatic pay increase at the 
bottom of the grade structure. Coupled with 
this are the greatly increased costs of re­
cruiting, advertising, enlistment and reen­
listment bonuses and other incentives. 

Because retirement costs are affected 
directly by the increases in ba.sic pay, they 
could increa.se by a factor of six in the next 
qua!'ter of a century. For this reason, modi­
fications in the non-disa.bliity retirement 
system are being pursued actively at the 
present tiin.e. 

Thus, we see how heavily the costs· of man­
power impact on our total defense effort. At 
the sa,me time, it is clear that there is no 

panacea for this problem. We need to under­
stand it, plan for it and make sure that we 
are giving maximum effort to the cost effec­
tive utilization of our manpower. 

HOW DO WE GET THEM 

The area of greatest urgency in the whole 
manpower picture concerns our methods of 
military manpower procurement. By polit­
ical decision, we have been getting our mili­
tary manpower exclusively from the all­
volunteer effort since the draft was stopped 
in December of last year. This has not been 
without cost, both financially and otherwise. 

Unless Congress takes almoot immediate 
action, and it will be very difficult for them 
to move in time, the authority of the Presi­
dent to induct personnel under the Selective 
Service Aot of 1967 will expire on 30 June 
1973. Once this happens, our only source of 
military manpower is from pure volunteers. 
Thereafter, an act of Congress will be re­
quired before anyone can be drafted, no 
matter how great the emergency. 

This comes at a time when we have al­
ready reduced our Armed Forces to a bare­
bones baseline force. The civilian leadership 
of the Defense Departnlent tell us that we 
need not be concerned since the services 
have been meeting their quotas of new en­
listments and reenlistments solely by the 
volunteer system for the past few months. 

There are a number of factors which have 
Contributed to the meeting of the arbitrarily 
low all-volunteer goals. Not the least of these 
has been the disproportionate effort which 
the services have been required to make to 
meet these objectives. Other factors include: 

1. Reduction in size of forces-Army cut 
in half (-766,000 since FY68.) ( -55,000 since 
FY61-prewar) Smaller since FYiB. 

2. Greatly increased recruiting funding­
Army funding for recruiting, advertising and 
examining alone has increased ~78.2 million 
between FY72 thru FY74. Advertising has 
doubled, recruiting and examining are up 
33%. Selection of recruiters materially up­
rated and numbers greatly increased. 

3. There is no war or combat in progress. 
Nobody is getting shot at. 

4. Dramatic increases in pay. (See chart 
on page 6) 

5. DOD attitudinal surveys indicate a big 
improvement in attitudes among young peo­
ple towards military service. Some of this is 
attributed to the opportunity for job satis­
faction in a professional environment. 

6. Options that services are able to offer 
(i.e., unit of choice, theater of choice, et al.) 
markedly improved. (Some of these are also 
limited in numbers of spaces available.) 

7. Lessening of disciplinary regulations and 
"mickey mouse" harassments are perceived 
by young people as attractive changes. 

8. Civilianization of KP and other work de­
tails. 

9. Improved military housing and living 
conditions. 

10. Greater in-service educational oppor­
tunities. 

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE 

(In millions of dollars) 

Fiscal year-

1973 1974 

r~ovember 1971 and subsequent pay 
increases__________________________ 2, 371 2, 320 

ROTC and health scholarships__________ 42 73 
Combat arms and nuclear enlisted bonus_ 48 68 
Recruiting and advertising__ ___________ 146 221 
Living quarters improvements__________ 11 19 

~~~~~~i~ift~~~~~~~=================== * 1~ 
Special Pay Act_________________________________ 225 

-------
Total__________________________ 2, 717 3, 135 

The Department of Defense and the serv­
ices are due the greatest credit for the truly 
gung-ho effort that they have put into the 
all-volunteer crusade. But we doubt that it 
can be sustained over an extended period, 
and if it cannot, the only courses of action 
left are to reduce the size of the Armed Forces 
which, these same leaders assure us, are al· 
ready at irreducible Ininimums, or to reduce 
the quality standards. We believe this is too 
great a risk to take, and it is a needless one. 
It would cost not one cent to maintain the 
President's induction authority. Not one man 
need be inducted if the aU-volunteer effort 
continues to bring the manpower needed. We 
don't think it will, even in the short-term 
future, without lowering the quality stand­
ards. 

In citing the various factors involved in 
meeting the aU-volunteer goals, we should 
state that it is our further belief that it 
takes almost all of them operating in con­
cert to make the program as viable as it is 
at present. 

Early indications point to a restiveness in 
Congress over defense costs. Since manpower 
is such a large segment of these costs, it 
seeiDS reasonable that Congress will scruti­
nize closely the cost factors we have listed 
as contributory to the success of the volun­
teer effort. A diminution of them would im­
pact unfavorably on the ability to fill the 
manpower requirements of the Armed Forces 
with volunteers. 

The alternatives are serious-further re­
duction in the size of our forces and/or low­
ering the quality standards of the people we 
take in. For the sake of our country's de­
fense, we do not believe we need be left with 
either or both of these as the only courses. 

History gives us strong examples of the 
time-consuming difficulties we encounter in 
reestablishing the draft once it has lapsed. 
In the view of the Secretary and the Chief 
of Staff, the Army is now at a minimum 
level consistent with an adequate national 
defense. We cannot afford any further reduc­
tions. 

It is our position, therefore, that we should 
continue the induction authority and at the 
same time support fully the volunteer pro­
grains. There is no cost connected with con-
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tinuing the induction authority, but it is the 
only way to insure that the Selective Serv· 
ice system remains viable. If a serious man· 
power shortage develops in the Armed Forces 
Hnd induction authority is extended, Presi· 
dential decision would still be required to 
draft anyone. A further compromise could be 
considered to give Congress a 30-day period 
of veto power over such a decision if that 
could contribute to the alleviation of some 
concern. 

The other important segment of our man­
power problem concerns the Reserve Com­
ponents. As we have frequently pointed out, 
the assignment to the Reserve and the Na­
tional Guard of important early-ready tasks 
in our defense planning was used as a basis 
for significant reductions in our active forces. 
At the present time, neither the Army Na­
tional Guard nor the Army Reserve is meet­
ing its manpower requirements. They are 
projected to be about 57,000 short by 30 June 
1973. The continuation of the President's in­
duction authority under the Selective Service 
would impact on these components only 
obliquely. What they urgently need is the 
passage of pending legislation which will 
provide them with a greater range of incen­
tives to attract volunteers. Among these are 
provisions for an enlistment and reenlist­
ment bonus ranging up to $2,200 for critical 
skills or $1,100 for non-critical skills. 

Much is being done to support the Reserve 
Components--probably more than at any 
other time. But this and more is essential if 
we are to expect them to fulfill the truly sig­
nificant roles they have been assigned. Con­
tinuing urgent efforts are required to adapt 
training times, sites and requirements so 
that they can accommodate the greatest 
number and encourage wider participation. 
More employers must be persuaded to sup­
port participation by their employees in the 
Reserve Components. In short, we must be 
alert to the elimination of all the factors we 
can correct that deter young men and women 
from joining our National Guard and Reserve. 

Before leaving the subject of manpower 
procurement, we should emphasize again 
the essentiality of maintaining the quality 
standards of the people we take into the 
services. The problems we encounter with 
lower category people are insidious and in­
fect the whole system not only in training 
difficulty, but in discipline, morale, elan and 
the whole range of intangibles on which 
pride and accomplishment are based. Thus 
far in the all-volunteer effort, the stand­
ards have been maintained, as this chart in­
dicates. 

But now, as the recruitment grows more 
difficult, we must not take the slippery down­
hill path of lowering standards to meet our 
numbers goal. 

HOW DO WE USE THEM EFFECTIVELY? 

The Department of Defense and the mili­
tary services have a great obligation to man­
age their manpower resources in the most 
cost effective manner possible. Not only is 
manpower very costly, but it is the cutting 
edge of our defense structure. It is obvious 
that both the manpower programs that we 
have described and the utilization of our 
military manpower will undergo close scru­
tiny by the Congress, not only now, but in 
the future. We have alluded earlier to some 
of the actions which the Army has taken to 
streamline manpower operations and to re­
duce that administrative overhead which 
does not directly contribute to the combat 
effectiveness of its forces. The Secretary of 
the Army says it this way: "The Army's job 
now is to insure that this adequately paid 
force is as austere as we can make it and is 
still capable of executing the national 
strategy." 

It will be some months before the full 
impact of the Army's recent reorganization 
and the allied closing of unneeded bases can 

be fully assessed. Similarly, overhead reduc­
tions by the other services are now ongoing, 
as are base closings, and these, too, will take 
time before we can gauge how much they 
contribute. But all of these represent aggres­
sive actions that address the problem of im­
proving cost effectiveness. 

Another significant action which was put 
into effect last year was the civilianization of 
kitchen police and the substitution of civil­
ians to do the essential menial housekeeping 
chores that have no direct bearing on mili­
tary training or operations, but are essential 
to a viable training base. 

The importance of making military per­
sonnel available for their military jobs can­
not be overestimated. For example, in the 
very basic training units of the squad and 
platoon, the absence of members on non­
training duties impacts equally heavily on 
those remaining who find it difficult to con­
duct meaningful training without the re­
quired members of the team. It is some­
what like trying to conduct football prac­
tice when the center and the quarterback 
are not available. 

We have described earlier the Army's ef­
forts to focus more heavily on combat ver­
sus support forces, and alluded to the prog­
ress that has been made. While we do not 
wish to digress into areas which would re­
quire separate and detailed examination, 
we cannot overlook the maintenance of 
proper discipline as an important adjunct 
to the cost effective use of military man­
power. 

We are disturbed by recommendations cir­
culating which emanate from the report of 
the Task Force on the Administration of 
Military Justice in the Armed Forces. Some 
of its recommendations, in our judgment, 
adversely affect the commander's ability to 
maintain a properly functioning military 
organization. Its recommendations also re­
flect what we believe to be an overempha­
sis on racial tensions which again impact 
on the cost effective use of military man­
power. Both in the Task Force Report just 
mentioned and in other areas as well, we 
believe that too much emphasis is put on 
race and that we should return to talking 
about equal opportunities, not special op­
portunities, and learn to distinguish be· 
tween military discipline and racial discrimi­
nation. The amount of time, energy and 
training that is specifically allocated to race 
relations is, in our judgment, dispropor­
tionate to the problem-and many blacks 
agree. 

The services have done a remarkable job 
in combating the use of drugs and alcohol. 
Yet we must continue our efforts to combat 
their use in the Armed Forces, which, while 
already substantially below the national av­
erage for the age groups involved, never­
theless contributes to the less than full use 
of the precious manpower available. 

Similarly, if we are to maximize our cost 
effectiveness, the number of social welfare 
schemes, such as Project 100,000, Transi­
tion, et al., which are inflicted upon the 
Armed Forces have got to be reduced. Be­
cause of their tightly structured organiza­
tion the Armed Forces do many of these 
projects very well, and hence become attrac­
tive targets foJ: these worthwhile but strictly 
non-military activities. These should not be 
foisted off on the Armed Forces without pro­
viding additional personnel for the purpose 
so that the military training and missions 
of the Armed Forces are not compromised 
in our efforts to imp1·ove society. 

If we are able to maintain the same level 
of quality of people that we are taking into 
the Armed Forces right now, most of the 
foregoing problems will not worsen. In fact, 
with the greater stability in assignments, 
we would expect that the commander's in­
fluence on the discipline, training and ef­
fectiveness of his unit will become increas-

lngly apparent and the situation will im­
prove. But we reiterate that if the Armed 
Forces are to be required to utilize their 
personnel to the maximum effectiveness, 
they must be given the tools with which 
to do the job well and be freed from non­
military social welfare tasks. 

CONCLUSION 

In a paper of this length, it is not possible 
to do more than highlight some of the most 
significant aspects affecting how we obtain 
and utilize our manpower for national de­
fense. It should be clear, however, in this 
brief report that there is a great sense of 
urgency and there are a num'ber of problem 
areas requiring early and forceful solutions. 
The key points to remember are these: 

The FY74 budget supporting 2.230,000 men 
in the Armed Forces, represents the mini­
mum strength required for national defense 
without major changes in the international 
order and our national commitments. 

An operating Selective Service system with 
Presidential induction authority is essen­
tial for an emergency and as a hedge against 
possible future inability to recruit the man­
power needed. 

Quality must not be sacrificed to insure 
meeting the numbers required fo1· our mili­
tary forces. 

Reserve components need greater support 
to attain manpower and training goals. 
These are so basic to our defense require­
ments that more of our countrymen need 
to be aware of them. 

AMBASSADOR JOHN SCALI'S AD­
DRESS ON RHODESIAN CHROME 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I call 

to the Senate's attention the remarks 
made last night by our Ambassador to 
the United Nations, John A. Scali, con­
cerning the U.S. violation of U.N. sanc­
tions against Rhodesia. 

Speaking to an audience of business 
and labor leaders, he stated that the 
United States was "in open violation of 
international law" and was nndermining 
a Security Council decision it had strong­
ly supported in the beginning and had 
recognized as "legally binding on the 
United States." He stated that this 
"damages America's image and reputa­
tion as a. law-abiding nation," and also 
made note of the "net economic disad­
vantage" of importing from Rhodesia. 

I appreciate the forthrightness and 
courage of the Ambassador in speaking 
out against this nnwise policy. He is in 
a position to fully assess the impact our 
violation of sanctions is having on our 
relations with the other members of the 
world community. He has seen firsthand 
the serious damage that has been done 
to our reputation in the United Nations 
by this violation of international law. 

We are now making an effort in both 
the House and the Senate to end this 
violation of sanctions. Ambassador Scali 
strongly supports us in this effort. I hope 
that those who take a very narrow view 
of this issue-who seek to limit it to a 
consideration of the profits of a few cor­
porations or the price of Russian 
chrome-will take note of the Ambassa­
dor's concern over the grave conse­
quences this policy has had for om· posi­
tion in the international community. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that today's Washington Post re­
port of Ambassador Scali's speech be 
printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
U.S. IMPORTS OF RHODESIA CHROME VIOLATE 

WoRLD LAw, ScALI SAYS 
NEW YORK.-U.S. Ambassador to the United 

Nations John A. Scali acknowledged to an 
audience of businessmen and labor leaders 
last night that Washington was "in open 
violation of international law" in allowing 
the importation of Rhodesian chrome and 
nickel. 

He said that he had invited Congress to 
reconsider the Byrd amendment to the De­
fense Appropriation act, which permitted 
the resumption of these imports despite the 
December 1966 U.N. Security Council reso­
lution ordering an economic boycott of 
Rhodesia. 

That council decision had been supported 
by the United States and was "legally bind­
ing on the United States," he said. "The 
evidence is mounting," he went on, "that 
this amendment not only damages Amer­
ica's image and reputation as a law-abiding 
nation, but that it has net economic disad­
vantages as well." 

Earlier, at the United Nations, Scali 
praised Soviet moderation in the Security 
Council debate on the Middle East and held 
out the hope that U.S.-Sovlet cooperBJtion 
would lead to "lasting peBJCe" there. 

Speaking to the U.S. United Nations Asso­
ciation's annual dinner, Scali said: "If there 
1s to be a lasting peace in the Middle East, 
it will be partly because of cooperation be­
tween the United States and the Soviet gov­
ernment in encouraging both sides to nego­
tiate their d11Ierences." 

GAO REPORT ON ECONOMITC A~ 
PECTS OF SPACE SHUTTLE JUSTI­
FICATIONS 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, there has 

now been an opportunity to review the 
General Accounting Office report issued 
last weekend entitled "Analysis of Cost 
Estimates for the Space Shuttle and Two 
Alternate Programs." The GAO has now 
devoted nearly a year of review to the 
economic aspects of Space Shuttle justi­
fications prepared by the administration. 
Its first report was issued last June 2, 
1972, and the second report is dated 
June 1, 1973. 

The new GAO report focuses on a 
NASA fact sheet last revised on March 15, 
1972, in which NASA attempted to sum­
marize in 9 pages several thousands of 
pages of economic and technical studies 
of the Space Shuttle. 

The main conclusion of the report is 
that ''GAO is not convinced that the 
choice of a launch system should be 
based principally on cost comparisons." 
In recognizing the importance of con­
siderations other than cost, the GAO con­
clusion is in accord with the position 
the Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences has taken in recommend­
ing to the Senate continuation of the 
Space Shuttle program; that is, that the 
fundamental reason for developing the 
Space Shuttle is the routine access to 
space and other new capabilities the 
Shuttle will provide and that "the case 
for the Space Shuttle does not rest solely 
on the ability to postulate operational 
cost benefits in the period of 1980 to 1990 
<Senate Report 93-179, May· 30, 1973, 
page 27) ." 

With the respect to the question of 
costs, the GAO report states that­

GAO is not certain that the Space Shuttle 
is economically justified even though NASA's 
calculations show that it is. 

The report identifies nine areas as 
examples of uncertainty of cost estimates 
with respect to which NASA was unable 
to remove GAO's "reservations" regard­
ing cost savings. Clearly, no one can re­
move all uncertainty about estimates of 
cost projected 15 or 20 years into the 
future, and it is appropriate for GAO 
and the committees of the Congress to 
retain a healthy skepticism about such 
estimates. Our review in the area of cost 
and benefit analysis shows that NASA's 
estimates, conservative to begin with, are 
holding up well under further study as 
design and development of the Shuttle 
proceeds. 

The GAO report also presents the pre­
liminary results of the most recent NASA 
analysis. These evolving studies point to 
considerable increases in potential cost 
benefits for the Shuttle. 

The GAO report expresses a general 
feeling of uncertainty as to the cost of 
future space payloads and points out 
that it is not known precisely what 
space missions are to be flown in the 
1980's and 1990's. Obviously, one could 
never lay out and freeze a decade or two 
in advance all the scientific, military, ap­
plications, and other missions that will 
turn out to be desired in the 1980's and 
1990's. NASA has been proceeding 
through a detailed, continuing process of 
describing and analyzing alternate sets 
of space missions representing the kinds 
of programs which might be undertaken 
over the next 15 to 20 years. Those mis­
sions financed by Federal funds are sub­
ject to annual authorization and appro­
priation, and it is obvious that the ad­
ministration would not propose and the 
Congress would not approve :tlight plans 
so far into the future. 

The following matters are proposed by 
GAO for consideration by the Congress: 

To enable the Congress to reach the most 
prudent decision on the funding of the Space 
Shuttle or the alternative expendables sys­
tem. GAO recommends that the Congress 
consider the future space missions used in 
NASA's economic analysis of the Space Shut­
tle to determine whether these missions are 
a reasonable basis for space program plan­
ning at this time. In addition, GAO recom­
mends that, as part of the NASA authoriza­
tion and appropriation process, the Congress 
review the estimates for the Space Shuttle 
annually, giving due consideration to the 
appropriateness of the missions used in mak­
ing those estimates. 

If the Congress chooses to BJCcept our rec­
ommendation that it review the proposed 
space missions and if significant revisions 
are made, it may be appropriate to direct 
NASA to reestimate the costs--particularly 
for payloads--for the SpBICe Shuttle and ex­
pendable systeins to see whether the relative 
merits of the alternatives might be signifi­
cantly affected. 

The Committee on Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences as part of its annual re­
view of NASA programs, does consider 
Space Shuttle mission models as they 

evolve. The March 1973 revision of the 
1971 NASA mission model appears on 
pages 81 through 140 of part 1 of the 
committee's hearings on S. 880. And the 
committee held a hearing on March 6 
of this year specifically for the purpose 
of reviewing potential space activities in 
the mid-1980's. As pointed out in Senate 
Report No. 93-179, the committee in­
tends to continue close review of all 
NASA programs includin g the Space 
Shuttle. 

In summary, Mr. President, cost bene­
fit analyses continue to suppor t the deci­
sion made last year to develop the Space 
Shuttle. The latest GAO report has not 
found any substantial reasons for ques­
tioning the correctness of that decision. 

For the information of Members of the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
the digest of the GAO report and press 
comments on the report be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the digest 
and press comments were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT TO THE CON­

GRESS: ANALYSIS OF COST ESTIMATES FOR THE 
SPACE SHUT:rLE AND Two ALTERNATE PRo­
GRAMS-NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION, B-173677 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 
On March 15, 1972, the National Aero­

nautics and Space Administration (NASA) 
said that its cost estimates indicated the 
Space Shuttle would cost about $5.2 billion 
less than an expendable alternative for per­
forming the same mission. The General Ac­
counting Office (GAO) refers to that alter­
native as the current expendable systems. 

Senator Walter F. Mondale asked GAO to 
review the cost estimates for these two al­
ternatives and a third alternative which GAO 
calls the new expendable systems. 

On April 27, 1973, NASA provided GAO 
with new preliminary estimates based on fur­
ther studies of Shuttle utilization; NASA 
stated that these estimates are within the 
same general annual budgetary requirements 
as its March 15, 1972, estimate. A comparison 
of the two estimates is shown below. 

Number of flights planned _____ 

Cost (bill ions): 
Current expendable sys-

terns _____ ____ ---------
Space Shuttle ____________ 

Estimated savings ____ ;. _ 

Total program cost estimates 

Mar. 15, 1972 Apr. 27, 1973 

581 779 

$48.3 $66.2 
43.1 50.2 

5. 2 16.0 

Reports prepared by NASA's contractor, 
the Aerospace Corporation, provided GAO 
with the information for the new expendable 
systems cost estimated at $45.7 blllion for 
581 flights. NASA did not include this esti­
mate in its March 1972 estimates, and it did 
not make an estimate for the new expend­
ables for 779 flights. 

With the Senator's agreement, this report 
is being released to the Congress because ot 
the widespread interest in the Space Shuttle. 

Background 
The Space Shuttle is a proposed space 

transportation system which, as planned, 
would be sent into orbit and return to earth 
to be reused on other :flights. 

For the most part, the expendable systeins 
are existing systeins which have been used on 
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other space missions. As a system they are 
not reusable, although some components of 
the systems can be recovered economically 
and used again. 

The Space Shuttle is a manned space trans­
portation vehicle; the expendable systems 
have limited capability in this regard. The 
orbiter portion of the Space Shuttle will have 
a crew of four who will fly it back to earth 
for an unpowered, airplane-like landing. 

The Shuttle would be used to achieve vari­
ous objectives for NASA, the Department of 
Defense, and others during the 1980s and 
later. The scientific equipment which the 
space vehicle carries to achieve these objec­
tives is called the payload. 

The Shuttle is to perform certain functions 
that the alternative expendable transporta­
tion systems cannot, e.g., retrieve payloads 
from orbit and bring them back to earth 
for repair, refurbishment, and reuse. This 
difference in payload concept makes eco­
nomic comparisons complex and uncertain 
because the specific design and cost of pay­
loads for each mission depends on the space 
transportation system available. 

The March 1972 estimates cover the period 
to 1990; the April 1973 estimates cover the 
period to 1991. The March 1972 estimates are 
stated in 1971 dollars (i.e., at price levels 
prevailing in 1971), and the April 1973 esti­
mates are stated in 1972 dollars. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
GAO is not convinced that the choice of a 

launch system should be based principally 
on cost comparisons. GAO cites five other 
issues which it believes should be considered 
in the decision. These issues are: 

1. Whether the space programs rank suffi­
ciently high among nat ional interests to 
justify the estimated commitment of about 
$8 billion to deve1op and procure the Space 
Shuttle. This depends on whether the United 
States will need and want to make substan­
tial use of space in the years to come-not 
just to 1990 or 1991 but for the indefinite 
future. NASA believes that space activities 
are already recognized as essential continu­
ing needs for both civil and military pur­
poses, that the benefits of space will in­
crease in the future, and that the Nation will 
continue to support space activities. 

2. Whether the value of the new tech­
nology that might result from the Space 
Shuttle Program would justify its selec­
tion. 

3. Whether the Space Shuttle offers unique 
capabilities and the kind of flexibility which 
the U.S. space program should have. NASA 
believes that it does have unique capabili­
ties-such as the retrieval of unmanned sat­
ellites for refurbishment and reuse and the 
routine use of men in space to enhance sci­
entific research, civil applications, and na­
tional security activities and to take advan­
tage of as yet unforeseen opportunities in 
space-and that these valuable capabilities 
are one of the important justifications for 
the Space Shuttle. 

On the other hand, if limited budget re­
sources required an austere future space pro­
gram, the current expendables may offer more 
flexibility for the most economical choices 
among fewer missions. 

4. Whether the prestige the United States 
might get from development and use of the 
Shuttle would justify its selection. 

5. Whether it is in the national interest 
to commit the Nation to extensive manned 
space flight when some think that manned 
flight is not necessary to achieve scientific 
objectives and when the space program could 
be adversely affected by public reaction if 
lives were lost. NASA's position is that, in 
addition to its other merits, the Space 
Shuttle offers the best way to insure a pro­
ductive capability for manned space flight 
for the United States. 

GAO is not certain that the Space Shuttle 
is economically justified (is less costly when 
the time value of money is considered), even 
though NASA's calculations show that it is. 
Although there is uncertainty in cost esti­
mates for both Space Shuttle and expendable 
alternatives, GAO believes the degree of un­
certainty for the Space Shuttle cost esti­
mates is greater than for the expendable 
systems' estimates. 

With these differences in the degree of un­
certainty in launch system costs, GAO does 
not consider it prudent to place too much 
confidence in the projected cost savings. 
Technical problems and the cost overruns 
that usually follow such problems are more 
likely on the Shuttle and, if they occur, 
could turn the projected savings into in­
creased costs by 1990. GAO's findings on nine 
cost issues involving the space transporta­
tion systems are shown on pages 13 to 23. 
GAO points out, howevP.r, that payloads, not 
launch systems, are the principal issue where 
costs are concerned and that there may be 
even greater uncertainty in the estimated 
costs of payloads. 

The major element of cost in both total 
program cost estimates is the payload cost. 
The estimated cost of payloads in the April 
1973 estimates were $30.2 billion for the 
Space Shuttle and $50.1 billion for the ex­
pendable systems, a difference of $19.9 bil­
lion. This difference is due to NASA's esti­
mates of low-cost design which it believes can 
be incorporated into Space Shuttle payloads 
because many manned missions will be used 
and because payloads will be rec\'vered, re­
furbished, and reused. 

GAO further states that the type and num­
ber of payloads has a significant bearing 
on which alternative transportation system is 
the most economical. The basic difference 
in the two systems is that the Shuttle is re­
usable and the expendables are not. For this 
reason, the greater the number of flights, the 
greater the advantage to a reusable system, 
i.e., the Shuttle. The fewer the flights, the 
smaller the advantage of reusability and the 
more attractive the expendable systems be­
come from a cost point of view. 

Therefore, ~eciding not to fund some of 
the missions which NASA is considering in 
the 779-flight program could result in a dif­
ferent choice than would deciding to accept 
all of these missions. GAO points out that 
the Congress has not had an opportunity to 
review. these missions in detail. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 
NASA agrees that cost comparisons are 

not necessarily the best basis for deciding 
on whether to select the Shuttle or the ex­
pendable vehicles. However, it has chosen 
the Space Shuttle and steadfastly maintains 
that this alternative will be the least costly. 
NASA's comments are included as appendix 
III. 
MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

To enable the Congress to reach the most 
prudent decision on the funding of the 
Space Shuttle or the alternative expendables 
system, GAO recommends that the Congress 
consider the future space missions used in 
NASA's economic analysis of the Space Shut­
tle to determine whether these missions are 
a reasonable basis fo-: space program plan­
ning at this time. In addition, GAO recom­
mends that, as part of the NASA authoriza­
tion and appropriation process, the Congress 
review the estimates for the Space Shuttle 
annually, giving due consideration to the 
appropriateness of the missions used in mak­
ing those estimates. 

If the Congress choses to accept our recom­
mendation that it review the proposed space 
missions and if significant revisions are 
made, it may be appropriate to direct NASA 
to reestimate the costs-particularly for pay­
loads-for the Space Shuttle and expendable 

systems to see whether the relative merits 
of the alternatives might be significantly 
affected. 

[From the Washington Post, June 5, 1973] 
GAO FAULTS SHUTTLE COST ESTIMATES 

(By Stuart Auerb&.ch) 
Congress' watchdog agency reported yester­

day that the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration had underestimated the cost 
of developing a space shuttle compared to 
using existing rockets. 

But in a report made at the request of 
Sen. Walter F. Mondale (D-Minn.), the Gen­
eral Accounting Office agreed with NASA 
"that the choice of a launch system should 
not be based principally on cost considera­
tions." 

The space shuttle is NASA's major new 
.,Project after Skylab and the joint U.s.­
U.S.S.R. docking mission. In it, a spaceship 
would be lofted into orbit like a rocket, but 
it would return to earth like an airplane 
and be able to be sent up again. NASA en­
visions 779 flights in 12 years between 1978 
and 1990 at an estimated cost of $50 billion. 

NASA estimates it would cost $16 billion 
less to run the flights with the reusable 
space shuttle than with the present genera­
tion of rockets that are each good for just 
one flight. 

Mondale, a persistent critic of the shuttle, 
challenged those figures and the GAO 
agreed. 

"GAO is not certain," the report stated, 
"that the space shuttle is economically justi­
fied-is less costly when the time value of 
money is considered-even though NASA's 
calculations show that it is." 

The report said that "uncertainties in the 
space shuttle cost estimates" will probably 
make it more expensive in the long run than 
existing rockets. 

"With the differences in the degree of un­
certainty in the launch system costs, GAO 
does not consider it prudent to place too 
much confidence in the projected cost 
savings." 

Nevertheless, the GAO report did not op­
pose the shuttle program. It said that Con­
gress needs to consider other issues that 
include the place of space in the national 
interest: the value of new technology from 
developing the shuttle; possible unique ca­
pabilities of the shuttle. 

[From the Spa.ce Business Daily, 
June 6, 1973] 

GAO RAISES ONLY INNUENDOS AGAINST 
SHUTTLE COST BENEFITS 

AN ANALYSIS 
After some eight months of evaluating the 

cost estimates for the Space Shuttle, the 
General Accounting Office has come up with 
a 67-page report (SPACE D:>.ily, June 4, p. 
187) which raises a series of nine questions 
about the efficacy of the e.;timates-all of 
which are answered by NASA-and concludes 
with the amorphous statement that, " ... we 
.are not certain whether the Space Shuttle 
will or will not produce costs savings." 
WANTS DECISION ON "OTHER THAN ECONOMIC 

GROUNDS" 
Unable to make a solid economic argu­

ment against the shuttle, as sought by the 
study's initiator, Sen. Walter Mondale (D­
Minn.), the GAO asserted that its review 
"suggests that a congressional decision to 
continue the Space Shuttle program should 
be made on other than economic grounds." 

Accordingly, the economic experts at GAO 
turned into politico-sociologists and averred 
that Congress should consider the following 
five issues before making a final decision on 
the shuttle: 

( 1) "Whether the space programs rank 
sufficiently high among national interests to 
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justify the estimated commitment of about 
$d billion to develop and procure the Space 
Shuttle. This depends on whether the United 
States will need and want to make sub­
stantial use of space in the years to come­
not just to 1990 or 1991 but for the in­
definite future . . . " 

(2) "Whether the value of the new tech­
nology that might result from the Space 
Shuttle program would justify its selec­
tion." 

(3) "Whether the Spa ce Shuttle offers 
unique capability and the kind of flexibility 
which the space program should have" 
(e.g., retrieval and repair of spacecraft, en­
hanced utilization of and in space, etc.) . 

(4) "Whether the prestige the United 
States might get from development and use 
of the shuttle would justify its selection." 

(5) "Whether it is in the national interest 
to commit the nation to extensive manned 
space flight when some think that manned 
fiight is not necessary to achieve scientific 
objectives and when the space program 
would be adversely affected by public reac­
tion if lives were lost." 

URGES CONGRESS TO REVIEW MISSION MODEL 

In addition, the GAO, while admitting 
that the justification for space missions 
were outside its field of competence, implied 
that NASA was overestimating the number 
of missions that would be flown on the 
Space Shuttle. 

"So far as we can ascertain," GAO said, 
"the Congress has not had an opportunity 
to review these missions in detail. Does the 
Congress want to fund these missions in lieu 
of competing Federal programs? Does it 
believe that the results of the missions will 
be worth the cost? ... To enable the Con­
gress to reach the most prudent decision 
on the funding of the Space Shuttle or the 
alternative expendable systems, we recom­
mend that the Congress consider the future 
space missions used in NASA's economic 
analysis of the Space Shuttle to determine 
whether these missions are a reasonable 
basis for space program planning at this 
time." 

GAO further recommended that Congress 
review estimates for the shuttle annually as 
part of the NASA authorization and appro­
priations process, "giving due consideration 
to the appropriateness of the missions used 
in making those estimates." 

If this is done "and if significant revisions 
are made," GAO concluded, "it may be 
appropriate to direct NASA to reestimate the 
costs-particularly for payloads-for the 
Space Shuttle and expendable systems to see 
whether the relative merits of the alterna­
tives might be significantly affected." In this 
case, the GAO implied, it might be possible 
to cancel the shuttle program. 

THE COST QUESTIONS RAISED BY GAO 

The Accounting Office, pointing out that 
there are most uncertainties about cost 
associated with the yet-to-be-developed 
shuttle than with existing launchers, cited 
nine reservations it has about shuttle cost 
despite NASA's estimates. 

Commenting on these nine areas, which 
are listed below, NASA administrator James 
Fletcher asserted: 

"General doubts about cost will always 
exist in large novel systems; however, after 
a. considerable amount of work, GAO has 
not found any evidence of substance to lend 
fiesh to their doubts with respect to the 
shuttle; and they have been silent in regard 
to the large benefit-of-the-doubt that NASA 
gave to the alternative launchers so as to 
follow . . . a. conservative approach to the 
economic justification of the shuttle. GAO's 
set of specific complaints about the various 
features of the shuttle cost estimates are, 
in our view, essentially baseless ... " 

( 1) NUMBER OF ORBITERS NEEDED 

GAO questioned whether five Orbiters 
would be enough to handle the projected 
missions. Citing vehicle losses on such pro­
grams as the F-111, X-15 and commercial 
airlines, GAO said "it is doubtful whether 
even six (Orbiter] vehicles would be suffi­
cient." NASA comment: "Three Orbiters are 
adequate to perform the mission model." 
Moreover, two additional Orbiters have been 
provided to provide flexibility, and there is 
a contingency in the procurement estimates 
to procure another Orbiter without addi­
tional funds should a loss occur. 

(2) COST ELEMENTS OVERLOOKED 

GAO said it found four cost elements that 
either were overlooked or could have been 
estimated more carefully. The negative areas 
included failure to account for the Orbiter 
hydraulic system (cost: $2 million to $58 
million), and for operations at two instead 
of one site (cost: $100 million). NASA com­
ment: While GAO has identified two areas o:t 
"overlooked" cosh which amount to between 
$102-158 million, it also identified $300 mil­
lion of overlooked shuttle benefits which 
were not included by NASA. 

(3) Drop Tank Costs. GAO said that be­
cause of "the unknowns in the development 
of the shuttle tank ... considerable un­
certainty as to the final costs will continue to 
exist," despite design steps by NASA to sim­
plify the system. It said cost of the tank 
could be as much as 100 percent more than 
NASA's estimate. NASA comment: "The GAO 
contends, without any proof, that the cost 
per tank could be . . . as much as 100 per­
cent over NASA's current estimate. We 
strongly disagree." Design of the tank "has 
been more extensively done than almost any 
other part of the shuttle," and as a result 
we find that drop tank costs quoted last 
year "are probably overstated." 

(4) Contractor Engineering Costs. GAO 
charged that NASA failed to include con­
tractor engineering support for the Orbiter 
during the operational period of the shuttle, 
support which "might run over $1 billion." 
NASA comment: "NASA has demonstrated 
to GAO that the shuttle estimates contain 
funding for engineering support in excess of 
historical experience on analogous systems." 

(5) Reuse of Solids for New Expendables. 
GAO pointed out that NASA did not include 
the possibility of employing reusable solid 
rocket boosters for new expendable vehicles 
in comparing shuttle and expendable vehicle 
costs, a step which could save $400 million. 
NASA comment: The agency said this would 
be a valid point if new expendables were to 
be given further consideration, but said it 
does not consider new expendables a realistic 
alternative to the shuttle. 

(6) Launch O&M Costs. GAO noted that 
NASA estimates the manpower required to 
launch the shuttle will be less than for the 
smaller, unmanned Titan III-C, which it 
called an "optimistic assumption." NASA 
comment: "NASA has provided detailed sup­
port and explanations for the derivation of 
the launch cost estimate." 

(7) Indirect Range Support Costs. GAO 
questioned the lower indirect range support 
costs, e.g., range safety, projected for the 
shuttle in comparison to expendables. NASA 
suggested that a large part of the difference 
results from the fact that range safety will be 
handled by the crew of the shuttle. 

(8) Reliability-Associated Costs. GAO 
said its initial findings suggest that NASA 
may have underestimated costs resulting 
from mission abort for the shuttle and over­
estimated them for expendables. NASA com­
ment: The GAO's charge "contradicts ex­
perience. NASA's long experience with both 
manned and unmanned launch vehicles had 
fully demonstrated (that) reliability must be 
designed and built into the vehicle and can­
not be a. tta.ined merely by flying more and 

more vehicles." The Space Shuttle is designed 
with built in reliability, while the competi­
tive expendable systems are not. To provide 
expendables with reliability even approaching 
that of t he shuttle "would be expensive." 

(9) Expendable Vehicle R&D Costs. GAO 
charged t hat there are uncertainties in 
NASA's estimates for R&D costs of new ex­
pendable vehicles, noting for example, that 
NASA has not made an exact estimate of the 
cost of developing the 12-man Big Gemini 
vehicle that would be used with expendables 
to carry men to a space station. NASA com­
ment : "Alt hough the GAO report recognizes 
NASA views on the new expendable family 
of laun ch vehicles, the impression remains 
that this launch system is a strong contender 
for the most effective space transportation 
system. It should be emphsized again that 
the new expendable was an economic screen­
ing benchmark favored with optimistic cost 
assumptions which did not win a competi­
tion with the shuttle. NASA did not pursue 
this alternative since it was apparent that 
more detailed study would lead to increased 
cost for an already noncompetitive opt ion." 

FATEFUL CONGRESSIONAL VOTES 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 

Greenville News of Greenville, S.C., re­
cently carried a very sound editorial 
about the ramifications of the recent 
votes in the Senate and House to cut 
off all funds for military activity in Laos 
and Cambodia. 

I concur with the assessment that this 
action, if initiated, could possibly have 
dire consequences for our foreign policy 
for years to come. I would like my col­
leagues to have the benefit of these 
thoughts. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial entitled "Fateful Con­
gressional Votes," which appeared in the 
Greenville News, Sunday, June 3, 1973, 
be printed in the RECORD at the end of my 
remarks. 

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

FATEFUL CONGRESSIONAL VOTES 

U.S. Senate and House votes to cut off 
funds for an kinds of military activity in 
Cambodia and Laos are wate-rshed actions 
having long-range effect upon American 
foreign policy as well as upon the powers of 
the President. 

Even if the votes are not translated into 
law, they amount to congressional veto of 
President Nixon's bombing of Cambodia until 
a stable ceasefire is in effect there and else­
where in Southeast Asia. They will h ave 
great effect upon forthcoming "final~' cease­
fire talks between America's Dr. Henry Kis­
singer and North Vietnam's Le Due Tho. 
Kissinger's bargaining position has been 
undermined. 

Therefore, the congressional votes amount 
to a kind of surrender in Southeast Asia, and 
a semi-repudiation by Congress of the Nixon 
policy of working for peace through strength. 
Essentially the anti-bombing vot e is a signal 
to North Vietnam that it can do as it pleases 
in Laos, Cambodia, South Vietnam and later 
on in Thailand. It is a significant victory for 
the two giant Communist nations backing 
North Vietnam-the Soviet Union and China. 

North Vietnam probably will control all or 
most of old Indochina, raising the question 
of whether the United States should curtail 
or end economic support of non-Communist 
governments in that region on grounds that 
to support them longer would be only to 
pour more money down the drain. If North 
Vietnam is to take over anyway, why not 
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leave it to them right now? That is the new 
$64 question concerning Southeast Asia. 

The votes also tend to undermine the 
Nixon foreign policy in other areas of the 
world by raising the question-if America 
cannot or will not see things through, de­
spite opposition, in Southeast Asia, will this 
country be any more effective when the 
crunch comes in the Middle East, or in West­
ern Europe, or Latin America or anywhere 
else? 

The pull-out decision also will have impor­
tant bearing upon American-Soviet discus­
sions on arms limitations and other security 
matters and the whole range of developing 
relations with Red China. Trade relations 
will be more difficult if the decision is inter­
preted as American weakness. 

The eventual total effect of this water­
shed decision by Congress upon the place of 
the United States in the world really is in­
calculable. If other nations interpret the 
votes as proof that America has become 
withdrawn and largely ineffective in inter­
national difficulties, a power vacuum could 
be created which could lead to major con­
frontation, with the inherent danger of 
worldwide warfare. 

It would have been much better for the 
House and Senate to have waited for the 
outcome of the Kissinger-Tho talks-but 
that is water over the dam. The question 
now is where do we go from here? 

Obviously the President and Dr. Kissinger 
have much rethinking to do and many diffi­
culties ahead to keep this country's foreign 
policy reasonably viable and to keep America 
really effective in the worldwide search for 
peace and stability. The Cambodia votes 
have complicated the global problem im­
mensely. 

Since Congress has taken a hand by repu­
diating a key element of the administration's 
foreign policy program, Congress now must 
take a larger share of responsibility for the 
results of foreign policy. That means a better 
working relationship has to be developed be­
tween the administration and congressional 
leaders. 

A cooperative, bipartisan foreign policy will 
be difficult to achieve in this era of divi­
siveness. But the security of the United 
States and the ultimate safety of the people 
of this country demand that both Congress 
and the administration work together on 
that important task. 

TIME FOR ECONOMIC ACTION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, there 

seems to be no brake to inflation, except 
to "break" the budget of the average 
family in this country. 

The Nixon administration stands para­
lyzed, unable to move boldly and deci­
sively to correct the damaging economic 
conditions that plague the economy. 

Key Presidential economic advisers 
continue to argue about economic theory 
and exhort the virtues of the market­
place. In the meantime the big corpora­
tions have a license to raise prices and 
make huge profits. 

Proof of what I am saying can be 
found in the recently released wholesale 
prices index-that index jumped 2.1 per­
cent in May or at an annual rate of 25.2 
percent. 

And, contrary to the argument pre­
sented by Council of Economic Advisers 
Chairman Herbert Stein when he ap­
peared before my Consumer Economics 
Subcommittee, the inflation spiral has 
not decreased. 

Dr. Stein argued that it is still possible 

to get inflation to the announced Nixon 
goal of 2 to 3 percent. 

In fact, I wagered a dinner at the "best 
restaurant in Washington" that the in­
flation rate would not get to the admin­
istration's stated goal. At that time, I 
said to Dr. Stein that "this is one bet 
I hope to lose." 

But, I do not think I am going to 
lose it-no matter how much I would 
like to buy Dr. Stein's dinner for him. 

Here is why: 
Consumer prices are increasing at an 

annual rate of 9.2 percent during the 
last 3 months. 

General prices are climbing at the 
fastest rate in 22 years. 

The average family grocery bill is now 
$208 above that of last year. 

Four point four million Americans are 
still unemployed; 2 million Americans 
are forced to work part time. 

Executive salaries are increasing an 
average of 13.5 percent last year, with 
some increases running as high as 200 
percent. 

Nevertheless, workers wages are held 
down, with the highest annual rate of 
large scale wage increases so far this 
year limited to about 7 percent and most 
contracts and salary increases held at 
or below the 5.5 percent level. 

In fact, Mr. President, the distin­
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
PROXMIRE) has recently held hearings on 
the inflated executive salary problem. Mr. 
PROXMIRE noted, for example, that the 
president of American Brands enjoyed 
an increase of over $100,000 in 1972-an 
increase of 43.7 percent while the wages 
of the average worker is held to 5.5 
percent. 

That is a double standard. It is almost 
as if there are two systems of laws-and 
under the Nixon economic policies that 
seems to be the case: one for their big 
business friends; the other for the work­
ing men and women of this country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the opening statement of Sen­
ator PROXMIRE be printed in the RECORD. 

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

PHASES II AND III WAGE PRICE CONTROLS 

Tuesday, June 5, 1973. 
Senator PRoxMIRE. The subcommittee will 

come to order. 
In August of 1971, the Administration sud­

denly shifted to a controlled economy, first, 
Phase I, and then a more or less general 
approach to the wage and price controls, 
Phase II, aimed at moderating inflationary 
pressures while searching for fuller utiliza­
tion of manpower and other resources. 

In my view, given the circumstances, 
Phase I was a success. Phase II was unsatis­
factory but at least it was aimed in the right 
direction. But Phase II was dropped at the 
start of 1973 just when it might have proved 
its worth. 

Mr. Director, yesterday at a Democratic 
caucus a proposal was adopted finding Phase 
III a total failure and calling for the enact­
ment by the Congress of a more effective 
wage and price control system. As a. first 
step in that direction, the caucus approved 
a ninety-day freeze on wages, prices, prof­
its, consumer interest and rents. 

Now a.s one of the authors of this pro­
posal, I can tell you there is nothing that 

would please us more than to have you in 
the Administration steal our idea. We not 
only have no pride of authorship, we aren't 
stuck with any of the details-what we want 
is a more decisive, effective anti-inflation 
program; a program that will mean busi­
ness-a program with bite and with teeth be­
hind the bite. 

It is my understanding you in the Ad­
ministration have been considering a Phase 
IV, that the Administration had tentatively 
planned to announce it this weekend, that 
the announcement was postponed but could 
come at any time. I hope and pray this is 
true, because I see nothing to indicate that 
the Administration has taken any steps to 
get on top of this problem, and I see noth­
ing in the economic statistics that suggests 
the inflation problem is coming to an early 
solution through natural causes. 

We need action. The Country is calling for 
action. The Congress-both Parties are ready, 
willing, and eager to support action. I hope 
you will give it to us. 

You were brought in as a professional to 
develop guidelines and an acceptable ap­
proach to the Phase III operations. You are 
the "Chief of Staff" for Phase III. I under­
stand that-maybe I am wrong, and correct 
me when you make your remarks-you are 
one of the principal architects of Phase III. 
It is in this context I will welcome your 
testimony today. 

Dr. Dunlop, today's discussion focuses on 
Executive Compensation and Corporate Dis­
closure Provisions in Phases II and III. To 
get down to specifics, I call your attention to 
some very spectacular increases. For example, 
Robert K. Heimann, President and Chairman 
of American Brands, enjoyed an increase of 
over $100,000 in 1972, while Phase II was in 
operation, while the guidelines of wages and 
salaries was 5.5 percent, an increase of 43.7 
percent. 

George Weyerhaeuser of Weyerhaeuser 
Company, the President, had an increase of 
56 percent, to $305,000. Also, an increase in 
excess of $100,000. 

Mr. Charles Sommer, Chairman of Mon­
santo, had an income of $273,000, an increase 
of almost 100 percent, or $100,000. 

Mr. Richard Gerstenberg of General 
Motors enjoyed an increase of 107 percent, to 
$874,000, an increase of $400,000 in one year. 
An astonishing increase during a period of 
wage and price controls. And the guidelines 
had workers on the assembly line averaging 
around 5.5 or 6 percent. 

John J. Riccardo, President of Chrysler 
Corporation, enjoyed an increase of 215 per­
cent, to $551,000, an increase of $300,000. 

Lynn Townsend enjoyed the biggest per­
centage increase of all, Chairman of the 
Board of Chrysler Corporation, an increase 
of 219 percent, an increase of about $35000, 
roughly calculated to $639,000. 

These increases just seem, I think to al­
most anybody, to be shocking and grossly 
unfair. 

I realize, and you have made it very clear, 
you make it clear in your statement, that 
there is no attempt to prevent any individual 
from getting a sharp increase, but the men 
who make the decisions for them to get this 
kind of increase and for the average increase 
for executive compensation, on the basis of 
the documentation I have seen-and maybe 
you can dispute this-is something like 13.5 
percent, three times the guidelines. It just 
seeins to be so conspicuously and grossly 
inequitable and unfair that I just do not 
understand how, under a control system that 
pulls down wages, this can be justified. 

There are some people who seem to think 
the executive compensation issue is a rela­
tively minor issue. I don't agree. If the top 
five or ten executives are not held at five or 
ten percent wage increases, the heart of the 
cont rol mechanism is ineffective. One could 



June 8, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 18811 
argue much more Important consideration as 
profit control and I agree. But even this ex­
tremely vital consideration is being shunted 
aside. I understand the situation, the new 
Phase III regulations permit more profit to 
be realized than was the case in Phase II. I 
want to know what was the base used for 
the profitable rule, and has your group made 
any study of profits to justify the present 
treatment? If you don't get Into this prob­
lem today, I hope you supply it for the 
record. 

Some professionals have argued that big 
salary hikes are needed to insure productiv­
ity. It is hard to believe that. I remember 
when I was at Harvard Business School and 
you were one of the people I greatly admired, 
and one of the texts that we had was a 
study by Chester Barnard, the fine executive 
of the New Jersey Bell Telephone Company, 
who argued while compensation is important, 
it is far, far less important than many other 
elements that go into persuading people 
where they can be productive. 

I think this is especially true with execu­
tive pride, the recognition of social obliga­
tions, social importance, that the recognition 
of their obligation to their colleagues and 
their friends and associates in the business, 
all of these things are likely to be far more 
profound, deep motivating forces, than com­
pensation. 

At any rate, it just seems very difficult to 
understand this kind of an immense increase 
in compensation which seems to run so 
deeply in the executive compensation sector. 

Finally, on the question of corporate dis­
closure, I am equally ill at ease. I know you 
will say today you don't want to get into 
this issue at this moment. You will say pub­
lic hearings are scheduled tomorrow and I 
am appearing to testify at that time, as is 
Senator Hathaway, the author of the meas­
ure in support of such disclosure. 

But I want to tell you about the form you 
are now asking big corporations to report on, 
CLC2. I know your staff prepared a very 
tough reporting form and it went to the 
Office of Management and Budget. My staff 
tells me an imaginative advisory group met 
with OMB and somehow CLA Form 2, which 
was tough, was gutted and ended up with a 
pussy cat instead of a tiger. 

With that, I would be delighted to hear 
from you, Dr. Dunlop. You go right ahead 
in your own way and Senator Hathaway and 
I will ask questions. 
STATEMENT OF JOHN T. DUNLOP, DffiECTOR, COST 

OF LIVING COUNCIL, ACCOMPANIED BY HERBERT 
MESSER, DEPUTY DffiECTOR, CONTROLLED IN­
DUSTRIES DIVISION, OFFICE OF WAGE STABILI· 

ZATION 

Mr. DuNLoP. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure 
to appear again before you. That is a rather 
large menu of items you referred to. 

I would rather, if I may, to start on the 
executive compensation matter and when I 
finish what I have to say there, you, Senator 
Hathaway, or others, may wish to ask about 
other matters and I will try to respond. 

I have presented to the committee on 
time, Mr. Chairman, yesterday, a statement 
on executive compensation, but I would 
rather just speak, if I may, informally, with­
out reading the statement, making three or 
four points. 

(The complete prepared statement of Mr. 
Dunlop, above-referred to, follows:) 

Mr. HUMPHREY. This administration 
seems to ritually go through periodic 
economic euphoria over figures, indica­
tors, and statistics that would touch off 
bells of alarm for anyone else. 

This has caused a lack of confidence 
in the economic policies of this admin­
istration-a lack of confidence matched 
only by the stubborn abstinence to move 
to correct our Nation's economic ills. 

I believe that unless this Nation has 
an immediate freeze on prices, profits, 
dividends, consumer interest rates, and 
wages that inflation will roar out of con­
trol, the economy will tilt, and a reces­
sion could result. 

I cannot understand why the Nixon 
administration refuses to act. I cannot 
understand why the Nixon administra­
tion is turning its back on the average 
working families of this country. I can­
not understand why the pleas of the 
wage earners and salary earners of this 
Nation are falling on deaf ears at the 
White House. 

Mr. President, two editorials, from the 
New York Times and the Washington 
Post sketch the effects of the recent 
wholesale index rise. Both these edito­
rials suggest possible courses of action, 
similar to what I have proposed before­
a freeze on prices, profits, dividends, con­
sumer interest rates, and wages: then 
moving to a period of firm but fair con­
trols. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
editorials along with articles on the 
wholesale price index be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD my statement of 
May 23, as chairman of the Consumer 
Economics Subcommittee of the Joint 
Economic Committee. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment and editorials were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, JOINT Eco­

NOMIC COMMITTEE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON CON­
SUMER ECONOMICS 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY 

MAY 23, 1973. 
The most recent Gallup Poll indicates that 

the American public recognizes the high cost 
of living as the number one issue facing the 
nation. 

Every wage earner knows it costs more to 
feed, clothe, and house his family. 

And, despite rosy predictions from the 
Nixon Administration, every wage earner 
feels that conditions are going to get worse, 
not better. 

The blunder of lifting Phase Ill controls 
has unleashed a burst of inflation, a boom in 
profits, a bust for the working families of this 
nation and a run on the dollar. 

The Nixon Administration Stabilization 
program has failed to stabilize anything, with 
the singular exception of the working Ameri­
can's wages. 

But, the failure of the Administration's 
economic program is broader than just prices 
and wages. 

Across the board-from the price of gold, 
to balance of payments, to stock-market de­
cline, to consumer confidence, to increasing 
interest rates-the econoJn:ic policies of this 
administration spell disaster. 

Let me outline chapter and verse of the 
Dark Days of Nixon EconoJn:ic Polley. 

(1) Yesterday, the Consumer Price Index 
showed prices advancing at a rate of 9.2 per­
cent during the last three months, almost 
four times the Administration's stated in­
:flation control goal. 

The average family grocery bill is now $208 
above that of last year. 

The median price for a new home is up 
more than $3,500 over a year ago. 

Lumber costs are up 30 percent. 
Wool products are up 40 percent. 
Petroleum products are up 20 percent. 
Tires are up 10 percent. 

Still, the American people are told by their 
government that Phase lli is working. I agree. 
It is working against the American people. 

(2) Unemployment is still a shocking 5 
percent-with no prospect of getting back to 
full employment. 

More than 4.4 million Americans are job­
less. 

More than 2 million Americans are forced 
to work part-time. 

Hundreds of thousands of Americans are 
underemployed, and still more Americans are 
among the "hidden employed." 

Yet, the Nixon Administration proposes to 
close down the Public Employment program 
and impose guidelines on social service pro­
grams that will force more Americans off 
payrolls and onto welfare rolls. 

Since August of 1971, we have had freezes, 
phases, propaganda and promises. But we 
haven't had a program to stabilize prices and 
put Americans to work. 

Full employment goals have been aban­
doned. And, like the general economy, the un­
employed American worker has been cast 
adrift. 

(3) The last year has been one of income 
retreat for the average working family. The 
average hourly earnings of blue collar work­
ers--over 50 million workers-increased 5.4 
percent-that is less than the wage stand­
ard established by the Pay Board. Prices in­
creased over 6 percent. 

Actual buying power for the average work­
ing family is less today than it was a year 
ago. 

But the compensation of top corporate ex­
ecutives increased an average of 13.5 percent 
in 1972, and some corporate chiefs had salary 
increases of over 200 percent. 

Yet, the productivity of the American 
worker increased 4.2 percent in 1972, and 
has continued upward this year. 

That productivity is not translated into 
real gains for workers. 

But it is translated into something else­
the 4th day of darkness. 

(4) ... booin:ing profits and soaring profit 
margins for the big corporations. 

Corporate profits are skyrocketing. No 
Board, commission, or Cost of Living Council 
is holding them down. 

Before-tax profits have jumped $11.6 billion 
in the first quarter, an adjusted annual rate 
of $113.1 billion. That translates into after­
tax profits of $61 billion-a full 23 percent 
ahead of the first quarter of 1972. 

For individual industries, it means, for 
example, 

85 percent increase in the profits of the 
steel industry. 

70 percent increase in the profits of the 
paper industry. 

65 percent increase in profits for the build­
ing material indus try. 

45 percent increase in profits for the 
special machinery industry. 

(5) The fifth part of the Dark Days of 
Nixon Economic Policy is the balance of pay­
ments deficit-up to $10.2 billion, $1.6 billion 
more than last quarter of 1972. 

(6) Closely related to the balance of pay­
ments deficit is the sixth economic horror­
dollar devaluation. 

The dollar has been devalued two times 
since 1969. And each time, it has cost the 
American people. 

The dollar today is worth 77 cents com­
pared to base year of 1967. 

After the 1971 devaluation, the trade 
deficits tripled from $2.6 billion to $6.8 
billion. 

And, a worsening trade deficit plus specu­
lation on the dollar-heavy speculation 
against American dollars with the participa­
tion of American multinational companies 
acting against American economic interest­
produced another devaluation in February 
of this year. 

(7) •.. The run on gold. The price of 
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gold on the London Market is over $110 an 
ounce. The gold price today is approximately 
three times the official exchange rate-caus­
ing t he worth of the dollar to skid t o record 
lows. 

And, today respect ed econ omists are pub­
licly suggesting, and the daily fluctuating 
of the stockmarket is indicat ing, t h at the 
economic policies of t he Nixon Administ ra­
t ion are leading the American people toward 
an other devaluation of t heir dollar . 

(a) The eighth economic despair is the 
decline of the stockmarket-a Dow average 
of over 1,000 plummet ted t o t he BOO's, indi­
cating investor uncert ainty and uneasiness 
with the stabilization program . 

(9) The ninth economic desp air is high 
interest rates. 

The nation is threatened by a credit 
crunch, tight monetary policy, and rising in­
terest rates. The prime r ate has increased 
to 7~ percent, three month Treasury bills 
have increased, prime commercial paper has 
increased, finance and con sumer credit rates 
have increased, and increases have occurred 
in business and residential mortgage loan 
rates. 

Increasing interest rat es add to cost and 
prices, and if past history is any guide, in­
creasing interest rates will h ave an adverse 
effect on small and medium size businesses. 

(10) The tenth economic d ay of despair is 
over $78 billion of deficit spen ding. More than 
one fourth of the total debt of the United 
States has been added since 1969. And 
each year since 1969, the budget has been 
presented to the Congress wit h a deficit­
a deficit that reflected slack in t he economy, 
causing revenue short falls and gross economic 
mismanagement. 

(11) The elevent h economic day of de­
spair is the most severe-the loss of consumer 
confidence in the economic policies of this 
Administration. This loss of confidence is 
reflected at all levels of our economy-in on­
again/ off-again controls, in the talk and non­
talk about a tax increase, and in the spectre 
of a possible recession. 

-Labor claims the econ omy is "utterly 
lopsided." 

-Pierre Renfret, once the Nixon Adminis­
tration's early "economic adviser" calls the 
present economic policies a " joke." And, he 
claims it is "one of the funniest economic 
games ... played upon the American people." 

Business Week says, "the Administration 
has lost its grip on the economy." 

And, recent evidence from the Survey of 
Consumer Attitudes conducted by the Survey 
Research Center of the University of Michi­
gan, reported on April 24: 

"Rapidly rising food prices shattered con­
sumer confidence and induced many people, 
with both high and low incomes, to become 
pessimistic. Because of the increase in living 
cost, the proportion of families saying that 
they are worse o:ff than before and expecting 
to be worse o:ff increased substantially ..•• 
Adverse news about inflation and the dollar 
have regenerated pessimism about the econ­
omy in general, among both high and low 
income families. Half of all respondents said 
that they expected unemployment to increase 
during the next 12 months, up from 24 per­
cent in August to September, 1972." The 
American people are crying out for leader­
ship. But the government seems par.alyzed .•• 

By a Watergate scandal that seems to have 
brought a halt to top policymaking 

By economic advisers frozen in their phil· 
osophic approach t o the cost of living prob­
lem 

By the inabilit y of the Administration to 
grasp the enormity o! the economic failure it 
created. 

Mr. Stein, Mr. Dunlop, what are your 
answers? 

[From the New York Times, June 8, 1973] 
WHOLESALE PRICES CONTINUE TO SHOW 

SHARP ADVANCE 

(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.) 
WASHINGTON, June 7.-Wholesale prices 

continued to increa-se in May at the highest 
peacetime rate since World War II, the La­
bor Department reported today. 

Both farm and industrial prices contrib­
uted in the rapid rise last month in this im­
portant indicator of inflation. Consumer 
prices w ill be affected later, though to an un­
known degree. 

President Nixon met with his Cabinet, and 
the inflation problem was one item on the 
agenda. But no act ions or decisions were an­
nounced, and the White House said no action 
would be announced before next week. 

The wholesale price index, which is some­
thing of a misnomer, measures the prices of 
thousands of products, from corn to chemi­
cals, bought and sold in the economy before 
the stage of final purchase by the consumer. 

HIGHLIGHTS IN INDEX 
These were the highlights of the index 

for May : 
The over-all index rose by 2.1 per cent, or 

2 per cent after adjustment for seasonal 
changes in some prices-both extraordi­
narily larger increases for a single month. 

The index was 133.5, with 1967 prices taken 
as 100. This was a rise of 12.9 per cent from 
May, 1972. In the last three months, the in­
dex has been rising at an annual rate of 
23 .4 per cent. 

The index for farm products and processed 
foods and feeds was up 4.7 per cent, or 4.1 
per cent after seasonal adjustment. This part 
of the index had dropped in April after 
earlier large increases. The price of farm 
products rose 6.1 per cent last month. The 
index was up by an extraordinary 39.4 per 
cent from a year earlier. 

The combined index for farm products and 
processed foods and feeds has risen at an an­
nual rate of 43.4 per cent in the last three 
months. There were increases last month in 
soybeans, grains, livestock, some vegetables, 
cotton and milk. 

The key index of industrial commodity 
prices-less volatile than that for farm 
prices-was up 1.1 per cent, or 1.2 per cent 
after seasonal adjustment. In the last three 
months this index has been going up at 
an annual rate of 15.9 per cent, much the 
worse rate of inflation since the Korean war. 

The rate of inflation is not only much 
higher than the Administration had wanted 
or expected, but the period of steep price in· 
creases has persisted longer than expected. 
Most Government economists had expected 
a better performance by now. 

Herbert Stein, chairman of the President's 
Council of Economic Advisers, said the rise 
of industrial prices was at an "unsatisfactor­
ily high rate." He addP.d that the Administra­
tion's cost of Living Council was investigat­
ing to see whether some of these increases 
had exceeded the guidelines established by 
Phase 3 of the wage and price control pro­
gram. Rollbacks are possible if violations 
are found. 

George Meany, president of the American 
Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial 
Organizations, called the report "another 
c'lear indication of the utterly lopsided nature 
of the Administration's economic program, 
with only workers' wages under control while 
prices, profits and interest rates are soaring." 

Senator William Proxmire, Democrat of 
Wisconsin, who is the author of a proposal 
approved earlier this week by the Senate 
Democratic caucus for a new price and wage 
freeze, said, "This country faces a grave in­
flationary crisis and it is time the President 
and his Administration acted." 

He added that the Administration's "paral­
ysis" tn the face of the latest wholesale price 

increases "is impossible to understand, justify 
or defend." 

There is no evidence that the President 
has under considerat ion proposals from any 
of his advisers for a new freeze. Some tight­
ening of the largely non-mandatory Phase 3 
program is a possibility. 

Another proposal under active considera­
tion is an increase in the Federal gasoline t ax, 
aimed both at reducing gasoline consumption 
and cutting into tot al consumer purchasing 
power, with the added effect of reducing and 
probably eliminating the deficit in the budg­
et . But this idea has already come under 
st ron g criticism in CongrP.ss. 

In the case of industrial commodities last 
mont h 's price increase was dominated by 
fuels, with petroleum products leading the 
way. Refined petroleum products are now 
on the average 24.8 per cent higher than a 
year ago, with the entire fuel index up 15.3 
per cent. This is a reflection of the general 
en ergy shortage. 

A wide variety of other items rose in 
price last month, including many metals, 
iron and steel scrap, lumber and wood 
products, textile and apparel, and various 
t ypes of machinery. 

PRICES UP 2 PERCENT IN MAY 
(By Peter Mil us) 

Wholesale prices leaped ahead another 2 
per cent in May, the Labor Department said 
yesterday, and President Nixon was reported 
to be sifting through a list of new alterna­
tives for slowing down and cooling off the 
economy. 

In the Senate, Democrats continued their 
calls for a 90-day, across-the-board wage­
price freeze and their threat to legislate one 
if the President does not take action soon 
on his own. 

Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.) said 
that he will seek to add a freeze amend­
ment to a federal financing bank bill next 
week, and Majority Leader Mike Mansfield 
(D-Mont.) predicted passage "if something 
isn't done downtown" before hand. 

Freezes have failed of Senate passage twice 
before this year, but the last time by only 
two votes. 

Wholesale prices have now risen at a 23.4 
per cent annual rate over the last three 
months, and Jackson said they were threat­
ening to put retail prices "into orbit." The 
rate of inflation, he said, has become "a 
national emergency." 

At the White House, however, deputy 
press secretary Gerald L. Warren said no 
"economic statement" was "contemplated 
over the weekend." 

While the President "considers inflation 
the No. 1 problem in the nation," Warren 
added, "He did not express any sense of 
crisis or urgency" in discussing the issue 
with th.e Cabinet yesterday morning. 

Warren was seeking to knock down two 
almost contradictory sets of rumors about 
the attitude within the White House toward 
inflation in the last few weeks: One, that 
the administration is panicky, and the other, 
that it has been paralyzed by Watergate. 
"I don't want to build up for you the image 
of crisis," Warren said. 

The President reportedly has not yet de­
cided what new economic steps to take. Al­
ternatives under review range from a 
demand-dampening tax increase to simply 
making Phase III of wage-price controls 
what one economist called "more visible." 

One participant in yesterday's meeting 
said Mr. Nixon indicated to the Cabinet that 
he is opposed to a wage-price freeze, and is 
leaning instead toward some kind of revision 
of existing wage-price regulations. 

The May increase of 2.0 per cent in the 
government's wholesale price index was after 
seasonal adjustment. It was twice the 1.0 
per cent increa~e in April, and close to the 
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March figure of 2.3 per cent, the largest 
monthly increase in 22 years. 

Two-thirds of the May increase came in 
farm and food prices. Almost half of the 
total was due to huge increases in feed 
grains, soybeans and other products fed to 
animals. The rise in animal feed prices will 
mean higher meat prices at retail in the 
months ahead. 

Wholesale prices also increased sharply for 
the fourth month in a row in the non-agri­
cultural sector of the economy. 

These industrial commodities prices, 
which most economists consider the best 
test of true inflation, rose a seasonally ad­
justed 1.2 per cent. More than a fourth of 
that was due to rising fuel costs, and another 
fourth to big increases for lumber and 
metals. 

The May increase lifted the wholesale price 
index to 133.5 meaning it cost $133.50 to 
buy goods that cost $100 in 1967. 

Wholesale prices overall were 12.9 per cent 
higher than the year before. Most of that 
increase has occurred since last year's Phase 
II of controls gave way to Phase min Janu­
ary. But the White House sa ; s that market 
forces are to blame for the lt>st five months 
of inflation, and not Phase III's somewhat 
lighter regulations. 

The administration says tight price con­
trols are the wrong way to hold inflation 
down in a time of rising demand and eco­
nomic boom like this. Its preference instead 
is for the more traditional means of bring­
ing an economy back below the boiling point: 
a slowdown in government spending and the 
restriction of credit through a clampdown 
on the money supply. 

Its problem is to use these instruments 
to bring about a slowdown without plunging 
the country into a new recession. Up to now, 
its view has been that present policies would 
bring about such a tapering-off-continued 
growth, but less inflation-by the end of 
the year. In the meantime, it has been 
pleading for patience, in particular by the 
big labor unions whose contracts are up this 
year. · 

So far, despite the rise in prices, the big 
unions have not gone much beyond the gov­
ernment's standard on pay raises, 5.5 per 
cent per year. 

Yesterday, in one of the year's big labor 
settlements to date, General Electric and 
two unions representing 102,000 GE employ­
ees announced tentative agreement on a new 
contract that could raise average wages 88 
cents an hour over three years. That would 
come to about 22 per cent, or roughly 7 per 
cent a year. 

The wage increase will depend partly on 
inflation; the wage part of the pact includes 
a cost-of-living clause. No computation was 
available on the cost of the various new 
fringe benefits negotiated. 

The contract is subject to ratification by 
the two unions, the International Union of 
Eletcrlcal Workers and the United Electrical 
Workers. 

AF.Ir-CIO President George Meany, in re­
action to the price statistics yesterday, noted 
that "workers' buying power is already less 
than it was a year ago, and these higher 
wholesale prices will further squeeze their 
paychecks when they are translated into re­
tail prices." 

Meany's verbal adversary every time the 
government has published fresh statistics 
in the last six months, Herbert Stein, chair­
man of the Council of Economic Advisers, 
conceded that industrial prices had again 
increased at "an unsatisfactorily high rate" 
in May. In the agricultural sector, however, 
Stein noted that food prices at the super­
market end of the wholesale chain increased 
only 0.3 per cent for the month, the least 
since last September. 

The rise in wholesale prices all across the 
farm and food sector of the economy was 
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an adjusted 4.1 per cent in May. Those prices 
are now 29.1 per cent higher than they were 
a year ago, and have gone up at an annual 
rate of 43.4 per cent in the last three months. 

Industrial commodities prices in May were 
7.0 per cent higher than the year before, 
and went up at a 15.9 per cent annual rate 
in the March-May period. 

The Labor Department divides industrial 
commodities into 13 categories. Prices rose 
in May in all but one: hides and leather. 

Overall, wholesale prices of "consumer fin­
ished goods," those at the consumer end of 
the wholesale chain, rose 0.7 per cent in May, 
and were 10.7 per cent above the year before. 

The administration has said that its goal 
is to have retail prices rising at an annual 
rate of only 2.5 per cent by the end of the 
year. 

[From the New York Times, June 8, 1973] 
To HALT INFLATION 

The latest report on wholesale prices­
showing a 2.1 per cent jump in May, which 
is 25.2 per cent at an annual rate-is a 
devastating blow to the Administration's 
contention that inflation would slow down 
after April and that Phase 3 was working 
just fine. 

Mr. Nixon's economic counsellors are locked 
in battle over what to do. Although clear-cut 
statements of what anybody wants are hard 
to come by, it is evident that there are bas­
ically two camps. One is the faction headed 
by Treasury Secretary Shultz and Chief Eco­
nomic Adviser Stein, who cling to their 
flaccid Phase 3, insisting that price stability 
is just around the corner. The other is the 
faction headed by former Treasury Secretary 
Connally, Federal Reserve Chairman Bums 
and Mr. Nixon's new White House domestic 
chief, Melvin Laird, who want a much 
tougher and more interventionist anti­
inflation policy. After sitting through a Cab­
inet-level debate yesterday, Mr. Nixon had 
his deputy press secretary reveal that the 
President would make no "major policy an­
nouncements" on the economy over the 
weekend but considers inflation "the No. 1 
problem in the nation." Well he might, even 
considering his other problems. 

It is not crying over spilled milk to note 
that development of an effective price-wage 
policy now will be a lot tougher than it 
would have been five months ago, before the 
·Administration junked Phase 2 and uncorked 
the worst inflationary outburst since the 
start of the Korean War. Given the faster 
rise in price~specially of food-than in 
wages, there would be serious inequities in 
setting a wage-price freeze of long dura­
tion. However, a relatively brief freeze, last­
ing no more than a couple of months, might 
have a major psychological effect in drama­
tizing the switch from wishful drifting to 
a genuine anti-inflation program. 

A short freeze ought to be followed by 
adoption of realistic and flexible price and 
wage standards. These would have to be 
flexible to allow for some catch-up in the 
case of workers who have suffered real losses 
because prices have leaped ahead of their 
wages. Price standards would also have to be 
flexible to permit upward adjustments by 
companies hurt by cost increases-while re­
quiring price reductions of those companies 
whose prices and profits have been sky­
rocketing. Such a policy will require careful 
analysis and strict enforcement of price and 
wage standards, including pre-notification of 
planned increases and full justification for 
them. 

The most difficult and sensitive problem 
immediately fa.cing the Administration is how 
to halt the rise in food prices. Putting food 
and feed prices into the quick freeze might 
not be the unmitigated disaster the Adminis­
tration believes--especially 1f accompanied 
by strong efforts to increase food supplies. 
Freezing the price of feed grains might even 

help t o increase meat supplies by improving 
the cost and profit position of cattle pro­
ducers. 

Real evidence that the Administration is 
prepared to take strong action-not merely 
use strong rhetoric-to halt inflation would 
be the most important single step needed to 
restore confidence in the American economy 
and the dollar, both at home and abroad. 
For Mr. Nixon, it is an immediate and crucial 
test of his capacity to govern. 

[From t he Washington Post, June 8, 1973] 
THE PRICE SPmAL 

Infla tion is spreading through the whole 
economy with a speed and force unexpected 
by even the pessimists. That much is clear 
from the wholesale price statistics for May. 
The scale of the danger is no longer in doubt. 
The only real question is what the adminis­
tration intends to do about it. 

To say that the present rate of price in­
crease is intolerable puts the case rather 
mildly. Wholesale prices for all goods, taken 
together, rose 2 per cent last month. That 
amounts to an annual rate of 24 per cent. The 
wholesale price index over the past six months 
has risen four times as fast as it did in the 
six months preceding President Nixon's freeze 
in August 1971. The most spectacular part of 
the present trouble lies in the area of food 
and agricultural products. But industrial 
commodities alone have risen almost twice 
as fast in the past six months as in the six 
months before the 1971 freeze. If there was 
a case for action then, there is a far stronger 
case now. 

The most striking difference between the 
present situation and 1971 is that over the 
past year wages have not contributed signifi­
cantly to the inflation. But labor cannot be 
expected to exercise this kind of restraint 
much longer. It is perfectly apparent that 
business profits have benefited very sharply 
from the wave of price increases. In its ef· 
forts to correct this inequity, labor has no 
weapon but to increase the inflationary pres· 
sure by forcing higher pay scales. 

The administration dropped Phase II and 
its controls in January. From February to 
March, the wholesale prices rose a shocking 
2.3 per cent. The administration dismissed 
this misfortune as the transient effect of 
a bulge of pent-up raises that had been post­
poned until the end of the controls. But 
since then, the fluctuations in the price 
index have been wholly in farm products 
and food. Industrial prices have been mov­
ing with the steady speed of a freight train. 
Wholesale prices for industrial goods rose 
only 3.5 per cent in the year ending last 
January. Since then, in the absence of firm 
controls, they have been rising at an annual · 
rate of 15 per cent. The rate of increase last 
month was the same as in midwinter. Fare­
well to the theory of the bulge. 

The administration's alternatives grow 
more stark and unattractive with each pass­
ing month. It can either do nothing or it 
can go into a new period of controls of an 
unprecedented complexity and severity. We 
have already learned that there is no point 
in fiddling with minor adjustments in be­
tween. In March, the administration put the 
oil industry under a special set of price re­
strictions. But the wholesale prices of crude 
oil and petroleum products rose more than 
4 per cent in the single month from April to 
May. At the end of March the administra­
tion put meat under special controls, and 
everyone knows what has happened there. 
In early May the administration increased 
the price notification requirements for large 
businesses, a refinement that seemed as in­
effectual then as it does now. 

A theoretical case can be made for doing 
nothing new in the way of controls. The 
classic method for cooling an inflation is to 
raise taxes. Although the phenomenon h as 
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not been widely noticed, Federal taxes have 
indeed been raised substantially this year. 
It is not only a matter of the higher social 
security taxes, but the drastic effect of in­
flation on the graduated income tax. Federal 
revenues are up relative to outlays, and 
relative to spending power as well. Interest 
rates are also rising, and there are signs of a 
slackening in the present feverish pace of 
economic growth. But to rely wholly on this 
classic process to brake the inflation does 
not take adequate account of the present 
psychology. Businessmen are now raising 
prices precisely because they fear a future 
freeze. 

The President's other choice is a short 
freeze on prices, followed by a comprehen­
sive system of controls. This time it would 
not be a temporary affair. It would be clear 
that controls had become a permanent part 
of the national economy. The controllers 
would have a duty not only to review future 
price increases but past ones. It is perfectly 
obvious from present price and profit levels 
that there have been substantial violations 
of the Phase III rules, and the condign 
punishment for the violators is to have their 
prices rolled back. This next round of con­
trols would also have to address itself to food 
prices. Controls do not adapt well to agri­
cultural products, typically forcing short­
ages and black marketeering rather than 
stability. But the wholesale prices of farm 
products have risen at an annual rate of 
47 per cent over the past six months and 
many of these prices, particularly in the feed 
grains, are being fed by unbridled specula­
tion. 

President Nixon has not offered much evi­
dence in recent months of giving any great 
attention to the economy. He has now come 
to a point at which the country needs to 
know whether he has a program. If it appears 
that the White House is paralyzed by its pre­
occupation with the Watergate scandals, 
then Congress will feel an obligation to act. 
The most likely response from Congress is a 
bill enforcing a general price freeze. That 
kind of legislation came to a vote in the 
House two months ago, and was defeated. In 
the present circumstances, it is quite pos­
sible that it would pass. A legislated freeze 
is far less desirable than the flexibility and 
precision of a well-conceived control system. 
But if the President cannot act, it is very 
likely that Congress will proceed to meet an 
inflation that most of the country now per­
ceives to be a grave peril. 

FEDERAL BUDGETING 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the prob­
lem of putting some order into congres:. 
sional budgeting is a priority that, in my 
opinion, can no longer be postponed. 
There is no single challenge that should 
have greater priority for this Congress 
or could do more to promote economic 
stability and confidence in our economic 
system than this single step. 

On May 16, Mr. \Villiam H. Peterson, 
Senior Economic Adviser of the Depart­
ment of Commerce, addressed the Cleve­
land City Club on this and on a number 
of other economic subjects. 

I ask unanimous consent that his ad­
dress be printed in the RECORD. 

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

FEDERAL BUDGETING: " WE HAVE MET THE 
ENEMY AND THEY Is Us·• 

(Remarks of William H. Peterson) 
"Annual income twenty pounds, annual 

expenditures nineteen nineteen six, result 

happiness. Annual income twenty pounds, 
annual expenditures twenty pounds ought 
and six, result misery." 

So philosophized the improvident Mr. Mi­
cawber in Dickens• David Copperfield. 

The current trials and tribulations over 
the federal budget, over attempts to stretch 
expenditures far beyond income, to make two 
plus two somehow equal five or even six, 
might make Mr. Micawbers of us all if the 
1974 budget c.eiling put forward by President 
Nixon is seriously breached. 

If there ever was a time for budgetary re­
straint, this is it. 

Indeed, my theme today is that we wit­
ness in President Nixon's fiscal policy a great 
reversal of spending trends, a new fiscal con­
servatism, a renaissance of our federal system 
as conceived by our Founding Fathers, and a 
return to greater freedom for the individual 
American to make for himself the funda­
mental choices about what is best for him. 

Whether this fiscal New Federalism holds 
for the long run of course remains to be 
seen. Much depends on how we use or abuse 
the vast fiscal-political apparatus of the 
federal government. Much depends on our 
faith in freedom and free enterprise, in the 
precepts of our Founding Fathers on checks 
and halances and limited government. 

Plainly, ever since the New Deal, the limits 
on government have become unstuck, espe­
cially in the fiscal area. This is disquieting. 

As Chairman Arthur F. Burns of the Fed­
eral Reserve Board put it in his commence­
ment address at George Washington Uni­
versity last week: 

"The American people have come to feel 
that their lives, their fortunes and their op­
portunities are increasingly beyond their 
control, and that they are in large part being 
shaped for them by their government." 

As you know, the federal budget is proba­
bly the key planning instrument of our na­
tional government. In its tax an..l spending 
structure, the budget reflects our national 
philosophy and priorities, our goals and am­
bitions, our distinction in size, along with 
state and local budgets, between the public 
sector and the private sector. 

The budget clearly sets forth the size of 
our federal establishment for all to see. It 
marks our governmental efficiencies and in­
efficiencies, the very tripartite structure of 
the federal government, our various levels 
of bureaucracies, quantifying them in im­
portance in large measure by authorizations 
and appropriations. 

The budget bears heavily on the cost of 
living, the competitiveness of the economy, 
the balance of international payments, the 
income levels of Americans and even the 
quality of life. 

The budget reflects our struggles and frus­
trations. Sooner or later most of us, in or 
out of government, find that at least some of 
our ambitions are nipped in the budget­
federal, state or local, corporate, union or 
family. 

The budget reveals a key financial rela­
tionship of the federal system in the form 
of federal grants-in-aid to state and local­
ities, which climbed from around $19 billion 
in 1968 to about $45 billion in 1973, more 
than doubling, but will hold at approxi­
mately that level in the proposed Nixon 
budget for fiscal 1974-a holding action vir­
tually unprecedented in the last two decades. 

The budget has long been something of 
an exercise in futility with forecasted ex­
penditures almost always falling short of 
actual expenditures, and the expenditures 
ever taking a larger and larger bite of our 
national income. 

The upshot is more of that other certainty 
of life, ascending taxation--open or, in the 
case of inflation, hidden. 

No wonder that the latest Gallup poll 
shows that 65 percent of Americans feel they 

are already paying too much Federal income 
tax. Indeed, the average citizen works almost 
the first two days of the week for federal, 
state and local government and the remain­
ing three and a fraction days for himself. 
Here are the figures: 

In 1929 total government expenditures 
came to but about 10 percent of the dollar 
value of our national output, the gross na­
tional product. In 1940, reflecting the New 
Deal, the figure had gone up to 20 percent; 
in 1965, 30 percent; and in 1972, 35 percent. 

Why 35 percent? Is there a rationale for so 
high a number? A learned PhD dissertation 
perhaps? Was it planned? 

No, like Topsy, government just growed­
far and away the greatest growth industry 
of our era. 

Certainly a figure any higher could push 
us further away from a free society, apart 
from further distorting resource allocation 
throughout our economy. 

Certainly the $268 billion ceiling put forth 
in the 1974 Nixon budget is strategic. That 
ceiling is the issue. If this ceiling is breached, 
it spells further inflation or a tax increase, 
although to my knowledge no Congressman 
or Senator ran on a tax increase platform 
last fall. 

Certainly President Nixon has proposed a 
responsible budget that holds spending to 
a level which seeks to avoid a tax increase or 
a new round of inflation. Already the Presi­
dent has vetoed two spending bills--one on 
rehabilitation and the other on rural sew­
ers-that would have seriously violated the 
budget ceiling. To its credit, Congress sus­
tained both vetoes. 

So let us put President Nixon's budget 
into the perspective of fiscal trends and fac­
tors of federal, state and local government. 
Through this perspective we should begin 
to see the emergence of the New Federalism, 
and the fiscal forest along with the tax 
brambles and the spending trees. 

Brambles are many in budgeting. For the 
economist one bramble is to achieve growth 
without inflation. 

For the legislator, from town alderman to 
U.S. senator, one bramble is to resist the 
temptation to vote for the appropriation bill 
and vote down the tax bill-the eternal di­
lemma of somehow having your cake and 
eating it too. Another bramble is to resist 
the temptation of bringing home the other 
fellow 's bacon, of viewing the budget as a 
pork barrel or a free lunch. 

For the President the big budgetary 
bramble is to provide necessary and efficient 
federal services while keeping our economy 
open, dynamic and expanding and at the 
same time holding down the rate of inflation. 

In the face of some formidable opposition, 
this Presidential problem is here and now­
spending more than a quarter of a trillion 
dollars to finance the federal establishment 
while applying fiscal restraint to arrest in­
flation is no easy trick. 

The year 1973, then, is a bridge period. On 
the one side, we witness the Phase !-Phase 
II aftermath of the inflationary and desta­
bilizing consequences of intially underfi­
nancing the Vietnam War and the Great 
Society budgets-of underfunding both 
"guns and butter." On the other side, we 
look forward to a free and prosperous eco­
nomy without war, without inflation and 
without controls. 

Hence two key instances of bridging action 
are budgetary restraint and Phase III. May­
be the voluntary nature of Phase III was 
overstressed at the original announcement. 
If so, we should note again the President's 
observation that there is a big st.ick in the 
closet, that the stick was used on lumber and 
oil pricing and on the tentative settlement 
between North Central Airlines and the In­
ternational Association of Machinists. that 
construction, medicine and food are contin-
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ued under Phase II regulations, that on 
March 2!) the Cost of Living Council im­
posed ceilings on the price of beef, pork and 
lamb and that on May 2 it reimposed price 
prenotification requirements on large firms. 

Even with all this, there are those who say 
it is not enough-inflation must not be just 
controlled; it must be rolled back. The irony 
of this situation is that the roll-backers are 
very frequently those who seek to breach the 
budget ceiling, to accelerate the very federal 
spending that pushes up prices, that under­
mine the purchasing power of the dollar. 

In fact, last month the House of Repre­
sentatives attempted to roll back most prices 
and interest rates prevailing January 10, the 
March 16. To be sure, his was less drastic 
than the House Banking Committee's ap­
proval of an earlier measure that would have 
more rigidly rolled back and frozen all prices 
and interest rates prevailing January 10, the 
last day of the Phase II controls. 

Maybe those who voted for the latest roll­
back were pikers. Herbert Stein, chairman o! 
the President's Council of Economic Advis­
ers, proposed in the New York Times that 
prices be rolled back to the year 4004 BC, 
when God created the universe and all prices 
were zero in the Garden of Eden. 

Elysium aside, history relates that inflation 
has dogged us since sovereign governments 
have learned how to spend more than they 
take in, how to produce money faster than 
man is able to produce goods-thereby gen­
erating too much demand, too little supply, 
too much money chasing too few goods. 

Spending trends are thus of interest to 
our budgetary perspective. 

Consider that federal expenditures ad­
vanced from 1965 to 1969 by 11.7 percent 
annually but from 1970 to 1974 by 8.1 per­
cent, evidencing a spending slowdown and 
reversal of trend. 

Consider: Where is the big spending action 
at the federal level or at the state and local 
level? To be sure, federal spending, includ­
ing grants-in-aid, is some $85 billion greater 
than total state and local spending but the 
gap is closing. Note that in the last decade, 
1962-1972, federal purchases of goods and 
services rose by an average annual compound 
rate of 5.2 percent, a fairly steep rate; but 
over the same period state and local pur­
chases rose at a rate of 10.7 percent, or more 
than twice as much. 

The comparison is more striking still when 
you compare federal civilian employment 
with state and local employment. The num­
ber of federal employees grew at an average 
annual compound rate of 1.1 percent from 
1962- 1972, but the number of state and local 
employees grew about four and a half times 
faster over the same period or 5.0 percent. 
Today federal employment is about 2Yz mil­
lion, state and local about 11 million. 

As a matter of fact, President Nixon has 
actually reversed the tide of federal civilian 
employment, as he has slowed down the 
growth of federal spending. In January 1969 
when he took office there were 2.6 million 
full-time permanent civilian employees of 
the federal government. By fiscal 1974 the 
number of federal civilian employees is antic­
ipated at 2.4 m11lion. 

The drop in military personnel is much 
more dramatic. It stood at 3.5 million in 1968 
but is being reduced toward the targeted 
area of 2.2 million in the year beginning July 
1, a drop of 37 percent. 

The fiscal catch in this drop and in other 
employment comparisons is that average 
military pay and related benefits next year 
are almost double the 1968 average. In other 
words, because of inflation and incentive pay 
made necessary by our conversion to volun­
tary armed forces, the same $1 billion which 
would have provided pay and allowances for 
181,000 members of the armed forces and 

1968 rates now provides for only 100,000 at 
1974 rates in our voluntary army. 

The ending of the draft is but one more 
example of the great reversal-a return to 
voluntarism. 

But critics of the 1974 Administrative 
budget still charge that too high a priority 
is given to defense at the expense of meet­
ing human needs. 

The fact is that defense outlays for 1974 
are virtually no higher than they were in 
1968. But since then the total budget has 
grown by half and non-defense outlays have 
almost doubled. Indeed, when adjusted for 
pay and price advances, defense outlays in 
1974 will be little different from 1973 and 
around one-third under 1968. 

On the other hand, outlays for federal 
programs on human resources will have more 
than doubled between 1968 and 1974, and are 
now almost $50 billion higher than defense 
outlays. Or to put it differently, defense 
takes 30 percent out of the proposed 1974 
budget while human resources takes 47 per­
cent; in 1968, in contrast, spending on de­
fense exceeded spending on human resources 
by practically the very same relationship. 

Again, bearing on the emerging New Fed­
eralism, Washington is no longer pulling 
power inexorably toward the central govern­
ment. Instead the power to make many major 
decisions and to go far in meeting local needs 
is being sent back where it ought to be-at 
the state and local level. 

Thanks to General Revenue Sharing and 
the proposed Special Revenue Sharing pro­
grams in the Administration budget, our 
state and local governments can now better 
fulfill their role as envisioned by our Found­
ing Fathers as partners with, rather than 
subordinates of, the federal government. 

Last October President Nixon signed Gen­
eral Revenue Sharing into law. States and 
localities were thereby assured of more than 
$30 billion over a 5-year period starting 
January 1, 1972. 

To augment this great reversal of power 
from Washington back to our grass roots, 
President Nixon is now asking Congress for 
approval of Special Revenue Sharing pro­
grams in the 1974 budget amounting to some 
$7 billion for four broad purpose Special 
Revenue Sharing programs. These programs 
are proposed in the areas of education, man­
power training, urban community develop­
ment, and law enforcement and criminal 
justice. These four programs wlll replace 
70 outmoded, narrower, categorical grant 
programs and will practically wipe out 
matching requirements and much of the 
need for a proliferating breed known as the 
grantsmen. 

One big budgetary bramble ls the ques­
tion of Congressional budgetary proce­
dures-the President proposing, the Con­
gress disposing. 

While Congress now seems to be coming 
to grips with the fiscal problem, reform of 
the budgetary process seems long overdue. 
A half century has passed since the current 
federal budget system was adopted in 1921, 
and the complexity of the system has mul­
tiplied. 

For one thing, Congressional budgeting 
is dichotomized. On the one hand, one group 
of legislators-the House Ways and Means 
Committee and the Senate Finance Com­
mittee-determines tax policy. On the other 
hand, another group-the appropriations 
committees in both Houses-determines ex­
penditure policy. 

Indeed, some 300 congressional commit­
tees and subcommittees get in on the budg­
etary process directly or indirectly, and for 
each of them there is a natural tendency 
to consider any given bill in isolation or as 
an add-on-that is, outside the context of 
overall public policy and quite apart from 
any overall spending ceiling constraint. 

Hence, each committee and subcommittee 
acts pretty much independently of each 
other. There is no technique to make sure 
that if one committee or subcommittee 
spends more, another spends less. Expendi­
ture coordination with available revenues 
becomes thereby practically impossible. A 
targeted budget gets to be hit-and-miss, 
with mostly misses on the deficit side. 

The legislator is left in the predicament 
of voting for or .against cleaner air, for or 
against purer water, for or against better 
schools, for or against safer streets, and so on, 
but without any overriding system of prio­
rities-without a fiscal discipline. 

The result is that by the end of the session 
the budget almost always gets out of hand 
and out of balance. With the exception of 
1969, every budget since 1960 has been out 
of balance and in deficit, sometimes on pur­
pose but most times inadvertently. 

In this dilemma, our federal government­
and every other central government-is uni­
que. States and localities-and businesses 
and households-have each somehow had to 
put a check on spending before the checks 
begin to bounce. But Congress and the rest of 
the federal government have generally found 
that it has an especially friendly banker in 
the Feder.al Reserve. Treasury bills, notes and 
bonds are guaranteed a market. Treasury 
checks are just never bounced back to the 
sender, embarassingly stamped "Insufficient 
Funds." 

The process is easy, like rolling off a log. 
The catch is debt is monetized-the print­
ing press rolls. With, again, the upshot of 
"too much money chasing too few goods." 

Congressman George Mahon, chairman of 
the House Appropriations Committee, recog­
nized this problem in his article on budgetary 
procedures in Nation's Business last year. As 
the Congressman put it: 

"Who is to blame for this distressing rec­
ord? The President? The Congress? The 
American people? I think nearly .all of us are. 
Large segments of the population tend to de­
mand more and more government services, 
and at the same time there is a demand for 
lower taxes." 

Maybe Pogo put it more plainly: "We have 
met the enemy, and they is us." 

Maybe our Congress can achieve a greater 
fiscal discipline by noting what the states 
are doing. By and large the states grant much 
more budget authority to the governor than 
Congress grants to the President. A large 
number of states authorize the item veto, for 
example, and due to the shorter legislative 
session the pocket veto becomes a more ef­
fective budgetary tool. Again, quite a few 
states restrict legislators from increasing ex­
penditures beyond the ceiling provided in the 
budget unless the legislature also lays out a 
new source of revenue. 

In addition, virtually every governor an­
nu.ally impounds funds in one degree or an­
other. 

So let me reiterate and then augment my 
opening point: 

If there ever was a time for budget re­
straint-and reform-this is it. The barrel 
has run out of pork; the lunch is anything 
but free. 

IS GENOCIDE INTERNATIONAL 
OR DOMESTIC? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
argument has been made that the Senate 
should not ratify the Genocide Conven­
tion, since genocide is purely a domestic 
affair and not subject to international 
regulation. Opponents of the convention 
do not think it proper to guarantee 
human rights by treaty. 

This argument is incorrect. The best 
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example we have of genocide, the action 
of Nazi Germany during World War ll, 
is quite international in scope. The ac­
tions occurred from France to the heart­
land of Russia, from Norway to Greece. 
And they occurred in the midst of the 
most international war that the world 
has ever seen. Clearly, therefore, geno­
cide is a proper concern for international 
remedies, such as treaties. 

There is precedent for our ratifying 
the Genocide Convention. The United 
States is a party to several human rights 
conventions, one of which is the Supple­
mentary Convention on the Abolition of 
Slavery. If we can be a party to a treaty 
which is designed to prevent the crime 
of slavery, then surely we can be a party 
to a treaty which is designed to prevent 
the far worse crime of mass murder. 

Treaties should state their signatories' 
willingness to adhere to a set of prin­
ciples governing their actions. Certainly 
we have advanced far enough as civi­
lized nations to affirm the principle that 
we oppose genocide. Certainly we should 
proclaim this opposition to the world. 

Mr. President, the Senate should ratify 
the Genocide Convention as quickly as 
possible. 

THE SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF 
AMERICA SUPPORTS CONCERN OF 
PRESIDENT NIXON FOR SOVIET 
JEWRY 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, the Syn­

agogue Council of America, which is the 
central coordinating agency for the 
major national synagogal and rabbinic 
organizations have issued a statement in 
support of the freedom of emigration 
amendment to the Trade Reform Act of 
1973, which 76 of us in this body and 280 
Members of the House of Representatives 
have sponsored. 

The statement supports that amend­
ment as well as President Nixon's efforts 
to achieve detente, coupled with his ex­
pression of concern for the plight of 
Soviet Jews. I commend this statement 
groups, in particular, Jews, going back 
unanimous consent that the text of it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT OF THE SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF 

AMERICA 

The Synagogue Council of America and its 
constituent agencies express their profound 
gratitude for President Nixon's expression of 
concern for the plight of Soviet Jews and his 
pledge of continuing efforts on their behalf 
which he communicated in a meeting with 
Jewish community representatives on April 
19. we were particularly gratified to learn 
from the President that Soviet leadership had 
communicated to him their decision to waive 
the education tax on would-be emigrants. 

We are convinced that the Freedom of 
Emigration Amendment to the Trade Reform 
Act of 1973, sponsored by Senator Henry M. 
Jackson and 75 Senators, and by Representa­
tives Mills and Vanik and 278 Congressmen 
has been t..::J.e major factor in strengthening 
the President's hand on behalf of Soviet 
Jewry. We therefore reaffirm our unwavering 
support of efforts to enact this Amendment. 

We support the President's efforts to 
achieve detente between the great powers. 

We are deeply committed to the reduction of 
tensions among nations and to the enlarge­
ment of trade and other forms of communi­
cation. At the same time, we believe that 
progress in these areas will be neither real 
nor lasting if we acquiese in the suppression 
of fundamental human rights. In expressing 
concern for Soviet Jews within the context 
of our developing relations with the Soviet 
Union, our country is not pursuing a limited 
and special interest, but is acting in accord­
ance with the very best Clf its historical 
traditions, which always reflected a sensi­
tivity to the freedom and human rights of 
all people. 

While we are encouraged that the Soviet 
authorities are not presently enforcing the 
education tax, we are concerned that there 
have been abrupt reversals in liberalized 
Soviet emigration practices during the past 
year. We are further concerned that the edu­
cation tax is but one of a cluster of obstacles 
by which the Soviet Union presently limits 
the right and opportunity to emigrate. 
Though they have suspended the education 
tax, the Soviet authorities persist in harass­
ing and imprisoning individuals who apply 
for exit visas. More than 100,000 applicants 
for exit visas have not received them, and as 
a penalty for applying, many have been fired 
from jobs, evicted from dwellings, denied 
pension rights and even imprisoned. It is this 
unabated harassment Clf would-be migrants 
that remains the reality of Soviet emigration 
policy. It is to the amelioration of this reality 
that the Jackson Amendment and the Mills­
Vanik Bill are addressed. 

We therefore express our continuing sup­
port of the enterprise that Senator Jackson 
and Representatives Mills and Vanik have 
undertaken on behalf of human dignity. 

DR. WILLIAM KOREY SPEAKS ON 
U.S. CONCERN ON SOVIET JEWRY 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, last 

month, Dr. William Korey spoke here in 
Washington at the Shoreham Hotel at 
the 14th Annual Policy Conference of 
the American Israel Public Affairs Com­
mittee. 

The text of his address sets out better 
than perhaps any other statement I have 
seen, the history over U.S. concern in the 
area of Russian treatment of minority 
groups, in particular, Jews, going back 
to the presidency of Ulysses S. Grant in 
1869. It also contains an excellent dis­
cussion concerning the right of emigra­
tion as a matter of international law. I 
commend it on both points to the atten­
tion of my colleagues and I ask unani­
mous consent that the text of Dr. Korey's 
address be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY DR. WILLIAM KOREY, DIRECTOR, 

B'NAI B'RITH UNITED NATIONS OFFICE AT 
THE 14TH ANNUAL POLICY CONFERENCE, 
AMERICAN ISRAEL PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

I want to address myself to two principle 
subjects as a backdrop to the whole question 
of the Jackson-Mills-Vanik legislation: the 
matter of international morality and law as 
they bear upon the subject of the right to 
leave and the obligations assumed by the 
Soviet Union with reference to that morality 
and that law; and secondly, the matter of 
American tradition with regard to Russian 
Jewry over the course of many years. 

Among the most fundamental of human 
rights is the right to leave any country. It 
has occupied a central place on the agenda of 
international morality and international law 

ever since nearly the beginning of time. Soc­
rates talked about the right to leave a coun­
try as an attribute of personal liberty. The 
Magna Charta referred to the right to leave 
as a part of natural law. The Constitution of 
France of 1791 incorporated ths right to 
leave. An act of the Congress of the United 
States in 1868 made the right to leave an 
indispensible ingredient for the exercise of all 
other rights. 

A major three-year study, culminating in 
1963, by the distinguished Philippine jurist 
Jose Ingles-perhaps the most important 
study ever produced by the United Nations­
made the right to leave a precedent for all 
other rights. Judge Ingles made the very 
critical point that for a man being perse­
cuted, denial of the right to leave is tanta­
mount to total deprivation of liberty if not 
life itself. 

This study by Ingles had the right to leave 
as so important that he would have put no 
restriction on it other than the requirements 
of morality, public order and general welfare. 

A recent expression of international mo­
rality on the subject of the right to leave 
was presented at an international conference 
last June. This conference, at the University 
of Uppsala, was comprised of some 70 dis­
tinguished international legal figures from 
over 20 countries and Rene Cassin, the Nobel 
laureate, was the prime moving force. 

The declaration adopted at the conference 
elaborated upon the right to leave by spec­
ifying that there shall be no restrictions, no 
reprisals, no sanctions, no penalties, no har­
assments for the exercise of the right to leave, 
and no special fees, taxes or similar devices 
for inhibiting that right. It is impressive to 
note that at approximately the same time as 
the Uppsala declaration, a moving force in 
the Soviet Union's Committee on Human 
Rights, the distinguished academician and 
physicist Andrei Sakharov, released a memo­
randum that he had written 15 months 
earlier to Brezhnev, in which he called spe­
cifically for the abolition of all limitations 
upon the exercise of the right to leave. 

Existing international law on the right to 
leave conforms to international morality. 
The Universal Declaration on Human 
Rights-regarded by international lawyers as 
the authoritative interpretation and exten­
sion of the UN Charter-in Article 13, Para­
graph 2, calls for the right of everyone to 
leave any country, including his own. It is 
impressive to note that a declaration spon­
sored by the Soviet Union, the Declaration 
on Colonialism, which was adopted by the 
United Nations in 1960, calls upon all states 
to observe faithfully and strictly all the 
provisions of the Universal Declaration on 
Human Rights and, therefore, Article 13, 
Paragraph 2 as well. 

The International Convention on Racial 
Discrimination, adopted unanimously by the 
General Assembly in December 1965, specifies 
in Article 5, Paragraph 4, Subsection 2, that 
contracting parties obligate themselves to 
respect the right of anyone to leave any 
country. Article 12 of the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which 
was adopted unanimously by the UN General 
Assembly in December 1966, called for the 
right of anyone to leave any country. 

On March 26 of this year, the Commission 
on Human Rights, meeting in Geneva, by a 
vote of 25 to 0 strongly endorsed the Ingles 
study and called upon all governments to 
bear in mind the provisions of Article 13 of 
the Universal Declaration on Human Rights. 

The Soviet Union considers itself an ad­
herent of the Universal Declaration on Hu­
man Rights. In January 1969, it ratified the 
International Convention on Racial Discrimi­
nation, thus making it binding law within 
the Soviet Union. It has signed the Inter­
national Covenant on Civil and Political 
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Rights. And in submitting documentation to 
Judge Ingles at the United Nations in Febru­
ary 1963, the Soviet Union specified only 
three grounds on which an application for 
an exit visa would be rejected: If a person 
has been charged with an offense and judg­
ment is yet pending; if a person has been 
convicted and is serving a court-imposed 
sentence; and if a person has yet to discharge 
his obligation of service in the army or navy. 

In 1959, the Soviet Union signed a formal 
exchange with the United States-the Gro­
myko-Nixon exchange-in which both gov­
ernments obligated themselves to the prin­
ciple of reunion of families. And the Soviet 
Union has gone beyond this in implementing 
the principle of reunion of entire ethnic 
groups. When Spaniards who were living in 
the Soviet Union since the 1930's and were 
citizens of the Soviet Union requested to 
retut·n to Spain in the late 1950's, almost all 
of them were permitted to return and a ma­
jor Soviet journal at the time, Literaturnaya 
Gazetta, wished them well in this return. 
On the basis of agreements between Poland 
and the Soviet Union in the late 1940's, some 
200,000 Poles, many of whom had become 
Soviet citizens, were permitted to return to 
Poland. Greeks who had been living in Russia 
since the fourth century B.C., since the time 
of Alexander the Great, have returned to 
Greece. Mongolians have returned to Mon­
golia, Koreans to Korea, Germans to West 
Germany. 

The Soviet Union has also advocated the 
reverse side of the coin. Ever since 1946 the 
Soviet government has engaged in a major 
effort throughout the world, urging Arme­
nians to return home to Soviet Armenia-a 
kind of Armenian Zionism-and some 200,000 
Armenians from the United States, Europe, 
Canada, and North Africa have returned to 
Soviet Armenia. Since 1955 the Soviet Union 
has been encouraging Russians, Byelorus­
sians, Georgians and Ukrainians who left af­
ter the revolution to return to the Soviet 
motherland. 

Yet, as we know, until the last year or two 
these obligations have not been fulfilled with 
regard to Jews. 

Does the United States have a stake in this 
matter? What is our tradition? 

Jackson-Mills-Vanik is deeply rooted in 
the American tradition, which has displayed 
a continuing concern for oppressed minori­
ties abroad. 

All too often Jackson-Mills-Vanik is 
treated as if it is de novo and sui generis, 
that it has suddenly appeared on the scene, 
that it is somehow alien to American tra­
dition and American policy. 

As early as 1869, President Ulysses S. Grant, 
upon hearing from American Jewish peti­
tioners of a contemplated expulsion of 20,000 
Jews from an area of southwestern Russia, 
intervened with the czarist authorities. If 
that expulsion was halted, one chronicler of 
the episode notes, it was a consequence of 
American concern. 

At least ten American Presidents, from 
Grant to Richard M. Nixon, have intervened 
directly or indirectly on behalf of Russian 
Jewry in the past 100 years. A prominent Sec­
retary of State, James Blaine, formally jus­
tified diplomatic intervention in the inter­
nal concerns of a foreign country on grounds 
that "the domestic policy of a state toward 
it s own subjects may be at variance with the 
larger principles of humanity." 

Humanitarian intervention on behalf of 
persecuted Irish and Armenians as well as 
Jews remained a distinctive feature of the 
American diplomatic landscape during the 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 

Frequently the Congress has acted as a 
spur to Administration action. In 1879, for 
example, the House of Representatives 
adopted a resolution which criticized a czar­
ist policy that refused the Jews the right to 
own real estate. The measure was introduced 

by Samuel Cox-who, like Charles Vanik, was 
a congressman from Ohio. 

The following year Cox inserted into the 
Congressional Record a letter from a Rus­
sian Jew-the first, but not the last to appear 
in the Record-which opened as follows: "In 
this hour of all but hopeless misery, groan­
ning under the yoke of a cruel and heartless 
despotism, we turn to the West." 

In 1883 a House resolution called upon the 
Administration to exercise its influence with 
the government of Russia to stay the spirit 
of discrimination and persecution as directed 
against the Jews. 

A decade later, in 1892, the House of Rep­
resentatives refused to allocate funds for food 
transport to Russia on grounds, in the words 
of Tennessee Congressman Josiah Patterson, 
that the czarist regime, by its treatment of 
Jews, had shocked the moral sensibilities of 
the Christian world. 

Especially significant was the legislative 
effort in 1911 to abrogate an 80-year-old Rus­
sian-American commercial treaty. This drive 
constituted almost the dress rehearsal for 
the Jackson-Mills-Vanik congressional drive 
of today. 

Behind the 1911 effort was a determination 
to relieve the desperate plight of Russian 
Jews, although the battle was technically 
fought over the more narrow issue of pass­
port discrimination against American Jews 
seeking to visit Russia. 

A proclamation by President William How­
ard Taft in March 1910 extending to Russia 
minimum tariff rates despite reluctance by 
the U.S. Tariff Board, prompted the public 
campaign. Towards the end of that year, 
New York Congressman Herbert Parsons cau­
tioned the Administration that the House 
might demand the termination of the 1832 
commercial treaty. The implied threat was 
rebuffed. Secretary of State Philander Knox 
in a note to the President argued that "quiet 
and persistent endeavor" (quiet diplomacy, 
in modern parlance) would be more effective 
than treaty abrogation in changing czarist 
policy. 

A series of State Department memoranda 
in early 1911 buttressed the Philander Knox 
note with arguments that find a remarkable 
echo today: America's commercial and in­
dustrial interests would allegedly be harmed; 
Antisemitism would fall upon Russian Jews. 
There were other statements made at the 
time: We have no right to intervene in the 
internal affairs of foreign countries; And 
there were even warnings that antisemitism 
would take place in the United States as a 
consequence of these efforts. 

Much of the American public saw the issue 
differently. A massive number of petitions 
and and resolutions bombarded Congress. 
Public rallies were held in various cities, cul­
minating in a mass meeting in New York on 
December 6, 1911, under the auspices of the 
National Citizens Committee and addressed 
by Woodrow Wilson, William Randolph 
Hearst and Champ Clark. One week later 
speaker after speaker arose in the House of 
Representatives to express sympathy for Jews 
and to condemn the barbaric practices of 
czarist Russia. The vote for abrogation was 
overwhelming-301 to 1. 

With the Senate certain to have a similar 
lopsided vote, the Secretary of State has­
tened to soften the impaot on the angry czar­
ist regime. In language which stressed 
friendship between the two countries, he 
advised the Russian Foreign Office that the 
United States was terminating the commer­
cial agreement as of January 1, 1913. 

Russian officials reacted with astonish­
ment. They failed to comprehend, as a his­
torian of the event observed, "how a moral­
istic crusade could dictate political action." 

That failing should no longer obtain. 
Senator Henry Jackson has repeatedly em­
phasized, both publicly and privately, that 
the United States, as a nation of immigrants, 

has a vital stake in the right to emigrate 
freely. 

The amendment addresses itself not to 
trac- per se; indeed, its sponsors are vigor­
ous advocates of a greater degree of trade. 
The matter of the legislation focuses upon 
trade concessions which the USSR desires 
and seeks-most-favored-nation treatment, 
credits, and credit guarantees. 

The price asked for such concessions can 
hardly be described as extravagant. On the 
contrary, the price is but minimal; adherence 
to international standards of conduct that 
are appropriate for any civilized society. 

International morality and law concerning 
the precious right to emigrr.te must be up­
held, and America, in championing this right, 
pursues a course which has been integral to 
its purpose since the very founding of the 
republic. 

AMERICAN ISRAEL PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE 1973 POLICY STATE­
MENT 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re­

cently, the American Israel Public 
Affairs Committee conducted its 14th 
annual national policy conference to 
celebrate the 25th anniversary of the 
founding of the State of Israel and to 
honor the newly appointed Israeli Am­
bassador to the United States, Simcha 
Dinitz. 

The American Israel Public Affairs 
Committee-AlP A C-is a nonpartisan 
organization which, for more than 20 
years, has worked to foster the friend­
ship and good will between the United 
States and Israel and to advocate meas­
ures that promote stability and an en­
during peace in the Middle East. 

Presiding over this year's conference 
were AlP AC Chairman Irving Kane of 
Cleveland, Honorary Chairman Rabbi 
Philip S. Bernstein of Rochester and 
Executive Vice Chairman I. L. Kenen, 
who has directed AIPAC's Washington 
activities since the committee's incep­
tion. 

AIPAC's executive committee is com­
posed of national and community Jewish 
leaders. Two former Congressmen; 
Emanuel Celler and Herbert Tenzer are 
cochairmen of AIPAC's national council. 

AIPAC's annual policy conferences 
were begun in 1960 to give its members 
an opportunity to meet with Congress­
men and Government officials and to for­
mulate a policy statement to guide the 
committee activity for the coming year. 

The policy statement adopted at this 
year's conference is of interest to both 
Members of Congress and the public and 
I ask unanimous consent that the state­
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the policy 
statement was ordered to be Plinted in 
the REcoRD, as follows: 
AMERICAN Isi!l.EL PUBLIC AFFAIRS STATEMENT 

OF POLICY ADOPTED AT ITS CONFERENCE, 
MAY 7, 1973 
This year we celebrate the 25th anniversary 

of the establishment of the State of Israel 
and the splendid progress she has made in 
the reclamation of land and people. 

But Israel is still denied the blessings of 
peace. The Arab states went to war against 
the United Nations resolution of 1947, which 
recognized Israel's right to exist, and for 25 
years have persisted in their objective of 
destroying the Jewish state. 

Throughout this period Israel has never 
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abandoned the hope of peace with her Arab 
neighbors. She has always been ready to 
accept reconciliation and peace, whiah would 
bring about Arab-Israel friendship and co­
oneration while ensuring secure and recog-

·ized boundaries for all states in the area. 
The Arab states must recognize ~hat a 

genuine peace cannot be attained by mili­
tary aggression, imposed by great powers or 
enforced by outside intervention or guaran­
tees. Mutual accommodation and lasting 
peace can be attained only though nego~ia­
t ions between the parties directly involved. 

U.S.-ISRAEL RELATIONS 

The American Israel Public Affairs Com­
mittee has advocated strong economic, mili­
tary and diplomatic support for Israel by the 
United States. The success of U.S. policy in 
implementation of this basic principle has 
reinforced this position. 

We commend President Nixon and the 
Congress for their ongoing commitment 
which enables Israel to maintain her deter­
rent military strength and for their con­
stuctive response to Israel's need for assist­
ance in meeting the economic burdens re­
sulting from the continued belligerence of 
the Arab states and from the continuing and 
welcome immigration of Soviet Jews. 

However, we note with regret that the 
Administraiton's fiscal 1974 budget request 
proposes to cut supporting assistance to Is­
rael from the $50 million appropriated last 
year to $25 million and that the Adminis­
tration has not requested additional funds 
to aid in the resettlement of Soviet Jewish 
emigrants. We urge that U.S. aid to Israel 
be maintained at its current levels. 

We also call upon the U.S. government to 
recognize Jerusalem as the capital of the 
State of Israel and we urge the United States 
to move its embassy to Jerusalem. 

We welcome U.S. diplomatic efforts to pro­
mote dialogue, without preconditions, be­
tween Israel and the Arab states and the 
firm u.s. rejection of Arab demands for an 
imposed solution. 

we commend U.S. opposition to one-sided 
UN resolutions which flout UN principles by 
condemning Israel's preventive and defen­
sive actions while ignoring the provocations 
and aggression of her enemies. 

U.S. support for Israel has helped to main­
tain the cease-fire, reduce Great Power ri­
valry and increase U.S. influence and pres­
tige in the region. It has also led some Arab 
leaders to consider the possibility of peace 
through negotiations. We urge that this pol­
icy be continued. 

THE SOVIET UNION AND THE UNITED STATES 
IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

President Nixon's firm refusal to compro­
mise Israel's security in his discussions with 
Russian leaders during the past year helped 
to defuse U.S.-Soviet tensions in the Middle 
East. The exodus of most Russian personnel 
from Egypt has further reduced the danger 
of renewed armed conflict in the area. 

Nevertheless, the threat of Russian involve­
ment in the region cannot be disregarded. 

The Soviet naval presence in the Medi­
terranean Sea and the Indian Ocean con­
tinues to grow. Russian arms shipments to 
Iraq, Syria and Egypt fortify Arab intran­
sigence. 

Strong support for Israel-as well as the 
maintenance of a U.S. naval presence suffi­
cient to ensure freedom of the seas and deter 
threats to the integrity of all states in the 
Middle East-is essential to counter Soviet 
influence in the area. 

THE ENERGY PROBLEM 

The United States must develop effective 
measures to meet anticipated energy short­
ages. 

We note with regret a reckless and irre­
sponsible propaganda drive by certain vested 
interests to link the "oil crisis" with the 
Arab-Israel conflict-a position which the Ad­
ministration has not adopted. 

Surrender to demagogic demands at Is­
rael's expense will neither guarantee oil ship­
ments from the Arab world nor safeguard 
foreign investments nor allay the adverse 
economic effects of U.S. dependence on Arab 
oil. 

The answer to our energy problems will not 
be found in Arab-Israel politics. A solution 
requires joint economic planning with other 
oil-importing states, increased utilization of 
our own resources, energy conservation, and 
rapid research for the development of alter­
native sources of energy. These measures are 
imperative if we are to resist and combat 
political and economic blackmail. 

ARAB-ISRAEL RELATIONS 

Where Israelis and Arabs live together 
there is an increased spirit of understanding 
and coexistence. 

Jerusalem now flourishes as a unified city 
open to all-christians, Moslems and Jews-­
without discrimination. 

The Arabs in areas administered by Israel 
now enjoy improved standards of health, ed­
ucation and employment. In the West Bank 
all Arab refugees have in fact been absorbed 
and given employment in an expanding econ­
omy. 

The prosperity and freedom enjoyed by the 
Arabs of Jerusalem, the West Bank and Gaza. 
under Israel's administration have enhanced 
cooperation between Arabs and Israelis. And 
Israel's policy of permitting Arabs from all 
parts of the Arab world to visit the West 
Bank and Israel has helped dissipate false 
conceptions which have hindered Arab un­
derstanding of Israel. 

The West Bank elections--held with un­
precedented voter turnout despite terrorist 
threats--the establishment of an independ­
ent Arab university on the West Bank, the 
family reunification program, and the in­
creased trade and travel across the Jordan 
River further demonstrate the advantages 
of peaceful coexistence and mutual cooper­
ation. 

SOVIET JEWR'Y 

We support both trade and detente with 
the Soviet Union. But we believe that it is 
imperative for the Soviet Union to change 
its restrictive emigration policies in order to 
achieve detente. 

We commend the Nixon Administration and 
the Congress of the United States for their 
efforts to induce the Soviet Union to end its 
ruthless policy of denying religious and cul­
tural rights and freedom of emigration to its 
Jewish citizens. 

We welcome the announcement by Presi­
dent Nixon that the Soviet Union has de­
cided to suspend the education tax, which 
was, in effect, a ransom. 

We believe that progress toward this wel­
come decision was accelerated by the extraor­
dinary and unprecedented demonstration 
of congressional support !or the Jackson­
Mills-Vanik legislation with respect to the 
pending trade bill, which proposes to deny 
most-favored-nation status, credits and in­
vestment guarantees to states which restrict 
emigration or i.mpose excessive exit fees. 

In the forthcoming weeks the Soviet com­
mitment to the Administration will be tested 
by performance. We call attention to the fact 
that 100,000 Soviet Jews have applied for 
visas but that the great majority have not 
been granted, and there is continuing harass­
ment and imprisonment, under inhuman 
conditions, of those wishing to emigrate. 

We call for the 1·epeal of the onerous re­
strictions to emigration which the Soviet 
Union continues to impose, such as the re­
quirement of prospective emigrants to secure 
parental permission, regardless of age; the 
humiliation of interrogation before hostile 
workers councils; denial of employment in 
their regular fields o! occupation upon ap­
plying for emigration and subsequent casti­
gation as parasites; arbitrary denial of emi­
gration permits based on spurious security 
considerations and geographical origins. We 

call for the liberation of those who have 
been imprisoned solely because of their ex­
pressed desire to emigrate and we call upon 
the USSR to desist from new prosecutions of 
wOIUld-be emigrants. 

We urge both the President and the Con­
gress to maintain a vigi.lant watch on devel­
opments in the Soviet Union in the weeks 
and months ahead. 

We continue to support the Jackson-Mills­
Vanik legislation in the belief that this meas­
ure has served and can continue to serve a 
constructive purpose and we urge Congress 
and the Administration, working together, to 
take legislative action to give effect to its 
principles and objectives. 

JEWS IN ARAB LAND 

We protest the inhuman treatment of 
Jews living in some Arab lands, notably 
Iraq and Syria. An aroused public opinion 
will help to end the arbitrary kidnapping, 
expropriation of property, imprisonment and 
murder of Jews in these countries. We urge 
our government, the United Nations and gov­
ernments throughout the world to use their 
influence to ensure the restoration of basic 
human rights to these tragic reinnants of 
once-flourishing communities--including the 
right to emigrate to countries of their choice. 

TERRORISM 

The escalation of Arab terrorist piracy 
and murder poses danger not only to Israel, 
but to the entire world. 

Israel has curbed terrorism within her 
borders by vigilant security measures and by 
consistent rejection of terrorist blackmail. 
She has warned neighboring Arab nations of 
their responsibility, under the 1948 armistice, 
to halt attacks emanating from their terri­
tory and has acted to wipe out terrorist bases 
in countries where terrorists are harbored, 
financed and encouraged. 

Terrorism can be combated successfully on 
a global scale when all nations refuse to 
capitulate to extortion or give sanctuary 
to hijackers and terrorists within their bor­
ders and agree to penali~e and impose sanc­
tions on those countries which provide 
havens for and encourage these international 
outlaws. 

We welcome measures adopted and pro­
moted by our government to counter inter­
national hijacking and terrorism and we 
deplore the failure of the United Nations to 
adopt U.S.-initiated proposals while, at the 
same time, voting to censure Israel for tak­
ing legitimate measures to protect her pop­
ulation against attack and murder. 

THE UNITED NATIONS 

The built-in coalition of Arab and Soviet 
bloc states at the United Nations continues 
to push through defamatory anti-Israel reso­
lutions which tna.ke unsubstantiated charges 
of transgression in the administered ter­
ritories and falsely blame Israel for the con­
tinuing impasses in the Middle East. 

In addition, the United Nations has made 
no contribution toward a solution to the 
problem of the Arab refugees. It has in fact 
hindered a solution by c:liauenging Israel's 
attempts to raise their standard of living and 
by failing to encourage the Arab states to 
aid in their resettlement in Arab lands. 

By shifting blame to Israel, by disseminat­
ing tna.licious and uncorroborated allega­
tions, by refusing to investigate charges of 
mistreatment of Jews in Arab lands, and by 
failing to act against terrorism, the United 
Nations has fortified Arab resistance to peace, 
thus prolonging the conflict. 

GENOCIDE CONVENTION 

It is now 25 years since the United Na­
tions General Assembly approved the Geno­
cide Convention. Since then 75 nations have 
ratified this Convention, but the United 
States has failed to do so. 

We are encouraged by the favorable re­
port of the Senate Foreign Relations Com­
mittee and we appeal to the Senate to ap­
prove the Convention as soon as possible. 
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PEACE TREATIES 

We believe that all outstanding issues be­
tween Israel and the Arab states can be re­
solved by peace treaties arrived at through 
direct negotiations, obligating the parties 
to each other and leading to: 

a) the recognition by the Arab states of 
Israel's existence as a sovereign nation in 
the Middle East; 

b) the establishment of secure, mutually 
recognized and agreed upon boundaries; 

c) effective controls to end hijacking and 
terrorism; 

d) acknowledgement of Israel's sovereignty 
over a unified Jerusalem with free access to 
the holy places for all faiths; 

e) freedom of navigation through the Suez 
Canal, the Straits of Tiran and the Red Sea, 
as long established by international law; 

f) an end to economic warfare, boycotts 
and blockades; 

g) de-escalation of the arms race. 
Israel's first 25 years have demonstrated 

her desire and her capacity to live and grow 
as a free and democratic state in a peaceful 
Middle East. 

The friendship and understanding be­
tween Israel and the United States have 
been crucial to Israel's development and 
survival and have served the highest inter­
ests of our country. 

We hope that the time will soon come 
when the Arab states will learn that the road 
to lasting peace and prosperity in the Mid­
dle East will be traveled successfully only 
when Arabs and Israelis travel it together. 

NEW YORK BAR COMMITTEE EN­
DORSES IMPOUNDMENT BILL 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Com­
mittee on Federal Legislation of the As­
sociation of the Bar of the City of New 
York recently issued a report in which 
it endorsed S. 373, the impoundment 
control procedures bill which passed the 
Senate on May 10. 

In the report, the committee said that 
the impoundment legislation "is desir­
able and within the constitutional powers 
of Congress," and it agreed with me that 
the impoundment bill would-

Establish for the first time an orderly 
;procedure whereby the President of the 
United States can call to the attention of 
the Congress (without having to veto a 
broader piece of legislation) specific changes 
or deferrals in government expenditures 
which he considers essential, and at the same 
time would retain in the Congress the ulti­
mate power of the purse conferred on that 
body by the Constitution. 

While the committee suggested some 
changes in the impoundment bill as re­
ported to the Senate by the Committee 
on Government Operations, it approved 
the general thrust of the bill. 

The committee's report also set out in 
concise fashion the key arguments for 
enactment of impoundment control leg­
islation, and I commend it to Senators 
and every citizen who is interested in 
this important issue. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the report on "Executive Im­
poundment of Appropriated Funds" by 
the Committee on Federal Legislation of 
the Association of the Bar of the City of 
New York, which was issued on April 25, 
1973, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
wa..s ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 

as follows: 

EXECUTIVE IMPOUNDMENT OF 
APPROPRIATED FuNDS 

(By the Committee on Federal Legislation) 
The sharp controversy between the Presi­

dent and the Congress over Executive im­
poundment of appropriated funds has given 
rise to a serious constitutional confronta­
tion between the two branches of govern­
ment. The Administration has taken the 
}?OSition that the President's authority to 
impound appropriated funds is grounded 
in the Constitution.1 Congressional leaders, 
on the other hand, point to the Constitu­
tion's having given the power of the purse 
to Congress, and various bills have been in­
troduced in both Houses designed to pro­
hibit or restrict Executive impoundment. On 
April 4, 1973 the Senate, amending a bill 
giving Congressional approval to the recent 
devaluation of the dollar, adopted by a vote 
of 70 to 24 a comprehensive proposal intro­
duced by Senator Sam J. Ervin enabling 
Congress to review and nullify Executive im­
poundments.2 

We believe such legislation is desira!ble 
and within the constitutional powers of Con­
gress. This report will discuss the issues 
principally in terms of the Senate-passed 
amendment, as the similar House bills had 
not cleared the Rules Committee as this 
report went to press. 

I. TERMS OF THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

The impounding measure passed by the 
Senate applies whenever the President or 
any Executive officer or employee "impounds 
any budget authority made available, or 
orders, permits, or approves the impounding 
of any such budget authority by any other 
officer or employee of the United States ... " 
(§2(a)).3 

For purposes of the Act the "impounding" 
of budget authority includes, inter alia, 
"withholding, delaying, deferring freezing, or 
otherwise refusing to expend any part of 
budget authority made available by Con­
gress (whether by establishing reserves or 
otherwise) and the termination or cancel­
lation of authorized budgets or activities to 
the extent that budget authority has been 
made available" ( § 4 ( 1) ) , and "any type of 
Executive -action or inaction which effec­
tively precludes or delays the obligation or 
expenditure of any part of authorized budg .. 
et authority" (§ 4{4)). 

Within ten days of such impounding, the 
President is to transmit to both Houses a 
special message specifying, inter alia, the 
amount impounded, the time period of and 
the reasons for the impoundment, including 
any legal authority invoked by the President 
justifying it, the department or agency of 
government to which the amounts would 
have been available, and to the extent prac­
ticable the estimated fiscal, economic and 
budgetary effect of the impoundment. If the 
President fails to report impounding action 
to the Congress as required by the Act, the 
Comptroller General shall report such im­
pounding action to both Houses along with 
any available information, and the provisions 
of the Act will apply as if the report had 
been made by the President.' 

The Comptroller General is to review the 
President's report of an impoundment and 
advise both Houses of Congress (within 15 
days after receipt of the impounding mes­
sage) as to whether the impoundment in his 
judgment is in accordance with existing 
statutory authority. If the Comptroller Gen­
eral determines that the impoundment was 
in accordance with the Anti-Deficiency Act 
(described at page 3 below), the Ervin im­
pounding amendment will not otherwise 
apply to the impoundment in question. In 
all other cases the provisions of the im­
poundment measure apply, even if the 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Comptroller General advises that there is 
other existing statutory authority for the 
Executive action. 

Under the bill, the impounding of any 
budget authority set forth in a special mes­
sage shall cease unless within 60 calendar 
days of "continuous session" after the mes­
sage is received by Congress, the specific im­
poundment shall have been ratified by 
adoption of a concurrent resolution of both 
Houses.6 Congress may, however, terminate 
the impoundment or any part of it earlier 
by a concurrent resolution. If Congress fails 
to approve the impoundment by the end of 
the statutory period, or earlier disapproves 
the impoundment, the obligation of the 
budget authority subject to the special 
message is made mandatory, and the Execu­
tive is precluded from reimpounding the spe­
cific budget authority set forth in the spe­
cial message.8 

Provision is made by the bill for expedited 
consideration of the impounding message as 
privileged business in both Houses, without 
referral to committee and with limited de­
bate. Finally, the measure provides that, 
should the President desire to make any im­
poundment of an appropriation that is not 
authorized by the Act or by the Anti-De­
ficiency Act, he should seek legislation "uti­
lizing the supplemental appropriations proc­
ess to obtain selective recission of such ap­
propriation by the Congress" (§ 9(b) ). 
ll. CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS AND HISTORICAL 

PRACTICES 

The relevant constitutional provisions are 
Article I, Section 1, which vests "All legis­
lative Powers" in the Congress; Article I, 
Section 8, which grants the "Power" to Con­
gress, among other things, to "make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car­
rying into Execution" the enumerated powers 
of Congress and "other Powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or officer 
thereof"; Article I, Section 9, which provides, 
among other things, that "No Money shall 
be drawn from the Treasury, but in Con­
sequence of Appropriations made by Law"; 
Article II, Section 1, which provides that 
"The executive Power shall be vested in a 
President"; Article I, Section 7, which pro­
vides for a limited veto power in the Presi­
dent of any "Bill"; and Article II, Section 3, 
which provides that the President "shall take 
Care that the Laws be faithfully executed." 

The impoundment of funds by Presidents 
is nothing new. As far back as 1803 President 
Thomas Jefferson declined to spend an ap­
propriation for gunboats because a "favor­
able and peaceful turn of affairs on the Mis­
sissippi rendered an immediate execution of 
that law unnecessary." Jefferson's Third An­
nual Message to Congress, October 17, 1803. 
However, there were few other substantial 
impoundments during the 19th century. 

The first extensive impounding was done 
by President Franklin D. Roosevelt in the 
early 1940's when the economy of the United 
States shifted first to defense and later to 
war production. In order to control govern­
ment spending, inflation and the related eco­
nomic effects, President Roosevelt directed 
that a variety of funded programs, notably 
public works projects unrelated to the war 
effort, be postponed for the duration of the 
war. Fisher, The Politics of Impounded 
Funds, 15 ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE Q. 361. 

Succeeding administrations have continued 
the impoundment practice. In 1949 President 
Truman impounded some $700 million ap­
propriated for expanding the Air Force. Presi­
dent Eisenhower impounded funds for the 
Nike-Zeus missile development. President 
Kennedy impounded funds for the develop­
ment of the B-70 bomber. In 1966, President 
Johnson, as an anti-inflationary measure, 
withheld $5.3 blliion in highways, housing 
and urban development, education, agricul-
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ture and health and welfare funds. (Under 
pressure from Congress, a major part of these 
funds was released for expenditure some 
months later.) 

It is not surprising that Congress has not 
frequently challenged the President when 
he has impounded funds in instances where 
he finds that the program of Congress can 
be carried out without expending all the 
appropriated monies. Indeed, the usual ap­
propriation measures are generally construed 
merely to authorize the President to expend 
funds for a particular program, but not to 
impose upon him the affirmative duty to do 
so.7 The President is clearly fulfilling his 
duty to "take Care that the Laws be faith­
fully executed" where he .accomplishes the 
Congressional program at a lower cost. The 
Anti-Deficiency Act, enacted in 1905 and 
subsequently elaborated (31 U.S.C. § 665), 
in its present formulation explicitly rec­
ognizes the principle. The Act requires ap­
portionment of funds on a periodic basis to 
minimize the need for deficiency appropria­
tions, .and provides that the President shall 
set aside funds for contingencies or effect 
savings whenever they are made possible 
"by or through changes in requirements, 
greater efficiency of operations, or other de­
velopments" that take place after funds have 
been appropriated. 

Other statutes require the withholding of 
funds under circumstances specified by Con­
gress. For example, Title VI of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act directs the agencies to withhold 
federal funds from programs in which there 
is discrimination by race, color or national 
origin. Similarly, welfare assistance is re­
quired to be cut off from States which do not 
update their welfare payments to reflect cost 
of living increases. Spending ceilings adopted 
by Congress for the fiscal years 1969-1971 
gave the President power to withhold funds. 
Various foreign assistance acts direct the 
President to withhold economic assistance 
under certain conditions. 

At times the President is faced with ap­
parently conflicting legislation. For example, 
the 1971 Military Pay Raise Statute required 
that raises were to be effective in October 
1971. The statute was passed without re­
ferring to the President's general authority 
to freeze pay under the Economic Stabiliza­
tion Act. Attorney Genera l Mitchell opined 
that the President was authorized under the 
latter act to defer the military pay raise. More 
general fiscal control measures, such as the 
laws setting a debt limit ($465 billion for 
the year ending June 30, 1973) , have been 
cited in support of Presidential authority to 
refrain from expending funds. 

On occasion other general factors have 
been weighed by the President in deciding 
the extent to which funds should be ex­
pended. As stated above, in the 1940's Presi­
dent Roosevelt directed that certain projects 
be postponed or cancelled though funds had 
been appropriated for them. When certain 
programs of the Agricultural Marketing Ad­
ministration were curtailed by the Bureau 
of the Budget, and some Congressmen com­
plained, President Roosevelt responded: 

"It should, of course, be clearly understood 
that what you refer to as 'the practice of 
the Bureau [of the Budget] of impounding 
funds duly appropriated by the Congress' is 
in fact action by the Chief Executive, and 
has two purposes. The first purpose is com­
pliance with the Anti-Deficiency Act which 
requires that appropriated funds be so appor­
tioned over the fiscal year as to insure 
against deficiency spending. • • • Secondly, 
the apportionment procedure is used as a 
positive means of reducing expenditures and 
saving money wherever and whenever such 
savings appear possible. 

"While our statutory system of fund appor­
tionment is not a substitute for item or 
blanket veto power, and should not be used 
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to set aside or nullify the expressed will of 
Congress, I cannot believe that you or Con­
gress which are common to sound business 
management everywhere. In other words, the 
mere fact that Congress, by the appropria­
tion process, has made available specified 
sums for the various programs and functions 
of the Government is not a mandate that 
such funds must be fully expended. Such a 
premise would take from the Chief Executive 
every incentive for good management and 
the practice of commonsense economy. This 
~s particularly true in times of rapid change 
m general economic conditions and with re­
spect to programs and activities in which 
exact standards or levels of operation are not 
and cannot well be prescribed by statute." s 

In. THE CURRENT CONTROVERSY 

Whether or not past impoundments were 
consistent with the intent of Congress or met 
with the wishes of all Members of Congress, 
the Administration of President Nixon has 
made what must be viewed as a change in 
kind in the utilization of impoundment. The 
President has impounded funds, and has 
announced he will impound funds, in con­
nection with varied domestic programs with 
r~spect to which the Congressionally estab­
llshed level of funding is considered by the 
President incompatible with his own budget 
priorities. 

Thus, in 1969 President Nixon announced 
plans to reduce health research grants, 
Model Cities funds and grants for urban re­
newal, while in the same period proceeding 
with Administration-backed programs relat­
ing to the supersonic transport, a new 
manned bomber and the Safeguard ABM 
System. In the Spring of 1971 the President 
announced the withholding of more than $12 
billion, most of it in highway money and 
funds for various urban programs. He also 
proceeded with public works projects which 
he had recommended to Congress, but de­
ferred, without exception, all of the addi­
tional projects that Congress had approved. 
A variety of other programs have since been 
abolished or seriously curtailed. For example, 
the President terminated several agricultural 
programs, including the rural environmental 
assistance program and emergency disaster 
loans to farmers. 

The President also effectively impounded, 
by r~fusinf? to allocate for project approval, 
$6 b11lion m federal water pollution control 
funds authorized by Congress over the Presi­
dent's veto in the Water Quality Act Amend­
ments of 1972. In January of 1973 Represent­
ative Joe L. Evins, Chairman of the House 
Appropriations Committee's Subcommittee 
on Public Works, cited that action and listed 
an additional $6 billion in appropriated 
funds for the :fiscal year 1973 being withheld, 
frozen or impounded by the Office of Man­
agement and Budget. 

Many Members of Congress have deemed 
the President's widespread impounding to be, 
in the words of Senator Ervin, "merely a 
means whereby the White House can give 
effect to social goals of its own choosing by 
reallocating national resources in contraven­
tion of congressional dictates. • • • By im­
pounding appropriated funds, the President 
is able to modify, reshape, or nullify com­
pletely laws passed by the legislative branch, 
thereby making legislative policy-a power 
reserved exclusively to the Congress" (CoNG, 
REc. Jan. 16, 1P73, pp. 1149-1150). 
XV. CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE LEGISLATION 

T~ere have been very few instances of leg­
islatiOn specifically prohibiting impound­
ment. One is the Rural Post Roads Act of 
July 13, 1943, 57 Stat. 560, 563, providing that 
"no part" of any appropriation authorized 
in the Act shall "be impounded or withheld 
from obligation or expenditure by any agency 
or official" unless the War Production Board 
certified that the use of critical materials 
for highway construction would impede con­
duct of the war.8 But no litigation involving 
the Act appears to have been brought. 

On April 2, 1973 the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, affirming 
the United States District Court for the 
Western Di~tr~ct of Missouri in State High­
way CommtSston of Missouri v. Volpe, 347 
F.Supp. 950 (W.D. Mo. 1972), held that the 
Fede:al Aid Highway Act of 1956, as amended, 
prohibited the Secretary of Transportation 
and the Director of the Office of Manage­
ment. and Budget from withholding, as an 
anti-~fiatic;>n measure, Missouri's authority 
to obllgate 1ts apportionment from the High­
way Trust Fund for the fiscal year 1973. 
Twenty-two Senators and four Members of 
the House joined in an amicus brief before 
the Court of Appeals opposing the impound­
ment and challenging the constitutionality 
of Executive impoundment of Congression­
ally appropriated funds. 

Restricting its decision solely to construc­
ti~m of the Highway Aid Act, the Eighth 
Crrcult remarked that resolution of the issue 
did not involve an analysis of the Executive's 
constitutional powers. The court declined to 
reach the constitutional issues inasmuch as 
nothing in the record demonstrated that the 
Secretary of Transportation would continue 
to exercise controls beyond those which judi­
cial construction found permissible within 
the relevant statutes. 

Similarly, the District Court opinion had 
not reached the constitutional issue con­
eluding that the reason advanced by the 
Secreta~y for withholding funds, that is, the 
prevention of inflation, was "impermissible" 
under the terms of the statute. Thus, in re­
jecting the argument that the President's 
decision to withhold funds could be justified 
by general economic considerations, the Dis­
trict Court had said: 

"The reasons advanced by the Secretary 
for the current and past withholding of ob­
ligational authority are foreign to the stand­
ards and purposes of the Act and the Fund. 
The reasons relied on are related to the pre­
vention of inflation of wages and prices in 
the national economy. These reasons are im­
permissible reasons for action which frus­
trates the purposes and standards of the Act 
including but not limited to those in Sec~ 
tion 109, Title 23, U.S.C.A. Therefore it is not 
within the discretion of the Secretary to 
withhold obligational authority from Mis­
souri, and judicial relief should be granted 
to Missouri." 347 F. Supp. at 954. 
The Court of Appeals agreed: "Apportioned 
funds are not to be withheld from obliga­
tion for purposes totally unrelated to the 
highway program." The court found that 
nothing in the Highway Aid Act "explicity or 
impliedly allows the Secretary to withhold 
approval of construction projects for rea­
sons remote and unrelated to the Act." 10 

On similar reasoning, the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia 
on April 11, 1973 enjoined, as contrary to 
statutory authority, certain actions of the 
Acting Director of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity which would apparently con­
stitute an impoundment under the definition 
of the Ervin measure (see page 1 above). 
After the President announced in January 
1973 that no funds for OEO's community 
action program or for the existence of the 
agency itself were being requested in the 
fiscal 1974 Budget, the Acting Director of 
OEO took several actions looking toward 
complete phase-out of the program and of 
OEO's administrative operations prior to the 
end of the current fiscal year, including di­
rections for the diversion of appropriated 
funds from the substantive program to the 
expenses of termination of OEO and its 
grantee community action agencies. The 
District Court held these actions to be con­
trary to OEO's authorizing legislation and 
other relevant statutes. The court noted that 
it was not taking away the discretion of 
the agency in making specific funding de­
cisions under the program, but rather re­
quiring that that discretion be exercised as 
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the underlying legislation contemplated, un­
til such time as Congress might act to ter­
minate the program. Local 2577, AFGE v. 
Phillips (D.D.C. Aprilll, 1973) .u 

The constitutional argument on behalf of 
an Executive power to impound appears to 
rest on the "inherent" powers of the Presi­
dent. Although Deputy Attorney General 
Joseph T. Sneed, who testified for the Ad­
ministration at the 1973 Senate hearings on 
S. 373, contended that Congress could not 
constitutionally mandate spending on the 
Executive (except under very narrow cir­
cumstances) , it is difficult to determine the 
premise constitutional theory supporting the 
contention. Mr. Sneed appeared to rely on 
"past practice" and "the intractable realities 
of modern government under our system of 
separated powers." The latter phrase seem­
ingly is based on the premise that "the struc­
ture of Congress does not enable it to assume 
the executive responsibility for achieving" 
the end of protecting "purchasing power by 
avoiding intolerable inflation." This was said 
to raise a "double whether Congress can leg­
islate against impoundment even in the 
domestic area when to do so would result in 
substantially increasing the rate of inflation." 
Further, it was argued that to "admit the ex­
istence of such power deprives the President 
of a substantial portion of the 'executive 
power' vested in him by the Constitution." 
1973 Hearings, pp. 366-369. · 

Mr. Sneed also asserted that the constitu­
tional questions would be the greatest in 
the areas of national defense and foreign re­
lations, because there the President's powers 
and responsibility derived from his express 
status as Commander-in-Chief of the armed 
forces and as the "sole organ" of the nation 
in the conduct of its foreign affairs. In those 
areas the President has relatively broad con­
stitutional authority. See e.g., United States 
v. Curtiss-Wright Export Corp., 299 u.s. 304, 
319-320 (1936). The extent to which Con­
gress may mandate expenditures in those 
fields has never been litigated. 

Judicial authority on the constitutional 
issue of impoundment is very sparse. Kendall 
v. United States, 12 Pet. 524 (1838), is the 
closest Supreme Court decision in point. 
There a mandamus proceeding was brought 
to compel the Postmaster General to pay 
certain contractors sums which had been 
awarded to them in accordance with a pro­
cedure directed by Congress. The Postmaster 
General had refused to credit the contractors 
with the full amount of the award. 

On appeal it was urged that the Post­
master General was subject only to the dl· 
rection and control of the President "with 
respect to the execution of the duty imposed 
upon him by this law," and that "this right 
of the President is claimed as growing out 
of the obligation imposed upon him by the 
Constitution to take care that the laws be 
faithfully executed." The Court responded 
to this argument: 

"This is a doctrine that cannot receive 
the sanction of this court. It would be vest­
ing in the President a dispensing power 
which has no countenance for its support in 
any part of the Constitution, and is assert­
ing a principle which, if carried out in its 
results to all cases falling within it, would 
be clothing the President with a power en­
tirely to control the legislation of Congress, 
and paralyze the administration of justice. 

"To contend that the obligation imposed 
on the President to see the laws faithfully 
executed implies a power to forbid their 
execution, is a novel construction of the 
Constitution, and entirely inadmissible." 12 
Pet. at 613. 

In deciding that mandamus was the 
proper remedy, the Supreme Court said: 

"The act required by the law to be done 
by the Postmaster-General is simply to 
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credit the relators with the full amount of 
the award of the solicitor. This is a precise, 
definite act, purely ministerial, and about 
which the Postmaster-General had no dis­
cretion whatever." Ibid.u 

In later cases the Supreme Court has fol­
lowed the Kendall decision and said that 
when Congress appropriates money for pay­
ment to a particular person, the Executive 
Branch has no discretion to refuse pay­
ment.1a 

Legal advisers to Presidents have adopted 
the same view. Attorney General Griggs 
ruled in 1899 that there was no authority 
to refuse to pay a claim based on a private 
bill. 22 0PS. ATT'Y GEN. 295 (1900). In 1937 
Attorney General Cummings gave an opinion 
that the President is without power to with­
hold appropriations unless the power is con­
tained in legislation.H 

Mr. Justice Rehnquist, when he was serv­
ing as Assistant Attorney General in the 
Office of Legal Counsel of the Department 
of Justice, took the view that the President 
had no broad power to refuse to spend where 
Congress had mandated spending. In a mem­
orandum addressed to the Deputy Counsel 
to the President and concerning the Presi­
dent's authority to impound funds appro­
priated for aid to schools in federally im­
pacted areas,15 he said: 

"With respect to the suggestion that the 
President has a constitutional power to de­
cline to spend appropriated funds, we must 
conclude that existence of such a broad 
power is supported by neither reason nor 
precedent. There h , of course, no question 
that an appropriation act permits but does 
not require the executive branch to spend 
funds. See 42 Ops. A.G. No. 32, p. 4 (1967). 
But this is basically a rule of construction, 
and does not meet the question whether the 
President has authority to refuse to spend 
where the appropriation act or the substan­
tive legislation, fairly construed, require 
such action. 

* * 
"Although there is no judicial precedent 

squarely in point, Kendall v. United States, 
12 Pet. 524 (1838} appears to us to be au­
thority against the asserted Presidential 
power. In that case it was held that man­
damus lay to compel the Postmaster General 
to pay to a contractor an award which had 
been arrived at in accordance with a proce­
dure directed by Congress for settling the 
case. 

* • * • 
"[T]he mere fact that a. duty may be de­

scribed as discretionary does not, in our 
view, make the principle of the Kendall 
case inapplicable, if the action of the fed­
eral officer is beyond the bounds of discre­
tion permitted him by the law. 

* • "' • 
"It is in our view extremely difficult to 

formulate a constitutional theory to justify 
a. refusal by the President to comply with 
a. Congressional directive to spend. It may be 
argued that the spending of money is inher­
ently an executive function, but the execu­
tion of any law is, by definition, an exec­
utive function, and it seems an anomalous 
proposition that because the Executive 
branch is bound to execute the laws, it is 
free to decline to execute them. 

• * • 
"It has been suggested that the President's 

duty to 'take care that the laws be faith­
fully executed' might justify his refusal to 
spend, in the interest of preserving the fis­
cal integrity of the Government or the sta­
bility of the economy. This argument car­
ries weight in a situation in which the 
President is faced with conflicting statutory 
demands, as, for example, where to comply 
with a direction to spend might result in 
exceeding the debt limit or a limit imposed 
on total obligations or expenditures. See e.g., 

P.L. 91-47, title IV. But it appears to us that 
the confiict must be real and imminent for 
this argument to have validity; it would not 
be enough that the President disagreed with 
spending priorities established by Congress. 
Thus, if the President may comply with the 
statutory budget limitation by controlling 
expenditures which Congress has permitted 
but not required, he would, in our view, 
probably be bound to do so, even though he 
regarded such expenditures as more neces­
sary to the national interest than those he 
was compelled to make." 

We t hink that this reasoning is sound and 
should be followed. The plan of the Consti­
tution contemplates that " legislative" mat­
ters, that is, general policies and programs, 
shall be determined by Congress and that 
those policies and programs, if Congress shall 
so direct, must be "faithfully execut ed" and 
implemented by the President. 

Where Congress has made its intent clear 
the President is constitutionally obligated 
to effectuate that intent. He does not have 
discretion to substitute his own views as 
to policy for those of the Congress, provided 
Congress has embodied its own views in 
mandatory legislation. "Legislative" powers, 
"all" of which have been "vested" by Article 
I, Section 1 in Congress, must include the 
power to make general policy. The President 
is given no role in the legislative process 
other than the power under Article II, Sec­
tion 3 to recommend legislation and the 
limited power to veto a "bill" under Article 
I, Section 7. The President, on the other 
hand, is directed by Article II, Section 3, to 
take care that the product of Congress' leg­
islative powers, namely, the laws, shall "be 
faithfully executed." 

It is clear to us that Congress has the 
constitutional power in most insta-nces to 
mandate expenditure by the Executive of 
funds Congress has appropriated.16 The Ervin 
amendment passed by the Senate would make 
clear that Congress intends to utilize its 
constitutional powers in this regard. At the 
same time, the legislation has the merit of 
avoiding a confrontation between two abso­
lutist constitutional positions-that by 
which the Executive asserts, as described 
above, a power to make impoundments free 
of Congressional check, and the other by 
which the President would be denied all 
power to initiate a reduction or deferral of 
spending from the levels prescribed by Con­
gress. The Senate measure recognizes, and 
in effect legitimizes, the extraordinary power 
of Executive impoundment, while subject­
ing its exercise to Congressional review a n d 
concurrence in each instance. 

V. DESmABU.ITY OF THE LEGISLATION 

We believe legislation on this matter is 
desirable at this tme. Repeated Executive 
1mpoundment of Congressionally appro­
priated funds is presently posing a constitu­
tional confrontation of great dimension. 
Either court tests of constitutional magni­
tude must flow from the present situation or 
Congress's desires with regard to programs it 
has established may be enforced by resort to 
political measures, such as withholding ap­
proval of Presidential appointments or of 
unrelated legislative measures sought by the 
President. 

The Ervin amendment reduces the poten­
tial involvement of the courts in the politi­
cal questions inhering in the appropriation 
of funds and their expenditure, by bringing 
a Presidential impoundment back before 
Congress for its consideration. Congress can 
then assent to that impoundment in whole 
or in part, or disapprove it. The President re­
tains the initiative, and the opportunity to 
secure Congressional assessment of individ­
ual impoundments based on the current facts 
upon which he has acted. He may persuade 
Congress of the wisdom of his action, rather 
than throwing the impoundment authority 
question immediately into the litigation 
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arena. By g1vmg the President a vehicle to 
seek Congressional assessment of specific 
withholdings of appropriations items, and 
by offering to Congress the opporunity to 
agree or disagree with the President, a crisis 
of confrontation in the political arena may 
also be avoided. 

The measure recognizes that the only way 
under the Constitution that a President can 
disapprove an Act of Congress is by a limited 
veto. If the President could effectively veto 
legislation by impoundment, the limited 
veto (which can be overridden by a two­
thirds vote of each House) would become an 
absolute veto. At the same time the measure 
provides the mechanism for ameliorating the 
strictures on "item vetoes" 17 by giving the 
President an opportunity to have Congress 
reassess, in light of current conditions, in­
dividual budgetary items which may have 
been passed and signed into law as parts 
of larger packages, perhaps many years ear­
lier in the case of program-authorizing leg­
islation. 

We have comments on some specific fea­
tures of the legislation: 

1. Any legislation in this area presents a 
problem which has been of great concern to 
this Committee-that of avoiding the appli­
cation of anti-impoundment legislation to 
mere non-spending in the ordinary course of 
efficient operation and management of gov­
ernment. Under the Senate measure, if the 
Comptroller General rules t hat an impound­
ment (as broadly defined in the measure) is 
pursuant to the Anti-Deficiency Act, the 
machinery for Congressional disapproval does 
not come into play. In all other cases, the 
Comptroller General is to advise the Con­
gress whether the impoundment was "in ac­
cordance with other existing statutory au­
thority," but even if he responds in the 
affirmative the matter must go before both 
Houses (Section 2(c)). We believe this provi­
sion is inadequate because it does not filter 
out cases in which non-spending results from 
the application of discretionary standards es­
tablished pursuant to the legislation author­
izing or funding a particular program, or 
from the application of other directly appli­
cable legislation, such as the requirement of 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that 
funds be withheld from programs in which 
racial discrimination is found. 

The extraordinary machinery of the present 
measure should not be invoked where the 
result of action (or worse, of inaction) by 
the Houses of Congress might be, in effect, 
to amend the standards applicable under 
existing legislation without going through the 
entire constitutional legislative process. Ac­
cordingly, we believe the impoundment leg­
islation should authorize the Comptroller 
General to divert instances of non-spending 
from consideration by the Houses not only 
on the basis of the Anti-Deficiency Act, but 
also on the basis that the non-spending sat­
isfies the standards of other clearly applicable 
existing legislation. Thus the full Congres­
sional machinery would not be invoked unless 
the normal administrative processing and 
control of program expenditures had been 
blocked by Executive action. 18 

2. The Senate measure, unlike some prede­
cessor proposals, provides a mechanism for 
Congress to consider an impoundment even 
if the President fails to send t"\ message to 
Congress announcing the impoundment. The 
Comptroller General shall report any im­
pounding action if the President fails to 
make such report, and the provisions of the 
Act will thereupon be applicable. By deal­
ing with restraint of funds below the level 
of the President and by providing for the 
Comptroller General, an arm of Congress, to 
report impoundments not reported by the 
President, the Ervin amendment insures Con­
gress against frustration of its will by in­
direct Executive action. We approve this fea­
ture, subject to our comments above concern­
ing its applicability to mere non-spending. 

3. The expenditure ceiling amendment 
passed at the same time as the impoundment 
amendment provides that proportionate cuts 
in substantially all budget functions will not 
constitute an impoundment. The two meas­
ures together, then, provide a procedure for 
the Executive to stay within an expenditure 
ceiling set by Congress and for Congress, at 
the same time, to insure that staying within 
that ceiling does not become an excuse by 
the Executive for selectively curtailing Con­
gressional programs which do not meet with 
the Executive's approval. 

4. The Ervin amendment, unlike some of 
its predecessor proposals, enables Congress 
to move swiftly to disapprove and terminate 
an Executive impoundment by an affirmative 
action, passage of a concurrent resolution, 
without giving the Executive an automatic 
impoundment for 60 days or more (see page 
2 above and footnote 5) . 

The Senate amendment provides an ex­
pedited procedure for voting on the impound­
ment so as to speed the consideration and 
determination of the matter. In this con­
nection, we consider the amendment superior 
to proposals in the House of Representatives, 
which would permit the mater to be referred 
to Committee.19 Expedited procedures for 
consideration of the impoundment are nec­
essary whether impoundment is to terminate 
after 60 days of continuous session as a result 
of Congressional inaction or disagreement, as 
provided by the Ervin amendment, or only 
by affirmative Congressional action as pro­
posed by bills under consideration in the 
House of Representatives (see further dis­
cussion of this difference in point 5 below). 

The Senate measure also provides that the 
President may seek legislation, utilizing the 
supplemental appropriations process, to ob­
tain selective rescission of an appropriation 
(Section 9(b)). This procedure is an alterna­
tive to invoking the impoundment machin­
ery, but apparently it would also be available 
if an impoundment fails to be sustained. 
This technique gives the President yet an­
other opportunity to have his current views 
on individual budget items considered by the 
Congress. 

5. Our Committee is divided on the ques­
tion whether termination of the Presidential 
initiative to impound funds should occur in 
the event of Congressional inaction or dis­
agreement between the Houses at the end of 
the stipulated period, as the Senate measure 
provides, or whether affirmative action by the 
Congress within the stipulated period should 
be required to halt the impoundment.20 The 
arguments for both positions, in summary 
fashion, are as follows: 

Congressional action required to continue 
impoundment-The case for the Senate pro­
cedure emphasizes the prior legislative action 
that created the funding authorization. Thus, 
typically there will have been enactment into 
law of an authorization act as well as an 
appropriation, and one or both may have 
been passed by Congress over the President's 
veto. While Congress in the present measure 
is nonetheless willing to ~ive the President 
the initiative in cutting off by impoundment 
the expenditure of funds thus authorized, as 
well as the sole power to effect a temporary 
cut-oti while Congress considers the matter, 
it would give too little respect to the prior 
legislative action to require that Congress 
once again affirmatively vote in favor of the 
program in order to terminate the impound­
ment. Rather, it should require concurrence 
of both Houses in the President's initiative 
to make the impoundment a permanent cut­
of! or a deferral of spending beyond the stip­
ulated temporary period. 

Congressional action required to terminate 
impoundment-The case here emphasizes 
the immediate situation, recognizing that 
circumstances affecting a program or general 
economic conditions may ditier from those 
that existed when Congress originally voted 
the authorizing legislation and appropria-

tion. Moreover, viewing the impoundment as 
an extraordinary measure likely to involve 
politically sensitive programs, the procedure 
should be designed to sustain the impound­
ment unless Congress has both focused on 
the current issues and affirmatively estab­
lished a political consensus by vote of each 
House. Hence the President's initiative should 
not be overturned unless it directly conflicts 
with the present sense of priorities in the 
Congress as manifested by a concurrent reso­
lution of both Houses to terminate the im­
poundment.!!l. 

VI. CONCLUSION 
We have commented above on certain 

features of the Senate measure. In general, 
we agree with its chief sponsor, Senator 
Ervin, that such legislation would estab­
lish for the first time an orderly procedure 
whereby the President of the United States 
can call to the attention of the Congress 
(without having to veto a broader piece of 
legislation) specific changes or deferrals in 
government expenditures which he considers 
essential, and at the same time would retain 
in the CQngress the ultimate power of the 
purse conferred on that body by the 
Constitution. 

April 25, 1973. 
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FOOTNOTES 
1 See testimony of Deputy Attorney Gen­

eral Joseph T. Sneed commencing at p. 358 of 
the 1973 Senate hearings: Joint Hearings on 
S. 373 Before the Ad Hoc Subcomm. on Im­
poundment of Funds of the Senate Comm. 
on Gov't Operations and the Subcomm. on 
Separation of Powers of the Senate Comm. on 
the Judiciary, 93d Cong., 1st Sess. (hereafter 
"1973 Hearings"]. 

2 The Ervin amendment to the Par Value 
Modification Act is both an enlargement on 
and refinement of S. 373 (the Impoundment 
Control Procedures Act) introduced by Sen­
ator Ervin and 53 other Senators in January 
of 1973, and reflects that bill as reported out 
on April 3, 1973 by the Senate Government 
Operations Committee. 

In addition to the 1973 hearings in S. 373 
before the Ad Hoc Subcommittee, cited supra 
note 1, hearings were held on the subject of 
Executive impoundment in March of 1971 
before the Subcommittee on Separation of 
Powers: Hearings on Executive Impound­
ment of Appropriated Funds Before the Sub­
comm. on Separation of Powers of the Sen­
ate Comm. on the Judiciary, 92d Cong., 1st 
Sess. 

a The impoundment measure does not de­
fine "budget authority." The section-by-sec­
tion analysis of the amendment placed by 
Senator Ervin in the Congressional Record of 
April 4, 1973 describes the term as a com­
prehensive one applying not only to funds 
appropriated but also other forms of obliga­
tional authority, and for a description of the 
term quotes The Budget of the United States 
Government, Fiscal Year 1974, at p. 315. See 
CoNG. REc., Apr. 4, 1973, p. 11042. 

4 At the time of passing the impoundment 
measure, the Senate also passed by a vote of 
88 to 6 another amendment to the devalua-
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tion bill, providing for an expenditure and 
net lending ceiling of $268 billion for the 
fiscal year 1973-74, and providing that Con­
gress shall set expenditure ceilip.gs in fu­
ture years. This expenditure ceiling measure 
provides that, in reducing expenditures and 
net lending to remain within the ceiling, the 
President must cut amounts proportion­
ately (except that no cuts may be made from 
certain "uncontrollable" expenditures-from 
funds set aside for interest, veterans' bene­
fits and services, payments from social insur­
ance trust funds, public assistance mainte­
nance grants under Title IV of the Social 
Security Act, food stamps, military retire­
ment pay, Med!caid, and judicial salaries). 
If the Comptroller General determines that 
an Executive reservation to stay within the 
expenditure ceiling has not been made pro­
portionately, then the reservation must be 
dealt with under the terms of the impound­
ment measure. 

6 The "continuous session" formula, which 
usually is inserted in legislation that has the 
effect of deferring the initial effect of Presi­
dential action, here could result in a lengthy 
period before termination of the effect of an 
impoundment. The reason is that the con­
tinuity of session may be broken by the an­
nual adjournment sine die of the Congress, 
and within the session the 60-day period is 
extended by recesses of more than three days. 
Thus, depending on the time of year when 
the Executive makes an impoundment, the 
period during which Congressional inaction 
permits it to continue can run as long as six 
months or more. 

Since Congress under this measure would 
have the power to act sooner, the "continu­
ous session" formula has the merit here of 
affording sufficient time in which the Con­
gress can assess the President's action in re­
lation to general economic and political fac­
tors, and in which the Executive and the 
Congress may be able to work out an ac­
commodation without the head-on con­
frontation of a Congressional resolution of 
disapproval. On the other hand, a lengthy 
period of uncertainty as to availability of 
funding can have serious adverse impact 
upon the beneficiaries of a program, includ­
ing local governments and private grantees 
or contractors. Early resolution of impound­
ment questions is generally desirable. 

6 Section 202 (d) of Title II of the Act, the 
expenditure ceiling amendment, does permit 
reimpoundment on a proportionate basis 
where the reason for the impounding or res­
ervation is that the expenditure ceiling will 
be exceeded. Title II also provides, however, 
that its terms will in no event authorize im­
pounding for the purpose of eliminating a 
progr~ authorized by Congress (§ 202(e) ). 

7 Huk~ll v. United States, 16 C.Cl. 562, 565 
(1880): Cqmpagna v. United States, 26 C.Cl 
316, 317 (1891); Lovett v. United States, 104 
C.Cl. 557, 583 (1945), afj'd on other grounds 
328 U.S. 303 (1946); McKay v. Central Elec: 
tric Power Cooperative, 223 F. 2d 623, 625 
(C.A.D.C. 1955). 

8 This letter is reproduced in part in First 
Supplemental National Defense Appropria­
tion, 1944, Hearings before a Subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on Appropriations 
78th Cong., 1st Sess. on H.R. 3598, p. 739 and 
in 42 0PS. ATT'Y GEN. No. 32, pp. 5-6 (1967). 

0 In the Foreign Assistance Act of 1971 86 
Stat. 20, Congress found a political solution 
to an impounding confrontation by condi­
tioning the granting of foreign aid funds 
upon the President's releasing other funds 
impounded for several government agencies 

10 Attorney General Ramsey Clark con~ 
strued the Highway Aid Act contrary to the 
position of the courts described above, in his 
opinion sustaining the legality of President 
Johnson's 1966 impoundment of highway 
funds. 42 0PS. ATT'Y GEN. No. 32 (1967). The 
Attorney General's opinion viewed the au­
thorizations contained 1n the Highway Aid 

Act as the equivalent of an appropriation act, 
and concluded that both forms of obliga­
tional legislation are permissive rather than 
mandatory, leaving the Executive with dis· 
cretion to withhold funds from obligation on 
the basis of the policies expressed in other 
laws and the general economic situation. Like 
the District Court and Eighth Circuit, Attor­
ney General Clark did not reach the constitu­
tional issues in light of his construction of 
the statute. 

n The Government on April 20, 1973 sought 
a stay pending its determination of whether 
or not to appeal this decision. 

12 Deputy Attorney General Sneed, testify­
ing at the 1973 Hearings, distinguished Ken­
dall v. United States on the grounds that the 
case involved payment of a claim for personal 
services already performed, that the duties 
enjoined by Congress were merely ministerial, 
and that there was no direct challenge to 
Presidential authority since the President 
sent a message to Congress in which he took 
no position on the merits of the claim. Mr. 
Sneed said the primary distinction was that 
"today's context is one in which the powers 
of Congress and the President must be ac­
commodated to the inexoTable necessities of 
national fiscal policy. Expenditures must be 
linked to taxes in a. manner that avoids 
ruinous inflation. A Congress that wishes to 
spend more than current levels of taxation 
to justify an excess of a President's wishes 
cannot discharge its responsibilities by man­
dating expenditures only. To remain faithful 
to its own commitment to restrain infiation, 
it must concurrently increase taxes. If it 
chooses not to remain faithful to that com­
mitment, the President must serve the com­
mitment by impounding. To extend the 
teaching of Kendall to deprive the President 
of this power ignores these enormous con­
textual differences.'' 1973 Hearings, p. 368. 

13 United States v. Louisville, 169 u.s. 249 
(1898); United States v. Price, 116 U.S. 
43 (1885); United States v. Jordan, 113 u.s. 
418 (1885). 

H Described in the memorandum cited in­
fra note 15, at page 394 of the 1973 Hearings. 

16 1973 Hearings, pp. 390-395. 
10 Whether the President under Article II 

of the Constitution has independent Com­
mander-in-Chief or foreign affairs powers 
permitting impounding in these areas may 
have to be left to judicial determination 
should the question arise. The Ervin im­
poundment amendment passed by the Senate 
has the salutary effect of reducing the consti­
tutional confrontation to these two areas 
rather than putting to the courts in th~ 
first instance in all cases the questions of the 
intent of Congress and the power of the Pres­
ident to impound despite mandating legis­
lation. 

17 See generally Givens, The Validity of a 
Separate Veto of Nongermane Riders to Leg­
islation, 39 TEMPLE L.Q. 60 (1965). 

18 Alternatively, the mere non-spending sit­
uation might be handled by a self-executing 
de minimis provision, which would exclude 
from the definition of impoundment any 
non-spending of up to, for example, 10% of 
the current year's appropriation or author­
ization for any program. 

10 See, e.g., § 4(c) of H.R. 5193, introduced 
March 6, 1973 by Representative Mahon. 

20 See, e.g., § 2 of H.R. 5193, providing that 
the President shall cease impounding of 
funds described in a special message if, 
within the 60 days, Congress shall have dis­
approved the impounding by concurrent res­
olution. 

21 There are constitutional difficulties in 
giving legislative effect to a concurrent reso­
lution, which is not subject to the Presi­
dent's veto power. This problem 1s more 
theoretical than real 1n the case of a con­
current resolution approving the impound­
ment, because the President will already 
have concurred in that position by initiating 
the impoundment. With a concurrent resolu-
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tion of disapproval, on the other hand, the 
argument must be that the effect as law of 
the earlier legislation (authorization or ap­
propriation) should not constitutionally be 
cut off without the concurrence of both 
Houses as well as the President. This is the 
argument supporting the constitutionality 
of the Reorganization Act, 5 U.S.C. § 901 
et seq., under which a Presidentially-formu­
lated plan of reorganization for Executive 
agencies takes effect, with the force of law, 
unless either House of Congress disapproves 
it during a stipulated period. In the im­
poundment context, however, this "one­
House veto" technique would be more closely 
resembled by the proposal requiring affirma­
tive action of Congress to continue impound­
ment, for there a disapproving vote by either 
House would reject the President's initiative, 
as is the case under the Reorganization Act. 

:INDIVIDUAL VIEWS 

Although we agree with the Report's gen­
eral conclusion that "Congress has the con­
stitutional power in most instances to man­
date expenditure by the Executive of funds 
Congress has appropriated," we respectfully 
dissent from the view that the Senate's 
amendment is a desirable way to deal with 
the impoundment controversy. In our opin­
ion, the amendment may well transform the 
current dispute into a prolonged constitu­
tional crisis. 

The amendment would have the effect of 
mandating the Executive Branch forthwith 
to expend or obligate all impounded funds 
except funds whose impoundment had been 
determined by the Comptroller General to be 
in accordance with the Anti-Deficiency Act 
or had been expressly ratified by Congres­
sional action during the 60-day period fol­
lowing receipt of the President's impound­
ment message. The mandate to expend or 
obligate funds would attach without regard 
to other statutory provisions which, in the 
absence of the amendment, could be con­
strued as justifying, if not requiring, a par­
ticular impoundment. In such circumstances 
Congressional inaction would have the ef· 
fect of unilaterally amending or repealing 
existing statutory provisions. 

Moreover, Congress presently lacks the 
machinery necessary to examine and evalu­
ate the budget as a whole and, more im­
portantly, to consider the impact of one 
expenditure upon another or on the whole. 
Unless some agency or committee of Con­
gress, sufficiently staffed, obtains an over­
view of the entire budget and its compo­
nent parts, the approval or disapproval of 
specific impoundments cannot be rationally 
made. 

If enacted into law, the amendment would 
transfer the responsibility for determining 
the pace and timing of federal expenditures 
from the executive to the legislative branch, 
and would short-circuit judicial considera­
tion of questions of statutory construction 
which are germane to most challenged im­
poundment cases. We therefore conclude 
that enactment of the amendment, at this 
time and in its present form, would be un­
wise. 

BORIS S. BERKOVITCH, 
STANDISH F. MEDINA, JR. 

WELCOME TO OUR SENIOR 
CITIZENS 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, for the past 
3 days thousands of our Nation's senior 
citizens have come to Washington to 
meet with their elected representatives 
in Congress. I hereby extend my warmest 
welcome to those from my own State of 
Rhode Island, and to all those attending 
the National Legislative Conference of 
the Council of Senior Citizens. Because 
they trust in our system of repre.senta-
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tive government, and because they feel 
that this administration has not given 
proper priority to their legitimate needs 
and aspirations, our Nation's elderly 
have come here in great numbers to ask 
their Senators and Congressmen to en­
act legislation, and to appropriate funds 
so that they can live in dignity and self­
respect. 

In my opinion, no one group within 
our country has contributed more to our 
Nation's strength and progress than its 
elderly. For most of their lives our elderly 
have labored to feed, and clothe, and 
educate their families. They have often 
done so at great personal sacrifice to 
themselves. Now, in a time of seemingly 
uncontrollable inflation and rising 
prices, this Nation cannot and must not 
allow its senior citizens, most of whom 
are forced to live on inadequate fixed in­
comes, to be denied a decent standard of 
living. 

The 1971 White House Conference on 
Aging significantly raised the hopes of 
many of our elderly. The President 
promised that his administration would 
respond to the excellent recommenda­
tions of the conference. It is sad that 
this response has come in the form of 
opposition to, and vetoes of, and cut­
backs in essential programs designed to 
help our senior citizens. What is even 
more dismaying is that the administra­
tion has been less than candid and hon­
est in its treatment of our elderly. 

The administration opposed every 
congressionally initiated increase in so­
cial security; Congress then enacted 
these social security increases in opposi­
tion to administration policy; but 1 
month before the 1972 Presidential elec­
tion a printed card with the President's 
name was sent to over 20 million homes 
where people were receiving social secu­
rity checks. Thus, a false implication 
that the President had supported the 
social security increase was created. I 
submit that this administration's credi­
bility crisis is not attributable solely to 
the Watergate affair. It results from a 
lack of candor and honesty with the 
American public. 

When it submitted its fiscal year 1974 
budget to this Congress, the administra­
tion sought, under the guise of eliminat­
ing waste in Government spending, to 
increase the out-of-pocket expenses of 
senior citizens utilizing medicare. It im­
plied that our elderly were overutilizing 
medical and hospital facilities. When 
asked what evidence it had that such 
overutilization was occurring, the ad­
ministration was silent. 

It is the Congress responsibility to see 
that Federal legislation and programs, 
particularly in the areas of social secu­
rity benefits, health and nursing home 
care, nutrition, and housing are adequate 
to meet the needs of our senior citizens. 
VV''here there is existing legislative au­
thority, we must work for full and appro­
priate funding levels. To ask, in the name 
of economy, that our Nation's elderly be 
denied the dignity and independence 
they have earned and merited is, in my 
opinion, both irresponsible and unwise. 

I have already met with, and look for­
ward to further meetings with the mem­
bers of the Rhode Island Council of Sen-

ior Citizens who are here in Washington. 
I continue to be amazed and gratified 
by their enthusiasm of spirit, and force­
fulness of purpose. Through their effortS 
and through those of Representative 
Edward Beard of Cranston, the State 
legislature has recently enacted, and 
Governor Philip Noel has signed into 
law, legislation requiring the State 
licensing agency to make unannounced 
inspections of every Rhode Island nurs­
ing home at least once every 2 months. 
That important legislation of this na­
ture was enacted gives our State's 
senior citizens hope that Government 
can still be responsive to their legitimate 
needs and aspirations. 

I promise to the senior citizens of my 
State, and to those in every State, that 
I will use all of my energies to see that 
our Nation's commitment to provide for 
their dignity and well-being will be met. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST 
AND MONOPOLY BEGINS HEAR­
INGS ON PETROLEUM SHORTAGE 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, today the 

Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monop­
oly has begun hearings to investigate 
the shortages of petroleum products that 
are presently plaguing the Nation. The 
subcommittee will be looking into charges 
that the present shortages are due to 
some form of anticompetitive misconduct 
which may violate the antitrust laws of 
the United States, and it will be taking 
a close look at the petroleum products in­
dustry to determine whether some form 
of restructuring may be necessary in or­
der best to serve the needs of consumers 
and a free enterprise economy. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues 
the remarks I made at the beginning of 
today's hearings. I hope this will serve to 
outline some of the problems facing us in 
this matter and some of the options avail­
able to us. I ask unanimous consent that 
the statement be printed in the RECORD. 

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

While these hearings deal with problems 
in a particular industry, we should keep in 
mind the fact that these problems occur 
in a larger context. Our Nation is experi­
encing a series of energy supply traumas of 
dangerous proportions. On the one hand 
we face unprecedented demands upon our 
limited energy resources, and on the other, 
an inadequate coordination and development 
of Federal energy policies. The results are 
now painfully evident. 

Within the past two weeks southern Flor­
ida has suffered five power failures. Home­
owners have been asked to restrict simul­
taneous use of vital household electrical ap­
pliancP.S such as ovens and air conditioners. 

Of immediate concern to the subject of 
these hearings is the fact that across the 
country, 882 retail gasoline dealers have been 
forced to close their doors. The Office of 
Emergency Preparedness estimates that an­
other 1,863 are on the verge of doing the same 
things. 

While gasoline shortages will affect every­
one, the most tragic impact will be upon the 
40,000 small, independent retail dealers. It 
has been these independent, private brand 
gasoline marketers which have been a pri­
mary source of price competition and mar­
keting innovation in the gasoline industry. 

Traditionally they have sold gasoline at 3-5 
cents per gallon below that charged by the 
major brand dealers. Last year, the independ­
ents accounted for one-fourth of all gaso­
line sold in the U.S. By offering lower retail 
prices they saved consumers some $375 mil­
lion; when one calculates their competitive 
effect in stimulating their competitors to 
lower prices, they actually saved the con­
sumer well over ¥2 billion dollars. 

But the independents are in trouble. The 
price of gas sold by wholesale independent 
distributors to the independent marketers 
has skyrocketed from between 10%-33% in 
the last two months alone. The increased 
costs have wiped out the price edge the in­
dependents used to enjoy over the name 
brand dealers. Consumers have lost the bene­
fits of lower prices; many dealers have lost 
the benefits of businesses they struggled to 
build. 

On May 7 I joined the chairman of this 
committee, Senator HART, and 26 other Sen­
ators in signing a letter to the President re­
questing that he act immediately, using his 
authority under the economic stabilization 
act, to save the hundreds of independent 
gasoline dealers whose supply is being cut 
off by major oil companies. Knowing that 
there is an immediate need for allocation 
of crude oil so it is available on an equitable 
basis to independent refiners as well as to 
integrated companies, we asked for an alloca­
tion of all petroleum products so independ­
ent companies will receive a fair share, based 
on their historical patterns of usage. 

On May 23, the Office of Oil and Gas of the 
Department of Interior forwarded to the 
Federal Register guidelines for a new volun­
tary oil allocation program. These guidelines 
direct each producer, crude oil buyer, gas 
plant operator, refiner, marketer, jobber, and 
distributor to make available, in each State, 
to each of their customers, the same per­
centage of their total supply of crude oil, 
natural gas liquids, liquified petroleum gases, 
and petroleum products that they had pro­
vided during the corresponding quarter of 
the base period (fourth quarter of 1971 and 
first three quarters of 1972). The guidelines 
also establish certain categories of priority 
uses for whom administrative procedures are 
expedited. 

Last week the Senate passed an important 
although temporary piece of legislation, s. 
1570 which requires that petroleum products 
be allocated among corporate customers. 

The gasoline shortage, however, is by no 
means our only energy problem. Experts tell 
us that the end of the age of the fossil 
fuels is at hand. They predict that the United 
States may run out of low and moderate 
cost natural gas, oil and uranium in less than 
30 years, Consider the challenge this poses to 
our country. The U.S., with 6% of the world 
population uses today 35% of the world's 
energy; our demand for energy doubles every 
15 to 20 years. Today, the average American 
family uses, each day, 46 pounds of coal, 9¥2 
gallons of oil, 7 gallons of natural gas, and 
¥2 pint of nuclear energy. Between 1970 and 
1985, the U.S. will need more oil and gas 
than we consumed in our entire pre-1970 
history. 

While the future poses great challenges, 
we even today have difficulty in developing 
and marketing the energy resources we have. 
There are several regions of the country, and 
peninsular Florida is one of them, which 
have either marginal capacity reserves of 
electrical power or insufficiently developed 
power stations to meet energy requirements. 
Construction delays have frustrated the 
completion of new facilities. Environmental 
groups, pursuing the important goal of mak­
ing sure that atomic energy plants do not 
cause unwarranted environmental harm, 
have successfully enjoined the construction 
of a number of atomic energy plants across 
the country. Two vital national policies-the 
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protection of the environment and the supply 
of energy, have cla.shed head on. 

I believe that there are some signs of hope 
on the legislative horizon. In March of this 
year I cosponsored Senator Jackson's bill, S. 
1283, the National Energy Research and De­
velopment Act of 1973. In general this bill 
would establish a national program for re­
search, development and demonstration of 
fuels and energy technologies and for the co­
ordination of and financial support for Fed­
eral energy research and development. 

Congress and the administration are mar­
shalling legislative and regulatory solutions 
of the energy crisis. But I must warn that 
some of the government's efforts promise to 
be self defeating. 

For instance, Secretary Shultz has pro­
posed to limit tax deductions for the in­
tangible costs of oil and gas drilling. I am dis­
turbed by this proposal and I have so in­
formed the Secretary. 

All of us want an equitable, rational tax 
structure. But we must bear in mind that our 
tax structure contains incentives for specific 
economic activities which benefit all of us. 
By allowing tax deductions for intangible 
drilling costs the Government reduces invest­
ment risks and thereby attracts money to the 
vital task of searching for new energy sources. 

I believe that the facts now available to 
us concerning the economics involved in ex­
ploring and drilling for gas and oil demon­
strate that the removal of these tax deduc­
tions would tend to discourage domestic 
drilling operations. If that happens, we may 
be forced to rely even more heavily upon 
potentially hostile nations as sources of 
energy fuels. 

But Congress must do more than prevent 
self-defeating results of current policies and 
regulations. Among the positive steps to be 
taken is the passage of legislation which will 
assure the completion of either the Alaskan 
or Canadian pipeline. We must bring the rich 
Alaskan oil to the lower 48 States. 

The importance of the issue before us in 
these hearings should not be obscured by the 
myriad of other issues involved in the energy 
crisis. We are here to determine whether or 
not their are factual ba.ses to the allega­
tions that there are defects in the competi­
tive conduct or structure in the petroleum 
industry which have kept petroleum products 
from getting into the marketplace. Some 
have alleged that major, integrated petroleum 
companies have deliberately contrived to de­
stroy the independent refiners and marketers 
and otherwise assure themselves market 
supremacy. Others allege that the very struc­
ture of the petroleum industry itself gives 
these same companies the ability to domi­
nate or manipulate competitive forces in the 
industry. In short, we are here to determine 
whether or not there have been violations of 
the antitrust laws. 

We deal here not just with the vital prob­
lem of shortages of supply, soaring prices and 
the demise of viable competitors. We deal also 
with a product vital to our national secur­
ity--a product which literally keeps our 
country moving. 

It is in this context that these hearings 
assume their importance. 

MARIMONT AND FREE ENTERPRISE 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on April 

14, 1973, Henredon Furniture Industries, 
Inc., of Morganton, N.C., officially opened 
a new wholly owned subsidiary, Mari­
mont Furniture, Inc., near Marion, N.C. 

Donnell VanNoppen, honorary chair­
man of the board and vice-president, 
Henredon Furnitm·e Industries; Jen­
nings Bryant, personnel director, Henre-
don Spruce Pine Plant; William E. 
Smith, president, Marimont Furniture, 
and vice president, Henredon Furnitm·e 

Industries; John Collett, president, Hen­
redon Furniture Industries; Glenn A. 
Morris, Representative from the 41st 
District in the North Carolina House of 
Representatives; RoY A. TAYLOR, Repre­
sentative in the U.S. Congress from the 
11th Congressional District of North 
Carolina; and I participated in the dedi­
catory services. 

Since the dedicatory services marked 
the 25th anniversary of the founding of 
Henredon Furniture Indust1ies, Presi­
dent John Collett presented 25th anni­
versary awards to the following skilled 
craftsmen, who had been with Henredon 
Furniture Industries during its entire 
existence, and who represented an ac­
cumulative total of 1,500 years in furni­
ture craftsmanship: 

C. D. Anderson, T. Bain Berry, Paul Blan­
ton, Tellis Bollinger, William A. Buff, George 
Burnette, Norman Burnette, Coy P. Butler, 
and Robert Butler. 

Edgar Carswell, Arthur Causby, Dewey 
Chapman, Sterling R. Collett, Thelma Conley, 
Lee Cook, Carl Dale, Jr., Ralph Davis, Ralph 
Deal, and Paul P. Denton. 

Harvey Fletcher, Glenn Fox, Conley Frank­
lin, Herbert Flanklin, J. Harold Green, Glenn 
0. Greer, John Hildebrand, C. W. Hoyle, Gra­
ham Hoyle, Harold Hoyle, Margaret Hoyle, 
and Cecil Huffman. 

Clyde Ingley, Cecil Kincaid, Phifer Kincaid, 
Albert Kirby, Walter P. Lane, James McGee­
han, Jack Miller, and Dan Mitchell. 

B. G. Nichols, Charlie Norman, Millard 
Norman. William Norman, Claude Oxford, 
Clyde Poteet, Robert Poteet, Charles Powell, 
and Robert E. Powell. 

William, Roper, Joseph Y. Scott, Garland 
Shuping, Ernest Smith, Leroy Smith, William 
E. Smith, M. C. Talley, John A. Tate, Donnell 
VanNoppen, Dewey B. Whisnant, Ned Whis­
nant, and Sherrill Whisnant. 

The dedication of this ultra-modern Marl­
mont plant heralds a new era for Henredon 
Furniture Industries. 

Since the company began production in 
1947 with a small group of employees 
turning out three different furniture pieces, 
Henredon has consistently and successfully 
expanded its production to meet a broader 
and broader range of consumer needs. Now 
with the addition of Marimont in Marion, 
North Carolina, the company proudly adds a 
new dimension to its product line. 

A wholly owned and completely au­
tonomous subsidiary, Marimont Furniture, 
Inc., wa.s founded in 1971 to manufa~ture 
medium-priced upholstered furniture for a 
large, new group of consumers who "want to 
select furniture today and have it in their 
homes tomorrow." 

Named for Marion and the surrounding 
Blue Ridge mountains, the Marimont plant 
is one of the most modern and attractive 
industrial facilities in North Carolina. The 
plant, located on a 350 acre site With two nat­
ural lakes, has been fully landscaped to pre­
serve the beauty of the area, and all manu­
facturing operations have been designed to 
comply with anti-pollution guidelines. 

In selecting the site near Marion, Henredon 
management was not only influenced by the 
area's natural beauty, but also by the charac­
ter and industriousness of the citizens who 
live in the communtiy. Marimont currently 
employs 150 men and women, and eventually 
its employment Will total 500 people. 

Containing 210,000 square feet, the Mart­
mont plant is an operation completely inde­
pendent of Henredon, with its own lumber 
storage, dry kiln and frame manufacturing 
facility as well as its regular upholstery oper­
ation. In addition, the building contains of­
fices, a furniture showroom and a modern 
employee cafeteria. 

From a small beginning when three choice 

occasional chests were the company's only 
product, Henredon has grown to now produce 
a complete line of high quality upholstered 
and wood furniture for the home. 

Founded by T. Henry Wilson, Ralph Ed­
wards, Donnell VanNoppen and Sterling R. 
Collett, Henredon was incorporated as a State 
of North Carolina Corporation in 1945, and 
the first factory wa.s constructed one year 
later in Morganton. During the first few 
years only bedroom pieces were produced, and 
then in 1949 dining room pieces started to 
roll from Henredon's production lines. 

In 1957 the Schoonbeck Companies of 
Grand Rapids, Michigan, and High Point, 
North Carolina, were acquired, adding a full 
line of upholstered furniture. Henredon's 
largest expansion project occurred in 1967 
when a 300,000 square foot plant facility was 
constructed in Spruce Pine, North Carolina, 
for the manufacture of bedroom and occa­
sional furniture. In only a few years, in­
creased production demands have already 
required plant additions totalling 150,000 
square feet. 

Throughout the years, a concern for top 
quality in design, craftsmanship and mate­
rials has guided Henredon's expansion. 
Although automation has drastically changed 
many companies in the last few decades, at 
Henredon much of the furniture-making is 
still handwork, and the pride of the crafts­
man is still an important quality among the 
company's employees. 

Known throughout the nation for 25 years 
under the Henredon Fine Furniture trade­
mark, Henredon has established a reputation 
for high quality and consequently a proud 
record of consistently increasing sales. Ship­
meLts have grown from $1.75 million in the 
first fiscal year to more than $34 million in 
1972. 

The company, which started production 
with 75 employees, now employs 2,000 men 
and women in five plant communities. From 
its original 175,000 square foot building, 
Henredon has expanded to 10 times that fig­
ure and now has more than 1. 75 million 
square feet of space. 

Henredon's outstanding growth record has 
been accompanied by a growing concern for 
and participation in the company's plant 
communities. Contributing on a per person 
employee basis, Henredon has offered sub­
stantial aid to the building funds of hospitals 
in Morganton, High Point and Spruce Pine. 
The rompany also maintains a program for 
matching employee contributions to local 
Unit ed Fund Drives. 

In a concerted effort to hire the handi­
capped, Henredon has developed training pro­
grams in conjunction with the Western Caro­
lina Center in Morganton, a state institution 
for the handicapped. Henredon employees E:.re 
involved in teaching the handicapped to 
make items which are then purchased by the 
company for its production operations. 

Henredon's interest in the nation's young 
people is also evidenced by its support of a 
number of area youth activities. The com­
pany ha.s contributed significantly to local 
recreational building funds and to Jaycee 
groups. Its active participation in industrial 
athletic activities also supports community 
recreational programs. 

Now, as a citizen of Marion, Henredon looks 
forward to becoming an interested and active 
participant in this new community. 

As the company dedicates this new Marl­
mont plant, Henredon also pays tribute to its 
past. When Marimont opened its doors in 
1972, Henredon Furniture Industries wa.s 
celebrating the Silver Anniversary of its first 
furniture shipment. And so it is with great 
pride today that the company is honoring a 
total of 60 employees who have contributed 
25 or more years of dedicated service to 
Henredon. 

The company's remarkable growth record 
and its national reputation for excellence are 
attributed to the commendable character of 



18826 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 8, 1973 
its personnel and the outstanding teamwork 
which bas developed over the years. Henredon 
salutes the past achievements o! all em­
ployees and with great enthusiasm now em­
barks upon this exciting new venture in 
Marion. 

I had the privilege of making dedica­
tory remarks at the opening of Marimont 
Furniture. I entitled my remarks "Free 
Enterprise," and asked unanimous con­
sent that a copy of the same be printed 
in the body of the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There be­
ing no objection, the dedicatory remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEDICATORY REMARKS BY SENATOR SAM J. 
ERVIN, JR. 

I wish to talk to you about free enterprise, 
which the dictionary defines as "an economic 
and political doctrine holding that a. cap­
italist economy can regulate itself in a freely 
competitive market through the relationship 
of supply and demand with a minimum of 
governmental intervention and regulation." 

Although this definition is accurate, I as­
sign to free enterprise a simpler one. I prefer 
to call it economic freedom. I do this simply 
because it is a. constituent part of freedom 
itself. 

To value freedom a right, we must be mind­
ful of what it cost. One of its foremost 
champions, Rudyard Kipling, had this to say 
about the cost of freedom in his stirring 
poem entitled "The Old Issue" 
All we have of freedom, all we use or know­

This our father bought for us long and 
long ago 

Ancient Right unnoticed as the breath we 
draw-

Leave to live by no man's leave, underneath 
the law. 

Lance and torch and tumult, steel and grey­
goose wing, 

wrenched it, inch and ell and all, slowly 
from the King. 

Till our fathers 'stablished, after bloody 
years, 

How our King is one with us, first among 
his peers. 

So they bought us freedom-not at little 
cost--

Wherefore must we watch the King, lest 
our gain be lost. 

Economic freedom constitutes a. precious 
part of the heritage we received in trust for 
ourselves and our children and our children's 
children from all those men and women, 
great and small, whose blood, sweat, tears, 
and prayers made the America we know and 
love a living reality. 

These men and women did not learn eco­
nomics sitting at the feet of those who 
promise "abundance for all by robbing Se­
lected Peter to pay Collective Paul." 

They acquired their knowledge in the hard 
school of experience, which is the most de­
pendable of teachers. As a consequence, they 
had the hardihood to accept the economic 
truths plainly visible to all human beings 
who possess both the capacity and the will­
ingness to face reality. 

They knew that earth yields nothing to 
man except the products of his own labor. 
They knew that Adam's curse is an unchang­
ing and unchangeable law of life: "In the 
sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, til 
thou return unto the ground." 

They knew that man has but one choice in 
respect to this immutable economic fact, 
and that such choice is simply this: Whether 
the bread which he must eat in the sweat 
of his face shall be the bread of freedom or 
the bread of bondage. 

They knew this unalterable decree of the 
creator of the universe: Free men cannot be 
induced to produce things of value unless 

they are permitted to retain a fair share of 
the fruits of their labor !or themselves, 
their families, and the causes they hold 
dear. 

They knew, moreover, that man can be free 
only if he is willing to accept responsibility 
for his own life. 

As the consequence of these things, the 
vali.ant folk who made America realized not 
only that economic freedom is a.n abso­
lutely necessary attribute of a free society, 
but also that it most effectively encourages 
men and women to be self-reliant and to 
produce goods and services in an abundance 
sufiicient to enable such a society to enjoy 
the highest stand$rds of living. 

To these ends, they established the free 
enterprise system as the way of life in our 
land, and wrote into State and Federal con­
stitutions rights to liberty and property to 
give the system the power to operate with 
success. 

These constitutions secure to each Ameri­
can these rights: To travel when and where 
he pleases; to use his God-given faculties; to 
seek useful knowledge; to acquire, possess, 
use and dispose of property; to earn his live­
lihood by any lawful calling; to manufacture 
commodities or provide services; to buy and 
sell goods; to save and invest his earnings 
in any lawful undertaking; to enter into con­
tracts for carrying out these activities with 
profit; and to do the other things essential 
to the orderly pursuit of happiness. 

Let us examine the philosophic base of our 
free enterprise system. 

A rather waggish, but somewhat truthful, 
commentator suggests that free enterprise 
rests on the desire of Americans to be men 
rather than mendicants. He says: "If you 
want Uncle Sam to take care of you, that's 
Socialism, but if you want to take care of 
yourself, that's free enterprise." 

The American free enterprise system is 
founded on these basic beliefs: 

The needs of our people are best met by 
free men freely competing in a free market. 

The worth of our country depends on the 
worth of the individuals residing in it. Con­
sequently, each individual owes to our coun­
try as well as to himself and his family the 
duty to develop and use his faculties and 
his talents. 

There are prerequisites to the perf9rmance 
of this duty. Since freedom means responsi­
bility, the individual must accept responsi­
bility for his own life; and since man is not 
born to be idle and work is indispensable 
to the growth of his spirit, he must have a 
worthwhile task to dignify his days. If he 
is to develop his abilities and use them with 
diligence in the performance of his task, he 
must receive a profitable return for his ef­
forts and be allowed to retain a fair share of 
it for himself, his family, and the causes be 
holds dear. 

The Gospel according to Matthew informs 
us that "The tree is known by its :fruit." 

When it is appraised by this test, American 
free enterprise manifests its superiority over 
all other economic systems. I cite a few facts 
which demonstrate this. 

While it contains about 6.7 percent of the 
world's area and has only 5.7 percent of the 
world's population, the United States has 46.1 
percent of the world's automobiles, 44.1 per­
cent of the world's telephones, 39 percent of 
the world's radios, 27 percent of the world's 
railroads, and 60 percent of the world's life 
insurance. 

Moreover, free enterprise enables the Uni­
ted States to enjoy a standard of living so 
much higher than that of other countries 
that it consumes 28.3 percent of the world's 
coffee, 32.5 percent of its tin, 51.7 percent of 
its rubber, 13.5 percent of its sugar, 24 per­
cent of its silk, 22.1 percent of its coal, 36.6 
percent of its pig iron, 31.8 percent of its 
copper, and 23.7 percent of its petroleum. Be­
sides the United States has more home-own­
ing families than any other land. 

To be sure, these are material things. 
Nevertheless, they constitute an outward 
sign of the inner grace of a nation, which 
grants to all economic, political, and religious 
freedom and thus afiords to each the oppor­
tunity to become the master of his fate and 
the captain oi his soul. 

All Americans should cherish free enter­
prise and endeavor to preserve it. Unhappily, 
some do not. 

Some exalt government above freedom of 
the individual, and for that reason would 
like to have all substantial economic activ­
ities controlled by government. Despite their 
good intentions to the contrary, others 
would cripple free enterprise by subjecting it 
to excessive governmental intervention and 
regulation, or by substituting political plan­
ning for individual initiative and supervision. 

Existing tax laws confiscate inordinate 
proportions of the earnings of individuals 
and in that way threaten th~ destruction of 
their incentive to produce. 

In addition, far too many disbursements 
are being made under employment security 
and welfare laws to drones who are simply 
too lazy to work and who look to the tax­
payers for bread and circuses. 

These things imperil free enterprise. 
Those of us who esteem it the world's best 

economic system cannot take its continuance 
for granted merely because the rights to lib­
erty and property which make it workable 
are embodied in our constitutions. 

Unfortunately, constitutions are not self­
executing and cannot save freedom unless 
love for freedom abides in the hearts of the 
people. 

One of America's wisest sons, the late Judge 
Learned Hand, expressed this truth in these 
words: 

"I often wonder whether we do not rest our 
hopes too much upon constitutions, upon 
law, and upon courts. These are false hopes; 
believe me, these are false hopes. Liberty lies 
in the hearts of men and women; when it 
dies there, no constitution, no law, no court 
can save it; no constitution, no law, no 
court can even do much to help it. While it 
lies there, it needs no constitution, no law, 
no court to save it." 

Let us pay the price, whatever it may be, to 
keep love of economic freedom alive in the 
hearts of men and women of our land. Let us 
teach them by precept and by example that 
Trumbull Cheer pictured free enterprise 
aright in this verse: 
"The power to choose the work I do, 
To grow and have the larger view, 
To know and feel that I a.m free, 
To stand erect, not bow the knee. 
To be ·not chattel of the date, 
To be the master of my fate, 
To dare, to risk, to lose, to win, 
To make my own career begin. 
To serve the world in my own way, 
To gain in wisdom, day by day, 
With hope and zest to climb, to rise, 
I call that Private Enterprise." 

BEYOND VIETNAM 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, for many 
years Senator CHURCH, of Idaho, has 
ably articulated apprehensions that 
many of us have felt toward our massive 
military commitments in Southeast Asia. 
He has reportedly exposed the fallacies 
and false rationales that propelled suc­
cessive Democratic and Republican Pres­
idential administrations into a quagmire 
that resulted in an American debacle in 
Indochina. 

On June 6, 1973, Senator CHURCH, a 
senior member of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, spoke to the World Affairs 
Council of Wilmington, Del. In the course 
of this thoughtful speech he aptly identi-
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fied similar attitudes shared by our na­
tional security managers and by those re­
sponsible for the Watergate scandal: 

If it showed commendable realism, "Sen­
ator Church asked rhetorically "for the Pres­
ident to circumvent Congress's war and treaty 
powers in the interests of a war policy he 
believed to be right, why, in the view of 
the President's men, was it any less accept­
able to sabotage the electoral process, in 
order to re-elect a President whose policies 
they believed to be right? 

Then, Senator CHURCH said: 
It cannot, of course, be proven, but I sense 

that Watergate could not have happened but 
for the moral and political perversion gen­
erated by Vietnam. 

Senator CHURCH also addressed him­
self to general premises that should gov­
ern our relations in two different areas 
of the world. 

There is no "plausible case for pro­
longing the American military presence 
in the Asia mainland," he said: 

Somewhat like nineteenth century Britain 
in relation to Europe, our security in rela­
tions to Asia depends upon air and sea power, 
plus the indigenous Asian balance which 
makes it unlikely that we shall have to use 
it. It makes sense, therefore, for us to with­
draw our forces from the Asian mainland, 
that is, from Korea and the air bases in 
Thailand and rely upon a "blue-water" 
strategy. In this connection, it would also 
make sense to terminate the moribtmd and 
ineffectual SEATO. 

As for Europe, Senator CHURCH sug­
gests that-

Even allowing that the cold war is not en­
tirely over, it is evident that Europe has 
recovered a considerable degree of equilib­
rium and that the United States, accord­
ingly, can safely reduce its own involvement 
on the Continent. NATO, however, unlike 
SEATO, remains important to our national 
security, partly because our European allies 
lack a nuclear counterweight to the nuclear 
power of the Soviet Union . . . 

In his speech, Senator CHURCH also 
ranged over a wide variety of other for­
eign-policy aspects including the SALT 
talks. 

I think that the summary statement of 
his speech is his observation that-

We can no longer afford the role of global 
governor, even if that role were in our in­
terest. We may have to settle for a somewhat 
less intoxicating role, still first, perhaps, 
but "first among equals." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of Senator CHURCH's 
speech be printed in the RECORD: 

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

BEYOND VIETNAM 

{By Senator FRANK CHURCH) 
Americans have traditionally believed in 

the perfectability, if not the perfection, of 
human nature, and this belief has had pro­
found influence upon our foreign policy. It 
has led us to flights of optimism-which Vol­
taire described as "a mania for maintaining 
that all is well when things are going badly." 
It has led us to believe that we could regen­
erate mankind, either by crusades for de­
mocracy as in certain of our wars, or by the 
force of virtuous example as in our long era 
of isolationism. Believing in man's goodness 
and rationality, we are constantly shocked 
by instances of human malice and irration­
ality, and the shock sends us into a tailspin, 
from heights of optimism to depths of de-

spair. If man is not rational and virtuous, 
then, we have tended to conclude, he must 
be ignorant and corrupt. If his condition is 
not one of grace, then it must be, as Hobbes 
said, "a condition of war of everyone against 
everyone." 

The dangers of this erratic outlook are 
obvious. Excessive optimism caused us to ex­
pect too much of otherwise sound experi­
ments such as the League of Nations and 
the United Nations; when they failed to re­
·make the world, as they were bound to fail, 
we dismissed these world bodies with disil­
lusion and contempt, refusing to put them 
to the limited, practical uses of which they 
remained quite capable. Worse still, as the 
Pentagon papers showed, our policy makers 
seemed to conclude from the experience of 
the cold war that if they had to live in a 
Hobbesian world, they would be the most 
relentless Hobbesians of all, the most skillful 
tacticians in the "war of everyone against 
everyone." The architects of the Vietnam 
war took a kind of ostentatious pride in 
their surgical use of force--in the bombing 
assault throughout Indochina, in scientific­
sounding strategies such as "search-and­
destroy," "protective reaction," and the sor­
did "Phoenix" program of political assassi­
nation. If Vietnam shows anything about 
the American character, it is that excessive 
idealism all too readily collapses into un­
bridled cynicism. 

Now, under the Nixon Administration, we 
have come full circle. If "dirty tricks" were 
acceptable in foreign policy, why, in the view 
of the White House Chiefs-of-staff, were they 
any less so in domestic affairs? If it showed 
commendable realism for the President to 
.circumvent Congress's war and treaty powers 
in the interests of a war policy he believed 
to be right, why, in the view of the Presi­
dent's men, was it any less acceptable to 
sabotage the electoral process, in order to 
re-elect a President whose policies they be­
lieved to be right? It cannot, of course, be 
proven, but I sense that Watergate could not 
have happened but for the moral and polit­
ical perversion generated by Vietnam. Once 
again, we encounter proof of Alexis de­
Tocqueville's maxim: "All those who seek to 
destroy the freedom of the democratic na­
tions must know that war is the surest and 
shortest means to accomplish this. That is 
the very first axiom of their science." 

1. ENDING THE WAR 

Building on Tocqueville's wisdom, we must 
now proceed, as the "very first axiom" of our 
foreign policy, with the necessity for ending 
Nixon's lingering war in Indochina. We had 
supposed that it was over when the Paris 
peace agreement was signed on January 23 
and the President proclaimed the achieve­
ment of "peace ·with honor." Since that time, 
it has become evident that the war 1s by no 
means over, as far as the contending Viet­
namese factions are concerned, and that the 
United States is not yet extricated from the 
quagmire. Although our troops have been 
withdrawn and our prisoners returned, the 
Nixon Administration is recruiting eight to 
ten thousand of American civilian techni­
cians and advisors, many under Defense De­
partment contracts, to stay on in South Viet­
nam and work with the South Vietnamese 
-Army. Four American consulates general will 
replace the United States Military Head­
quarters, and a thousand AID personnel will 
remain to administer aid programs to bolster 
the Thieu regime. American B-52's continue 
their pulverizing bombing raids in Cambodia, 
where no cease-fire has been signed, and 
American aircraft remain on offshore carriers 
and at bases in Thailand, poised to re-enter 
the war in Vietnam itself whenever the 
President should give the order-that is, un­
less Congress takes action to remove the 
fateful decision from the sole discretion of 
the President. 

It seems likely that Congress at long last 
1s going to do exactly that. 

On May 10, the House of Representatives, 
for the first time, voted against the war by 
denying the President authority to transfer 
certain funds for the bombing of Cambo­
dia-which, incidentally, cost the taxpayers 
some $160-million from the signing of the 
Paris peace agreement last January to the 
end of April, according to Defense Depart­
ment figures. Then on May 15, the Senate 
Appropriations Committee-whose mem­
bership includes many erstwhile hawks­
voted 24 to 0 to cut off all funds for fur­
ther American military action in Lam~ and 
Cambodia. 

It seems unlikely that the denial of the 
transfer authority alone will persuade the 
Administration to stop the bombing of 
Cambodia. With an imperviousness that ill 
becomes the present White House, the Pres­
ident's press secretary said, after the vote 
in the House of Representatives, "We will 
continue with a policy that is the right 
policy-to provide support for the Cambo­
dian Government at its request." Fortunate­
ly, we live under a government of law in 
which questions of "right policy" a,re de­
cided by constitutional processes rather 
than by executive fiat, so that even though 
the President may think it "right" to con­
tinue his war policy, Congress, judging oth­
erwise, can nonetheless stop the war by 
cutting off the funds. I do not think the 
Nixon Administration would wish to pre­
cipitate the constitutional crisis which would 
surely ensue if it were to defy Congress. Mr. 
Richardson has assured us that "the Ad­
ministration would not proceed in defiance of 
any clear-cut Congressional action." 

Surely, after Vietnam and Watergate, we 
have had enough of high government of­
ficials taking the law into their own hands 
because they believed that some policy was 
the "right" policy, or that one candidate 
was the "right" caJndidate. In a government 
of laws, an office-holder is bound to some­
thing more important than belief in his own 
rightness, and that is the constant, active, 
vivid awareness that he may be wrong. 
Back in 1921, Charles G. Dawes, upon be­
coming the first Director of the White House 
Budget Bureau, made the point as follows: 
"Much as we love the President," Mr. 
Dawes said, "if Congress, in its omnipotence 
over appropriations and in accordance with 
its authority over policy, passed a law that 
garbage should be put on the White House 
steps, it would be our regrettable duty as a 
bureau-in an impartial, non-political and 
nonpartisan way-to advise the executive 
and Congress as to how the largest amount 
of garbage could be spread, in the most e~ 
peditious and economical manner." Or, in 
the more solemn but no less cogent words 
of Daniel Webster, "Whatever government is 
not a government of laws is a despotism, let 
it be called what it may." 

What has brought Congress to its present 
·mood of decisiveness? Partly, I have no 
doubt, it is the Watergate, with its demon­
stration of executive fallibility. Partly, too, 
as Senator Saxbe of Ohio recently comment­
ed, the American people are "fed up" with 
lingering war, and with the "callousness 
for civilians" of our bombing of Cambodia. 
And perhaps most important of all, the Amer­
ican people and their representatives in 
Congress have recognized that, with our 
troops withdrawn and our prisoners repa­
triated, we have no further interest-no 
stake involving the safety or welfare of 
the American people-in the civil conflicts 
of Indochina. 

In my opinion, we never did, but that is 
water over the dam. The crucial question 
now is our continuing involvement in Cam­
bodia, where massive B-52 bombing raids 
are being used in a desperate attempt to 
keep the feeble Lon Nol regime from going 
under to the Khmer Rouge rebels, who, it 
is generally admitted, are now fighting their 
own war, with only marginal assistance from 
the North Vietnamese. 
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No one knows how many civilians are being 
kllled by Mr. Nixon's bombing raids. The 
maps used by the United States Embassy in 
Phnom Penh to plot target areas are several 
years old; Embassy officials admit that they 
do not have current photography of proposed 
target areas which would permit the identi­
fication of new or relocated villages. A relief 
official has estimated that at least 3,000 ci­
vilians were killed in three weeks in March­
but, he added, it could have been 10,000. 
Other relief officials report that some 10,000 
people have fled from their villages and 
swarmed into shanty towns around Phnom 
Penh since the intensified bombing began 
in early March. One young woman in a ref­
ugee camp told a reporter of nights of hiding 
in a deep bunker in her village, 18 miles east 
of Phnom Penh. "When everything seemed 
to explode inside me," she said, "and when 
the noise was so loud that I couldn't hear 
if I was screaming or not, I knew the Amer­
icans had come." 1 

Indefensible in human terms, this savage 
bombing is no less so in terms of our national 
interest--which is to say, in terms of the 
security and welfare of the American people. 
Indeed, the bombing makes no sense in the 
framework of President Nixon's own second 
inaugural address, when he said: "The time 
has passed when America will make every 
other nation's conflict our own, or make 
every other nation's future our responsibility, 
or presume to tell the people of other nations 
how to manage their own affairs." 

The essential point is that it simply does 
not matter very much, from the standpoint of 
American interests, which of the contending 
factions wins power in Cambodia, Laos or 
South Vietnam. "Peace with honor" not­
withstanding, the Paris peace agreement 

seemed to acknowledge that American in­
volvement in Indochina had been a tragic 
mistake. The agreement served to fulfill the 
only valid interest we have had in Indochina: 
the extrication of our troops and the return 
of our prisoners. 

But it now appears that President Nixon 
and Dr. Kissinger acted on a different set of 
assumptions, and that the peace agreement 
may have been based on a fundamental mis­
understanding between the two sides. To the 
North Vietnamese, the elaborate and un­
wieldy appara,.tus devised at Paris may never 
have represented anything but a facade for 
what Mr. Kissinger once derisively referred 
to as an "elegant bugout." It seems likely, 
too, that the North Vietnamese believed that 
President Nixon and Dr. Kissinger had come 
to share this conception, and were now pre­
pared to leave the civil conflicts of Vietnam, 
Laos and Cambodia to be worked out-or 
fought out-by the Indochinese peoples 
themselves. Although Mr. Kissinger, himself, 
has acknowledged that the purpose of the 
Paris accord was to end American milita.ry 
involvement in southeast Asia, it now ap­
pears that the Nixon Administration has 
something more in mind, that is, the reten­
tion of American client regimes in Vietnam, 
Laos and cambodia. That, of course, was the 
objective of the Johnson Administra,.tion in 
escal81ting the Vietnam war. 

The Paris peace agreement is filled with 
ambiguities, and that is no accident. Vagaries 
allowed the United States to extricate itself, 
even though the basic issues of the war were 
left unresolved. Secretary of State Rogers 
admitted to the Senate in February that, if 
the negotiators had insisted on elimina.ting 
the ambiguities, "we never would have h81d 
a cease-fire agreement." The essential facts 
are that the conflict goes on in Indochina; 
that both sides a~re violating the truce agree­
ment and probaibly always intended to; and 
that the United States should count itsel1 

1 Sylvana Foa, "Bombs Ttl.ke Civili~n Toll," 
Washington Star Apl"ill, 1973. 

well out of the quagmire and terninate, at 
once, the dangerous policy of lingering in­
volvement in Cambodia. 

If the President is not prepared to do this, 
the Congress can and should, by withholding 
further funds for bombing. It can do so, too, 
by withholding its consent from the ill-con­
sidered plan for "buying" North Vietnamese 
compliance with the peace agreement with 
American aid. It demeans the United States 
to pay .a ransom to an erstwhile enemy to get 
it to comply with an unrealistic and unen­
forceable agreement. If Congress makes the 
mistake of funding the unilateral aid pro­
gram that the President demands, we will 
remain deeply and directly involved in tlie 
political and economic affairs of Indochina 
for years to come. In that posture, we are 
much more likely to become ensnared in the 
war again, should the fighting be resumed. 

For my own part, I am not greatly dis­
tressed by the prospect of an ambiguous, 
inconclusive, outcome to our long, futile war 
in Indochina. I do not care much for fiagella­
tion or for accusations of "war guilt" against 
the policy makers who took us into Vietnam. 
But neither am I impressed with hollow 
boasts of "peace with honor," especially since, 
if acted upon, these could well carry us b.ack 
into the quagmire. I believe, instead, that the 
American people are mature enough to recog­
nize a mistake, and intelligent enough to 
profit from it. Frederick the Great, at the end 
of one of his many wars, spoke these words, 
which could serve as .an epitaph for our own 
.involvement in Indochina: "And so our 
campaigning is over, and nothing has come 
of it for either side but the loss of many an 
honest fellow, the distress of many a poor 
soldier crippled for life, and the ruin of sev­
eral provinces." 

ll. NEW DIMENSIONS OF SECURITY 

With Vietnam behind us-once it is be­
hind us-we ca.n usefully turn our thoughts 
to the broad world beyond. Great changes 
have taken place during the years of our 
preoccupation with southeast Asia-changes 
which have radically altered America's politi­
cal and economic position in the world. 

In Asia itself, and indigenous balance of 
power has emerged. China, Japan and the 
Soviet Union, with their varying components 
of military and economic power, are in a kind 
of rough equilibrium, with each .acting as a 
restraining force on the others. Even if China 
were interested in establishing her military 
domination over Indochina and the rest ot 
southeast Asia-always a doubtful proposi­
tion-it is scarcely conceivable that she 
would risk such .a military adventure with a 
large, menacing Soviet force at her back. The 
Soviet Union, in turn, is restrained, botli in 
southeast Asia and as to China itself, by 
China's detente with the United States, and 
by the prospect of Japanese support--eco­
nomic if not political .and military-for an 
endangered China. Japan, for its part, though 
shielded by its security treaty with the 
United States, could expect Chinese support 
against the Russians or Russian support 
against the Chinese, should either threaten 
Japanese interests. Japan also derives lever­
age from the likelihood that any threat to her 
vital interests would cause her to become a 
formidable nuclear power. The very implau­
sibility of all these hypothetical threats is in­
dicative of the comparative stability of the 
new Asian balance-of-power. 

In such a power context, there is no plau­
sible case for prolonging the American mili­
tary presence on the Asian mainland. Some­
what like nineteenth century Britain in rela­
tion to Europe, our security in relation to 
Asia depends upon air and sea power, plus the 
indigenous Asian balance which makes it un­
likely that we shall have to use it. It makes 
sense, therefore, for us to withdraw our 
forces from the Asian mainland, that is, from 
Korea and the air bases in Thailand and rely 
upon a .. bluewater" strategy. In this connec-

tion, it would also make sense to terminate 
the moribund .and ineffectual SEATO. For this 
purpose, I have offered an amendment to the 
pending State Department authorization bill 
which would terminate American contribu­
tions to the funding of the SEATO headquar· 
ters in Bangkok. 

In Europe, as well as Asia, great and 
promising changes have taken place affecting 
the security of the United States. The most 
important of these is the success of Chan­
cellor Willy Brandt's ostpolitik, capped by 
Chairman Brezhnev's recent visit to Bonn 
where he proclaimed in effect, the end of 
the cold war in Europe. The essential mean­
ing of West Germany's treaties of non­
aggression with the Soviet Union and Poland, 
its acceptance de facto of East Germany as 
a separate state, and the conclusion of the 
1972 Berlin agreement is that West Germany 
has reconciled itself to the outcome and 
consequences of the Second World War. The 
Soviet-German rapprochement has, for the 
present, at least, eliminated the central Eu­
ropean issue of the cold war. the division of 
Germany. This greatly alters the position of 
the United States in Europe. 

It has always been cardinal to American 
security to prevent the domination of Eu­
rope by a single great power. Throughout the 
19th Century, we never had to act upon 
that interest because Europe was for the 
most part at peace, the European balance-of­
power was fairly stable, and the British fleet 
served as something of a. shield for the 
United States as well as for Great Britain. 
It was only when the European balance broke 
down, in the two world wars, that the United 
States found it necessary to intervene mili­
tarily to prevent German domination of the 
continent. Then, after the Seoond World War, 
when it appeared that Stalin's Soviet Union 
might establish its domination over the 
shattered continent, the United States once 
again, properly and necessarily, intervened, 
with the Marshall Plan and the NATO Alli­
ance. These contributed decisively to the 
restoration of Western Europe economic 
strength and political stability, and these in 
turn made possible the East-West reconcili­
ation whwh brought Mr. Brezhnev to declare 
in Bonn that the Soviet Union had decided 
to "implement a radical turn toward detente 
and peace." 

Even discounting the exaggerations of such 
rhetoric, even allowing that the cold war is 
not entirely over, it is evident that Europe 
has recovered a considerable degree of equi­
librium and that the United States, accord­
ingly, can safely reduce its own involvement 
on the continent. NATO, however, unlike 
SEATO, remains important to our national 
security, partly because our European allies 
lack a nuclear counterweight to the nuclear 
power of the Soviet Union, but also because 
our close cultural and historical ties give us 
what has been called a "greater-than­
physical" security interest in Western Eu­
rope. What this means is that, even though 
we might survive a Soviet takeover of West­
ern Europe behind our nuclear shield, the 
world would then become a bleak and in­
hospitable environment for American values 
and political ideas. It may be said, there­
fore, that we have a special stake, a "greater­
than-physical" security interest. in the sur­
vival and well-being of the European 
democracies. 

It does not follow that we need to main­
tain 315,000 American troops in Europe, to­
gether with their wives and children, in 
order to honor our NATO commitment. When 
American forces were first assigned to NATO 
in 1951, Europe was still enfeebled by the 
effeots of World War II. and an invasion by 
Stalin's armies, though not likely, was a 
plausible danger. Now that Europe is pollt­
ically stable and economically powerful, 
and now that the division of Germany has 
been effectively eliminated as a cold war 
issue, it makes no sense to maintain in 
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Europe anything more than an "earnest 
money" American ground force, signifying 
our continuing fidelity to NATO and the 
availability of American nuclear power for 
the defense of Europe. 

Thus far, however, Congress has been per­
suaded to retain our present force level in 
the belief that our troops may serve as 
"bargaining chips" for reciprocal Soviet with­
drawal from Eastern Europe. Swayed by the 
Administration's argument for "mutual and 
balanced force reductions," the Senate, in 
1971, twice defeated proposals for troop re­
duction. In May, 1972, an agreement was 
reached with the Russians to proceed with 
troop reduction talks, and these talks began 
in February, 1973. In due course, if the talks 
get nowhere, Congress will have to decide 
whether it wishes to retain these high force 
levels in Europe, even though they are su­
perfluous to our defense and highly detri­
mental to our balance-of-payments. 

Only very gradually and grudgingly are 
our leaders coming to recognize that the 
whole concept of "national security" has 
taken on a new meaning, that traditional 
concepts of troop deployment are largely ob­
solete, that strategy itself must be conceived 
in a new dimension. The Moscow agreement 
of May, 1972, limiting the Soviet Union and 
the United States to no more than two anti­
ballistic missile sites each was more than an 
arms limitation agreement. It signified the 
abandonment by each side of any further 
hope of making itself invulnerable to nuclear 
attack; it was an agreement, in effect, to gain 
security by serving as each other's hostages. 
Basing their security on mutual deterrence, 
the two superpowers are thereby committing 
themselves to peaceful coexistence and re­
conciling themselves to the survival of each 
other's power and ideology. The broader 
meaning of the SALT agreement, limiting 
the deployment of offensive weapons as well 
as the ABM sites, is that the Soviets, in ef­
fect, have abandoned the Marxian dream of 
a world communized by war, while we, in 
turn, have repudiated Mr. Dulles' dream of 
"liberating" the Communist world. 

Having committed themselves in principle 
to peaceful coexistence, the Soviet Union and 
the United States are now inching forward 
toward further arms limitations in what is 
called "SALT n." As in the past, however, 
both sides have been determined to conduct 
the negotiations with maximum "bargain­
ing chips"-which means, of course, an ac­
celeration of the arms race pending agree­
ments to limit it. In the wake of the 1972 
agreement, the Nixon Administration acceler­
ated its program for the development of the 
Trident ballistic missile submarine, the new 
B-1 supersonic bomber to replace the giant 
B-52, and other offensive weapons not covered 
by the 1972 interim agreement. The results 
of the "bargaining chip" approach are, there­
fore, likely to be self-defeating as well as 
costly, with both sides ending up in the 
absurd position of having built mighty new 
weapons systems for no other purpose than 
to bargain them away. When agreements are 
finally reached, they may well be at a higher 
level of armaments on both sides than would 
have been the case if no agreement bad been 
sought in the first place. 

Despite the logic of the ABM treaty, both 
sides pursue the chimera of "parity." As 
President Nixon has put it, ''Let us be sure 
that he [the President] never goes to the ne­
gotiating table representing the second 
strongest nation in the world." This sounds 
fine, but the trouble is that the Russians are 
no more willing than we to be "second strong­
est," and each side's idea of "parity" is per­
ceved by the other as a bid for primacy. It 
1s precisely for the purpose of achieving 
"parity" With the United States that the So­
viets have been rapidly building up their 
strategic and naval forces over the last ten 
years. That build-up, in turn, has persuaded 
our own generals and admirals that we were 
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about to be reduced to "number two." The 
result, despite SALT, has been a continuing, 
enormously costly, and futile arms race, with 
each side acquiring a huge "overklll" capacity. 

With or without an intensified arms race, 
the balance of nuclear terror seems likely 
to remain fairly stable, with each side in the 
position of hostage to the other. This mu­
tuality of fear is the basis of our security, 
and tenuous though it is, it is all we can hope 
for in the foreseeable future. This being the 
case, there is everything to be said for main­
taining the balance at a lower, rather than 
a higher, level of costs and aramaments. 

Since World War n, the United States 
has spent about $1.3 trlllion and the Soviets 
an estimated $1 trillion on arms, at enor­
mous sacrifice to their domestic needs. There 
are indications that significant new arms 
limitation agreements will be announced 
when Mr. Brezhnev visits Washington later 
this month, and these would be most wel­
come. Nonetheless, the arms race goes on, 
consuming money and resources without 
really contributing to national security, be­
cause higher or lower, the strategic balance 
remains roughly the same. The central fact 
remains-especially since the ABM treaty­
that at any level of armaments our security 
will stlll rest upon mutuality of fear, upon 
the recognition, as put by Albert Einstein 
whose formula made the nuclear bomb pos­
sible, that "at the end, looming ever clearer, 
lies general annihilation." 

In its new, nuclear dimension, our na­
tional security is far less dependent than 
it used to be upon alliances and the balance 
of power. Prior to the nuclear age, it was 
all but impossible for a single nation to 
acquire a sufficiency-much less a surplus­
of deterrent power. Today, harboring a nu­
clear force with which we could destroy any 
foreign nation or combination of nations 
that might threaten us, we are in a quite 
different position. Our allies remain im­
portant to us for economic and political 
reasons, for reasons, that is, of our "great­
er-than-physical" security, but not for sur­
vival itself. As Professor Robert w. Tucker 
of Johns Hopkins has put it, "In a system 
governed by a balance of deterrent nuclear 
power . . • the fears of isolation and vul­
nerabllity to attack are no longer synony­
mous."11 

At the same time that our military secu­
rity has been relatively stabllized by the nu­
clear balance, our economic position--so 
vital to our "greater-than-physical" secu­
rity-has become dangerously weakened, 
largely because of our extravagant foreign 
expenditures. President Nixon's declaration 
of emergency e<lOnomic measures on August 
15, 1971-the suspension of the dolla.r's con­
vertibil1ty into gold and imposition of an 
import surcharge-marked. the end of the 
era of American economic predominance, in 
which the dollar had virtually sustained the 
international economic system. Burdened 
with heavy war and defense costs, high un­
employment, a stubborn inflation, a deteri­
orating position in international trade, and 
consequent huge increase in balance-of­
payments deficits which were already 
chronic, the United States encountered, in 
the monetary crisis of 1971, what has been 
called an "economic Vietnam." a 

From the days of Lend-Lease in World 
War II until recently, the United States had 
held a position of hegemony in the world 
economy. OUr gross national product doubled 
during World War n while other nations' 
economies were being devastated. Immedi­
ately after World War II, the United States 
was producing almost half the world's out­
put, and the international monetary system 

1 A New Isolationism, Robert w. Tucker, 
(Universe Books, New York: 1972}. p. 54 ff. 

a Michael Mandelbaum and Daniel Yergin, 
"Balancing the Power." Yale Review, March, 
1973. 

devised at Bretton Woods redected the pre­
dominance of the dollar. The United States 
thereafter exercised a political and military 
predominance in world affairs commensurate 
with its economic supremacy. The Marshall 
Plan, the rearmament of ourselves and of 
our allies, worldwide foreign aid, the fan­
tastic space program, the Korean and Viet­
nam wars, were all part of a spending spree 
that knew no limits. Only in the last few 
years-and m.ost dramatically in the dollar 
crisis of 1971-had it been brought home to 
us that we have been living beyond our 
means, living indeed with an extravagance 
that threatens to undermine our national 
solvency. 

By contrast with the deteriorating eco­
nomic position of the United States, that 
of Western Europe and Japan has been char­
acterized by general prosperity, balance-of­
payments surpluses, strong trade positions, 
and low defense costs. Indeed, the gap be­
tween their productive capacities and our 
own has been narrowing steadily. Until the 
mid-1960's, our trade balance with Japan 
was traditionally in surplus; since the mid­
sixties it has been in large and growing 
deficit, with the Japanese holding a competi­
tive advantage ove<r us in electronics, steel, 
automobiles, heavy chemicals and ship­
building. 

All of which is by way of pointing out 
that we can no longer afford the role of 
global governor, even if that role were in our 
interest. We may have to settle for a some­
what less intoxicating role, still first, per­
haps, but "first among equals!' 

This necessity is rei.nforced by the energy 
crisis, which is going to make us increasingly 
dependent on foreign oil imports for the 
next decade or more. In the long term, even 
the vast oll reserves of the Middle East will 
be exhausted, and we shall have to resort to 
alternate energy sources such .as oll ex­
tracted from shale, gas extracted from coal, 
solar and thermal energy, nuclear :fission 
and, eventually, nuclear fusion. All of these 
will require long and costly development ef­
forts. In the meantime, with no spare oil 
production capacity of our own, we will 
have to expend large and growing sums on 
imported oil, primarily from the Middle East, 
where at least 300-blllion of the 500-billion 
barrels of proven oil reserves of the non­
communist world are located. The phenom­
enal development of the American econ­
omy during the 19th Century and the first 
half of the 20th Century was based, in large 
part, on the availabllity of cheap and abun­
dant energy from within our own borders. 
Now, pending the development of exotic new 
sources such as nuclear fusion, we have be­
come a fuel-deficient nation, and that is one 
more reason why we are going to have to 
bring our military and political ambitions 
back into balance with our economic means. 

We must learn to think of national secu­
rity in all of its various dimensions. When 
a nation's run-.away foreign expenditures sap 
its domestic strength, that nation is reach­
ing for one form of illusory security at the 
cost of another, real and more fundamental 
one. When, as in Indochina, an extravagant 
mllitary venture is not only costly but ir­
relevant to our defense and divisive and 
disruptive at home, our security is dim­
inished in all of its dimensions. Over the 
last thirty years, the United states has ex­
pended its major energies on the foreign 
military and political aspects of national 
security. At first, this was the result of 
necessity, but gradually necessity gave way 
to habit, pride, and even arrogance. The re­
sulting imbalance, as we have seen, has 
weakened our economy .and our national 
morale. 

The latter is perhaps most important of 
all. As I said at the start, I doubt that Water­
gate could have happened but for the moral 
.and political perversion created by Vietnam. 
Restoring a climate of health and honesty 
is, at this juncture, the first requirement of 
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our security and national well-being. In a 
world of nuclear weapons and interlocking 
economies, there can be no such thing as an 
isolated America. But neither can we afford 
to allow our involvement with the outside 
world to isolate our leaders from their own 
people and from the traditional values of 
American society. That is exactly what we 
have witnessed in recent years. In the service 
of a peculiar conception of naJ;ional secu­
rity, people at the apex of po*r have at­
tempted to manipulate and circumvent the 
processes of American democracy. What a 
tragic irony it would be-although not un­
known in human history-if, through our 
own efforts to defend our way of life from 
those who have threatened it from abroad, 
we were to destroy it ourselves. 

I do not think that is going to happen. 
The very fact that occurrences such as the 
Vietnam war and the Watergate c.all forth 
intense and widespread indignation is itself 
reassuring of our democracy. However 
grudgingly and belatedly, our leaders are 
accepting the necessity of ending our in­
volvement in Indochina. And in the wake of 
the Ervin hearings, the resignations and the 
indictments, I doubt very much that any­
one will soon again be tempted to organize 
a conspiracy to sabotage a national election 
campaign. We show the strength of our 
democratic values by the d ifficulty we have 
in betraying them. 

Dismayed though we have been in recent 
days, we still have much t o be proud of. It 
is even possible that we will emerge from 
our current disillusion with renewed ideal­
ism-not the soaring idealism which bred in 
us the illusion of a d ivine mandate to set 
the world right, but r.ather a chastened, real­
istic, non-perfectionist idealism which will 
enable us to strike a balance between our 
highest aspirations and our human limita­
tions. 

RETIREMENT OF COL. GEORGE 
L. J. DALFERES 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a fellow 
Louisianian and close friend, Col. George 
L. J. Dalferes, has retired after 25 dis­
tinguished years of service to his country. 
Congress relationship with the Depart­
ment of Defense will be diminished by his 
departure. 

Colonel Dalferes finished his career in 
the Army and Air Force as Deputy As­
sistant Secretary of Defense for Legis­
lative Mairs. In simple language, of 
course, that meant that he dealt closely 
with Senators and Representatives and 
their offices on matters of mutual in­
terest. 
. The low-key manner in which Colonel 
Dalferes handled these sensitive duties 
should be emulated by his successors. 
I can personally attest to his forthright­
ness in providing information and his 
understanding of the legislative process 
in working with me and my office. When­
ever I needed help, Colonel Dalferes 
worked tirelessly. Whenever the in­
formation was not the most optimistic, 
he always said so with complete candor 
and understanding. 

Mr. President, the distinguished career 
of Colonel Dalferes began in the Army 
as an infantry officer during World War 
II, after he was graduated from Lou­
isiana State University in 1943. He re­
turned to LSU to study law, earning his 
degree in 1949, and continued his pursuit 
of knowledge by winning a master of law 
degree in 1965 from Georgetown Univer­
sity. 

During the 1950's Colonel Dalferes was 

an aide to the late Lt. Gen. Frank A. 
Armstrong, who was commander of the 
2d Air Force at Barksdale Air Force 
Base in Bossier City, La., and later com­
mander of the Alaskan Command. Gen­
eral Armstrong's experiences during 
World War II were the basis for the book, 
movie, and television series, "12 O'clock 
High." 

When he was recalled to active duty 
during the Korean conflict in 1951, Col­
onel Dalferes was a resident of Shreve­
port, La., which he still considers his 
home. But it was during his law studies 
at LSU in 1948 that I first came to know 
him when I was the judge for Colonel 
Dalferes' first moot court case. I was a 
practicing attorney at the time in Baton 
Rouge, just prior to my first successful 
campaign for the U.S. Senate. I might 
suggest that Colonel Dalferes undoubt­
edly won that moot court case, because 
he had a good and impartial judge hear­
ing it. 

I am happy that Colonel Dalferes will 
continue to reside and work in the Wash­
ington area, so that his knowledge and 
insight into Government will continue 
to be of use to his country. I know that 
all my colleagues will want to join me in 
wishing George and his family the very 
best in the future. 

BILINGUAL PROGRAM FOR INNER­
CITY CHILDREN 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, it is 
becoming increasingly clear to educators 
that the schools which offer education 
to many minority children are not suc­
ceeding in preparing them for the world 
in which they must compete as children 
today and as adult tomorrow. The most 
serious problem for these children has 
always been to find ways to communi­
cate. Learning is not possible without 
communication. 

In addition to the "special" communi­
cation problems of minority children 
which result from cultural and social 
differences, the problem for many Span­
ish-speaking children is compounded by 
their need to become bilingual in a mono­
lingual school and society. Fortunately, 
research in education is beginning to 
indicate the difficulties which these chil­
dren face in unresponsive school sys­
tems, and the great advantages which 
might be developed for all children if bi­
lingual educational opportunities were 
developed in new and expanded pro­
grams. 

I have recently read about one such 
program which is in operation on an 
experimental basis in Los Angeles and 
Philadelphia. I believe this program is of 
interest to all of us who are anxious to 
improve the educational opportunities of 
American children. 

Mr. President, for that reason I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
article be printed in the RECORD: "Bi­
lingual Program Excites Innercity 
Users," by Angela Smith, from D. & R. 
Report, volume 2, No. 5, June 1973-a 
periodical of the Council for Educational 
Development and Research. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD1 

as follows: 

BILINGUAL PROGRAM EXCITES INNER CITY 
USERS 

(By Angela Smith) 
A building program is going on in Los 

Angeles and Philadelphia that's more far 
reaching than any skyscraper or high-rise 
apartment complex. Instead of concrete and 
glass, the building materials are minds of 
children and their educators. 

The program, a Follow Through Model, is 
being implemented in Philadelphia and Los 
Angeles by the Southwest Educational De­
velopment Laboratory of Austin, Texas. The 
model builds skills in different learning areas 
such as vocabulary and reading; it builds 
self-concept; and, as a bonus, it builds bet­
ter human relations. 

Administrators, teachers, aides, p arents, 
and the youngsters themselves testify to its 
success. 

Because of the bilingual program, some of 
Philadelphia's Puerto Rican parents are be­
coming more interested in taking English 
lessons. And some black parents are starting 
to take Spanish lessons. 

Members of the Chicano community in 
Los Angeles are pushing the program be­
cause it promotes the Mexican American 
language and culture. 

Parents in Los Angeles are becoming more 
actively involved in their children's educa­
tion. Some parents, paid to work in the class­
room, agree to work an equal number of 
volunteer hours as well. Several other parents 
volunteer hours each month to work with 
Follow Through. 
· Philadelphia parents are saying that their 
children who have participated in the pro­
~ram are doing much better in school than 
older children who did not. 

In both cities, more time is being spent 
teaching Spanish. And aides like the program 
because they are more involved in the actual 
teaching. 

THREE PROGRAMS INCLUDED 

The Laborat ory's Follow Through model in­
corporates th1·ee programs: Language Devel­
opment and Reading, Bilingual Kindergarten, 
and Social Education. Children from kinder­
garten through grade 3 form the target pop­
ulation. Major emphasis is on a bilingual 
method (Spanish-English) advantageous for 
native Spanish-speaking children and also 
useful for children whose native language is 
English. 

The bil1ngual program provides instruc­
tional and staff development materials for 
children and teachers in kindergarten 
through grade 3. Curriculum materials stress 
the communication sk111s-listening, speak­
ing, reading, and writing-in Spanish and 
English. Subject content is used to provide 
experiential knowledge for developing de­
scriptive language skills. The social sci­
ences receive the greatest emphasis; in addi­
tion, some science and mathematics mate­
rials are used. 

The staff development component provides 
teachers with the knowledge to diagnose 
each child's skills and concept level and thus 
determine the child's placement in large 
and small groups. 

In training sessions, teachers are made 
aware of problems Spanish-speaking chil­
dren have in learning to speak a di:fferent 
language-problems such as auditory dis­
crimination, mouth-muscle tone, word or­
der, breath control, etc. Teachers learn how 
to help the children to overcome these dlfli­
culties so that they Will develop a better 
self-concept and be able to communicate, 
comprehend, and read. 

PARENTS' ROLE SIGNIFICANT 

Realizing that the role of the parents is 
significant, the kindergarten-level program 
contains curriculum-related activities for 
parents to use with their children at home. 
For the primary grades, the program con­
tains suggestions for activities, meetings, 
and classroom participation for the parents. 
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Carol Kawakami, project coordinator in 

Los Angeles, says she likes the program be­
cause of its oral language approach and be­
cause it is easy to adapt and use with other 
materials. 

Flossie Allen, Follow Through liaison in 
Philadelphia, says SEDL's program efforts 
are " tremendous in terms of raising self­
concept." In her words: "The Spanish­
speaking child feels more comfortable in the 
classroom because the instruction hP. receives 
is in Spanish from a native Spanish-speaker. 
For the English-speaker, the program offers 
a chance to learn a second language and this 
raises his self-concept. The bicultural ex­
perience is invaluable." 

Ms. Allen says the program also has raised 
the self-concept of aides. For the first time 
aides are actively involved in teaching. With 
aides actually instructing, the teacher-pupil 
ratio is reduced and Spanish instruction is 
guaranteed. 

Ms. Allen also likes the program because 
it builds on the child's experience and pro­
motes interaction in the classroom. "Chil­
dren are more alert and verbal as a result 
of being in the program. It's not just 'sit 
down and read.' " 

Various components that constitute the 
Laboratory's Follow Through Model are 
either commercially available or are within a 
field-test cycle. 

Available commercially are English Kin­
dergarten; Bllingual Kindergarten; Social 
Education Grade 1; Social Education Grade 
2; and Social Education Grade 3. Information 
about their materials and cost is available. 

Information about materials still under 
development, including a report of the Fol­
low Through Model, also is available. 

Circle the Reader Service Card Number 5 
on the postcard insert or on the back cover. 
TEACHING OF SPANISH APPEARS UNHARMFUL 

TO ENGLISH MASTERY 

In recent years linguists and language 
teachers have been concerned with several 
hypotheses about the role of errors in the 
process of learning a second language. 

Among these are the hypotheses that inter­
ference from the mother tongues is the major 
source of error in foreign-language learning; 
that errors are a valuable source of informa­
tion about the learning process; and that 
errors may be a step in the learning process 
rather than an evil to be avoided at all costs. 

A recent study at the Stanford Center for 
Research and Development in Teaching, 
using speech samples from 67 Mexican Ameri­
can children attending a monolingual (regu­
lar) school and 59 attending a bilingual 
school, had three purposes: 

To provide data of potential use in further 
language-error analyses and studies of the 
causes of error in language acquisition. 

To provide specific data helpful in con­
structing both teaching materials and pro­
ficiency tests for use in teaching English to 
Mexican American children 

To determine whether bilingual and mono­
lingual schooling have differential effects on 
the number or patterning of errors. 

A main finding of the study, conducted by 
R. L. Politizer and A. G. Ramirez, is that the 
causes of errors, or deviations from standard 
English, appeared to include the expected 
interference of Spanish, the improper appli­
cation of the rules of standard English, and 
the infiuence of nonstandard English 
dialects. 

Another finding is that the extent of de­
viations from standard English did not differ 
significantly between the children in the 
bilingual school and those in the monolin­
gual school. 

This latter finding is important since a 
separate study by the same authors demon­
strated that bllingual education and the use 
of Spanish in school had certain positive 
effects on Mexican American children's attl-

tudes toward Spanish and toward their 
Mexican American background. 

According to the authors, the present study 
"indicates that there is no reason to fear that 
these positive effects may have been achieved 
at the expense of the children's progress in 
learning spoken English." 

Single complimentary copies of a Center 
R & D Memorandum, "An Error Analysis of 
the Spoken English of Mexican American 
Pupils in a Bilingual School and a Monolin­
ual School," are available in limited supply. 

Circle the Reader Service Card Number 
6 on the postcard insert or on the back cover. 

PUPILS' INTEREST RISES WHEN LEARNING 
TASKS OCCUR IN SMALL GROUPS 

Teaching students in small groups or in 
dyadic (teacher and single student) situa­
tions rather than in large groups is the most 
significant factor in arousing students' in­
terest and attention, according to a recent 
study at the Stanford R & D Center. 

The study, conducted by the Center's Pro­
gram on Teaching Students from Low­
Income Areas, intended to compare the ef­
fects of various teacher classroom strategies 
on the level of students' "engagement" in 
the classroom. 

The first phase of the study was carried 
out with twenty-four, third- and fourth­
grade teachers and their students in nine 
low-income area schools. Ten hours of ob­
servation data were collected simultaneously 
for each teacher and for a sample of stu­
dents from each classroom. 

There we1·e large differences in the level 
and mode (receptive or expressive) of en­
gagement among classrooms. The frequency 
of strategy use varied among teachers and 
for individual teachers from one observa­
tion round to another. 

The mean percentage of students who dem­
onstrated engagement rose significantly dur­
ing the year. There were no significant dif­
ferences in level or type of engagement by 
sex or ethnicity of student or by subject 
matter. 

The most important finding was that the 
level of student engagement differed sig­
nificantly by size of instructional group, 
with lower engagement levels for large groups 
than for small or dyadic groups. By contrast, 
the level of student engagement in the class­
room was not clearly related to the use of 
particular strategies. 

The research team, directed by Robert D. 
Hess, has reformulated its conceptualiza­
tion of the sources of variation in student 
engagement in the classroom. The current 
research will emphasize comparisons between 
self-contained and open classrooms and other 
structural and organizational features of the 
classrooin. 

Single complimentary copies of a Center 
R & D Memorandum, "Teacher Strategies and 
Student Engagement in Low-Income Area 
Schools," are available in limited supply. 

Circle the Reader Service Card Number 7 
on the postcard insert or on the back cover. 
BLACK STANDARD ENGLISH LINKED TO READING 

ABILITY 

As part of his ongoing work in bilingual 
education at the Stanford Center for Re­
search and Development in Teaching, Robert 
L. Politzer and his colleagues have developed 
a preliminary version of a test of proficiency 
in both black standard and nonstandard 
spoken English. 

"Black standard English" is defined by 
specialists as English that follows most of 
the grammatical rules of standard English 
but is "marked" or recognized as black by 
certain pronunciation features. 

Previous studies have shown a significant 
correlation between children's reading ability 
and their awareness of the differences be­
tween standard and nonstandard patterns. 
Studies also indicate that children who speak 
black nonstandard English often will trans-

form standard English to nonstandard Eng­
lish in a repetition task. The present study 
was intended to help determine to what ex­
tent productive ability in standard or non­
standard black English :was related to read­
ing ability scores. 

Kindergarten children were asked to repeat, 
in both black standard and black nonstand­
ard English, sentences contained in two sim­
ilar stories tape-recorded by a bidialectal 
speaker. Accuracy of repetition was scored 
and a "balance score" measured any domi­
nance of nonstandard over standard black 
spoken English. 

Mean scores indicated a general balance 
in performance between the two sections of 
standard section correlated positively and 
significantly with their scores on the Stan­
ford Achievement Test and its subsection on 
letters and sounds. In contrast, where there 
was an imbalance in favor of nonstandard 
speech, there was a significant negative cor­
relation With scores on the same Stanford 
test and its subsections. 

Analysis of the initial results also proved 
useful by identifying responses on certain 
items that seem to con1Uct with current con­
ceptions of black nonstandard English. 

The preliminary version of the test and the 
early analysis of results are included in a 
Center R&D Memorandum. "A Test of Profi­
ciency in Black Standard and Nonstandard 
Speech.'' Complimentary copies are available 
in limited supply. 

Circle the Reader Service Card Number 8 
on the postcard insert or on the back cover. 
RESEARCHERS SUGGEST COMPENSATORY EDUCA­

TION FAILS LOW-INCOME STUDENTS 

Low-income and ethnic-minority children 
are not reaping the promised benefits of 
"compensatory education." But how can the 
nation's schools give these children a better 
break? 

That question is answered in a collection 
of hard-hitting articles in Beyond "Compen­
satory Education": A New Approval to 
Educating Children. 

The book specifically rejects the philosophy 
of the "melting pot." Instead, cultural plu­
ralism is advocated to surmount the social 
impasse frequently faced by teachers and 
administrators in multiethnic or low-income 
schools. 

The articles are written by a group of 
researchers on the staff of the Far West 
Laboratory for Educational Research and 
Development in San Francisco. The re­
searr.hers focus on the needs of children who 
are neither middle-class nor white--blacks, 
Chicanos, Indians, and others-in an effort 
to alert educators to some of the incon­
gruences presently existing between these 
children's homes and the schools they attend. 

Contributors to the book include: Glen P. 
Nimnicht and James A. Johnson, Jr., its edi­
tors, along with Arturo Avina, Stephen L. 
Bayne, Alfredo Castaneda, Dorothy c. Clem­
ent, Patricia A. Johnson, and Francis Mc­
Kinley. 

The 224-page collection is available by 
writing directly to the Superintendent of 
Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. 20402. Enclose a check or 
money order for $1.85 for each copy and 
refer to Stock No. 1780-01150. 

WORKSHOP INTRODUCES CUTE TECHNIQUES 

Educators responsible for training teach­
ers to work in inner-city schools can benefit 
from an award-winning urban teacher edu­
cation program. 

Personnel from the Mid-continent Re­
gional Educational Laboratory in Kansas 
City, Mo., use a workshop setting to intro­
duce tested activities included in the Labo­
ratory's Cooperative Urban Teacher Educa­
tion (CUTE) program. 

Public school and college staff members 
interested in the urban teacher-training pro­
gram can set up the five-day workshop on-
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site or at McREL. Both preservice and in­
service workshops are available. 

The workshops utilize the expertise of de­
velopment personnel who have had five years 
of exeprience in implementing the CUTE 
training program. 

CUTE training generally results in im­
proved teacher-pupil relationships and a low­
er recruitment cost for the school syst.em. 

Public school administrators may be in­
terested in another McREL workshop that 
prepares participants to hold subsequent 
workshops to improve staff relations. This 
three-day workshop enables staff trainers to 
carry out activities designed to improve com­
munication among staff members of indivi­
dual schools and to facilitate harmonious 
working relationships. The McREL workshop 
can be held in Kansas City or onsite. 

More information about open dates and 
costs of the CUTE workshop is available. 

Information also is available to adminis­
trators interested in the staff relation work­
shop. 

Circle the Reader Service Card Number 9 
on the postcard insert or on the back cover. 

"HEY, BOY, LOOKING FOR A JANITOR' S JOB?" 

"Hey, boy!" 
"I don't see how you people can listen to 

that kind of music." 
"Maybe she took a siesta." 
"Take your hanky hands off me ! " 
"Are you applying for the jan itorial posi­

tion?" 
Do these quotations appear inflammatory? 

In certain cases, in certain schools, they very 
well can be-and are. 

These statements and situations are part of 
Confrontation, a human relations training 
unit (simulation) for teachers and adminis­
trators in multiethnic schools. An experi­
mental field-test version of Conj1·ontation, 
developed at the Far West Laboratory for 
Educational Research and Development in 
cooperation with the Oakland and San 
Francisco public schools, has been used na­
tionally for several years under the sponsor­
ship of the Anti-Defamation League. 

The package's five films include discussion­
leader training materials that require no out­
side consultants. Each of the discussion-pro­
voking films consists of a series of simulated 
episodes based on real-life inner-city situa­
tions that occur all too frequently. 

MINNEAPOLIS HEARINGS ON FUEL 
SHORTAGE 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Last 
Saturday, June 2, I chaired a hearing of 
the Consumer Economics Subcommittee 
of the Joint Economic Committee in Min­
neapolis on the extent and effects of the 
petroleum shortage in the upper Mid­
west. 

We heard formal testimony from pe­
troleum users including farmers, truck­
ers, railroads, mot01ists, and urban 
transit people; also from representatives 
of petroleum suppliers; and from spokes­
men for the State government and the 
Federal Office of Oil and Gas. 

We also heard spontaneous testimony 
from many people in the audience who 
were vitally conce1ned about this prob­
lem. Conspicuous by their absence were 
representatives of the major oil com­
panies-the ultimate controllers of the 
situation-who chose to stay away rather 
than to help us shed some light on this 
urgent matter. 

I shall summarize the information pre­
sented at the hearing as it relates to: 
First, the supply situation; second, sky­
l·ocketing prices despite mandatory price 
controls; and third, the Federal alloca­
tion program. 

SUPPLY 

We received a picture of total disrup­
tion of traditional supply relationships 
for petroleum fuels. According to James 
Erchul, Minnesota Director of Civil De­
fense, two independent refiners, Triangle 
and Bell Oil, withdrew altogether from 
Minnesota early this year and have in­
dicated doubt that they can obtain ade­
quate raw materials under the existing 
vountary allocation program to resume 
distlibution there. 

Soon after their withdrawal, the Mid­
land Cooperatives' refinery, a big supplier 
to rural Minnesota, was shut down for 
lack of crude. It has since resumed op­
eration at about 50-percent capacity. 

The Koch Refinery at Pine Bend, 
Minn., has been cut back to about 60 per­
cent of capacity by a strike. 

To make matters far worse, moreover, 
two major oil companies, Sun and Gulf, 
are liquidating their distribution sys­
tems in the State. After special appeals, 
Sun has agreed to continue supplying 
their traditional customers for 1 more 
year. A sizable number of other com­
panies have cut back supplies below last 
year's level, and only one company will 
increase them. 

Supply cutbacks already have resulted 
in closure of nearly 200 retail gas stations 
in the State and in financial ruin for 
their owners. Of the 880 retail stations 
listed as closed by Government figures, 
fully 20 percent are in Minnesota. And 
many more stations are seriously threat­
ened, especially if any of the majors quits 
supplying. 

Mr. Jerry Everett, director of the 
Northwest Petroleum Association, laid 
200 questionnaires before the subcommit­
tee that document the situation among 
the distributors of both major brand and 
private brand gasoline. As he said-

These are cold, hard statements of fact 
from the small businessman living this night­
mare every minute of the day and night. I 
include night because you can guess for your­
self that he is not sleeping well. 

Mr. Everett quoted a few of these state­
ments before the Subcommittee. For ex­
ample: 

From Wadena, Minnesota.: "Our Company 
has been in business since 1931. Our supplier 
has cancelled our contract as of June 1, 1973. 
After that date, we have 4 dealers, 400 fuel 
oil customers and 150 gasoline customers 
that we can no longer supply." 

From Kent, Minnesota: "This is the worst 
condition that we have ever been in. It wasn't 
this bad during the war. Hope we can keep 
the business going. If this keeps up, the small 
business is finished. We haul gasoline and 
diesel fuel to 112 farmers that farm around 
70 sections of land .... " 

From St. Martin, Minnesota: "I have been 
a jobber since March 6, 1956, and have been 
asked to sign a mutual contract cancellation. 
The reason given to me was my operation 
does not show enough net as I do not sell 
tires, batteries and accessories . . . I have 
not been able to locate another supplier ..• 
I am the only supplier out of this village. 
What will my bulk plant that I have worked 
for all these years be worth once I am phased 
out?" 

From Cloquet, Minnesota: "I am most con­
cerned now about the complete cancellation 
effective June 30, 1973. They [the oil com­
pany] worked hard to get us to sign with 
them a year ago and at that time we switched 
two stations to them. Now they want to pull 
out and leave us without gasoline or fuel 
oil?" 

Mr. Wayne Comstock of the Minnesota 
Association of Petroleum Retailers, in­
terpreted developments in the distribu­
tion system before the Subcommittee in 
the :lollowing words: 

Major refiners are moving downstream to 
retailing as a source of profit rather than 
seeking their profits primarily at the pro­
duction and refining level. This change in 
concept is producing an upheaval in the 
marketing of gasoline. Among other things 
it means the following: First, the independ­
ent non-branded distributor and dealer is no 
longer needed as he was in the past to dump 
the cheap incremental barrels from refin­
eries. Second, the jobbers, agents and gaso­
line brokers-both branded and unbranded­
are now expendable. Third, we believe that 
refiners will integrate forward into the retail 
market with new brands and self operation 
of their choice locations. 

The result, of course, will be complete con­
trol of gasoline from wellhead to nozzle. 
Once the majors take over the retailing junc­
tion, price competition for all practical vur­
poses ... will be at an end. (italic in orig­
inal) 

Other objective experts foresee a simi­
lar course of events. In view of this up­
heaval in the oil industry, I think it be­
hooves the Federal Government--with­
out prejudging events-to keep very close 
watch over the maintenance of competi­
tion in this industry. With the passage 
this week of Senate bill S. 1570, the 
Senate moved to require the Federal 
Trade Commission to do just that. 

I urge prompt action by the House of 
Representatives on this bill. 

Despite the intense pressure on oil dis­
tributors and the extraordinary amount 
of time devoted by oil consumers to seek­
ing future supplies, most business and 
government activities seem to be con­
tinuing at about normal levels up to now. 

Last week, for instance, the Minne­
apolis Metropolitan Transit Commission 
was promised a normal supply of fuel for 
the next 12 months, but only after in­
tercession by the Office of Oil and Gas 
with the American Oil Co. and with a 
very large price increase. 

The railroads expect to obtain about 
as much fuel as last year after much ef­
fort and a like price increase. However, 
extraordinary demands for rail service 
this year have resulted in large back­
logs and shipping delays. The same is 
true in general for trucks, but some re­
ports have been received of grain haulers 
running out of fuel in trying to keep up 
with the unprecedented demand. 

To a sizable extent, however, opera­
tions have been maintained by borrow­
ing fuel from tomorrow, and reserves are 
now very, very low. It must be recognized 
that the agricultw·al sector, in response 
to the national need for greater food pro­
duction, has expanded its acreage by over 
10 percent. This means that last year's 
quantities of fuel for agriculture, food 
processing, transportation, and distribu­
tion will not be adequate. 

Therefore, we have what one witness, 
Mr. Cy Carpenter of the Minnesota 
Farmers' Union, called ''a fuel shortage 
time bomb" that may go off in the fall. 
That is, with today's very low reserves, 
the heavy demand for fuel to harvest, 
process and transport crops in the late 
summer and fall may cause the fuel dis­
tribution system to break down. 

Indeed, today's Washington Post indi-
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cates this process may already be start­
ing in Texas, where the harvest begins 
much earlier. If this is true, then where 
will we be by the end of the summer? 
Even more alarming, where will this leave 
us with respect to our heating oil needs 
for the coming winter? 

PRICES 

The information on prices brought out 
at the hearing is simply appalling in 
light of the fact that we have mandatory 
price controls on oil. Every single witness 
for the bulk buyers of fuel reported 
price increases of at least 25 to 30 per­
cent from major oil companies and much 
more from independent distributors. 
These reports encompass gasoline, diesel 
oil and lubricants, and some added in­
formation has been received on aviation 
fuel. 

For instance, Mr. Ross Thor:finnson, 
chairman of the National Car Rental 
System, Inc., stated before the subcom­
mittee: 

The economic impact has resulted from in­
creases ranging generally between 30 and 50 
percent in the price of our bulk fuel pur­
chases. In some cities no major oil company 
has been willing to bid on our fuel needs. 
In those situations we are buying on an 
individual lot basis from independent bulk 
suppliers at prices that add as much as 70 
percent to our fuel costs .... 

In virtually every city, when our present 
fuel contracts expired, our present suppliers 
have refused to bid on a renewal of the con­
tract. Other major oil companies, if they 
submit bids, substantially increase the price 
virtually to the retail pump price level and 
require escalation clauses for any upward 
fiuctuations in the bulk oil market price .... 

I want to emphasize that Mr. Thor­
:finnson was referring to his company's 
experience all across the country, and 
not just in Minnesota. 

Mr. James Denn of the Minnesota Mo­
tor Transport Association referred to 
"price increases of almost 50 percent for 
diesel fuel and gasoline." 

The price increase is approximately in the 
range of about 4 cents a gallon (or 35 per­
cent) for diesel and over 5 cents a gallon 
(about 30 percent) for gasoline. This, of 
course, is in a case where a major oil sup­
plier is the source. Fuel purchased from in­
depej.'dent suppliers has been recorded at 
prices up to 10 cents a gallon over that pre­
viously paid the majors and, of course, fuel 
from truck stops is typically purchased at 
even higher prices. (parentheses and italic 
supplied) 

Mr. Kent Shoemaker, assistant vice 
president of the Soo Line Railroad, in­
formed us that the railroad has commit­
ments from oil suppliers for most of its 
needs, including an oral commitment for 
over 50 percent of these needs from 
American Oil and a formal commitment 
for about 20 percent from Continental. 
He adds-

we anticipate that our fuel costs may in­
crease by 25 to 30 percent. 

Mr. Louis B. Olsen, assistant general 
manager of the Minneapolis Metropoli­
tan Transit Commission, told the hear­
ing that in late April the commission's 
traditional supplier, American Oil, had 
presented a bid on about 75 percent of 
the commission's 1973-74 needs. He 
stated: 

The bid was for Amoco premier diesel (a 
mixture of No. 1 and No.2 diesel) not No. 1 

diesel as asked for 1n the bid specifications. 
The price rose from 11.88 cents per gallon, 
the price under the '72-73 contract, to 14.9 
cents per gallon (a 25 percent increase) and 
the bid contained the following clause: "The 
prices and/or quantities set forth herein are 
subject to revision by the seller, at its option, 
at any time or times, on 10 days written no­
tice ... " 

More recently, Amoco reportedly 
agreed to supply the rest of the commis­
sion's needs at a price of 14.9. Mr. Olsen 
also reported the following other price 
increases: 

No. 30 H.D. motor oil, up 40 percent. 
Hydraulic transmission fiuid, up 20 per-

cent. 
No. 2 lithium grease, up 28 percent. 
No. 140 gear lubricant, up 13 percent. 

Mr. C. L. Bowar, public affairs director 
for the Minnesota Automobile Associa­
tion cited the result of a survey of gas 
stations by the association that indi­
cated a widespread increase in gasoline 
prices of 5 percent in the last 2 months 
and 15- to 20-percent boosts where prices 
previously were depressed. 

Finally, documentation I received at 
the hearing from a representative of the 
Minnesota Air Transport Association in­
dicates that prices of aviation fuel from 
major oil companies also are going up. 
Moreover, lower octane fuels are becom­
ing unavailable, and more expensive, 
higher octane fuels are being offered in 
their stead by the companies. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize 
that these data refer in most cases to 
major oil companies. It appears that 
they are charging whatever the market 
will bear, and this does not seem to be 
just a local phenomenon. Yet the major 
companies are under price controls sup­
posedly limiting their average increases 
for all products to only 1 percent for 
1973 unless justified formally on the ba­
sis of higher costs that are eligible to 
be passed through to the consumer. 
Nevertheless, the products mentioned 
here-gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricants, 
and aviation fuel-account for at least 
75 percent of the sales of these com­
panies. But none of them, to my knowl­
edge, has received authorization to move 
beyond a 1-percent boost from the Cost 
of Living Council. 

This simply does not add up. Either 
the price controls are being ignored with 
impunity by the companies or else these 
rules are totally inadequate. If the majors 
may raise prices by 25 to 30 percent 
under the rules, then the rules are noth­
ing but a large loophole. If the franchised 
and independent distributors can raise 
prices without limit, then the rules 
merely transfer some of the excess 
profits from the majors to the dis­
tributors. 

Last Tuesday I questioned Chairman 
Dunlop of the Cost of Living Council 
about this, but he had no answers to my 
questions. He agreed, however, to pre­
pare a report on oil prices and to work 
in cooperation with the staff of the Joint 
Economic Committee to clarify this mat­
ter. I want him at the same time to try 
to clarify why the companies frequently 
have offered higher quality, higher priced 
products than requested instead of those 
actually needed. Also I asked that he ex­
amine the meaning of the minuet being 

done by the oil companies with their cus­
tomers in which companies frequently 
have dropped old customers and taken 
up new ones in a sort of customer ex­
change among the majors. 

THE FEDERAL ALLOCATION PROGRAM 

Two witnesses; namely, representa­
tives of the Metropolitan Transit Com­
mission and the Soo Line Railroad, in­
dicated that the administration's volun­
tary allocation program has provided 
them with some new oil. 

Others, including Sigved Sampson of 
Midland Cooperatives and James Erchul, 
whose Office of Civil Defense receives 
shortage reports from all over Minnesota, 
indicated that the voluntary system has 
yet to yield adequate results. In one case, 
that of a taconite plant in northwest 
Minnesota, the program resulted in a 
very prompt reduction of supplies and 
consequently in layoffs, because the plant 
suffered a strike during the base period 
of the allocation program and thus does 
not qualify for a full allotment of fuel. 

Jerry Everett, of the Northwest Pe­
troleum Association, testified that the 
voluntary system should be given a 
chance to work because of the time al­
ready devoted to setting it up, but that 
mandatory controls should be held in 
immediate readiness. 

Wayne Comstock of the Petroleum Re­
tailers Association, however, strongly 
supported mandatory controls because, 
as he put it: 

The power to allocate is the power to disci­
pline and control competition. If gasoline 
must be allocated, that allocation should not 
be left in the hands of the refineries them­
selves. To do so is to insure that retail com­
petition is a thing of the past. . . . 

Gordon Haglund of the Northwest 
Petroleum Council questioned whether 
any allocation system will bring back 
those stations that already have been 
closed. He also raised the question of 
how the costs of high-priced, imported 
oil products can be recouped under price 
controls without creating untenable 
price differentials between competitors 
that must pass through higher costs on 
a relatively large proportion of imported 
products and those that have access to 
more economical domestic supplies. 

The greatest consternation was caused 
when the representative of the Office of 
Oil and Gas, Mr. Lisle Reed, described 
aspects of the administration's oil pro­
gram intended to help independent re­
finers obtain enough crude. Sigved 
Sampson, president of Midland Coopera­
tives, with a refinery at Cushing, Okla., 
stated unequivocally that these measures 
have not helped. He stated that he can­
not even exchange fee-exempt import 
rights for the right to buy crude at its 
full price, much less sell his import rights 
for 10.5 cents per barrel as Mr. Reed sug­
gested. The majors simply do not accept 
them. 

Meanwhile, oil extracted in the Mid­
West is being shipped to refineries on the 
East coast that could easily operate on 
imported crude. 

Mr. Sampson estimated that capacity 
to refine 300,000 barrels per day are idle 
in the Midwest for lack of crude. 

Mr. Erchul of the Minnesota Office of 
Civil Defense indicated great concern 
that the centralization of program man-
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agement in one office in Washington­
the Office of Oil and Gas-would lead to 
a totally unmanageable situation. He 
stated that the Office seems to be badly 
bogged down already and is moving very 
slowly to solve problems. He proposed a 
decentralized system with beefed-up 
regional offices such as those operated 
by the Office of Emergency Preparedness 
earlier in the year. 

These suggestions on implementation 
of the oil programs are valuable and 
should be taken into account by both the 
Congress and the administration. To me 
it appears that continuation of the vol­
untary allocation program as at pres­
ent will permit far too many inequities 
to go unredressed. There are no penalties 
for violations of the guidelines. Parties 
that are wronged may be deterred from 
complaining because they may obtain 
nothing but supplier retaliation for their 
effort. We now should move to an alloca­
tion system with some teeth in it for the 
duration of the present crisis. 

THE SKYLAB MISSION 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, three 

brave Americans are circling this planet 
of ours in the largest and most experi­
ment-laden space laboratory the world 
has ever seen. Ever since Skylab II As­
tronauts Conrad, Kerwin, and Weitz 
entered the Skylab, they have demon­
strated beyond any doubt that man in 
space indeed has an irreplaceable role 
in this Nation's space activities. With­
out these men, there would be no mis­
sion-it is as simple as that. 

NASA's Marshall Space Flight Center 
in Huntsville has played a magnificent 
role in the space drama we have wit­
nessed during the past weeks to salvage 
the Skylab mission. The May 23, 1973, 
issue of the Marshall Star, an employee 
publication at MSFC, identifies some of 
the hundreds of dedicated personnel who 
worked around the clock to help salvage 
the crippled spacecraft and so much of 
the mission's valuable scientific experi­
ments. The June 8 issue of the Wall 
Street Journal contains an article en­
titled, "Skylab Repaired With $65.50 
Cable Cutter, Salvaging the Mission and 
Rest of Program." 

Mr. President, from the day the first 
explorer set foot on our shores many 
hundreds of years ago, Americans have 
enjoyed a worldwide reputation for our 
ingenuity and ability to get a job done. 
The space achievements of the past 2 
weeks prove that this reputation is not 
just rhetoric or idle talk. 

Our astronauts and the thousands of 
men and women employed in our space 
program who, through their diligence 
and talent, succeeded in saving the Sky­
lab mission have earned our highest 
praise. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the above-mentioned news arti­
cles be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the -Marshall (Ala.) Star, 
May 23, 1973] 

MSFC WORKFORCE STRIVES To PROVIDE Am 
TO SKYLAB 

Hundreds of Marshall Center and con­
tractor employees have been working around 
the clock here in an integrated effort to 
overcome the problems of the Skylab space 
station. Most of the activity has been in 
the development of materials for the pro­
posed solar shields, design of shields, tool 
development and mission operations. 

For the first two days following the May 
14 launch of Skylab 1, the emphasis was 
placed on obtaining a balance between ther­
mal and electrical requirements. By the time 
the thermal situation came under control 
through the alteration of the space sta­
tion's attitude with respect to the Sun, work 
was under way toward the design and devel­
opment of a solar shield which would be 
deployed by the Skylab crew to control tem­
perature in the spacecraft in normal atti­
tude. 

In the design of a solar shield, materials 
testing was needed both at Marshall and 
Johnson space centers. MSFC's Material Di­
vision has performed numerous tests on can­
didate materials suggested by various NASA 
organizations and contractor firms. 

Of prime interest in the testing was a 
determination of the degree of degradation a 
material would experience when exposed to 
ultraviolet radiation. Dozens of materials 
have been tested during the past week and 
small samples have been placed in vacuum 
chambers and exposed to ultra-violet for 
extended duration tests. Materials scientists 
are studying the results of these tests in ad­
dition to making thermal tests of their own 
to determine ultra-violet degradation. 

The prime solution to the solar shield 
problem, it was decided over the week end, 
will be the deployment of a shield through 
the T027 scientific airlock (SAL) in the 
forward compartment of the workshop. This 
would not require astronauts to go outside 
the space station. 

As of late Monday, no decision had been 
made as to which of two proposed SAL 
shields would be chosen. One of the versions 
is known as the "parasol" developed under 
JSC, and the other is called the "liferaft" 
developed through MSFC. The "parasol" is a 
mechanical device which deploys like an 
umbrella, and the "liferaft" inflates once ex­
posed to space. 

After several days of work by Marshall 
Center designers and visiting astronauts, a 
two-pole or A-frame shield has been de­
vised. If for some reason the SAL-type shield 
could not be deployed, this would be avail­
able for deployment through EVA in the 
vicinity of the airlock module and ATM. 

In addition, some hardware continues to 
be fabricated for a JSC-developed shield 
which would be deployed from the CSM, in 
the event some unforeseen obstacle develops 
in the other devices. This device has been 
called the SEV A sail, for stand-up EVA. 

The two-pole design would see one astro­
naut standing near the airlock EVA hatch in 
a normal EVA position assembling a 55-foot 
pole from 5-foot aluminum segments. He 
would "feed" the pole to the other astronaut 
standing at the ATM central work station­
though in a set of foot restraints provided 
especially for this EVA (a spare set of re­
straints now in the workshop) . 

The ATM-based crewman would place the 
end of the long pole in a base plate that 
holds it and the next pole to follow in a V 
position. The base plate-made in MSFC 
shops-would be attached by C-clamps to a 
strut that supports the ATM EVA ladder. 
The shield is transported from the EVA 
hatch to the ATM work station by the device 

which will be used to dispatch and retrieve 
film from the ATM. 

The prime and backup crews for the first 
manned mission arrived at MSFC Monday 
evening to go through a one-day simulation 
of the deployment of the solar shields. 
Simulations by members of the n.stronaut 
corps and MSFC engineers and divers have 
been going on since last Wednesday to check 
out the solar shield schemes. These simula­
tions have been valuable in designing and 
debugging the system. 

Another effort being given high priority at 
MSFC has been the designing of tools which 
will be carried by the crew to orbit for pos­
sible use in freeing one or more of the 
crippled solar arrays. The possibility of free­
ing the solar arrays Will be made after the 
crew has had a chance to fiy around the 
Skylab and allow ground support personnel 
to view the space station via television 
coverage. 

[From the Marshall (Ala.) Star, May 23, 1973] 
MSFC RALLIES To Am SKYLAB; HOSC TAsK 

TEAM FORMED 

A special task team has been formed at the 
Marshall Center to coordinate the trouble­
shooting being done for the troubled Skylab 
mission and to make recommendations for 
solutions to pr·oblems. 

The team has been formed within the 
Huntsville Operations Support Center 
(HOSC), a unique facility located in the 
Computation Lab, which normally provides 
MSFC support in fiight control and data 
processing management for both the Ken­
nedy Space Center (KSC) and the Johnson 
Space Center (JSC}. During Apollo missions 
in the past and now for the Skylab mission, 
engineers and technicians in the HOSC are 
in touch by telephone, computer terminals 
and TV links with the Launch Control 
Center at KSC and with the Mission Control 
Center at JSC. 

The team is headed by James E. Kingsbury, 
deputy director of the MSFC Astronautics 
Laboratory, and William Horton, deputy di­
rector of the Astrionics Laboratory. The size 
of the team is fiexible with all the resources 
of Marshal Center at its disposal. 

In addition to the Astronautics and Astri­
onics Laboratories, the Process Engineering 
Laboratory is heavily involved in develop­
ment of hardware and testing concepts such 
as sun shades in the simulated weightless 
conditions of its Neutral Buoyancy Simulator 
in building 4619. Deployment of the shades, 
or curtains, is also being tested at the Skylab 
cluster located in building 4619 of the Astro­
nautics Laboratory. And the Computation 
Laboratory is contributing heavily by mak­
ing computer runs on proposed solutions to 
calculate the results before fabrication of 
hardware begins. The Communications Di­
vision of the Management Services Office is 
also working around the clock in support of 
the Skylab mission. 

Plans were made before the launch of 
Skylab 1 on May 14 for the HOSC to operate 
around the clock throughout the entire 
eight-month Skylab mission. 

"While the astronauts are aboard Skylab, 
HOSC will be fully manned and functioning 
24 hours a day, seven days a week," says 
Herman Kurtz, Jr., manager of the MSFC 
Mission Operations Office. "During the 
periods when the astronauts are not aboard, 
HOSC will still operate around the clock, 
but with a reduced number of personnel." 

During the countdown for launch of the 
Saturn V which boosted Skylab into orbit, 
:Marshall Center engineers familiar with 
every system aboard the complex, two-stage 
launch vehicle were in HOSC or on call to it. 
When problems arose during the pre-launch 
checkout, these experts provided advice and 
solutions regarding systems and hardware 
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!or which MSFC has design management 
responsibility. They will be doing the same 
for the launch of Skylab 2, May 25. 

At the Skylab 1 post-launch press con­
ference at KSC, one hour after liftoff on 
May 14, Walter Kapryan, launch director at 
KSC, said that he could not recall a smoother 
countdown for the Saturn vehicle. Conse­
quently, the Saturn V launch vehicle engi­
neers at HOSC had little problem solving 
to do. 

Personnel at HOSC and at many work sta­
tions throughout MSFC are working around 
the clock to make the Skylab workshop 
habitable for the three crew members. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 8, 1973] 
SKYLAB REPAmED WITH $65.50 CABLE-CUTTER, 

SALVAGING THE MISSION AND REST OF PRo­
GRAM 
HousToN-Space officials prepared to 

plunge ahead with the entire $2.5 billion 
Skylab program, thanks to an old-fashioned 
pair of cable cutters-and assuming the 
trouble-plagued space laboratory doesn't de­
velop any new problems. 

The successful repair work by the astro­
nauts yesterday on the Skylab's solar cell 
electric generators meant the present Skylab 
crew will be able to complete the planned 28 
days in space and that two longer flights 
slated for later this year will be possible. 
The two longer missions, the last major 
man-in-space activity for the U.S. for several 
years, might have been drastically curtailed, 
possibly canceled, had the repair work yester­
day been unsuccessful. 

The first major emergency repair work in 
space was carried out shortly before 2:30p.m. 
(EDT), when Astronauts Charles Conrad and 
Dr. Joseph Kerwin, working in the vacuum 
of space, successfully cut a small piece of 
metal. The piece of metal had been bent 
over the top of a beam that was supposed to 
fold out and deploy three panels of solar cells. 
The panels made up one of the Skylab's two 
Wing-like solar-cell arrays that provide the 
Skylab with most of its electric power. With 
the beam jammed and the solar-cell panels 
still folded up in the outer wall of the Sky­
lab, the laboratory was critically short of 
electricity. 

After the two astronauts cut the piece of 
metal, the beam folded out and deployed the 
solar-cell panels and power began surging 
into the Skylab's partially depleted batteries. 

The solar panels weren't fully unfolded, 
however, because some hydraulic fluid had 
partially solidified in the cold of space. But 
Skylab was maneuvered so that the sunlight 
would warm up the fluid, and engineers ex­
pect the panels to fold out completely early 
today. 

One of the ironies of the operation was 
that, despite all the millions of dollars spent 
on developing highly sophisticated equip­
ment for use in space, the astronauts used a 
commercially available cable cutter to snip 
the piece of metal. "It was our Model C 403-
0689 and it carries a (retail) price of $65.50," 
said Edwin Mortimer, sales correspondent for 
A. B. Chance Co., a tool manufacturer in Cen­
tralia, Mo. The cable cutter normally is used 
to cut electrical cables. 

The piece of metal that threatened to crip­
ple a $2.5 billion space program was there 
because of "one little lousy single bolt," de­
clared Skylab Commander Conrad. The bolt 
was in the strip of metal and had caught on 
the beam, so that the metal couldn't be 
pushed or bent out of the way. 

REMAINING 2 WEEKS 
Engineers here had calculated that the 

present Skylab crew could have squeezed 
through the remaining two weeks of their 28-
day mission Without the second solar-cell 
wing. They had sharply cut back their op­
erations and were barely able to hold their 
elect rical consumption down to the limited 
supply. 

What National Aeronautics and Space Ad­
ministration officials were worried about was 
the fate of the next two Skylab missions. 
These are planned for 56 days each, twice 
as long as the present fiight. The first of the 
56-day flights is to be launched July 27, 
or 35 days after the present Skylab crew 
returns to earth. 

Space officials said earlier that if the elec­
trical power problem couldn't be solved, it 
would be impossible for the next three-man 
Skylab crews to carry out a 56-day flight. The 
next flight probably would have been 
shortened to 35 or 40 days. Since this would 
have been only slightly longer than the 28-
day flight, the rnian purpose of the Skylab­
to discover the physical effects of prolonged 
space flight--would have been seriously 
compromised. 

PROSPECTS VERY GOOD 
"From here on out the prospects are very 

good," said William C. Schneider, Skylab 
program director. 

From now on, the most critical aspect of 
Skylab's future is the physical state of the 
astronauts. As of yesterday, the Skylab astro­
nauts passed the previous U.S. space flight 
duration mark of 14 days. The doctors on 
the ground are watching the medical data 
intently for any effects of prolonied weight­
lessness. 

If there are any drastic unexpected effects 
in corning days not only would this flight 
have to be ended but all future Skylab 
missions and any prolonged space flight 
would be limited. 

Signs that the astronauts' bodies are start­
ing to change in an attempt to adapt to the 
weighless state are just starting to show up. 
Late Wednesday, in a medical experiment, 
Dr. Kerwin showed for the first time one of 
the expected effects of this adaptation, Dr. 
Royce Hawkins, medical director, said 
yessterday. 

HEART DECONDITIONING 
Because of the lack of gravity, the astro­

nauts' hearts don't have t.., work as hard to 
pump blood through the body. As a result, 
the hearts undergo "deconditioning." To 
find out how much their hearts have been 
affected, the astronauts periodically climb 
into a bag that covers the lower half of 
the body. A partial vacuum is then created 
in the bag. This has the effect of pulling 
the blood into the legs just as gravity tends 
to pull the blood to the legs. 

When Dr. Kerwin underwent the test 
Wednesday it had to be stopped at one point 
to avoid his fainting, the first time this has 
happened. This occurred when the strongest 
vacuum possible, or, more correctly, "nega­
tive pressure" was created. The astronaut's 
heart rate jumped to 15 beats a minute but 
his blood pressure dropped. This indicated 
his cardiovascular system is no longer able 
to react as well as on earth to the pooling 
of blood in the legs, at least under rather 
extreme conditions. The test, which nor­
mally runs five minutes, was stopped after 
three-and-a-half minutes. 

Dr. Kerwin will continue to undergo the 
the test in the next several days but not at 
such extreme negative pressure, Dr. Hawkins 
said. The test may also be modified for the 
other astronauts. 

Far from being alarmed, the physicians 
are quite happy about the discovery. Apollo 
astronauts, who were checked medically only 
after they were back on earth, had also 
shown signs of such heart deconditioning 
and the doctors had expected to see it in the 
Skylab astronauts. 

PHASE III OF PRESmENT'S ECO-
NOMIC STABILIZATION PRO-
GRAM 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, on 

January 11 of this year, mandatory wage 

and price guidelines were lifted and re­
placed with a voluntary system. Thus be­
gan phase III of the President's economic 
stabilization program. 

The developments in the days and 
weeks since January offer little proof 
that the decision to initiate phase ill was 
the correct one. Prices under phase ill 
are rising at the most rapid rate in 22 
years. During the first 4 month of 1973, 
wholesale prices increased at an annual 
rate of 21.2 percent, compared with an 
annual rate of 7 percent during phase II, 
when mandatory controls were in effect. 
During the same period, consumer prices 
rose at an annual, seasonably adjusted 
rate of 9.2 percent. 

Then yesterday, June 7, the Labor De­
partment reported that the May whole­
sale price index increased by 2 percent, 
for an annually adjusted rate of 23.4 per­
cent. The May index was almost 13 per­
ment higher than a year ago. It repre­
sented the second largest single-month 
increase since the highly inflationary 
period of 1951. 

Coupled with the rising prices was a 
continuation of high unemployment. In 
April, 5 percent of the U.S. labor force­
some 4% million Americans-remained 
without a job, without the opportunity 
to participate in the U.S. economy_,to 
contribute to it and to earn the neces­
sary income to purchase the commodi­
ties available in it. 

Questions over both the ability and the 
desire of the United States to deal with 
rising prices and inflation resulted in 
questions over the stability of the dollar 
abroad. At a time when many economists 
have come to view the dollar as under­
valued in the world money markets, un­
certainty over our willingness to take the 
necessary economic and fiscal steps re­
sult in lowered exchange rates and con­
tinued increases in the price of gold. 

The situation is both an untenable and 
an unnecessary one. The price climb can 
be restrained and U.S. determination to 
deal with economic problems demon­
strated. This can be accomplished by a 
temporary but comprehensive freeze on 
prices, profits, rents, wages, salaries and 
interest rates followed by a realistic and 
equitable program to control inflationary 
developments. 

Strict Government regulation of the 
economy should not--and need not--be 
anyone's long-term goal. But, neither 
should continuing inflation and price in­
creases, for these only serve to under­
mine the advances which are made in 
wages, salaries and benefits. They only 
dig deeper into the limited incomes and 
savings which our senior citizens and 
others living on fixed incomes have. They 
only raise questions in the U.S. business 
community and in the consumer's mind 
about the soundness of the U.S. economy 
in the months and years ahead. They 
only fuel the speculation which con­
tributes to financial problems for the 
Nation both within the country and 
outside. 

A 90-day freeze-a temporary, emer­
gency measure--on prices, profits, rents, 
wages, salaries, and interest rates would 
help bring the economy under control 
and provide time for development of an 
appropriate and adequate economic pro­
gram to follow. The base upon which 
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to build has already been laid for us. 
We have had experience with a freeze, 
with mandatory controls and with vol­
untary controls. We know that wages and 
prices can be restrained. We know that 
inflationary pressures can be restricted. 

We also know, however, that guidelines 
can be more fairly and equitably imposed 
than they have been in the past. 
There was, understandably, a significant 
amount of dissatisfaction with both phase 
I and phase II of the new economic pol­
icy. In phase I profits were not controlled, 
nor were interest rates, leading to the 
belief on the part of many workers 
throughout the Nation that they were 
making more sacrifices than others. Ob­
viously, there are difficulties in attem~t­
ing to control profits. ImplementatiOn 
and administration of such controls can­
not be easy. And, there is the pervasive 
danger that such controls will simply 
punish efficiency and reward less effec­
tive operations. We are, however, in a 
crisis period, and the freeze proposals 
under discussion are of limited duration. 
They are being considered as a transi­
tional measure to halt the current trends 
and to provide the time for development 
of a more comprehensive economic pro­
gram. In view of this, I believe that there 
should be some strictures on profits dur­
ing the special 90-day period. 

A 90-day freeze should also cover in­
terest rates. Major purchases by the aver­
age American family almost invariably 
involve loans and interest rates. To con­
trol other segments of the economy with­
out controlling interest rates would be 
to leave a major loophole through which 
these consumers could be hurt. 

In phase II, prices seemed to increase 
continuously, while wages did not, rais­
ing natural questions regarding the pro­
cedures being followed. A temporary 
freeze would help preclude this while 
providing an opportunity to prepare a 
program which would relate wage and 
prime increases more directly to each 
other. 

Thus, any freeze proposal should seek 
to restrain the current excesses in the 
economy, while avoiding the aspects of 
the previous phases which were inequi­
table or unfair. 

As I indicated earlier, long-term Gov­
ernment involvement in wage and price 
controls should not be our objective. But, 
the current economic situation demands 
that we act--and that we act now. The 
wholesale price increases of the past 2 
months and the activities in the inter­
national money markets should leave no 
doubt in anyone's mind as to the need 
for new procedures. At the same time, 
our experience with previous controls de­
mands that we take special steps to guar­
antee that controls are imposed in a 
fair and impartial manner, with the bur­
den for stabilizing the economy spread 
among all our citizens. 

In a period when Congress is particu­
larly concerned with its powers and pre­
rogatives. I believe it has not only 
a pressing responsibility but also a spe­
cial opportunity to demonstrate that it is 
capable of dealing with this cardinal 
domestic problem. 

WHERE DO WE GROW FROM HERE? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, an 

excellent six-part series on national 
growth and development in America re­
cently appeared in the Christian Science 
Monitor. In these articles, Mr. Robert 
Cahn has provided some valuable in­
sights into the growth problems faced 
by our Nation. He has documented the 
issues with examples at every level of 
government. I believe this issue is of 
vital importance to all of us and I rec­
ommend these articles as "must" read­
ing. 

On May 29, the first three articles 
were printed in the RECORD. I now ask 
unanimous consent that the final three 
articles in this series be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 
U .S. CONFLICT ExPLORED: PEOPLE OR LAND­

WHICH FIRST? 
(By Robert Cahn) 

WASHINGTON.-"Now would be the worst 
possible time to declare that America is 
going to rest in place, or that everyone will 
stay where they are until environmental 
dangers are dealt with." 

"The buffalo-hunter mentality of develop­
ment that is threatening t he great reservoir 
of natural land in the nation must lbe 
stopped." 

Both these conflicting comments were 
made by speakers at the conference to dis­
cuss recommendations of a new citizen task 
force on land use and urban growth. 

The first, made by Ronald H. Brown, gen­
eral counsel of the Urban League, reflected 
the viewpoint of those who view the current 
national trend toward limiting growth in 
urban areas as being restrictive on the poor 
and minority groups. They are skeptical of 
the motives of some who would liinit urban 
growth. 

"A concern for the environment and !or 
proper land use can never be accepted as 
a cover for efforts to exclude people on racial 
or class grounds from living in a commu­
nity," said Mr. Brown. 

TOP PRIORITY SEEN 
But to Oregon's articulate and forceful 

Governor, Tom McCall, who spoke of the 
"buffalo-hunter mentality," protection of 
the land is the No.1 priority. 

Encouraged lby word he had just received 
from Salem that a tough state land-use con­
trol law he had been pushing for several 
years had just passed the Oregon Legisla­
ture, Governor McCall stressed that while 
population was increasing, no more land 
would ever be available. And he warned of ac­
tivities such as a proposal to put 2,100 houses 
on a. small rural hillside near the Oregon 
coast, where the land could not support such 
development without being ruined. 

Most of the comments during the con­
ference of 250 public officials and citizen 
leaders in environment and urban affairs, 
however, agreed with the task force chair­
man, Laurance S. Rockefeller, on his sum­
mary of the intent of the citizen report: 

That the massive urban growth foresee­
able by the end of the century must lbe man­
aged without destroying neighborhoods or 
nature but also must be managed so that 
opportunities are not shut off to any seg­
ment of the population. 

STUDY COMPLETED 

The 12-member citizen task force set up by 
President Nixon's Citizens' Advisory Com­
mittee on Environmental Quality has just 
completed an eight-month, privately funded 

study of land-use problems associated wit h 
urban growth. 

The study reported on a "new mood" gath­
ering strength in the nation to limit or stop 
urban growth that is perceived as dest ructive 
to established communities and to t he envi­
ronment. The study also emphasized the need 
to reevaluate traditional attitudes that ac ­
cept automatically every property owner's 
right to develop his land to its highest eco­
nomic potential. 

Mr. Rockefeller, although characterizing 
the report as "hopeful," said that "the task 
before us consists of learning to do what we 
have not yet successfully accomplished on 
any scale: the creation of communities that 
are socially open and environment ally 
sound." 

EXTREMES CALLED THREATS 
The time is propitious for exacting higher 

standards of development, he added, "be­
cause only now have the forces of conserva­
tion acquired sufficient strength to be taken 
seriously by traditional spokesmen for de­
velopment." 

The need for compatibility of economic 
and environmental demands is threatened by 
ext reme positions, said Sen. Henry M. Jack­
son (D) of Washington. 

"The no-growth philosophy encourages 
rather than mitigates confrontations between 
the 'haves' and the 'have-nots' and denies to 
our society the very wealth and technological 
advancements which we must have if we 
are to cleanse and improve the environment," 
he said. 

Equally harmful, the Senator said, are the 
charges of "those who make predictions of 
ruin should the laws of the free market be 
amended, or of those who claim that public 
planning and implementation of policies 
for protection of the environment invade 
constitutionally protected rights." 

INVITING MOBILITY 
The deputy chairman of the task force, 

Paul N. Ylvisaker, dean of Harvard's Gradu­
ate School of Education, said that "when we 
talk about opening new land to quality 
growth we are inviting mobility of a popula­
tion that land-use controls, tax powers, and 
so on have really imprisoned within the cen­
tral city." 

Dr. Ylvisaker said he hoped that a. future 
task force would deal with "how as we open 
the city to the flight of even those prisoned 
within it, we also anticipate the conserva­
tion and regrowth of these areas." 

Dr. Ylvisaker and several other conference 
participants stressed that land-use issues 
involve a social as well as a physical dimen­
sion. "We can't just think in physical terms," 
Dr. Ylvisaker said. "We have to think in 
human terms as well. Sometimes to go too 
quickly in the direction of physical salva­
tion may take you to human destruction." 

RETHINKING CHOICES? 
Russell E. Train, chairman of the Council 

on Environmental Quality, said that "it may 
well be time to rethink our ways of dealing 
with growth. The limitations of local home 
rule and the owner's right to develop prop­
erty may need to be adjusted to new needs." 

The problem of determining how society 
can best allocate resources so as to serve 
the broader community "may entail frank 
acknowledgment that some individual 
choices may not be accommodated," Mr. 
Train added. 

"It may be better not to build a highway 
if it is only likely to induce more sprawl 
and more pollution. It may be better to re­
strict automobile access to parts of cities if 
lett ing them in destroys neighborhood tran­
quility and pedestrain freedom." 

Another challenge for rethinking was 
given by William K. Reilly, staff director of 
the ROckefeller task force, who said that the 
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report suggested it is time to try to r~invigo­
rate the processes for people getting along 
with each other. 

RUNNING AWAY CITED 
"Much of the urban-growth experience in 

the United States over the past quarter-cen­
tury has consisted of people running away­
from other people in the older cities, now 
even from the suburbs to the mountains and 
the seas. Now it is dawning on us that there 
is not really any place to run to. 

"Clustering, green belts, new communities 
with a full mix of uses, more inclusive deci­
sionmaking processes-all of these involve 
higher levels of social interaction and co­
operation than J'{e usually have achieved," 
Mr. Reilly said. 

Former Interior Secretary Stewart L. Udall 
praised the report, but he criticized the ac­
ceptance as inevitable the trends toward de­
centralization and enlargement of urban re­
gions. 

AUTO'S IMPORTANCE 
The study should have taken up critical 

energy problems and the need for ending 
the "automobile culture" which has caused 
the sprawl and unplanned growth of metro­
politan areas, Mr. Udall said. The present 
energy crisis, he said, which will grow more 
serious, will actually prove an ally to the 
environment because the decline of the auto­
mobile will force a move to more compact 
cluster living and thus save much of the 
land from development. 

How MucH SHOULD UNCLE SAM LET OUT His 
"GREEN BELT"? 

(By Robert Cahn) 
WASHINGTON.-By the year 2000, say those 

who project present statistics into the fu­
ture, five-sixths of the American population 
will be housed in vast urban regions. 

What the statisticians do not yet know, 
however, is whether these megalopolises will 
be huge sprawls the length of Atlantic, Pa­
cific, and Gulf Coasts, around the Great 
Lakes, blanketing Florida, and radiating out 
from a few other centers. 

An alternative would be distinctive com­
munities set in open farmland and country­
side, the nearby mountains and seashores 
protected and retaining their distinctiveness 
and integrity. Abundant parks and accessible 
waterfronts along unpolluted waterways 
would grace the inner cities. 

Such an alternative is possible, according 
to a report by the Task Force on Land Use 
and Urban Growth, headed by Laurance S. 
Rockefeller. But the report, done for the 
President's Citizens Advisory Committee on 
Environmental Quality, warns that the al­
ternative will not be available without basic 
reforms in attitudes and institutions con­
trolling the use of land. 

It is also now becoming clear that open 
space, long valued for esthetic and recreation 
purposes, can have a very powerful infiuence 
on the growth and shaping of cities and 
urban regions if it is well planned. 

VISUAL RELIEF OFFERED 
Some of the open spaces-aquifer recharge 

areas (water-bearing beds of sand, stone, or 
gravel), coastal dunes, highly productive 
agricultural areas, forests that reduce floods, 
and wetlands which start the biological food 
chain-must be preserved for the essential 
part they play in ecology. Green spaces that 
give visual relief also provide recreational 
opportunity for the expanding population. 
They also keep cities and neighborhoods 
from merging into a solid mass. Without 
open space, qualities that made the areas 
desirable places in which to settle are lost. 

Although some communities are making 
progress, the nation as a whole is doing a 
grossly inadequate job of making wise use of 
open space and green space, say urban ex­
perts and conservation leaders. The best 
available studies also estimate that from 

500,000 to 750,000 acres of rural open space 
are lost each year in the urbanization 
process. 

To deal with the problems of green space, 
the Rockefeller report recommends a com­
bination of governmental and private ac­
tions. The task force seeks to have higher 
levels of government working to guide devel­
opment, but with decisions being made 
locally, the report suggests that land kept 
open for purposes other than recreation is 
best left in private hands and regulated to 
prohibit uses inconsistent with the conserva­
tion of scenic characteristics or ecological 
processes. It also recommends that vacant 
areas within urban regions-most often the 
unwanted leftovers of development-be pre­
served and grouped where they can do the 
most good. 

Millions of acres already have been set 
aside by federal and state governments for 
permanent preservation of natural lands as 
national and state parks, wildlife refuges, 
national forests, and other designated public 
areas. Most of the national areas, however, 
are far away from population centers. 

For years the federal government-pri­
marily through the Land and Water Con­
servation Fund of $300 million a year (cut to 
$55 million for fiscal 1974 for Nixon adminis­
tration budgetary reasons) -has been buy­
ing up land for national parks and forests 
and wildlife refuges and giving matching 
funds to states for purchase of park and 
wildlife areas. 

PRICE KEEPS SPIRALING 
However, private lands within the bound­

aries of national park areas still remaining to 
be purchased would require $250 million, at 
present land prices-and going up in price 10 
percent each year. The price tag on the 
projected acquisition of Florida's Big Cy­
press swamp, needed to protect Everglades 
National Park's water supply, is $170 million. 

Several states have voted legislation pro­
tecting certain types of natural areas. Ha­
waii has a statewide plan for classification 
of all land, with special designation of agri­
cultural or conservation lands which are 
given some protection from development and 
tax benefits. Florida last year passed a land­
use law setting up a system for protecting 
critical natural areas. The state's voters then 
passed a $240 million bond issue, most of it 
to be used for purchase of designated critical 
areas. New York State also passed a $1.15 
billion environmental bond issue, including 
$175 million for parks and open-space ac­
quisition. 

Land purchase by government agencies 
can satisfy only a small part of the open­
space requirP.ments, although as seed money 
it at present serves a vital purpose. The 
larger need is for protective regulation and 
full cooperation from those engaged in the 
private development process. 

"If the open space determination is framed 
for the public in terms of 'buy it or lose it,' 
we would surely lose most of our scenic coun­
tryside," says William K. Reilly, staff direc­
tor of the Task Force on Land Use and Urban 
Growth. 

"The answer has to be a mix of solutions 
that involves primary reliance on regula­
tions, backed by property-tax assessments 
that reflect present use value. Sewer systems 
and roads, which attract housing, for in­
stance, should be planned in such a way 
as to steer growth away from the lands that 
need to be protected from development." 

VERMONT'S PERMIT PLAN 
Attempts by local governments to main­

tain green space by adopting town or coun­
try plans, are often unsuccessful. Some citi­
zens are led to believe their town's con­
servation and open-space needs are met be­

cause planners show maps with substantial 
areas marked in green. When the plans are 
checked against the zoning, however, citi-

zens may find that the so-called conserva­
tion areas are zoned for two-acre lots. 

Vermont has a new land-use law whicl). re­
quires permits before development projects 
are started. Permits can be denied unless the 
developer can show that his project: will 
meet a number of strict environmental cri­
teria, will not have an u nduly adverse effect 
on the natural beauty of the area, and is in 
conformance with a local or state land-use 
plan. 

Two California counties have taken note­
worthy steps. In 1965, Marin County placed 
two-thirds of its 300,000 acres in an agri­
cultural preserve. One of these thirds has 
since been placed under preservation con­
tract, with local governments authorized to 
reduce property-tax assessments. In 1971, 
the county rezoned land in the agricultural 
preserve from one dwelling per 3 acres to 
larger parcels, the majority of which are now 
zoned for 60-acre-minimum lots. Monterey 
County now has about one-third of its land 
zoned for 40-acre lots. 

New York State's recently legislated plan 
for keeping the 3.7 million acres of private 
land in the Adirondacks Park permanently 
protected will provide for an average of only 
one building for each 42 acres on more than 
half of the private land, industrial develop­
ment will be largely confined to areas al­
ready built up, and large second-home de­
velopments will be curbed by the low-density 
zoning. 

UNFAm APPLICATION SEEN 
Agricultural zoning, by which property 

owners are allowed reduced taxes for main­
taining their land undeveloped, has not been 
generally satisfactory in maintaining open 
space in most states where it has been tried, 
and has been subject to unfair application 
and windfalls for many landowners. 

The Rockefeller task force recommends 
that existing ·programs be redesigned to ap­
ply two principles to agricultural zoning 
laws: (1) that benefits apply only to farm­
land located where it needs to be preserved; 
(2} that some permanent protections be pro­
vided so that the owner cannot use the sub­
sidy and then sell off to developers at a large 
profit after five years. 

One of the major recommendations of the 
Rockefeller task force calls for a federally 
assisted green-space program which would 
give permanent protection to green belts 
around cities and buffer zones between ur­
ban regions and within the regions. 

A "national lands trust" with federal 
funding of $200 million annually is advo­
cated. It would be made available on a 
matching basis (75 percent federal} to as­
sist state and local land-use agencies in the 
designation, planning, and conservation of 
extensive green spaces in and around areas 
that are becoming urbanized. The federal 
government could make funds available for 
partial interests in strategically located 
lands. 

Other means such as purchase of develop­
ment rights along highways or waterfronts 
and the use of police powers for noncompen­
satory conservation zoning are also recom­
mended. 

Local governments already can regulate 
development and preservation of open space 
by requiring developers to set aside for open 
space or park use a portion of any proposed 
subdivision. The developer may be allowed 
to cluster units in one part of the subdivision 
in order to leave larger section in open space 
and still maintain an average density that 
can meet regulations. 

But inasmuch as this type of regulation 
does not cover the small developer, the 
Rockefeller task force has recommended that 
in newly developing areas, local governments 
require that all developers contribute open 
space, or cash to be used to acquire open 
space, sufficient to satisfy the reasonable 
needs of the residents in their developments. 
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A 45-YEAR ACCOMPLISHMENT 
Another potential for providing green space 

is by voluntary donations from citizens. This 
activity has been a ided by federal income­
tax provisions. These generally permit in­
come-tax deduction of such charitable gifts 
for five years and exclude appreciation of the 
value of the donated property. 

The Nature Conservancy, largest of many 
nonprofit land trusts around the country 
seeking to assist in preservation of natural 
land, has helped save 972 areas involving 
377,055 acres over the past 20 years in 45 
states and the Virgin Islands. In addition t o 
making purchases and receiving land gifts 
from private citizens or corporations, the 
Nature Conservancy can option or buy an 
area threatened by development, but sought 
by a government agency which does not have 
purchase funds immediately available. The 
Nature Conservancy can then hold the land 
until the agency has funds appropriated for 
purchase. 

A new organization, the nonprofit Trust for 
Public Land (TPL), has recently been formed 
to help save threatened key urban-oriented 
natural lands. Most land trusts deal prin­
cipally in rural natural areas. The TPL's 
founders, Huey Johnson, formerly western 
director of the Nature Conservancy, and 
Greg Archbald, a former Nature Conservancy 
lawyer , feel that while it is important to 
save wild and remote natural areas for the 
escaping urban dweller, it is equally or even 
more important to preserve urban open 
space. 

WOODED RANCH SAVED 
One of the TPL's first ventures was to 

assist in preserving a 672-acre ranch in 
Granada Hills, within the Los Angeles city 
limits. The ranch-with woods, cliffs, and 
streams-is situated at the edge of suburbia. 
As such it was a prime target of subdividers. 
The land had been held by a family for many 
years, and the sale price was just over $1 
million. 

Some planners believe that one effect of 
the new national mood of challenging unre­
stricted growth will be to change the meth­
ods used to assist decaying inner-city neigh­
borhoods. Instead of trying to replace these 
neighborhoods with higher-intensity devel­
opment, a more logical solution, say some 
experts, might be to construct townhouses, 
and small buildings, and seek to reshape 
neighborhoods through open spaces. The use 
of urban waterfronts, now in decay in many 
cities, can play a role in rebuilding vitality 
into core areas. And industrial waterfront 
property might be replaced with parks and 
low-density housing. With many of the na­
tion's rivers now in the process of being 
cleaned up, urban waterfronts will grow in 
economic value. 

The preservation of open space may de­
pend largely on obtaining more liberal at­
titudes and court opinions relative to the 
rights of development that go along with 
ownership of land. Most land-use regulations 
have been viewed as rest rictions on each 
landowner's preexisting rights, rather than 
as grants of rights he did not have before. 

The Rockefeller task force concluded that 
it was likely that the traditional assumption 
of urbanization rights arising from the land 
itself will be gradually abandoned in the 
future. 

"What is needed is a changed attitude 
toward land, not simply a growing awareness 
of the importance of stewardship, but a 
separation of commodity rights from urbani­
zation rights," the report said. 

WILLY-NILLY SUBURBAN OVERSPILL CAN BE 
TEMPERED 

(By Robert Cahn} 
WASHINGTON.-As in many other"bedroom" 

comn'lunities near major cities, citizens in 
Virginia's Fairfax County realized a few years 
ago that uncontrolled growth was heading 
their co\mty toward a crisis. 

In this 400-equare-mile al"ea a half-hour 
from downtown ·washington, schools were 
jammed, sewage treatment plants were over­
loaded, and traffic clogged the roads. 

The county hv,d grown from 22,000 in 1920 
to 98,000 in 1950 and to 453,000 in 1970. It was 
run by a board of supervisors whose majority 
still believed in growth at all costs. Taxes 
were skyrocketing as costs of additional 
schools and county-provided services ex­
ceeded revenue from new residents. 

Then the citizens organized to do some­
thing. Only 10 percent of the county resi­
dents lived in incorporated towns and cities. 
Those in the vast unincorporated areas had 
little identification with county government. 
But there was a federation of 130 neighbor­
hood civic associations. In 1969 it turned its 
attention toward controlling growth. 

BUILDING MORATORIUM ADOPTED 
As a result of this new citizen interest in 

growth, Fairfax County voters elected a slate 
of candidates pledged to control growth. This 
changed the balance of power on the board 
of supervisors. A moratorium against further 
building was adopted by the new board for 
most of the county on the basis of inade­
quate sewage treatment. 

In April the supervisors held a two-day 
citizen workshop to discuss methods of con­
trolling growth. Last month an all-day plan­
ning session of the entire board was televised 
throughout the county on public TV. And 
next week the board will hold a public hear­
ing to discuss plans for further moratoriums 
o:1 development, for controlled growth that 
would link future development to availability 
of services, a "land banking" policy in which 
the county would buy up key developable 
areas to control land use, and establishing a 
requirement for environmental impact state­
ments on all proposed major public and pri­
vate development. 

Not that all of this has been without con-
. troversy. Developers are still winning some 
fights. And 37lawsuits have been filed against 
the supervisors by landowners who claim the 
county has ilh~gally denied them the right to 
develop their property. 

POLITICS UPSTAGES HOMEMAKING 
Here, then, is an archetypal case of the rise 

of citizen resistance to uncontrolled growth. 
The Fairfax Board of Supervisors chairman, 

Jean R. Packard, set aside her homemaking 
chores to enter politics last November. She 
won on a controlled-growth platform. She 
says that active citizen participation-at­
tending hearings, making studies of growth 
cost vs. tax revenues, spending time inform­
ing others, and voting on local elections-is 
the only means for accomplishing change. 

"If we can keep local government going the 
way the citizens want it to go." she says, 
"then we don't have to rely too heavily on 
the restraining powers of the federal or state 
government over which the citizens have far 
less direct control." 

Citizen concern, however, can make itself 
felt in state government, too. In Oregon, for 
example, citizens started opposing new in­
dustrial expansion and growth more than a 
decade ago. Despite this sentiment, Gov. Tom 
McCall had been frustrated in efforts to get 
a recalcitrant Legislature to pass a state land­
use control bill. 

CITIZEN SUPPORT ORGANIZED 
Then last November, Governor McCall 

sponsored a symposium on land use. Con­
servationists, business and labor leaders, 
bankers, farmers, builders and developers, 
and about one-fifth of the state Legislature 
met for three days to discuss the issues. Six 
hundred-strong, opponents and proponents, 
they met in small groups for debate, then re­
assembled to hear reports. 

This basis of citizen support has continued 
during the current session of the Oregon 
Legislature. Late in May a strong land-use 
law was voted which listed 10 priority areas 
in which controls should be exercised to pre­
serve land. It established a state land com-

mission and a standing joint legislative land 
use committee and set in motion a process 
for identifying statewide land-use goals. The 
law also sets up a state citizen advisory com­
mittee on land use and requires each county 
to state how it is going to involve citizens in 
the planning program. 

Fairfax County and Oregon illustrate the 
point that citizen involvement is the key in­
gredient of the antigrowth "new mood" that 
the report by the Task Force on Land Use 
and Urban Growth found to be sweeping the 
country. 

TRADITIONAL PROCESSES PROTESTED 
"Increasingly, citizens are ... questioning 

the way relatively unconstrained, piecemeal 
urbanization is changing their communities 
and are rebelling against the traditional 
process of government and the marketplace 
which, they believe, have inadequately guided 
development in the past," states the Laur­
ance S. Rockefeller-headed citizen task force 
that made its study for President Nixon's 
Advisory Committ ee on Environmental 
Quality. 

What, specifically, is the role of the citi­
zen who desires a change in land-use and 
urban growth policies? 

1. Organization. Citizens have found that 
the first hurdle confronting them is organi­
zation. In community after community the 
average citizen showing up for a meeting dis­
covers that he does not have the necessary 
resources and staying power to fight well­
equipped developers. Many find strength in 
numbers when they look around at a hearing 
and see similarly concerned neighbors giv­
ing up an evening to protest a development 
proposal or rezoning. Citizens have provided 
new issues for already existing citizen orga­

. nizations, or have formed ad hoc groups 

. to meet specific problems. 
LAND OR RIGHTS DONATED 

2. Donations of land or development rights . 
A growing number of environmentally ori­
ented landowners are voluntarily giving up 
their development rights, sometimes in con­
cert with neighbors. Or they are donating 
land outright to public agencies or nonprof­
it land trusts. Typically well off and deeply 
committed, they want these natural areas 
or historic sites permanently protected 
against development or alteration. Their gifts 
usually can be used as income-tax deduc­
tions. 

3. The ballot box. Ultimately, citizens 
strength must translate into electoral power. 
Citizens must not only keep informed on the 
issues but must actively work for candidates 
whose views they share. They can also write 
or wire their representatives and senators 
in Congress on issues such as the land-use 
policy act being considered now. Or they 
can write or wire the President or federal 
offici·als on environmental and urban issues 
concerning growth. 

Last Novembers' election proved the voter 
strength controlling land use and growth. In 
Colorado, voters barred the use of state and 
Denver city funds to bring the 1976 Olympic 
winter games to Colorado, after a campaign 
in which unwanted growth and environ­
mental damage were the main issues. 

FLORIDA AND CALIFORNIA 
Florida voters approved a $240 million bond 

issue to purchase environmentally endanger­
ed lands, in accord with a new state land­
use act previously voted. 

Californians adopted a law to control de­
velopment within 1,000 yards of the entire 
coastal shoreline, and voters in three co\m­
ties approved major open-space purchases. 
And in Boca Raton, Fla., voters took the 
unprecedented action of setting a maximum 
on the number of housing units that could 
be built in a city, establishing, in effect, a 
population growth limit. 

4. Changing policies. Initially citizens con­
cerned about growth tend to be more clear 
about what they are against then what they 
are for. But they soon learn that, to have 
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any lasting impact, they will have to develop 
needs in their communities, the Rockefeller 
task force includes in its study a series of 
specific questions to which citizens should be 
seeking answers. The Rockefeller report, 'The 
Use of Land: A Citizens' Polley Guide to 
Urban Growth," is being published later this 
month by Thomas Y. Crowell. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn­
ing business is concluded. 

AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1973 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PRoXMIRE). Under the previous order, 
the Senate will now resume the consid­
eration of the unfinished business, S. 
1888, which the clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

s. 1888, to extend and amend the Agricul­
tural Act of 1970 for the purpose of assuring 
consumers of plentiful supplies of food and 
fiber at reasonable prices. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
<No. 176) of the Senator from Massa­
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY). 

Who yields time? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and a.sk unanimous consent that the time 
not be charged against either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call_ the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BENTSEN). Without objection, it 1s so 
ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator •from Massachusetts will state it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Do I correctly under­
stand that there 1s a 25 minute time al­
location to the amendment, 20 minutes 
for the proponents and 5 lninutes for the 
manager of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Massachusetts correctly un­
derstands the time limitation. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair. I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a detailed de­
scription of the amendment be printed 
in the RECORD, and I will summarize it 
rather briefly here this morning and re­
spond to any questions which may come 
to bear. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

SrA.TEllllENT OF SENATOR KENNEDY 

I take this opportunity to call up my 
amendment No. 176. This measure is designed 

to assist needy families in their efforts to 
obtain benefits from the food stamp program. 

Senator Clifford Case from New Jersey has 
been an exceptional force in describing the 
need to improve assistance for needy fami­
lies who deserve to receive adequate nutri­
tional aid. 

Senator Case and I have structured the 
several provisions of this amendment with 
a view toward eliminating the administra­
tive and procedural obstacles that have pre­
vented millions of needy persons from enroll­
ing 1n the food stamp program. 

The amendment authorizes the U.S. De­
partment of Agriculture to make the fol­
lowing program revisions 1n seeking to in­
sure that eligible families participate 1n the 
food stamp program: 

1. First, the amendment redefines the 
term ":food" to allow food stamps to be 
used to purchase any food or food product 
Intended for human consumption. The effect 
of this provision is to allow stamp recipients 
to take advantage of sales of food items 
that may have a lower cost because they are 
imports. 

2. Definition of household. The amend­
ment to the- "household" definition seeks 
to make sure that impoverished migrant 
laborers and other workers, persons who are 
dependent on monthly public assistance re­
lief, and unemployed persons over 30 years 
of age are eligible for food stamps if they 
fall within the program's income, resource 
and other eligibility standards. At the same 
time, the amendment retains the provisions 
added 1n 1971 that exclude unrelated mem­
bers of communes from food stamp program 
participation. The new "household" provi­
sion also adopts specific language to clarify 
and fully implement court-ordered require­
ments mandating that persons living under 
the same roof should be fractionalized as 
separated households if they do not live as 
one economic unit or purchase food 1n com­
mon. Moreover, this amendment to the 
"household" provisions will permit house­
holds that are too poor to purchase cooking 
facilities to obtain food stamps for the 
first time. The definition of "household" also 
deletes the prohibtion against the use of 
food stamps by the old, blind, and disabled 
who are supplemental security Income reci­
pients but whose total Income falls within 
the national food stamp guidelines. 

3. Eligible households. The Secretary ot 
Agriculture shall continue, 1n consultation 
with the Secretary of Health, Education and 
Welfare, to establish uniform national stand­
ards of eligibility for participation by house­
holds in the food stamp program. In. addition. 
however, this amendment provides that the 
Secretary shall establish uniform standards 
of eligib1lity for participation 1n the Federal 
commodities program. Thus, 1n States like 
Massachusetts where an overwhelming num­
ber of Federal food assistance recipients par­
-ticipate 1n the commodity distribution pro­
gram, rather than in the food stamp pro­
gram, at least those recipients will gain some 
assurance that the commodity program seeks 
to provide adequate nutritional values for 
them. 

4. Increases resource limits for the elderly. 
Minimum resource eligib1lity criteria for per­
sons 60 years of age or over is established at 
$3,000 for each Individual 60 or over 1n the 
applicant household. Many old people are 
thrifty enough to retain funds for burial ex­
penses and other emergencies. But, because 
these same people are often required to rely 
upon meager income from retirement or pen­
sion payments they are often too poor to pro­
vide adequate meals for themselves. Yet, 
under current food stamp regulations, they 
are not eligible for food stamps if their 
household assets exceed $3,000. By raising the 
asset limlt to $3,000 per person, social secu­
rity administration figures suggest that some 
1.4 million persons over age 65 could be 
added to the eligibility rolls. 

5. Increase resource limits for residents in 

economic disaster areas. Establishes a uni­
form $5,000 resource eligib111ty criteria for all 
households 1n a political subdivision experi­
encing an economic disaster, including a rate 
of unemployment substantially higher than 
the national average. Thus, in the communi­
ties oi Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Califor­
nia, and Washington, where sharp curtail­
ments in defense department operations 
have forced many people out of jobs, workers 
who have retained assets of $5,000 may seek 
assistance from the food stamp program 
while they struggle to regain a steady level of 
employment. 

6. Provides for temporary emergency dis­
tribution of food stamps. Allows the Secre­
tary to establish temporary emergency eligi­
bility standards for households that are the 
victims of a mechanical breakdown in the 
system, as well as for natural disaster. Pitts­
burgh and New York are among those cities 
that have experienced breakdowns in system 
operations that certify eligible food stamp 
recipients. Although such stoppages are not 
due to any action by the recipients, they are 
the ones forced to suffer because the issuance 
of food stamps cannot be certified for them. 
Surely, it is not consistent with the intent 
of the Food Stamp Act to deny aid to the 
needy when those mechanical systems falter. 
For that reason, this provision authorizes 
local agencies to manually dispense stamps 
on a temporary basJs while regular services 
are being restored. 

7. Guarantees food stamps for elderly on 
supplemental security Income. States in af­
firmative language that supplemental secu­
rity Income recipients shall be eligible for 
food stamps to the same extent as others 
based upon established Income and resource 
llmlts. Approximately 1.5 million elderly re­
cipients were made ineligible for food stamps 
when H.R. 1 was enacted last year. This 
provision clearly establishes the Intent of 
the Congress to guarantee adequate food for 
these elderly citizens. 

8. Special diet allowance for the elderly. 
Adjust stamp allotments to meet the special 
dietary needs of persons who have been 
medically certified to receive added assi&t­
ance. At least 300,000 elderly citizens who 
suffer from diabetes, 1.6 million hypertension 
sufferers, and nearly 2 million old people 
with serious dental problems can receive the 
special food aid they need to maintain ade­
quate health, under the provisions of this 
feature. 

For many older citizens, loss of teeth and 
poor fitting dentures lead to the adoption 
of a soft diet generally high 1n carbohydrate 
and low in protein. And the prevalence of 
chronic disabling conditions among the 
aged, reported to be more than two-fifths of 
the population over sixty-five, has profound 
implications. The high frequency of heart 
disease, for example, means that many older 
persons need low sodium diets, those with 
intestinal diseases require diets of low bulk, 
while diabetes patients have another dietary 
prescription. 

Upon adoption of this amendment the 
Senate will have firmly established its com­
mitment to further serve the vital nutritional 
requirements of our elderly citizens. 

9. Certification of households. Certification 
of application households would be made on 
the basis of a simplified application contain­
Ing the necessary information and each ap­
plication would be required to be acted upon 
within 15 days from the date that the ini­
tial request is made. Any household whose 
application was not acted upon within the 
15 days would be granted a provisional cer­
tification until such time that a decision on 
the merits could be reached. Households 
which are receiving assistance pursuant to 
title IV of the social security act would qual­
ify automatically since their need is already 
proven. 

The Income o~ households whose income is 
earned on a seasonal basis wiD be averaged 
on a 3, 6 or 12 month basis, as the applicant 
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chooses, and certification would be for a like 
period of time. 

Certification of any household would not 
lapse or be otherwise adversely affected ex­
cept pursuant to a fair hearing, except that 
each participating household would have the 
obligation to report to the appropriate state 
agency any change in income or family size 
within 30 days of such change. In the event 
that any household so required fails to re­
port, such household's eligibility would ter­
minate, until such time as compliance is met. 

The need to expedite certification proce­
dures was extensively examined last month 
when program administrators from around 
the country met in Washington, D.C. In too 
many jurisdictions recipients are forced to 
be re-certified for each certification period. 
And though comprehensive personal and 
family data may already be on file for these 
recipients, they are forced to repeat the en­
tire, lengthy procedure for each recertifica­
tion period. Recertification should be simple. 
But food stamps beneficiaries know it is noth­
ing of the sort. Many of them rise early in 
the morning to form long lines, in all kinds 
of weather waiting for the food stamp doors 
to open. 

Obvious reforms to correct this situation 
have been recommended by the Memphis, 
Tennessee, community relations commission. 
As the commission sees it, there should be 
increased staffs, less crowded facilities, and 
dispersion of centers for certification and sale 
of stamps. I share the intent of those recom­
mendations, and that is why this feature has 
been designed to improve the conditions un­
der which those recipients must seek to ob­
tain the help they deserve. 

10. State plan of operation. Under current, 
law, each state is required to submit a plan 
of operation that provides for the incorpora­
tion of eligibility standards promulgated by 
the secretary and for the certification of ap­
plicant households in accordance with fed­
eral guidelines. In addition, however, this 
amendment includes new provisions that pro­
vide for: 

Employment by the state, of one worker 
per every 500 households in that subdivision 
whose incomes are under the income poverty 
guidelines, but who are not currently par­
ticipating. 

Granting authority to the hearing board to 
extend retroactive relief in appropriate cases. 

Issuance of coupon allotments no less than 
two times per month. 

The reinstatement of the provision which 
was repealed by P.L. 92-603 (H.R. 1) pro­
viding any household participating in the 
food stamp program to have its coupon al­
lotment deducted from such grant and dis­
tributed with that grant. 

11. Cooperation with state agencies. The 
secretary is currently authorized to pay to 
each state agency an amount equal to 62¥2 
per centum of the cost of salaries and other 
administrative expenses involved in carrying 
out the provisions of the food stamp act. The 
federal share of those costs is raised to 80 % 
and would include the cost of the added 
personnel required for certification and out­
l·each services. 

States were supposed to file outreach plans 
with the U.S. Department of Agriculture by 
January 1, 1972, and the plans were t o go into 
effect by the spring of that year. Most States 
failed to do that because nearly 40 % of the 
outreach costs had to come from the State 
treasuries. State food stamp officials com­
plain, they don't have the money or the statf 
to do outreach. Some State administrators 
have been advised "not to drum up business,•' 
simply because it is too costly to launch the 
programs needed to insure that eligible par­
ticipants are enrolled. Hunger-1973, pub­
lished by the Senate Nutrition Committee 
last month, reveals that 10 million people 
whose incomes fall below the poverty line are 
still not getting any Federal food assistance 
at all. The thrust of this future is to extend 

aid to those people who we know are eligible 
because their low income is insufficient to 
provide an adequate diet. _ 

12. Authorization. The amendment pro­
vides an open ended authorization for the fiS­
cal years 1972 and 1973. In addition this 
amendment authorizes the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture to spend available appropri­
ations during the following year, and the 
amendment eliminates the requirement that 
the Secretary reduce proportionately the 
value of coupons to participating households 
if the participation exceeds the appropriation 
for that fiscal year. 

Last Monday, in hearings that I chaired 
before the Select Committee on Nutrition 
and Human Needs, Agriculture Deartment 
officials testified that approximately $200 mil­
lion in food stamp funds will go l.mspent 
this year. Last year, during similar hearings, 
Agriculture Department officials reported 
that nearly $700 million in appropriated food 
assistance funds would be returned to the 
Treasury. In both instances, it was revealed 
that the Department has failed to be able to 
identify enough hungry people who need 
help. 

Yet, Hunger-1973 .dentified 263 counties 
in this Nation that shamefully bear the 
label "hunger counties," because two thirds 
of the poor people in those counties receive 
no Federal food aid. L decade ago, 36 million 
Americans were poverty stricken. Today, 26 
million people fall below the poverty line. 
And since by the Government's own calcula­
tions, the poverty line is based iu the abil­
ity to purchase an adequate diet, then those 
in need are hungry people. 

Until we can prove that all who qualify 
for food aid have received available assist­
ance, it seems inconsistent to refuse to 
spend funds appropriated by the Congress 
for that purpose. Therefore, I expect this 
amendment to help ensure that the Federal 
Government will use its resources to meet 
the deserving demands of those who are in 
need. 

In conclusion, I would like to urge this 
Senate to adopt this amendment to the 
agriculture bill because it includes many 
vital features that may go a long way toward 
ensuring nutritional adequacy for so many 
needy people. During these times when food 
prices are burdensome for most families, 
there is no question that the poor are affect­
ed more seriously than other families in our 
society. And for them, proposals that may 
offer some relief are especially important. I 
would like to see this amendment adopted, 
not only because it seeks to achieve accept­
able levels of nutritional adequacy for people 
in need, but a~o because people who are in 
need suffer too often, simply because no 
one takes the time or the interest to help 
them. 

We know there will be programs to ease 
the food price squeeze for higher wage fami­
lies. I am convinced that we must, at the 
same time, adopt policies and programs 
that will do the same for low income fami­
lies. This amendment is an attempt to do 
that. And I urge every member of the Senate 
to support this critical program. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
pending amendment, which is cospon­
sored by a number of Senators, is desig­
nated to take into consideration a num­
ber of procedural and administrative 
problems that have been noticed in the 
development of the food stamp program, 
to show some sensitivity to the need for 
adequate outreach into the communi­
ties, particularly among the elderly, and 
to try and protect a number of people 
who might be eligible for food stamps­
and, primarily the elderly-who are not 
receiving them today. 

It is primarily a remedy for adminis-

trative and procedural difficulties. It also 
recognizes the importance of reaching 
out to those who are not participating in 
the program and provides additional 
funding from the Federal Government 
to the States to help alleviate the finan­
cial burdens which will be incumbent on 
them if this amendment were to be 
realized. 

Mr. President, the first section on the 
first page of the amendment recognizes 
that in the attempt to develop adminis­
trative guidelines under the food stamp 
program to exclude those who might vio­
late the spirit and direction of the law, 
a stricter interpretation was placed on 
unrelated individuals who might be 
members of a household. No one who 
supports this program wants people 
abusing it, especially those otherwise 
qualified for work and who should be 
working but instead take advantage of 
the food stamp program. 

For instance, it was brought to the at­
tention of the Senate that this was de­
veloping in a number of communes 
around different sections of the country. 
In an attempt to meet this problem, a 
regulation was established which has had 
an adverse effect on migrants, and on un­
employed persons who otherwise would 
be qualified for the food stamp program 
but because they were living or sharing, 
a residence together, were excluded. 
Even some of those otherwise qualified 
for public assistance would be excluded. 

So the thrust of the amendment is to 
remedy that particular provision. 

Moving on now to page 3 of the amend­
ment, there is a recognition to raise the 
individual savings limitation for our 
senior citizens to approximately $3,000. 
I do not know how it is in other parts of 
the country, but the minimum burial fees 
in my part of the country run anywhere 
from $1,200 to $1,500. Many elderly citi­
zens retain that kind of funding of $1,-
200, $1,500, or $2,000 so that they will not 
have to put an additional burden on 
their family. Certainly, it is obvious that 
providing a $3,000 assets ceiling complies 
with the spirit of the act. So we raise the 
amount to $3,000. 

To show some recognition of the par­
ticular dilemma in certain areas of the 
country that are hard pressed because of 
economic exigencies, such as the closing 
of military bases, or some other economic 
disaster, we raise the assets limitation to 
$5,000 over a temporary period. In my 
part of the country, in New England, the 
average worker at a Federal installation 
is 7 years above the average age of em­
ployees in other parts of the country. In 
the New England area generally, we will 
have lost two-thirds of the total jobs that 
will be lost in the recent cutbacks. So 
there was a recognition of the legitimacy 
for a temporary period of time, of revis­
ing that limitation to $5,000. 

It also provides and recognizes that 
there are a number of elderly people who 
have special health problems, are dia­
betic, suffer from hypertension, and so 
forth and, therefore, need a special diet. 
This provides some flexibility to the 
secretary to cope with that. 

On the question of certification, where 
we find individuals who are clearly 
eligible yet are required to come down 
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and spend up to 9 hours to be recertified 
as often as once a month. Obviously, 
we feel that this program should be 
reflective of real need, and we try to 
simplify the certification application. 
Today it is an 8-page application. One 
question on it is, "Do you own a boat or 
a plane?" For an individual, particularly 
an elderly person, to have to come down 
month after month to apply for recerti­
fication and answer a long and detailed 
questionnaire does not seem to make 
much sense. We have simplified that 
procedure for them. That is one of the 
strengths of the amendment. 

The amendment also creates an Out­
reach Program to reach out across the 
country, directed primarily to our senior 
citizens, recognizing the potential bene­
fits of programs such as Operation FIND. 
Tens of thousands of elderly citizens live 
in remote rooming houses or apartments 
who are excluded from these nutritional 
programs because they are unaware that 
they are eligible. We set up a procedure 
to stabilize the Outreach Program in this 
measure. 

We are providing additional incen­
tives to the States in matching grants 
to expand their Outreach programs. 

This very briefly, is a summation of 
the am'endment. A more detailed descrip­
tion is part of the record. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 1 minute? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 minute to 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, as I 
understand the parliamentary procedure, 
I have an amendment, together with the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES) and 
the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN), 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Massachusetts, but I understand that we 
would call up our amendment after his 
time is yielded back. I cannot tell what 
will occur, whether or not the Senate 
will accept my amendment; but I want 
to say a word in opposition to the Ken­
nedy amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from South Carolina correctly states 
the time limitations. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I could go into it in 
detail. I do not want to take the time 
of the Senator from Georgia on opposi­
tion. Perhaps I should use my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 
be glad to yield 5 minutes to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, right 
to the point, I agree with the sentiment 
in the field that the Senator from Massa­
chusetts expresses in his amendment, as 
to an increased awareness, an increase 
in the Outreach program. But in trying 
to improve the participation within the 
food stamp program, like Samson, we are 
going to pull down the temple walls and 
ruin us all-specifically, when the Sena­
tor goes to the heart of allowing food 
stamp users to buy foreign or imported 
foods. I do not see how we can do that 
now. 

In Massa~husetts and South Carolina, 
we are having a struggle over the impor­
tation of shoes and textiles and other 
items; and I do not see how we can say, 
with justification, that food stamp users 
should get Camembert cheese and Rus­
sian caviar and that that is going to help 
the poor. That is going to destroy the 
credibility and integrity of the program. 

Specifically, when we get to the defi­
nition of "household,'' my amendment, 
which I will offer later, would strike in 
its entirety the proposed definition of 
"household." Under the definition of the 
Senator from Massachusetts, it would 
create further opportunities for abuse of 
the food stamp program by strikers, the 
hippies and the families living in com­
munes, and by others in the past who 
have attempted to avoid the strict letter 
and spirit of the law. I oppose food 
stamps for strikers. I believe that food 
stamps are for the hungry poor, not for 
the communes and the hippies, and 
strikers. 

I would strike the provision which 
would allow the Secretary of Agricul­
ture to raise the amount of liquid assets 
of families from $1,500 to $5,000. That 
is the marginal wage group. Many of us 
disagree with the fundamentals, spe­
cifically, the leaders in this program. The 
chairman of our Nutrition Committee 
has looked upon it as an income supple­
ment, but I have always felt that food 
stamps should go initially to the hungry 
poor. When we complete that program, 
America can look objectively at it and 
see the good it has done. Until it is done, 
marginal wage earners coming in on this 
program, with an increase up to $5,000, 
would destroy its credibility. 

Change the provision of the food stamp 
allotments with those on the medical 
type programs to a specification whereby 
it would apply only to persons with a dis­
ease, such as diabetes or some other or­
ganic disability; because if you put in 
there a medical certificate, as the Sen­
ator from Massachusetts proposes, we 
have seen what the medical profession 
has done with medicare and everything 
else. Everybody will come in with a local 
doctor's certificate. You could be over­
weight, obese, and get a medical certifi­
cate stating that you needed a different 
type diet or an increase in amount, and 
it would open the door to destroy the 
credibility of the program. 

Again, striking the word "solely" from 
the provision relating to the applica­
tion forms: Once that is put in, at the 
later hearing process, that I think should 
be eliminated, everybody gets in line. 
They are brought in in buses, and then 
they put their signature on a sheet of 
paper, and the food stamps are issued. 
Then they go to a desk; and rather than 
investigate the deservedness, to the con­
trary they have a whole legal miasma, 
trying to clean up the violators, cheat­
ers, and others, that we are already sub­
ject to at the present time. The food 
program should be limited to the mi­
grant workers. That is the real thrust 
and is very important in the Food Stamp 
Act. The program should be limited to 
those specified in title 42, section 242H; 
not to the ones who in another 3 months 

could bring themselves within this par­
ticular program. There would be school­
teachers, football players, and anybody 
else in the operation. Ballplayers could 
come in. They are making a hundred 
thousand dollars during the playing sea­
son; then in the off -season they could 
line up in a food stamp line, while the 
hungry poor and needy get nothing. 
That destroys more of the program. 

I think the Senator from Massachu­
setts is leading the way, in the proper 
direction, for more legal participation 
and more legal control. In fact, in my 
State the Senator is aware of the ex­
tremely limited participation. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, not­
withstanding the agreement, may I ask 
that the Sena.tor's amendment be in 
order at present? I think that with that 
understanding we could have additional 
flexibility with regard to the time. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, when 
we yield back the time on the amend­
ment rather than now. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Rather than yield 
back the time, I think it would free up 
the time. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am prepared to 
make some remarks on the Senator's 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. My only point is that 
if we yield back the time, we will have 
a few minutes more on both Senator 
HoLLINGS' amendment and my amend­
ment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senators de­
sire some time, either the Senator from 
South Carolina or I will try to work that 
out. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
merely asking that the amendment be in 
order now. We will have time remaining. 
I think it is about 12 minutes. That time 
would be available to the Senator and 
myself, and the Senator from South 
Carolina would have 15 minutes. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if the 
amendment of the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. CHILES) were to be in order now, 
what would be the situation? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator from 
South Carolina's amendment would be 
in order now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
would be 15 minutes on the amendment 
to the amendment. Then, after the vote 
on that, the Senator from Georgia and 
the Senator from Massachusetts would 
have time remaining. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, by unani­
mous consent we can do anything, can 
we not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Florida is correct. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I de­
sire to make a few brief remarks; and I 
shall be delighted to accede to the request 
of the Senator from Massachusetts. I 
have examined the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Massachusetts. I 
find some of the same problems have 
been created as have been pointed out 
by the Senator from South Carolina. 

First, I think it is erroneous, as drafted 
on page 1, line 7, that "The term 'house­
hold' shall mean a group of related indi-
viduals-and their foster children-other 
than migrants and other laborers, public 
assistance recipients," and so on. 
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I think technically the language ac­

tually excludes people who are worthy 
and deserving of food stamps. I think 
that is a techical error by the people who 
drafted the amendment. 

On page 4, at line 25, I find that this 
amendment would make eligible for food 
stamps a person who is-

Medically certified as requiring a special 
diet by such amount as the Secretary shall 
establish for each such person in order to 
assure a nutritionally adequate diet. 

By that standard fat people over­
weight could be certified for food stamps 
to relieve their excess fat. 

Going down further on page 5, it pro­
vides, on line 6: 

Each household desiring to participate in 
the food stamp program shall be certified 
for eligibility solely upon completion of a 
simplified application form seeking data on 
sources of income, deduction, household size 
and composition . ••• 

Under that language an individual 
would certify himself so he could declare 
his own eligibility for food stamps. 

Going down further on page 5, line 24, 
and the Senator from South Carolina 
alluded to this, it states: 

"The income of any household earned on 
a seasonable basis shall be averaged on a 
3-, 6-, or 12-mont h basis as the applicant 
may elect,". 

As the Senator from South carolina 
pointed out if the heavyweight champion 
of the world had one prizefight a year 
and earne<l $1 million on December 1, he 
would be eligible for food stamps under 
that standard. 

On page 6, line 8 it provides: 
"No household's certification shall lapse or 

be otherwise adversely affected except pur­
suant to a fair hearing held in accordance 
with subsection (e) of this section or be­
cause of a failure to comply wit h the report­
ing provision below." 

In other words, the recipients would 
certify themselves for eligibility, and 
could only be removed by hearing. 

I find all of those things in the Sena­
tor's amendment objectionable. There­
fore, the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry would have to oppose the 
amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from North 
Dakota on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, shortly 
after I came here 28 years ago I joined 
as a cosponsor of a bill with the Senator 
from Vermont <Mr. AIKEN) for a food 
stamp program, much the same as we 
have now. The food stamp program 
seemed to work well in depression years 
and I thought it was a better way to help 
the poor acquire necessary food. 

But the present law is so loosely writ­
ten now that almost anyone can comply. 
One of the reasons that food and vege­
table prices are so high is that no one 
wants to pick the fruit any more or to 
do stoop labor for vegetable crops. It is 
so easy to get food stamps, why should 
they work? Most will not. 

It is very difficult to get that kind of 
help. The food stamp program is almost 

a scandal iil my State and in States ad­
joining my State. Senators can ask any 
welfare director and they will tell you 
that almost anyone can be eligible. All 
they have to do is to go to the welfare 
office and say they have only a certain 
amount of money in the bank, and they 
can get food stamps. 

Unfortunately, the real needy people 
all too often are not asking for food 
stamps. There are many real needy peo­
ple today not getting assistance because 
of the wide abuse in the program. It is 
a good program but the scandalous situ­
ation we have now should be corrected. 

I believe the amendment of the Sen­
ator from South Carolina will go a long 
way toward improving it. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I would 
like to yield to the Senator from New 
Jersey, but just before I do, once again 
I want to emphasize at this point that 
the enforcement provision is still in the 
act. If a person is able bodied and can 
work, he has to take a job at the mini­
mum wage. If there are places where 
this is not being enforced, I am pre­
pared to propose additional manpower to 
make sure that it is enforced. Let us not 
use that argument against this amend­
ment. 

With respect to the argument by the 
Senator from South Carolina about the 
prizefighter or the football player, if 
that person has more than $1,500 in as­
sets he would not qualify. If Mohammed 
Ali should fight and earn $1 million, he 
would have to be without any more than 
$1,500 before he could qualify. Also with 
regard to teachers, I do not know how 
schoolteachers arc paid in South Caro­
lina, but in my State they are paid on 
an annual basis. They would not qualify. 
They also would have to have assets be­
low $1,500. So the idea of the football 
player or the movie actor qualifying 
under this provision is without merit. 

I yield to the Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank my 

colleague for yielding. I am happy to as­
sociate myself with this amendment. I 
understand the concerns of the Senator 
from South Carolina and we are more 
than willing to accommodate any rea­
sonable concern. The Senator from Mas­
sachusetts already has indicated that. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join with 
Senator KENNEDY as a sponsor of this 
amendment to the food stamp program. 
This amendment is designed to help 
many eligible people who have been pre­
vented from enrolling in the food stamp 
program by administrative and procedur­
al obstacles. And it contains many long 
needed provisions to help the elderly who 
participate ir. the food stamp program 
and to help migrant workers who have 
often not been permitted to participate. 

For the most part these are technical 
changes that are not costly and, in fact, 
may even save money in the long run by 
eliminating much of the unnecessary bu­
reaucratic redtape that, in the past, has 
prevented proper application of the food 
stamp program in many areas. 

One provision of particular interest is 
the grant of authority in this amendment 
to the Secretary of Agriculture to issue 
extra food stamps to participants who 

reqUire special diets to remain healthy. 
Many of us recognize that a nutritional­
ly adequate diet sometimes costs much 
more for those who are ill and who must 
buy special foods. This is especially true 
among the elderly who participate in the 
food stamp program. 

I also want to take this opportunity to 
congratulate the Senate's Agriculture 
Committee for restoring eligibility to 
elderly food stamp recipients who receive 
aid under the Federal aged, blind and dis­
abled program. Last year when H.R. 1 
was considered in the Congress these par­
ticipants were dropped from the food 
stamp program, effective in 1974, even 
after the Senate voted to oppose this 
change. I was pleased my amendment 
did pass the Senate then, although I was 
disappointed at the final outcome. But I 
was also sure the Agriculture Committee, 
which has responsibility to review the 
food stamp program, would act to restore 
eligibility for these individuals. 

I thank the Agriculture Committee for 
its action on this matter and I urge adop­
tion of the amendment now before the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent at this time that my assistant 
Steve O'Brien be allowed to remain on 
the floor during this amendment and 
other amendments. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the amendment by the Sen­
ator from Massachusetts. On the other 
hand, I am not entirely opposed to the 
points made by the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

I was particularly glad to hear him 
say that his amendment does not in any 
way weaken the efforts of the proposal 
of the Senator from Massachusetts to 
improve our outreach program. As a 
matter of fact, the State of South Caro­
llna probably has the best and most ef­
fective outreach program that exists any­
where in the country. There are many 
States where people are unfamiliar with 
the benefits to which they are entitled 
under this program, especially many of 
our older citizens, many of them living 
in out of the way places, in the back 
streets, and in the rural areas, who are 
not familiar with the provisions under 
this program. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Massachusetts attempts to provide a 
modest increase in people to acquaint 
our needy citizens with the benefits to 
which they are entitled. 

The Senator from North Dakota men­
tioned a moment ago that there are some 
violations of this program and that there 
are also many needy people who do not 
know about it, who arc not participating. 
That, of course, is the purpose of this 
section of the amendment, to see to it 
that we do reach out to bring to them 
the benefits. 

I hope the amendment is agreed to. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 

2 minutes on the bill to the Senator from 
Florida. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Florida is recognized. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am sure 

this is a well-meaning amendment. Most 
of us are trying to support the food stamp 
program for the purpose of feeding hun­
gry people. If one looks around at the 
people participating in the debate, it will 
be seen that, for instance, the Senator 
from South Carolina has never been 
against feeding the people; in fact, he 
has taken an outstanding and leading 
role in trying to provide programs to feed 
the hungry. The junior Senator from 
Florida voted for the amendment earlier 
that would have strengthened the pro­
gram by adding more dollars and turn­
ing it around. 

There has to be a constituency for a 
program like this. However, we are fac­
ing a decreasing constituency across the 
country to feed the hungry people be­
cause we are opening up this program so 
fast and because we have so much fraud 
in the program today. In addition, it is 
going so many places against the pur­
poses of the program that you are going 
to kill the constituency that is able to 
take care of the hungry people. This 
amendment is going further in that di­
rection. The Senator from Massachusetts 
said that there is nothing here to weaken 
any other regulations. No, but it com­
pletely changes the whole program again. 

I just met with people in the Agricul­
ture Department yesterday in my office 
about what is wrong and why we have 
not had our regulations enforced. To­
morrow I am to have a meeting with peo­
ple in my State who administer the pro­
gram. 

The problem is that we are opening 
the program up so fast that they cannot 
keep up with it and get the regulations 
set. Here we are going to change the 
whole program again. 

In my State right now we cannot get 
the fruit crop picked. It is as simple as 
that. We are going to leave 20 percent of 
the crop in the groves. The price is there 
for the crop. People want it. Orange juice 
is probably the best bargain the house­
wife can get in the store today, but we 
are not having the crop picked because 
people are on food stamps. The ability 
is there to work 7 days a week, but as 
long as they can draw food stamps, they 
do not want to work. 

There was supposed to be nothing in 
the design of that program to kill the 
incentive of people to work, but that is 
what the program is doing. The people 
in my State are up in arms over the 
abuses in the program. We had better 
tighten them down and see what we can 
do to cure the abuses and do what we 
can to see that the regulations are en­
forced, and not turn around and open it 
up still further again and change the 
procedures to the point where a person 
can write his own ticket as to whether 
he is entitled to food stamps. 

We have a case in the northern part 
of my State that involves three States, 
where people had signed up 15 times in 
Florida, Georgia, and Alabama, for food 
stamps. Yet in my State, as far as I can 
learn, not one single person has served a 
sentence in jail for fraud in connection 
with food stamps. The same is true in 

other States-155,000 families in my 
state are drawing on the food stamp 
program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute on the bill. 

There are so many abuses in the food 
stamp program that the Inspector Gen­
eral of the Department of Agriculture 
spends 90 percent of his time on that 
problem. 

This program has grown from $172 
million in 1968 to $2.1 billion. Yesterday 
the Senate added another $600 million. 
The pending amendment will put an in­
crease of $1 billion increase in this pro­
gram and open the doors wide for more 
abuse. It is totally irresponsible. I hope 
it will be voted down. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Ma.s,sachusetts <Mr. 
KENNEDY). 

I do not believe that any Senator will 
argue against food stamps for those peo­
ple legitimately in need of them. The food 
stamp program was conceived as a hu­
manitarian program to bring added nu­
trition to millions of Americans who do 
not have the resources to purchase an 
adequate diet. 

What concerns me is not the goal of 
the program, but the manner in which 
it has been implemented. In my view, the 
Senator's amendment would multiply 
the possibilities for abuse that we pres­
ently have. 

The hard fact is that the record of the 
food stamp program is replete with 
abuses; in some sections of the country, 
the procedures for monitoring recipients 
to discern whether they are in fact needy 
has become a mockery. 

The McAllen Monitor, a newspaper in 
south Texas, only yesterday reported the 
arrest of a shoplifter who had in his pos­
session some $66 worth of food stamps 
that he had apparently received through 
a post office box. One citrus grower who 
hired 8 workers, who did not show up 
for work, reported seeing them using 
their food stamps during the same period. 
In certain parts of Texas, people qualify 
for the food stamp program during the 
rainy season when there was no work, 
then remain on the eligibility rolls re­
ceiving the stamps even during the period 
when work is plentiful. There have been 
instances in south Texas when food 
stamps have been used to purchase goods 
in Mexico and have then found their 
way back across the border to be used 
illegally. There was one instance of a 
motorcycle being purchased with food 
stamps. 

Indeed, Mr. President, the food stamp 
program, a program with laudable ob­
jectives, has become something of a joke 
in some parts of my State. The admin­
istration of the program could be gently 
described as incompetent. In my view, 
our task now is to tighten up the admin­
istration, not to relax it as the Senator 
from Massachusetts would seek to do. 

We are not talking about an insignifi-
cant Federal program in this instance. 
In fiscal 1973, an estimated $2.3 billion 
in food stamps was obligated. We are 

talking about one of the major programs 
of Federal domestic assistance, and I be­
lieve we must take great care to see that 
a program of this magnitude is tightened 
up so that the stamps go to the people 
who really need them, not to people 
whose intent is to circumvent the inten­
tion of the Food Stamp Act of 1964. 

The Senator's amendment broadens 
the poss1bility for abuse in several ways. 
I am not one who argues for complicated 
Government forms; quite to the contrary, 
I have spoken out several times against 
the mountains of paperwork coming from 
Washington. However, the food stamp 
program has produced its share of abuses 
in spite of the obstacles thrown up by 
the paperwork. Before we seek to sim­
plify, as the Senator suggests, we should 
hold hearings to determine how we can 
produce forms which are thorough and 
efficient as well as simplified. The Sen­
ator's suggestion that the application 
forms contain only sources of income, 
deductions, and household size and that 
these forms be approved or disapproved 
within 15 days could lead to hasty ap­
proval or disapproval based on inade­
quate data. 

Another of the Senator's suggestions 
is that the Secretary must raise the face 
value of the coupon allotment to be is­
sued to a household that includes a per­
son who is medically certified as requir­
ing a special diet. Again, the possibilities 
for abuse are multiplied. In fact, Mr. 
President, some special diets may not re­
quire the additional costs that the Sen­
ator mandates in his amendment. Salt­
free diets, for example, may not even 
be as expensive as the traditional diets 
individuals may follow. And the admin­
istrative problems created by this section 
of the amendment could be substantial. 

Another section of the Senator's 
amendment would establish a uniform 
limitation of $5,000 in assets for all 
households in political subdivisions that 
are experiencing "economic disasters." 
Although I am sympathetic with the 
thrust of this amendment and I can un­
derstand the motivation behind it, I must 
ask myself whether a family with one 
$1,500 in assets, which happens to live 
in a relatively prosperous area, should 
be treated any differently from families 
which happen to live in the so-called 
"economic disaster" areas. They are juc;t 
as poor, and to treat them differently 
because of relatively healthy economic 
conditions surrounding them seems to 
me patently unjust. 

Mr. President, I am in sympathy with 
the Senator's desire to up the asset levels 
for the elderly to have them still eligible 
for food stamps. I believe that this move 
is both logical and humane; however, it 
is tied in with so many questionable pro­
visions that I find myself unable to sup­
port this amendment. 

The food stamp program needs a thor­
oughgoing review. It needs to be tight­
ened up. It needs to be fairly adminis­
tered. To open it to more potential abuses 
and to add an estimated $300 million in 
costs at this time seems to me singularly 
unwise. 

I ask that the Senate defeat this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on be­
half of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
CHILES) and myself, I call up my amend­
ment to the amendment, which I ask to 
have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be read. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 1, delete lines 1 through 8; 
on page 2, delete lines 1 through 10; 
On page 3, line 12, insert a period after the 

word "over", and delete the remainder of 
the sentence on lines 12 through 16; 

On page 5, line 1, after the word "diet," 
and before the word "by", insert the follow­
ing: "due to disease or some organic diffi­
culty"; 

On page 5, line 7, delete the word "solely"; 
On page 5, line 12, delete the word "fifteen" 

and insert in lieu thereof the word "thirty"; 
On page 5, line 20, delete the word "fifteen" 

and insert in lieu thereof the word "thirty"; 
On page 5, line 24, after the word "any", 

insert the following: 'migrant (as defined 
in Title 42, U.S.C. Section 242h) "; 

On page 6, line 8, delete the following: "No 
household's certification shall lapse or be 
otherwise adversely affected except pursuant 
to a fair hearing held in accordance with sub­
section (c) of this section or because of a 
failure to comply with the reporting provi­
sion below." 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I have 
fought hard to improve the conditions 
of the poor of this country through an 
expanded food stamp program, increased 
commodity food distribution, an im­
proved school lunch program, meals-on­
wheels for the elderly, day care pro­
grams, and medical assistance. 

My State now leads the South in the 
percentage of eligible families partici­
pating in the food stamp program, 
totaling some 380,000 persons. We have 
made great strides in improving our 
medical programs and providing special 
service to low-income families through 
preventive health care. Unfortunately, 
we still have far to go. More than 240,000 
South Carolinians are poor enough to 
qualify for food stamp benefits, but they 
still have not been sufficiently encour­
aged to enter the program. 

Today, we are considering the food 
stamp bill reported by the Agriculture 
Committee and its distinguished chair­
man, the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
TALMADGE). This is an outstanding bill 
and brings about a number of needed re­
forms in the program. We also are now 
considering an amendment by the Sen­
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN­
NEDY). I have no doubt that the amend­
ment offered today is well intentioned. 
But it raises a number of grave questions 
and, in my opinion, opens the door to 
those who would attempt to take advan­
tage of the generosity of their country 
by fraudulently obtaining benefits from 
the food stamp program. Therefore, Mr. 
President, I am introducing an amend­
ment to the amendment of the gentle­
man from Massachusetts to remove those 
objectionable portions of his amend­
ment. My amendment would accomplish 
the following: 

First. Strike the provision which would 
allow food stamp users to buy foreign 
or imported foods. In the face of our 
seriou.s balance-of-payments problem, we 
simply cannot encourage a further def­
icit. Food manufactured in this country 
should be sufficient to meet all nutri­
tional needs and most ethnic desires. 

Second. Strike in its entirety the pro­
posed change in the definition of "house­
hold." In my opinion, this proposal would 
create further opportunities for abuse of 
the food stamp program by hippies, 
families living in communes, strikers, 
and others who in the past have at­
tempted to avoid the strict letter and 
spirit of the law in applying for food 
stamp assistance. 

Third. Strike the provision which 
would require the Secretary of Agricul­
ture to raise the amount of liquid and 
nonliquid assets possessed by families 
as an eligibility criteria from the present 
$1,500 to a level as high as $5,000 in cases 
of high unemployment or other eco­
nomic disaster. The Secretary presently 
has authority to implement commodity 
food programs in such instances, which 
he did in Seattle, Wash., during a time 
of very high unemployment. 

Fourth. Change the provision allowing 
increased food stamp allotments to those 
with medical diet problems to make sure 
that it only applies to persons with a 
disease, such as diabetes, or with some 
organic disability which require special 
foods. 

Fifth. Strike the word "solely" from 
the provision relating to simplified appli­
cation forms. It strikes me as grossly un­
fair to the taxpayer to require the State 
to accept or reject an applicant simply 
of the basis of the data contained in his 
application form, and not to have the 
right to investigate the applicant fully. 

Sixth. Change the waiting period from 
15 days to 30 days. Fifteen days may be 
too short a time for the State to carry 
out an adequate investigation of an ap­
plicant. The provision for temporary cer­
tification also would take effect after 30 
days. 

Seventh. Sharply restrict the so-called 
income averaging ,section of the amend­
ment by limiting it to migrants as de­
fined in title 42, section 242h of the 
United States Code. This would prevent 
teachers, football players or any other 
seasonal workers other than migrant 
workers from the opportunity to avoid 
the normal income criteria. 

Eighth. Finally, my amendment strikes 
in its entirity the sentence requiring a 
State to conduct a full hearing before 
removing any household from the pro­
gram. In my opinion, this could create a 
mountain of bureaucratic paperwork and 
serve further to destroy public confidence 
in this program. States need to be able 
to move swiftly and decisively against 
food stamp cheaters. 

With these amendments, Mr. Presi­
dent, I can support this amendment, It 
has many good provisions, and I believe 
the changes I have proposed will encour­
age benevolent assistance to the needy 
poor as well as strong enforcement of 
those provisions aimed at eliminating 
fraud. 

I believe one of the weaknesses of many 
welfare programs has been then· reliance 

on complete control at the Washington 
level. The food stamp program ha~ been 
an excellent example of this poor plan­
ning. What we need is more local con­
trol, not less. We need more local people 
participating in the program. It has al­
ways been my recommendation that we 
have more outreach workers. We have a 
highly successful nutrition aide program 
in South Carolina, but our State suffers 
from not spending enough of its own tax 
revenue to run this program. We take in 
nearly $4 million in sales tax revenue 
from purchases of food with food stamps, 
yet we spend only about $1.6 million in 
State revenue to run the program. This 
has to change. States must bear a larger 
burden of responsibility. More outreach 
workers are needed. More certification 
workers are needed. It is my sincere hope 
that this new legislation, when passed 
by Congress, will not only allow States 
to do a better job of administering this 
program, but will result in a further as­
sault on the large numbers of our less 
fortunate citizens who are still suffering 
from hunger and malnutrition. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I have tried to pass 
around various copies of the amend­
ment. It provides, as I have outlined just 
a few moments ago, for the striking of 
various sections to keep the integrity of 
the food stamp program, on the one 
hand, and to extend outreach on the 
other hand. 

Specifically, looking at the outreach 
sections of the program, to go to the 
positive side of this matter, the Senator 
from Massachusetts' amendment would 
require South Carolina to have a mini­
mum of some 70 certification workers, 
whose salary would be paid in part by 
the Federal Government. It says one for 
each 1,000 participating households. 1 
checked with my State of South Caro­
lina. We already have well over that 
number. 

Then, under the further provision for 
households whose incomes are under the 
poverty level, we run into a problem. We 
have in our State some 383,263 persons 
participating with about 240,000 South 
Carolinians yet to be in on this particu­
lar program. Under the amendment of 
the Senator from Massachusetts, we 
would hire up to some additional 96 out­
reach workers. 

In the Clemson Extension Service, 
Clemson University is directing a nutri­
tion aide program, around the different 
areas of South Carolina. They are op­
erating an education program so neces­
sary to solve this problem. 

This is one reason why I resisted the 
cash approach to the welfare and hunger 
problems proposed by President Nixon 
and others during the past several years. 
We cannot just throw money at the 
problem. It takes education. It takes out­
reach and enforcement to gain Federal 
support and have the support of the 
people for this program. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I in­
tend to limit my time and yield to other 
Senators who are interested. I shall ask 
for a voice vote on my amendment, which 
would do the following: 

Strike the provision which would allow 
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food stamp users to buy foreign or im­
ported foods; 

Strike the proposed change in the def­
inition of "household"; 

Strike the provision which would re­
quire the Secretary of Agriculture to 
raise the eligibility criteria from $1,500 
per family of assets to a level all the way 
up to $5,000. 

We would change the provision allow­
ing increased food stamp allotments to 
those with medical diet problems to 
make sure that it only applies to persons 
with a disease, such as diabetes, or with 
some organic disability which requires 
special foods, such as heart trouble. 

We would strike the word "solely" 
from the provision relating to simplified 
application forms. 

We would change the waiting period 
from 15 days to 30 days. I think we 
should try to accelerate the certification 
process. I have been encouraging my 
own State to do this. About $100 million 
is spent annually in South Carolina 
through the food stamp program. Yet 
with the 4 percent sales tax on food we 
still only spend about $1.5 million: In 
other words, my State makes about $2.5 
million in tax revenue on the Federal 
program through sales tax. 

I have tried to convince my State that 
unless it improves, I am going to propose 
that what is not used to administer the 
food stamp program be returned to the 
Federal Government. We need greater 
participation in my State and in other 
States that may be in the same situation 
and which find they get the same results, 
but the need here is for increased State 
participation. 

My amendment would further sharply 
restrict the so-called income averaging 
section of the amendment. 

Finally, my amendment strikes in its 
entirety the sentence requiring a State 
to conduct a full hearing before remov­
ing any household from the program. 
We could get into the question of in­
herent rights and constitutional rights, 
and we could get into the position of 
having to have many hearings. 

Mr. President, I yield part of my time 
to the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLARK). The Senator from Florida is rec­
ognized. 

Mr. CHn.ES. Mr. President, what does 
the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina do to the provision with 
respect to the way they sign up for the 
program? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. They still fill out ap­
plications and investigations are still 
provided for, rather than that word 
"solely" which is part of the Kennedy 
amendment. With that "solely" in the 
language, applicants could sign a simple 
statement and from that point on out 
the only way to dislodge a cheater would 
be to go through the hearing process. 

Under my amendment, the burden 
to make an investigation is still present. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, one of the 
great problems, as I understand some of 
the things going on in my State is that 
agricultural workers right now have not 
been required to sign up and there is no 
kind of clearance. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is provided that 
CXIX--1190-Part 15 

they do sign up. Existing law provides 
criminal prohibitions against offenders 
and those provisions are still present re­
quiring enforcement. 

We hear complaints about people not 
picking crops or not cutting timber or not 
accepting work. But if they are able­
bodied people coming in for food stamps 
yet rejecting work, they would be cut off. 

The law is clear. The Assistant Secre­
tary of Agriculture has not asked for any 
additional changes under that particular 
provision, and I have read the hearing 
record of the Nutrition Committee. that, 
on the contrary, they had little in the way 
of violations. 

The Senator from Florida and I hear 
about alleged violations and my under­
standing is that they are spurious as 
far as the "welfare Cadillacs" go. I have 
chased down these complaints and have 
found that in most cases there was a 
friendly neighbor with a new automo­
bile, and because a food stamp user was 
an old lady who was a shut-in, she would 
take the old lady down to the store and 
help her get food. 

The person making the complaint 
thought, because it was a nice lady and 
a nice new car, that something illegal 
was going on. However, we chased these 
stories down and uncovered the truth. 

The provision against a violation is 
still in there. They must work. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield to the dis­
tinguished Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I am 
glad that the Senator from South Da­
kota made the point he did to try to 
bring up the matter of some of the 
charges made on the widespread viola­
tions in the program. As long as we have 
a program there are going to be a few 
violations. 

As far as I am conce1ned, I am posi­
tive in my own mind that far more peo­
ple are cheating on their income tax re­
ports than on food stamps. 

In the hearing presided over by Sen­
ator KENNEDY, on Monday of this week, 
Senator PERCY asked the Assistant Sec­
retary of Agriculture this question: 

Can you describe whether or not you feel 
there is taking into account the size of the 
program any excessive use of it, abuse of it, 
fraud, involved and what the Department 
is doing to try to prevent that, because the 
integrity of this program is the foundation 
of it and should it become know that it's 
being abused, excessively, then certainly it 
would undercut the whole purpose of it. 

Mr. Yeutter replied: 
I'm very pleased that you raise that issue, 

Senator Percy, because it's one that con­
stantly arises, particularly from critics of the 
program who seek means by which it may be 
castigated or indicted. And each time a 
violation is prosecuted it makes big head­
lines. And many people assume that that 
means that everyone in food stamps is cheat­
ing and there is massive fraud and massive 
violative intent. 

That simply is not the case. In fact I was 
personally surprised to find the rate of vio­
lation to be so low and I think it very en­
couraging that we have a situation where 
really most people are still basically honest 
and probably people in participating tn these 
programs are just as basically honest as peo­
~:m~~o do not participate in these pro-

Then in conclusion, Mr. 
reached the conclusion: 

Yeutter 

It has been remarkably free from fraud. 

As the Senator from Massachusetts 
says, there is nothing in the amendment 
that in any way weakens enforcement 
powers. Wrongdoers can still be prose­
cuted. We have the testimony of the 
Department of Agriculture that viola­
tions are rare. 

I think that the Senator from South 
Carolina is absolutely right when he says 
that when we start to check any of these 
charges out, we find that they are usu­
ally groundless. 

I wanted to make that point to keep 
the matter in perspective. 

.Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, John­
me M. Walters from South Carolina wa.s 
Commissioner of the Internal Revenue 
Service. I asked him, and as I remember 
it, he told me they pull about 3 million 
returns annually for audit. They find 
that about 10 percent of our citizens are 
directly engaged in fraud each year. 
. If we had 10 percent of the 12.5 mil­

lion who are on food stamps violating 
the provisions, we would have 1 200 000 
running around in violation of the iaw. 

I am confident that we do not have 
an~hing close to as high a percentage 
of VIolators of the food stamp provision 
as we do cheating on income tax returns. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the Senator from South Carolina has 
expired. 

M~·· TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 
2 mmutes to the distinguished Senato1· 
from Iowa. 
. Mr. ~~K. Mr. President, I would 

hke to JOm with my distinguished col­
~eague, Mr. KENNEDY, in support of his 
amendment to S. 1888 as it is written. 
Wh~n. faced with the fact that there are 
8 nnl~~n people in America today who 
are ellg1~le for food stamps and who are 
not l'eceiving them, it is apparent that 
some. mechanism for identifying and in­
for:rung these people is imperative. At 
~ t.rme of unprecedented national wealth, 
~t Is ~ppalling that there are still people 
m t~ country who go hungry, that there 
a~e. still people who suffer from malnu­
tritiOn because even though they may 
have something to eat, they do not have 
the right things to eat. 
~oo~ has the remarkable property of 

sat1sfymg not only our physical needs 
but our social and emotional needs a~ 
well .. Its nutritive value has a direct 
~earmg on our health and is a determin­
mg factor in the quality of our lives. The 
effects of nutrition-its absence or its 
prese~ce-:--begin the day we are born and 
re~am With. us .the duration of our lives. 
While t~e s1gmficance of its impact in 
the earlier years of life carries over into 
the l~ter o~es, there are some very special 
cons.1de~at10ns which require special at­
tentiOn m the case of the Nation's elderly. 
A few days ago, here on the Senate :floor 
I touched upon some of the problems_: 
elderly problems, their problems of im­
mob~li~y, physical handicaps, inability or 
unwillmgness to fix a proper diet. 

I also pointed out estimates that per­
haps half of the health problems of the 
elde1:1:~' are attributable to inadequate 
n?tr1t10n. Several years ago a project 
director on aging illustrated a very 
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unique problem of the elderly. In draw­
ing a profile of an older American, he 
pointed out the tendency to withdraw in 
a kind of "isolation." That older Ameri­
can pays his own bills, lives within his 
own means, gradually drops away from 
social clubs and contacts, churches, calls 
no particular a;ttention to his needs until 
hospitalization is imminent-in essence 
he is almost deliberately inconspicuous. 
Common methods of reaching him 
through the media or even through such 
admirable approaches as "Project 
Find"-which reached and identified 
over 100,000 new persons eligible for food 
stamps--do not have the same degree of 
success in persuading the withdrawn, the 
rejected, as a person-to-person encoun­
ter. 

There is no doubt that the disgrace of 
hunger exists in America today. Although 
we do not yet have all the solutions nec­
essary to its elimination, we do have some 
of them. The food stamp program is one 
Government program that works and 
works well. We can have greater partici­
pation in that program if we adopt just 
such initiatives as this amendment pro­
poses. It seems to me that the small in­
vestment that we make in efforts to seek 
out the malnourished and rehabilitate 
them so they can live their lives in good 
health, effects a return thSit cannot even 
be measured. For this reason I support, 
and support wholeheartedly, the amend­
ment offered here today. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I shall 
be very brief. The amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina removes many opportunities for 
fraud and abuse in the amendment pro­
posed by the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts. However, this would still 

· increase the cost of the program approxi­
mately $319 million a year. 

The biggest objection I have to it is 
that it mandates the employment of 
8,400 new State employees, of which the 
Federal Government would pay 80 per­
cent of the cost and the States would 
pay 20 percent. 

I do not think those employees are 
needed. 

I yield the remainder of my time to the 
distinguished Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BENTSEN). The Senator from Florida is 
recognized. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, the dis­
tinguished Senator from South Dakota 
has said that the Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture finds little fraud involved 
in the program. 

I had a meeting in my office yesterday 
with an official from the USDA, the di­
rector of the food stamp program. He 
tells me that they do not even know what 
is going on in Florida as to whether 
Florida is following their regulations. 
And if they do not think there is any 
fraud involved, they do not know what is 
going on in the State. 

It is because they are in such a chaos 
of trying to put in the new regulations 
and trying to set up an audit that right 
now we do not really know what is going 
on. 

But with any program in which you 
can see you never have any cases 
brought-and again they tell me they 

cannot bring any cases because they have 
to go into the Federal district courts, 
and the courts and prosecutors do not 
want to take the time, so people gen­
erally have the feeling that they are not 
going to be prosecuted-with no one 
checking up on what they are doing and 
why, there are thousands and thousands 
of people who deserve the program that 
should not be talked bad about because 
they have the food stamps, but if we are 
going to try to keep the program for 
them, we have to find some way to weed 
out the people who are stealing, those 
who do not deserve the program, and 
the people who will not work. Unless we 
can do something like that, the program 
is going to be destroyed. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield 1 minute 
on the bill? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield the Senator 
from Massachusetts a minute on the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, let me 
point out that the amendment as pro­
posed would cost some $23 million. Under 
the amendment to the amendment, this 
outreach program, based upon the for­
mula requiring approximately 6,000 in­
dividuals at $5,000 per person nation­
wide-comes to $30 million, and the 
Federal Government would pay 80 per­
cent of that, which would make it also 
cost approximately $23 million. It would 
be less because some States like South 
Carolina, pay less than $5,000 to the 
outreach works. Where the other sta­
tistics come from is a mystery to me, 
even with regard to the amendment it­
self, without the Hollings amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, re­
member the cost is $23 million, not $319 
million. I move the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 
7'2 minute to the acting majority leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
disposition of the amendment by Mr. 
Talmadge and Mr. Buckley, the Sen­
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) be 
recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object, I believe the 
original order calls for four amendments. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No, the origi­
nal order calls for an amendment by 
Mr. BUCKLEY. Would the Senator like 
to follow the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes, I would. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unan­

imous consent to that effect. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unan­

imous consent that following the rollcall 
vote about to occur, any additional roll­
call votes today consume only 10 min­
utes, with the warning bell to be rung 
after the first 2% minutes. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BENTSEN). The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) to the 

amendment of the Senator from Mas­
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
rollcall vote on the amendment of the 
Senrutor from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN­
NEDY) , as amended. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment be 
withdrawn. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Massa­
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Now, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
time on any rollcall vote today consume 
only 10 minutes, with the warning bell 
to be sounded after the first 2% minutes. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And I suggest 
that both cloakrooms so inform all 
Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the previous order, the Senator from 
Indiana <Mr. BAYH) is to be recognized 
at this point. 

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. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment with which I am prepared 
to proceed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that, without 
prejudice to the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. BAYH), the Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DoLE) be recognized to offer an 
amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Kansas is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 186 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment No. 186 and ask for its im­
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 51, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

Rural Environmental Assistance Program 
(29) The second paragra-ph of section 8(b) 

of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot­
ment Act, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, payments made pursuant to the author­
ity granted under this Act shall be made only 
for the construction of permanent dams, ter­
races, ponds, waterways, and other soil-con­
serving facilities and measures of a similar 
type that are permanent 1n nature (including 
measures to establish permanent erosion con­
trol cover), and which are approved by the 
social conservation district in consultation 
with the appropriate local or county com­
mittee. No payment under this section shall 
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exceed an amount equal to 50 per centum of 
the total cost of the facility, excluding the 
cost of the land. Payments under this section 
may be made in periodic installments as con­
struction is completed.". 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. The Senate has 

passed the REAP program by a vote of 
72 to 0, as I recall, and it is now pend­
ing in conference. As I understand the 
Senator's amendment, it would be a 
modified version of what the committee 
has agreed to unanimously and the Sen­
ate has already passed by a vote of 72 
to 0. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Then, if the distin­

guished ranking minority Member has 
no objection, I am agreeable to accepting 
the amendment without further debate. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have no objection, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I object, 
until I have an opportunity to ask a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the Senator from 
Vermont for a question. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to ask the distingui'Shed Senator 
from Kansas if the language of his 
amendment, where it reads "(including 
measures to establish permanent erosion 
control cover), and which are approved 
by the social conserv.ation dist1ict in con­
sultation with the appropriate local or 
county committee," would allow the use 
of lime, if it was found by the conser­
vation district and the appropriate 
county committee to be necessary for 
erosion control. 

As the Senator from Kansas knows, I 
am sure, in my State of Vermont the 
soil is quite acidic, and periodic liming 
is considered to be a permanent practice 
necessary for erosion control cover and 
pollution abatement, as it prevents 
runoff. 

Mr. DOLE. Let me say to the distin­
guished Senator from Vermont that it 
is clearly the intent of our amendment 
that if the appropriate soil conservation 
dist1ict, after consulting the appropriate 
county committee, decides that liming 
is necessary for permanent cover control, 
this could be considered a part of a per­
manent practice, although it is not in­
tended that it be done every year. If it is 
in the State of Vermont considered to 
be permanent, certainly nothing in my 
amendment would negate that. 

Mr. AIKEN. Some of the erosion con­
trol plans we use do require that the 
soils be sweetened, otherwise they do not 
do their duty. 

I thank the Senator from Kansas for 
answering this question as I hoped he 
would, and I have no objection now to 
accepting the amendment by a voice 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
on the amendment yielded back? 

Mr. DoLE. 

SUPPORT FOR THE RURAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, earlier this 
year both the House and the Senate took 

prompt action in passing legislation to re­
instate the rural environmental assist­
ance program-REAP. The action re­
sulted in two different versions of the bill, 
since the Senate also added the provision 
to reinstate the water bank program at 
the same time. 

A joint conference committee worked 
out the differences, and the House re­
ceived a report on the conference action 
April 2. No action has since been taken 
on H.R. 2107 and farmers continue to 
write asking when we will have action 
on this important legislation. It is time 
that we face the realities of the legislative 
situation and the responsibilities of se­
curing approval for this program. 

REAP is important because it sup­
ports essential, permanent conservation 
practices that are necessary to the pres­
ervation of the soil and more effective 
utilization of moisture throughout the 
Nation. Water retention dams make a 
significant contribution to controlling 
run-off of water that eventually contrib­
utes to urban damage in :flooding, and 
they are of considerable assistance in 
maintaining adequate water supplies, 
both in rural and urban areas. 

With the announcement of the pro­
gram's termination and throughout the 
consideration of the legislation to rein­
state it, I and most of my Senate col­
leagues received thousands of letters urg­
ing the reinstatement of the program. 

Kansas farmers are now asking why 
we have not acted to approve the con­
ference report. I must respond, frankly, 
that we are fearful of another veto of 
this important legislation. We recognize 
it as a very real possibility since H.R. 
2107 mandates implementation of the 
full program, and it is doubtful that we 
could override such a veto. The Con­
gress has so far failed to override two 
vetoes dealing with impoundment of 
funds, so it is highly unlikely that any 
different result could be expected with 
the full REAP authorization bill. 

This is not to say, however, that Kan­
sas farmers are not sympathetic with the 
President's goal of holding Federal 
spending down. They do want economy 
in government, but they feel that the 
whole REAP program should not be sac­
rificed. I would like to quote from a Reso­
lution passed by the Kansas Legislature. 
It says in part: 

The farmers and ranchers are sympathetic 
to the Administration's objective of prevent­
ing more inflation and would favor eliminat­
ing conservation practices which are of a 
temporary nature from the program and as­
suming the full cost of maintaining such 
temporary practices themselves. 

I believe this is a reasonable and fair 
proposition. And in recognition of this 
position of the Kansas State Legislature 
and the thousands of Kansas farmers 
who have written urging such action, I 
call up amendment No. 186, an amend­
ment designed to reinstate such per­
manent conservation practices on a cost­
sharing basis. 

The amendment provides for cost 
sharing up to 50 percent for the construc­
tion of dams, terraces, ponds, waterways, 
or other similar, permanent soil conserv­
ing facilities. 

Such conserving practices are neces-

sary to preserve the raw material-the 
land and water-with which our farmers 
produce the food and fiber the people of 
this Nation and the world need. They also 
contribute greatly to the overall supply 
of water and flood control to the benefit 
of our urban population. 

Since the prior legislation has reached 
an impasse, I urge my colleagues to ac­
cept this amendment to authorize rein­
statement of only the permanent features 
of REAP. They are important to rural 
and urban America, and they should be 
supported as a wise and prudent invest­
ment in the future of our country. 

The committee staff has estimated the 
cost of this authorization at approxi­
mately $70 million, a considerable sav­
ings from the budget estimate for the 
current year of $140 million. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have a fact sheet on the REAP 
program printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the fact­
sheet ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON AMENDMENT NO. 

186 

USDA terminated the REAP program De­
cember 22, 1972. 

H.R. 2107 mandating the expenditure of 
REAP funds was passed by both Houses. 

Consideration of the report !rom the Joint 
Conference Committee on this legislation 
was delayed as it was felt that a similar bill 
mandating water and sewer grant expendi­
ture would have a better chance of over­
riding a veto. The veto on that legislation 
was sustained. 

The Conference Report is still pending 
consideration in the House; however, it is 
not felt that this measure will be further 
considered. -

Meanwhile an REAP programs are sus­
pended. This includes cost-sharing in the 
construction o! water retention dams, ter­
racing and other one-time permanent type 
practices. 

Many watershed plans are contingent on 
the use of the REAP program !or their run­
off control with these measures. 

Much of the objections to REAP by the 
past three Administrations has been the 
annual repetitive or production type prac­
tices, such as llming, tree planting, seeding, 
mulching, etc. They are practices that en­
hance production of crops in some uses; 
however, they also are of great value in 
establishing a permanent cover to control 
erosion. 

The proposed amendment would: 
Limit cost-sharing to 50% for approved 

permanent practices. 
Plans would be approved by Soil Conserva­

tion Service Board and coordinated with the 
appropriated local or area committee. 

Planting trees, liming and other practices 
would be authorized as long as they were 
for the purpose of establishing permanent 
cover or other function as part of an SCS 
approved permanent practice. 

Cost estimates for this reduced program 
are $70 million compared with $140 million 
budget. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING REAP 
PROGRAM 

The program was establlshed by Congress 
in 1935. The first appropriation was made 
for fiscal year 1937. Its name was changed 
from the Agricultural Conservation Program 
(ACP) to the Rural Environmental Assist~ 
ance Program (REAP) January 6, 1971. 

The following figures in million of dollars 
are divided into three categories: budget 
estimate (request}, amount appropriated by 
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Congress, and the program level, which was 
the amount actually spent because of 
freezes, etc. 

Budget Appropriation Program level 
estimate 

1960 ___ _ :. _____ 100 250.0 250.0 
1961__ ________ 100 250.0 250.0 1962 __________ 150 250. 0 250.0 1963 _____ __ ___ 150 250.0 250.0 1964 _______ ___ 

150 250. 0 250.0 
1965 _______ __ _ 120 220. 0 220. 0 
1966 _____ ____ _ 120 220.0 220.0 
1967- ------ - -- 100 220.0 220.0 
1968 __________ 100 220.0 195.5 
1969 _______ ___ 100 195. 5 195.5 
1970 ____ __ ____ I 0 195.5 185. 0 
1971__ _____ __ _ I 0 195.5 150.0 
1972 ____ ______ 140 195.5 195.5 
1973 ___ _______ 140 225.5 2140.0 

1 The original request was $100 ,000,000. It was amended to 0. 
2 Program terminated Dec. 22, 1972. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield back the re­
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
<No. 186) of the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. DOLE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 213 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I call 
up an amendment which I have at the 
desk, and ask for its immediate con­
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ask unanimous consent to do 
that, notwithstanding the previous 
order? 

Mr. PEARSON. Yes; I so ask unani­
mous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Kansas. The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered, and the Senator is recog­
nized for that purpose. Will the Senator 
from Kansas state the number of his 
amendment? 

Mr. PEARSON. It is amendment No. 
213. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. PEARSON. I ask unanimous con­
sent that further reading of the amend­
ment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 46, line 17, strike out the double 

quotation marks. 
On page 46, between lines 17 and 18, in­

sert the following: 
"SEc. 818. Notwit hst anding any other pro­

vision of law, the Secretary of Commerce 
shall conduct a. census of agriculture in 
1974 as required by section 142 of title 13, 
United States Code, and shall submit to 
the Congress, within thirty days after the 
date of enactment of the Agriculture and 
Consumer Protection Act of 1973, a.n estimate 
of the funds needed to conduct such census." 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, in 1967 
Congress revised the census laws to pro­
vide that every 5 years there be an agri­
cultural census. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. PEARSON. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Is this the amend-

ment proposed by the Senator to mandate 
the Secretary of Commerce to have a 
census of agriculture? 

Mr. PEARSON. It is. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I am willing to ac­

cept the amendment, and I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I have no 
objection to the amendment being 
adopted by voice vote. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, this 
amendment makes it mandatory for the 
Secretary of Commerce to conduct a cen­
sus of agriculture in 1974 as required by 
section 142 of title 13 in the United 
States Code. 

The administration has indicated that 
it does not intend to conduct the 1974 
census of agriculture. Fiscal 1973 funds 
have been impounded and the necessary 
funds to conduct the census have not 
been requested in the 1974 budget. The 
administration proposes to eliminate the 
1974 census and combine it with the 1977 
census of manufacturing. This is clearly 
in conflict with statutory provisions and 
congressional intent. 

In 1957 the Congress in revising the 
census laws provided for a census of 
agriculture to be conducted in 1959 and 
in every fifth year thereafter. It was the 
judgment of the Congress that a com­
prehensive census of agriculture every 5 
years was essential in identifying trends 
in agricultural production and organiza­
tion. The information provided by such 
a census was considered vital to Congress 
in writing future farm legislation. It was 
also considered to be of great importance 
to the farmers and industries serving 
agriculture in the making of basic eco­
nomic decisions. Unlike the industrial 
sectors of our economy there is a lack 
of internal information gathering pro­
cedures for spelling out trends within the 
farm sector. 

The census of agriculture provides 
basic benchmark information on which 
forecasts regarding crop and animal pro­
duction can be measured and evaluated. 
And this, of course, is extremely impor­
tant because accurate forecasting of farm 
production and land use trends is vital 
not only to farmers but to consumers and 
the country as a whole. It is, also, the 
case that many Federal, State, and local 
programs are administered on the basis 
of information provided by the agricul­
ture census. 

The importance of continuing the 
agriculture census on an every fifth year 
basis is even more important today than 
in the past because the rate of change in 
agriculture has accelerated. 

Also, yesterday the Senate adopted an 
amendment requiring the Department of 
Agriculture to provide the Congress with 
annual, detailed reports about trends on 
family farms and vertically integrated 
operations and if the Department is go­
ing to fill these obligations the continua­
tion of an agricultural census is abso­
lutely essential. 

Mr. President, Public Law 85-207 
clearly specifies that a census of agricul­
ture shall be taken every fifth year. This 
amendment restates that provision of 
law and I urge its adoption. 

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

wish to join Senator PEARSON in cospon­
soring amendment No. 213 to this bill. I 
have introduced Senate Joint Reso­
lution 95, which does much the same 
thing as this amendment. I understand 
that the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee will report my joint resolu­
tion. I ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of my joint resolution and my testi­
mony in support of it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment and text of the joint resolution 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HUMPHREY 

My int roduction of S .J. Res. 95 was 
prompted, first, by the Nixon Administra­
tion's impoundment of planning funds which 
the Congress earlier appropriated to prepare 
for conducting the 1974 Census of Agricul­
ture, and, second, by the Administration's 
subsequent failure to request any funds in 
its fiscal 1974 budget for actually conducting 
this vitally important census. 

A resolution similar to S.J. Res. 95 has been 
introduced in the House by Representative 
Frank Evans of Colorado. 

All of the evidence that I have seen to date 
clearly indicates that these actions were uni­
laterally initiated by the Bureau of the Cen­
sus and the Office of Management and Budget 
without prior consultation with the Con­
gress, the Federal Statistical Users Con­
ference, or even with the Bureau's own Cen­
sus of Agriculture Advisory Committee. 

I have in my possession several documents 
which I request be made a part of this hear­
ing record, and on which I wm comment. 

One of these documents is a report sent 
out earlier this year by Mr. John H. Aiken, 
Executive Director of the Federal Statistical 
Users Conference, to the members of the 
Conference. 

Another is a copy of the minutes of a. meet· 
ing held on February 23, 1973, of the Bureau 
of Census' Advisory Committee on Agricul­
ture Census. 

A third is the results of a survey conducted 
by the Miller Agricultural Research Services, 
based in Minneapolis, Minnesota., to deter­
mine the attitudes and reactions of over 1,000 
individuals relating to the Administration's 
proposed delay of next year's agriculture 
census until 1977. 

And the fourth is another special report 
issued by Mr. Aiken of the Federal Statistical 
Users Conference dated May 16, 1973, sum­
marizing developments that have occurred to 
date regarding this matter. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that even a cur­
sory review of these documents will reveal 
two important facts: 

(1) Nobody, other than the Bureau of the 
Census and the OMB, were in any way in­
volved or consulted regarding the Adminis­
tration's delay of next year's agriculture cen­
sus prior to the impoundment of the funds 
Congress appropriated for the planning of it. 

(2) The proposal to delay the census itself 
has little or no support outside of the Bureau 
and OMB. 

In fact, although the Administration has 
finally gotten around to submitting draft 
legislation to change the existing law which 
requires a census of agriculture next year, no 
Senator or Congressman, to the best of my 
knowledge, has agreed to introduce that leg­
islation to date! 

Agriculture as a.n industry has a need for 
more, not less, accurate data collected and 
disseminated by the government. Its needs 
in this regard are greater than those of any 
other industry because it is the only industry 
where internal and external competition pre­
vail in most of its markets. 

In other words, it is an industry made of 
many unconnected parts with competitive 
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forces operating both within each part as 
well as among its parts. 

I believe that the Office of Management 
and Budget bias against maintaining or in­
creasing government expenditures for agri­
culture statistics, a bias of long standing, is 
the result of its failure to understand the ex­
tent to which the efficient functioning of the 
entire food and fiber industry is dependent 
on comprehensive, accurate and timely gov­
ernment data. 

The 1969 Agricultural Census was seriously 
incomplete or inaccurate in some sections 
of the United States. Delays in the release 
of data in excess of 2 years, in some cases, 
limited its usefulness. These deficiencies 
should be overcome in future agricultural 
censuses. 

Moreover, the constant changes which oc­
cur in the structure of agriculture and in 
the technology used to collect and analyze 
data must be recognized in the census. Such 
adjustments in the methods of collecting 
agricultural data should be decided jointly 
by the Department of Agriculture and the 
Bureau of Census, in consultation with the 
appropriate committees of the Congress. In 
other words, we must keep abreast of change 
and new knowledge so that we secure the 
most timely, most accurate, comprehensive 
agricultural data. 

Surely, this would not be achieved by 
delaying the 1974 Agricultural Census to 
1977, and shifting its supervision to the ad­
ministrator of the Census of Business. 

On May 16, 1973, Mr. Don Paarlberg, Direc­
tor of the Agricultral Economics for USDA, 
submitted a new plan to Senator Herman E. 
Talmadge, Chairman of our Senate Commit­
tee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Dr. Paarlbergs' plan would involve collect­
ing much of the data now provided in the 
regular agricultural census on only a sample 
basis each year. 

This plan was submitted to Chairman Tal­
madge in response to a request made by 
him on February 5, 1973. To the best of my 
knowledge, neither Senator Talmadge nor 
other members of our Committee on Agri­
culture have had an opportunity as yet to 
comment on Dr. Paarlberg's proposal. While 
I have not had an opportunity to examine 
carefully Dr. Paarlberg's proposal, I have 
looked it over briefly and would like to raise 
the following questions with respect to it 
which you and members of the Committee 
might wish to explore in greater detail 
when Dr. Paarlberg appears before you later 
today. 

(1) Does this proposal represent an al­
ternative to conducting an agricultural 
census at 5 year intervals, and, if so, is the 
Administration prepared to support such a 
proposal in lieu of its proposal to delay the 
census until1977? 

(2) Has this or similar proposals been re­
viewed and commented on by the Bureau's 
Advisory Committee on Agriculture Census 
or the Federal Statistical Users Conference? 
If so, what are their views? 

( 3) How would this proposal, which would 
rely mainly-if not exclusively--on sample 
data, affect the collection of county data 
which is so important to users of both agri­
cultural data and social data? 

(4) Does not the $29.3 million estimated 
as necessary to carry out Dr. Paarlberg's pro­
posal amount to more than would be re­
quired to carry out the regular Census of Ag­
riculture next year? The $26 million cited as 
the cost of the 1969 Census of Agriculture 
included, I believe, the cost of four other 
special censuses, plus 11 special surveys. 
Moreover, the $26 million included the costs 
for publishing the data, a cost which does 
not appear to be included in the cost esti­
mate for Dr. Paarlberg's proposal. 

( 5) Finally, would not Dr. Paarlberg's pro­
posal require that the USDA receive per­
sonal information previously held in strict 
confidence limited by law to the Census 

Bureau? Can we reasonably expect farmers 
or the Congress to permit a change in this 
careful policy of confidentiality? 

I hope you will ask these general questions 
of Dr. Paarlberg regarding his proposal. 

Also, we should not lose sight of the fact 
that his proposal has not been endorsed as an 
acceptable alternative by the Administration. 
It is a proposal that he has submitted to the 
Chairman of our Senate Agriculture Commit­
tee in response to the Chairman's request. 

I believe an immediate resolution of this 
entire matter is required. With every passing 
day, it will become increasingly difficult to 
proceed with any type of census of agricul­
ture next year-whether one of a traditional 
nature or on some new basis. 

Also, let's not lose sight of the fact that 
the Division of Agriculture Census in the 
Bureau of Census already has released or 
transferred many of its professional em­
ployees needed to conduct next year's cen­
sus of agricultm·e. 

This entire situation is yet another ex­
ample of how OMB has taken it entirely upon 
itself unilaterally to violate the law through 
delay and inaction. Administration dismissal 
of Ag-Census employees, plus their delay in 
submitting the legislation required to avoid 
an agriculture census next year, show con­
tempt for the law and for the Congress. 

While I believe the proposal submitted by 
Dr. Paarlberg to our Agriculture Committee 
Chairman should be carefully examined by 
this Committee and others, I also believe 
that this entire matter must be brought to 
a head promptly so further delays can be 
avoided. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, I wish to urge im­
mediate and favorable action on S.J. Res. 95 
so we can proceed with the planning and 
implementation of next year's Census of 
Agriculture-an existing statutory require­
ment of this nation. 

S.J. RES. 95 
Joint resolution relating to the taking of the 

1974 Census of Agriculture 
Whereas the President has not requested 

any funds in the budget for fiscal year 1974 
for taking the 1974 Census of Agriculture, re­
quired by section 142, title 13, United States 
Code, to be taken every five years, and has 
proposed that the taking of such census be 
postponed until1977; and 

Whereas the President has proposed that 
funds appropriated for fiscal year 1973 for 
the purpose of planning the 1974 Census of 
Agriculture be used instead to plan a transi­
tion from a 1974 census to a 1977 census; and 

Whereas the information from the census 
of agriculture provides the only complete ag­
ricultural data available at the county level 
for rural America, and 

Whereas the agricultural industry and 
rural America are changing at such a rapid 
rate that data compiled even at five-year in­
tervals do not fully reflect actual conditions 
that exist many months later when the data 
are published; and 

Whereas, many Federal, State, and local 
programs are provided on the basis of agri­
cultural census information; and 

Whereas many major corporations and 
trade associations use the data from such 
census to determine plant sites, allocate re­
search funds, and forecast production needs; 
and 

Whereas the census of agriculture provides 
the benchmark for interim forecasting of 
animal and crop production and land use; 
and 

Whereas farmers, ranchers, farm organiza­
tions, and businesses serving agriculture base 
their economic decisions on such interim 
forecasts; and 

Whereas statistical errors in such interim 
forecasts can be corrected only through com­
parison with census benchmark data; and 

Whereas decisions based on faulty crop 

forecasts adversely affect the agricultural 
sector; and 

Whereas the agriculture industry is the 
largest single industry in the Nation, ac­
counting for a gross income of over $66,000,-
000,000 in 1972; and 

Whereas the exports of such industry ex­
ceeded $11,000,000,000 in 1972, contributing 
to a reduction in this country's balance of 
trade deficit; and 

Whereas this gigantic industry is made up 
of more than two million seven hundred 
thousand individual units, each making its 
own independent decisions affecting the 
whole; and 

Whereas more information is needed, and 
is needed on a more frequent basis than now 
provided rather than on a less frequent 
basis: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized and directed to pre­
pare an estimate of the funds needed to 
carry out the statutory mandate for conduct­
ing a census of agriculture in 1974 and to 
submit such estimate to the Congress not 
more than thirty days after the date of en­
actment of this joint resolution. Funds here­
tofore or hereafter appropriated for planning 
for the 1974 Census of Agriculture shall be 
utilized for such purpose. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of Commerce shall 
take such action as he deems necessary to in­
sure that the data acquired from the 1974 
Census of Agriculture be made available to 
the public through appropriate publication as 
soon as practicable following the taking of 
the census, and in all events in a shorter pe­
riod than data was made available to the 
public following the 1964 and 1969 censuses 
of Agriculture. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this 
amendment results from the action of 
the Department of Commerce in failing 
to use funds appropriated for planning 
the 1974 census of agriculture and pro­
posing in its budget estimates this year 
that the census be delayed until 1977. 
Yet article 142 of title 13 of the United 
States Code requires that a census of 
agriculture be taken beginning in Octo­
ber of 1974. 

The Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service has pending before it a resolu­
tion introduced by the Senator from 
Minnesota <Mr. HUMPHREY) and co­
sponsored by the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
CLARK) and me which is intended to 
achieve the same purpose as this amend­
ment-conduct of the 1974 census of 
agriculture as required by law. A hear­
ing on that resolution was conducted 
May 23 by the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee, which is very near 
to reporting the measure to the Senate. 

Mr. President, I do not view this 
amendment and that resolution as con­
flicting in the least. Indeed, one may 
complement the other, for the resolution 
can have the salutary effect, if enacted, 
of spurring earlier action on the needed 
budget estimates for conduct of the 
census. If proper planning, which al­
ready has been drastically delayed by a 
lack of application to the letter of the 
law, is to take place, then there should 
be no undue delay in making the funds 
available. In truth, however, there are 
funds available today to go ahead with 
planning a proper census of agriculture. 
Since article 142 of title 13 is the law 
and no move has been made in this body 
or the House of Representatives to alter 
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that law, I am of the opinion the Depart­

·ment of Commerce should delay no 
longer. 

Mr. President, at the hearings in the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv­
ice, presided over by the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. BuRDICK), there was 
overwhelming testimony that the action 
of the administration in proposing to 
further extend the already extensive gap 
in available agricultural data was taken 
against the best advice of knowledgeable 
experts in the field. The Advisory Com­
mittee on Agricultural Statistics, a cen­
sus advisory committee, for instance, 
voted 15 to 1 in favor of going ahead 
with the census as required by law. Yet 
that was not done. I offer a brief para­
graph from the minutes of the Febru­
ary 23, 1973, meeting of the advisory 
committee to underscore that statement. 
The minutes read: 

A motion for a recommendation that the 
1974 census be carried out in accordance with 
the present law was made and seconded. A 
substitute motion that the Committee make 
no recommendations on this subject was 
then made, seconded, and put to a vote. The 
substitute motion lost, with a vote of two 
1n favor and fourteen opposed. The previous 
motion was then voted on and carried by 
a vote of fifteen in favor and one opposed. 

There is a point that needs to be driven 
home. It is simply that the 1974 census 
of agriculture needs to be an im.povement 
over the 1964 and 1969 performances by 
the Bureau. Indeed, the 1969 census of 
agriculture is not fully reported at this 
time, and will not be for some time 
to come. Agriculture-America's largest 
industry-and rural America deserve an 
all together higher priority than has been 
given to them to date by the census plan­
ners at the Department of Commerce 
and the budget planners at the Office of 
:Management and Budget. 

A census of agriculture is needed, 
though, to get at the county data. It 
needs to be reported with greater alacrity 
than have been the prior two censuses. 
And to the extent humanly possible in 
the 16 months remaining before the 1974 
census is to begin, action needs to be 
taken to update the census of agriculture 
in order to account for major changes 
which have taken place in agriculture. 

The Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service does intend, Mr. President, to 
maintain vigilance to insure that the 
intent of Congress is met. The Congress 
as a whole will, I am sure, entertain 
proposals to improve upon the effective­
ness of this and other censuses. But the 
proposal dropped on us this year to widen 
the gap in our knowledge of what's hap­
pening in rural America and in our agri­
cultural industry made no sense, and I 
am pleased the Senate has acted as it 
has to go forward with the Census. 

Mr. President, because it makes some 
valid points that need to be stressed in 
this context, I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of Senate Joint Resolution 
95 be printed in the RECORD at this point, 
along with but a few of the many letters 
I have received which point up the need 
for action such as the Senate has taken 
today. 

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

S.J. REs. 95 
Joint resolution relating to the taking of 

the 1974 Census of Agriculture 
Whereas the President has not requested 

any funds in the budget for fiscal year 1974 
for taking the 1974 Census of Agriculture, re­
quired by section 142, title 13, United States 
Code, to be taken every five years, and has 
proposed that the taking of such census be 
postponed until 1977; and 

Whereas the President has proposed that 
funds appropriated for fiscal year 1973 for 
the purpose of planning the 1974 Census of 
Agriculture be used instead to plan a tran­
sition from a 1974 census to a 1977 census; 
and 

Whereas the information from the census 
of agriculture provides the only complete 
agricultural data available at the county 
level for rural America, and 

Whereas the agricultural industry and 
rural America are changing at such a rapid 
rate that date compiled even at five-year in­
tervals do not fully reflect actual conditions 
that exist many months later when the data 
are published; and 

Whereas many Federal, State, and local 
programs are provided on the basis of agri­
cultural census information; and 

Whereas many major corporations and 
trade associations use the data from such 
census to determine plant sites, allocate re­
search funds, and forecast production needs; 
and 

Whereas the census of agriculture provides 
the benchmark for interim forecasting of 
animal and crop production and land use; 
and 

Whereas farmers, ranchers, farm organiza­
tions, and businesses serving agriculture base 
their economic decisions on such interim 
forecasts; and 

Whereas statistical errors in such interim 
forecasts can be corrected only through com­
parison with census benchmark data; and 

Whereas decisions based on faulty crop 
forecasts adversely affect the agricultural sec­
tor; and 

Whereas the agriculture industry is the 
largest single industry in the Nation, ac­
counting for a gross income of over $66,000,-
000,000 in 1972; and 

Whereas the exports of such industry ex­
ceed $11,000,000,000 in 1972, contributing to a 
reduction in this country's balance of trade 
deficit; and 

Whereas this gigantic industry is made up 
of more than two million seven hundred 
thousand individual units, each making its 
own independent decisions affecting the 
whole; and 

Whereas more information is needed, and 
is needed on a more frequent basis than now 
provided rather than on a less frequent basis: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Repre­
sentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized and directed to pre­
pare an estimate of the funds needed to 
carry out the statutory mandate for con­
ducting a census of agriculture in 1974 and 
to submit such estimate to the Congress not 
more than thirty days after the date of en­
actment of this joint resolution. Funds here­
tofore or hereafter appropriated for planning 
for the 1974 census of Agriculture shall be 
utilized for such purpose. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of Commerce shall 
take such action as he deems necessary to 
inSure that the data acquired from the 1974 
Census of Agriculture be made available to 
the public through appropriate publication 
as pract_icable following the taking of the 
census, and in all events in a shorter period 
than data was made available to the public 
following the 1964 and 1969 censuses of Agri­
culture. 

INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER Co., 
Chicago, Ill., May 18, 1973. 

Senator QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR BURDICK: As a majo:;; manu­
fac~urer of agricultural equipment, Inter­
natwnal Harvester Company has always held 
in highest regard the welfare of the Amer­
ican farmer. For nearly 150 years, we have 
served him through the manufacture of a 
wide variety of power and machinery prod­
ucts. We rely heavily on the Census of Agri­
culture which has been taken every five years 
to supply us with informat ion regarding 
agricultural trends for the various types of 
farms at the county level. 

We have been concerned about the at­
tempts which have been made to postpone 
the 1974 Census of Agriculture to 1977. Asso­
ciated with that postponing action was the 
recommendation to make substantial changes 
in the census including changes in the defi­
nition of farms. While we recognize the need 
for certain changes in the agricultural census 
in order to identify and quantify key factors 
in the present and future agricultural indus­
try, to break the time sequence and to change 
definition at the same time would destroy 
practically all of the important historical 
trends relating to this important industry. 

We, therefore, stand in support of the Sen­
ate Joint Resolution #95 in which it is rec­
ommended that the Secretary of Commerce 
be directed to conduct the 1974 census of 
Agriculture on schedule and that funds be 
appropriated for accomplishing this task. 

We further support the recommendation 
that the data acquired from the 1974 cens'us 
of Agriculture be made available through 
appropriate publications in a shorter time 
period than the data was made available to 
the public following the 1964 and 1969 Cen­
suses of Agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
D. C. HANEY, 

President. 

GRAPHICS UNLIMrrED, 
Eaton, Colo., May 21,1973. 

Hon. GALE W. McGEE, 
Dirksen Senate Of/iCe Bui lding, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Sm: During our recent attendance 
in Memphis at the 1973 N .A.M.A. Farm 
Marketing Seminar, we are made aware that 
there is a strong possibility of losing the 
Census of Agriculture. We are very con­
cerned about that possible loss. 

The Census of Agriculture provides the 
only complete data at the county level on 
rural America. We use this data to deter­
mine promotional budgets and possible 
demand for the products of our clients. 

Due to the dynamic nature of agriculture 
at this point in time not having comparable 
benchmarks till 1980 or 1981 would severely 
handicap our efforts to do an efficient job 
in our forecasting. 

The lack of 1974 cen sus data would also 
hamper the budgetary and allocation efforts 
of many Federal, State, and local programs 
as well as other corporations in their plant 
site selection, and production forecasting. 

American agricultural exports exceeded 
$11 billion in 1972 and are increasing each 
year and are a healthy offsetting factor to 
our nations balance of trade deficits. Elimi­
nation of the Census would severely hamper 
agriculture in its efforts forecast demand 
and therefore would cut efficiency. 

As the largest single industry in America, 
agriculture accounted for a gross income of 
$66 billion in 1972. Agriculture is a unique 
and distinct industry with many variables 
not encountered by other industries and to 
try and consider agriculture in the same 
light as the steel industry would be fool-
hardy. · 

It is our hope that the following action be 
taken: · · · 
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(1) That the Senate and House of Repre­

sentatives in Congress direct the Bureau of 
census to develop a schedule of funds 
needed to carry out its statutory mandate 
to conduct a census of Agriculture 1n 1974. 

(2) That the Bureau of Census use the 
funds appropriated in 1973 for planning the 
1974 census. 

(3) That the Bureau of Census develop a 
publication of data acquired during the 
census to the end that it becomes available 
for public use sooner than was the case 
following the 1964 and 1969 Census of Agri­
culture. 

More information is needed on an even 
more timely basis than is now available. 

Thank you for your time and considera­
tion. 

Respectfully, 
D. DELBERT HARSH, 

Research Director. 

MISSOURI NETWORK, INC., 
Jefferson City, Mo., May 24,1973. 

Hon. GALE W. McGEE, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. McGEE: We have recently learned 
that the Bureau of the Census has not used 
appropriated funds for planning the 1974 
Census of Agriculture, and has plans to de­
lay, eliminate, or merge with another cen­
sus. We are very much opposed to these 
moves. 

Please let us briefly relate how we depend 
upon this census in our business: 

a. This is the only way we have of ob­
taining a county-by-county breakdown of 
agriculture production in Missouri, and thus 
portray to prospective advertising accounts 
how our affiliates are well-placed to cover 
Missouri agriculture for them. 

b. This is the only commodity-by-com­
modity breakdown available on a county 
basis. We use to show prospective advertisers 
how best to promote agricultural products 
and services geographically. 

c. We determine our programming based 
upon what crops are produced where and to 
what extent. For example, we know that 83.2 
percent of ·the corn produced in Missouri is 
produced in counties covered by the Mis­
sourinet. (Based on 1969 Census of Agricul­
ture.) 

d. We solicit new affiliates based upon their 
location within agricultural belts that would 
best benefit our advertisers. 

In short, we use this information on a daily 
basis, and are dismayed that it is now four 
years old. In many of our calls we have to 
explain apologetically that this is the latest 
information available. 

So you can see that we'd be truly dismayed 
1f the census were not taken next year. Also, 
we'd appreciate you doing what you can 
to make information acquired next year 
available sooner than was the case following 
1964 and 1969 Censuses of Agriculture. 

As you probably know, the Missourinet 
covers nearly all of agricultural Missouri. We 
have affiliates in nearly every congressional 
district. These stations and the farmers that 
listen to them, depend upon us .. We, to the 
extent listed above, depend upon the Census 
of Agriculture. Please do what you can to see 
that the Bureau of Census uses funds appro­
priated in 1973 for planning the 1974 Census. 

Sincerely, 
DERRY 0. BROWNFIELD. 
CLYDE G. LEAR. 

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA, INSTITUTE 
OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL Sci• 
ENCES, 

Gainesville, Fla., May 24, 1973. 
Hon. GALE W. McGEE, 

.Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR McGEE: We understand that 
the Administration's budget recommenda­
tions eliminates the funding of the 1974 Cen-

sus of Agriculture and combines the taking 
of it in some modified form with those of 
the 1977 Economic Censuses. This action is 
appalling. However, I understand through 
the introduction of Senate Bill SJ-95 re­
sponsible consideration is being given to re­
storing the funds needed to conduct the 1974 
Census of Agriculture. As one who has been 
involved with using this basic data for many 
years as a food and resource economist, I ap­
plaud this action. 

I am sure you are aware of the important 
function the Census of Agriculture serves 
Florida and the rest of the nation. Histori­
cally it is the statistical base for the entire 
agricultural industry of this nation. Prop­
erly collected, aggregated and analyzed the 
Census of Agriculture serves as: 

1) A basic means of supporting problem 
identification; 

2) A foundation upon which intelligent 
policy formulation may take place; 

3) A basis for developing and administer­
ing programs; and 

4) A means of evaluating program impact 
and progress toward identified objectives or 
goals. 

Because of the variable nature of the 
biological processes involved in agricultural 
production as opposed to the less dynamic 
and more stable production process of in­
dustry, to disrupt the timing and general 
procedure of updating the primary agricul­
tural statistical base is in effect inviting 
chaos among the primary users of this key 
information. 

we would, therefore, urge you to seriously 
consider and vigorously support the rein­
statement and funding of the 1975 Census of 
Agriculture. Your efforts to enlist your col­
leagues to join with you in maintaining this 
method of assembling the primary statis­
tical base for our nation's most essential 
industry will be greatly appreciated. Thank 
you very much for your assistance and for 
your continued leadership in the govern­
mental affairs of this nation. 

Sincerely yours, 
K. R. TEFERTILLER, 

Vice President for Agricultural Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BENTSEN) . The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I un­

derstand that the distinguished Senator 
from Indiana <Mr. BAYH) is on his way, 
and I therefore ask unanimous consent 
to suggest the absence of a quorum with 
the time not to be charged against either 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BENTSEN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. TALMADGE. 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. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the dis­
tinguished Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. HoLLINGS) may be recognized at 
this time to call up an amendment, with­
out prejudice to the distinguished Sena­
tor for Indiana <Mr. BAYH). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
STEVENSON) . Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment at the desk and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the end thereof, insert the following: 
SEc. - As soon as possible after the enact­

ment of this Act hearings shall be held on 
the regulations contained in the Federal Reg­
ister, Vol. 38, No. 83 (May 1, 1973), pages 
10715, 10716, 10717, and all viewpoints shall 
be afforded an adequate opportunity to ap­
pear and testify. Findings based on these 
hearings shall be made and submitted to Con­
gress. No regulations concerning this matter 
shall become effective until Congress has 
had 30 legislative days to review these find­
ings. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
amendment I propose this morning will 
delay the implementation of regulaJtions 
contained in the Federal Register 
of May 1, 1973, vol. 38, No 83, 
pages 10715, 10716, 10717, and any 
similar regulation until hearings can 
be held and findings made thereon. 
Congress would then have 30 legis­
lative days in which to consider these 
findings prior to the implementa­
tion of any regulation dealing with the 
reentry of farm fields where pesticides 
have been used. Without this amend­
ment these regulations will go into effect 
on June 18 and this would mean eco­
nomic ruin to a majority of farmers en­
gaged in growing of peaches, tobacco, 
apples, grapes, oranges, lemons, grape­
fruits. These regulations are entitled 
"Emergency Temporary Standards for 
Exposure to Organophosphorous Pesti­
cides." Under the guise of protecting the 
health of farmworkers the Occupational 

·Safety and Health Administration 
through these regula.tions would prevent 
reentry of fields where those crops are 
being grown for a certain period of days 
after the field has been treated with a 
pestioide. In the peach industry, these 
regulations would prevent reentry for up 
to 14 days and in the tobacco industry 
reentry could be prevented for up to 7 
days. 

Mr. President, if there was evidence 
to support a findings that farmworkers 
. were being harmed by the use of these 
pesticides, we would all support efforts 
to prevent this harm. However, these reg­
ulations are another example of high­
handed, arbitrary actions on the part of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Ad­
ministration. No administrative proceed­
ings were held before OSHA prior to the 
issuance of this standard. There is no 
medical evidence indicating any deaths 
or injuries to farmworkers resulting 
from normal field use of these pesticides. 
OSHA has made an arbitrary finding 
that 800 persons were killed and another 
80,000 were injured, but they have been 
unable to substantiate this finding with 
fact. In a survey of my State, our coron­
er's records indicate no deaths resulting 
from field use of these pesticides, and 
our poison control units have no hospital 
records of injuries resulting from field 
use of these pesticides. 

To allow such arbitrary and unneces­
sary regulations to go into effect would 
be unconscionable. To allow them to go 
into effect on June 18 would mean finan­
cial ruin to industries which at that time 
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would be in the midst of harvesting. 
Imagine the plight of the farmer who re­
ceives word from the Food and Drug 
people that his peach crop is fit for 
human consumption and ready to be 
harvested, but who is told by OSHA that 
since he has just used a pesticide the 
pickers cannot go into the field to pick 
the crop. We all know that during a 
growing season the farmer uses pesti­
cides regularly and allows a reasonable 
period of time to lapse before he reenters 
the field. However, the regulations im­
pose unreasonable periods of time, on the 
mean, 5 to 8 days. 

With food prices as high as they are 
now, this OSHA regulation would be 
adding a new factor with which the 
housewife has had even less experi­
ence-namely, reaching for a product on 
the shelf and finding that it is not avail­
able because of this ridiculous admin­
istrative regulation. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I have 
examined the Senator's amendment and 
have conferred with the ranking minor­
ity member and I see no objection to it. 
As I understand it, it would merely re­
quire that a hearing be held on a mat­
ter published in the Federal Register; 
1s that not its purpose? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is correct. It 
was published May 1 and had a rather 
impractical application on pesticides. 
OSHA, the Occupational Safety Health 
Act of the administration put this out, 
but no hearings whatever were held. The 
Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Idaho dele­
gations got together with the Assistant 
Secretary of Labor and Administrator of 
OSHA, and the outcome there was fruit­
less. In addition, we tried ourselves. What 
we are really asking for in this amend­
ment is that they give us hearings and 
that there be 30 days after they conclude 
before the regulation would become ef­
fective. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I hope the Senate 
will agree to this amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I hope 
that the amendment will prevail. I shall 
support it. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I would 
ask the Senator from South Carolina if 
I could be a cosponsor of this amend­
ment. I strongly support it. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. BENTSEN), the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. AIKEN), the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK), the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir­
ginia (Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD), and the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES) be 
added as cosponsors of this amendment. 

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

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am glad 
to be a cosponsor, but I want to say that 
this order issued by OSHA, without 
hearings or advance notice, is one of 
the most ridiculous acts of any agency 
o! Government that I have ever seen. 
They stated at the time, I believe, that 
this embargo against traveling through 
an orchard without a rubber coat or a 
gas mask within 5 days after it had been 
sprayed, would be prohibited. It was also 
rumored at that time the restrictions as 

to orchards was only a start toward fur­
ther restrictions. 

If they carried that proposal to its 
logical conclusion, can we not imagine 
the scene outside the Capitol after the 
trees in the park had been sprayed, with 
all the visitors to the Capitol wearing 
rubber coats and gas masks? It would 
look like an invasion from another 
planet. 

I , myself, have spent most of my life 
living in an orchard. 

Many people live in the middle of an 
orchard. That would mean that they 
could not go home, or they could not 
leave home for 5 days after their orchard 
had been sprayed, without having to 
wear a rubber coat and a gas mask. And 
all visitors to a family living in an or­
chard would have to be similarly 
equipped. 

The people interested in manufactur­
ing rubber coats and gas masks might 
have had a hand in promoting this order, 
perhaps. If they did, it would be com­
pletely understandable, because that 
would have been simply demonstrating 
one of the wea.k traits of human beings. 

But I do want to say that the an­
nouncement that orchardists had been 
dying reminds me of two of my friends 
who were orchardists, one died at the age 
of 96, and the other was 88 years old. 
Orchardists are notoriously long-lived. 

So far as I can find out, there is no evi­
dence of a fatality caused by the spray­
ing of an orchard, because all the spray­
ing materials have to be qualified and 
approved, anyway, as not being harmful 
before they can be used. 

The material commonly used by my 
neighboring orchardists is called Guthion 
and there has been no evidence of injury 
to birds, bees, or human beings for the 12 
years it has been used. 

Of course, orchardists may die should 
a tractor tip over on them and pin them 
underneath it, and they die from other 
causes, but this is probably one of the 
most impractical orders ever to come 
from a Government agency, must have 
been trying to compete with Watergate 
conspirators for notice. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If they were given 
equal publicity, they could have. 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes, they should get equal 
publicity for what they are doing, too. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator from 
Vermont has touched directly on the 
problem. Under FDA regulations, one can 
enter an orchard to consume its fruit, 
but under OSHA's regulations he cannot 
enter or pick it. This order is utterly im­
practical and ridiculous. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Se.uator from South 
carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
FOOD ASSISTANCE FOR THE AGED, BLIND, AND 

DISABLED 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 
particularly pleased that S. 1888, the 
Agriculture and Consumer Protection 

Act of 1973, contains a provision which 
restores the eligibility of the aged, blind, 
and disabled to participate in the food 
stamp and food distribution programs. 

Under the provisions of Public Law 
92-603, the Social Security Amendments 
of 1972, those elderly, blind, and disabled 
persons whose incomes are so low as to 
qualify them for assistance under the 
new supplemental security income pro­
gram would, as of January 1, 1974, lose 
their eligibility for food assistance. 

On January 9 of this year, I introduced 
S. 255 which would repeal those provi­
sions of the Food Stamp Act and the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, added by Public 
Law 92-603, which are to become effec­
tive next January. I had the privilege 
of testifying before the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry on February 
27. 

The modification of my proposal ap­
proved by the committee, and set forth 
in section 808 (b) of the bill, provides 
as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, households 1n which members are in­
cluded 1n a federally aided public assistance 
program pursuant to title XVI of the Social 
Security Act shall be eligible to participate 
1n the food stamp program or the program 
of distribution of federally donated foods 
if they satisfy the appropriate income and 
resources eligibility criteria. 

Mr. President, about 3.4 million aged, 
blind, and disabled persons now receive 
public assistance under the Federal-State 
programs of old-age assistance, aid to 
the blind, and aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled. 

When these programs are replaced on 
January 1, 1974, by the supplemental se­
curity income program, this number is 
expected to increase by some 2.8 million 
persons, bringing the total number of 
SSI recipients to 6.2 million during cal­
endar 1974. 

The Food and Nutrition Service of the 
Department of Agriculture estimates that 
1.5 million of these aged, blind, and dis­
abled persons now participate in the food 
stamp program and at least 200,000 par­
ticipate in the food distribution program. 

Without action by Congress this year, 
all of those 1. 7 million persons wm lose 
the food assistance they now have, and 
additional numbers of SSI recipients who 
may wish to participate in a food assist­
ance program in the future will be denied 
that opportunity. 

In my own state of Missouri, more than 
11,000 aged, blind, and disabled persons 
who receive food stamps in 11 counties 
and the city of St. Louis and 30,000 aged, 
blind, and disabled persons who receive 
donated foods in 103 counties stand to 
lose that assistance. 

Discussion of whether the aged, blind 
and disabled should continue to be eligi­
ble for food assistance tends to bog down 
in arguments about who will receive more 
assistance and who will receive less as­
sistance under the supplemental security 
income program. Since the overwhelm­
ing majority of the States have not yet 
made decisions about supplementing the 
Federal payment, there are few defini­
tive answers to these questions. 

We do know that those aged, blind, 
and disabled persons who receive more 
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assistance next year will have their in­
comes raised only to the SSI benefit 
levels of $130 for a single person and $195 
for a couple. 

And where States provide supplemen­
tary payments, the terms of the "hold 
harmless" provision will limit those pay­
ments to cash assistance levels and the 
bonus value of food stamps as of Janu­
ary 1972. Therefore, those persons who 
now receive food assistance and who 
might have that assistance replaced by 
cash would :find that cash replacement 
several dollars per month short of the 
food assistance to which they would be 
entitled in January 1974. 

But, Mr. President, the most compel­
ling fact, often lost sight of, is that re­
gardless of SSI and of any supplemen­
tary payments that States may provide, 
several million aged, blind, and disabled 
persons will continue, for the foresee­
able future, to have incomes below the 
poverty level-incomes that are, by def­
inition, insufficient to enable them to 
purchase a nutritionally adequate diet. 

Given this fact, simple equity requires 
that the aged, blind, and disabled be en­
titled to food assistance on the same 
basis as all other low-income persons. 

Mr. President, the effect of my bill, 
S. 255, would be to make households 
where all members receive SSI payments 
automatically eligible for food assist­
ance. It would have this effect because 
current food stamp regulations grant 
automatic eligibility to households in 
which all members are included in a 
federally aided public assistance pro­
gram. 

Under the provision approved by the 
committee, SSI recipients whose total 
monthly income falls below the maxi­
mum income standards of the food 
stamp and food distribution programs 
will be eligible for food assistance. 

Those SSI recipients whose total 
monthly income exceeds the maximum 
income standards of these programs will 
no longer be eligible for food assistance 
after January 1. 

On March 26, the Department of 
Agriculture announced the maximum 
monthly allowable income standards un­
der the food stamp program which will 
become effective on July 1, 1974. The 
maximum allowable income for a single 
person will be $183 and the maximum al­
lowable income for a two-member house­
hold will be $240. 

Under the food stamp program, a sin­
gle person may have nonexcluded re­
sources up to $1,500 and a household of 
two or more persons where at least one 
member is age 60 or over may have non­
excluded resources up to $3,000. 

The Department of Agriculture tells 
me that they have no information at this 
time as to how many of the 1. 7 million 
aged, blind, and disabled persons now re­
ceiving food assistance have incomes ex­
ceeding the eligibility standards. How­
ever, the assumption is-and I believe it 
is a reasonable one-that the vast ma­
jority of those who participate in food 
assistance programs are those at lower 
income levels. 

Mr. President, the committee's provi­
sion is based on an important principle­
the principle that the aged, blind, and 

disabled should receive food assistance 
on the same basis as all other low-income 
persons. 

I believe this is a fair and equitable 
provision, and one which guarantees that 
food assistance will be available to those 
of our aged, blind, and disabled citizens 
who are most in need of it. It is impera­
tive that it be approved by both Houses 
of Congress and signed into law before 
the end of the year. 

I want to take this opportunity to com­
mend the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
TALMADGE) and the other members of the 
committee for including this provision in 
S. 1888, and express my appreciation to 
those Senators who joined in this effort 
as cosponsors of S. 255-Senators ABou­
REZK, BEALL, BURDICK, CLARK, CRANSTON, 
HATFIELD, HUDDLESTON, HUGHES, INOUYE, 
JAVITS, MAGNUSON, MATHIAS, MONDALE, 
MOSS, PASTORE, PELL, RANDOLPH, STEVENS, 
STEVENSON, TUNNEY, and WILLIAMS. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read­
ing clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the Sen­
ate: 

H.R. 7446. An act to establish the American 
Revolution Bicentennial Administration, and 
for other purposes; and 

H.R. 7645. An act to authorize appropria­
tions for the Department of State, and for 
other purposes. 

HOUSE BffiLS REFERRED OR 
PLACED ON THE CALENDAR 

The following bills were each read 
twice by their titles and referred or 
placed on the calendar, as indicated: 

H.R. 7446. An a.ct to establish the Ameri­
can Revolution Bicentennial Administration, 
and for other purposes. Referred to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7645. An act to authorize appropria­
tions for the Department of State, and for 
other purposes. Placed on the calendar. 

AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1973 

The Senate continued with the con­
sideration of the bill <S. 1888) to extend 
and amend the Agricultural Act of 1970 
for the purpose of assuring consumers 
of plentiful supplies of food and :fiber at 
reasonable prices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the distinguished Sena­
tor from Indiana <Mr. BAYH) is now rec­
ognized. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, arrange­
ment was made for one of my two 
amendments to be the order of business. 

I would like to call up amendment No. 
156, which deals with the problem of hog 
cholera, and then ask unanimous con­
sent that, following the sequence of 
unanimous-consent requests that already 
have been agreed to, my amendment 
dealing with the $20,000 payment limi­
tation be added to the end of that list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

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

Mr. BAYH. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­

dent, I do not reserve the right to ob­
ject. The Senator's request has already 
been acceded to. 

Just to make the record clear, Sena­
tor BAYH's second amendment would be 
called up following the disposition of the 
amendment by Mr. PROXMIRE. Am I cor­
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After the 
second amendment offered by the dis­
tinguished Senator from New York (Mr. 
BUCKLEY). 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Chair is 
correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 51, between lines 15 and 16, 

insert the following: 
(29) Section 11 of the Act of May 29, 1884 

(58 Stat. 734; 21 U.S.C. 114a), is amended by 
inserting "(a)" immediately after "SEc. 11." 
and by adding at the end of such section a 
new subsection as follows: 

"(b) (1) Whenever swine are destroyed un· 
der authority of this Act, the amount of 
compensation to be paid to the owner of 
such swine shall be determined in two stage3 
as follows: 

"(A) The swine shall be appraised, at the 
time of their destruction, on the basis of 
their fair market value for meat, feeding, or 
breeding purposes, as appropriate. 

"(B) At the end of an appropriate period 
following the date on which the swine were 
destroyed, a determination shall be ·made of 
the potential value of the swine as meat 
producers had such swine not been destroyed. 
In determining the potential value of any 
swine under this clause, the value shall be 
reduced by the amount that would have been 
expended for feed (adjusted for variation in 
price) and other production costs. The period 
between the destruction of swine and the 
appraisal of the potential value of the swine 
shall be determined on the basis on the aver­
age time required by (i) farrow to finish 
operators, (ii) feeder pig producers, and (iii) 
finishers of purchased pigs to raise new herds 
to full production capacity. 

"(2) The owner of swine destroyed under 
authority of this Act shall be paid the 
amount determined under clause (A) ot 
paragraph ( 1) as soon as practicable after 
the destruction of his swine. The owner o! 
such swine shall be paid the amount of any 
increase in value determined under clause 
(B) of paragraph (1) as soon as practicable 
after the amount has been computed." 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that the name of the dis­
tinguished Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
WILLIAMS) be added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 156. 

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

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that the name of the dis­
tinguished Senator from New York (Mr. 
BucKLEY) be added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 163. 

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

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, in 1972 there 
was a rather severe outbreak of hog chol­
era in several States throughout the Na­
tion. My State of Indiana happened to 
be the hardest hit. As of December 6, 
19,567 hogs had been killed to prevent 
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the spread of the disease. The Federal 
Government paid a total of $631,192 in 
indemnity payments to Indiana hog pro­
ducers, and a national emergency was 
declared for this area. 

As a result of the epidemic and the 
personal difficulties of these farmers, I 
became very involved in the details of the 
cholera outbreak, meeting with farmers 
to discuss improved techniques of moni­
toring the interstate shipment of possi­
bly diseased animals, and corresponding 
with the Department of Agriculture to 
secure adequate financial assistance for 
those farmers whose herds had been 
wiped out due to an outbreak in the area. 

As you may know, in 1969, the use of 
vaccinations for hog cholera was ceased 
because, according to the Department of 
Agriculture's studies, it was not possible 
to eradicate the disease while vaccines 
were being used, and because the vaccine 
was, in itself, a frequent cause of the dis­
ease. Therefore, swine producers rely en­
tirely on the effectiveness of the regula­
tion of interstate shipment, and upon 
Federal and State assistance in order to 
get back on their feet after eradication 
of their herds. The situation of these 
farmers is very insecure since they can 
take no precautions themselves to pre­
vent catastrophes. 

During the emergency last year, I was 
consistently impressed by the coopera­
tive attitude of Indiana swine producers. 
These farmers, who rely completely on 
the actions of Federal and State govern­
ments have not made many requests or 
demands during a year of personal and 
professional trauma. However, some of 
the farmers did bring to my attention 
reports that poultry farmers in Califor­
nia whose fiocks had been infected with 
exotic Newcastle disease had been paid 
indemnities which were much higher 
than those paid to hog producers. Inves­
tigation proved the reports to be true, 
despite official denials from the Depart~ 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. President, I think this is an inap­
propriate time to become involved in a 
thorough discussion of whether you go 
with live vaccine, modified vaccine, or 
total eradication. The fact is that since 
1969 we have been moving toward total 
eradication by the destruction of affected 
herds. This requires a careful policing of 
transit points. 

Without becoming involved in a de­
tailed discussion of this particular aspect 
of the program, I should like to point out 
to the distinguished Senator from Geor­
gia the very dedicated chairman of this 
co~ttee, that I was alarmed, in dis­
cussing this problem with some of my In­
diana hog producers, to find out that at 
the transit points primarily in the States 
of Tennessee and Kentucky, where in­
spectors were supposed to be on the scene 
at all times, no inspectors were there at 
all during certain periods prior to the 
cholera outbreak of last year. 

All our livestock programs in this 
country need adequate inspection. It 
seems to me that it is not wise and cer­
tainly not in the best interests of the con­
sumers of our country to permit the con­
tinuation of a situation which exists to­
day, in which the pressure in these States 
is to take agricultural inspectors away 
'rom the stock barns where hogs are 

being sold and put them in the racetrack 
barns in order to inspect horses. 

I think horses need to be inspected, 
but it seems to me that we have a re­
sponsibility. If there are not horse in­
spectors or not enough inspectors to deal 
with the problems of horses and race­
tracks, we ought to provide more inspec­
tors so that these shipping points, where 
hog cholera is transmitted inadvertent­
ly, are inspected. 

Our effort right now is to try to see 
that the hog producers who pay the 
price of eradicating cholera are ade­
quately reimbursed. In talking to many 
of those affected, we have come a long 
way in the last few years to see that 
when the herds are destroyed, the farm­
ers are reimbursed adequately. The 
complaints are not great. 

The major complaint is that in an 
area where you have a preponderance 
of sow herds, where pigs are born and 
raised, there is a tremendous invest­
ment in capital. The Federal Govern­
ment goes in and kills an entire herd 
or several herds in an area, reimburses 
the farmer for the loss of his herd, but 
makes no effort to reimburse him for the 
loss incurred while he is repopulating 
his herd and getting back into full pro-
duction. · 

This injustice is complicated by the 
fact that prior to the election last year, 
Secretary Butz, in California, did indeed 
lay down a Department of Agriculture 
regulation that provided for loss of prof­
its to those in the poultry industry. I 
think it would be wrong for one segment 
of agriculture to wage war on the other, 
so I really have no reservations about 
the Secretary's assessment of the prob­
lem so far as laying fiocks are concerned. 

That assessment was based on the 
following premise: If a laying fiock con­
tracts New Castle disease and if it is 
destroyed, in addition to indemnifying 
the owner of the laying fiock for the loss 
of the hens, the owner will be reimbursed 
for the loss of profits during the period 
of time it is necessary to get back in 
business. That makes sense to me. This 
was based on the premise that a hen is 
an egg-laying machine. 

The distinguished Senator from Geor­
gia is more familiar with that regulation 
than I. A hen is an egg-laying machine, 
and the farmer should be reimbursed for 
downtime while he is getting back 1n 
business. 

But I suggest that it is inequitable to 
the hundreds of thousands of hog farm­
ers in this country to sit silent and let 
the Department of Agriculture assess a 
hen as an egg-laying machine and not 
be equitable and suggest that an old sow 
or a young gilt is a pig-producing ma­
chine. If we reimburse the owner of a 
laying fiock for the loss of profit during 
downtime and the repopulation period, 
we should also reimburse the owner of a 
sow herd or a gilt herd, who has pig-pro­
ducing machines, ·for the loss of profits 
while he is trying to get back in busi­
ness after the Federal Government has 
destroyed his herd. 

One last word: It is in the national 
interest to prevent cholera and ultimate­
ly to eradicate cholera. If it is in the na­
tional interest, it seems to me that the 
Nation as a whole should help bear the 

burden of destroying those herds, many 
of which are not affected at all but may 
be in the neighborhood of an incidence 
of cholera. To ask the owner of the herd 
that is destroyed to bear the whole cost, 
the burden of the cost of implementing 
a nationwide program, I think is very 
unjust. 

For that reason my amendment would 
see to it that hogs are treated the same 
way as hens are now. I know that when 
the committee considered this matter 
they thought it too expensive. It would 
be more expensive, but we must ask our­
selves what price we are going to put on 
equity. If we are treating owners of lay­
ing fiocks one way, should we not treat 
the owners of swine herds the same way? 
I think we should. For that reason I have 
introduced this amendment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, we 
considered the Senator's amendment in 
committee. 

The purpose of this amendment to 
provide swine producers with lost profits 
during the time required to restock a 
swine producer's farm. Under the 
amendment, swine producers whose 
herds were destroyed because of an out­
break of cholera or other diseases would 
receive compensation in two stages: 

First. At the time when the swine 
were destroyed, they would be appraised 
on the basis of their fair market value 
for meat, feeding, or breeding purposes. 

Second. At the end of an appropriate 
period, the Department of Agriculture 
would determine the potential value of 
the swine as meat producers had the 
swine not been destroyed. This poten­
tial value would be reduced by the 
amount that would have been expended 
for feed and other production costs. The 
producer would be paid for lost profits. 

Presently, the law provides that the 
owners of any livestock or poultry shall 
receive compensation based on the fair 
market value as determined by the Secre­
tary of Agriculture at the time of the de­
struction of the animal. The compensa­
tion that is paid the owner of livestock 
cannot exceed the difference between 
any compensation that the owner re­
ceives from a State or other source and 
the fair market value of the animal. Cur­
rently, the Department of Agriculture 
appraises all livestock and poultry on the 
basis of fair market value--which re­
fiects the future production of an ani­
mal or bird. It is not difficult to make 
such appraisal in the case of swine be­
cause swine have an easily ascertain­
able fair market value. 

Mr. President, this is the current law. 
It applies to all livestock and poultry. It 
applies to chickens and turkeys as well 
as cattle and swine. 

The pending amendment would 
change the law only for swine producers. 
It would set up a special system of com­
pensation for swine losses due to disease. 
In addition to receiving the fair market 
value of the swine at the time it was de­
stroyed, the producer would receive a 
supplemental and later compensation 
designed to make up his lost profits. 

This would set a very undesirable 
precedent. It would provide a special 
system of compensation that would not 
be available for producers of broilers, 
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turkeys, beef cattle, dairy production and 
others. The present law, which applies 
to all producers of livestock and poul­
try, has worked well. It is impossible to 
justify preferential treatment for a cer­
tain class of producers. 

Not only would this amendment pro­
vide preferential and discriminatory 
treatment, it would be extremely costly. 
I requested that the Department of Agri­
culture provide me with a cost estimate 
of the pending amendment. USDA offi­
cials estimate that the amendment 
would have entailed an additional cost 
of $1.5 million had it been in effect in 
fiscal year 1973. 

Moreover, if we provided this kind of 
preferential treatment to swine pro­
ducers, we have to extend it to the other 
livestock and poultry producers as well. 
It is easy to see how costly such a change 
in the law would be. 

In addition to the increased cost to 
the Federal Treasury, I believe that a 
practice· of compensating producers for 
lost profits would be the subject of con­
siderable abuse and considerable public 
criticism. The present system, which only 
compensates producers for the fair mar­
ket value of their animal, is a conserva­
tive measure designed to give livestock 
producers a minimum of Government 
protection to prevent their going broke 
when they are subjected to an animal 
disease epidemic. However, if producers 
were to be compensated for lost profits, 
a few might prefer to receive Government 
payments rather than undergo the work 
and expense of active production. This 
would give all producers who receive 
benefits a bad name. 

Already our farm programs receive 
severe criticism from people who do not 
understand the plight of farmers. We 
should, therefore, avoid any new pro­
grams which might be used by antifarm 
groups to subject all of agriculture to un­
founded criticism. 

I know that the Department of Agri­
culture did use an unusual appraisal sys­
tem in the case of the Newcastle epidemic 
in California. However, USDA officials 
have stated that they were unable to 
make a satisfactory appraisal of laying 
hens in the case of the Newcastle epi­
demic because layers are bought as 
starter pullets and sold when the laying 
cycle is completed for a nominal price. 
There was no established market for pro­
ductive laying hens. For this reason, the 
Department of Agriculture was forced to 
provide compensation in two stages in 
the case of the Newcastle epidemic. 

Mr. President, the committee consid­
ered the pending amendment and re­
jected it because it felt that the current 
system was both satisfactory and rela­
tively trouble free. We do not wish to 
approve a new system which would be 
discriminatory and difficult to admin­
ister. Therefore, I hope that the Senate 
will uphold the committee's position and 
reject this amendment. 

Mr. President, the only thing objec­
tionable, as the Senator knows, was that 
they are reimbursed now at the fair mar­
ket price thereof. 

Paragraph (B) of the Senator's 
amendment on page 2 provides: 

(B) At the end of an appropriate period 
followin g the dat e on which the swine were 

destroyed, a determination shall be made of 
the potential value of the swine as meat 
producers had such swine not been de­
stroyed. 

The difficulty with that is that it in­
troduces what we lawyers call specula­
tive damage, costs impossible of accurate 
ascertainment. As the Senator knows, 
many people not familiar with the farm 
problems and farm legislation have re­
lated mdny humorous reports relating to 
farming that are utterly inaccurate. 

One is the report that says the farmer 
is not raising hogs. It goes on to have the 
farmer speculating at great length what 
type hogs he will not raise. He speculates 
a great deal more as to how many ani­
mals he will not raise after he deter­
mines what type hogs he will not raise. 

That is the difficulty with the Sen­
ator's amendment. The members of our 
committee are sympathetic. I would be 
glad to ask the staff and the member of 
the committee to look into it further with 
a view to see if we can get something that 
is entirely equitable in this matter. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I would like 
to ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the REcORD some substantiating docu­
ments from the Cooperative Extension 
Service of Auburn University, from the 
University of Tennessee, the U.S. Depart­
ment of Agriculture Animal, Plant, and 
Health Service, and some documents 
from Purdue University, as well as some 
tables I have compiled to show the cost 
related to any direct effect of the finan­
cial capacity of a swine producer while 
he is down. 

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

AUBURN UNIVERSITY, 
A ttbttrn, Ala., J ttne 4, 1973. 

Hon. BIRCH BAYH, 
U .S. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BAYH! Thank you for pro­
Viding the Alabama Extension Service an op­
portunity to evaluate your proposal to more 
equitably indemnify swine producers who 
suffer cholera losses. 

I assembled a committee composed of Ex­
tension staff specialist s representing market­
ing, veterinary science and production tech­
nology to assist me in evaluating your for­
mulas and time lapses from depopulation to 
production. We unanimously agreed that 
your formulas are workable and the produc­
tion time lost for the three systems is real­
istic. It seems only fair to us that swine 
producers and possibly other livestock pro­
ducers as well are entitled to indemnity pay­
ments that are equitable with the newcastle 
program. 

We discussed the cost of such a program 
in Alabama, but concluded that we could 
not forecast a reasonable cost. Our last out­
break of chlorera occurred in December of 
1970. Its easy to conclude that the cost in 
Alabama for the past 2 Y2 years would have 
been zero. 

Thanks again for including us in your 
evaluation process. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES L. MADDOX, 

Farm Management Specialist. 

THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE, 
Knoxville, Tenn., Jtme 1, 1973. 

Senat or BmcH BAYH, 
U .S. Senate, 
Committee on the h td iciary, 
Wash ington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR BAYH! As you know, many 
of our swine producers in Tennessee also 
suffered t he losses and problems resulting 

f rom hog cholera . Therefore, your proposed 
bill is certainly of interest to us. 

There would be very few farms operated if 
the "potential to produce" element was elim­
inated as it is with the present reimburse­
n~ent system for swine producers whose herds 
are sacrificed. When, for example, a farmer 
decides to produce swine and invests in facil­
ities and a breeding herd, he is invest ing t o 
produce over a period of time, not just a 
single lot of hogs. That investment provides 
a potential to produce and is costed over a 
period of production time. If a portion of 
that production time is eliminated the farm­
er will not be able to recover the investment 
as planned which could create serious finan­
cial difficulties depending on the size of his 
swine enterprise relative to his total busi~ss. 

I have looked over the budgeted costs 
given in your proposal and find them accept­
able. The "other variable" and "fixed" costs 
are slightly higher than ours but probably 
not exorbitant. 

There is one consideration which needs to 
be considered. It was pretty well documented 
t hat at least one cholera outbreak in Ten­
nessee was traced to the feeding of raw gar­
bage, which is certainly not a recommended 
practice. The point I'm making is that cho­
lera is not heritable but often the result of 
poor management. It might encourage pro­
ducers to become less dogmat ic about sanita­
tion and management if there is no finan­
cial liability incurred from the results of poor 
sanitation and management. Thus the hope 
of even achieving a cholera free state would 
be diminished. I realize, of course, that poor 
sanitation and management also lead to 
other types of diseases and losses so t hat the 
possibility of producers becoming careless in 
these areas is not too great. I mention it as 
a consideration. 

To reiterate, reimbursement of t he value 
of animals being raised for slaughter may be 
sufficient. It is not sufficient in the replace­
ment of breeding stock or to compensate for 
"potential production" which is an important 
part of the overall farm organization. I hope 
you are successful with the amendment. We 
will do what we can to help gain support. 

Sincerely, 
HERBERT N. WALCH, 

Associat e Professor, Agr icultu ral Eco­
nomics. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D .C., Jtme 6, 1973. 

Hon. BmcH BA YH, ' 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR BAYH; This is in reply t o 
your letter of May 15, 1973, requesting my 
views on your recently introduced legislat ion, 
S-1683, and on the tentative formulas con­
t ained in t he body of your opening st ate­
ments regarding this legislation which ap­
peared in the May 1, 1973, Congressional Rec­
ord. 

On May 3. 1973, Senator Herman E. Tal­
madge, Chairman, United States Senate's 
Committee of Agriculture and Forestry, of­
ficially requested the Department to prepare 
a report and an estimate of the cost which 
would be incurred in implementing S-1683. 
We are currently preparing the requested re­
port and cost estimate. They will be reviewed 
by the Department and the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget prior to being made avail­
able to the committee. I feel it would he 
inappropriate for me to a reply t o your re­
quest until such time as the Department 
officially responds to the U.S. Senate's Com­
mittee of Agriculture and Forestry's above­
mentioned request. Please consider this let ­
ter as an interim reply in regard t o t he mat ­
t er. 

I would like to take this opportunity t o 
clarify what is apparently a misunderstand­
ing regarding the items included in t he egg 
product ion cost s used in establishing sup­
plemental indemnities under the exotic New­
cast le program. The following noncash cost 
items were not included in arriving at an 
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average cost of production figure: deprecia­
tion, interest on investment and ma.na.?e­
ment. we apologize for any misinformation 
which you received concerning this matter. 

We appreciate your continued interest and 
support of the hog cholera and exotic New­
castle programs. 

Sincerely, 
J.M.HE.JL, 

Acting Deputy Administrator, Veterinary 
Services. 

PROPOSED PROFIT-COST FORMULAS 

I. PRODUCER OF PURCHASED PIGS 

(Developed with assistance of Purdue 
University) 

Period for second payment might be the 
time interval from depopulation to the end 
of the embargo plus 30 days as a period 
to locate replacement pigs. Volume could be 
established on the basis of the number of pigs 
on hand at the time of depopulation. If we 
define a unit of production as a pig, a normal 
production rate is 1.75 pounds of product 
(starting with a 40# pig) per unit per day. 

The approximat e requirement to produce 
a 220# market hog, averaging $57.20 in 1972 
are: 
1. A 40# pig _________ ____________ _ 
2. 11.5 bu. corn _____ ______________ _ 
3. 100# Supplement_ ____________ _ 
4. Other variable costs ____________ _ 
5. Fixed costs (overhead)----------
6. Labor----------- ---------------

*$20.32 
*14.83 
*7. 50 

5.00 
2.00 
2. 50 

Total ----------- ----------- $52. 15 
n. PRODUCER OF FEEDER PIGS 

Period for second payment might be the 
time interval from depopulation to end of 
embargo plus seven months. (Seven months 
made up of one month to locate breeding 
stock, two months to get new breeding stock 
to reproduction age plus four months gesta­
tion.) Volume might be established on the 
basis of the number of mature females on 
hand at the time of depopulation. If we de­
fine a unit of production as a mature female, 
a. normal production rate is 1% pigs (40# 
each) per unit per month. 

The approximate requirements to produce 
a. 40# pig, averaging $20 .32 in 1972 are: 
1. 60# Supplement_____ ___________ *$4. 50 
2. 3 bu. corn_________ _____________ *3. C7 
3. Other variable costs_ ____________ 3. 00 
4. Fixed costs (overhead)---------- 3. 25 
5 . Labor ------------------------- 3. 75 

Total ---------------------- $18.37 
UI. FARROW TO FINISH 

Period for second payment might be the 
time interval from depopulation to end of 
embargo plus nine months. (Nine months 
IUade up of one month to locate breeding 
stock, two months to get new breeding stock 
to reproductive age plus four months gesta­
tion, plus two months to produce feeder 
pigs.) Volume might be established on the 
basis of the number of m.ature feinales on 
hand at the time of depopulation. If we de­
fine a unit of production as a mature fe­
male, a normal production rate is 300# of 
slaughter animals per unit per month. 

The .approximate requirements to produce 
100# of slaughter animals (currently worth 
$32 .02 at Indianapolis) , averaging $26.00 in 
1972 are: 
1. 75# Supplement_ _____________ _ 
2. 6 bu. corn ____________________ _ 
3. Other variable costs _______ ____ _ 
4. Fixed costs (overhead)----------
5. Labor ------------------------

*$5.61 
*7.74 
2.00 
2. 50 
3.25 

Total ---------------------- $21.00 
• Values vary (along with slaughter hog 

and feeder pig prices) depending upon time 
and geographic location. 

To take the example of the producer of 
feeder pigs in more detail, let us assume that 

the producer owned 20 sows which were all 
depopulated and the second evaluation was 
made eight months after the depopulation 
(one month of quarantine, one month to 
locate breeding stock, 2 months (plus) to 
raise the stocks to reproduction age, and four 
months for gestation). If we assume that 
a mature sow will usually produce 1% pigs 
(at 40 pounds each) per month, the po­
tential production from 20 sows over the 
eight-month period would have been 213 pigs 
( 40 pounds each) . • 

The average market price of a 40 pound pig 
was $20.32 in 1972, so that the gross potential 
profit would have been $4,328. Approximate 
costs of producing one 40 pound pig have 
been estimated in the printed table as 
$18.37. The costs of producing 213 forty 
pound pigs woud therefore have been $3,913, 
and the difference between the gross profit 
and cost, or the net potential profits over the 
eight-month period would have been about 
$415.00. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, many of 
these operations are no longer shirttail 
operations; most of them are not shirt­
tail operations. It is a significant busi­
ness. The cost of depreciating the equip­
ment and staying in the industry con­
tinues. 

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

Mr. BAYH. I will be happy to yield but 
first I wish to finish this thought. 

My concem is that I appreciate the 
concern of open -endedness expressed by 
the Senator from Georgia. I take heart 
in the willingness of the Senator to con­
tinue to explore this and ask his staff to 
see if there is a way to deal with this 
more equitably because swine producers 
are getting it in the neck right now. 

Mr. SAXBE. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

Is it not true that when a swine pro­
ducer goes down because of cholera, it 
could be that the farm is infested with 
cholera, and it is going to be a consider­
able time and require a lot of judgment 
to determine when he is going to get back 
into business? He could be down a year 
and have to take time to get back into 
the production of hogs. 

I can understand a little time with 
chickens, because pullets can be bought 
at 14 weeks and are then ready to go. 
A chicken raiser can build up his hen­
house and be back in business. But in 
swine production, it seems to me that the 
catastrophe that cholera brings is not 
something that can be shared by the 
Government except for paying for the 
damage that is incurred by the wiping 
out of the herd. It puts the Government 
in the business of estimating how long 
the hog raiser is going to be down, be­
cause the farm is cholera infested. 

I ask that in the form of a question: 
How long is a man down when cholera 
wipes him out? 

Mr. BAYH. It depends on the kind of 
hog business. Such as farrow to finish 
or the producing of feeder pigs. 

Mr. SAXBE. Suppose he is a hog 
raiser. 

Mr. BAYH. This could vary, I think it 
might be 6 months to a year. 

Mr. SAXBE. My experience is that 
when the farmer is wiped out by cholera, 
he is out of the hog business for several 
years because of the time the hogs will 
be off the market. 

Mr. BAYH. As the Senator from Ohio 
knows, there is a mechanism which can 
destroy every hog in the neighborhood. 
There does not have to be a sick hog on 
the place. But the farmer loses thousands 
of dollars. The outbreak of cholera may 
be slight, but because of cholera breaking 
out, the people have to shut down. 

Mr. SAXBE. Is it not the custom that 
the hogs may not have to go to slaugh­
ter? In other words, they do not wipe out 
the herd; they say that any that are not 
infected may not have to go to slaugh­
te:.-, so the hog raiser can stay in the 
business. They do not wipe him out. If 
they are moved, they go to the stockyard, 
and so they can handle the hogs that 
are not infected. 

But the man who does have hogs with 
cholera may not get back in business for 
several years. He goes to another type 
of farming. Surely it would be a catas­
trophe, but the Government should not 
have to reimburse him indefinitely. 

Mr. BAYH. I have no desire to have 
the Federal Govemment subsidize some­
body if he is out of the hog business. I 
think a reasonable period of time, 6 
months, normally, or a year, would en­
able the farmer to go out and buy gilts, 
or maybe buy hogs and breed them; 
but not ad infinitum. 

I think the Secretary of Agriculture 
could work out, at the local level, the 
kind of regulation to help somebody who 
has lost his herd as a result of depopu­
lation. 

Mr. SAXBE. We have not had an out­
break of hoof and mouth disease for some 
time; I hope we do not have one. But it is 
possible with cattle. If it should happen, 
and there is complete eradication, they 
do not go to slaughter; they arc killed 
and burned. 

It seems to me we would be in a similar 
situation if we were to pay a farmer for 
not raising cattle during that indetermi­
nate time. That could be up to 3 years. 

I sympathize with what the Senator 
is trying to do, but it seems to me that 
what he proposes is not an economical 
way. 

:Mr. BAYH. I think the Senator an­
swered the last point he raised by his 
own statement. We have not had hoof 
and mouth disease for a long time. We 
have had outbreaks of hog cholera. I 
anticipate a program that would eventu­
ally result jn eradication of the disease. 
The reason we have not had an outbreak 
of hoof and mouth disease for a long time 
is that we had a program which resulted 
in eradicating it. We have cleaned it up. 
We cannot say that about cholera. When 
we put in the same program for the erad­
ication of cholera, we will be in the same 
position as we are now with respect to 
hoof and mouth disease. The Europeans 
do not permit us to ship our animals in 
there. The fact is that we have cholera to 
contend with, and I think we should have 
programs to eradicate both of those dis­
eases. 

Mr. SAXBE. When we have an out­
break, we fumigate the houses, we buy 
pullets, and we are ready to go again with 
laying flocks. We can move them in al­
most overnight and be back in business 
again. 

Mr. BAYH. Twenty-six weeks, accord-
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ing to studies we have had from the de­
partment, which is a shorter time than is 
necessary with hogs, but the Senator can­
not say that eggs are any more important 
than bacon. I think both classes of live­
stock ought to be treated the same. 

Mr. SAXBE. I would be tempted to in­
clude an amendment for foul brood, be­
cause when that hits, a program is com­
pletely out of the bee business. 

Mr. BAYH. I will be glad to offer such 
an amendment if the Senator has one 
prepared. 

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

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield me 1 minute 
to ask a question? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator. 

Mr. BAYH. I would like, for my own 
edification, to have the Senator assess 
where we might be relative to this 
amendment, to clear up the situation 
which exists. 

Mr. TALMADGE. As I stated to the 
Senator earlier when he offered his 
amendment, the committee considered it 
carefully and were sympathetic with the 
problem. The committee thought that it 
would be bad precedent to make one 
category of livestock subject to special 
treatment to the exclusion of all other 
categories of livestock. I have assured 
the Senator the committee will continue 
to study the problem. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, has the time 
expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Georgia has a minute and a 
half remaining. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of r.:1y time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Indiana (putting the 
question). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENTS NO. 185 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Chair recognizes 
the Senator from New York <Mr. BucK­
LEY). 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendments No. 185 and ask that 
they be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendments. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendments. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

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

Amendments No. 185 are as follows: 
On page 13 strike lines 15 through 25, on 

page 14 strike lines 1 through 15, and sub­
stitute the following therefor: 

"Payments shall be made for each crop of 
wheat to the producers on each farm in an 
amount which multiplied by the projected 
yield established for the farm with such ad­
justments as the Secretary determines nec­
essary to provide a fair and equitable yield, 
times the higher of-

"(1) the national weighted average market 
price received by farmers during the first 
five months of the marketing year for such 
crop, as determined by the Secretary, or 

"(2) the loan level determined under sub­
section (a) for such crop is less than-

"$2.25 per bushel on one to forty-five acres 
of the farm allotment, 

"$2.15 per bushel on forty-six to one hun­
dred and fifty acres of the farm allotment, 

"$2.05 per bushel on one hundred and 
fifty-one to three hundred acres of the farm 
allotment, 

"$1.95 per bushel on that portion of the 
allotment in excess of three hundred acres. 

"If the Secretary determines that the pro­
ducers are prevented from planting any por­
tion of the farm acreage allotment to wheat 
or other nonconserving crop, because of 
drought, fiood, or other natural disaster or 
condition beyond the control of the pro­
ducer, the rate of payment on such portion 
shall be the larger of (A) the foregoing rate, 
or (B) one-third of the established price. 
The Secretary shall provide for the sharing 
of payments made under this subsection for 
any farm among the producers on the farm 
on a fair and equitable basis. 

"Provided, That no farm may be recon­
stituted after enactment of this section in 
such a manner as to entitle the owner to 
payments in excess of the amount to which 
he would be entitled at the time of enact­
ment of this section, except that a farm may 
be reconstituted if the owner at the time of 
the enactment of this section subsequently 
sells all beneficial interest in a portion of 
the farm." 

On page 24, line 3, strike all after the 
period through line 24 and substitute the 
following thereunder: 

"Payments shall be made for each crop 
of corn to the producer on each farm in an 
amount which multiplied by the yield estab­
lished for the farm times the higher of-

"(1) the national weighted average market 
price received by farmers during the first 
five months of the marketing year for such 
crop, as determined by the Secretary, or 

"(2) the loan level determined under sub­
section (a) for such crop is less than­

"$1.50 per bushel on one to fifty acres of 
the farm allotment, 

"$1.46 per bushel on fifty-one to one hun­
dred and twenty-five acres of the farm allot­
ment, 

"$1.42 per bushel on one hundred and 
twenty-six to two hundred acres of the farm 
allotment. 

"$1.38 per bushel on that portion of the 
farm allotment in excess of two hundred and 
one acres. 

"The payment rate for grain sorghums and, 
if designated by the Secretary, barley, shall 
be such rate as the Secretary determines fair 
and reasonable in relation to the rate at 
which payments are made available for corn. 
If the Secretary determines that the pro­
ducers on a farm are prevented from planting 
any portion of the farm acreage allotment to 
feed grains or other nonconserving crop, 
because of drought, fiood, or other natural 
disaster or condition beyond the control of 
the producer, the rate of payment on such 
portion shall be the larger of (A) the fore­
going rate, or (B) one-third of the established 
price. 

Prov ided, The.t no farm may be reconsti­
tuted after enactment of this section in such 
a manner as to entitle the owner to payments 
in excess of the amount to which he would 
be entitled at the time of enactment of this 
section, except that a farm may be reconsti­
tuted if the owner at the time of the enact ­

-ment of this section subsequently sells all 
beneficial interest in a portion of the farm." 

On page 30 strike lines 3 through the 
period in line 23 and substitute the following 
therefor: 

"(2) Payments shall be made for each crop 
of cotton to the producers on each farm in 
an amount which, multiplied by the yield 
established for the farm times the higher of-

"(1) the national average market price 
for Strict Low Middling one and one-six­
teenth inches cotton (micronaire 3.5 through 
4.9) in the designat ed spot markets during 

the first five months of the marketing year 
for such crop, as determined by the Secre­
tary, or 

"(2) the loan level determined under para­
graph (1) for such crop is less than-

"43 cents per pound on one to thirty acres 
of the farm allotment, 

"39 cents per pound on thirty-one to one 
hundred acres of the farm allotment, 

"36 cents on one hundred to two hundred 
acres of the farm allotment, 

"33 cents on that portion of the allotment 
in excess of two hundred acres. 

"If the Secretary determines that the pro­
ducers on a farm are prevented from plant­
ing any portion of the allotment to cotton 
or a nonconserving crop, because of drought, 
fiood, or other natural disaster, or condition 
beyond the control of the producer, the rate 
of payment for such portion shall be the 
larger of (A) the foregoing rate, or (B) one­
third of the established service. 

"Provided, That no farm may be reconsti­
tuted after enactment of this section in such 
a manner as to entitle the owner to payments 
in excess of the amount to which he would 
be entitled at the time of enactment of this 
sect ion, except that a farm may be recon­
st ituted if the owner at the time of the 
enactment of this section subsequently sells 
all beneficial interest in a portion of the 
farm. " 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President. S. 1888 
as reported by the committee guarantees 
farmers a specific price for various com­
modities. These guarantees, called "tar­
get prices," are set at $2.28 per bushel 
for wheat, $1.53 per bushel for corn, and 
43 cents per pound for cotton, subject 
to unplanned adjustment to reflect in­
creases in crops and production. As all 
these are at or below current market 
prices, if the program were in effect 
today there would be little or no cost 
to the Government. 

However, over the past 5 years wheat 
has averaged $1.50 per bushel, corn $1.29, 
and cotton 27 cents per pound in the 
market. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
estimated that the committee bill could 
cost $3.5 billion during the first year and 
$7 billion the fifth year if market prices 
fall back to average levels and increases 
in the cost of production index result 
in a 4 percent yearly advance in the tar­
get prices. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a letter and the enclosure that 
I received, under date of June 4, 1973, 
from Mr. Don Paarlberg, Director of Ag­
ricultural Economics, Department of Ag­
riculture, be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, it con­

tains the projections I have cited, as well 
as many others, and should be a part o.f 
the Record at this debate. 

As I have previously pointed out, the 
burden on the average American, either 
as a taxpayer or consumer, under the tar­
get-price provisions of S. 1888 could be­
come enormous. As the Senator has de­
clined to phase out the target price, I 
offer my amendment No. 185 as a form of 
compromise that, while reforming the 
target-price concept, does so in such a 
way as to ameliorate its potential im­
pact on the taxpayer without signif­
icantly disturbing its impact on smalle1· 
producers. 
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My amendment does two things: 
First of all, it removes the mechanism 

whereby target prices would increase or 
decrease with the cost of production in­
dex. 

s. 1888 provides that each year the tar­
get price will increase or decrease or stay 
the same in relationship to the cost of 
production index. This index takes into 
account the cost of items used in pro­
ducing food and fiber, for example, fer­
tilizer, insecticide, fuel, plus taxes, in­
terest, and wages. 

Now I can fully understand that there 
are questions which can be raised in re­
gard to this part of my amendment. 
Union contracts and Government pay 
schedules reflect cost of living realities, 
it might be argued. Why should not we 
do the same for the farmer as we are 
for union members and Government 
workers? 

This is a question which cannot be 
lightly dismissed. But I am convinced 
that an examination of the realities of 
the bill and of agricultural economy give 
us good reason to reject a cost-of-pro­
duction provision. Target prices are con­
siderably above prices that are received 
in the marketplace in the past. If prices 
rise the Government cost is nothing and 
the farmer gets his profit through the 
marketplace. If prices fall, then he gets 
the target price which, it is universally 
agreed, is high. Furthermore, as produc­
tion expands, the farmer enjoys econ­
omies of scale that should offset in 
good measure projected increases in pro­
duction costs. Thus, I think the farmer 
is adequately protected under the tar­
get-price concept and that a cost-of-pro­
duction index would simply add another 
load to the already overburdened Ameri­
can taxpayer. 

Second my amendment adds a new di­
mension to the farm subsidy program­
that of gradually scaling down subsidies 
to larger farmers by varying payment 

· rates. 
Basically this means that for these 

basic commodities, there will be varying 
payment rates according to the follow­
ing scale: 

The amount provides for the following 
budget prices for wheat: $2.25 per bushel 
on 1 to 45 acres of the farm allotment; 
$2.15 per bushel on 46 to 150 acres of the 
farm allotment; $2.05 per bushel on 151 
to 300 acres of the farm allotment; and 
$1.95 per bushel on that portion of the 
allotment in excess of 300 acres. 

For corn, the amendment provides: 
$1.50 per bushel on 1 to 50 acres of the 
farm allotment; $1.46 per bushel on 51 to 
125 acres of the farm allotment; $1.42 
per bushel on 126 to 200 acres of the farm 
allotment; and $1.38 per bushel on that 
portion of the farm allotment in excess 
of 201 acres. 

For cotton, it provides: 43 cents per 
pound in 1 to 30 acres of the farm allot­
ment; 39 cents per found on 31 to 100 

· acres of the farm allotment; 36 cents on 
100 to 200 acres of the farm allotment; 
and 33 cents on that portion of the allot­
ment in excess of 200 acres. 

Before I explain the purpose of this 
amendment in more detail, allow me to 
insert at this point the number of Amer­

' ican farms that fall into each category: 

WHEAT 

There are 697,686 farms of 1 to 45 
acre allotments; there are 185,877 farms 
of 46 to 150 acre allotments; there are 
60,154 with 151 to 300 acres; and there 
are 32,621 farms of 300 or mor~ acre 
allotments. 

FEED GRAINS 

There are 1,022,000 farms of 1 to 50 
acre allotments; there are 338,490 farms 
of 51 to 125 acre allotments; there are 
78,376 farms of 126 to 200 acre allot­
ments; and there are 41,597 farms with 
an excess of 200 acre allotments. 

COTTON 

There are 179,391 farms of 1 to 30 acre 
allotments; there are 65,949 farms of 31 
to 100 acre allotments; there are 15,144 
farms of 101 to 200 acre allotments; and 
there are 7,350 farms with an excess of 
200 acre allotments. 

Mr. President, I include this list in 
order to make what I consider to be an 
essential point. The overwhelming ma­
jority of farms in this country are small 
farms, roughly between 1 and 50 acres. 
This amendment will not harm the small 
farmer. He will still be assured of a good 
target price. 

The large farmer will receive varying 
target prices, depending on the size of 
his farm. Allow me to illustrate. Suppose 
there is a wheat farmer who has 500 
acres. On the first 45 acres of his farm 
he will receive $2.25 a bushel; on the 
46th to 150th acre he will receive $2.15; 
on the 151st to the 300th acre he will re­
ceive $2.05 a bushel, finally on all acre­
age above 300 acres he will receive $1.95 
per acre. 

Mr. President, I think such a pro­
vision is fair and equitable and one that 
reflects economic reality. After all, large 
farms are more efficient. Better efficiency 
results in being able to produce more of 
a given commodity at lower costs. The 
large farmer not only produces more but 
produces it on a more efficient basis. 

· Why should the large farmer get the 
same treatment as the small farmer who 
must absorb higher costs per unit of 
production? Why should the taxpayer be 
asked to underwrite a higher per unit 
profit for the large farmer than for the 
small? 

In 1970, Congress said, in effect, that 
we are going to put a limit on how much 
supplemental income a farmer can re­
ceive. That limit was fixed at $55,000. 
It is no secret that some large farmers 
simply reconstituted their farms, thereby 
enabling them to get more because they 
had "more" farms. My amendment does 
not allow a farmer to reconstitute his 
farm in order to make more money out 
of this target-price concept. He cannot 
reconstitute his farm in such a manner 
that he qualifies for higher target prices. 
If he sells his interest in a part of his 
acreage, he may reconstitute his farm, 
but only if he receives no more in "tar­
get-price" support than he originally re­
ceived when his farm had all its original 
acreage. 

I believe the amendment is simple and 
self-explanatory. I believe that it in sub­
stance achieves what the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry wants to 
achieve. But it does it in a manner that 

recognizes the different scale between 
large and small farms and recognizes 
also the need to be cautious where the 
taxpayer's dollar is concerned. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, would the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I 
gladly yield to my colleague. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would 
greatly appreciate it if the Senator would 
make me a cosponsor of the amendment 
and would yield to me 3 minutes. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin­
guished Senator be added as a cospon­
sor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
EIDEN) • Without objection, it is so or­
rered. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. 

The amendment is offered for the very 
reason that it will especially help Sena­
tors from States with major cities-and 
that is most all of the States-where tax­
payers are inadequately represented in 
the Chamber and where a certain rural 
aura persists. Notwithstanding, the enor­
mous population shift in the case of the 
city dwellers, some 70 percent plus of 
the population, has not received adequate 
consideration in the farm legislation. 

We are caught in something of a crack, 
;and that situation is increasing. We 
need a provision that would give an as­
sured income for the smaller people so 
that they would be on more equal terms 
with the larger farmers in terms of some 
type of price or target price. 

That is why I could not vote with my 
colleague for an amendment that would 
eliminate or phase out the situation. 
However, the plan he is now offering 
seems to me to be honorable and per­
fectly proper. 

The most desirable outcome for farm 
support would be that which would en­
able the small farmer to be on an equita­
bl~ basis with the larger farmer and let 
the major farmer take his chance in 
the market place. I have the feeling that 
he would do very well, with the hous­
ing situation, the mortgage money, and 
so forth, but not with a price subsidy. 

In order to get to that stage, we at 
least have to be intelligent and reason­
able on the price subsidy question, such 
as those of us like myself and Senator 
BucKLEY, who represent States with big 
cities. 

The plan the amenqment offers is 
designed for that purpose. And I really 
understand the feeling that other Sen­
ators from States with major cities in 
them that they ought to be very thought­
ful about this matter. It could easily be 
run down as another one of the amend­
ments that will receive 15 votes. 

There is going to be a day of reckon­
ing. I remember when I was 1n the House 
of Representatives when only 25 House 
Members maintained that position. There 
is bound to be some occasion when there 
will be a revolt by the city dwellers. 
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He wants the farmer to produce. How­

ever, the pendulum tends to swing much 
too far. And as I understand the thrust 
of the Buckley amendment, it seeks to 
bring that pendulum back to normal. 
However, it has to be within reason. 

I join with my colleague in his plea to 
the Senate to act favorably on the 
amendment. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague for his remarks. His points 
are extremely well taken. 

I would just like to close by sum­
marizing the impact of the amendment. 

Under the theoretical assumption that 
the market would return to prices that 
prevailed in 1970, ii we assume that the 
price at the market place is $1.30 for 
corn, $1.60 for wheat, and 27 cents for 
cotton-which prices reflect the average 
of the past 4 years-then we would by 
adoption of this amendment, as I see it, 
not affect the small farmer but would 
reach out to the major unit. And we 
would achieve a savings of 12.3 percent 
on feed grains, 15.6 percent on wheat, 
and 20.8 percent on cotton. 

In the year 1974, this would amount 
to a savings of approximately half a bil­
lion dollars. 

I think that that ameliorates the im­
pact of this legislation on the taxpayer 
in a form which will not cut into the 
thrust of the bill, namely, the protection 

of the consumer, and is argument enough 
for the amendment. 

ExHIBIT 1 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, D.C., June 4,1973. 
Hon. JAMES L. BUCKLEY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR BUCKLEY : At your request 
I enclose an estimate of farm program costs 
as they would be under S. 1888, based on 
various specified assumptions. These esti­
mates were prepared in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Estimates are also provided for target prices 
other than those inS. 1888. 

Sincerely, 
DON PAARLBERG, 

Director of Agricultural Economics. 

GOVERNMENT PROGRAM COSTS WITH ALTERNA­
TIVE TARGET PRICES, PRICE LEVELS, AND 
RATES OF INFLATION 
An analysis of government program cost s 

that includes four levels of target prices, two 
levels of market prices, and two rates of in­
flation could result in government program 
costs ranging from zero to nearly $8 billion 
in 1978. 

The four levels of target prices considered 
include: 

1. Those specified in S. 1888. 
2. Sixty-five percent of May 1973 parity. 
3. The 1970-72 average price received by 

farmers. 
4. A given set of target prices. 
The two levels of market prices were : 

1. May 1973 prices. 
2. Prices that would balance supply and 

demand each year 1974 to 1978. 
Target prices were adjusted to increase 

with two assumed rates of increase in price::; 
paid by farmers for product ion items, inter­
est, taxes, and wage rat es as follows: 

1. Four (4.0) percent per year, and 
2. Two and one-half (2.5) percent per 

year. 
Dat a in the attached table show for each 

year the program costs, target prices, assumed 
market prices and their relation to May 1973 
parity, target prices, payment rates, and se­
lected indexes of prices paid by farmers , and 
government payments in recent years. 

Prices received by farmers in May 1973 
were considerably higher than anticipat ed 
equilibrium prices. Therefore, if prices re­
main at recent levels, program costs would b e 
relatively low. However, if prices are at an 
equilibrium level, program costs could be 
nearly twice as high as in 1972 if target prices 
of S. 1888 are adopted. 

In May 1973 wheat prices were further be­
low target prices than was true for feed grains 
or cott on. Thus at these prices the cost of 
the wheat program would tend to be higher 
than for feed grain or cotton under most 
target prices and inflation rates. However 
under the prices more likely to prevail in 
1974 to 1978, cost of the feed grain pro­
gram would be the highest. 

The assumed rates of inflation of 4.0 per­
cent and 2 .5 percent compare with a 3 .7 rate 
of increase from 1962 to 1972 in prices paid 
for production items, interest taxes and wage 
rates. 

ESTIMATES OF TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS FOR S. 1888 WITH ALTERNATIVE TARGET PRICES AND 2 RATES OF PRODUCTION COST INCREASES USING MARKET PRICES AT MAY 1973LEVELS AND 
AT LEVELS UNDER ANTICIPATED SUPPLY-DEMAND CONDITIONS, UNITED STATES, 1974- 78 

(In millions of dollars) 

Cost at indicated target less "May 1973" ·market price Cost at indicated target less " supply-demand" market price 

65 percent 
s. 1888 of parity 3-year average Given target s. 1888 

65 percent of 
parity 

3-year 
average Given target 

------ ---- -----
2. 5 4. 0 2. 5 4. 0 2.5 . 4.0 2. 5 4. 0 2. 5 4. 0 2. 5 4. 0 2. 5 4.0 2. 5 4. 0 

percent percent percent percent percent perce~t percent perc!nt percent percent percent percent percent percent percent percent 

1974 totaL_- --------- 245 245 0 0 0 0 0 0 1974 totaL ___ . ____ ___ __ 3, 800 3, 800 2, 809 2, 809 0 0 2, 101 2,101 
1975 totaL ___________ 373 498 110 183 0 0 0 · o 1975 total_ __ __________ 4,420 4, 698 3, 390 3, 647 0 0 2, 652 2, 928 
1976 totaL ____________ 576 1, lll 219 369 0 0 0 · o 1976 total ~------------ 5, 100 5, 989 4, 044 4, 570 55 373 3,200 3, 732 
1977 totaL ___________ 1, 093 2, 014 331 835 0 0 112 312 1977 totaL ____________ 5, 777 6, 724 4, 674 5, 504 311 1, 015 3, 809 4, 654 
1978 totaL __ _________ 1, 637 ~. 003 554 1, 743 0 0 210 305 1978 totaL ____________ 6, 453 7, 830 5, 324 6, 552 1, 190 1, 776 4,414 5, 625 

ESTIMATES OF FARM PROGRAM COSTS FOR S. 1888 WITH ALTERNATIVE TARGET PRICES AND 2 RATES OF PROD1JCTION COST INCREASES USING MARKET PRICES AT MAY 1973 
LEVELS, UNITED STATES, 1974-78 

(In millions of dollars) 

Cost at indicated target less "May 1973" market price Cost at indicated target less "May 1973" market price 

s. 1888 
65 percent of 

parity 3-year average Given target s. 1888 
65 percent of 

parity 3-year average Given target 
---- -----

2.5 2. 5 4 2.5 4 2.5 2.5 4 2. 5 . 4 2.5 4 2. !1 

Year and commodity 
. per- per- per- per- per- per- per- per-

Year and commodity 
per- per- per- per- per- per- per- per-

cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent 

1974: 1977: 
Feed grains __ ;-;= 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Feed grains--~--~-.; 399 1,000 0 212 0 0 0 13 
Wheat_ ____ ·~- -----.; 245 245 0 0 0 .0 .0 0 Wheat_ ____________ 579 766 318 523 0 0 112 299 
Cotton __ .-~-----~.; 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 Cotton _____ ------- 115 248 13 100 0 0 0 0 

TotaL •• ;;~--=.-;-.: 245 245 0 0 0 0 .0 0 TotaL __________ 1, 093 2,014 331 835 0 112 312 

1975: 1978: 
Feed grains •• -:.-;-_-;-:: 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 Feed grains ________ 773 1, 695 53 837 0 0 0 60 
Wheat__ ____ --·- __ .; 347 402 110 183 0 0 0 0 WheaL __ .-------- 706 973 439 725 0 0 210 243 
Cotton __ •••• _____ ;; 26 72 0 0 0 0 0 0 Cotton __ ·----- ---- 158 335 62 181 0 0 0 2 

Total_ ______ ::= 373 498 110 183 0 0 0 TotaL _________ 1, 637 3,003 554 1, 743 210 305 

1976: 
Feed grains_.:-;--;::~ 49 384 0 0 _ 0 0 :o 0 Wheat_. ____ . ___ __ ;: 456 566 219 347 0 0 0 0 
Cotton •••••• ;; ••• ~;; 71 161 0 22 0 0 0 0 

TotaL- ••• :.--;';';;~ 576 1,111 219 3&9 0 0 0 0 
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ESTIMATES OF FARM PROGRAM COSTS FOR S. 1888 WITH ATLERNATIVE TARGET PRICES AND 2 RATES OF PRODUCTION COST INCREASES USING MARKET PRICES AT LEVELS UNDER 

ANTICIPATED SUPPLY-DEMAND CONDITIONS, UNITED STATES, 1974-78 

(In millions of dollars) 

Cost at indicated target less "supply-demand" market price Cost at indicated target less "supply-demand" market price 

s. 1888 
65 percent of 

parity 
3-year 
average Given target 

65 percent of 3-year 
S. 1888 parity average Given target 

2.5 4 2.5 4 2.5 4 2.5 4 2.5 4 2.5 4 2.5 4 2.5 4 
Year and commodity percent percent percent percent percent percent percent percent Year and commodity percent percent percent percent percent percent percent percent 

1974: 1977: 
Feed grains .. ::-::=. :.-:: 1, 829 1, 829 1, 174 1, 174 0 0 793 793 Feed grains--=--=-- --= 3, 159 3, 785 2, 418 2, 956 173 710 1, 881 2, 450 Wheat ___ :; ___ :. ____ 1, 281 1, 281 1, 055 1, 055 0 0 848 848 Wheat_ ______ :. ____ .; 1, 793 1, 980 1, 532 1, 737 131 243 1, 326 1, 513 
Cotton ___ :. __ ______ 690 690 580 580 0 0 460 460 Cotton __ ----------" 825 959 724 811 7 62 602 691 

TotaL ___ --=-=-=-= 3, 800 3, 800 2, 809 2, 809 2, 101 2,101 TotaL ____ :. ___ :;:: 5, 777 6, 724 4, 674 5, 504 311 1, 015 3, 809 4, 654 

1975: 1978: 
Feed grains .• =-=--=-= 2, 248 2, 417 1, 564 1, 721 0 0 1,147 1,322 Feed grains __ :; ___ :;-:; 3,644 4, 577 2, 878 3, 702 942 1, 282 2, 322 3,178 Wheat_ ____ :. ______ .; 1, 443 1, 497 1, 205 1, 278 0 0 1, 004 1, 059 Wheat ___________ .; 1, 946 2, 213 1, 679 1, 965 210 382 1, 450 1, 717 
Cotton ___ ;;. ____ :. __ .; 729 775 621 648 0 0 501 547 Cotton _____ ------= 863 1, 040 767 885 38 112 642 730 

TotaL------·~-== 4, 420 4, 689 3, 390 3, 647 2, 652 2, 928 TotaL._:. ______ .: 6, 453 7, 830 5, 324 6, 552 1,190 1, 776 4, 414 5,625 

1976: 
3, 380 1, 978 2, 319 0 245 1, 473 1, 831 Feed grains .. ::. :.· ___ 2, 690 

Wheat__ ___________ 1, 643 1, 752 1, 405 1, 533 55 128 1, 186 1, 314 
Cotton __ - ~-- ------ 767 857 661 718 0 0 541 587 

TotaL ___ :;:.:. .::~=~ 5, 100 5, 989 4, 044 4, 570 55 373 3, 200 3, 732 

ALTERNATIVE TARGET PRICES FOR 1974 AS A PERCENT OF MAY 1973 PARITY PRICES 

Target prices for 1974 

s. 1888 65 percent of parity 

May 1973 Percent of Percent of 
Crop parity prices I Target prices 

Corn (dollars per bushel) ... ·------------------------= 
Wheat (dollars per bushei).------------------ -----­
Cotton (cents per pound>---------------------------

1 "Agricultural Prices," SRS- USDA, May 15, 1973. 

ALTERNATIVE TARGET PRICES WITH S. 1888-TYPE PROGRAM 
ASSUMING TARGET PRICES RISE 2.5 PERCENT ANNUALLY 

lin dollar amounts] 

Basis for target 
prices, and 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 crop 

s. 1888: 
Corn __________ 1. 53 1. 57 1.61 1.65 1.69 
Sorghum _______ 1. 45 1. 49 1. 53 1. 57 1.61 

~c::!;t======= ~: ~~ 
1. 28 1.31 1.34 1. 37 
2.34 2.40 2.46 2.52 

Cotton____ ___ __ • 4300 .4400 .4500 .4600 .4700 
65 percent of 

parity: 
com .. o:.~---··· 1.45 1.49 1. 53 1. 57 1. 61 
Sorghum _______ 1. 37 1. 41 1. 45 1.49 1. 53 

1. 28 

2. 23 
3. 32 

62.46 

1. 53 
2. 28 

43.00 

Basis for target 
prices, and 
crop 1974 

Barley _________ 1.16 
Wheat__ _______ 2.16 
Cotton ________ _ .4060 

3-year average: 
Corn __________ 1. 23 
Sorghum _______ 1.15 
Barley _________ 1. 02 
Wheat__ _______ 1.45 
Cotton _________ .2567 

Given prices: 
Corn __________ 1.40 
Sorghum _______ 1. 33 
Barley _________ 1.14 
Wheat__ _______ 2. 05 
Cotton _________ .38 

parity Target prices parity 

69 1. 45 65 
69 2.15 65 
69 40.60 65 

2 1970, 1971, and 1972. 

1975 1976 1977 1978 

1. 21 1.26 1. 31 1.36 
2.25 2.34 2.43 2. 53 
.4223 .4392 .4568 .4751 

1. 28 1. 33 1.38 1.44 
1. 20 1. 25 1. 30 1.35 
1.06 1.10 1.14 1.18 
1. 51 1.57 1.63 1. 70 
.2670 .2777 .2888 .3004 

1.46 1. 51 1.57 1.64 
1. 38 1.44 1. 50 1. 56 
1.19 1.23 1. 28 1.33 
2.13 2.22 2. 31 2.40 
.3952 .4110 .4274 .4445 

Barley ______ ___ 1.16 1.19 1. 22 1. 25 
WheaL _______ 2.16 2.21 2. 27 2.32 2.38 PAYMENT RATES WITH S. 1888-TYPE PROGRAM ASSUMING 
Cotton________ _ • 4060 .4162 .4266 .4373 .4483 PRICES STAY AT ASSUMED SUPPLY-DEMAND LEVELS 

3-year average: 
1. 26 1. 29 1.32 1.35 AND TARGET PRICES RISING 2.5 PERCENT ANNUALLY Corn __________ 1. 23 

Sorghum _______ 1.15 1.18 1. 21 1. 24 1. 27 
Barley _________ 1. 02 1. 05 1.08 1.11 1.14 
Wheat__ _______ 1. 45 1. 49 1. 53 1. 57 1. 61 s. 1888: 
Cotton _________ .2567 .2632 .2698 .2766 .2836 

Corn __________ 0. 23 0.27 0.31 0.35 0.39 
Sorghum _______ • 21 .25 .29 .33 .37 

Given prices: 
1.44 1. 47 1. 51 1. 55 

Barley _________ .19 .22 .25 .28 . 31 Corn ________ 1. 40 Wheat _________ .68 .79 .90 .96 1. 02 Sorghum ______ _ 1. 33 1.36 1. 40 1.43 1. 47 Cotton ________ _ .1500 .1600 .1700 .1850 .1950 

~c::!;L==== === ~: M 
1.16 1.19 1. 22 1. 25 
2.10 2.15 2. 21 2.26 65 percent of 

Cotton _________ .3800 .3900 .4000 .4100 .4200 parity: 
.19 .23 .27 • 31 Corn __________ .15 

Sorghum _______ .13 .17 .21 .25 .29 
Barley ___________ . 10 .13 .16 .19 .22 

ALTERNATIVE TARGET PRICES WITH S. 1888-TYPE PROGRAM Wheat____ _____ • 56 .66 .77 .82 .88 

ASSUMING TARGET PRICES RISE 4 PERCENT ANNUALLY 
Cotton _________ .1260 .1362 .1466 .1623 .1733 

3-year average: Corn ________ __ 0 0 0 .02 .05 
Sorghum _______ 0 0 0 0 .03 

s. 1888: 
Barley _________ 0 0 0 .05 .07 

Corn ___ _______ 1. 53 1. 59 1. 65 1. 72 1. 79 WheaL _______ 0 0 .03 .07 .11 
Sorghum ______ 1. 45 1. 51 1. 57 1.63 1. 70 Cotton _________ 0 0 0 .0016 .0086 
Barley _________ 1. 25 1.30 1. 35 1.40 1.46 Given prices: 
Wheat__ _______ 2. 28 2.37 2.46 2.56 2.66 Corn ___ _______ .10 .14 .17 .21 .25 
Cotton __ -- ---- .4300 .4500 .4700 .4900 .5109 Sorghum ______ _ .09 .12 .16 .19 • 23 

65 percent of Barley _________ .08 .10 .13 .16 .19 
parity: Wheat. ________ .45 .55 .65 • 71 • 76 

Corn ____ =:-;:: 1. 45 1. 51 1. 57 1. 63 1. 70 Cotton _________ .1000 .1100 .1200 .1350 .1450 
Sorghum _______ 1. 37 1.42 1.48 1.54 1.60 

3-year average 2 Given target 

Percent of Percent of 
Target prices parity Target prices parity 

1. 23 55 1. 40 63 
1. 45 44 2.05 62 

25.67 41 38.00 61 

PAYMENT RATES WITH S. 1888-TYPE PROGRAM ASSUMING 
PRICES STAY AT ASSUMED SUPPLY-DEMAND LEVELS AND 
TARGET PRICES RISE 4 PERCENT ANNUALLY 

Basis for target 
prices, and 
crop 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

s. 1888: 
Corn __________ 0. 23 0.29 0. 35 0.42 0.49 Sorghum ___ ____ .21 .27 .33 .39 .46 Barley _________ .19 .24 .29 .34 .40 Wheat_ ________ .68 .82 .96 1.06 1.16 Cotton _________ .1500 .1700 .1900 .2150 .2350 

65 percent of 
parity: Corn __________ .15 .21 .27 .33 .40 

Sorghum __ _____ .13 .18 .24 .30 .36 
Barley _____ ____ .10 .15 .20 .25 .30 
WheaL _______ .56 .70 .84 .93 1.03 Cotton _________ .1260 .1423 .1592 .1818 • 2001 

3-year average: 
Corn __________ 0 0 .03 .08 .14 
Sorghum _______ 0 0 .01 .06 .11 
Barley _________ 0 0 .04 .08 .12 
WheaL _______ 0 0 .07 .13 .20 
Cotton _________ 0 0 0 .0138 .0254 

Given prices: Corn _________ :: .10 .16 .21 .27 .34 
Sorghum _______ .09 .14 .20 .26 .32 
Barley _________ .08 .13 .18 .23 .28 
WheaL _______ .45 .58 .72 .81 .90 
Cotton _________ .10 .12 .13 .1550 .1650 

PAYMENT RATES WITH S. 1888-TYPE PROGRAM ASSUMING 
PRICES STAY AT MAY 1973 LEVELS AND TARGET PRICES 
RISING 2.5 PERCENT ANNUAllY 

s. 1888: Corn _________ ;;: 0 0 0 0.04 0.08 
Sorghum ______ .; 0 0 .04 .08 .12 
Barley ________ .: 0 0 0 0 0 
Wheat. _______ .: .13 .19 .25 .31 .37 
Cotton ________ ;;: 0 .0057 .0157 .0257 .0357 

65 percent of 
parity: 

Corn ... -=-= 0 0 0 0 0 ·, Sorghum ______ .; 0 0 0 0 .04 
1 
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Basis for target 
prices, and 
crop 1974 

Barley ___ ::::. -~ 0 
WheaL---~ 0 Cotton ___ -___ _; 0 

3-year average: Corn ________ ~ 0 

Sorghum----=--= 0 
Barley ___ :._:; __ .: 0 
Wheat_ __ .; __ -__ .: 0 
Cotton_ __ -_____ .: 0 

Given prices: 
Com__________ 0 
Sorghum ____ -_-.: 0 
Barley ______ _;:: 0 
Wheat ____ ;;_:: 0 
Cotto"-----=---== 0 

1975 

0 
.06 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1976 1977 1978 

0 0 0 
.12 .17 .23 

0 .0030 .0140 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 .06 .11 
0 0 0 

PRICE ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALYSES OF PROGRAM COSTS 

Item 

Corn, per bushei--==-=-=== -
Sorghum, per busbeL.:;;:.;;;-___ ...; 
Bartey, per busheL= ------
Wheat, per busbel ___ .:;-__ ::;.;;_ 
Cotton, per pound ____ :.-==-=----.: 

May 1973 
prices 

$1.61 
1. 49 
1.39 
2.15 

J .4343 

1 Season average f)rices received by tarmer~. 

SuPply­
demand 
balance 
pricest 

$1.30 
1.24 
Ul6 
l.iO 
.28 

2 Estimated May 1973 cotton price at 15 spot markets for SlM 
1~e-fnch. 

1960 ______________ _ 

1961_ ____ ----------1962 ______________ _ 
1963 ____________ _ 
1964 ___________ _ 

1965 __ -------------1966 ________ _ 

1967------------
1968 ________ -------1969 ____________ _ 
1970 ________ -------
1971_ ______ --------
1972 ______ ---------

Conser­
vatioA 2 

Salt 
bank 

223 370 
236 334 
230 304 
231 304 
236 199 
224 160 
231 145 
237 129 
229 llZ 
204 43 
208 2 
173 -----------
1'8 ------------

1 Details may not add to total'S due to rounding. 

59 
53 
64 
67 
79 
75 
71 
70 
75 
78 
88 
~0 
1!2 

2 tncludes Great Plains and 4Jtller C41nservatilln protrams. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the sen­
ator will yield further, is it not a fact 
that what is putting great emphasis on 
this matter is the case where there is a 
small producer-namely, a dairy farm­
er--paying an escalated price for his 
feed grain, and the repercussions are not 
only to city dwellers in terms of price, 
but also to other agricultural producers. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. The Senator is cor­
rect. It is not only the dairy farmers, but 
also poultry farmers and others. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I am so interested in 
the colloquy on the price of feed grains. 

It is indeed a very serious matter. I 
offered an amendment here that would 
have permitted, I think, adequate re­
serves to see to it that this kind of exces­
sive pricing would not take place. That 
was one of the purposes of the amend­
ment, to provide assurance and security 
for the consumer and to give some ade­
quate protection to the producer so that 
he would not be destroyed in case there 
may have been surpluses. 

CXIX--1191-Part 15 

SEU:CTED INDEXES OF PRICES PAID BY FARMERS 
(191~14=100) 

Production 
items, 

Parity Family interest, taxes, 
Year indexl livin& &nd wage rates 

1960 __ = 300 290 307 
1961-------= --~ 302 291 311 
1962 _________ .; 307 295 316 
1963 __ _______ .; 312 298 322 
196(_ --------- 313 300 322 1965 _________ 321 306 333 
1966 __________ 334 315 347 
1967_ _________ 3.\2 322 356 
1968_ -------- 355 335 370 
19&9 _________ _. 373 351 390 
1970 __________ 390 366 408 
1971_ _________ 410 382 430 
1972_ -------- 2432 .\01 456 

1 Prices paid by far~Mrs for commodities and services, in-

te~e~~.:ars;~~ !.1~1!'~:·1962-72 were: Parity lnde~~-3>5 
percent; family living-3.1 percent; production items, interest, 
taxes, and wage rates-3.7 percent 

COMMENT ON EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED IN­
CREASE IN l\UNIMUK WAGE 

The projections of H.R. 4757 would tend 
to raise !ann wage rates by about 3 percent 
per year !or the next three years; this is in 
.additron to the rate of increase otherwise 
expeeted. If the bill were enacted and made 
effective beginning in 1974, farm wage rates 
in 1976 would be about 10 percent higher 
than otherwise expected. This in turn would 
raise the index of productiDn items, interest, 
taxes, and wage rates slightly more than an 
additional 1 percent by 1976. 

GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS, BY PROGRAMS, 196~721 

Jln millions of dollars! 

Thus tne effect would be to raise !arm 
production costs and target prices as speci­
fied in Senate Bill 1888. With higher target 
prices program payments, under S. 1888. 
increasing by approximately 140 million dol­
lars per year by 1976. 
GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS RELATED TO PRICES WITH 

SUPPLY DE~D EQU~RnJ.M 

1. Population growth rate-1 percent per 
year, with total population reaching 217.7 
million by 1977, about in line with changes 
during the last 5 years but below the growth 
rate of the fifties and early sixties. 

2. Real economic growth slowing during 
the next year or so then rising through 1977 
at a rate of about 4 percent per year, about 
in line with the average of the last two dec­
ades. 

3. Production of meat animals increasing 
more rapidly than trend for the next 3-4 
years. This is due to the projected upturn 
in the cattle cycle along with continued 
-strong demand for xneat. 

4. Assumed price relationships: Livestock 
prices would trend upward somewhat rela­
tive to feed prices although the price ratios 
will vary with livestock cycles. The result 
would be generally favorable livestock-feed 
price relationships and continued strong 
growth in the demand for feed . 

5. Farm production costs wm rise more 
rapidly than during the fifties and early 
.sixties, but -at a slower rate than in the last 
year. Upward pressures on farm costs will 
stem largely from nonfarm inputs, particu­
larly costs of motor vehicles and supplies in­
cluding fuel, farm machinery fertilizers, and 
!ann wage rates. 

Price Wartime 
Feed 
grain 

Rental and adjustment production Cropland 
benefits and parity $1lbsidy adjustment 

Miscel­
laneous a T()tal Wool Wheat Cotton 

51 ----------------------- ----------------------------------------------------- -------------------- 702 
1, 493 
1, 7C 
1,-696 
2,181 
2, 463 
3, 277 
3,019 
3,462 
3, 794 
3, 717 
3, 145 a. 961 

56 772 42 ---------------------------------------------------------------· 
54 841 253 -----------------------------------------------------------------
37 843 215 ------·---- -----------------------------------------------------------
25 1, 163 438 39 ----------------------------------------------------------
18 1, 391 525 70 ------------------------------------------------

~ 1. m ~~~ ~~ =====~~==~============-====-======== ~ ======== 
iii 1, 386 1:41 187 ---------------------------- 81 -----------

:~ t ~ m m ==~============================ ll ==========;= 110 1, 845 &56 &13 ------------------------------- 5Z 6 

'Includes aU other proarams such as milk indemnity. 

I nreded some help, but I am afraid I 
did not get it. 

I think 1! the Senator from New York 
had listened to my words of advice, coun­
sel, and wisdom, he would not have had 
to bring up his amendment today. We 
would have had a reserve set aside, we 
would have had protection for the New 
York consumer, we would have had pro­
tection for the Midwest producer, and 
we would have had a national security 
reserve that this country could have re­
lied upon. It would not have destroyed 
the effect of the market on prices, and it 
would have prevented the producer from 
being literally destroyed when massive 
surpluses hit the market. 

I am sorry we did not have the Sena­
tor's help; we could have saved all this 
talk. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
always listened to my eolleague from 
Minnesota with the greatest respect, but 
he and I occasionally have different 
plans on how to solve our problems. I 
think if we stop trying to separate agri-

culture, and allo-w the forces of the mar­
ketplace to have their effect, we would 
have no surplus, no shortage, and no 
problem. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I only 
ask the Senator to go back and read that 
debate, and then take the weekend to 
repent. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I have no further re­

marks to make. If the chairman of the 
committee is prepared to accept my 
amendment, 1 shall not ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the y~as and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 

author of this amendment claims it 
would save the Government, aeoording 
to the figures I hav~. a total of $170.7 
million in the ease of wheat; $186 mil­
lion in the ease{){ com; and $177.9 mil­
lion in the case of cotton. 

And how is this determined Mr. Pres­
ident? Well, he uses some assumed num-
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bers only of historical significance. He 
does not project what actual prices will 
be. This is natural-because no one 
knows of the future. 

But one thing I do know Mr. Presi­
dent. And that is any savings to the Gov­
ernment, no matter on how slim a basis, 
will be out of the hide of producers. 

Mr. President, the whole thrust of the 
committee bill is to the future. 

Today there ar.e only 2.8 million farms 
left in this country and the farm popu­
lation is less than 5 percent of the total. 

And yet this small number of farms is 
expected to feed over 210 million Ameri­
cans now and many millions more 
throughout the world. 

But of even great significance is the 
fact that by the time terms of this act 
fully expire an additional 20 million more 
Americans will depend upon even fewer 
farms. 

It is imperative that greater produc­
tion and productivity are generated for 
our future needs. 

That is why the committee devised the 
target price approach adjusted by costs 
of production. 

This amendment not only removes the 
target price but it also removes the ad­
justment factor. 

In effect this amendment condemns 
farmers to a 5-year freeze on prices. 

Mr. President, I contend that no other 
segment of the population would be 
singled out for such trashy treatment. 

As a matter of fact, there is now in 
Congress active legislation to increase 
minimum wages for workers. 

Mr. President, why should farmers be 
treated so unfairly. Why should they be 
singled out for such harsh treatment. 

Furthermore, Mr. President there are 
technical and administrative difficulties 
in such an approach as proposed in this 
amendment. 

I can see a situation where a low yield­
large acreage farm would actually receive 
less for his product than a high yield­
low acreage farm. 

Moreover, while the administration 
talks of getting Government off the backs 
of its citizens this amendment would 
move in exactly the opposite direction. 

It would inject the Federal Govern­
ment into even the smallest of farming 
details. 

Under the proposal a farmer could not 
even lease or sell an allotment notwith­
standing other provislons of law. 

Mr. President, this approach is un­
American. It is confiscatory and it is 
inimical to the best interests of all of our 
citizens now and in the future. 

The committee bill is designed to in­
crease production and to guarantee our 
consumers an abundance of food and 
fiber while the amendment moves in 
exactly the opposite direction. 

The committee bill is designed to pro­
vide our farmers with the incentive to 
produce and again the amendment moves 
in the opposite direction. 

Mr. President, no good can come from 
this amendment and I urge the Senate 
to reject it out of hand. It is an adminis­
trative nightmare. It would set up four 
different prices for wheat, four different 

for cotton, all dependent upon the size 
prices for corn, and four different prices 
of the farm. Who could make plans, or 
establish the price of farm land, under 
those conditions? I hope the amendment 
will be overwhelmingly rejected, and I 
urge the Senate to do so. 

I yield such remaining time as I may 
have to the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I shall 
address myself to the first part of the 
amendment, not the second. I think the 
second part is obviously unworkable. 

What I have to say is not intended 
as any criticism of the Senator from 
New York. I point out that under this 
bill, we establish a target price for basic 
farm commodities in much the same 
manner as wages are established. Wages 
are established on the basis of the in­
creased cost of living to the workers for 
all the things they have to buy. 

The bill would establish a target price 
for wheat, for example, of $2.28 a bushel. 
Parity, or a fair price, is approximately 
$3.20 a bushel. So this target price is 
almost a dollar below what, by Govern­
ment standards, is supposed to be a fair 
price. A similar target price is established 
for feed grain and cotton. We do better 
than that for labor. We give them what 
is supposed to be a fair price. 

Under the present program, which is 
in effect for this year's crop, there will 
be sizable payments, about $2.5 billion, 
even though farm prices are high. This 
target price provision gets away from 
that. With prices as high as they are 
now, there would be no production pay­
ments at all. 

According to its figures, the Depart­
ment of Agriculture has estimated that 
the committee bill could cost $3.5 bil­
lion dw·ing the first year. Well, prices 
would have to drop as much as 50 per­
cent for most commodities if there is to 
be that much cost to the Federal Gov­
ernment. I am sure that Secretary of 
Agriculture Butz is not estimating that 
farm prices are going to drop to the level 
that they were before, or to 55 or 60 per­
cent of parity for basic crops. 

It is said that in 5 years, assuming that 
the prices of farm commodities are the 
same as they were for the previous 5 
years, it would cost $7 billion. That, 
again, is an exaggeration. The average 
price of farm products during the first 
5 years was pretty low. Certainly that 
price would not be equitable 5 years 
hence. Five years from now, the price of 
everything the farmer has to buy, in­
cluding wages, is going to be sharply 
increased, but the Senator would seek to 
hold farm prices · or target prices to the 
same level. By his previous amendment, 
he would have wiped out all production 
payments of any kind, or phased them 
out. 

It is stated in the Senator's explana­
tion that the average price for wheat 
for the past 5 years was $1.50 a bushel. 
The blended price, with the wheat cer­
tificate paymelllts, was $1.93 a bushel. 
The Senator would wipe out that pro­
duction payment entirely, so that the 
farmer probably would not get any more 

than $1.50 a bushel, and he would cer­
tainly go broke. The same thing is true 
of cotton and feedgrains. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
the farmer is entitled to at least a part 
of the consideration given to labor. The 
cost of living is always given considera­
tion in establishing wages. Even Gov­
ernment salaries are based on the cost of 
living to labor. 

We only go part way, in this bill, in 
trying to give the farmer seme assurance 
that if he increases his production as 
people want him to do, so that prices 
will come down and food will be more 
abundant, he is not going to produce 
price-busting surpluses unless he has 
some protection. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York has 3 minutes re­
maining on his amendment. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I would 
just like to make a couple of points. 
No. 1, that legislation is in fact dis­
climinatory. We must recognize that it 
is discriminatory against 70 percent of 
agricultural America who are not cov­
ered. No. 2, we have the analogy of the 
minimum wage legislation used to justify 
setting the target price. 

I suggest that if we are talking about 
minimum wage and maximum farm 
prices, and if we want to use the mini­
mum wage analogy we should apply it to 
the non-recourse loans. If the non-re­
course loan levels are inadequate, then 
let us raise them, but not try to fix the 
agricultural price of the American econ­
omy and then deny the American econ­
omy at least some share of an increase in 
productivity in our remarkable agricul­
tural community. 

I believe that we have heard a new 
definition of "confiscatory" from the dis­
tinguished chairman of the committee. 
He would define "confiscatory" as an 
attempt to modify a privilege not yet 
granted. 

I do suggest that what we are doing 
is moving into a new system of economic 
tinkering that, in the long run, will not 
benefit agriculture and will not benefit 
the country as a whole. We will soon find 
other sectors of production, agriculture 
or manufacture, who will ask to be pro­
tected against the possible risks of the 
marketplace. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the Sen­
ator from New York, and I have some­
thing in common. I would be willing for 
the farmer to go it alone if labor, in­
dustry, and every other segment of the 
economy would be willing to do the same. 

Until they do, I want a fair break for 
agriculture. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator 
for his comments. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BIDEN). All time on this amendment has 
now been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment, No. 185, of the Senator from 
New York (Mr. BUCKLEY). 

On this question the yeas and nays 
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have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Sen-ator from Arkansas <Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT). the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HUGHES), the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MANsFIELD), the Senator from Ar­
kansas <Mr. McCLELLAN) and the Sena­
tor from Georgia <Mr. NUNN) are neces­
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Maine <Mr. MuSKIE) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be­
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
NUNN) and the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. HART) would each vote "nay." 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an­
nounce that the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON) is absent be­
cause of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
DoMENICI) is absent to attend the funeral 
of a friend. 

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr~ Do:m­
NICK), the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
GRIFFIN), and the Senator from Nebraska 
<Mr. HRUSKA) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
THURMOND) is detained on official com­
mittee business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico <Mr. DoMENICI). the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. HRusKA) and the 
Senator from South carolina (Mr. THUR­
MOND) would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 21, 
nays 64, as follows: 

Baker 
Beall 
Bid en 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Case 
Goldwater 

[No. 183 Leg.] 
YEA8-21 

Javits 
Mathias 
Pastore 
Pell 
Perey 
Ribieoti 
R1>th 

NAYS-64 
Abourezk Eastland 
Aiken Ervin 
Allen Fannin 
Bartlett Fong 
Bayh Gravel 
Bellmon Gurney 
Bentsen Hansen 
Bible Hartke 
Brock Haskell 
Burdick Hatfield 
Byrd, Hathaway 

Harry F., Jr. Helms 
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings 
Cannon Huddleston 
Chiles Humphrey 
Church Inouye 
Clark Jackson 
Cook Johnston 
Cranston KeilllOOy 
Curtis Long 
Dole Magnuson 
Eagleton McClure 

Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Stevens 
Taft 
Weicker 
Williams 

McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya. 
M06S 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Scott, Va. 
Sparkman 
Stafford. 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Ta.l.madge 
Tower 
Tunney 
Young 

NOT VOTING-15 
Bennett 
Cotton 
Domenicl 
Dom.inlck 
Fulbright 

Griffin 
Hart 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Mansfield 

McClellan 
Muskie 
Nunn 
Stennis 
Thurmond 

So Mr. BuCKLEY's amendment <No. 
185) was rejected. 

Mr. THURMOND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, Senator NtTNN of Geor­

gia and I were detained on vital mat­
ters pertaining to the Armed Services 
Commitee aLd were prevented from vot­
ing on the Buckley Amendment, No. 185. 

Both Senator NUNN and I were strong­
ly opposed to this amendment and would 
have voted against it had we been 
present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 212 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 212. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 36, lin~ 12, strike out the ckmble 

quotation marks. 
On page 36, between lines 12 and 13, insert 

the following: 
"SEc. 705. (a) Subsection (c) oi seetion 

104 of such Act is r~pealed. 
"(b) Subsection (b) of section 106 of such 

Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: 'No agreement entered into 
under this Act with any foreign country 
shall provide or require that foreign cur­
rencies accruing to the United States under 
this Act be used for the purpose of procur­
ing for such country any equipment, mate­
rials, facilities, or services for any military 
or defense purpose (including internal secu­
rity purposes).'" 

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

Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that follow­
ing the amendment by Mr. BAYH, the 
following Senators be recognized, in the 
order stated, to call up their amend­
ments: Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. Moss, Mr. 
PERCY, and Mr. STEVENS. 

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

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 
use of food for peace currency for mili­
tary purposes is a corruption of the in­
tent of this humanitarian assistance. 
This program combats hunger and mal­
nutrition, promotes economic growth 
in developing nations, and develops ex­
port markets for U.S. commodities. It 
should not be tainted by military re­
quirements. If military assistance must 
be given and it can be proven to be justi­
fied-and much of it cannot-then let it 
be given through the Pentagon, our mili­
tary establishment or the Department of 
State instead of a back door technique. 

But this is not the only reason why 
this amendment should be accepted. By 
permitting this back door financing, the 
military is allowed to make use of Fed­
eral resources <mtside the appropriations 

process. Congressional control is limited 
if not nonexistent. Furthermore, it en­
courages thr;; full brunt of the foreign 
aid spending to be hidden from the tax­
payer who is troubled enough to find that 
military assistance comes not only out of 
the Defense Department but also the 
Agriculture Department and the State 
Department and runs as high as $6 
billion for grants and loans and facili­
ties abroad. 

Even though sales of agricultural 
commodities for local currency have 
been phased out as of December 31, 1971, 
ongoing credit agreements may generate 
foreign currencies, if required, at the 
time of delivery of the commodities 
rather than waiting for later dollar pay­
ment. 

The United States currently holds ex­
cess currency in the following countries: 
Burma, Guinea, India, Pakistan, Poland, 
Tunisia, and Egypt. During fiscal year 
1973 there were excess currencies in Is­
rael. Nep-al, and Yugoslavia but these are 
expected to be fully consumed. 

Now this does not mean that we will 
be using these currencies for military 
purposes but it does point out that the 
potential for misuse is present. 

The progressive shift from foreign 
currency sales to dollar credit sales is a 
much needed application of sound fi­
nancing. It helps our balance of pay­
ments. Especially when these funds are 
beyond the authority of the appropria­
tion process. They constitute in effect a 
gigantic military assistance slush fund 
out of which can be drawn resources for 
almost any military project any admin­
istration might desire. 

In the past counterpart currencies 
have been used to pay the wages of C-am­
bodian soldiers, to offset increasing de­
fense costs from the cutback of MAP 
funding in Korea, and to provide cloth­
ing, construction, and construction mate­
rials in South Vietnam. 

We do not know what they might be 
used for in the future. 

Mr. President, since its inception in 
1954, local currencies made available 
through Public Law 480 have been used 
to provide military assistance to many 
developing countries. This startling faet 
was first made clear during hearings be­
fore the Joint Economic Committee in 
1971. At that time several witnesses testi­
fied that under Public Law 480, funds 
generated by the sale of U.S. agricul­
tural commodities are credited to the 
United States in local currency. These 
moneys then are used for a variety of 
purposes; to finance U.S. expenses such 
as running the Embassy, to developing 
new markets for the United States and 
to establish exchange programs. 

Unfortunately, under section 104(c) 
Public Law 480 also allows these funds to 
be used "to procure equipment, materials, 
facilities, and services for the common 
defense including internal security." 

From 1954 to the end of 1972 over $1.7 
billion has been used for this purpose. 
This comprises 13.4 percent of the total 
counterpart funds available for all pur­
poses under this act. 
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The available figures for fiscal years 
1972-74 are as follows: 1972, $67.06 mil­
lion; 1973, $157.9 million; proposed 1974, 
$162.08 million. 

Spain, Zaire, Cambodia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Korea, the Philippines, Republic 
of China, South Vietnam, Greece, Iran, 
Pakistan, and Turkey have benefited 
from this backdoor military financing. 
In recent years most of the funds have 
flowed to Korea, the Republic of China, 
South Vietnam, and Cambodia. 

On February 22, 1971, I introduced a 
bill, along with Senators MANSFIELD, 
HUMPHREY, and McGOVERN, that WOUld 
have repealed the provisions under 
title I of the Agriculture Trade Develop­
ment and Assistance Act of 1954 relating 
to the use of counterpart funds for mili­
tary purposes. It also would have added 
language designed to prohibit any mili­
tary goods or services for a recipient 
country. It never came to a vote. 

Last year Senators HUGHES and HuM­
PHREY sponsored a similar amendment 
which was attached to the Foreign As­
sistance Act of 1972. That amendment 
died with the demise of the bill. 

In this year's Foreign Military Sales 
and Assistance Act, there is an identical 
provision and I would endorse that state­
ment, even though I consider it a weaker 
and less desirable alternative. 

It is necessary that a strong prohibi­
tion be placed on S. 1888, the Agricul­
tural Act of 1970 because this legislation 
extends Public Law 480 authority until 
1978. 

Mr. President, I would direct attention 
to page 67 of the committee report on 
the Agriculture and Consumer Protection 
Act of 1973. On that page, a chart shows 
how foreign currencies have been used 
under Public Law 480 since its inception 
in 1954. You will note that it indicates 
which countries have received military 
assistance from Public Law 480. It also 
shows that 13.4 percent of all the foreign 
currencies available under Public Law 
480 have been used for military purposes. 

Some of the purposes this funding has 
been applied to are listed in a message 
from the President in 1972 regarding the 
1971 annual report on agricultural export 
activities carried out under Public Law 
480. On pages 43 and 44, the President 
states that Public Law 480 counterpart 
funds have been and will continue to be 
used for the military support of Vietnam 
and Cambodia. These funds in fact go 
into a general joint support category in 
the South Vietnamese budget and in 
Cambodia they are used to provide mili­
tary pay and allowances. 

If the Department of Defense feels 
that these programs are essential to na­
tional security, then they should be in­
cluded in the Pentagon's budget and jus­
tified before the Armed Services, Foreign 
Relations, and Appropriations Commit­
tees as is other military legislation. 

No longer should we allow the Depart­
ment of Agriculture to be a part of these 
military activities. It is not proper. Let it 
be handled straight-forward and out in 
the open if necessary. But why hide be­
hind one of the best u.s. programs in 
existence-the food for peace program? 

To the rest of the world, food for peace 
stands for the best in America-the un­
selfish humanitarian assistance to peo­
ples and nations in need. 

As long as we continue to allow Public 
Law 480 counterpart funds to be used for 
military purposes, however, food for 
peace will also be known as just another 
American attempt to support military 
governments and subtlely influence 
their policies. 

Mr. President, in 1972 when this issue 
was debated in the Senate, it was pointed 
out that any prohibition should right­
fully be placed on the agricultural bill. 
The very distinguished chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee said the matter 
should be considered when Public Law 
480 was due to be extended in 1973. 

That time has come. 
The agriculture bill is the ideal legisla­

tion to contain a prohibition since it au­
thorizes an extension of Public Law 480 
authority for 5 years up to 1978. 

We have given Cambodia $16.5 million 
in fiscal year 1972; $20.6 million in fiscal 
year 1973; and a proposed $24.7 million 
in fiscal year 1974 under section 104(c) 
of Public Law 480. 

As for South Vietnam, in fiscal year 
1972 they received $50.6 million; fiscal 
year 1973, $137.3 million; and fiscal year 
1974 proposed at $137.4 million. 

If these funds are necessary, let them 
come out of the Defense budget of the 
Foreign Military Sales and Assistance 
Act where they belong. Let them be sub­
ject to the appropriations process. Let 
the Armed Services Committees and the 
Foreign Relations Committee review 
these programs. But we should not allow 
them to continue to be used behind the 
back of Congress for another 5 years. It 
is a question of congressional oversight 
and control. 

I am not saying that these funds have 
been used wisely or unwisely. I do not 
know though I may have suspicions. This 
is a question of putting military assist­
ance where military assistance belongs, 
and to free the food for peace program 
from the embarrassing burden of behind 
the back military programs. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to dis­
cuss just what this amendment would do. 
The amendment is worded as follows: 

First it repeals subsection (c) of sec­
tion 104 which authorizes Public Law 480 
foreign currencies to be used for military 
purposes. 

Second, it would amend section 106 
by adding: "No agreement entered into 
under this Act with any foreign country 
shall provide or require that foreign cur­
rencies accruing to the United States 
under this Act be used for the purpose of 
procuring for such country any equip­
ment, materials, facilities, or services for 
any military or defense purpose-includ­
ing internal security purposes. 

Since this amendment deals only with 
United States held foreign currencies for 
use for the foreign country, it would in 
no way inhibit the operations of the U.S. 
embassy or military attache program fi­
nanced out of these counterpart funds. 
It would only prohibit these funds from 

being used for military purposes for the 
recipient country. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to note 
that Senators McGOVERN, HUGHES, 
ABOUREZK, CLARK, and HUMPHREY 
have agreed to cosponsor this amend­
ment. Senator McGovERN, it should be 
noted, is a former director of the food 
for peace and is extraordinarily knowl­
edgeable about the subject. Senator 
HuGHES has taken a long hard look at 
this practice as a member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, and I know 
that Senator ABOUREZK recently has con­
cluded research in this matter. Senator 
HuMPHREY speaks from a wealth of inter­
est, concern, and knowledge in this area. 

This is the first time the Senate can 
express itself in support of the humani­
tarian function of food for peace and 
against the continued military applica­
tion of food for peace generated funds. 

There are many humanitarian pro­
grams we could use these counterpart 
funds for that would be consistent with 
the image of the food for peace pro­
gram. Let us begin by not mixing food 
•for peace and military purposes. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, Sen­
ator PROXMIRE's pending amendment, 
which I have cosponsored, is an essen­
tial safeguard to the food for peace pro­
gram. 

The purpose of food for peace is to 
feed hungry people, not to permit gov­
ernments to wage wars against people. 
It is a tragic irony that this effort to 
preserve and enhance life has become 
a back-door method to finance killing. 

Many of us in this Chamber have been 
worried for a long time about the con­
tinuing arms race in the less developed 
countries. We have protested admin­
istration policies which contribute to 
this wasteful and dangerous competition. 
Now we can at least limit those policies 
by preventing the expenditure of coun­
terpart funds, earned through food for 
peace, on the weapons of war. 

It is wrong to exploit a program with 
the most humane purposes to support 
the most inhwnane of mankind's prac­
tices. 

It is wrong for the people who suffer 
from it, and wrong for our country, which 
pays for it. We have had enough trouble 
with our own mistaken war; and more 
trouble will be the likely result of financ­
ing the mistaken conflicts of other na­
tions-conflicts in which our only true 
interest is noninvolvement. To para­
phrase Senator TALMADGE, if the only 
alternative is to allow the use of counter­
part funds to buy arms, then I would 
rather burn the money. 

I do not want our Government to 
alienate one side in these obscure quar­
rels by arming the other side-and I cer­
tainly do not want us to arm both sides 
so they can fire American bullets at 
each other across a disputed border. I do 
not want food for peace perverted to 
make wars more possible. 

Most of all, as the former Director of 
food for peace, I want the program to 
serve the purpose of peace-not war. 

During the 1960's, we could not have 
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both guns and butter at home. During 
the 1970's, we should not send guns 
abroad under the guise of butter. Let us 
not mock the decent and generous in­
stincts of food for peace-which is, after 
all, one of the idealistic initiatives of an 
earlier hopeful day that has not yet been 
ruined by the regrettable events of the 
last decade. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska, 
the ranking minority Member, and I 
have discussed this amendment; and in 
behalf of the committee, I am prepared 
to accept it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the distin­
guished manager of the bill. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I hope the Senate 
will agree to it. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back the re­

mainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The amendment "N"as agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from New York (Mr. BucKLEY) is 
recognized. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order of our 
amendments be reversed, and I want to 
associate myself with the Bayh amend­
ment. That would place my amendment 
in a backup position, in case the Senate 
fails to adopt the Bayh amendment. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to asso­
ciate myself not only with the remarks 
of the Senator from New York but also 
with his amendment, in the event my 
amendment is rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Indiana is recog­
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 163 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment, No. 163, and I ask unani­
mous consent that Mr. Helfer, Mr. Mack, 
and Mr. Berman have the privilege of the 
fioor during the debate and during the 
vote on the amendment. 

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

The amendment will be stated. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro­

ceeded to read the amendment. 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unani­

mous consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, without 
objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 1, line 5, strike out "101(1)" and 

insert "101." 
On page 1, strike out lines 6 and 7, and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"(A) amending subsection (1), effective 

beginning with the 1974 crop, to read as 
follows: 

" ' ( 1) The total amount of payments which 
a person shall be entitled to receive under 
one or more of the annual programs estab­
lished by titles IV, V, and VI of this Act 

for the 1974 through 1978 crops of the com­
modities shall not exceed $20,000.'." 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me for 1 
minute? 

Mr. BAYH. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­

dent, I ask unanimous consent that fol­
lowing the amendment by Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. CLARK and Mr. Moss then be recog­
nized, in that order, to call up amend­
ments. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I call the attention of the Senate to the 
fact that we have 8 amendments lined 
up for consideration, and we have only 
2 how·s and 15 minutes remaining, which 
time must include all rollcall votes. It 
will be necessary to reduce the time on 
amendments, and I therefore, ask unani­
mous consent at this point that time on 
any amendments from here on ou~and 
any Senator may object if he wishes, of 
course-be limited to 15 minutes, the 
time to be allocated as follows: 10 min­
utes to the proponent, 5 minutes to the 
manager of the bill; and that time on 
any amendment to an amendment be 
limited to 10 minutes, to be equally 
divided. 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, if the Senator will yield, I 
wish to say that I strongly support that. 
Otherwise, we will get into a condition 
of inadvertent cloture. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAYH. Does that exclude the 

pending amendment? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If the Sena­

tor wishes to have his full time. I must 
say that, because of the time situation, I 
have made this request without pre­
arrangement with Senators who have 
amendments. 

Mr. BAYH. I do not think I am going 
to take the full time; but inasmuch as 
other Senators are interested and this 
matter has been around a long time and 
is rather critical, I would not want to 
foreclose someone else. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I exclude the pending amendment. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank all 
Senators. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, first I want 
to congratulate the distinguished chair­
man of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, who is about do everything 
he can to defeat this amendment because 
he thinks it is wrong. But I thank him 
for his courtesy on my past amendments 
and for what I know will be a courteous 
exchange of views on this amendment. 
Even more important, as someone who 
has been reared on a farm and presently 
has a family farm and is intimately in­
volved in farm legislation, I thank him 
and the members of the Agricultural 
Committee who drafted S. 1888. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the distin­
guished Senator. 

Mr. BAYH. I think this is one of the 
best farm bills that has come down the 

pike, and certainly the best one since I 
have been in the Senate. 

It is greatly improved over the last 
Agriculture Act. I think it will be im­
proved by the adoption of the amend­
ment now pending. But, having said that, 
I want to say very sincerely that I think 
it is a definite improvement over the 
past farm legislation. I say the same 
thing to the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota, a ranking Republican 
member. 

For the first time, I must say that un­
der this bill my constituents, who are 
primarily feed grain producers, are treat­
ed as fairly and equally as wheat and 
cotton producers. 

Under the 1973 bill they are assured 
of target prices on their entire produc­
tion, rather than on only half of it as 
under the current bill. The target price 
in S. 1888 would assure cotton, feed 
grains, and wheat producers approxi­
mately the same level of income from 
the production of these commodities as 
they received in 1972 and 1973 from their 
marketings plus Government payments. 

Mr. President, I am offering once again 
a $20,000 payment limitation-not in­
cluding any payment determined by the 
Secretary to represent compensation for 
resource adjustment or public access for 
recreation. I did this because in the past 
we had been told by the opponents of the 
amendment that to apply the $20,000 
limitation across the board would force 
large farmers primarily wheat and feed 
grain farmers, to leave the programs and 
plant fence to fence, and cause a pen­
alty to be imposed. For this reason the 
present amendment which has been co­
sponsored by the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware <Mr. ROTH), and the dis­
tinguished Senator from New York (Mr. 
BucKLEY), and several others, limits our 
effort to the income supplement. 

Thus, the $20,000 limitation would not 
affect those resource adjustment pro­
grams that are designed to limit supply. 
It would not apply to those payments 
that are designed to get acreage out of 
production so that the amount pro­
duced will be in reasonable proximity to 
the supply necessary to reach the target 
price. I have always felt that a $55,000 
limitation per crop was too high. Since 
S. 1888 excludes the resource adjust­
ment payments from the limitation, such 
as set-aside, the $20,000 blanket limita­
tion applying only to income supplement 
payments is even more desirable than it 
has been in the past, when all types of 
payments would have been subject to 
the limit. 

Mr. President, I have two basic 
reasons, philosophic and practical, for 
feeling that we must have a limitation 
on the amount of subsidies that are paid. 
The first one goes to the agricultural 
reason. I hope we do not ignore in the 
new farm bill the basic tenet of farm 
programs in the past, and that is the 
need to strengthen the family farm. 
The family farm is no longer 60 acres 
with a mule. The family farm is larger, 
it is more mechanized, and it is more 
expensive to operate. Presently it is a 
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medium-size business. One can make a 
distinction between what is a medium­
size family farm today and large cor­
porate farms that are expanding year 
after year. If we are concerned about 
the family farm we should put our sub­
sidy payments, our tax dollars, in those 
areas necessary to strengthen the family 
farm. That is why I say that in the 
$55,000 payment, or a total of up to 
$165,000 payment there is no direct rela­
tionship to strengthening the family 
farm. One of the major beneficiaries of 
Government payments in terms of dollar 
amounts is the large farm operation. 
Many of these farms receive payments 
well above this $20,000 payment limita­
tion. Few of them, if any, require such 
large income supplement payments. Few 
small family farms receive payments in 
excess of $20,000. Many of them require 
adequate income supplements. This 
amendment sets a reasonable limit on 
such payments, and insures that Goveln­
ment money does not go to farmers who 
do not need it. Enough said for the agri­
cultural reason. 

Mr. President, I am a bit of a 
pragmatist as well as somewhat of an 
idealist. I think we are facing a real 
crisis today as far as any farm legisla­
tion is concerned. Nobody really knows 
what the price tag of this bill is going to 
be. I am willing to pay it, because I think 
it is a good bill. But I think the price 
tag will be significant. About 93 per­
cent of the price will be paid by people 
who have never been on a farm, have 
never milked a cow, and who have never 
ridden a tractor. 

They are going to pay the price when 
they go to the supermarket or to the 
corner grocery store. There is no Senator 
here who is not concerned about the in­
creased cost of food. Those of us con­
cerned about recent farm legislation 
have to come out of this debate with 
some clear signal to the housewife and 
the consumer that we are going to try to 
do something about it. Otherwise we will 
have a consumer rebellion that will make 
it impossible for us to have a farm bill 
when it comes to writing the check in the 
Committee on Appropriations. The 
$20,000 limit will be a signal to the 
housewife that this bill is designed to be 
directed to the area where attention is 
needed. At the same time it will provide 
the kind of basic support for the target 
price concept that is a fundamental in­
gredient of this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, this 

amendment would impose a limit of 
$20,000 on payments to producers. Cur­
rent law limits payments to $55,000 per 
crop. It would gut the whole purpose of 
the bill before the Senate today. 

Mr. President, the thrust of the com­
mittee bill is to assure greater produc­
tivity on our Nation's farms so that con­
sumers will benefit from an abundance 
of food and fiber. 

It is a complex bill, and all of its parts 
are interrelated. The fullest success will 
be assured only if all parts remain to­
gether. 

One of the most important aspects •f 

the bill in regard to assuring consumers 
of an abundance of food and fiber has 
to do with target prices established in 
the bill at $2.28 for wheat, $1.53 for corn 
and other feed grains in relation and 43 
cents for cotton. These prices were set at 
a level that the committee felt would 
encourage the necessary production in­
dicated by ow· future needs. Farmers, as 
are all other Americans, are operating 
in an inflationary economy, but farmers 
cannot be expected to produce when 
costs of production are higher than the 
prices they receive. 

If the abundance is forthcoming, and 
we expect it to be, but the demand for 
food and fiber is not as great as was ex­
pected, farmers will still be protected in 
that they will receive payments from 
the Government to make up the differ­
ence between whatever the market price 
might be and the target price. 

If our goals are achieved farmers will 
receive no payments from the Govern­
ment. 

In order to achieve our goals farmers 
must receive reasonable prices and not 
be restrained by artificial barriers. 

The $55,000 payment limitation in the 
bill is an integral part of the proposal 
to induce an abundant supply of food 
and fiber. Although the limitation is a 
barrier even at this level the committee 
felt that after 3 years farmers had made 
adjustments to it. 

Any reduction in this payment limita­
tion now will be inimical to the best 
interest of consumers and diametrically 
opposed to the purposes of the bill. 

I might point out that many unin­
formed people feel that payments from 
the Government to farmers are no more 
than a handout. This is far from the 
truth and is indeed contrary to the facts. 
Take cotton for example. According to 
the Department of Agriculture in 1969, 
the total cost of producing cotton in the 
United States averaged 32 cents per 
pound. Since then the index of prices 
paid by farmers for production items, in­
terest, taxes, and farm wage rates has 
increased by 31.5 percent. 

If average cotton production costs have 
increased by the same rate, total costs in 
April of this would amount to 42.08 cents 
per pound, only about 1 cent less than 
the target price of 43 cents in the bill. 

Mr. President, it is obvious that pay­
ments are an integral part of total prices 
received and in large part are used to 
cover the cost of production. Payments 
do not assure profits. 

If we are going to achieve the goals 
in this bill, it is imperative that the pay­
ment limitation remain as it is in the 
bill. This is assurance to farmers that 
they can produce without fear of dis­
aster prices. 

Mr. President, this bill is designed to 
achieve an abundance of food and fiber 
for our consumers at home and for ex­
port abroad. If we are going to take care 
of the future, it is important that an 
abundance be assured. We cannot live 
without food and fiber. We must have it, 
and the bill so provides. 

I w·ge that the amendment be re­
jected. 

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 
such remaining time as I may have on 
the amendment to my distinguished col­
league from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time remaining on the amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes on the bill to the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, it would 
be quite popular in my State to vote for 
this amendment. Only a handful of 
farmers, about 1 percent, get in excess of 
$20,000, and even those who get iL excess 
of $20,000 do not get much more than 
that. But if prices remain anywhere near 
what they are now, this becomes a moot 
question. Farmers will get no payments 
whatever. 

Another thing we have to take into 
consideration is that with inflation, the 
costs of a farmer's operations have in­
creased more than 14 percent in the last 
year, more than any other segment of 
our economy; $50,000 now would not be 
much more than $30,000 was 3 years ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I yield to my 
distinguished colleague from Delaware 
(Mr. ROTH). 

How much time does he ask for? 
Mr. ROTH. Two minutes. 
Mr. BAYH. I yield 2 minutes to the 

Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I shall be 

brief, because I know the time problems 
we have in order to complete the bill this 
afternoon, but I am happy to be a prime 
sponsor with the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. BAYH) in proposing limiting these 
subsidies to $20,000, and I strongly en­
dorse what he had to say about the need 
of keeping this cost down at the very time 
when the cost of food is increasing so 
rapidly to the housewife. 

I think it is going to be very hard to 
justify to the consumer or to the house­
wife a payment of $55,000, or a total of 
$165,000, as permitted under the present 
legislation, at the very time when the 
average family is having great difficulties 
in making ends meet, because of the 
serious problems of lnfiation. 

In any event, if we are going to con­
tinue subsidies, it only makes good sense 
that we direct our actions toward help­
ing the family farm, and not help the 
large corPorate farmers. That is what we 
are trying to do by cutting the amount 
of subsidies to $20,000. 

I might say that this seems to me a 
particularly appropriate time to do it. 
As has been pointed out many times on 
the Senate floor, as well as in the com­
mittee report, the agricultural commu­
nity is rightfully prospering and, from 
all predictions of economists, it will con­
tinue to prosper. For that reason this is 
the time to phase out the large farm 
subsidies. This is especially true in light 
of our serious fiscal problems. It is im­
perative that Federal spending be held 
down as a measure to fight inflation. We 
cannot a:trord as Senators to continue 
costly programs. Certainly there is no 
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justification to continue a practice that 
neither helps the small family nor con­
sumer. 

I would, therefore, urge my colleagues 
to vote on this farm amendment. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I yield to 
the clistinguished Senator from New York 
(Mr. BUCKLEY) . 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, if I 
may have 1 minute, I just want to en­
dorse and underscore the statements 
m ade by the Senator from Indiana and 
the Senator from Delaware. We have to 
restore a sense of balance in our overall 
legislation. I think at a time when the 
cost of living is rising, at a time when 
Americans feel so desperately the burden 
of high taxation, we must recognize that 
there is some limit to what we can ask 
of the average taxpayer who earns about 
$10,000 when it comes to asking him to 
subsidize people who do not need subsi­
dies. 

It seems to me the level suggested in 
the amendment now under discussion 
makes an appropriate dividing line be­
tween those who have a need and those 
who do not. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
amendment and to telegraph to the Na­
tion that some of us are moving, where 
we can, to reduce supports in this 
manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to my distinguished colleague 
from Utah <Mr. Moss). 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Indiana. I think that what we are 
talking about is assisting the family 
farmer, who is going to lose, really, his 
livelihood, possibly his farm. Therefore, 
he is entitled to some sort of assurance 
that he will not be wiped out. 

I have an amendment I shall offer 
later that deals with those who talk 

about closing loopholes, and adding up 
the payoffs. 

I think we ought to break the amount 
down to a $20,000 limitation. We are 
dealing with the family farmer and an 
emergency situation. 

The argument made, as I understand, 
by the manager of the bill and the Sen­
ator from North Dakota <Mr. YoUNG) 
is that while prices are up enough so that 
farmers are not going to need any money, 
therefore, we should not bother to have 
the lower priced amendment. I hope that 
prices will be adequate so that it will not 
be necessary to make the payments. But 
if that is so, it does not hurt to come 
down from $55,000 to $20,000. So let us 
have that assurance, so that nobody will 
be able to fault the Senator's statement. 

I can assure Senators that General 
Accounting Office studies that have been 
published show a decrease in some in­
stances. Admittedly, they are across the 
board, but when they are published they 
shake the confidence of the consumer 
who is having such a tough time in the 
supermarket. There are going to be 
further increases in the agricultural 
program. 

I compliment the committee for re­
porting a fine agricultural bill. I think 
it is a great piece of work. But I think 
that in the field of subsidy payments we 
must reduce the amounts. Therefore, I 
support the amendment of the Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, how much 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five min­
utes remain on the amendment. 

Mr. BAYH. I appreciate deeply there­
marks of the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
Moss), the Senator from Delaware <Mr. 
ROTH) , and the Senator from New York 
(Mr. BUCKLEY). 

I have pursued this subject, as have 
other Senators, consistently over anum-

ber of years. One of the major reasons 
that goes to the legislative responsi­
bility that has been used to oppose this 
proposal in the past is that "we have a 
farm bill that has another year to run or 
2 years to run; and to rush in irresponsi­
bly and add this amendment to the bill 
is to destroy a contract we hav~ n:ade as 
a result of the provisions of the farm 
bill." 

Frankly, there may have been some 
credence to this view in the past. Surely 
if that was the argument that was pre­
sented before, now is the time to face it. 
We are putting together a basic farm 
program. It is an adequate program. But 
let us say definitely to the farmers, as 
well as to the public, that it is going to 
be a good farm program. 

I remember my first year here. I do 
not intend to be critical of Senators, be­
cause they did the things they knew best, 
but we came up with a wheat program 
after most of the wheat had been 
planted. That is not the case r~ow. Now 
iF the time to add this payment limita­
tion to one of the best bills we have ever 
had. 

I simply want to reiterat e what my 
friend from New York said relative to 
our good friend from North Dakota's ob­
servations. If the program really works 
the way it is supposed to there will not be 
a demand for a subsidy. It seems to me 
that is why we have to have a limitation. 
Just in the event the program does mal­
function, there will be an understanding 
that not many people are going to be 
adversely affected. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printeu at this point in the 
RECORD a list of all those who received 
$20,000 or more, State by State, under 
the last program. 

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION SERVICE 

NUMBER OF PAYEES RECEIVING $20,000 AND OVER, 1972 CALENDAR YEAR, BY SPECIFIED PROGRAMS AND TOTAL 

State 
Feed grain 

program 
Wheat 

program 

Upland 
cotton 

program 
All ASCS 
programs 

Alabama ____ _________________ _ 1 -- --- - -- ----- - 506 573 
Alaska _________ ________ -- ------------________ __ _____ ___________________ _ 2 
Arizona ___ _____ ______________ _ 29 1 760 887 
Arkansas__ __ ______ __ _______ __ ______________ _ 2 856 897 
California ______ __ _________ ____ 73 31 1, 428 1, 861 
Colorado _--- - ----- --- ---- -- --- 52 75 ---------- - --- 381 
Connecticut_ __ __ __ ___ _ ------------ ________ ___ --- - ----- ____ -------- __ --- --- --- ___ -------
Delaware_____ ______ ____ __ _____ 1 -------- - ---- -------------- - 2 
Florida_______ __ ______________ _ 2 ------- ---- --- 10 73 
Georgia__ _____ ___ __________ ___ 20 --- ---- ------- 413 601 
Hawaii. __ ____ ______ ___ __ __ __________________ _____ ______ ____ _________ __ __ 21 
Idaho ____________ _______ ___ __ _ 3 106 ------------- - 283 
Jllinois _______ ---- ----- ---- - ___ 151 ___ ----- -- ---------- - ______ _ 202 
Indiana ________ ___ __ _________ _ 77 --------- -- -- ---- ---------- - 115 
Iowa__________ __ _____________ _ 187 1 ------ - ---- -- - 210 
Kansas___ _____ _______________ _ 105 74 -------------- 540 
Kentucky___ ___ ____ _____ ___ ___ _ 10 ---- -- --- ----- 2 20 
louisiana _- -- --- -------- --- --- 1 --- -- ------ - -- 412 533 
Maine ______ ___ -- ------- ----- ----- - -- --- - -- ------ -- ---- -- ---------------- -- ------- - ---
Maryland _____ ____ --- --- ------ - 7 -- - ---- ---- - ---- -------- ---- 12 Massachusetts_________ _____ _________________ _____ ________ __ _________ __ __ 1 
Michigan ______ ______ --------- - 6 ---- - ------ _______ __ _ --- --- - 22 
Minnesota __ __ _____ _____ ____ __ _ 74 12 -- --- -------- - 182 

~~~~~sJ:r~!~~~ = == = ====== = = = = == = 7~ === ==== == ==== = 1, 1:g 1, ~~~ 
Montana____ __ ___ ______ _______ 13 331 - ------------ - 647 
Nebraska_----- -------- -- -- --- 137 11 ------------- - 340 

State 
Feed grain 

program 
Wheat 

program 

Upland 
cotton 

program 
All ASCS 
programs 

Nevada ____ _____________ ___ __ -- ------_______ 3 28 

~:: rear~f;_~i~~===== ==== ===== = =----------- -i ------------------ ---- -------- -- -----------
New Mexico_ _________ __ ____ ___ 80 ---------- -53·-----------ii?- 41~ 

~~~~~~;~~!~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ J = = ========jj;=~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ l~i 
Oklahoma __ ___ _____ __ ------ -- _ 7 ---- ----- --55 ____ --------4o- 2~~ 
Oregon_________ ______ _______ __ 3 43 ----- ----- -- -- 92 
Pennsylvania____ __ __________ __ 5 ----------- ---- ---- - ---- ---- 7 

f~~~ J~~~~~= = = = = === ========== == = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = == == = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = == = = = 
South Dakota__ _____ ____ ____ __ _ 1~ ---- -------69"_ _____ ____ ~~~- ~~~ 
Tennessee__ ___ ________ ________ 2 -------------- 166 216 
Texas_____ _______ _____ __ ___ ___ 614 195 2,047 5,195 
Utah ___________ ----- ------ -- --- ----------__ _ 6 --------- -- --- 81 

fi~~~:;t;:H::~:~;;~;;c:::::::: r;-;-:-;; :~~;;;<;u;~~::::: :_ ::::i 
TotaL_________ _________ 1,816 1,350 9,045 18,585 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I would also 
like to have unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a tabulation show-

ing the key facts in favor of a $20,000 
payment limitation. 

tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

There being no objection, the tabula-
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KEY FACTS IN FAVOR OF A $20,000 PAYMENT LIMITATION 

1. Number of producers receiving checks of $20,000 or more. 

Cotton producers ____ ;;:-:-::= 
Feedgrain producers ____ _ .; 
Wheat producers ___ ___ ___ .: 

Percent 
change 

1970 1971 1972 197Q-72 

7, 753 8,810 9, 066 +17 
1, 395 245 1, 855 +33 
1, 223 1, 088 1, 388 +13 

TotaL------------= =- 10, 371 10, 143 12,039 +19 

2. Total payments to producers receiving $20,000 or more in 
1972. 

Total 
payments 

Amount in Excess 
excess of pay-
$20,000/ ments 
producer (percent) 

Cotton producers ___ ~ $319,384,000 $138, 064,000 43 
Feedgrain producers __ 53, 088, 000 15, 988, 000 30 
Wheat producers______ 39, 288, 000 11, 488, 000 29 

TotaL=---~--- 411,760,000 ------------- -------- -· 

Note: Potential reduction in government expenditures with 
$20,000 limitation , $165,540,000. 

3. Percentages of producers versus total production affected 
by a $20,000 limit. 

Cotton ________ ---------_.: 
Feed grains _____________ _ 
Wheat_ __ ____ _____ -------

Producers 
(percent) 

4. 0 
0.1 
0.1 

Total 
production 
(percent) 

39.5 
3. 0 
4. 5 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, a $20,000 
limitation on total payments to an in­
dividual producer would reduce Govern­
ment expenditures without reducing the 
benefits of the program to small family 
farmers. Had a $20,000 limitation been in 
effect last year, the potential savings in 
Government expenditures would have 
been about $165,540,000. 

I do not know how we can go back 
home and explain this situation to those 
who are now hard pressed to cover ex­
penses and pay for the cost of groceries. 

I hope that the Senate will agree to 
the amendment and smooth off one of 
the rough edges of an otherwise very 
good bill. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to strongly urge my colleagues to 
defeat any proposals to lower the $55,000 
payment limitation on farm subsidies. 
There are those among us who would 
lower the payment limitation to the $20,-
000 range, and I have a strong concern 
that if Congress took this action, it would 
be a grave error. 

The cotton industry would be most af­
fec:ted by this payment reduction, and I 
would like to call to my colleagues, at­
tention the adverse effects a $20,000 
limitation would have on that important 
industry. 

As the very able chairman of the Com­
mittee on Agriculture has pointed out on 
several occasions, there are important 
domestic and foreign markets for cotton 
which must be fulfilled. Cotton, a natural 
fiber, competes on our domestic market 
with manmade fibers which originate 
from petrochemical materials. And with 
this Nation's energy problems, there is 
every indication that the need for cotton 
is increasing, because it acts as an im­
portant buffer against rising prices of 
petrochemical-based fibers. 

Mr. President, foreign markets for cot­
ton are also expanding with cotton from 
my own State leading the way. Recently, 
a sale of 100,000 bales of Texas Plains 
cotton was made to the People's Re­
public of China, thus opening new doors 
for overseas sales of U.S. agricultural 
products. Continued cotton production 
will enable us to continue to earn, or 
expand, approximately three-quarters 
of a billion dollars which our cotton 
earns for us on foreign markets. 

These markets can expand only if we 
do not reduce our production of cotton. 

These market demands, both domestic 
and foreign, must be met and if not with 
American cotton, then certainly with cot­
ton from our foreign competitors. 

How does the limitation question affect 
this market demand? USDA data on the 
1972 crop of cotton shows that a $20,000 
limitation would adversely affect 44 per­
cent of our cotton production. This ad­
verse effect would be a sharp reduction in 
the supply of natural fiber, thus driving 
up the cost of fulfilling our fiber needs. 
The al'ternative would be to import cot­
ton and our balance-of-payments situa­
tion dictates this to be unacceptable. It 
would be far better to continue our 
supply of cotton and thus continue the 
price competition with manmade fibers. 

Mr. President, it must be realized by 
those who criticize the $55,000 limitation 
that the payment is not all profit to the 
farmer. According to a USDA study of 
cotton production costs the average cost 
of production for cotton is about 33% 
cents a pound and yet the average selling 
price in 1972 was 26.7 cents. That is a 
tremendous difference; and points well 
to the fa.ct that subsidy payments are 
necessary if we are to have adequate 
domestic cotton production. We need cot­
ton, but at this time our farmers can­
not produce it without financial assist­
ance. Therefore, the subsidy payment 
can be called a consumer payment, be­
cause without it when production costs 
are higher than the market price, we 
cannot expect our farmers to continue to 
provide us with cotton. It is a production 
incentive to cover costs, not a profit pay­
ment. 

I would also point out that under the 
present bill, if the market will provide a 
fair price for ow· farmer's cotton, the 
subsidy payments will not be necessary 
and there wlli be no expense to the gov­
ernment. Under the new program, gov­
ernment expense will occur, only when 
payments are needed to help generate a 
fair price to help cover production 
costs. 

Cotton is an important crop with over 
5 million people connected directly with 
it and 12 million people indirectly con­
nected with it. It is a crop that keeps our 
cost of fiber low and contributes favor­
ably to our balance-of-payments posi­
tion. However, under present conditions 
it cannot be produced in the necessary 
quantities without assistance in the form 
of subsidy payments. Because of these 
facts, Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my 
colleagues not to restrict 44 percent of 
this valuable industry by lowering the 
payment limitation to the $20,000 range. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by Senator BAYH, an amendment which 

would further limit the payment limita­
tion provisions of the cotton, wheat, and 
feed grain programs to $20,000 per per­
son. 

This amendment would have a disas­
trous impact on the agricultw·al econ­
omy of my State of California. The 
principal supported crop in California is 
cotton. The cotton industry in 1973 will 
bring more than $350 million to Cali­
fornia's economy. In tw·n, this will create 
more than $1 billion in new business 
including retail sales, and purchase of 
power, fertilizers, and farm equipment. 

Nationally, cotton also contributed a 
tremendous amount to our economy and 
our balance of payments. In 1973, it is 
anticipated that we will export 4, 700,000 
bales of cotton. At $175 per bale, this 
will mean around $822 million of ex­
change for our balance of payments. Ob­
viously, Mr. President, the issue here is 
how much support the Government con­
tributes toward a strong, healthy cotton 
industry in this country. 

The major source of confusion sur­
rounding the amendment offered h'ere 
today is whether a further payment lim­
itation is required in order to protect 
small farmers. I submit that it is not. In 
fact, if this amendment is adopted, it 
will primarily affect the small to me­
dium-sized cotton farm in my State. 
The large, giant, wealthy cotton farm­
ers are not participating in the program. 
This is because in 1970 they recognized 
that, with cotton prices up, they could 
survive economically without any pay­
ment from the Government. Conse­
quently, this amendment has no impact 
on the huge farming operations, as is 
suggested by the amendment's propo­
nents. Rather, its impact will be on the 
smaller operations, especially those which 
benefited from the imposition of a 
$55,000 limitation in the Agriculture Act 
of 1970. 

With the new target p1icing mech­
anism of this bill, there is no way of 
estimating the exact size of farm that 
would be affected by the difference be­
tween a $20,000 limitation and a $55,000 
limitation. Right now, cotton prices are 
high-higher than the 43 cents target 
price provided by S. 1888. Under these 
conditions, the Federal Government will 
pay nothing to the cotton farmer. 

But, for example, if the price of cot­
ton on the market were to drop to 28 
cents-where it was just a few years 
ago-the Federal Government under the 
target pricing mechanism would owe the 
farmer 15 cents per pound of cotton pro­
duced-up to the payment limitation. At 
this rate of payment, a $20,000 limitation 
would be reached on a cotton farm of 
only 200 acres, and a $55,000 limitation, 
would be reached on a cotton farm of 520 
acres. Thus, the amendment proposed by 
my colleague from Indiana will affect 
cotton farms of between 200 and 520 
acres. These are not the giant farming 
operations that are supposedly the object 
of this amendment. In California, these 
are small cotton farms. 

In 1971, the limitation provision of the 
1970 act according to a USDA study, 
affected about 1,350 farmers who had 
1·eceived more than $55,000 each in the 
1970 cotton, wheat, and feed grains, pro­
grams. According to this same study, if 
the maximum payment to any one person 
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had been $20,000 1n 1971, some 10,000 
farmers would have been affected. The 
major impact of this lower limit would 
fall on the cotton program and cotton 
producers. In the 1971 cotton program, 
8, 742 persons received between $20,000 
and $55,000 in program payments. Col­
lectively, 8,742 persons received 37.7 per­
cent of the total cotton program pay­
ments in 1971. 

Furthermore, as I stated before the 
Senate yesterday, this $20,000 limitation 
provision discriminates against States 
like California and Arizona. Figures com­
piled by the USDA in December 1972, 
reveal the disproportionate impact that 
a payment limitation reduction would 
have on california. For example, in 1972, 
California producers received a total 
Federal payment of $93,336,501. Sixty­
three percent of this, or $60,128,375, went 
to producers receiving between $20,000 
and $55,000. In contrast, the total Fed­
eral payment to Iowa producers was 
$308,173,003, with less than 2 percent of 
this amount being paid to producers in 
the $20,000 to $55,000 category. In other 
words, the imposition of a $20,000 
payment limitation would have grave 
economic consequences for California's 
agriculture but would be insignificant for 
Iowa's. 

If this amendment is approved, large 
amounts of acreage now planted in cot­
ton may be diverted to other crops, in­
cluding nonsupported crops such as 
grapes, nuts, tree fruits, cling and free­
stone peaches, plums, nectarines, apri­
cots, berries, carrots, asparagus, toma­
toes, cantaloupes, safflower, olives, figs, 
and pomegranates. It is not difficult to 
imagine the chaos that would result. 
Thousands of acres of cotton land which 
cannot produce cotton without the sub­
sidy will be forced onto the market or 
into these and other crops. 

In short, Mr. President, this amend­
ment would cripple California's cotton 
industry and would have indirect, but 
just as grave, consequences for many of 
the nonsupported crops grown in my 
State. I urge the defeat of this amend­
ment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Indiana. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. PASTORE (after having voted 
in the affirmative). On this vote I have 
a pair with the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. McCLELLAN). If he were present 
and voting, he would vote "nay." It I 
were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
"yea." I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. MAGNUSON <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 
CoTTON). If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "yea." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "nay." I withhold 
my vote. 

Mr. RANDOLPH (after having voted 
in the affirmative). On this vote I have 
a pair with the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. STENNIS) . If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "nay." If I were at 
liberty to vote, I would vote "yea." I 
withdraw my vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (after having 
voted in the affirmative). On this vote I 
have a pair with the distinguished Sen­
ator from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT). I 
do this to fulfill a commitment by the 
distinguished majority leader. If the 
Senator from Arkansas were present and 
voting, he would vote "nay." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "yea." 
I withhold my vote. 

Mr. SPARKMAN (after having voted 
in the negative). On this vote I have a 
pair with the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HUGHEs) . If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "yea." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "nay." I withhold 
my vote. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, regu­
Iarorder. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT), the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. HART), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HuGHEs) , the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MANsFIELD), and the Senator from 
Arkansas <Mr. McCLELLAN) are neces­
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Maine <Mr. MusKIE) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be­
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. HART) would vote "yea." 

Mr. SCOT!' of Pennsylvania. I an­
nounce that the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. COTTON), is absent 
because of illness in his family, and his 
pair has been previously announced. 

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
DoMENICI) is absent to attend the fun­
eral of a friend. 

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN­
NETT), the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DoMINICK) , the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. GRIFFIN), and the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. HRUSKA) are necessarily 
absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. DoMENICI) and 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) 
would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 45, 
nays 37, as follows: 

Abourezk 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bellm on 
Bible 
Bid en 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Case 
Chiles 
Church 
Clark 

[No. 184 Leg.} 
YEAs-45 

Cook 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Moss 
Nelson 
Packwood 

Pell 
Percy 

· Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Bcott,Pa. 
Scott, Va. 
Stafford 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Wetcker 
Willlama 

Aiken 
Allen 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Brock 
Burdick 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dole 
Eagleton 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 

NAYS-37 
Pong 
Goldwater 
Gravel 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Haskell 
Hathaway 
Helms 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Long 
McClure 

McGee 
Montoya 
Nunn 
Pearson 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Young 

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-5 

Pastore, for. 
Magnuson, against. 
Randolph, for. 
Robert C. Byrd, for. 
Sparkman, against. 

NOT VOTING-13 
Bennett Griffin 
Cotton Hart 
Domenici Hruska 
Dominick Hughes 
Fulbright Mansfield 

McClellan 
Muskie 
Stennis 

So Mr. BAYH's amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend­
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOSS. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senator from New 
York (Mr. BUCKLEY) is recognized to 
otfer an amendment. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, in view 
of the vote on the Bayh amendment, I 
withdraw my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

The Senate will be in order. Senators 
in the aisle who are conversing are re­
quested to retire to the cloakrooms so 
that Senators who wish to gpeak may be 
heard. 

The Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
MATHIAS) is recognized. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the dis­
tinguished Senator from Utah (Mr. 
Moss) has asked if I would exchange 
time with him, because his amendment 
follows sequentially the amendment just 
agreed to. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may change places in order of 
amendments with the Senator from 
Utah. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 201 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Maryland for h1s con­
sideration, and I shall try to be very 
brief. 

My amendment is, indeed, a follow-on 
to the one just agreed to by this body. I 
call up my amendment No. 201, and ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per­
mitted to explain the amendment, 
and also ask unanimous consent that 
the name of the Senator from Delaware 
<Mr. RoTH) be added as a cosponsor. 

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

The amendment will be stated. 



18870 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 8, 1973 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator will state it. 
Mr. THURMOND. Do I correctly un­

derstand that the withdrawal of amend­
ments and the change in order of pres­
entation will not affect the time for the 
final vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise the Senator from 
South Carolina that there is a time limi­
tation of 15 minutes on each amend­
ment, 10 minutes to the proponent and 5 
to the manager of the bill, with a tO­
minute limitation on each vote. 

Mr. THURMOND. I understand that 
the final vote has been fixed at 2:30 p.m. 
today. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 
on passage has been fixed by unanimous­
consent agreement at no later than 2:30 
p.m.; the Senator is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 1, line 5, strike out "101 (1)" and 

insert "101". 
On page 1, line 6 , insert "in paragraph 

(1)" immediately before "and". 
On page 1, line 7, strike out "and". 
On page 2, at the end of line 3, add a 

comma and the word "and". 
On page 2, between lines 3 and 4, insert 

the following: 
"(C) adding at the end thereof a new sub­

section as follows: 
" ' ( 5) In any case in which the owner or 

operator of a farm leases any portion of the 
farm or any portion of the acreage allotment 
for the farm to one or more persons, the pay­
ment limitation prescribed by this section 
shall apply in the same manner as if the 
leasor had not leased such portion of the 
farm or acreage allotment, except that such 
limitation may be applied by the Secretary 
on a pro rata basis (or other basis specified 
by the leasor) between the leasor and leasee 
or leasees. In no event may the total pay­
ments made with respect to the portion of 
the acreage or acreage allotment, as the case 
may be, retained by the leasor and the por­
tion of the acreage or acreage allotment 
leased by the leasor exceed the total payment 
limitation established by this section. Noth­
ing in this paragraph- shall be construed to 
authorize the payment to any person of any 
amount in excess of the payment limitation 
established in this section. The provisions of 
this subsection shall not apply to leasing ar­
rangements entered into prior to the date of 
enactment of the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973.'." 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, first of all, 
I wish to commend the Senator from 
Georgia and the entire Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry for a fine piece 
of legislation. The new target-price con­
cept will be a boost to farmers through­
out America. 

My amendment is really a follow-on 
to that which the Senate has just agreed 
to, setting the limitation on subsidy pay­
ments at $20,000 for any one operator. 

My amendment is simply a limitation 
to make sure that there is not some sort 
of dodge practiced, so that a single op­
erator or farmer cannot, by leasing off 
a part of his property or taking other 
steps of that sort, really obtain more 
than the amount of the limitation that 
we have set. Under the limitation that we 
have previously had of $55,000, there 

were a number of dodges executed, and 
many were able to obtain an additional 
return. 

The question raised by my amend­
ment is simple: Does Congress really 
want to say that huge Federal handouts 
to wealthy farmers must be stopped? Or 
do we continue to pretend that such a 
limit has been enacted, when we know 
that loopholes allow fat payments to 
flow into the pockets of absentee land­
lords, hobby farmers, and well-to-do 
agribusiness? 

We must say "No" to this practice. I 
believe that Congress intended to enact 
a solid lid on farm payments in 1970. The 
intent of Congress was to save the tax­
payers of America millions of dollars in 
farm subsidies handed out to wealthy op .. 
erators--not small farmers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JoHNSTON). If the Senator will suspend, 
the Chair would state that it will take 
unanimous consent to consider his 
amendment because it amends the same 
language as that amended in the last 
amendment. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani .. 
mous consent that my amendment may 
be modified as follows: 

On page 2, at the end of line 3, ,add a 
comma and the word "and". 

On page 2, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 

(C) adding at the end thereof a new sub­
section as follows: 

"(.5) In any case in which the owner or 
operator of a farm leases any portion of the 
farm or any portion of the acreage allotment 
for the farm to one or more persons, the 
payment limitation prescribed by this sec­
tion shall apply in the same manner as if the 
leasor had not leased such portion of the 
farm or acreage allotment, except that such 
limitation may be applied by the Secretary 
on a pro rata basis (or other basis specified 
by the leasor) between the le.asor and leasee 
or leasees. In no event may the total pay­
ments made with respect to the portion of 
the a~reage or acreage allotment, as the case 
may be, retained by the leasor and the por­
tion of the acreage or acreage allotment 
leased by the leasor exceed the total pay­
ment limitation established by this section. 
Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed 
to authorize the payment to any person of 
any amount in excess of the payment limita­
tion established in this section. The provi­
sions of this subsection shall not apply to 
leasing arrangements entered into prior to 
the d.ate of enactment of the Agriculture 
and COnsumer Protection Act of 1973.'' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Utah? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has a right to modify his amend .. 
ment. 

Will the Senator please send his modi .. 
fication to the desk. 

The clerk will state the modification. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 2, at the end of line 3, add a 

comma and the word "and". 
On page 2, between lines 3 and 4, insert 

the following: 
(C) adding at the end thereof a new sul)­

section as follows: 
"(5) In any case in which the owner or 

operator of a farm leases any portion of the 
farm or any portion of the acreage allotment 
for the farm to one or more persons, the pay­
ment limitation prescribed by this section 

shall apply in the same manner as if the 
leasor had not leased such portion of the 
farm or acreage allotment, except that such 
limitation may be applied by the Secretary 
on a pro rata basis (or other basis specified 
by the leasor) between the leasor and leasee 
or leasees. In no event may the total pay­
ments made with respect to the portion of 
the acreage or acreage allotment, as the 
case may be, retained by the leasor and the 
portion of the acreage or acreage allotment 
leased by the leasor exceed the total payment 
limitation established by this section. Noth­
ing in this paragraph shall be construed to 
authorize the payment to any person of any 
amount in excess of the payment limitation 
established in this section. The provisions 
of this subsection shall not apply to leasing 
arrangements entered into prior to the date 
of enactment of the Agriculture and Con­
sumer Protection Act of 1973." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator's amendment is so modified. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, .a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Utah has the floor. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields for the point of order? 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I under­
stand that I am on very limited time and 
I certainly would like to have the oppor­
tunity to explain my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Utah has the .fioor. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, let me point 
out that studies made by GAO and the 
Department of Agriculture have con .. 
firmed the fact that the anticipated sav­
ings were merely an illusion on paper. 
The GAO study summarized the effects 
of the $55,000 limitation and its weak 
regulations as causing "no significant re­
duction in the total amount of 1971 cot­
ton, wheat and feed gr.ain program ex­
penditures." The total savings for 1971 
and 1972, respectively were a meager 
$2.2 and $2.8 million. The regulations 
implemented by the Agriculture Depart­
ment were not effective in preventing 
evasive tactics by large producers t-o re­
ceive payments above the $55,000 limi­
tation. 

This amendment will make the pay­
ment limitation set by Congress, regard­
less of the amount, an effective limita .. 
tion. It will plug the loophole which al .. 
lows leasing of allotments and;or land 
for excessive payments resource adjust­
ment. 

Let me point out that the impact o:f 
the payment limitation has already been 
reduced in the bill by eliminating its 
application to money farmers receive for 
not producing crops. Under the new bill 
before us, the limit would apply only to 
the money a farmer gets when he sells 
crops at a low price and receives a pay­
ment to bring that price up to an ade­
quate level. So we .are really talking 
about limiting the welfare subsidy a 
farmer receives. 

The lessee would still be entitled to the 
full amount under any loan program. 
These regulations would become effective 
when the 1970 progran1 expires. Any 
prior agreements or partnerships be­
·tween producers would remain in effect 
unless terminated through provisions 1n 
the 1970 or 1973 bills. The majority of 
leases entered into since 1970 wtll end 
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this year making the new regulations 
an effective clamp on the leasing loop­
hole. We simply say that no matter how 
many times a farmer splits up his farm 
by leasing parts of it to friends, members 
of his family, or any other persons, the 
total subsidy received by all of them to­
gether can't go above the limitation. 

There is no attempt whatsoever in this 
amendment to set the amount of the 
present payment limitation either higher 
or lower. But if the intention of Congress 
is to fix a definite price ceiling, then 
why should we leave provisions in the 
bill allowing evasive actions to avoid the 
limitation? Why should huge corpora­
tions and producers be subsidized to the 
tune of $2 to $3 million when Congress 
authorized a payment limit? Whatever 
the amount this body decides upon as a 
payment limitation, it should carry with 
it the regulations that will make it effec­
tive and feasible for the Department of 
Agriculture to administer. This amend­
ment will accomplish those important 
tasks. 

The Agriculture Department has is­
sued several regulations over the past 2 
years which have closed some of the 
loopholes in the 1970 limitation. But the 
main method used to reduce the finan­
cial impact of the limitation-leasing 
acreage allotments to spread payments 
to more persons--is still an open avenue 
in the 1973 farm bill. This loophole will 
remain, no matter whether the limita­
tion is set at $10,000 or $100,000, unless 
my amendment is accepted by Congress. 
If not, the economist John A. Schnit­
taker accurately predicts the results of 
another payment limitation in accord 
with the 1970 Act: 

If Congress is not willing to enact strict 
controls on farm splitting and to require 
USDA to enforce it, there is no point in a 
payment limitation on individual farms at 
any level. The real outcome of an exercise 
such as the $55,000 limitation in the 1970 Act 
is to make it inconvenient for farmers to 
collect their welfare grants for growing cot­
ton, but not so inconvenient as to stop the 
payments. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate 
will be consistent with its previous in­
tent, and thereby adopt my amendment. 

Mr. President, the amendment which 
I offer would prohibit the leasing of 
farms to friends, relatives, or otherwise 
to split them up in order to be able 
to get a subsidy on the crop payment 
when it is sold. I believe that this is 
simple equity, that this is what we want 
to do and what we tried to do when we 
put in the farm limitation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD two 
articles published on this subject, one in 
the Christian Science Monitor and the 
other in the Wall Street Journal, which 
explain exactly what we are trying to 
accomplish. 

There being no objection, the articles 
.. were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
(From the Christian Science Monitor, May 13, 

1972] 
LOTS MoRE SUBSIDY CREAM To B:~i; SKIMMED 

Something is wrong in the administration 
of the law that limits farm subsidy payments 
to $55,000 per crop. Instead of skimming the 
subsidy cream o1f the top, passage of the 

$55,000 limit seems only to have taken a 
little of the foam off the cream on top. 

From 1966 to 1970, federal taxpayers con­
tributed from $2.5 billion to $3.3 billion a 
year to support farm prices by payments to 
growers. Six gigantic farm corporations re­
ceived more than a million dollars each in 
1970 subsidies-and two of them got more 
than $4 million. The scandal of these im­
mense payments flowing out of what was 
supposed to be aid to individual farmers 
and their fa milies finally reached Congress, 
and in 1970 a $55,000 per crop per producer 
limit was passed. 

In view of the fact that more than half 
t he subsidy payments were being made to the 
15 percent of farm ownerships with annual 
sales of more than $20,000, the $55,000 limit 
seemed high, and there was a spirited de­
bate about making the limit $20,000. 

It's time to look at the proposal again, for 
a new study by the General Accounting Of­
fice (GAO) has unearthed the exploitation 
by some farm companies of loopholes in the 
1970 law. According to the Department of 
Agriculture, the $55,000 law has produced 
savings of only $2,180,000, a small dent in a 
multi-billion-dollar program. 

The U.S. Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service (ASCS) has the respon­
sibility for seeing that crop payments are 
"valid, accurate and in compliance" with 
law. On the contrary, the GAO found cases 
in which farmers have used subterfuges to 
spread the $55,000 ceilings around among 
relatives, business partners, or new corpora­
tions or partnerships. Moreover, if the 
county ASCS committee looked the other 
way while this finagling was going on, the 
GAO contends that higher levels of the ASCS 
organization did nothing. 

When a Mississippi farmer can lease most 
of his 5,000 acres of cotton allotments to 45 
other persons, so that all qualify for subsidy 
payments, there's a breakdown in adminis­
tration. A tougher law would help. Surely a 
$20,000 payment ceiling would be enough to 
persuade a farm family to keep a field out of 
production for a year. 

Meanwhile, we have the General Account­
ing Office to thank for telling us of another 
instance in which the Department of Agricul­
ture has completely negated an admittedly 
weak law by poor administration.-Louisville 
Courler-J ournal 

[From the Wall Street Journal, 
May 9, 1973] 

THERE GOES THAT SONG AGAIN 
A study prepared recently for Congress' 

Joint Economic Committee found that only 
7% of the benefits from the government's 
farm commodity programs go to the poorest 
41 % of U.S. farms, while the richest 7 % re­
ceive 32 % . 

The precise figures may be new but the 
pattern is familiar: A price support program 
devised to help poor and marginal farmers 
chiefly benefits those who least need help. 
No wonder the administration proposes re­
ducing the farmer's dependence on govern­
ment payments, enabling him to increase 
crop exports and giving him greater freedom 
in planting decisions. 

Yet what is true for agriculture is dis­
couragingly true elsewhere. If agricultural 
subsidy programs have mostly helped large 
farms, the much-heralded war on poverty 
mostly helped an army of nonpoor adminis­
trators, consultants and advisers. The foreign 
aid program, with its promise to close the 
gap between social classes and between rich 
and poor nations, largely lined the pockets 
of the ruling class and made almost no dent 
in the living standards of the masses. 

The solution is not outright elimination of 
government programs, but a lowering of 
sights, which means a realistic understand­
ing of the limits of paternalism. Government 
programs can assist, but they are usually in-

sufficien t by themselves to change traditions, 
alter beliefs or reorient preferences. They 
should aim not so much at income redistri­
bution (which is usually a tacit rather than 
a stated goal), but at generating additional 
income by providing the skills and technol­
ogy that-on the farm, in the cities, or over­
seas-increase wealth. 

That way is cheaper in terms of dollars; 
for example, former U .S. budget director 
Charles Schultze est imated some time ago 
that consumers wou ld pay $4.5 billion less 
for food annually if all government farm pro­
grams were abolished. More importantly it is 
cheaper in terms of social stress, by avoiding 
the false hopes and expectations that lead 
to the kind of bitterness and disillusionment 
that are so easily translated into confronta­
tion and unrest. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I would hope 
that we might move on to vote on the 
amendment to make it a completing part 
of the Bayh amendment. 

I would ask the distinguished manager 
of the bill if it would be possible for him 
to accept this amendment so that it 
would not be necessary to go to a roll­
call vote. However, I reserve the re­
mainder of my time. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, Ire­
gret very much that I cannot accept the 
Senator's proposition. This amendment 
is far worse than the Bayh amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, this 

amendment would confiscate property 
without due process of law. Allotments 
of land are very valuable property. They 
give the owner the right to produce a 
commodity and receive the benefits of the 
program. 

The previous amendment provided a 
limitation on payments for the produc­
tion of commodities in the United States. 
Now the pending amendment would 
compound that and say that a man who 
had a valuable property right could not 
even dispose of it. That would be con­
fiscatiDn of property without due process 
of law. It is as simple as that. 

In my judgment, this amendment 
would destroy the purposes of the pend­
ing bill which was voted unanimously by 
the Committee on Agriculture and For­
estry. It would produce a scarcity in this 
country. We would be importing cotton 
into the United States of America in a 
very short period of time and I do not 
know what else we would be importing 
thereafter. We may have lines of people 
trying to buy things not available in our 
stores. 

I hope the time will never come when 
the Senate will vote to confiscate a val­
uable property right without due process 
of law. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I yield my­
self 1 minute to answer quickly what 
has just been said by the distinguished 
manager of the bill. 

My amendment would not stop at all 
the right of a farmer to lease part of his 
farm or to transfer it. It would simply 
provide that he cannot use it as a device 
to get an additional subsidy payment 
from the leasing part. One of the abuses 
that crept in when the $55,000 limita­
tion was put on was the leasing off of 
part of a farm to the children, neigh-
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bors, or anyone else, thereby compound­
ing the payments. 

That is not what is aimed at in this 
amendment. What is aimed at is to stop 
that as a racket. We simply say that if 
he claims one of these subsidy payments, 
he may not compound it by a leasing 
procedure to break it up into pieces so 
that he gets duplicate subsidy payments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. TALMADGE. Is the Senator pre­
pared to yield back his time? 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on this amendment has been now yielded 
back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Utah 
<Mr. Moss) as modified. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HUGHES), the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. MANSFIELD), the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN) are neces­
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Maine <Mr. MusKIE) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be­
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. 
McCLELLAN) would vote "nay." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
HART) would vote "yea." 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an­
nounce that the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON) is absent be­
cause of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
DoMENICI) is absent to attend the funeral 
of a friend. 

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN­
NETT), the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
DoMENICI), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. GRIFFIN), and the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
CooK) is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI) and the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) 
would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 42, 
nays 44, as follows: 

Abourezk 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bible 
Bid en 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Case 
Chiles 
Church 
Clark 
Hartke 

[No. 185 Leg.] 
YEA&-4:2 

Haskell 
Hatfield 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Moss 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pell 
Percy 

Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, Va. 
Stafford 
St evens 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Weicker 
Williams 

NAYS-44 
Aiken Fannin 
Allen Fong 
Baker Goldwater 
Bartlett Gravel 
Bellmon Gurney 
Bentsen Hansen 
Brock Hathaway 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings 
Cranston Huddleston 
Curtis Humphrey 
Dole Inouye 
Eagleton Jackson 
Eastland Johnston 
Ervin Long 

McClure 
McGee 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Nunn 
Pearson 
Randolph 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Young 

NOT VOTING-14 
Bennett Fulbright 
Cook Griffin 
Cotton Hart 
Domenici Hruska 
Dominick Hughes 

Mansfield 
McClellan 
Muskie 
Stennis 

So Mr. Moss' amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

Mr. MOSS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the Senator's motion? 

Mr. MOSS. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on the motion to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is not a suffi­
cient second. 

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I hope the 
Senator will not do that. We have only 
1 hour and 10 minutes remaining. We 
yet have five amendments remaining . 
and we are going to get to the point 
where Senators who are at the end of 
the line will have no time at all on 
their amendments. The Senator has had 
his chance. I hope he will not ask for a 
quorum call. If he wants to ask again 
for reconsideration, I have no objection. 

Mr. MOSS. I moved to reconsider and 
there has been a motion to table. I think 
we are entitled to reconsideration. There 
is a lot of switching of votes at the end 
and finally one vote would have changed 
the result. Under the circumstances I 
think the Senate should be entitled to 
examine the position we have taken. We 
just voted the Bayh amendment and 
this is a switch from it, and now we 
say we do not mean $20,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo­
tion to table is not debatable. There was 
no sufficient second. 
- Mr. BA YH. Mr. President, may we try 
for the yeas and nays again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
now a sufficient second. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I shall ask for the regular order 
at the end of the 10 minutes on each 
rollcall from here on out. I am con­
strained to do so because of the severe 
limitation of time. Perhaps that will stop 
some of the late vote jockeying also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. ' 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HuGHES), the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MANSFIELD), and the Senator from 

Ar~ansas <Mr. McCLELLAN) are neces­
sarily absent. 

I furt~er announce that the Senator 
fro~ Man:~e <Mr. MusKIE) is absent on 
official busmess. 

~ 3:-ls<? a~nounce that the Senator from 
MISSISSIPPI (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be­
cause of illness. 

I _further announce that, if present and 
votmg, the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
HART) would vote "nay." 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an­
nounce _that the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON) is absent be­
cause of illness in his family. 

The Sen~tor from New Mexico (Mr. 
DoME~ICI) 1s absent to attend the funeral 
of afnend. 

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN­
NETT), the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
DoMINICK), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. GRIFFIN), and the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLD­
WATER) is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. DoMENICI) and 
the Senate from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) 
would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 48, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[No. 186 Leg.] 
YEAS-48 

Aiken Fannin 
Allen Fong 
Baker Gravel 
Bartlett Gurney 
Bellmon Hansen 
Bentsen Haskell 
Brock Hathaway 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings 
Cook Huddleston 
Cranston Humphrey 
Curtis Inouye 
Dole Jackson 
Eagleton Johnston 
Eastland Long 
Ervin Magnuson 

NAYS-38 

McClure 
McGee 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Nunn 
Pearson 
Randolph 
Sparkman 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Young 

Abourezk 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bible 

Clark Pell 

Bid en 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Case 
Chiles 
Church 

Hartke Percy 
Hatfield Proxmire 
Javits Ribicoff 
Kennedy Roth 
Mathias Saxbe 
McGovern Schweiker 
Mcintyre Scott, Pa. 
Metcalf Scott, Va. 
Moss Stafford 
Nelson Stevenson 
Packwood Taft 
Pastore W llliams 

NOT VOTING-14 
Bennett Goldwater Mansfield 

McClellan 
Muskle 
Stennis 

Cotton Griffin 
Domenici Hart 
Dominick Hruska 
Fulbright Hughes 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the Moss amendment was rejected was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 207 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk, which I call 
up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read the amend­
ment (No. 207) as follows: 

SEC. -. Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of law or of this Act, all authority of the 
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Secretary of Agriculture to provide for ana­
tional acreage allotment, and the apportion­
ment of such allotment, for wheat, food 
grains, or c.otton shall expire at the end of 
the 1973 crop year. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, this bill 

has raised a number of questions, and I 
think it is significant that when we have 
men of the vast agricultural experience 
and the vast legislative experience as are 
represented on the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, we do not have 
the answer to this question. One of the 
questions which has not been answered, 
yet which has been asked repeatedly­
it was asked ·a few minutes ago by the 
distinguished Senator from Indiana--is, 
How much is the target price really going 
to cost? What is going to be the effect of 
the target price program on feed deficit 
areas? How does this affect our ability to 
expand agricultural exports when we 
have objected specifically to other na­
tions using this device? 

Another range of questions which has 
not been answered yet is: How does this 
target price for feed grains affect our 
livestock industry? How is it going to 
affect the poultry industry? What is go­
ing to be the effect on consumers who 
want to buy food? 

These are questions that have not even 
been addressed yet, and I hope the dis­
tinguished Senator from Georgia will, 
before consideration of this bill is over, 
and perhaps in discussing this amend­
ment, offer to give us some answers to 
these questions, because we have not 
heard them. 

This amendment addresses itself to 
something I think we can determine, be­
cause we are talking here about one of 
the facts of life in agriculture today, 
which will be perpetuated by S. 1888, and 
that is farm acreage allotments. Under 
the present system, which will be con­
tinued, the Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized to allocate acreage State by 
State, county by county, farm by farm, 
on the basis of the previous crop. The 
effect of this is to make a farmer eligible 
to participate in the target price pay­
ment only if he is planted within the in­
dividual farm allotment which is allotted 
to his farm. This is brought into question 
on several grounds-on the ground of 
equity, on the ground of efficiency, on 
the ground of its effect on market de­
mands, on the ground that it hurts com­
petition and hurts the consumer. 

Farmers who have historically been 
producing these crops would have the 
basis for a farm acreage allotment, but 
farmers who have not been producing a 
particular crop do not have a basis for 
a farm allotment, and therefore no new 
man can come into production in a given 
crop without considerable hardship. 

The most important things that a his­
toric basis or allotment does is to re­
strict a farmer's freedom to adjust to 
changing conditions in agriculture. If 
a market situation changes, so that a 
farmer wants to increase or decrease his 
production in a given commodity, or to 
move to a totally different commodity, 
he has to cope with the restrictions and 

inhibitions of the allotment-in other 
words, it crystalizes and freezes produc­
tion patterns and makes it difficult for 
individuals and makes it difficult for the 
Nation to adjust to the changing times. 

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

Mr. MATHIAS. I regret that I cannot 
yield because of the time limitation. If 
I have a minute at the conclusion of my 
remarks, I shall be glad to yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. YOUNG. I was going to ask: Would 
it not consider including tobacco, pea­
nuts, and other commodities? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, allot­
ments based on the cropping history of 
the 1950's still tend to "lock in" the same 
old production patterns that are not re­
flected in modern agricu1t·1ral commodi­
ties. I think this bill would tie lucrative 
production price guarantees to these 
acreage allotments, and the day may 
come when farming will depend not on 
the ability of the farmer to raise his 
crops, not even on the ability of the 
farmer to buy his land, but on his abil­
ity to buy allotments. 

The Senator from Georgia alluded to 
those when he said this is a valuable 
property right. This is what we are con­
firming in the bill-a valuable property 
right-and farming may get to the status 
of those who sell alcoholic beverages. 
They do not buy a store. They do not 
buy a business. They buy a liquor license. 

We have it in the paramutual field. 
One no longer buys a racetrack because 
it cannot do him any good unless he can 
buy the racing days that go with it. 
That is the kind of amendment we have. 
One has to really understand its impor­
tance here. We are talking about a prop­
erty right which we are conferring on 
those farmers who have a historic, basic 
claim. 

The effect of this on consumers is that 
based on past histOI'y, it encourages 
farmers to continue to produce commod­
ities irrespective of demand. And as a 
result, farm production moves backward 
instead of forward. And this is the great 
inequity of this system. 

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

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield. 
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, in this 

respect I have had experience with what 
happens. If a man wants to change from 
a dairy operation to a feed grain opera­
tion, he has to provide some legumes 
and pasture and hay. And if the farm 
sells, they are still on a certain acreage 
of corn. 

I have been through the expense of 
trying to change one of these operations. 
One cannot sa-y we changed from a dairy 
farm. It just cannot be done. 

The second thing is that at the time 
these allotments were originally set up, 
they were based on family farms. The 
farms were small. We did not have the 
agri-business we have today. They were 
set uP in small lots. They have just been 
bought, traded, and moved all over the 
map. 

We get into the thing that certain 
allotments were meaningless. They were 
set up at the time when 75 bushels of 
corn to the acre was a fine yield. How-

ever, by narrowing the row we can in­
crease the yield to 150 or 175 bushels of 
corn to an acre. And so the purpose of the 
acreage allotment is defeated. 

Then we move into a trade area and 
apply bushels and tons to an acreage 
allotment and we get all mixed up. That 
builds in the inequity that goes back 
over 20 years. If one farms, he is put 
into some kind of program. He is going 
into an escrow account on this. When 
the farm sells, it is the only way he 
can go on record because of the restric­
tions. It is unreal and unnatural. I think 
its days are numbered, and I hope that 
it is numbered here today. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a minute to answer the dis­
tinguished Senator from North Dakota. 
I am glad that he brought up the ques­
tion of tobacco. 

That raises the whole question of why 
should we have a target ceiling for just 
these certain commodities and why we 
should have these commodities limited 
and why should we not bring in broilers 
or some other agricultural commodity. 

I think that the question that the 
Senator has raised about other commod­
ities points to one of the weaknesses in 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, how about 
quotas under milk marketing orders? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I point 
out that the Senator's amendment actu­
ally advances the stated purpose of this 
legislation. 

Again, I say to the distinguished chair­
man of the committee that the purpose 
was to encourage the basic production of 
food and fiber. I suggest that to maintain 
an artificial limitation by allotment is to 
frustrate that precise purpose. 

I compliment the distinguished Sena­
tor from Maryland for liberating and 
spreading these incentives across the 
board. He knows that I am opposed to the 
whole philosophy of target prices. If we 
are going to have them, let us at least 
have them work equitably and effectively. 

Mr. MATHIAS. The Senator from New 
York correctly points out that this 
amendment does not affect the target 
price system but goes only to the allot­
ment. 

Mr. TALl\.fADGE. Mr. President, I shall 
be very brief, and then I shall yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Maryland would absolutely gut the bill 
recommended by the Committee on Agri­
culture and Forestry. 

Let me make it crystal clear. If Sen­
ators are for the bill, they should reject 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Maryland. If they are against the bill, 
they should vote for the amendment of 
the Senator from Maryland. Here is the 
reason why: Acreage allotments are the 
provisions used for the target price basis 
in the bill. If they are stricken out, all 
other provisions in the bill would be ab­
solutely inoperative. 

I hope the Senate will reject this 
amendment, and reject it overwhelm­
ingly. 
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I yield to the distinguished Senator 

from North Dakota. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, those who 

are familiar with the bill and knowledge­
able about farming operations know we 
have had substitute provisions whereby 
one may substitute wheat for corn. If he 
does not want to raise wheat, he can raise 
corn and get the whole payment. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Maryland. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HuGHES), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. McCLELLAN), and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. MoNDALE) are neces­
saiily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Maine (Mr. MusKIE) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be­
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
HART) would vote "nay." 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an­
nounce that the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. CoTTON) is absent be­
cause of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
DoMENICI) is absent to attend the funeral 
of a friend. 

The Senator from Utah <Mr. BEN­
NETT), the Senator from Coloroado <Mr. 
DoMINICK) , the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. GRIFFIN), and the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) are necessarily 
absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. DoMENICI) and 
the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
HRUSKA) would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 17, 
nays 70, as follows: 

Beall 
Biden 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Case 
Javits 

[No. 187 Leg.] 
YEAS-17 

Mathias 
Pastore 
Pell 
Percy 
Ribicoff 
Roth 

NAYS-70 
Abourezk Ervin 
Aiken Fannin 
Allen Fong 
Baker Goldwater 
Bartlett Gravel 
Bayh Gurney 
Bellmon Hansen 
Bentsen Hartke 
Bible Haskell 
Brock Hatfield 
Burdick Hathaway 
Byrd, Helms 

Harry F., Jr. Hollings 
Byrd, Robert C. Huddleston 
Cannon Humphrey 
Chiles Inouye 
Church Jackson 
Clark Johnston 
cook :Kennedy 
Cranston Long 
Curtis Magnuson 
Dole Mansfield 
Eagleton McClure 
Eastland McGee 

Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Taft 
Weicker 

McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Montoya 
Moss 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Scott, Va. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Williams 
Young 

Bennett 
Cotton 
Domenicl 
Dominick 
Fulbright 

So Mr. 
jected. 

NOT VOTING-13 
Griffi.n. 
Hart 
Hruska 
Hughes 
McClellan 

Mondale 
Muskie 
Stennis 

MATHIAs' amendment was 

AMENDMENT NO. 190 

re-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from Illi­
nois <Mr. PERCY) is recognized. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 190 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 9, line 19, strike out "; and" and 
insert in lieu thereof".". 

On page 9, beginning on line 20, strike out 
all through page 10, line 18. 

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

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield to 
the acting majority leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ate will be in order. Senators will please 
take seats. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
we are confronted with the following 
situation: 

We have 32 minutes remaining until, 
under the agreement, the time will ar­
rive for the vote on final passage. There 
are five Senators who have amendments 
remaining. 

In order that each of those five Sena­
tors may have at least two or three min­
utes to plead his case, I ask unanimous 
consent that time on any remaining 
amendment to the bill or on any amend­
ment to an amendment, and time on 
any debatable motion, or appeal be lim­
ited to 5 minutes, with three minutes to 
the proponent and 2 minutes to the man­
ager of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I also express 
the hope, Mr. President, that although 
Senators, if they so desire, are entitled 
to yea and nay votes on their amend­
ments, we can voice votes where pos­
sible on amendments from here on out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JoHNSTON). The Senator from lllinois has 
the floor. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that the names of the 
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN­
NEDY), the Senator from New York <Mr. 
BucKLEY) and the Senator from Ohio 
<Mr. SAXBE) be added as cosponsors of 
this amendment. 

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

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, this 
amendment, which is supported by the 
Department of Agriculture, deletes the 
section of the committee bill which ex­
pands the dairy product indemnification 
program to cover milk contamination 
caused by chemicals "where such chemi­
cals were not used contrary to applicable 

regulations or label instructions provided 
at the time of use." It also deletes the 
language providing for payment for the 
contaminated cow instead of the con­
taminated milk. 

As my colleagues know, since 1965, the 
Department of Agriculture has made in­
demnity payments to dairy farmers for 
milk removed from the commercial mar­
ket because of contamination caused by 
chemicals and pesticides which were 
registered and approved for use by the 
Federal Government at the time they 
were used. In 1970 this provision was ex­
panded to include indemnification of 
manufacturers of dairy products. While 
I have questioned the advisability of spe­
cifically indemnifying one food produc­
tion industry apart from the others, 
there is merit in the proposition that 
where one has relied on the Federal Gov­
ernment's specific registration and ap­
proval of a chemical, the Federal Gov­
ernment has a liability to indemnify 
against harm resulting from its use by 
the producer or others. 

The pending legislation, however, ex­
pands the Government's liability signifi­
cantly. Under the committee proposal, 
the Federal Government would have to 
indemnify farmers and milk product 
manufacturers where milk contamina­
tion was due to the use of any chemical 
used according to "applicable regulations 
or label instructions." 

Mr. President, this section would put 
the Federal Government in the position 
of guaranteeing against the harmful ef­
fects of chemicals which it does not even 
have the present authority to control. 

In addition, I am very concerned that 
such a guarantee will lead to laxity in 
the use of chemicals at the very time we 
are waging a battle to halt their indis­
criminate use. It should be noted that the 
provision covers not only against use of 
chemicals by the dairy farmer but 
against milk contamination caused by 
the use of chemicals by others, such as 
neighboring farmers. 

The Council on Environmental Quality 
and environmental organizations such as 
Friends of the Earth, the Sierra Club, 
and the Audubon Society have all ex­
pressed their concern about this aspect of 
the committee bill and have called for its 
deletion. 

Finally, the breadth and scope of the 
Government's potential liability under 
this section is not contained in the com­
mittee report. To my knowledge, there 
was no detailed discussion of the provi­
sion during committee hearings and no 
opportunity was presented for testimony 
by those opposing it or disagreeing with 
the committee's conclusions, even by the 
Department of Agriculture. We are put 
in the position of considering legislation 
which will subject the Federal Govern­
ment to undetermined and unestimated 
financial liability. 

Mr. President, I believe that this sec­
tion, its potentially harmful side-effects, 
its cost and its potential precedent for 
similar blanket indemnification in other 
industries must be subjected to a full 
discussion and consideration by all ex­
perts in the area. I urge adoption of my 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
statement concerning this amendment 
which I am offering to S. 1888. 

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

The Department of Agriculture supports 
this amendment. 

Amendment No. 190 would strike the sec­
tion of the Committee bill changing the dairy 
indemnity provisions (line 20 page 9 through 
line 18 page 10) . 

The existing program indemnifies dairy 
farmers and dairy processors against milk 
contamination caused by chemicals which 
were registered and approved by the Federal 
government. Amendment No. 190 deletes the 
Committee expansion of the program, which 
would include indemnification for containi­
nation caused by chemicals whose use has 
not specifically been disapproved. It also 
deletes the section allowing the Department 
of Agriculture to pay for the slaughter of 
the cow, rather than for the contaminated 
milk. The reasons for the amendment in­
clude: 

No estimate of the potential cost or impact 
of this provision. 

No opportunity was given for opposing 
views during Committee hearings. 

Such a provision will set precedent for 
blanket indemnification of other producers 
and processors. . . . . 

The provision will encourage IndiScrimi­
nate use of chemicals. 

USDA estimates that payment for the cow 
rather than for the contaminated milk will 
be considerably more expensive. 

In some cases, the federal government 
would be indemnifying the use of substances 
which it has no authority to control. 

The Department of Agriculture supports 
this .amendment. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I under­
stand that the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON) has an 
amendment to my amendment which he 
wishes to offer, and I would be happy to 
recognize him at this time. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I have 
a substitute amendment for Senator 
Percy's amendment No. 190 which I send 
to the desk and ask unanimous consent 
that reading thereof be dispensed with 
and I will explain it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the reading of the amendment 
will be dispensed with, and it will be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Strike out all after "viz:" and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

On page 10, at the end of line 4, add the 
following: "make indemnity payments for 
dairy products at fair market value to". 

On page 10, line 6, strike out all after 
"1970" down through "enactment" in line 9. 

On page 10, beginning with the comma 
after the word "use" in line 12, strike out 
all down through the word "use" in line 16. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator will suspend, all of the time on 
the prinicpal amendment must expire 
before a modification to the amendment 
would be in order. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from illinois 
accept the modification to his amend­
ment as proposed by the Senator from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, my objec­
tion to the section of the bill which the 

Senator from Wisconsin wishes to retain 
is that its full effect is unclear. 

The committee report states that pay­
ing for the contaminated cow would be 
less expensive than paying for the con­
taminated milk. The Department of 
Agriculture, on the other hand, has in­
formed me that in most cases the op­
posite is true because the period of milk 
contamination abates within a few 
months and the cow can once again 
produce saleable milk. 

Could the Senator from Wisconsin and 
the distinguished chairman of the com­
mittee clarify whether the intent of this 
provision is that the Secretary of Agri­
culture would have full discretion in 
each case in deciding whether to pay for 
the cow or the milk so as to avoid eco­
nomic waste and the needless slaughter 
of dairy cows? 

Mr. TALMADGE. This gives authority 
to the Secretary to make his own deci­
sion. 

If the Senator for Illinois is prepared 
to accept the modification of the Sena­
tor from Wisconsin, I am prepared to 
accept it as I know the distinguished 
ranking minority member is. 

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to accept the 
modification to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Illinois modify his amend­
ment accordingly? 

Mr. PERCY. Yes, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDL~G OFFICER. The 

amendment is so modified. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 

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

the remainder of my time. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I would 

be happy to have all time yielded back, 
if I had the opportunity for a short ex­
planation of my modification. 

I ask unamious consent for 1 minute 
to explain my modification. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield the 
Senator 1 minute on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. NELSON. The point the amend­
ment of the Senator from Illinois pro­
poses to make, is to strike out all of the 
committee language beginning on line 20 
on page 9, through line 18 on page 10, in 
order to eliminate the expansion of the 
program to cover contamination of milk 
or dairy products by any chemical, not 
just pesticides registered and approved 
by the Federal Government as is the 
scope of the present program. 

My modification would accomplish the 
same purpose using the language of the 
Agriculture and Forestry Committee. 
This modification would continue the 
dairy indemnity program for 5 years, 
would allow the Secretary of Agriculture 
the economic discretion to indemnify the 
dairy farmer for either the contaminated 
milk or the cow, would make it clear that 
manufacturers of dairy products may 
recover the fair market value of con­
taminated dairy products removed from 
the commercial market, and would keep 
the scope of the undemnity program 
limited to milk or dairy products con­
taminated by residues of chemicals reg-

istered and approved by the Federal Gov­
ernment, that is, pesticides. 

This modification would change the 
authorizing language of the committee 
bill beginning on line 23 of page 9 to read 
as follows: 

SECTION 1. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized to make indemnity payments for 
milk or cows producing such milk at a fair 
market value, to dairy farmers who have 
been directed since January 1, 1964 (but only 
since the date of enactment of the Agricul­
ture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 in 
the case of indemnity payments not author­
ized prior to such date of enactment) , tore­
move their milk, and to make indemnity 
payments for dairy products at fair market 
value to manufacturers of dairy products 
who have been directed since the date of en­
actment of the Agricultural Act of 1970 to 
remove their dairy products from commercial 
markets because of residues of chemicals 
registered and approved for use by the Fed­
eral Government at the time of such use. Any 
indemnity payment to any farmer shall con­
tinue until he has been reinstated and is 
again allowed to dispose of his milk on com­
mercial markets. 

I wish to say that I do not oppose the 
dairy indemnity section presently in the 
bill on its substantive merits. It may be 
just as meritorious as the provisions in 
the present law covering contamination 
by pesticides. However, there should 
definitely be some hea1ings on this spe­
cific language to see precisely what the 
dimensions or the exact scope of the 
amendment will be. We should know 
specifically the kinds of contamination 
that would be covered and what the costs 
will be if this expanded authority be­
comes law. My inclination would be to 
support this addition, but I do think 
there should be full public hearings first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Illinois as 
modified. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) is now recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered, and the 
amendment will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The text of the amendment is as 
follows: 

On page 38, between lines 10 and 11 insert 
the following: 

"(d) by adding at the end thereof a. new 
section as follows: 

"Authority of certain eligible households 
in Alaska to use coupons for the purchase of 
hunting and fishing equipment except :fire­
ar1IIS, ammunition, and other explosives. 

"SEc. 17. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of this Act, members of eligible house­
holds living in the State of Alaska shall be 
permitted, in accordance with such rules and 
regulations as the Secretary may prescribe, 
to purchase hunting and fishing equipment 
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except firearms, ammunition, and other ex­
plosives, with coupons issued under this Act 
if the Secretary determines that ( 1) such 
households are located in an area of the State 
which makes it extremely difficult for mem­
bers of such households to reach retail food 
stores, and (2) such households depend to 
a. substantial extent on hunting and fishing 
for subsistence purposes. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my 
amendment adds a new section 17 to the 
Food Stamp Act of 1964 as amended. This 
section will permit certain eligible house­
holds in Alaska to use food stamp cou­
pons to purchase hunting and fishing 
equipment except firearms, ammunition, 
and other explosives. To be eligible, a 
household must fulfill two conditions: 
First, it must be located in an area of 
Alaska which makes it extremely difficult 
to reach a retail food store, and second, 
the members of the household must de­
pend to a substantial extent on hunting 
and fishing for subsistence purposes. The 
food stamps must be used for the pur­
chase of hunting and fishing equipment 
for subsistence hunting and fishing. The 
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to 
prescribe rules and regulations regulat­
ing such purchases. 

Hunting and fishing equipment under 
my amendment would include, but not be 
limited to: Gasoline for outboard motors 
and snowmobiles used for subsistence 
hunting and fishing, fishing lines and 
gear and tackle for subsistence fishing, 
foul weather winter clothing for hunters 
to be used for subsistence hunting, tents 
for subsistence hunting and fishing, and 
similar expenses for subsistence hunting 
and fishing. 

This legislation was introduced first in 
the 91st Congress in response to a request 
frvm the mayor of Hooper Bay, Alaska. 
He was concerned because the people of 
Hooper Bay and other outlying areas of 
Alaska do not use store bought food to 
any great extent. They are subsistence 
hunters and fishermen. Many of these 
people have very little cash. Food stamps 
form an important means of purchasing 
necessary commodities. 

In the Alaska bush, the cost of living 
can be from 50 to 100 percent higher 
than in Anchorage. Anchorage itself has 
a cost of living 25 to 50 percent higher 
than in Washington, D.C. These people 
must pay 30 cents for a small can of 
milk; 50 cents for a box of salt, $11 for 
50 pounds of fiour from the village store. 
The cost of gasoline ranges from 70 cents 
per gallon in Nome and Shaktoolik to 
85 cents in Savoonga to $1.30 in Noatak. 

Residents of coastal and rural Alaska 
have a physiological, psychological, and 
cultural dependence on local animals for 
subsistence. Coastal Alaskans utilize 
ocean mammals, particularly walruses 
and seals. These Alaskan Natives waste 
nothing. The harsh environment, sub­
sistence economy, and cultural back­
grounds require the utilization of every 
scrap of the animals. 

I am very pleased that the distinguish­
ed chairman and ranking minority mem­
ber of the Senate Agriculture Commit­
tee-Mr. TALMADGE and Mr. CURTIS re­
spectively-have agreed to accept my 
amendment. 

Since the bill was originally introduced, 
I have changed it specifically to exclude 

firearms, ammunitions, and other ex­
plosives. Food stamps could not be used 
for the purchase of such items. 

I ask unanimous consent that my letter 
to the distinguished Senator from Ne­
braska (Mr. CuRTIS) on the amendment 
that I submitted to the committee and 
my introductory statement to amend­
ment 1048 in the 92d Congress which de­
scribes the problems of subsistence hunt­
ers in Alaska, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Hon. CARL T. CURTIS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

APRIL 30, 1973. 

DEAR CARL: I tmderstand the Senate Agri­
culture Committee will consider the Omni­
bus Farm Bill, S. 517, Tuesday, May 1, in 
executive markup session. I would be most 
grateful if you would offer my enclosed 
amendment to the Food Stamp Act of 1964 
at that session. 

I introduced this bill as S. 218 on January 
4. A copy of my introductory statement is 
enclosed. S. 218 was substantially identical 
to S. 676 in the 92nd Congress, and to S. 
2881 in the 91st Congress. I am also enclosing 
a letter I received from Chairman Poage on 
S. 2881 and a copy of the recently received 
report from the Department of Agriculture 
on S. 218. 

Agriculture opposed the bill because (1) 
food stamps should not be used for "non­
food items such as ammunition" and (2) 
lowered eligibility standards will make food 
stamps even more available to needy fami­
lies. Chairman Poage suggested the legisla­
tion should be confined to Alaska and to 
Eskimos. I would like to comment separately 
on each of these four points. 

First, commenting on Agriculture's two 
points--(1) the exclusion of non-food items 
such as ammunition and (2) the increased 
eligibility for food stamps. Residents of 
coastal and rural Alaska have a physiolog­
ical, psychological and cultural dependence 
on local animals for subsistence. Coastal 
Alaskans utilize oceans mammals, partic­
ularly walruses and seals. These Alaska Na­
tives waste nothing. The harsh environ­
ment, subsistence economy, and cultural 
background require the utilization of every 
scrap of mammal hide, meat, bone, and sinew. 
They eat the meat, burn the oil, wear the 
skin, make tools from the bones, and manu­
facture and sell ivory carvings, handicrafts 
and Native clothing for a meager cash econ­
omy (their only source of income). Inte­
rior Natives trap and hunt small animals for 
subsistence and also manufacture and sell 
clothing from the pelts. Please see my March 
15, 1972 Congressional Record statement 
which is enclosed. 

Alaskan Natives cannot buy these meats. 
The stores are small and stock only a few 
items. They do not sell wild game meat. 
Beef, pork and chicken a.re almost never 
available and, when they are, are prohibi­
tively expensive. The only way they can get 
meat is to shoot it themselves. If our pur­
pose is to give poor Alaskans food with 
food stamps, the best way we can do this is 
to permit them to buy ammunition with 
food stamps so they can hunt for sub­
sistence. 

Canned food is prohibitively expensive in 
the Alaska bush and in Northwest Alaska. 
The cost-of-living can be 100% higher than 
in Anchorage, which is itself nearly half 
again as high as Washington, D.C. Costs a.re 
increased because of high air freight fares. 
Ammunition, of course, can now be shipped 
through the mail and will be less expensive 
to transport. Most importantly, the Native 
way of life requires the use of local animals 
for subsistence. The freshest meats are local 

game. Moreover, ammunition is itself ex­
pensive and these people have very little 
ca,sh. 

You will recall that during the considera­
tion of the Marine Mammal Protection Act 
last year, we made a. special exception for 
Alaska Natives. The Senate Commerce Com­
mittee held three days of hearings on just 
this point-the needs of Alaska Natives for 
the taking of ocean mammals. I am enclos­
ing a copy of this hearing record for your 
information. 

Second, as Congressman Poage suggested, 
the bill is limited to Alaskans. 

Third, Alaska "Natives" include Eskimos 
(coastal dwellers), Aleuts (residents of the 
Aleutians), and Indians (Interior dwellers 
and dwellers of Southeast Alaska on the 
coast and inland). I have not limited the 
language only to Natives but to all those 
who "subsist" and create "Native arts and 
crafts and clothing." A few non-Natives have 
adopted the Native way of life and have 
become integral members of the Native com­
munities. (See testimony of Williams Uhl, 
page 954 of Alaska hearings). These individ­
uals are accepted members of the Native 
communities although they are not by birth 
Natives. (Mr. Uhl has been living in the 
Native community with his Eskimo wife for 
the last 24 years) . For this reason and to 
eliminate any constitutional arguments, I 
have not limited the amendment solely to 
Alaska Natives, but have included all those 
who participate in the Native way of life in 
Alaska. 

For these reasons and particularly because 
marine mammal and other local game meats 
are usually unobtainable in local stores, I am 
submitting this amendment to you. It will 
alleviate much hardship in rural Alaska. The 
people of my state would be most grateful 
if the Senate Agriculture Committee will 
incorporate it in the Omnibus Farm Bill. 

If you have any questions or would like 
any assistance or more information, please 
contact me or Max Gruenberg, my Legisla­
tive Assistant, at extension 5-3004. 

Thank you very much. 
With best wishes, 

Cordially, 
TED STEVENS, 

u.s. Senator. 

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Ma.r. 15, 
1972] 

MARINE MAMMAL PROTECTION Ac:r-AMEND­
:MENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 1048 

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

Mr. STEVENs. Mr. President, the Senate Sub­
committee on Oceans and Atmosphere is 
presently holding hearings on ocean mam­
mal legislation. 

Many bills are being considered by the sub­
committee as they attempt to find various 
solutions to the problem. Several of the bills, 
however, such as those introduced by the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
HARRIS), take the approach that an outright 
ban on all ocean mammal harvesting is ab­
solutely necessary. 

This approach has caused me considerable 
concern. These bills will protect the ocean 
mammals, but in doing so will exterminate 
the culture and economy of the Alaskan Es­
kimos. 

Many Alaska Natives, particularly Eskimos 
along the coast, depend upon ocean mam­
mals for their existence. What little cash they 
are able to obtain in order to have even a 
marginal existence they a.re able to earn only 
through the sale of native crafts, clothing, 
and art works. These activities are vital for 
the social and economic welfare of the Alaska 
Native people. 

Mr. President, the way of life of the Alas­
kan Native is threatened by the proposed leg­
islation. If Congress enacts provisions out-
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Iawing all but subsistence hunting by Alas­
kan Natives, not only will this proud group 
of Americans have their economic livelihood 
stripped from them, but they will face the 
certain fate of cultural extinction. 

The Alaska Native people of the coastal 
regions are the Eskimos. These people have 
achieved a. unique pact with nature. They 
alone of all mankind, have been able to sur­
vive 1~ the harshest possible climatic condi­
tions. Snow and ice cover the ground much 
of the year. Thus, travel across the ice .is a 
necessity. Wood is scarce. Boats must be 11ght 
and built with the materials at hand. 

Even with such limitations, the Eskimos 
have been able to invent the kayak and the 
umiak. These unique vessels utilize skin and 
bone rather than bark and wood. The single­
seat kayak and the multi-seat umiak are 
st"Lrrdy enough to travel hundreds of miles 
across open water. Kayaks will right them­
selves if overturned in storms, while keeping 
the lower half of the occupant completely 
dry in the meantime. Single Eskimo hunters, 
riding kayaks and armed only with harpoons 
have, for centuries, successfully harvested 
whales, the mightest creature> on earth. 

This is but a single example of the high 
level of culture reached by t11e Eskimos in 
the cruelest environment on the face of the 
earth. Anthropologists and scholars agree 
that there is much in the Eskimo culture 
that will greatly benefit white civilization. 
For example, the clothing worn by Eskimos 
out-of-doors and fashioned from ocean mam­
mals is both cold-resistant and waterproof. 
It effectively seals the wearer from the ele­
ments, yet permits him freedom of move­
ment. It is far superior to anything the 
white man has invented. Our copies are but 
poor imitations. 

It is a well-known fact that the major 
market for such genuine Eskimo clothing­
parkas, pants, and mukluks-native fur 
boots-is not the tourist, nor the exporter, 
but other Alaskans. We, white people, in 
Alaska appreciate these Eskimo improve­
ments and depend upon them, especially in 
the far northern part of the State. We know 
that when we must travel to his part of the 
State, we cannot improve upon the artifacts 
it has taken the Eskimo centuries to perfect. 

To deny the Eskimo the right to manu­
facture and sell these items will not only 
create a hardship upon him, but also upon 
the white people who must live and work 
in an equally cruel and hostile environment. 

Because the land in the far north is frozen 
much of the year, agriculture is very lim­
ited. For this reason, the coastal Natives are 
very dependent upon sea mammals for much 
of their food. In fact, many of those Eskimos 
who now live in the cities have retained 
their taste for many of these foods. Thus, 
there is a small but thriving business of 
canning and preserving sea mammal meat 
for transshipment to natives throughout 
Alaska and the "lower 48." 

But most Eskimos have not moved to the 
cities. They still live on the North Pacific 
and Arctic coastlines. They continue to live 
basically the same way they have lived for 
centuries. They have maintained a cher­
ished tradition, a link with the past-a way 
of life, proud and unbent in the face of 
modern civilization. 

Mr. President, the Alaskan Eskimos for 
many years prior to the coming of the ~ir­
plane remained largely isolated from civiliZa­
tion as we know it. Only in the 20th century, 
particularly in the last several decades, have 
these people come into contact with mod­
ern civilization. To many of them English 
is still a second language. 

But they are rapidly moving into the 
20th century. Snowmobiles have largely 
replaced dog sleds. Air travel is used for long 
trips. Short-wave radios are now the primary 
communication link between villages. Canned 
goods, manufactured household items, 
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and clothing are readily available. Educa­
tion is available, as is better health care. 
Even housing is improving. 

But to take advantage of all these modern 
conveniences, the Alaska Native needs cash. 
If he is to have the choice to live where his 
people have dwelt for centuries, he must be 
permitted to make a living there. He must 
have the right not only to hunt for his native 
food, but to buy a balanced diet including 
milk and vegetables; clothing; medicine; and 
building materials for his house. It is, of 
course, true that eventually the benefits 
from the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (Public Law 92-203) will yield to each 
Native a certain amount of cash plus some 
land. However, the land and cash will not be 
enough to compensate him for the loss of 
his occupation; nor are they intended to do 
so. Neither will they give most Natives jobs; 
nor return to them their lost sense of dig­
nity. Most importantly, any direct payments 
to individuals will be over 2 years in coming, 
due to the time it will take to complete the 
enrollment procedures. 

The only industry that the Alaska Native 
can count on to support himself and his fam­
ily is one based upon full utilization of the 
ocean mammals-the same animals which 
have been the ba;,is of existence for his peo­
ple for centuries. This is an industry of 
Native manufacture, handicrafts and carv­
ing-wonderfully intricate hand-carved 
bones and tusks, decorated parkas and boots, 
completely waterproof and ideally suited for 
the rugged outdoor life lived in that far part 
of the world. 

Mr. President, if the Native people of my 
State are denied the right to carve, sew, and 
utilize fully the entire animal carcass, the 
result will be truly disastrous. Even marginal 
cash flow will cease. Their only means of 
earning a living will be foreclos~d to them. 
They will be forced to remain idle, go on 
welfare, or relocate. Their priceless cultural 
heritage will become extinct. 

Therefore, even today, the dependence of 
the Alaska native people upon ocean mam­
mals is a real and continuing one. They are 
indeed learning the ways of the rest of the 
world quickly and coming into their own. 
But during this period of adjustment, it is 
doubly important that they be able to con­
tinue as they wish and make their own de­
termination of the kind of life they wish 
to lead. 

Mr. President, the Alaskan Eskimo asks 
for himself no more than any other group 
in this country. He asks only the right to 
detP.rmine for himself his own destiny. 

For this reason, I urge the Senate to reach 
a reasonable solution to the problem and to 
take into account not only the biological 
aspect, but also the sociological and anthro­
pological effects of this legislation. We must 
not destroy a civilization in the process. 

Mr. President, for this reason, I am to­
day introducing an amendment to S. 3161. 
The purpose of this amendment is to pre­
serve the priceless cultural heritage of the 
native Alaskans by permitting them to con­
tinue to produce handmade native arts and 
crafts as well as clothing manufactured from 
sea mammals. I intend that the effect of this 
amendment will be to permit the total utili­
zation of the mammals and the wise manage­
ment of these wonderful and irreplaceable 
ocean creatures. 

I request that my amendment be printed 
in its entirety in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at this point. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1048 

On page 23, line 2, strike out the period 
and add the following: ",Provided, That such 
taking may be for handmade native arts and 
crafts and clothing." 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to add my colleague 
from Alaska as a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Alaska yield? 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. This is the amend­

ment, as I understand it, which would 
permit native Alaskans, who live in ex­
tremely remote areas where no food 
stores are available, to utilize food stamps 
to purchase equipment in order to hunt 
game for their livelihood. Is that not the 
substance of the Senator's amendment? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is right. The sub­
stance goes to bunting, the substance 
goes to :fishing, not to limit those who live 
in rural areas. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I have discussed this 
amendment with the distinguished rank­
ing minority member and we have no ob­
jection to it. If the Senator from Ne­
braska is agreeable to a voice vote, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. CURTIS. I support the amend­
ment. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Alaska. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. CLARK) is now 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 204 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 204 and ask it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 204 
On page 23, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
"(B) substituting '$1.24' for '$1.00' in sec­

tion 105(a) (1) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, and by adding at the end of such sec- . 
tion 105(a) (1) a new sentence as follows: 
'Loans made to producers under this section 
shall be extended at the producers' request 
for one full year after the original maturity 
date.'.'' 

On page 23, line 15, strike out "(B)" and 
insert "(C)". 

On page 27, line 9, strike out "(C)" and · 
insert "(D)". 

On page 27, line 15, strike out "(D)" and 
insert "(E)". 

On page 27, line 20, strike out "(E)" and 
insert "(F)". 

On page 13, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

"(A) substituting '$1.55' for '$1.25' in sec­
tion 107(a), and by adding at the end of 
such section 107(a) a new sentence as fol­
lows: 'Loans made to producers under this 
section shall be extended at the producers' 
request for one full year after the original 
maturity date.'.'' 

On page 13, line 10, strike out "(A)" and 
insert "(B)". 

On page 13, line 12, strike out "(B)" and 
insert "(C)". 

On page 13, line 14, strike out "(C)" and 
insert "(D)". 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
tmanimous consent that the names of 
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the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HuGHES) 
and the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. ABOUREZK) be added as cosponsors 
of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so~~dered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I was 
deeply disappointed when the members 
of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry failed to support my motion to 
raise the minimum loan rate on corn 
from its currently unrealistically low 
level of $1.00 to a more reasonable level 
of $1.24 a bushel. 

Failing to win support for this modest 
and entirely justified increase in the 
committee, I looked into the history of 
the Government loan program. 

I find it was 40 years ago, in October 
1933, that a Governors' conference rep­
resenting 10 Corn Belt States met in Des 
Moines, Iowa, and demanded that the 
then Secretary of Agriculture, Henry A. 
Wallace ''peg farm prices at parity 
levels." 

In response to this type of pressure, a 
Commodity Credit Corporation was orga­
nized on October 17, 1933, and on Octo­
ber 25, Secretary Wallace issued a press 
release announcing the first Government 
loan program for corn. He announced 
that the Government would loan 45 cents 
a bushel on corn produced by coopera­
tors in the 1933 corn-hog program re­
gardless of their geographic location. 

That first program was a great suc­
cess; 271 million bushels of corn were 
stored under loan on 200,000 farms. 
Average prices during the marketing year 
moved 30 cents a bushel above the loan 
level and the loans were repaid with 
substantial benefits to the borrowers. 

The corn loan rate was raised to 55 
cents a bushel for the 1934 crop but wide­
spread drought pushed market prices 
well above the loan level. 

The Government loan has been an im­
portant part of every feed grain program 
since that time. 

Although large Commodity Credit Cor­
poration stocks were accumulated in the 
late 1950's the difficulty was as much un­
willingness of a Republican administra­
tion to administer effective adjustment 
programs as the result of an unrealistic­
ally high Government loan rate. Loans 
were made to cooperators in the adjust­
ment program in 1956 at $1.50 a bushel 
for corn. But they also were made at 
$1.25 a bushel to noncooperators by the 
then Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft 
Benson. 

Secretary Benson continued to make 
Government price support loans on corn 
to noncooperators at $1.10 and $1.06 a 
bushel in 1957 and 1958 respectively. It 
is little wonder that CCC stocks became 
excessive. 

Mr. President, at no time since World 
War II have Government corn loan rates 
been less than $1.05 a bushel except for 
the one year, 1966, when the loan rate 
was reduced to $1. Everyone recognizes 
that the Government loan rate acts as 
a floor under market prices. If it is un­
realistically high it limits our ability to 
export, increases the use of substitutes 
at home and abroad and encourages 
other countries to expand grain produc­
tion. 

If it is unrealistically low it fails to 
provide the desired stability and support 
to market prices. Producers hard pressed 
for cash to pay their production expenses 
are forced to sell their crops at ridicu­
lously low prices. 

The issue as I see it is whether or not 
$1 a bushel for corn and $1.25 a bushel 
for wheat are reasonable floor prices at 
this time, to write into 5 year price sup­
port legislation. 

Does a minimum floor price of $1 a 
bushel for corn and $1.25 a bushel for 
wheat at this time give producers assur­
ance their Government is concerned that 
they will not be victimized by excessively 
low prices if the export market should 
turn soft for a short time? 

This year and in all probability in sev­
eral of the next 5 years, producers need 
the assurance that prices will not drop 
to bargain basement levels at harvest 
time. They need this assurance as en­
couragement to produce as large crops 
as feasible. If consumers and exporters 
want stable food supplies in the years 
ahead, they should assure producers of 
reasonably stable prices. 

Continued assurance of minimum price 
support loans at $1 a bushel for corn and 
$1.25 a bushel for wheat for the next 5 
years is little if any better than no mini­
mum at all. 

I ask you, in view of President Nixon 
and Secretary Butz' actions since 
November in terminating, and in im­
pounding funds appropriated for rural 
programs, do grain producers have any 
assurance of stable prices if we do not 
include realistic minimum price support 
loans in this legislation? 

Mr. President, prices paid by farmers 
for production items, interest, taxes and 
wage rates are now 50 percent higher 
than in 1965 when current minimum 
price support loan rates for corn and 
wheat were first established. 

We have devalued the dollar twice in 
the last 18 months. The Japanese yen 
and German mark also have allowed to 
appreciate. In view of these changes in 
international monetary rates U.S. grains 
sold for <.xport at $1.85 or $2 a bushel 
cost the Japanese consumer no more 
than grains formerly sold to them at 
$1.50 a bushel. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry is 
concerned that higher minimum loan 
rates on grains might price them out of 
foreign markets, as too high loan rates 
on cotton priced cotton out of foreign 
markets in the late 1950's and early 
1960's. I share his concern that the mini­
mum loan rates must not prevent our 
grains from being competitively priced 
in world markets. 

But I would assure the distinguished 
chairman that the minimum levels I pro­
pose, $1.24 a bushel for corn and $1.55 
a bushel for wheat are no higher in rela­
tion to world price levels today than 
$1.05 and $1.25 a bushel were before the 
currency revaluations. 

Mr. President, the modestly higher 
minimum loan levels I propose, bear 
about the same relation to our export 
markets as the lower minimums previous 
to the currency revaluations, and are 
substantially lower in relation to pro-

duction costs than the minimum loan 
levels of $1 and $1.25 a bushel in the 
period 1965-68. 

If we are to have reasonably effective 
wheat and feed grains price and supply 
stabilization programs, producers must 
have more realistic minimum support 
levels than those established back in 1965 
when production costs were less than 
two-thirds current levels. 

I challenge any Member of this body 
to cite one point upon which farmers 
agree more. Virtually every farmer and 
every farm group that came before our 
committee said our No. 1 priority is 
an increase in the loan rate for corn 
and wheat. I have a healthy respect for 
their opinion and I urge this body to ap­
prove their request, to approve my 
amendment. 

So I ask Members of the Senate to 
support that modest increase, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, for 

many years, our farm program had a 
very high loan rate, and the loan became 
the price at which the commodity was 
sold to the U.S. Government. We had a 
disastrous program because of it. 

At one time, the U.S. Government pro­
duced 60 percent of the world's cotton. 
What happened? We had a high loan 
rate. Farmers produced more and more 
cotton for the loan. What happened? We 
held a price umbrella over the rest of 
the world. The rest of the world produced 
more and more cotton. Our acreage had 
to be reduced to less and less. Now the 
United States produces 20 percent of the 
world's cotton-60 percent a few short 
years ago-by holding a high price urn­
brella with a high loan level over the 
rest of the world. It was a catastrophic 
mistake. 

A number of years ago, we changed 
the method from this high loan level, 
making the Government of the United 
States the ultimate purchaser of all farm 
commodities. In those years, our ware­
houses were bursting at the seams with 
corn-17.5 million bushels of corn in 1965, 
millions and millions of bushels of wheat 
and corn. 

Since that time, what has been the 
philosophy? It has been to reduce the 
loan level and make up the difference in 
payments to the farmer. 

We are not talking about what the 
farmer is going to receive. If this bill 
becomes law, the farmer is going to re­
ceive $1.53 a bushel for his corn. But 
what does the Senator want to do? He 
wants to raise the loan level from $1 
to $1.25, so that the farmer will be get­
ting payments at $1.53 for producing 
corn and raising the level of the loan on 
corn to make it attractive enough that 
our friends in Canada and Australia and 
Argentina and New Zealand and Europe 
will produce more grain so that we can 
produce less, just as we did with cotton. 

The Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry went into this matter very care­
fully; we considered the Senator's 
amendment. He is a valuable, hard-work­
ing member of our committee and has 
made great contribution thereto. But we 
reject the amendment. We thought that 
grain should go into the marketplace, 
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not into Government warehouses, and 
that a man ought to get a fair price for 
his corn-to wit, $1.53. If he does not 
get it at the marketplace, he will get it 
with a Government check. 

I urge the Senate to reject the Sena­
tor's amendment. Let us keep corn farm­
ing in this country and not export it 
overseas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa. 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HuGHES), and the Senator from Arkan­
sas <Mr. McCLELLAN) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Maine <Mr. MusKIE) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) is absent be­
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HuGHES) would vote "yea." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
HART) would vote "nay." 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an­
nounce that the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. COTTON) is absent be­
cause of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
DoMENICI) is absent to attend the fu­
neral of a friend. 

The Senator from Utah <Mr. BEN­
NETT), the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DoMINICK) , the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. GRIFFIN), and the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. HRUSKA) are necessarily 
absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI) and the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) 
would each vote "nay". 

The result was announced-yeas 19, 
nays 69, as follows: 

[No. 188 Leg.] 
YEAS-19 

Abourezk. Hartke 
Bayh Humphrey 
Burdick Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Magnuson 
Chiles Mansfield 
Clark McGovern 
Eagleton Metcalf 

Aiken 
Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bellmon 
Bentsen 
Bible 
Bid en 
Brock 
Brooke 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dole 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 

NAYS-69 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Gravel 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Helms 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Javits 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Long 
Mathias 
McClure 
McGee 
Mcintyre 
Montoya 
Moss 
Nunn 
Packwood 

Mondale 
Nelson 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Young 

Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribico1I 
Roth 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, Va. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williama 

Bennett 
Cotton 
Domenici 
Dominick 

So Mr. 
jected. 

NOT VOTING-12 
Fulbright Hughes 
Gritnn McClellan 
Hart Muskie 
Hruska Stennis 

CLARK's amendment was re-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous agreement the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. Moss) is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 200 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I wish to 
say at the beginning, in order to put my 
colleagues at ease, that I intend to be 
very b1ief. I am not going to ask for a 
rollcall vote. I assume we will be able 
to vote right on time. 

Mr. President, I call up my amend­
ment No. 200. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani­
mous consent that further reading of 
the amendment may be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment, ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, is as follows: 

On page 51, between line 15 and line 16, 
insert the following: 

(29) (A) Section 106 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new clause as 
follows: "(d) (1) The level at which price 
support may be made available for the 1974, 
1975, and 1976 crops of tobacco shall be sub­
ject to the following limitations: 

"(A) The 1974 crop of any kind of tobacco 
may not be supported at any level greater 
than 75 per centum of the level at which 
the 1970 crop of such tobacco was supported. 

"(B) The 1975 crop of any kind of tobacco 
may not be supported at any level greater 
than 50 per centum of the level at which the 
1970 crops of such tobacco was supported. 

"(C) The 1976 crop of any kind of tobacco 
may not be supported at any level greater 
than 25 per centum of the level at which the 
1970 crop of such tobacco was supported. 

"(2) Price support shall not be made avail­
able for the 1977 and subsequent crops of 
tobacco." 

(B) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, marketing quotas, marketing penal­
ties, acreage-poundage quotas, and acreage 
allotments for tobacco shall be ineffective 
with respect to the 1977 and subsequent 
crops of tobacco. 

(30) (A) Section 4 of the Tobacco Inspec­
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 511c) is amended by strik­
ing out the following: ": Provided, That in 
no event shall charges be in excess of the cost 
of said samples, illustrations, and service 
so rendered". 

(B) Section 5 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 511d) 
is amended by striking out the seventh sen­
tence thereof. 

(C) The last paragraph of section 6 of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 51le) is amended by strik­
ing out the period at the end of such para­
graph and inserting in lieu thereof a semi­
colon and the following: "but of the cost of 
providing services under this section shall 
be borne by the persons requesting such 
services." 

(31) Title I of the Agricultural Trade De­
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
section as follows: 

"SEc. 111. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of law (1) no subsidy or other incen­
tive payment shall be made, directly or indi­
rectly, under the provisions of this Act to 

any person for the export or sale of tobacco 
or any tobacco product, and (2) no funds 
may be expended for the purpose of advertis­
ing or otherwise promoting the sale of to­
bacco in any foreign country." 

(32) Section 5(f) of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714c(f)) 
is amended by striking out the period at the 
end of such section and inserting in lieu 
thereof a comma and the following: "except 
that nothing herein shall be construed to 
authorize the payment of any subsidy for the 
export of tobacco from the United States." 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, as the Sen­
ate knows, for a number of years I have 
been trying to get hearings in the Com­
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry to 
have something done with respect to the 
growing and raising of tobacco. I have 
tried to withhold Government money in 
appropriation bills. 

The point I wish to make is that the 
Department of Health supplies hundreds 
of thousands of dollars every year to alert 
people to the hazards of smoking ciga­
rettes. We have spent much money to 
make known the nicotine content of to­
bacco. At the same time in the agricul­
tural branch we spend millions of dollars 
stimulating production and advertising 
and paying for the grading of tobacco. 

This is an amendment to eliminate 
from ourofarm program the schizophrenic 
posture of Government support for a 
crop which is hazardous to health. 
Amendment No. 200 would phase out the 
tobacco subsidy program beginning with 
crops of tobacco to be harvested in 1974. 
The amendment would also terminate di­
rect and indirect Federal subsidies for 
export of tobacco to foreign countries. 

I have introduced amendments similar 
to this amendment in each of the past 
three Congresses. Additionally, I have at­
tempted to amend the agriculture appro­
priations bill to eliminate the crop sub­
sidies. While these have not been success­
ful, an enlightening dialog has insured. 

We have going in this country a major 
effort to combat the effects of cigarette 
smoking. We spend annually several 
hundred thousand dollars to publicize the 
health :N.azards of cigarette smoking. We 
spend annually several hundred thousand 
dollars to develop ways to help those who 
wish to stop smoking. We spend annually 
several hundred thousand dollars to cre­
ate cigarettes which are less hazardous 
for those who wish to quit but find that 
they are unable to do so. And, we spend 
annually millions and millions of dol­
lars to support the growth, export, ad­
vertising, promotion, and grading of this 
deadly plant which will result in the 
death of more than 50,000 people during 
the next year from lung cancer, and 
many, many thousand additional deaths 
from heart disease, other cancers, and 
other lung diseases such as the dreaded 
crippler emphysema. 

How can we face our young people and 
tell them of thd virtues of our form of 
government, when the left hand and the 
right hand are working at cross pur­
poses? 

The argument is offered that most 
growers would be irreparably harmed 
were the Federal Government not to con­
tinue supplying assistance at current 
levels. We even hear-and sometimes 
from the same person-that present 
Government programs for tobacco are 
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costing our public nearly nothing. In 
truth, it is difficult to find out what the 
programs do cost in dollars and cents. 
But these programs of tobacco support 
cost the American people dearly in terms 
of health. 

When we talk of health bills, we try 
to restrict the use of tobacco to educate 
people not to use tobacco, and to do re­
search on how to deal with the diseases 
caused by tobacco. But when we consider 
a farm bill or an agriculture appropria­
tions bill, we close our eyes to the health 
consequences of the crop and pump funds 
with somewhat reckless abandon into 
the growing and expo~:ting of this haz­
ardous crop. I am aware that there would 
be some problems if this amendment 
were passed. Alternative crops would 
have to be found for the tobacco farmer. 
And so, were this amendment to be ac­
cepted, I plan to offer an additional 
amendment; an amendment to provide 
for an adjustment assistance for those 
who are adversP-ly affected by the ter­
mination of the crop support program. 

The amendment provides that the 
price support program be phased out 
over the next 3 years. This would pro­
vide sufficient time for those engaged 
in farming or dependent upon the crop, 
to adjust to a nonsubsidized marketing 
economy. 

Additionally, the amendment provides 
that the cost of tobacco inspection be 
assessed fully on the growers and proc­
essors. These charges for inspection are 
already assessed to growers and users 
of these services for other crops. 

Lastly, the legislati0n would prohibit 
subsidies for export of tobacco. It comes 
as a shock to find that the United States 
underwrites, at a cost of approximately 
$30 million per year, the sale of tobacco 
in foreign countries. This money does not 
even go to the farmer ; it goes to the ex­
porter. 

Mr. President, after 4 years of urging 
and pleading that the Committee on 
Agriculture hold hearings on tobacco 
subsidy legislation, we find that we are 
still deadlocked. I have introduced bills, 
but the committee states that it would not 
hold hearings until a report is filed by 
the Department of Agriculture-thus 
nothing happens. Last year, the Depart­
ment of Agriculture, after 3 years 
finally filed a report. Needless to say, and 
I will be the first one to admit it, that 
report was adverse to the legislation. But 
the issues concerning the continued pub­
lic expenditures of funds to support the 
growing of tobacco must be discussed and 
resolved. The absence of any committee 
discussion requires that we have this dis­
cussion here on the floor of the Senate. 
I call upon my colleagues to search their 
consciences. I call upon my colleagues 
to terminate this unwarranted expendi­
ture of Federal funds which promote the 
continued growth and development of a 
crop which will cause the death of thou­
sands of Americans this year, next year, 
and every year. 

While we may not save many people's 
lives, as a minimum we will put the pub­
lic on notice that their Government, now 
more than ever, has its priorities in order. 
Let us terminate this assistance for to­
bacco. Let us terminate it now. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I shall 
be extremely brief. The Senator has pro­
posed this amendment several times and 
the Senate always has overwhelmingly 
rejected it. 

What does tobacco do for this coun­
try? Taxes-over $5 billion in local, 
State, and Federal taxes. That represents 
the receipts from the tobacco industry. 
What does it do for the balance of pay­
ments and trade? Six hundred thirty­
nine million dollars on the positive side. 
It is time we looked at something posi­
tive on the trade side. Who makes a living 
from it? Five hundred fifty thousand 
farms grow tobacco and 625,000 farm 
families have their principal source of 
income from tobacco. 

If the tobacco program is killed, what 
will happen? Most of these small farmers, 
largely in Appalachia, with modest in­
come, will be driven off the farm and 
into the cities and become subjects of 
welfare. 

I hope the Senate will overwhelmingly 
reject the amendment. 

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, this 

amendment would take the food out of 
the mouths and take the clothes off the 
backs of hundreds of families of farm 
families. Is that correct? 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield. 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 

am opposed to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Utah <Mr. Moss). 

The amendment is designed as an ef­
fort to discourage cigarette smoking. In 
effect, however, the amendment would 
have the opposite effect. Furthermore, it 
would do irreparable damage to a major 
agricultural sector, a sector which has 
not been conclusively proven to be the 
danger many would have us believe it is. 

The amendment would phase out all 
support programs for tobacco by 1977 
and prohibit immediately export subsi­
dies and other assistance for foreign 
sales. In doing so, it would not only dis­
rupt the tobacco production and market­
ing structure, but would also interfere 
with an important segment of our in­
ternational trade. 

The support program for tobacco is a 
two-sided coin. It is, on the one hand, 
designed to provide tobacco farmers­
farmers who, in general, work small 
areas of land, often less than ten acres­
with a minimum return for their labor. 
It is, on the other hand, a production 
limitation program. In order to partici­
pate in the tobacco support program, 
farmers must adhere to quotas or limi­
tations on the amount of tobacco they 
market. Should these limitations be 
lifted, tobacco production could be ex­
pected to expand considerably, resulting 
in surpluses and falling prices. Not only 
would cigarette and tobacco products 
become more plentiful and cheaper, but 
many small farmers would face ruin­
a ruin resulting from an erroneous means 
of dealing with a problem which may be 
more statistical than real. 

I would be the first to oppose the sub­
jection of health considerations to eco­
nomic ones. The health of each individ­
ual in our Nation is too important for 
that. But, there are two points which 
should be made here. First, the relation­
ship between smoking and certain dis­
eases is not a 1-to-1 relationship. There 
are, in fact, many questions regarding 
the relationship-questions which, when 
conclusively answered, could make po­
lemic di1Ierences in the approach we fol­
low in the upcoming years. Second, and 
more importantly, the amendment will 
simply not accomplish the end it is de­
signed to accomplish. It will, in all prob­
ability, have the counter effect. By en­
couraging cheaper and more plentiful 
tobacco products, it will undoubtedly 
encourage increased use. Yet, in having 
that effect, it is also likely to destroy the 
financial base of many small farmers, 
forcing them off the land and perhaps 
onto the urban welfare rolls. It is likely 
to deprive these farmers of a way of life 
they have known for years and the pride 
which their occupation has brought 
them. Furthermore, it is likely to inter­
fere with trade patterns which have been 
developed over a number of years and 
which are a favorable factor in our bal­
ance of trade and balance-of-payments 
situations-a not insignificant matter at 
this time. 

Thus, in view of the questions which 
remain regarding the true effects of to­
bacco upon health and the counterpro­
ductive effects the pending amendment 
is likely to have, I believe it should be 
rejected. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I see no 
reason why the tobacco crop should be 
repeatedly singled out for unilateral as­
sault in the Nation's farm support pro­
gram, and especially in connection with 
S. 1888. As most Senators know, the to­
bacco program does not even expire this 
year. It is covered by separate legisla­
tion because of the unique way in which 
the program operates. Moreover, it is 
unique in another way: It is the cheapest 
of all the price support programs. In fis­
cal year 1972, the realized cost of the 
program was only $200,000. The cost of 
the Federal Government has sustained 
in operating the price support program 
for tobacco from 1933 to date has been 
about 0.15 percent of the cost for all 
farm commodity price support opera­
tions. 

Tobacco is important to the Nation's 
economy. About 400,00 farms in the 
United States produce 2 billion pounds 
of tobacco on nearly 1 million acres each 
year. Although tobacco uses only 0.3 per­
cent of the Nation's cropland, it is usual­
ly the fourth or fifth most valuable crop 
and accounts for about 8 percent of the 
cash receipts from all U.S. crops. 

Mr. President, in 1972, tobacco brought 
U.S. farmers $1.4 billion in income and 
made a $878 million contribution to the 
U.S. balance of payments through ex­
ports. 

Mr. President, I want to remind my 
colleagues that tobacco is not one of the 
crops run by gigantic "agribusiness" cor­
porations with absentee owners. The 
average toba.cco allotment is about 3 
acres. It is an intensive labor crop, tended 
for the most part on the family farm. It 
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b1ings cash dividends to these families 
who otherwise would have a hard time 
making ends meet. 

This fact is of special importance to 
the economy and culture of North Caro­
lina. We have 80,000 Tar Heel farmers 
producing tobacco. It provides employ­
ment to nearly 200,000 of the State's 
farm families and seasonal workers. Last 
year, it brought the State's farmers over 
$580 million in income. That is over 60 
percent of cash receipts from all crops 
grown. 

Nationwide, hundreds of thousands of 
families ea1n their living from the pro­
duction of tobacco. They are dedicated, 
hardworking citizens who, in my judg­
ment, deserve to be encouraged, not 
hindered, in their constructive labors to 
support their families. 

Mr. President, the USDA itself has ad­
mitted that in the first year of such a 
phaseout of the program as proposed by 
the junior Senator from Utah, the aver­
age tobacco grower's income would de­
crease by one-third. It would take until 
1980 for the grower's income to come 
back up to the level that we have at 
present. 

Many of these farmers already are 
barely at the subsistence level. If the 
tobacco price level is destroyed, welfare 
rolls would increase, rural people would 
flock to the big cities, particularly the 
industrial centers of the North, and add 
to the unemployment situation and all 
its attendant social evils. 

Mr. President, in my judgment it 
would be immoral for the U.S. Congress 
to abandon these hard-working people by 
striking down the tobacco program. For 

there is no doubt that the tobacco mar­
ket would be faced with ruination with­
out the price support program. The suc­
cess of the program is due primarily to 
its role in regulating the production of 
tobacco, not the subsidy paid to support 
prices. 

To enter the program, a farmer has 
to vote to accept the acreage limitations. 
In most referendums, more than 90 per­
cent of the growers voting have favored 
marketing quotas. It is generally agreed 
th"..t because of the production control 
program, less tobacco is produced in the 
United States than would likely be the 
case if there were no Government pro­
grams. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt that 
the effect of the junior Senator from 
Utah's program will be to increase to­
bacco production. It is my understand­
ing that my colleague feels that the pro­
duction and sale of tobacco is a social 
evil. I do not understand why he is ad­
vocating a measure that would increase 
the production of tobacco, and drive the 
price down, presumably making it more 
readily available to the consumer. Espe­
cially since at the same time, my col­
league's measure would bring about the 
ruination of thousands of families who 
grow tobacco on the family farm, and 
add to the heartbreak and misery of 
conditions in congested industrial cities. 

Mr. President, it is also my understand­
ing that the junior Senator from Utah 
feels that the Federal Gove1nment 
should not be encouraging the produc~ 
tion of tobacco because some people con­
sider the use of tobacco offensive to 

health and morals. Yet I would like to 
point out that the Federal, State, and 
local governments-and U.S. citizens­
enjoy some $5.22 billion annually in ex~ 
cise taxes collected from cigars, cigar~ 
ettes, chewing tobacco, pipe tobacco, 
and snuff. 

This figure-$5.22 billion, and I re­
peat, billion-is nearly four times the 
amount received by the tobacco growers 
themselves. Indeed, this tax revenue is 
more than 26,000 times the cost of the 
tobacco price support program to the 
Federal Government. 

I submit that if it is morally proper 
for government at every level to enjoy 
the benefits of taxation from tobacco, 
then it is morally proper for the U.S. 
Government to encourage its production. 
We simply cannot have it both ways. If it 
is not proper to encourage production, 
then it is not proper to enjoy the benefits 
of taxing it. Indeed, if my colleague 
would consider amending his proposal 
so as to rescind all Federal excise taxes 
on tobacco, I might consider supporting 
it. In its present form, however, it would 
strike a severe blow to the economic and 
social structures of our Nation. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand a 
table which summarizes the manufacture 
and consumption of tobacco products 
and the excise taxes paid in the United 
States between 1955 and 1972, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re­
marks. 

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

TOBACCO PRODUCTS: MANUFACTURED/CONSUMPTION, AND EXCISE TAXES UNITED STATES, 1955- 72 

Total! Excise taxes 
chewing, collected-

Smokingt 
Smoking,' 

Chewing t smoking, chewing, Federal, 
"pipe" Snuff! Cigars! Cigarettes 1 tobacco and snuff Cigarettes 2 Cigars 2 and snuff State, and 

(million (million (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 per capita per capita per capita local (bil-
Year pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) (number) (number) (pounds) lion dollars) 

1955 __ -----------------------------
1960 __ -----------------------------
1965_--------- ---------------------
1970_------- --------------------- --

6, 063 412,309 79,908 79,991 39, 221 199, 120 3, 597 55 1. 22 $2.14 
7, 140 506,944 64, 861 73,839 34, 599 

29, 710 
173,309 4, 171 61 • 99 2. 96 

8,340 556,806 65,129 71,781 166, 621 4, 258 70 .88 3.60 
68,789 69,370 26,522 164,681 3, 970 60 .83 4. 70 8,028 583, 251 

10, 050 599,001 1972 : _____ ------------------------- 73,008 55,845 25,490 154, 343 4, 050 52 • 79 5.22 

1 Manufactured. 
2 Consumption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sena­
tor from Kentucky (Mr. CooK) may have 
1 minute. 

Mr. CURTIS. I object. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the Senator asks for only 1 minute. 
Mr. CURTIS. I withdraw the objection. 
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, the annual 

witch hunt of the antismoking zealots 
has once again plagued this body. The 
distinguished Senator from Utah, despite 
his sincere convictions as to the subver­
sive influence of smoking, refuses to ad­
mit the inconsistency of his position, and 
the rationale of terminating one of the 
most successful Government programs in 
existence. 

Although I have risen to argue the 
germaneness of the amendment to the 
bill now pen~ing, I only wish there were 
another point of order named "foolish-

a Date is preliminary. 

ness." Because if ever there were a pro­
posal more foolish, more illogical, more 
wasteful of the Senate's time, then the 
very foundations of this grand building 
must have rocked from convulsions of 
laughter from within. 

Every year this body is forced to pro­
cede through this charade. Last year the 
distinguished Senator's efforts mustered 
all of 10 votes. Have things changed so 
significantly since July of last year? Of 
course not. As a matter of fact, all of the 
scientific hearsay upon which the Sena­
tor from Utah relies for his support has 
been called into even greater question. 
I spoke to this body in February of this 
year and consumed five pages of the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD in analyzing the great 
inconsistencies and conflicts within the 
scientific community regarding the issue 
of smoking and health. 

I ask unanimous consent to have those 
remarks printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

THE CIGARETTE CONTROVERSY 

Mr. CooK. Mr. President, the war against 
tobacco has been as protracted as was the 
fighting in Vietnam. Both have been waged 
for more than a decade. Both have gone on 
far too long. Both are harder to end than they 
were to begin. Both were probably avoidable, 
at least on the basis of hindsight. And both 
have demonstrated at great cost that there 
must be a better way to resolve differences. 

Hopefully, the combat in Southeast Asia 
h.as been brought to an end. But sadly, no 
cease-fire, no armistice, no peace, no light at 
the end of the tunnel is in sight for the con­
flict that rages around smoking. 

Mr. President, I come from a State that 
produces more burley tobacco than any other 
State in the United States. Once again, as in 
the past, January has brought with it the 
opening of the annual winter offensive 
-against 50 million adult Americans who 
choose to smoke cigarettes. Once again, as in 
the past, the campaign has been preceded by 
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a massive bombardment of charges that mas­
querade as "overwhelming scientific evi­
dence." 

The camp.aign against smoking looks llie 
science; it is packaged like science; it is pro­
moted as science. But it sure is not science. 
It is a whole 'nother smoke-screen. 

It is, in fact, a dangerously deceptive exer­
cise in behavioral modification through 
manipulating and controlling the informa­
tion on which decisions are b.ased. 

Mr. President, I refer to the recent report to 
Congress from the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare on the health con­
sequences of smoking, the seventh in a series 
of documents required by law to inform 
Congress on the current state of scientific 
knowledge in this area. 

In former years, these reports were named 
after the Surgeon General. This year, the 
gentleman was among a rather large group 
whose resignations were accepted by the Pres­
ident, which met with my blessings. Since he 
had departed before the christening, the only 
high HEW official who could be mustered to 
give the creature some sort of official sendoff 
was Dr. Merlin K. Duv,a.l, Assistant Secretary 
for Health. He signed the preface 2 days be­
fore he resigned. And Secretary Richardson. 
preoccupied with his passage across the Poto­
mac to the Fentagon, perfunctorily signed the 
transmittal letter. 

Once again_. as in the past, no one in 
charge at HEW had taken the time to read 
the contents. Presidents come and go. So do 
Cabinet secretaries. But the HEW staff stays 
on-secure in its anonymity-and continues 
to turn out its antismoking reports. These 
old and practiced hands continue to promote 
their report to Congress, the medical com­
munity, and to the press as objective and 
complete scientific evidence, when, in fact, 
a more accurate label would be a one-sided 
propaganda tract. 

And once again, as in the past, they have 
managed to carry off the same old false, mis­
leading, and deceptive practice. The Fl'C 
demands that business substantiate its ad­
vertising claims, but raises no complaint 
against false, misleading, or deceptive prac­
tices of Government officials. 

"Women Smokers Warned of Fetal and 
Infant Risks.'' said the New York Times 
headline, as i! receiving the news from the 
Almighty, or Walter Cronkite. "United States 
Links Smoking to Infant Deaths," was the 
Washington Star headline, as if they were 
reporting some kind of national referendum. 
And that is the way it went across the coun­
try from front page to front page, from tube 
to tube. 

Mr. President, I do not blame the headline 
writers, the newspaper reporters, or the tele­
vision commentators. They lack the time to 
check details or to look behind the hand­
outs. After all, why should they mistrust 
their Government on health matters? Per­
haps they will in the future bring to health 
and science issues the same questioning 
attitude that they manifest in other areas 
of Government operations, such as the con­
duct o! war and foreign aJfairs. 

For to extend the analogy between Viet­
nam and tobacco, I believe it is perfectly 
proper to question the source of information 
given out about smoking and health. As an 
expert pointed out in a masterpiece on mili­
tary strategy: 

A great part of the information in war 1s 
contradictory, a still greater part is false, and 
by far the greatest part is subject to consid­
erable uncertainty. 

In the cigarette controversy, it is also true 
that Congress, the press, the public, and 
even the White House, operate under a seri­
ous information disadvantage. They are all 
dependent on information collected and con­
trolled by entrenched Federal bureaucrats 
who operate anonymously in the dark nooks 
and crannies of the Federal Establishment. 

I intend to throw llght on their dark 
terrain, to turn over the rocks that shelter 
them, and to let everyone see just what 
and who emerges. 

Title 42, section 241 of the United States 
Code establishes the "general powers and 
duties" of the Public Health Service. That 
section reads in part: 

"Promote the coordination of, research, in­
vestigations, experiments, demonstrations, 
and studies relating to the causes, diagnosis, 
treatment, control and prevention of physical 
and m~?-tal diseases and impairments of 
man ... 

Certainly, such a broad and general func­
tion would include the coordination of all 
activities relating to diseases, and not just 
those activities which tend to support the 
theories of certain individuals. To the con­
trary, unfortunately, the activities of Dr. 
Daniel Horn and his staff have failed to dis­
cloSf' any unbiased, scientific research. Horn 
and company were set up by Surgeon General 
Luther Terry, who leaped into prominence 
with the 1964 report on smoking and health. 
By 1967, he had established his clearing­
house in the Public Health Service with 
staff, funds, and mission. 

From the start, Dr. Horn's mission has 
been, on the one hand, to reduce the num­
ber of cigarette smokers and, on the other, 
to serve as a central source of scientific in­
formation on smoking and health. And be 
responsible for HEW to Congress on this 
subject. To his credit, our last Surgeon 
General, Dr. Steinfleld, agreed that these 
functions should be separated, because criti­
cism of the apparent confiict was an "excel­
lent point." 

I digress slightly at this point to say 
that Dr. Steinfield was the gentleman, ap­
parently on the advice of Dr. Horn, who said 
in Chicago at one time that you should not 
worry about some of these things, that 
marihuana probably was not any worse than 
cigarette smoking because five or six former 
Presidents had smoked marihuana quite a 
bit during their lifetime. 

Incredibly, the first revelation is the 
shocking fact that the same individual who 
is charged with collecting and distributing 
all available material on the subject of 
smoking and health and report it to the 
Congress is the very same person who is 
responsible for conducting the Government's 
anti-smoking activities. That is rather 
strange, One and the same individual is 
judge, jury, prosecuting attorney, and chief 
investigator. This state of affairs has per­
sisted since 1966. 

The fox guarding the chicken house is 
Daniel Horn, Ph. D., a psychologist who 
came to Government in 1963 from the 
American Cancer Society, an organization 
which is frankly and honestly dedicated to 
the elimination of cigarette smoking in the 
United States. 

So let us give credit where it is due. The 
proper name is not the Surgeon General's re­
port, but is the "Horn Report," and that is 
what I shall call it during the remainder of 
my remarks. 

Make no mistake, I am not critical of Dr. 
Horn's role as a zealous anti-smoking cru­
sader, as an advocate of zero-level consump­
tion of cigarettes, or a skilled propagandist, 
as an expert in the psychology of behavior 
modification. I just do not believe, and one 
may agree, that such a commitment to a 
cause can work for fairness, objectivity, or 
equity. I just do not expect the prosecutor 
to be sitting on the judge's bench and in the 
jury box, and then, call the result a fair 
trial. This is the crux o! the issue. 

However, as a Senator I am. also concerned 
by the excesses of Dr. Horn's zeal espec1ally 
when I read in the Washington Star: 

"The Nixon administration's anti-smoking 
expert says there is enough evidence that 
smoking is so harmful to pregnant women 
that the federal government is beginning a 

national CJ'USade to 'give babies a fair 
chance.'" 

The United Press International reports Dr. 
Horn "the chief statistical crusader against 
smoking" as saying: 

"A rapidly increasing proportion of the 
United States population favors an absolute 
prohibition on the sale of cigarettes. 

You, too, may share my concern when the 
National Tatler, a sensational weekly, reports 
that "he's out to wipe non-filtered cigarettes 
off the face of the Nation," and that--

"His office, a subdivision of HEW, will have 
to go to Congress to get a law forcing the to­
bacco industry to conform to the low-hazard 
smokes." 

Interestingly, this story ran 2 months after 
my distinguished colleague, Senator Moss, 
held hearings on his bill to limit and progres­
sively lower the tar and nicotine content of 
cigarettes. True to form, Dr. Horn favored a 
rapid reduction to the zero level. By strange 
coincidence, one day after the 1973 Horn re­
port hit the front pages, Senator Moss was 
announcing a new bill to lower tar content 
of cigarettes through repressive taxation. 

You may become alarmed by Dr. Horn's 
back-of-hand attitude toward such a basic 
American concept as freedom of choice, es­
pecially as it applies to smoking: 

"I think you can develop a holier-than­
thou attitude in this area by saying that 
people have a freedom of choice and that we 
should provide them with the information 
and let them choose.'-' 

You may even grow agitated to discover 
that he is planning to conquer new worlds. 
"Everything we learn about how to deal with 
the smoking problem" he has said, "will serve 
in dealing with other problems in the control 
of gratification behavior." What does he have 
in mind; Eating? Drinking? Birth control? 
Sex education? 

I certainly hope Casper Weinberger gets 
better acquainted with his administration's 
No. 1 smoke fighter than Elliot Richardson 
did. 

But, Mr. President, what really and truly 
concerns me-and should concern every fair­
minded Senator regardless of where he stands 
on the cigarette issue-is the amazing fact. 
that Dr. Horn is not concerned. He sees ab­
solutely no conflict of interest, no incon­
sistency, no fundamental unfairness in his 
dual function in being a zealous inquisitor 
and unbiased evaluator. He does not admit 
the slightest doubt about his ability to pre­
pare unbiased, objective reports on smoking 
and health to the Congress. 

Mr. President, his reasoning is untenable, 
his attitude is unconscionable, and his con­
flict of interest is unacceptable. 

It is time for all fairminded people-inside 
and outside the Government, and especially 
in the press-to become aware of and con­
cerned about how scientific literature is han­
dled in the Horn reports on smoking and 
health. 

There is testimony before Congress that 
these reports are one-sided and biased. There 
is evidence that they are not based on all 
the world literature on the subject. There is 
ground to believe that Dr. Horn and his staff 
ignore, misintepret, or downplay scientific ar­
ticles that report findings that do not sup­
port the anti-smoking party line. 

The result is a double deception. We do not 
know that we do not know. We are sold a half 
loaf which is advertised as a whole loaf. You 
cannot sell bread that way and, I submit, you 
should not be able to sell science that way 
either. Let me give a few examples of how Dr. 
Horn operates. 

Last year he prepared a chapter for the re­
port entitled "Public Exposure to Air Pollu­
tion From Tobacco Smoke.'' The very words 
are an attempt to divert attention away from 
the real sources of air pollution. 

The overall effect was calculted to raise 
the !ear that nonsmokers were being harmed 
by their smoking neighbors. We were led to 
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believe that the chapter contained "positive" 
evidence of harm to nonsmokers in confined 
places such a-s airplanes. And it was success­
ful. The now departed Surgeon General raised 
the battle cry: "Ban smoking in public 
places." We, therefore, see the spectacle of 
HEW enforcing segregation on its own em­
ployees who smoke. Rulemaking procedures 
to ban or segregate smoking were started to 
enforce the polcy on air and train travel. 
Even the presiding Chief Justice invoked the 
findings of the Horn report in a personal con­
frontation with a railrod conductor, and 
later in a letter to the Secretary of Trans­
portatiton. He accomplished more than half 
the Members of Congress could accomplish. 
Mayor Lindsay acted swiftly to ban smoking 
on the decks of the Staten Island ferry, re­
gardless of the pollution in the air above or 
the water below. 

Now this is something that I know about. 
Let me tell you the results of a joint study 
performed by the FAA-HEW which actually 
studied and measured the air in passenger 
aircraft. This study was started in 1969 and 
completed in 1970. The principal finding of 
the study was that smoking in passenger air­
craft did not represent a hazard to the non­
smoking passengers. 

This negative finding was reported by, of 
-all people, columnist Jack Anderson on 
December 20, 1970. But, it was not even men­
tioned by Dr. Horn in his 1972 report. It was 
completely ignored. I had the opportunity to 
ask Dr. Horn about this failure during his 
appearance before the Consumer Subcom­
mittee last February. Dr. Horn's excuse was 
that the FAA-HEW study was "unavailable" 
to him until almost a year after the colum­
nist had reported on it. Dr. Horn said that 
when he did receive the report, it was too 
late to include it in his chapter. Dr. Horn 
assured me that the findings of this Govern­
ment-sponsored research project would be 
in this year's report. 

However, the 1973 Horn report has com­
pletely avoided the subject of "Air pollution 
caused by tobacco smoking." Instead, Dr. 
Horn buried the "unfavorable" FAA-HEW 
study with a brief citation in a chapter en­
titled "Non-neoplastic Bronchopulmonary 
Diseases." True to his technique, while he 
mentioned the study, Dr. Horn refused to 
make public its basic finding that cigarette 
smoke does not barm nonsmokers. 

Why should Jack Anderson be a more reli­
able reporter of Gc\·ernl!le.nt-sponsored scien­
tific research than Dr. Horn? Why has Dr. 
Horn dropped this whole matter of public 
smoking from this year's report? Could it be, 
as I am informed, that certain new and high­
ly regarded research has demonstrated that 
the fears raised by Dr. Horn are not support­
able? 

My concern about Dr. Horn is heightened 
by other examples of his suppression or omis­
sion of evidence that goes against him. Dur­
ing the same consumer subcommittee hear­
ings last February, the chairman asked two 
witnesses before us for a list of scientific 
articles which were published in the last 10 
years and which had not been considered 
and discussed in the several reports on smok­
ing and health. This list of omission was sub­
mitted and made part of the record. Would 
you believe that the total came to approxi­
mately 2,000 articles which were neither 
cited nor discussed by Dr. Horn and his staff? 

Mr. President, although quantity does not 
always imply quality, the very size of this 
list, especially those of recent date, gives some 
inkling of ·;;he wide diversity of views among 
scientists about the causes of various dis­
eases linked to smoking. If nothing else, the 
magnitude of the omissions, strongly sug­
gest an investigation by the Senate of Dr. 
Daniel Horn's peculiar modus operandi. 

Another example of how the Horn report 
distorts the evidence is seen in the handling 
of the health etl'ect of smoking during preg­
nancy. In last year's Horn report, and again 

in this year's, the meticulous work of Dr. 
Jacob Yerushalmy was studiously brushed 
off, even though it was supported by a grant 
from the National Institute of Health. The 
reason, I believe, is that Dr. Yerushalmy con­
cluded that the findings "raise doubt and 
argue against" the proposition that cigarette 
smoking harms the unborn. On the contrary, 
he said, "evidence appears to support the 
hypothesis that the higher incidence of low­
birth-weight infants is due to the smoker, 
not the smoking." 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a copy of Dr. Yerushalmy's corre­
spondence regarding the criticism of his work 
by Horn and company. This letter should 
have been in the record of the February 1972 
hearings of the Consumer Subcommittee but, 
although given to the staff for this pur­
pose, for some reason it was omitted, as so 
often happens with evidence that goes 
against the antismoking view. 

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

FEBRUARY 9, 1972. 
Prof. JACOB YERUSHALMY, 
Professor of Biostatistics School of Public 

Health, University of California, 
Berkeley, Calif. 

DEAR PROFESSOR YERUSHALMY: During the 
hearings on S. 1454, a bill to require man­
datory levels of "tar" and nicotine content 
of cigarettes, there was a reference to your 
studies on smoking and pregnancy. 

Doctor Daniel Horn stated that your 
studies had been "criticized" and he was 
asked to supply copies of the "criticisms" for 
our record. I have been much impressed by 
your studies and would appreciate your pro­
viding any observations you may have, also 
for our r.ecord. We would be particularly in­
terested in your views on the statements 
made concerning your work in the 1972 Re­
port to Congress, as expressed in Chapter 5, 

· and your views as to whether the 1971 and 
1972 Reports fairly cover the pertinent lit­
erature on smoking and pregnancy. 

Your recent article in the American Jour-
. nal of Obstetrics and Gynecology, January 
15, 1972, is extremely interesting. Any com­
ment you might have with respect to this 
article and what it adds to our understand­
ing of the subject would be greatly appre­
ciated. I do not believe it was mentioned 
either in the 1972 Report, or by Doctor Horn 
when he appeared before our Committee, 
and wondered if he had received a copy. 

Our record will remain open for approxi­
mately 30 days and I hope you will be able 
to respond to my inquiries within that time. 
I am sure that the Committee will welcome 
any light that you can shed to help guide its 
deliberations. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARLOW W. COOK, 

U.S. Senator. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKE­
LEY, 

Berkeley, Calif., February 23, 1972. 
Senator MARLOW W. COOK, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on Commerce, Wash­

ington, D.C. 
DEAR SENAToR CooK: This is in response to 

your letter of February 9 inviting me to com­
ment on the criticisms of my studies on 
cigarette smoking and pregnancy contained 
in the 1971 and 1972 Public Health Service 
Reports to Congress. Since the reports sin­
gled out my studies for criticism, I am glad 
to comply with your request. 

Although most of the arguments in the 
reports hardly call for extensive rebuttal, I 
will comment on each point in the order in 
which it appears in the reports. 

The 1971 report raises the following objec­
tions: 

(a) Criticism: 
"He referred to the small infants of smok­

ing mothers as being 'apparently healthier' 

than those infants weighing less than 2500 
grams who were born to nonsmoking moth­
ers ... but neither group can be considered 
'healthy' having sharply elevated death 
rates." (P-404) 

Comment: 
I did not state that low birthweight babies 

of smokers were "healthy". I said that they 
were "healthier, than low birthweight babies 
of non-smoking mothers. No one can argue 
with this statement, for low birthweight in­
fants of smokers who died at a rate of 138 
per 1,000-while certainly not healthy-are 
nevertheless much healthier than low birth­
weight infants of non-smokers who died at 
a rate of 232 per 1,000. 

(b) Criticism: 
That the excess of neonatal mortality for 

smoking mothers in my study "is not sig­
nificantly different from the 31 % excess mor­
tality reported by Butler et al which is 
statistically significant". (P-404) 

Comment: 
I suppose the least said about this strange 

argument the better. Who ever heard of using 
findings from one study (and a retrospective 
one at that) as a standard by which to meas­
ure another one. In any case, even this weak 
argument is lost completely in view of my 
1971 study which shows almost identical 
neonatal mortality rates for infants of smok­
ers and non-smokers. (11.3 vs. 11.0) 

(c) Criticism: 
"That the interpretation of the neonatal 

mortality among the infants weighing less 
than 2500 grams is difficult, because I con­
sidered only live births .•. " (P-404) 

Comment: 
If the authors of the report would have 

consulted any obstetrician, they would have 
found that in testing for relationships with 
birthweight (which after all is the major 
topic under discussion) one must limit con­
sideration to live births, because birthweight 
of stillbirths are of questionable value since 
a number of them remain dead in utero for 
varying periods of time and their birth­
weights are reduced, not to mention the rela­
tively large number of macerated fetuses. 
In any case, since our 1964 paper, Dr. W. F . 
Taylor analyzed the fetal deaths in our study 
and found no difference between smokers 
and non-smokers from the very beginning of 
pregnancy (abortions) and throughout the 
pregnancy (stillbirths). In fact the 1972 
report quotes Taylor's findings (P-129). In­
cidentally, Taylor analyzed our fetal death 
data correctly by the use of the life table 
method. None of the other studies which 
show increases in abortion rates used this 
method. In fact, the one study on which 
the supplement leans heavily in their at­
tempt to justify their statement that "wom­
en who smoke during pregnancy have a 
significantly greater risk of unsuccessful 
pregnancy than those who do not"-:-that of 
Russell, et al-lumps abortions, stillbirths 
and neonatal deaths in one almost meaning­
less index. 

The 1972 report states the following 
criticisms: 

(d) Criticism: 
"That some of (my) findings are different 

from those reported in other recent large­
scale prospective studies ( 5, 13, 17, 19), and 
some of the differences may be a consequence 
of the definition of 'smoker' used." (P-129) 

Comment: 
Again, a strange statement: "other recent 

large-scale prospective studies". These are as 
follows: Butler et al study ( 5) which is not 
a prospective but a retrospective study. The 
reports refer to this study several times as a 
"prospective" study (Pages 390 and 415 and 
in the table on Page 395 of the 1971 report 
and Page 129 of the 1972 report) , and yet 
they state and quote from the study that 
"the smoking history was obtained shortly 
after delivery of the infant" which obviously 
shows that it was a retrospective study. (One 
may question the propriety of a government -
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al publication to make such a serious mis­
statement in a report to the Congress). The 
other three studies are based on 6,376; 4,312; 
and 2,200 respectively (Kullander and Kallen 
( 13) ; Palmgren and Wallande ( 17) , and 
Russell et aJ (19)). It would therefore be 
more correct to say that the findings from 
these studies are different from the really 
large-scale prospective studies: Underwood's 
based on 48,000, Ratakallio's on 12,000 and 
Yerushalmy's on 13,000 pregnancies. 

Moreover, in my 1972 paper I reviewed 
the entire literature consisting of 33 studies. 
I marked the discussion on Pages 277-278 
in the enclosed paper. I have no doubt that 
any unbiased critical review of all the evi­
dence must come to the same conclusion that 
I have underscored on the bottom of Page 
278 and top of Page 279. 

As to their speculation on the effect of 
the definition of "smoker," I wonder why 
they overlooked my extensive discussion of 
the problem in my 1964 paper. See table on 
Page 517 and the discussion of it beginning 
with the last paragraph on Page 515 to top of 
right hand column of Page 516. I wonder also 
why the reports did not raise the same ques­
tion of definition when they discussed the 
study of Russell et al which they quoted 
so extensively to show the excess of unsuc­
cessful pregnancies among smokers. Rus­
sell's definition was stated as follows: "The 
smoking habits of women are recorded at the 
time they are chosen for the survey." In any 
case, to keep the record straight, women were 
defined as "smokers" in our st udies if they 
smoked throughout the pregnancy. 

(e) Criticism: 
They quote a comment from McMahon 

et al that there are factors that effect birth 
weight without influencing mortality. The 
example cited by McMahon is that of the 
sex of the infant. (Page 130) 

Comment: 
It is interesting that they found it neces­

sary to dig up an old paper ( 1965) which 
comments on my 1964 paper, especially since 
I commented in that paper as follows: "Al­
ways present is the possibility that smoking 
during pregnancy indeed causes a reduction 
in the size of the infant without any increase 
tn neonatal mortality." 

The example CJI! the sex of the infants 
which McMahon uses fits well with my con­
tention in the 1971 and 1972 papers that the 
effect of smoking appears to be much like 
that of a biologic variable. I show that the 
differences in reproductive performance of 
smokers and non-smokers are very much 
like those of the biologic characteristics of 
short and tall women. Sex of the infant ob­
viously is also a biologic and not an exoge­
nous variable. Thus McMahon's comment 
strengthens rather than weakens my con­
tention. 

You asked me also to comment on what I 
think my recent article (January, 1972) adds 
to the problem of smoking and health. Pri­
marily it is a contribution to the question 
of causation. As you know, our knowledge on 
casual factors in conditions and disease in 
humans is derived from uncontrolled or 
poorly controlled observational studies. The 
difficulty is that the groups being compared 
are generally not alike in many pertinent 
characteristics. Consequently, there is the 
uncertainty whether any differences observed 
are due to the factor studied or to the char­
acteristics by which the groups are d11Ieren­
t1ated. This is especially disturbing when the 
findings do not fit wen together as for ex­
ample in the case of smoking and low birth­
weight, where smokers have more low birth­
weight infants and their infants should 
therefore have higher perinatal death rates, 
but such excess mortality is not found. We 
therefore continued to investigate the prob­
lem and the latest results almost clinch the 

argument against causation. This conclusion 
follows from the finding that women who 
eventually became smokers, produced a large 
proportion of low birthweight infants even 
before they started to smoke; although these 
infants were born under non-smoking condi­
tions. Also striking is the fact that women 
who quit smoking produced a low propor­
tion of low birthweight infants even during 
the period when they smoked, indicating, 
perhaps, that people who stop smoking are 
not smokers in the real sense of the word. 
These findings suggest that the relationship 
to low birthweight is due to the smoker not 
the smoking. 

I would be less than candid if I did not 
add, as I did in the paper, that these find­
ings must be considered tentative until con­
firmed or denied by many more studies on 
larger numbers with the inclusion of many 
more variables. 

I believe also that the paper is making a 
contribution in its review of all the evidence 
on the question of smoking and outcome of 
pregnancy available in the literature. The 
papers discussed in the reports to Congress 
represent only a part of the available evi­
dence. 

May I also add that I presented the data 
from the 1971 and 1972 papers when I was 
invited to give the annual invited address 
before the Society for Epidemiologic Re­
search in May, 1971. The official discussant 
was Dr. George B. Hutchinson, Professor of 
Epidemiology, School of Public Health, Har­
vard University. Dr. Hutchinson is on record 
as accepting the antismoking hypothesis. 
In his discussion he said in part: 

"The piece of evidence that I cannot dis­
card is the new observation on pregnancies 
of smoking mothers in which the pregnancy 
preceded the onset of smoking .•. This ob­
servation rests on 20 cases of low birth­
weight of future smokers. It requires repeat 
demonstration in a different population and 
with large numbers. For the present, how­
ev~r. I would accept the new evidence and 
tentatively reject the casual hypothesis. It 
no longer seems tenable to suppose that anti­
smoking efforts can cause a rise in birth­
weight ..... 

You inquired also whether Dr. Hom re­
ceived a copy of this paper. I do not know if 
he received one but last October, in response 
to a form letter inquiring about studies in 
the field of smoking. I sent him a reprint of 
my 1971 paper and two manuscripts with the 
notation that one of them was accepted for 
publication in the American Journal of Ob­
stetrics and Gynecology (since published in 
the January, 1972 issue) and the other ac­
cepted for publication in the proceedings of 
the Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical 
Statistics and Probability, to be published 
later this year. 

May I close this letter with a quotation of 
a paragraph from a letter that I wrote to Dr. 
Charles M. Fletcher of London who was the 
chairman of the committee and editor of 
the Royal College of Physicians' report on 
smoking and health, and who wrote a joint 
report on the same subject with Dr. Daniel 
Horn in the W.H.O. Chronicle in October 
1970. They dealt with the evidence on smok­
ing and pregnancy in much the same uncrit­
ical approach as that of the Public Health 
Service reports. Since Dr. Fletcher is a friend, 
I could be frank with him to write as follows: 

"It seems to me that by adopting the 
policy of quoting only evidence which sup­
ports one's hypothesis and neglecting all 
other in the long run, defeats its purpose. 
For example, I was able to see in the area 
of pregnancy, with which I am. familiar, that 
your review is not as objective as one would 
desire. I am therefore forced to the conclu­
sion that I could not accept as unbiased the 
evidence in the other subjects in your re­
view with which I am. less familiar." 

In my view, a similar statement may be 
made with respect to the data in the Sur­
geon General's Reports to Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. YERUSHALMY, 

Professor of Biostatistics, Director, Chil.i 
Health and Development Studies. 

THE CIGARE'l"l'E CONTROVERSY-cONTINUED 

Mr. Coox. Mr. President, I could go on 
like this all day. Rather than take up addi­
tional time I will supply more information 
on this matter at a later date. But I must 
make one final point loud and clear to dis­
abuse any mistaken notion that these are 
the rantings of a Senator whose constituents• 
ox is being gored. 

The issue here is the abuse and misuse 
of science. The examples happen to deal 
with tobacco, but the impact is far wider. 
Indeed it undermines intelligent decision­
making for sound policy on a dozen fronts. 
Are you concerned about exposure of in­
dustrial workers to dangerous substances on 
the job? Do not bother to struggle for im­
proved occupational health, just put up a no 
smoking sign. Are you concerned about in­
creased infant mortality, premature births, 
and deaths of newborn babies in our urban 
ghettos? Do not wrestle with the difficulties 
of improving medical care delivery in the 
slums; just put up a no smoking sign. Are 
you concerned about cleaning up the envi­
ronment? Do not campaign to reduce air 
pollution; just put a no smoking sign up 
because "personal pollution," according to 
Dr. Horn, is more serious. 

The crucial danger in all of these major 
issues on the national agenda is that science 
will follow some crusader's flag. It is a dan­
ger of great seriousness, as Justice Brandeis 
observed when he said: 

"Men born to freedom are naturally alert 
to repel invasion of their liberty by evil~ 
minded rulers. The greatest dangers to lib~ 
erty lurk in insidious encroachment by men 
of zeal, well-meaning but without under­
standing." 

Ironically, I borrowed this wise quotation 
from a report issued last week by the de­
parting Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. I commend it to his successor. 

Mr. President, the time is growing short to 
end the unscientific, unobjective, immoral, 
and in all honesty what t must call, the dis­
gusting war against tobacco farmers. Even 
as I speak, Dr. Horn and his band of closed­
minded, antismoking crusaders are busily 
plotting a sneak attack against smoking. 
They are doing their work under the cover 
of the bipartisan national cancer attack pro­
gram, and under the guise of scientific advice 
to Congress and the Presidency. 

Wittingly or unwittingly, the National In­
stitutes are being involved. Dr. Hom and his 
band have prevailed on Nm to set up an ad 
hoc advisory committee on smoking and 
health. He prevailed on NIH to approve of a 
secret meeting to be held last month in, of 
all places, the American Cancer Society office 
on 52d Street in New York City. They pre­
vailed on these duly constituted Federal offi­
cials to fiout the spirit and letter of Public 
Law 92-463, the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act, and fall to list the meeting in the Fed­
eral Register. 

Fortunately Senator EaVIN caught them in 
the act. But nevertheJess they prevailed on 
the NIH to reschedule the meeting for Febru­
ary 14-St. Valentine Day, perhaps with AI 
Capone's massacre in mind, and they further 
fiouted the law by listing the announcement 
of the meeting, not 1n the Federal Register, 
but in the classified advertising columns of 
the Washington Post amid the lost-and­
found items, puppies-for-sale, and my-wife­
having-left-my-bed-and-board ads. 
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Finally, when they were forced to use the 

Federal Register, they prevailed on HEW to 
hold out to the bitter end, and list the meet­
ing as pursuant to an Executive order rather 
than the congressionally enacted Public Law 
92-463. 

Mr. President, I now have in my posession 
the agenda of this hanging jury and would 
like to read it into the record at this point: 

AD Hoc COMMITTEE ON SMOKING AND HEALTH, 
NATIONAL CANCER ADVISORY BOARD 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH, 
February 14, 1973. 

1. Charge to the Committee-Recommen­
dations on setting of levels of tar and nico­
tine through legislative means. 

2. Analysis of current legislation that may 
be used to establish maximum levels of tar 
and nicotine. 

3. Legislative recommendations for estab· 
lishment and enforcement of maximum 
levels of tar and nicotine. 

4. Review of current NCI-NHLI efforts in 
smoking and health, and recommendations 
for their better organizations and funding. 

5. Establishment of epidemiological mon­
itoring studies that may determine the ef­
fectiveness of legislation. 

LIST OF PROPOSED MEMBERSHIP 1 

Ad Hoc Committee on Smoking and Healt h 
Dr. Philippe Shubik (Chairman) , Eppley 

Institute. 
Dr. Theodore Cooper, NHLI. 
Mr. Emerson Foote, ACS. 
Mr. James S. Gilmore, Gilmore Broadcast· 

lng. 
Dr. Gio Gori (Executive Secretary) , NCI, 
Dr. Daniel Horn, National Clearinghouse 

for Smoking and Health. 
Dr. Charles Kensler, Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
Dr. Kenneth Krabbenhoft, Wayne State 

University. 
Mrs. Mary Lasker, Lasker Foundation. 
Dr. Jonathan Rhoads, Univ, of Pennsyl· 

vania. 
Dr. Robert Ringler, NHLI. 
Mr. Laurance Rockefeller , Rockefeller 

Brothers Fund. 
Dr. Umberto Saffiotti, NCI. 
Mr. Benno Schmidt, J. H. Whitney & Co. 
Dr. Frederick Seitz, Rockefeller University. 
Dr. Luther Terry, Universit y Associates, 

Inc. 
Dr. Ernest Wynder, American Healt h Foun­

dation. 

Three of the five items are legislat ive rec­
ommendations dealing With allegedly impar­
tial advice to Congress. But which are in 
fact propaganda support for bills introduced 
by my distinguished colleague from Utah 
(Mr. Moss). Another item-the fourth-is 
Dr. Horn's effort to rebuild his empire within 
NIH, when he has failed to control behavior 
of Americans in regard to smoking elsewhere 
in HEW. 

Now, finally, Mr. President, let me run 
down the list of a few of the names of this 
stacked jury upon whose advice the Congress 
and the presidency is dependent. First, there 
is Dr. Horn, whose name after this speech 
should be a household word. He was a former 
employee of the American Cancer Society. 
Second, there is Mary Lasker. She is a health 
lobbyist second to none, and a power behind 
the scenes at NIH under Presidents Ken­
nedy, Johnson, and now, I am afraid, my 
President. She is a member of the board of 
the American Cancer Society. Third, there is 
Emerson Foote. He is a retired advertising 
agency man who fattened on cigarette ac­
counts, and who now produces the Madison 
Avenue flourish to the antismoking and birth 
control campaigns. He 1s the author of full 
page ads headlined, "The Population Bomb 
Is Ticking." He is a member of the board of 

1 Newly established Committee. 

the American Cancer Society. Fo1.uth, there 
is Luther Terry, the surgeon general who in 
1964 was propelled from bureaucratic ano­
nymity to media celebrity through antismok­
ing campaigns. He is working for the Ameri­
can Cancer Society. Fifth, there is Jonathan 
Rhoads, who is a former president of the 
American Cancer Society. Sixth, there is Ern­
est Wynder, a tireless worker, who has built 
his career literally on the backs of the white 
mice he has painted with smoke condensate. 
Last year his HEW grants totalled nearly a 
million dollars and he has received two mil­
lion dollars this year. Another on the panel 
is James Gilmore. I do not know him and do 
not impugn in any way his ability. But I 
must wonder at his expertise. He owns an 
advertising agency, a broadcasting station, 
and an automobile dealership in Kalamazoo. 
He is also heir to the Upjohn drug fortune. 

I do not question the intentions or motiva­
tions of any of these men and women. I ask 
only this, Mr. President: How long will the 
Congress permit scientific policy to be based 
on prejudice, no matter how well inten­
tioned, rather than truth, no matter how 
painful? How long will this body suffer from 
practices it has suffered for far too long? The 
history of progress in America has been built 
on the surrender of fictions to fact, myths 
to realities, falsehoods to truth. It is time 
for this body to help America shake off the 
chains of a prejudiced past, and to begin 
right now. 

What, then, should be done? First and 
foremost, Mr. President, the Congress should 
be innoculated against the possibility of 
tainted information caused by a conflict of 
interest. Clearly, the Horn report should 
cease publication. The activity should be re­
moved from his hands entirely, and perhaps, 
removed to a safe position entirely beyond 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. The National Science Foundation, 
the National Academy of Science or the 
American Association for the Advancement 
of Science are possibilities to be explored. 
Perhaps the Congress should develop its own 
capability by enhancing the role of the newly 
established Office of Technological Assess­
ment with this and similar missions. 

Let us frankly face the monumental task 
before us. The health effects of environmen­
tal pollution, occupational hazards, poverty, 
and cigarette smoking are almost entirely 
unsolved problems, as is the nature and 
causation of the diseases they have been 
associated wit h. The present tendency, fos­
tered by zealous persons and crusading 
groups, is to underplay the results of indus­
trial air pollution, occupational exposure, and 
low-income living conditions while over-esti­
mating the effects of smoking. 

No greater obstacle to progress exists than 
the tendency to substitute guessing for 
knowing and to fail to clearly and openly 
distinguish one from the other. If we cannot 
know the health effects of air pollution be­
cause of the confounding effect of cigarette 
smoking, then we also cannot know the 
health effect of cigarette smoking because of 
the confounding effect of air polution. Let 
the Congress demand that HEW say so, and 
end the separate-and-unequal practice of 
scapegoating tobacco. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak briefly in response to the remarks of 
my senior colleague from Kentucky. I would 
like to emphasize the necessity for the Gov­
ernment to be very careful in taking any ac­
tions that would have an adverse economic 
impact, not only upon the farmers in my 
State of Kentucky and in other tobacco 
growing States, but also upon this entire Na­
tion, by precipitously pursuing policies that 
may be based upon inadequate research and 
inadequate scientific knowledge in relation 
to smoking and the use of tobacco in this 
count ry. 

There a re some 56,000 tobacco farmers in 

my State. Most of them are small farmers, 
which is typical throughout the Nation in to­
bacco growing States. These small Farmers 
could be seriously and adversely affected by a 
number of recently mentioned. antitobacco 
proposals, which may have little scientific 
backing. 

It is important that we have a complete 
scientific picture so that we know what the 
health/ smoking relationship is and what 
various courses of action are open a-nd ad­
visable before we take adverse action at the 
tobacco production and processing level. 

Our State of Kentucky has tried to do 
something along this line. We have imposed 
addit ional taxes on cigarette sales for the 
pm·pose of research into the problem. These 
tax revenues have been allotted to the Uni­
versity of Kentucky, which currently has 
some $4 million for research and which an­
ticipat es receiving some $3 million this year 
from the tax. Those funds will be used to try 
to find out what, if any, are the harmful ef­
fects of tobacco and, whatever they are, how 
they might be eliminated, so that this crop 
may continue, and that those who benefit 
from it can continue to receive the economic 
advantages that result from it. 

Since t obacco is closely involved in our 
export trade, it could be very detrimental to 
our balance of payments to act in a manner 
that would seriously affect the economic 
situation as it relates to tobacco, especially 
in light of current research deficiencies. 
Therefore I would urge that the Government 
be more concerned about intensifying the 
effort that has begun in our State of Ken­
tucky to determine precisely what, if any, 
the harmful effects are and how they might 
be eliminated * • *. 

Mr. COOK. But even if Senator Moss 
does not agree that there are grave doubts 
about the claims made against cigarettes, 
how does he justify the elimination of a 
program which has returned $14 for every 
Federal dollar spent? How does he justify 
eliminating the livelihood of 600,000 to­
bacco farming families throughout the 
United States? How can he justify de­
stroying the economies of some of our 
greatest States, including the great Com­
monwealth of Kentucky? The Senator 
loves to cite the fact that about 50,000 
Americans die of cancer each year, yet 
how many of those were nonsmokers? 
How many of those had contracted can­
cer prior to smoking? How many of those 
died of cancer of the colon, which un­
disputed scientific evidence indicates is 
caused primarily by the ingestion of 
sugar, a major commodity of the State 
of Utah? 

Last year in the United States, 56,000 
Americans died in automobile accidents. 
Does the Senator from Utah also propose 
to eliminate the highway program, which 
has paved a good portion of his State? 
Does the Senator propose to eliminate 
all of our aid and efforts in the Middle 
East so as to lose our supply of petroleum 
to power our cars? Obviously these pro­
posals border on the ridiculous, but no 
more so than the proposal now pending. 

But the game goes on, so let me re­
count for, hopefully the last time, the 
economics of the support program whose 
survival will most assuredly be guaran­
teed once again today. Last year tobacco 
farmers received $1.4 billion from the 
sale of domestically grown tobacco. U.S. 
exports of tobacco last year were valued 
at $879 million, approximately 95 per­
cent of which were dollar sales. Obviously 
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this was a substantial asset in our bal­
ance-of-payments situation. During 1972, 
Federal excise taxes on tobacco products 
amounted to $2.2 billion. In addition, 
State taxes on tobacco products totaled 
$3 billion last year. Thus tax revenues at 
all levels of government from the sale 
of tobacco products-a record $5.3 bil­
lion-amounted to three times the total 
revenue received by all of the Nation's 
tobacco growers. All in all more than 
50 percent of the retail cost of cigarettes 
went to State, Federal, and local treas­
uries during 1972. 

As a commodity tobacco represented 
about 2.5 percent of the total agricul­
tural production in the United States in 
1972. It is grown in 25 States, and is the 
principal occupation, as I mentioned ear­
lier, of nearly 600,000 families. What 
the effect of the Moss amendment would 
be is not a triumph for a health crusade, 
but rather the creation of economic tur­
moil and catastrophe in many areas of 
this country, including of course, the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

The case is clear, as is the choice. I do 
not know how much longer the Senator 
from Utah will continue to play the role 
of Don Quixote for the antismoking cru­
sade, but I am sure that his fate will 
continue to be a clear conscience, but a 
resounding defeat. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
amendment being proposed on the to­
bacco subsidy pr ogram is ill-advised on 
so many grounds that it is difficult to 
know where to begin. 

In the United States today, there are 
some 600,000 farm families who share in 
the proceeds of tobacco farming. Their 
livelihood is dependent upon the crop, 
as is their whole manner of living. In­
deed, tobacco farming is one of the 
strongest remaining bastions of the 
family farm, employing many hundreds 
of thousands of individuals in a way of 
life that we talk so much about. We hear 
a great deal about the ideal of farm life, 
of the importance of preserving this 
traditional and wholesome way of living. 
Well, today we have a chance to back 
up our statements by concrete action. 
One thing is certain-action in the form 
before us today, of killing our tobacco 
programs, flies in the face of all our talk 
about preserving agriculture as an im­
portant factor in the American way of 
life. 

From an economic standpoint, tobacco 
farming is vitally important. In 1972, the 
estimated total consumer expenditure on 
tobacco products exceeded $13 billion. 

Federal tax collections amounted to 
$2.2 billion, an amount almost as large 
as the $2.7 billion in State and local tax 
collections-that is nearly $5 billion in 
tax receipts growing out of the tobacco 
industry. 

And in these days when the matter of 
our chronic balance-of-payments deficits 
is on everyone's mind, I would point out 
that tobacco is a mainstay to American 
~xports. As a matter of fact, our exports 
bf tobacco rank fourth among our total 
exports. The amendment being proposed 
today would further jeopardize our al­
ready precarious trade position. 

Mr. President, if we move to discourage 
the production of tobacco here at home, 
make no mistake about it-Americans 
will find tobacco and pay what they must 
to import it. All that can do is further 
harm the economic interests of the 
country. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, all the 
arguments are on one side of this ques­
tion-the importance of encouraging 
agriculture, of preserving the family 
farm, of maintaining an important source 
of revenue, and of helping our Nation in 
its trade relations with the other coun­
tries of the world. I hope the Congress 
will not jeopardize all of this in a moment 
of thoughtless action. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to voice most strenuous objection to 
the amendment of the junior Senator 
from Utah. 

Tobacco is important to this Nation's 
economy. At the present time, some 
515,000 farms in the United States pro­
duce 2 billion pounds of tobacco on about 
900,000 acres each year. On many farms 
more than one family depends on the 
income from tobacco sales, so that about 
625,000 farm families share in the pro­
ceeds from tobacco sales. 

In 1972, tobacco brought U.S. farmers 
$1.4 billion in income and made a $878 
million contribution to the U.S. balance 
of payments through exports. 

Mr. President, I want to remind my 
colleagues that tobacco is not one of the 
crops run by gigantic "agri-business" 
corporations with absentee owners. The 
average tobacco allotment is about three 
acres. It is an intensive labor crop, 
tended for the most part on the family 
farm. It brings cash dividends to these 
families who otherwise would have a 
hard time making ends meet. 

This fact is of special importance to 
the economy and culture of South Caro­
lina. We have hundreds of South Caro­
lina farmers producing tobacco. It 
provides employment to thousands of the 
State's farm families and seasonal 
workers. 

Nationwide, hundreds of thousands of 
families earn their living from the pro­
duction of tobacco. They are dedicated, 
hardworking citizens who, in my judg­
ment, deserve to be encouraged, not 
hindered, in their constructive labors to 
support their families. 

Mr. President, the USDA itself has 
admitted that in the first year of such a 
phaseout of the program, as proposed 
by the junior Senator from Utah, the 
average tobacco grower's income would 
decrease by one-third. It would take un­
til 1980 for the grower's income to come 
back up to the level that we have at 
present. 

Many of these farmers already are 
barely at the subsistence level. If the 
tobacco price level is destroyed, welfare 
rolls would increase, rural people would 
flock to the big cities, particularly the 
industrial centers of the North, and add 
to the unemployment situation and all 
its attendant social evils. 

Mr. President, in my judgment it 
would be immoral for the U.S. Congress 
to abandon these hard-working people 
by striking down the tobacco program. 

For there is no doubt that the tobacco 
market would be faced with ruination 
without the price support program. The 
success of the program is due primarily 
to its role in regulating the production 
of tobacco, and not in the subsidy paid 
to support prices. 

Mr. President, in closing, I want to 
point out a few pertinent facts regard­
ing the cost of this program. 

In fiscal 1972, the realized cost of the 
tobacco price support program, including 
the now eliminated export payments on 
tobacco, totaled only $26.9 million. Sales 
under Public Law 480 amounted to $24.3 
million, of which over $5 million was 
credit sales for dollars. The total cost, 
even including Public Law 480 and dollar 
credit sales, amounts to only $51.2 
million. 

My colleagues, more than anyone else, 
must understand that the cost of the 
tobacco price support program is one of 
the lowest of all commodities. The aver­
age annual cost since the inception of 
price support programs in 1933 amounts 
to less than $6 million per year. Compare 
this with the income to the Federal Gov­
ernment from taxes collected on tobacco 
products, which totaled $2.2 billion in 
calendar year 1972. 

The States collected another $2.9 bil­
lion in tobacco taxes. Thus, total Fed­
eral and State taxes collected in 1972 
amounted to $5.1 billion. From 1960 to 
1972, total Federal and State taxes col­
lected on tobacco products amounted to 
over $50 billion. 

In 1972, export sales of tobfl,CCO and 
tobacco products totaled $879 million, 
thus adding $639 million to our balance­
of-payments position. Since 1960 our 
balance-of-payments position has been 
improved in excess of $6 billion by export 
sales of tobacco and tobacco products 
alone. 

I am proud of this record of the to­
bacco industry and of its contributions 
to this country, and urge my colleagues 
to support it and to vote against the 
pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Utah (No. 200). 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the bill now 

before us for final passage is a more 
acceptable product, I believe, than that 
originally delivered to us by the Com­
mittee on Agriculture. 

The Senate has stricken some unwise 
provisions which would benefit large 
dairy cooperatives at the expense of the 
consumer and the independent dairy 
farmer. The Senate has agreed to termi­
nate the so-called "bread tax" on the 
date the bill takes effect. The Senate has 
lowered the limitation on payments a 
farmer can receive and has eliminated 
some loopholes which have benefited cor­
porate farmers. And the Senate has im­
proved the food stamp program, making 
it more equitable in this time of sky­
rocketing food prices. 

However, Mr. President, I believe that 
for a bill cited as "the Agriculture and 
Consumer Protection Act of 1973.'' this 
measure is strangely lacking in many 
provisions that, as far as I can judge, 
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would offer much protection to the con­
sumer. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that the 
consumers of this Nation are staggering 
under the burden of higher and higher 
costs for food-food of all types, not just 
meat. The headlines of newspapers across 
this Nation yesterday evening and this 
morning trumpet out the news that food 
prices increased last month at an annual 
rate of 49.2 percent. This is outrageous 
and there is no relief in sight. 

And, Mr. President, I suggest that this 
so-called Consumer Protection Act offers 
no relief. It should be retitled and called 
what it truly is, "the Farmer and Farm 
Industry Protection Act of 1973." 

I spoke of some improvements this 
body has made in the bill. The most 
onerous provisions remain, however, and 
these are the new version of the old price 
supports-direct payments-now called 
"target prices." 

I believe that no matter what they are 
called or how they are administered, that 
direct subsidy payments to the farmers 
of this Nation work to the disadvantage 
of everyone, the farmer as well as the 
consumer-taxpayer. 

Mr. President, I supported the excel­
lent amendment sponsored by the junior 
Senator from New York (Mr. BucKLEY) 
and I regret that more of our colleagues 
did not agree that it is high time we 
eliminated these direct subsidies andre­
stored the agricultural system in this 
country to a free market. 

To my mind, this bill would mean that 
the consumer would continue to pay to 
the farmer for more than he should­
with indirect payments when food prices 
are high or in increased tax payments 
when prices are low and the farmer is 
subsidized. 

Mr. President, I believe that the bill 
in its present form will r ~ontinue the in­
justice done to our consumer-taxpayers 
for many years and is, in reality, just 
another piece of special interest legisla .. 
tion. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to support the Agricultm·e 
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973. 

I represent a State which, in 1973, had 
a total of 125,0QO farms. Major crops 
raised on these farms included tobacco, 
feed grains, wheat, soybeans and cotton. 
In addition, these farms produced live­
stock, poultry, eggs, hogs, and dairy prod­
ucts. 

The programs which were authorized 
in the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1970 and the programs which we are 
considering today are of vital importance 
to these 125,000 farms in Kentucky. 

In 1972, some 54,330 farms participat­
ed in the feed grain program, 10,985 par­
ticipated in the wheat program and 221 
participated in the cotton program. In 
addition, all dairy producers benefited 
from the support program for milk. 

Most of the farms in my State are 
rather small, with an average size of 
about 129 acres. Furthermore, about 70 
percent of the farms sold less than $5,000 
of agricultural products during that year. 

In feed grains, 91.2 percent of the farm 
bases, which determine participation in 

support programs, were less than 30 acres 
in size and 41.3 percent were less than 
10 acres. In wheat, 98.5 percent of the 
farms had allotments of less than 30 
acres and 90.4 percent of less than 10 
acres. In cotton, 78.3 percent of the farms 
had allotments of less than 30 acres and 
51.7 percent of less than 10 acres. 

In Kentucky, the size of the farm pay­
ments to individual farmers does not 
make anyone rich. Of the more than 
54,000 farms participating in the .feed 
grain program during 1972, 73 percent 
received payments of less than $500 per 
farm. In wheat, over 91 percent re­
ceived less than $500 and in cotton the 
percentage was over 50. 

These farm and income programs have 
not only provided some protection for 
farmers in Kentucky, but also have con­
tributed to substantial economic activity 
in the local communities nearby. 

Mr. President, I also represent some 
3.2 million consumers. I understand and 
share their concern over the hole that 
prices in the grocery store make in their 
pocketbooks today. I know that it is little 
consolation for them--or for me-that 
the average American spends a smaller 
percentage of his income for food than 
the average citizen in other nations of 
the world. I know it is little consolation 
to speak of growing demand for protein 
throughout the world, the world food 
shortages of the moment, and the cost 
of production on the farm. I know that it 
is no consolation .for the consumer to 
look at the Federal budget and to see 
that $3.1 billion of his tax dollars went 
into the commodity programs in 1972. 

Instead of viewing themselves as ad­
versaries, however, farmers and consum­
ers should work together, for the mu­
tual benefit of both. Having partici­
pated in the hearings on the extension 
of the programs covered in the Agri­
cultural Adjustment Act of 1970 and the 
bills to increase the price support for 
milk, I am convinced that the future 
good of both our Nation's farmers and 
our Nation's consumers are bound to­
gether in the steady and reliable produc­
tion of those foodstuffs which our Na­
tion requires and which we can relay 
into markets abroad. 

Farming remains an important as­
pect of our Nation's economy and one we 
cannot afford to do without. It is, in fact, 
the Nation's largest single industry, with 
assets of some $371 billion and with more 
than 4.4 million workers. While involving 
only 6 percent of our population, our 
agricultural industry supplies not only 
our own people bu~ people in many parts 
of the world. 

Over the years, we have seen the num­
ber of farmers in our Nation continu­
ously decrease. The trend, even now, 
continues. But, it is not a trend that we 
should hasten, for such a move can not 
only destroy a spirit and way of life 
which has contributed unaccountably to 
our Nation's heritage but also can bring 
closer the day when farming will be in 
the h::tnds of a select few, with the usual 
consequences of monopoly and limited 
competition. That is the day that we, 
as consumers, should seek to prevent. 

And, that is the day the pending bill 
seeks to discourage. 

There are, in addition, some very im­
portant factors we should · remember 
about agriculture. The farmer faces risks 
that few other businesses face, and he 
lacks the protection that most other busi­
nesses have. An automobile manufac­
turer can guard against fire and theft 
and the usual elements of weather. But, 
the farmer remains-and will continue to 
do . so-at the mercy of droughts, of 
storms, of :floods and of winds. We need 
only to look at the rise in the Mississip­
pi River during recent weeks or remem­
ber Hurricane Camille, which contributed 
to feed grain deficits in many areas, to 
realize that agriculture is a risky and 
unpredictable business in which the sur­
pluses of one year may disappear in the 
face of the unexpected weather condi­
tions of the next. 

There is also the factor of rising costs 
in farming operations. Just as the urban 
dweller sees an increase in his property 
taxes, the farmer sees one in his-on 
a land mass much exceeding that re­
quired for the urban or suburban home. 
Furthermore, each year, the land be­
comes more expensive, the enlargement 
of farms or the opening of new farms 
becomes unavailable except to the 
wealthy. When the gasoline for a car goes 
up, it also goes up for the tractor to 
plow the land, or for equipment to dry 
grains. It many ways, the circle appears 
to be the traditional vicious one. The 
costs of production drive up the food 
costs which become a part of the increas­
ing cost of living which drives up the 
cost of other items, including those in­
volved in production. 

In fact, the cost of production is such 
that the return from farming today is 
about 5 percent, compared to about 15 
percent for manufacturing. 

A factor which especially concerns 
farmers is that of the historical cycles 
which have occurred in American agri­
culture. There have, without doubt, been 
the ups and down, over and over again. 
Today, we are told that American farm­
ers have, indeed, reached the "prom­
ised land," that U.S. farm income is at 
an alltime high and that the future 
holds only more sunshine. 

Unfortunately, American farmers have 
heard this before, and they are not sa 
certain that it Is true. Farm income is at 
an all-time high, but it was as recent as 
1971 when there was a slump in farm in­
come, and within the memory of most 
farmers are the big sw·plus years of the 
1950's. Furthermore, much of the bright­
ness in the future is premised upon the 
somewhat questionable belief that farm 
products will continue to find expanded 
markets abroad. 

The American farmer has done his 
part to assist our Nation's trade and our 
balance of payments. Agricultural 
products account for about one-fifth of 
ow· Nation's total exports and the crop 
from 1 out of every 5 acres harvested is 
sold abroad to provide about one-seventh 
of all U.S. farm income. We should be 
proud of this farm accomplishment and 
seek out new markets where possible. At 
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the same time, we must be aware that 
other nations are also moving to meet 
agricultural needs and to compete in the 
markets of the world. We must realize 
that at least some of our recent sales 
have resulted from the inclement and 
disastrous weather conditions in other 
parts of the world. And, we must realize 
that our future export capabilities de­
pend to a large extent upon being able 
to break nontariff trade barriers, which 
are exceedingly difficult to deal with. 

I, as many others, believe that gov­
ernment tries too often to do too much. I 
believe that government should be re­
strictive in the actions it undertakes, 
that a careful balance must me main­
tained between the activities of the pub­
lic and private sectors. But, food is the 
most basic of necessities. That is why we 
have heard so much about food prices 
this year. 

That is why we must seek to restrain 
them in the upcoming years. That is why 
we must guarantee a healthy and diversi­
fied farm economy, with various partici­
pants. The bill which the committee has 
developed seeks to do just that. It seeks 
to provide a cushion under farm prices­
a cushion designed to provide insurance 
against a fall in farm prices below a level 
which would make farming an uneco­
nomic enterprise, but a cushion not over­
stuffed to the point where it will result 
in windfall or unreasonable profits. This 
should encourage the orderly and con­
sistent production of foodstuffs which are 
basic to our diets. 

TARGET PRICES 

Under the bill developed in committee, 
support prices are not guaranteed as they 
have been in previous years. Instead, sup­
port prices will be available only when 
the market price falls below a certain 
target price-$2.28 per bushel for wheat; 
$1.53 per bushel for corn and 43 cents a 
pound for cotton. If the average market 
price during the first 5 months of the 
marketing year is above the levels men­
tioned above, the farmer receives no pay­
ment at all. If they are below the above­
mentioned levels, then the farmer re­
ceives the difference between the average 
.market price and the specified target 
price. 

There are, I believe, two important 
points related to this new procedure. 
First, the target prices represent 70 per­
cent of parity, that is, 70 percent of the 
amount which a farmer would have to 
realize in order to earn the same amount 
that he did in an "ideal" period. Second, 
the target prices are quite close to exist­
ing market prices. Thus, if farm prices 
remain where they are now-as we have 
been told so often by so many that they 
will-then the costs of the program will 
be minimal. 

LOAN PROGRAM 

The loan programs for commodities, 
with existing loan rates, are retained so 
that the option of placing crops under 
CCC loans remains. 

SET-ASIDE 

The e~sting set-aside program for 
.each crop is also retained, based on tes­
timony that abandoning it in favor of a 
general land bank type program would 
lead to poor land management and over-

production, which could undermine the 
farm economy and farm production in 
the years ahead. 

DAmY PROGRAMS 

The support level for manufacturing 
milk, that is, milk used to make dairy 
products, is increased from a minimum 
of 75 percent to 80 percent of parity for 
the upcoming year. The SO-percent sup­
port level is close to the existing market 
price for milk and reflects the commit­
tee's concern over the continuing de­
crease in the number of dairy cows and 
dairy farms, in the face of ever-increas­
ing production costs, including feed 
grains. 

Both in committee and on the Senate 
floor, I supported several amendments 
designed to facilitate the marketing of 
milk. One would provide for minimum 
charges for services, such as milk assem­
bly, refrigeration and laboratory work, 
performed for handlers. Another would 
provide for payments to cooperatives for 
marketwide services. Milk cooperatives 
have proven themselves to be a highly ef­
ficient and successful marketing opera­
tion, and are now responsible for the 
marketing of a large percentage of our 
Nation's milk. In many ways, the two 
amendments above, as well as others 
which were discussed, seek only to rec­
ognize the realities of the present mar­
keting structure. 

That structure is, nevertheless, an ex­
tremely complex and little understood 
one. A number of penetrating questions 
were raised in floor debate regarding it. 
Both because of these questions and be­
cause of the need to insure a continued, 
efficient marketing of milk, I am hope­
ful that this structure can be reviewed 
and analyzed in some detail so that we 
can guarantee a fair and viable market­
ing system. 

FOOD COSTS 

As I have previously noted, food costs 
are of growing concern to all of us as 
consumers. In order to understand the 
underlying causes of food price increases 
and to deal with them effectively, we 
must have up-to-date information on 
both the costs of raw agricultural prod­
ucts and the processing and distribution 
of food. In April 1973, the farmer re­
ceived about 44.2 cents of the retail food 
dollar, while processors and service in­
dustries received 55.8 cents. The bill re­
ported from committee requires the 
Council of Economic Advisers to prepare 
quarterly reports on "all developments 
which affect the prices of food" so that 
we may analyze cost increases in more 
detail and, hopefully, devise appropriate 
measures to deal with them. 

PROCESSING TAX ON WHEAT 

The 75 cents a bushel processing tax 
which millers pay on wheat to be used 
domestically is eliminated, a move which 
bankers testified would preclude a need 
for a rise in the cost of bread. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 

The food-for-peace program which 
has contributed not only to the disposal 
of surplus foods but also to the develop­
ment of markets abroad is continued for 
5 years. This is one of the most worth­
while of our foreign programs, and it is, 

I believe, significant to note that sales 
are made for dollars-for U.S. cur­
rency-contrary to the manner in which 
they were made in the early days of the 
program. 

FOOD STAMPS 

The food stamp program which pro­
vides assistance to low-income families 
to enable them to purchase a nutritious 
diet is extended for 5 years, with an 
important amendment to permit partic­
ipation by the blind and elderly, who 
were made ineligible by last year's legis­
lation setting a floor under assistance 
provided them. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

One of the major restraints on de­
velopment of rural areas has been the 
lack of adequate fire protection facilities. 
In recognition of this, the Rural De­
velopment Act of 1972 authorized a 3-
year demonstration program of fire pro­
tection. Unfortunately, this program 
has not, to date, been funded. Amend­
ments to this bill provide for the pro­
gram to run for a 3-year period, begin­
ning when it is initially funded and per­
mit funds to be used for the purchase by 
volunteer fire departments in rural areas 
of firefighting equipment and for train­
ing to utilize the equipment. In many 
of our rural areas, we have fine, dedi­
cated citizens, willing to contribute hours 
of their time to the protection of their 
communities. The cost of equipment 1s, 
however, a growing burden and limita­
tion on the activities of these citizens. 
In seeking to upgrade our firefighting 
capabilities in rural areas, it seems only 
wise and logical to build upon this base 
which already exists to protect against 
fires. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The first assignment given to me this 
year as a new member of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry was to con­
duct an inquiry into the freight car 
shortage as it affected the movement of 
agricultural products. Hearings were 
held before Subcommittee No. 3 on Jan­
uary 29 and 30 of this year and the 
Senate on February 19 adopted a resolu­
tion expressing the sense of the Senate 
that certain crops held under CCC loans 
should be resealed and that a committee 
should be formed to review and oversee 
the transportation crisis. 

The response to that resolution was 
not all that it might have been and the 
freight car shortage has continued, 
plaguing farmers and warehousemen 
and costing the taxpayer money because 
of maritime subsidy payments. The com­
mitte bill, therefore, provides, in a sec­
tion offered by Senator CuRTIS and my­
self, for outright creation of a National 
Agricultural Transportation Committee, 
which shall meet upon the written re­
quest of two or more of its members and 
make such recommendations as it deems 
appropriate to facilitate the movement 
of commodities. The movement of pri­
vately-owned stocks are to be given pri­
ority over Government-held ones. 

Mr. President, I believe these and the 
various other provisions of the Agricul­
ture and Consumer Protection Act merit 
the support of the Senate. The legisla­
tion is, quite simply, premised on the 
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belief that Americans, as consumer~::, will 
benefit from the existence of a healthy 
and diversified farm economy-a farm 
economy which will not gain from gov­
ernment support programs when market 
prices are good, but a farm economy with 
a guarantee that it will not be under­
mined by a price fall in which production 
costs and a fair return would supersede 
market prices and thereby force a large 
segment of our farm population out of 
farming. The bill prepared in our com­
mittee is designed to accomplish the 
farm economy objectives I have just out­
lined and, on that basis, I give it my 
full support. 

In closing, I would like to commend 
the very able chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
for the manner in which he has proceed­
ed both in committee and on the Senate 
floor, and I would like to thank him for 
the help and the many considerations 
which he has given me, as a new mem­
ber of his committee, during delibera­
tions on this bill. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I intend 
to call up my amendment No. 178 and 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
HUGHES and MONTOYA be added as a CO­
sponsor. 

This amendment is not at all com­
plex. It is designed to provide for an ad­
vance payment to producers in the event 
that market prices fall below the "target" 
prices established under the new farm 
bill. The amendment authorizes the Sec­
retary of Agriculture to advance to pro­
ducers, as soon as practicable after the 
end of the first month of the marketing 
season for wheat, feed grains and cot­
ton, an amount equal to 65 percent of the 
Secretary's estimate of the total pay­
ment, if any, necessary to meet the re­
quirements of the target price guarantees 
for each commodity. 

The 1970 Agriculture Act provides for 
preliminary payments to producers after 
July 1 of each year. However, under S. 
1888 farmers would not be eligible to 
receive payments if market prices fall 
below target levels, in the case of wheat 
until December, in the case of corn until 
the following March, and in the case 
of cotton until the following January. 

S. 1888 is designed to assw·e the pro­
duction of adequate supplies of food and 
fiber for consumers by insuring produc­
ers against losses if their expanded pro­
duction results in prices below the tar­
get levels set forth in the bill. If market 
prices rise above the target prices, the 
cost to the Government will be nothing. 
If prices fall below target levels, the 
consumer will reap the advantage; and 
farmers meeting consumer needs for 
food and fiber will have been protected 
against the price effects of excess 
production. 

I believe this is an excellent approach, 
and I feel that S. 1888 is an outstanding 
legislative achievement, which can bene­
fit farmers and consumers while reducing 
the costs of Federal agricultural pro­
grams to the Treasw-y. 

But in the event that farm prices fall 
well below target levels, I am concerned 

that the delay in providing payments to 
producers could result in unnecessary, 
but not insubstantial, costs to farmers. 

My amendment would assist the farm­
er by enabling him to receive 4 months 
earlier 65 percent of the estimated total 
payments he would be entitled to under 
the committee bill. This advance, in the 
event market prices drop, would make 
operating capital available to producers, 
enable them to obtain credit on more 
reasonable terms, retire debts earlier, 
and save on interest costs. 

The amendment does not provide for 
a guaranteed payment, apart from the 
difference between market prices and 
target prices, and thus it is fully consis­
tent with the target price concept em­
bodied in S. 1888. The amendment would 
result in basically no additional cost to 
taxpayers since the farmer would receive 
such payments in any event 4 months 
later. 

To illustrate how the amendment 
would have worked if S. 1888 had been 
in effect last year-after the first month 
of the marketing season the Secretary 
would have advanced to wheat produc­
ers an estimated 57-cent per bushel pay­
ment, using the 65 percent of total pay­
ment guideline. Later in the year wheat 
prices advanced; however, the total pay­
ment provided under this legislation 
would still have been 60 cents per bushel 
after the first 5 months of the market­
ing season. During 1972 wheat prices 
showed the sharpest change on record 
ever as a result of the Russian sales. Yet 
the advance payment mechanism would 
have worked well and would have pre­
sented no administrative difficulties. 

In summary, I believe inclusion of this 
amendment to S. 1888 would help to 
strengthen the effectiveness of the bill, 
benefiting both farmers and consumers 
by encouraging expanded production of 
food and fiber and by eliminating un­
necessary costs to producers. 

Mr. President, I would have hoped 
that this amendment could be agreed to 
by the Senate; however, I understand 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
committee objects to its passage. 

I believe that the advance payments 
provision is a good one and would be 
beneficial to farmers and consumers. In 
the future I hope that this concept will 
be adopted. However, in light of the 
chairman's opposition I will not offer the 
amendment. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, S. 1888, 
which we have been debating for the past 
3 days, is a highly complicated bill with 
many good provisions and others of 
dubious value. 

This bill is called the Agriculture and 
Consumer Protection Act of 1973. Un­
fortunately it is a bill designed for the 
conditions of the 1930's, not the 1970's. 

It is not a consumer protection bill as 
it can only drive retail prices up. It also 
could be extremely expensive for the tax­
payer. 

It is for this reason that it is opposed 
by the Secreta1-y of Agriculture, the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, and 
the Illinois Agricultural Association and 

I believe, by a majority of Illinoi.> 
farmers. 

Farmers I believe are entitled to an 
adequate income and an adequate rate 
of return on investment. Their rate Qf 
return has been discow·aging compared 
to off-farm income for decades through­
out this period we have had farm legis­
lation on the books based on the same 
economic philosophy as the present bill. 

Therefore, this bill is not in the long­
run best interests of agriculture nor the 
consumer. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I oppose final 
passage of this legislation. 

My concern with the bill as presently 
written, is its total cost. 

Assuming prices would average $1.30 
per bushel for corn, $1.60 per bushel for 
wheat and 28 cents per pound for cotton, 
total government costs would increase 
from an average of $3.2 billion under the 
Agriculture Act of 1970 to an average 
of $63 billion under S. 1888. 

Government costs would escalate by an 
average of 30 percent over the life of 
S. 1888 to more than $8 billion in 1978-
79. If prices should decline to 197llevels, 
direct payment costs would increase by 
an additional 30 percent, which would 
increase total program costs to more 
than $10 billion annually by the last year 
of the bill. 

The mandatory increase in dairy price 
supports to 80 percent of parity would 
increase CCC acquisition costs by nearly 
$45 million in 1973-74. It would also 
increase the wholesale value of milk by 
an estimated $182 million. This cost, plus 
additional margins, will be passed direct­
ly on to consumers. 

The high target prices proposed under 
S. 1888 could also jeopardize our position 
in international trade. In order to mini­
mize treasury outlays, an incentive to 
curtail production and increase prices 
will persist. Higher prices will weaken 
our competitive advantage, reduce trade 
and lessen agricultw·e's contribution to 
a favorable balance of trade. At the same 
time, target prices covering essentially 
100 percent of production. will likely be 
viewed as a subsidy to produce by our 
foreign competitors. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to insert some charts in the RECORD 
showing cost estimates for S. 1888 from 
1974-78. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

<see exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, although 

I realize that these costs would not nec­
essarily have to be paid by the Govern­
ment if market prices hold at their pre­
sent high levels, I do not think we can 
afford to put into law this potentially 
large commitment of funds by the Gov­
ernment to support farm programs. 

Also, Mr. President, I would like to 
insert in the RECORD a letter from Secre­
tary of Agriculture Butz stating the De­
partment's basic objections to S. 1888. 

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

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I intend 

to vote against final passage of S. 1888. 
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EXHIBIT I 

F[EDGRAINS, WHEAT AND COTTON PROGRAM COSTS: 1971 ACTUAL, 1972 AND 1973 CURRENT ESTIMATES, AND PROJECTED COSTS UNDER S. 1888 FOR 1974 THROUGH 1978 ASSUMING HIGH 
AND LOW LEVELS OF DEMAND 

[In millions of dollars) 

1971 crop 1972 crop 1973 crop 
fiscal fiscal fiscal 

1974 crop 
fiscal year 1975 

1975 crop 
fiscal year 1976 

Estimates under S. 1888 

1976 crop 
fiscal year 1977 

1977 crop 
fiscal year 1978 

1978 crop 
fiscal year 1979 

year 1972 year 1973 year 1974 
actual estimate estimate High low High low High low High low High low 

Feed grains: 
Uirect payments____________________ __ _____ 1, 053 1, 845 1, 178 1, 789 1, 688 2, 427 2, 227 3, 009 2, 717 3, 633 3, 232 4, 244 3, 760 
Other CCC costs________ ______________ _____ 669 -630 223 129 129 131 131 133 135 135 135 137 137 
Public Law 480----------- ------- ---------- 83 122 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total feed grain program costs _________ ---==1,=8=05===1,=3=3=7 ==1,=5=00===2,=0=2=7 ==1,=9=1=7 ==2,=6=5=8==2,=4=58===3,=2=4=2 ==2~, 9=5=0==3,~86=8==3~, 4=6=7==4;,, 4=8=1 ==~3,=9=97 
Wheat: 

8t~~crt tct~~~~~~======================== = !Ir -=~~ -~~~ 1, rt~ ~t~ 1, m 1, t~~ 1, ~~ 1, s~~ 1, 8~ 1, s~~ 2, o~~ 1, 8~~ 
Public Law 480--------- ------------------- 425 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total wheat program costs ____ _ ---- ---- ---==1='=29=2===3=5=3===7=8=3 ==1,=86=0===76==1==1=, 9=2=0 ==1,=8=60==2='=04=6==1=, 9=2=6==2~, 229==~2,=0=98==2~, =42=0==~2,=2=75 
Cotton: 

Direct payments__________________ ___ ______ 819 809 700 670 670 740 740 820 820 875 875 980 980 

~~nccl~~ c4o:J~====== ===================== -~ 1~~ ------izr 1~g 1~g 1~g 1~ 1~g 1~g 1~g 1~g 1~g 1rs 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total cotton program costs ______ ____ ___ __ ===84=0===9=5=5===8=2=5===8=0=5===8=0=5===8=8=5===8=8=5===9=5=5===9=55===1,=0=30===1,=0=3=0===1,~1=3=5==1,;'=13=5 
Total-3 programs: 

Direct payments__________ __________ 2, 750 3, 509 ~~~~ 3, ~o0g ~g 4, ~6424 4, ~66~ 5, 470 5, 058 6, 332 5, 800 7, 239 6, 610 
Other CCC costs_____________________ 599 -1, 452 198 198 220 220 222 222 
Public Law 480--------- ------------- 588 558 575 575 575 575 575 575 575 575 575 575 575 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total program costs________________ 3, 937 2, 645 3, 109 4, 683 4, 483 5, 463 5, 203 6, 243 5, 831 7,127 6, 595 8, 036 7, 407 

SUPPLY AND UTILIZATION SUMMARY: FEEDGRA!NS, SOYBEANS, AND WHEAT AND COTTON S. 517 (S. 1883) 

1972 1973 1974 1978 
esti- esti- ------
mate mate High low High low 

1972 1973 1974 1978 
esti- esti- -----
mate mate High low High Low 

Wheat: 
Planted acreage (million acres): 

Planted___ ___________ _____________ 52_4 58.2 60.5 55.0 57.0 52.0 
Setaside___ ________ ____ _______ _____ 20.1 7. 2 5. 7 13.1 ---- -- - 14.8 

Yield (bushels per acre)______ _________ __ 32.7 33.1 32.6 · 33.2 35.0 35.6 
Production (million bushels)__ _____ ______ 1, 545 1, 736 1, 737 1, 597 1, 765 1, 630 

Feed grains: 
Planted acreage: 

Corn (million acres)____ ___________ _ 66.8 74.6 73.3 68.7 78.8 69.3 
Sorghum (million acres)_____________ 17. 5 19.4 21.4 20.4 23.4 21.6 
Barley (million acres)_______________ 10.6 11. 5 10.2 9. 6 11.3 10.4 
Oats (million acres)____________ _____ 20.3 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 

-------------------- ========================== 
Total (million acres)___ ___________ 115.2 126.0 125.4 119.2 134.0 121.6 

Feed grains setaside (million acres)_____ __ 36.6 9.1 5. 0 18.7 ------- 9. 6 
Yield (corn bushel per acre)------ -- ------ 96. 9 94.0 97.0 97.0 109.0 109.0 

Demand (million bushels): 
Domestic ____________ ;:-____________ .; 826 766 781 781 890 890 
Exports____________________________ 1,150 950 850 710 875 740 

Production: 
Million bushel corn _________________ 5, 553 6, 072 6, 144 5, 694 7, 499 6, 469 
Million tons feed grain _____ _________ = 1=99=.=7==21=9=. 2=2=2=3=. 3= 20= 8=. 9= 2=6=9.=3==2=36==. 7 

Demand (million tons): Domestic _______ ___ __________ :. ____ .; 178.0 181. 1 189.4 184.0 213.3 207.7 
Exports_ ------------------------- -__ 33_._4 ___ 3_6._4 ___ 3_4._0 ___ 25_. _o __ 56 __ . o ____ 29_. 0 

TotaL __ :. _____ :. ___ _._____________ 211.4 217. 5 223.4 209.0 269.3 236. 7 
Ending stocks____________ ______________ 37.0 39.0 39.2 39.2 40.3 40.3 
Price (dollars per bushel, corn>----------===1=. 2=9==1.=3=0=1=.=30==1==.=30==1=.=30==1=.3=0 

Direct payments cost (million dollars)_____ 1, 845 1, 178 1, 798 1, 688 4, 244 3, 760 
Other CCC costs (million dollars)_________ -630 223 129 129 137 137 
Public Law 480 cost (million dollars)_____ 122 100 100 100 100 100 ----------------------------

--------------------------TotaL ___ :. ___ ::_::-_:=-__ ______ :;-__ .: 1, 976 1, 716 1, 631 1, 491 1, 765 1, 630 
Ending stocks (million bushels) _________ .: 433 454 559 559 609 609 
Price (dollars per bushel) ___ _____ _______ .:==l.=7=7==1=·=90==1=·=60==1=. =60==1=. 60===1.==60 

Direct payment cost (million dollars)______ 855 _37~47 1, 
1
3
6
4
9
1 1, 2

16
4
9
2 2, 0

5
1
5
5 1, 87U 

Other CCC cost (million dollars)_____ _____ -852 55 
Public Law-480 cost (million dollars)______ 350 350 350 350 350 350 

------------------------------
Total program cost (million dollars)_____ 353 783 1, 860 1, 761 2, 420 2, 275 

Cotton: 
Planted acreage (million acres) __________ .: 14. 0 13. 1 13. 0 12. 0 13. 0 12. 0 
Setaside (million acres>---=------------- 2. 0 --------------- 1. 0 ------- 1. 0 
Yield (pounds per acre)_________ _______ _ 500 480 480 480 500 500 
Production (million bales>---------------==13=.=7==1=2=. 0==1=2=. 3==1=1=. 4===1=2.=8== 1=1.=9 

Total program costs (million dollars)____ 1, 337 1, 501 2, 027 1, 917 4, 481 3, 997 

Soyb~~a~~~d acreage (million acreas) __ _______ .: 47.0 54.4 56.0 52.0 61.5 57.5 
Yield (bushel per acre)__________________ 28.0 28.5 29.0 29.0 31.0 31.0 
Production (million bushels)_____________ 1, 283 1, 540 1, 595 1, 480 1, 875 1, 750 
Demand (million bushels): 

Domestic__________________________ 825 880 925 885 1, 020 980 
Exports ____________________ ______ ___ 4_9_o ___ so_o ___ 6_s_o ___ 5_7_5 ___ 8_so ____ 7_65 

Tota'---- ------------------------ 1, 315 1, 480 1, 575 1, 460 1, 870 1, 745 
Ending stocks__________________________ 40 100 157 157 172 172 
Prices (dollars per bushel)____ ___________ 4. 25 4. 50 4. 00 4. 00 4. 00 4. 00 
Total program costs (million dollars)______ -14 11 15 15 15 15 

Demand: 
Domestic (million bales)_____ _______ _ 7. 7 7. 8 7. 8 7. 6 7. 9 7. 7 
Exports (million bales)__________ ____ 4. 8 4. 5 4. 5 3. 8 4. 7 4. 0 

-----------------------------
Total (million bales)______________ 12. 5 12.3 12.3 11.4 12.6 11.7 

Endingstocks(millionbales)__ __ ________ 4.5 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.7 4.7 
Price (cents per pound>-------- -------- -===27=.=0==29=. 0==2=8=. 5==2=8=. 5==2=7.=0==27=. 0 
Direct payments________________________ 809 700 670 670 980 980 
Other CCC inventory____________________ 30 ----- -- - 10 10 30 30 
Public Law 480------------------ ------- 116 125 125 125 125 125 -----------------------------

Total program costs___________________ 955 825 805 805 1, 135 1, 135 

ESTIMATED COST FOR ALL MAJOR TITLES OF S. 18881 

[In millions of dollars) 

II. Dairy: 
Marketing orders ________________ -- __ --------------------- ___ ---------
Price supports ___ __ _ ----_------------------ -- ------------------------

111. woo~a~~a i~~~~~~~ ~==== == ==== = === == ==== ==: =========== =================== 
IV. Wheat 2 _____ ___________________ -------- ______ ----- ___ ---------- _ ----- __ _ 
V. Feel! grains a ____________________________________________________________ _ 

Fiscal year 1975 

0.1 
245 
.4 

21.8 
a 1, 510-•1, 411 
a 1, 927-• 1, 817 

Fiscal year 1976 

0.2 
200 
.4 

21.1 
a 1, 570-' 1, 510 
• 2, 558-4 2, 358 

Fiscal year 1977 

0.2 
200 
.4 

20.5 
a 1, 696-•1, 576 
3 3, 142-• 2, 850 

Fiscal year 1978 

0.2 
200 

_4 
19.8 

11, 879-•1, 748 
I 3, 768-f 3, 367 

Fiscal year 1979 

0. 2 
200 
.4 

21.3 
• 2, 070-41,925 
14,381-4 3, 897 
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VI. Cotton: 
Direct payments and other CCC 2 ______ __ _ - - --- - __ __ _ _______ _______ ___ _ _ 

Insect_ _- -- ----- _____ ____ ------- - --- - - -- -------- -------- --- - - -------
Research __ ___________ ------ __________ ____ - -- -- ----- --- --- __________ _ 

VII. Public Law 480 s __ _____ -------- __________ ____ __ -- -------------- -- ______ _ 
VIII. Beekeeper ____ _________ ___ ------- ______ _ -- - -- - __ -------------- - - ----- -_ 

Food stamp ___ ___ ____ --- - ------ __ --------------- ------------- -------- -
VIII. Miscellaneous: 

Fiscal year 1975 

~670-4670 
40 
10 

1, 100 
2. 5 

2, 461 

Fiscal year 1976 

•750-4 750 
40 
10 

1, 100 
2. 5 

2, 461 

Fiscal year 1977 

1820-4820 
40 
10 

1, 100 
2. 5 

2, 461 

Fiscal year 1978 

=895-4895 
40 
10 

1, 100 
2 

2, 461 

Fiscal year 1979 

:1, ooo-~ 1, o~g 

10 
1,100 

2 
2, 461 

u:~tg~~d~~~~~-~~~~~ ~ ~===~================ = = = ===================== . 5 J J J : ~ International Grains Conference _________________ _____ ____ ___________________________________ ______________________ ___ __ _________________________________________________ _ 

ff~~~~~~~:~~;f;~~~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~----- ------------: r----- ------------:r---------- -- -----:r ~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~!~ ; ; ; ;;;; ;; ;;;;;; ;; ;~ ~ 
Forest incentive----- - -- - ----------------------------- - ------------- 15 17.5 20 22. 5 25 

Cost sharing for titles IV, V, VI . _________________________________________________________ -------- __ ---------------------------- - --------- - ---------- - ---------------------- ______ _ 

TotaL--- - ----- ------- - ---------------------------- - --- - ------------- 8, 013.3-7,804.3 8, 739.9-1, 179.9 9, 521.8-9, 109.8 10,399.9-9,867. 9 11, 312.7- 10, 683.7 

1 For feed grains, wheat and cotton cost estimates were made assuming both a high and low 
level of demand. 

a High. 
t Low. 

2 Does not include Public Law 480. 

EXHIBIT 2 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, D.C., Ju ne 5, 1973. 
Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and 

Forestry, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: With the Senate mov­

ing toward consideration of S. 1888, I feel a 
responsibility to present the Administration's 
views relative to important and far-reaching 
provisions of this legislation, which we did 
not have an opportunity to discuss before 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

The Committee is to be commended for 
continuing the successful provisions of the 
Agriculture Act of 1970 which enabled farm­
ers to shift from the rigid controls and pro­
duction patterns inherent in farm programs 
based on past legislation. However, I am dis­
appointed that the Committee did not build 
on this breakthrough by establishing crop­
land bases rather than relying on outmoded 
allotments and bases. 

The bill does retain "farmer freedom" pro­
visions which contributed immensely to the 
broad acceptance and favorable outcome of 
the Agricultural Act of 1970. The bill is a 
positive step toward removal of payments 
that were mandatory regardless of price or 
production adjustment needs. These are con­
structive elements in developing a sound 
farm program. 

The basic objection we have to S. 1888 is 
the perpetuation of heavy government in­
volvement in agriculture through payments 
for the life of the legislation. 

While market prices at the levels cited in 
the bill are realistic, guaranteed price fioors 
at those levels are unrealistic. Our guaran­
teed price floors at those levels are unreal­
istic. Our objection to this 5-year extension 
of payments could be mitigated if the tar­
get prices were set at a more realistic level 
and if the escalation provisions were elim­
inated. 

The dairy provisions are particularly unde­
sirable. While we may adjust our previous 
position of asking for no minimum guidelines 
on dairy support levels, we find the increase 
in the minimum support level from 75 to 80 

· percent of parity unacceptable. 
We agree with the proposed extension of 

Titles I and II of Public Law 480. We are op­
posed to the recommendation for an interna­
tional conference leading toward commodity 
agreements governing international trade in 
grains. This would weaken the U.S. position 
in trade negotiations now underway in the 
GATT and would not be in the best interests 
of U.S. producers. 

I hope that the Senate will exainine closely 
the detrimental effects that these provisions 
would have on the future of U.S. agriculture 
before coming to a conclusion. 

Sincerely, 
EARL L. BUTZ, 

Secretary. 

s All Public Law 480 costs. 

NUTRITIONAL QUALITY OF THE FOOD 
DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I was 
unable to be present yesterday during 
the discussion of the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HuM­
PHREY), subsequently adopted by a voice 
vote, which would authorize the Secre­
tary of Agriculture to purchase commodi­
ties on the open market when it becomes 
necessary to do so in order to make avail­
able a full and balanced range of foods 
through ~he food distribution program. 

Although the food stamp program has 
become the major famey food assistance 
program, many counties throughout the 
nation continue to participate in the 
food distribution program. Some 2.6 mil­
lion Americans currently rely on this 
program for food assistance. 

The food distribution program is of 
particular significance in Missouri where 
it operates in 103 out of of 114 counties. 
At last count, more than 152,000 Mis­
sourians were receiving food assistance 
through this program. And, accepted 
wisdom notwithstanding, many people 
in Missouri continue to prefer the food 
distribution program to the food stamp 
program. 

Therefore, it is a matter of some con­
cern to me that the nutritional value of 
the food distribution program has been 
seriously eroded over the past few 
months. 

For instance, I have been informed 
that there has been no cheese available 
through this program in Missouri since 
October 1972. Powered or dry milk has 
been received only sporadically in recent 
months. There are no more dried prunes. 
Canned luncheon meat now on hand will 
be exhausted by July 1. State officials 
have been advised aot to count on receiv­
ing canned poultry in the months ahead. 

Thus the protein content of the food 
being made available to needy families 
and individuals in Missouri is in danger 
of reaching the vanishing point. 

As I understand the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota, it would 
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to 
undertake special efforts to purchase 
foods crucial to a nutritionally adequate 
diet when these foods are not available 
through the normr-.1 sw·plus removal and 
price support activities of the Depart­
ment. 

I want to commend the Senator from 
Minnesota for blinging this matter be-

fore the Senate, and I am hopeful that 
this provision of S. 1888 will be accepted 
by the House of Representatives. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I am in­
deed happy to support S. 1888, a bill 
which I firmly believe, if approved and 
effectively administered, will assure con­
sumers plentiful supplies of food at 
reasonable prices. 

This past weekend I was visiting with 
my constitutents in central Iowa and I 
found them frustrated by the wet 
weather and the high prices for grains, 
soybeans, hogs and cattle at a time 
when they had little to sell. At the same 
time the nonfarm people were complain­
ing about continually rising food prices. 
I am sure this experience was not unique. 
A similar situation prevails in many, 
many rural areas toclay. 

The Agriculture and Consumer Protec­
tion Act of 1973. will not solve all of the 
current problems of food producers and 
consumers. It will not bring us sunny 
skies and good crop growing weather. But 
it will do more to assure both agricultural 
producers and consumers a fair deal 
than previous farm price support bills. 

I want to congratulate the distin­
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry (Mr. TALMADGE) 
for his able leadership in obtaining the 
views of all segments of the food industry 
and then developing this comprehensive 
and balanced bill, in record time. It has 
been an honor and a privilege to partici­
pate in this process with the other dis­
tinguished members of the committee. 

S. 1888 is more than amendments to 
and extension of the Agricultural Act of 
1970. It is a landmark farm bill based 
on all the experience accumulated since 
the first Agricultural Adjustment Act 
was passed in 1933. 

It continues the popular setaside fea­
tures c/.f. the 1970 Act. It also reinstates 
authority for individual crop acreage 
adjustments which were a part of the 
equally popular 1965 Act. 

The landmark aspect of S. 1888, how­
ever, is its adoption for the first time of 
specific target price goals, $2.28 a bushel 
for wheat, $1.53 a bushel for corn and 43 
cents a pound for cotton. These target 
prices are to be adjusted over the 5-year 
life of S. 1888 on the basis of the index 
of prices paid for production supplies, 
interest, taxes. and wage rates. 

If prices remain at current levels in 
most cases the target prices would be 
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achieved in the marketplace and gov­
ernment payments would be reduced to 
nominal levels or eliminated entirely. 

If, however, farm production again 
overshoots available markets and prices 
fall sharply, producers are protected. 
The Government agrees to make up the 
difference between the target prices and 
the average market prices the first 5 
months of the marketing year. If grain 
and cotton prices for the 1974 crop are 
maintained at approximately current 
levels, few if any Government payments 
will be rquired. 

Under S. 1888 producers are assured 
reasonably stable incomes from produc­
ing cotton, feedgrains, and wheat for the 
next 5 years. If market prices fall below 
target levels the difference will be made' 
up by Government payments. 

Producers will be encouraged to pro­
duce abundantly, thus aiding consumers 
faced with mounting costs. At the same 
time producers would be assured of in­
come which would prevent bankruptcy 
in case of very large crops resulting from 
open throttle production. 

Crop acreages will be idled only as a 
last resort if market prices fall to rela­
tively low levels and after adequate re­
serve stocks have been accumulated. 

Feed grain producers are given reason­
ably equitable price and income protec­
tion in 0. 1888 for the first time in recent 
years as compared to cotton and wheat 
producers. Under the 1965 and 1970 acts 
Government price protection was only 
extended to one-half the base production 
on feed grain farms, although extended 
to the entire cotton allotment and to all 
wheat produced for domestic use. 

As a Senator from the heart of the 
cornbelt, I am indeed happy that the 
other members of the committee recog­
nized the equity of my plea for extending 
price and income protection to feed grain 
producers total base acreages, rather 
than to only one-half of their produc­
tion. 

At the appropriate time I plan to offer 
an amendment to raise the minimum 
market price support loan level from $1 
on corn and $1.25 on wheat to $1.24 and 
$1.55, respectively. I also joined Senators 
BAYH and WEICKER in sponsoring an 
amendment to eliminate the 75 cents a 
bushel tax on wheat used for domestic 
food consumption use immediately upon 
passage of this bill rather than allowing 
it to continue until January 1, 1974. 

Other amendments will be offered. 
Some perhaps will improve S. 1888. For 
my part, however, I feel that, in the last 
analysis, S. 1888 can only be seen as a 
landmark bill that deserves approval by 
such a large majority that the other body 
will quickly take favorable action on it. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of S. 1888, the Agriculture and 
Consumer Protection Act of 1973, a bill 
of prime importance, both to the farm­
ers and the consumers of this Nation. 

Of all the prime necessities of life, 
food and fiber take first place. The af­
fluence and health of this Nation are 
based on the abundance of agricultural 
products with which we are blessed. This 
bill, if enacted into law and wisely ad­
ministered, will assure consumers con­
tinued adequate supplies of food and 

fiber at reasonable cost while assuring 
family farmers of a fair income. 

The bill establishes a target market 
price for wheat, feed grains, and cotton. 
The 1974 crop year target price is $2.28 
per bushel for wheat; $1.53 for corn; and 
$1.26 for barley. The target price for 
succeeding years would be increased to 
reflect increases in the cost of produc­
tion. This legislation is based upon the 
reasonable assumption that national 
average market prices will not fall below 
these target levels if set-aside require­
ments for program participation are 
responsibly established each year based 
upon projected foreign and domestic de­
mand. 

The economic well-being of our farm 
population is basic to the well-being of 
our entire Nation. I urge the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank and congratulate the members 
of the staff who made the passage of this 
bill possible. 

It is an immensely complex and im­
portant bill. The committee was able to 
act expeditiously because of the fine work 
of the committee staff. 

The staff work included the scheduling 
and preparation of field hearings as well 
as Washington hearings, a great deal of 
legal drafting, several economic analyses, 
and considerable work in educating the 
press as to the problems and needs of 
farmers. 

I wish to thank the entire staff for 
this effort, with special thanks to Harker 
Stanton, the general counsel and staff 
director; Mike McLeod, Henry Casso, Jim 
Giltmier, Jim Thornton, Forest Reece, 
Bill Taggart, Cotys Mouser, and Jim 
Kendall. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the final passage. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 

of 2:30 having arrived, the question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques­
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on this vote 
I have a live pair with the junior Sena­
tor from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT) . If 
I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
"nay." If the Senator from Arkansas 
were present and voting, he would vote 
"yea." I therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT) , the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. HART), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HuGHEs) , and the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. McCLELLAN) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Maine (Mr. MusKIE) is absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is absent be­
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 

and voting, the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HuGHES), the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. McCLELLAN), the Senator from Mis­
sissippi <Mr. STENNIS), and the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. HART) would each 
vote "yea." 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. I an­
nounce that the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. COTTON) is absent be­
cause of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
DoMENICI) is absent to attend the funeral 
of a friend. 

The Senator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMI­
NICK), the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
GRIFFIN), and the Senator from Ne­
braska (Mr. HRUSKA) are necessarily ab­
sent. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico <Mr. DoMENICI), the Senator 
from Colorado <Mr. DoMINICK), and the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) 
would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 78, 
nays 9, as follows: 

[No. 189 Leg.] 
YEAS-78 

Abourezk Eastland 
Aiken Ervin 
Allen Fannin. 
Baker Fong 
Ba.rtlett Gravel 
Bayh Gurney 
Bellmon Hansen 
Bentsen Haskell 
Bible Hatfield 
Biden Hathaway 
Brock Helms 
Brooke Hollings 
Buckley Huddleston 
Burdick Humphrey 
Byrd, Inouye 

Harry F., Jr. Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Javits 
Cannon Johnston 
Case Kennedy 
Chiles Long 
Church Magnu&On 
Clark Mansfield 
COOk McClure 
Cranston McGee 
Curtis McGovern 
Dole Mcintyre 
Eagleton Metcalf 

Beall 
Goldwater 
Hartke 

NAY8-9 
Mathias 
Percy 
Ribicoff 

Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Schweiker 
Scott, Pa. 
Scott, Va. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Roth 
Sax be 
Tower 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAffi, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-I 

Bennett 
Cotton 
Domenicl 
Dominick 

Pell, against 

NOT VOTING-12 
Fulbright 
Grifiin 
Hart 
Hruska 

Hughes 
McClellan 
Muskie 
Stennis 

So the bill (S. 1888) was passed, as 
follows: 

s. 1888 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer­
ica in Congress assembled. That the Agricul­
tural Act of 1970 is amended as follows 

Payment Limitation 

(1) Section 101 is amended by-
(A) amending subsection (1), effective 

beginning with the 1974 crop, to read as 
follows: 

"(1} The total amount of payments which 
a person shall be entitled to receive under 
one or more of the annual programs estab­
lished by titles IV, V, and VI of this Act for 
the 1974 through 1978 crops of the commodi­
ties shall not exceed $20,000." 

(B) amending subsection (2} effective be­
ginning with the 1974 crop, to read as fol-
lows: 
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"(2) The term 'payments' as used in this 

section shall not include loans or purchases. 
or any part of any payment which Js deter­
mined by the Secretary to represent com­
pensation for resource adjustment or pub­
lic access for recreation." 

Milk Marketing Orders 
(2) Section 201 is amended by-
( A) amending section 201(e) by striking 

out "1973" and inserting "1978", and by 
striking out "1976" and inserting "1981", and 

(B) adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: 

"(f) The Agricultural Adjustment Act .as 
reenacted and amended by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended, is further amended by: 

" ( 1) striking the period at the end of sub­
section 8c(17) and adding in lieu thereof the 
ifollowing: •: Provided further, That if one­
third or more of the producers as defined in 
a milk order apply in writing for a. hearing 
on a proposed amendment of such order, the 
Secretary shall call such a hearing if the 
proposed amendment is one that may legally 
be made to such order. Subsection {12) of 
this section shall not be construed to permit 
any cooperative to act for its members in an 
application for a hearing under the foregoing 
proviso and nothing In such proviso shall be 
construed to preclude tbe Secretary from 
calling an amendment hearing as provided 
in subsection (3) of this section. Tbe Secre­
tary shall not be required to call a bearing 
on any proposed amendment to an order in 
response to an application for a hearing on 
.such proposed amendment if the application 
requesting the hearing is received by the 
Secretary within ninety days after the date 
on which the Secretary has announced his 
decision on a previously proposed amendment 
to such order and the two proposed amend­
ments are essentially the same.' 

"(2) inserting after the phrase 'pure and 
wholesome milk' in section 8c{l8) the phrase 
"to meet current needs and further to assure 
a level of farm income adequate to maintain 
productive capacity sufficient to meet antic­
ipated needs'." 
Milk Price Support, Butterfat Price Support 

Suspension 
( 3) section 202 is amended by-
(A) striking the introductory clause which 

precedes subsection (a); 
(B) effective April 1, 1974, inserting in 

subsection (b) before the period a.t the end 
of the first sentence in the quotation the 
following: "of pure and wholesome milk to 
meet current needs, reflect changes in the 
cost of production, and assure a level of farm 
income adequate to maintain productive 
capacity sufficient to meet anticipated future 
needs"; and 

(C) inserting in subsection (b) after the 
:first sentence in the quotation the following: 
.. Notwithstanding the foregoing, effective for 
the period beginning with the date of enact­
ment of the Agriculture and Consumer Pro­
tection Act or 1973 and ending on March 31, 
1974, the price of milk shall be supported a.t 
not less than 80 per centum of the parity 
price therefor." 
Transfer of Dairy Products to the Military 

and to Veterans Hospitals 
( 4) Section 203 is amended by striking out 

"1973" and inserting "1978". 
Dairy Indemnity Program 

( 5) Section 204 is amended by-
( A) striking out "1973., and inserting 

"1978"; and 
(B) striking subsection (b) and substitut­

ing therefor the following: 
"(b) Section 1 of said Act is amended to 

read as follows: 
" 'SECTION 1. 'fhe Secretary of Agriculture 

is authorized to make indemnity payments 
for milk or cows producing such milk at a 
fair market value, to dairy farmers who have 
been directed since January 1, 1964 (but <Only 

CXIX-1193-Part 15 

since the date of enactment of the Agricul­
ture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 
in the case of indemnity payments not au­
thorized prior to such date of enactment). 
to remove their milk. and to indemnity pay­
ments for dairy products at fair market value 
to manufacturers of dairy products wh<O 
have been directed since the date of enact­
ment of the Agricultural Act of 1910 to re­
move their dairy products from commercial 
markets because of residues of chemicals 
registered and approved for use by the Fed­
eral Government at the time of such use. 
Any indemnity payment to any farmer shall 
continue until he has been reinstated and is 
again allowed to dispose of his milk on com­
mercia! markets.' " 

Dairy Import Limitation 
(6) Title II is amended by adding at the 

end thereof the following: 
"DAmY IMPORTS 

"SEC. 205. Section 22 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 624) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(g) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the President shall prohibit imports 
of dairy products for food use in excess of 
2 per centum of the total annual consump­
tion of dairy products for food use in the 
preceding calendar year, except that the 
President may increase the total quantity 
permitted to be imported if he determines 
and proclaims that such increase is required 
by overriding economic or national security 
interests of the United States. The President 
is authorized to provide that dairy products 
may be imported only by or for the account 
of a person or firm to whom a license has 
been issued by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
In issuing a. license for any increase in the 
quantity permitted to be imported under 
this section during any period after the 
enactment of the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973, the Secretary shall 
make licenses available to domestic produc­
ers and processors for a limited time before 
issuing licenses to others. For purposes of 
this subsection, dairy products include (1) 
all forms of milk and dairy products, butter­
fat, milk solids-not-fat, and any combina­
tion or mixture thereof; (2) any article, 
compound. or mixture containing 5 per cen­
tum or more of butterfat, or milk solids­
not-fat, or any combinations of the two; and 
(3) ca.setn. casemates, lactose, and other de­
rivatives of milk, butterfat, or milk solids­
not-fat, if imported commercially for any 
food use. Dairy products do not include (1) 
industrial casein, industrial casemates, or 
any other industrial product. not to be used 
in any form for any food use, or an ingredi­
ent of food; or (2) articles not normally con­
sidered to be dairy products, such as candy, 
bakery goods, and other slm1lar articles pro­
vided that dairy products in any form, in 
any such article are not commercially ex­
tractable or capable of being used commer­
cially as a replacement or substitute for 
such ingredients in the manufacture of any 
food product." 

Wool Program 
(7) Section 301is amended by-
(A) striking out "1973 .. each place it oc­

curs and inserting "1978", and by striking out 
the word "three" each place it occurs; and 

(B) adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing: 

"'(6) Strike out the first sentence of sec­
tion 708 and insert the folloWing: 'The Sec­
retary of Agriculture is authorized to enter 
into agreements with, or to approve agree­
ments entered into between, marketing co­
operatives, trade associations, or others en­
gaged or whose members are engaged in the 
handling of wool, mohair, sheep, or goats or 
the products thereof 'for the purpose of de­
veloping and conducting on a national, State, 
or regional basis advertising and sales pro­
motion programs and programs for the de­
velopment and dissemination of information 

on product quality, production management, 
and marketing improvement, for wool, mo­
hair, sheep, or goats or the products thereof. 
Advertising and sales promotion programs 
may be conducted outside of th~ United 
States for the purpose of maintaining and 
expanding foreign markets and uses for mo­
hair or goats or the produ cts thereof pro­
duced in the United States.'.' ' 

Wheat Production Incentives 
(8) Section 401 is amen ded by striking out 

"1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting " 1971 
through 1978"; and, effective beginning with 
the 1974 crop-

( A) substituting the word "payments" for 
the word "certificates" in section 107(b); 

(B) striking the quotation mark at the 
end of section 107(b); and 

(C) adding at the end of the section tba 
following: 

"(c) Payments shall be made for each crop 
of wheat to the producers on each farm in 
an amount determined by multiplying (i) 
the amount by which the higher of-

•• ( 1) the national weighted average market 
price received by farmers during the first 
five months of the marketing year for such 
crop, as determined by the Secretary, or 

"(2) the loan level determined under sub­
section (a) for such crop 
is less than tbe established price of $2.28 per 
bushel, adjusted for each of the 1975 through 
1978 crops to reflect any changes in the index 
of prices paid by farmers for production 
items, interest, taxes, and wage rates, times 
(ii) the allotment for the farm for such crop, 
times (iii) the projected yield established 
for the farm with such adjustments as the 
Secretary determines necessary to provide a 
fair and equitable yield. If the Secretary de­
termines that the producers are prevented 
from planting any portion of the farm acre­
age allotment to wheat or other nonconserv­
ing crop, because of drought, flood, or other 
natural disaster or condition beyond the con­
trol of the producer, the rate of payment on 
such portion shall be the larger of (A) the 
foregoing rate, or (B) one-third of the estab­
lished price. The Secretary shall provide for 
the sharing of payments made under this 
subsection for any farm among the pro­
ducers on the farm on a fair and equitable 
basis.'' 
Termination of Wheat Certificate Program, 

Farm Acreage Allotments 
(9) Section 400 is amended by inserting 

"(a.) •• after the section designation and add­
ing the following at the end of the section: 

"(b) (A) Section 379b of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (which provides for 
a. wheat marketing certificate program) shall 
not be applicable to the 1974 through 1978 
crops of wheat, except as provided in para­
graphs {B) and (C) of this subsection. 

•'(B) Section 379b(c) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended by sub­
section (a) of this section (which provides 
for a set-aside program), shall be effective 
With respect to the 1974 through 1978 crops 
of wheat With the following changes: 

"(1) The phrase 'payments authorized by 
section 107 (c) of the AgricUltural Act of 
1949' shall be substituted for the word •cer­
tificates' and the phrases 'certificates author­
ized in subsection (b) • and 'marketing cer­
tificates' each place they occur. 

"(ii) The word 'domestic' shall be stricken 
each place it occurs. 

"(iii) '1972 through 1978 crops' shall be 
substituted for '1972 or 1973 crop' In section 
379b(c) (1). 

"(iv) The third sentence in 379b(c) (1) is 
amended to read as follows: 'The Secretary 
is authorized for the 1974 through 1978 
crops to limit the acreage planted to wheat 
on the farm to a percentage of the acreage 
allotmen~: 

"(v) '1971 through 19'78' shall be sub­
stituted for '1971, 1972, and 1973' each place 
It occurs other than in the third sentence 
or section 379b(c) (1). 
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"(C) Section 379b (d), (e), (g), and (i) of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended by subsection (a) of this section, 
shall be effective for the 1974 through 1978 
crops amended to read as follows: 

"'(d) The Secretary shall provide for the 
sharing of payments made under this sec­
tion for any farm among producers on the 
farm on a fair and equitable basis. 

"'(e) In any case in which the failure of 
a producer to comply fully with the terms 
and conditions of the program formulated 
under this section precludes the making of 
loans, purchases, and payments, the Secre­
tary may, nevertheless, make such loans, 
purchases, and payments in such amounts as 
he determines to be equitable in relation to 
the seriousness of the default. 

"'(g) The Secretary is authorized to issue 
such regulations as he determines necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this title. 

"'(i) The Secretary shall carry out the pro­
gram authorized by this section through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation.' 

"(D) Section 379c of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938, effective only with 
respect to the 1974 through 1978 crops of 
wheat, is amended to read as follows: 

"'SEc. 379c. (a) (1) The farm acreage .al­
lotment for each crop of wheat shall be deter­
mined as provided in this section. The Secre­
tary shall proclaim the national acreage al­
lotment not later than April 15 of each 
calendar year for the crop harvested in the 
next succeeding calendar year. Such national 
allotment shall be the number of acres he 
determines on the basis of the estimated na­
tional .average yield for the crop for which 
the determination is being made will produce 
the quantity (less imports) that he estimates 
will be utilized domestically and for export 
during the marketing year for such crop. If 
the Secretary determines that carryover 
stocks are excessive or an increase in stocks 
is needed to .assure a desirable carryover, he 
may adjust the allotment by the amount he 
determines will accomplish the desired de­
crease or increase in carryover stocks. The 
national acreage allotment for any crop of 
wheat shall be .apportioned by the Secretary 
among the States on the basis of the appor­
tionment to each State of the national acre­
age allotment for the preceding crop ( 1973 
national domestic allotment in the c.ase of 
apportionment of the 1974 national acreage 
allotment) adjusted to the extent deemed 
necessary by the Secretary to establish a fair 
and equitable apportionment base for each 
State, taking into consideration established 
crop rotation practices, the estimated de­
crease in farm acreage allotments, and other 
relevant factors. 

"'(2) The St.ate acreage allotment for 
wheat, less a reserve of not to exceed 1 per­
centum thereof for apportionment as pro­
vided in this subsection, shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary among the counties in the 
State, on the basis of the apportionment to 
each such county of the wheat allotment for 
the preceding crop, adjusted to the extent 
deemed necessary by the Secretary in order 
to establish a fair and equitable apportion­
ment base for each county taking into con­
sideration established crop-rotation prac­
tices, the estimated decrease in farm allot­
ments, and other relevant factors. 

"'(3) The farm allotment for each crop 
of wheat shall be determined by apportioning 
the county wheat allotment among farms in 
the county which had a wheat allotment 
for the preceding crop on the basis of such 
allotment, adjusted to refiect established 
crop-rotation practices and such other fac­
tors as the Secretary determines should be 
considered for the purpose of establishing a 
fair and equitable .allotment. Notwithstand­
ing any other provision of this subsection, 
the farm allotment shall be adjusted down­
ward to the extent required by subsection 
(b). 

"'(4) Not to exceed 1 per centum of the 
State allotment for any crop may be appor­
tioned to farms for which there was not allot­
ment for the preceding crop on the basis of 
the following factors: suitability of the land 
for production of wheat, the past experience 
of the farm operator in the production of 
wheat, the extent to which the farm operator 
is dependent on income from farming for his 
livelihood, the production of wheat on other 
farms owned, operated, or controlled by the 
farm operator, and such other factors as the 
Secretary determines should be considered for 
the purpose of establishing fair and equitable 
farm allotments. No part of such reserve 
shall be apportioned to a farm to reflect 
new cropland brought into production after 
the date of enactment of the set-aside pro­
gram for wheat. 

" ' ( 5) The planting on a farm of wheat of 
any crop for which no farm allotment was 
established shall not make the farm eligible 
for an allotment under subsection (a) (3) nor 
shall such farm by reason of such planting 
be considered ineligible for an allotment 
under subsection (a) (4). 

"'(6) The Secretary may make such ad­
justments in acreage under this Act as he 
determines necessary to correct for abnormal 
factors affecting production, and to give due 
consideration to tillable acreage, crop rota­
tion practices, types of soil, soil and water 
conservation measures, and topography, and 
in addition, in the case of conserving use 
acreages to such other factors as he deems 
necessary in order to establish a fair and 
equitable conserving use acreage for the 
farm. 

"'(b) (1) If for any crop the total acreage 
of wheat planted on a farm is less than the 
farm allotment, the farm allotment used as a 
base for the succeeding crop shall be reduced 
by the percentage by which such planted 
acreage was less than such farm allotment, 
but such reduction shall not exceed 20 per 
centum of the farm allotment for the pre­
ceding crop. If no acreage has been planted 
to wheat for three consecutive crop years on 
any farm which has an allotment, such farm 
shall lose its allotment. Producers on any' 
farm who have planted to wheat not less 
than 90 per centum of the allotment for the 
farm shall be considered to have planted an 
acreage equal to 100 per centum of such 
allotment. An acreage on the farm which 
the Secretary determines was not planted 
to wheat because of drought, flood, or other 
natural disaster or condition beyond the con­
trol of the producer shall be considered to 
be an acreage of wheat planted for harvest. 
For the purpose of this subsection, the Secre­
tary may permit producers of wheat to have 
acreage devoted to soybeans, feed grains for 
which there is a set-aside program in effect, 
guar, castor beans, or such other crops as 
the Secretary may deem appropriate consid­
ered as devoted to the production of wheat 
to such extent and subject to such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary determines 
will not impair the effective operation of the 
program. 

"' (2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (b) (1), no farm allotment shall 
be reduced or lost through failure to plant 
the farm allotment, if the producer elects 
not to receive payments for the portion of 
the farm allotment not planted, to which 
he would otherwise be entitled under the 
provisions of section 107(c) of the Agricul­
tural Act of 1949.'" 
Repeal of Processor Certificate Requirement 

(10) (A) Section 403 is amended by insert­
ing "(a)" after the section designation and 
by inserting at the end thereof the follow­
ing: 

"(b) Sections 379d, 379e, 379f, 379g, 379h, 
379i, and 379j of the Agricultural AdjuSit­
ment Act of 1938 (which deal with market­
ing certificate requirements for processors 
and exporters) shall not be applicable to 

wheat processed or exported during the pe­
riod beginning on the date of enactment of 
the Agriculture and Consumer Protection 
Act of 1973 through June 30, 1979." 

(B) The Secretary of Agriculture is au­
thorized to issue such rules and regulations 
as he deems necessary to achieve a prompt 
and effective implementation of the amend­
ment made by subparagraph (A) of this para­
graph, and to guarantee that the amounts 
which a producer would have realized under 
law for the 1973 crop of wheat from the sale 
of his farm domestic allotment of wheat in 
the absence of the changes relating to mar­
keting certificate requirements made by the 
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 
1973 shall be paid to such producer as if such 
changes had not been made. 

Suspension of Wheat Marketing Quotas 
( 11) Section 404 is amended by striking 

" 1971, 1972, and 1973" wherever it appears 
and inserting "1971 through 1978", and by 
striking "1972 and 1973" and inserting "1972 
through 1978". 

State Agency Allotments, Proven Yields 
(12) Section 405 is amended by striking 

out "1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 
through 1978"; by repealing paragraph (2) 
effective with the 1974 crop; by inserting 
"(a)" after the section designation; by 
changing the period and quotation mark at 
the end of the section to a semicolon; and by 
adding at the end of the section the follow­
ing: 

"(b) Effective only with respect to the 1974 
through 1978 crops, section 708 of Public Law 
89-321 is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end thereof a comma and the 
following: 'but this sentence shall not be 
applicable to wheat'." 

Suspension of Quota Provisions 
(13) Section 406 is amended by striking 

out "1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 
through 1978". 
Reductions in Wheat Stored To Avoid Penalty 

(14) Section 407 is amended to read as fol­
fows: 

"SEC. 407: The amount of any wheat stored 
by a producer under section 379c(b) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, prior to the 1971 crop of wheat 
may be reduced after the date of enact­
ment of the Agriculture and Consumer Pro­
tection Act of 1973 without penalty of any 
kind." 
Application of the Agricultural Act of 1949 

(15) Section 408 is amended by striking 
out "1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 
through 1978". 
Commodity Credit Corporation Sales Price 

Restrictions 
(16) Section 409 is amended by striking 

out "1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting 
"1971 through 1978". 

Set-Aside on Summer Fallow Farms 
(17) Section 410 is amended by striking out 

"1971, 1972, and 1973" and inserting "1971 
through 1978". 

Feed Grains 
(18) Section 501 is amended by-
(A) striking out that portion which pre­

cedes the first colon and inserting the fol­
lowing: . 

"SEc. 501. (a) Effective only with respect to 
the 1971 through 1978 (1971 through 1973 in 
the case of subsection (b) ) crops of feed 
grains, section 105 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, is further amended to read 
as follows:", 

(B) adding at the end thereof the follow­
ing: 

"(b) Effective only with respect to the 
1974 through 1978 crops of feed grains, sec­
tion 105(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is further amended to read as 
follows: 

"'(b) (1) In addition, the Secretary shall 
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make available to producers payments for 
each crop or corn, grain sorghums, and, if 
designated by the Secretary, barley, com­
puted by multiplying (1) the payment .rate, 
times (2) the allotment for the farm for 
such crop, times (3) the yield established for 
the farm for the preceding crop with such 
adjustments as the Secretary determines nec­
essary to provide a fair and equitable yield. 
The payment rate for corn shall be the 
amount by which the higher of-

.. • (1) the national weighted average mar­
ket price received by farmers during the first 
five months of the marketing year for such 
crop, as determined by the Secretary, or 

" • (2) the loan level determined under sec­
tion (a) for such crop 
is less than the established price of $1.53 per 
bushel, adjll500d for each of the 1975 through 
1978 crops to reflect any changes in the in­
dex of prices paid by farmers for production 
items, interest, taxes, and wage rates. The 
payment rate for grain sorghums and, if des­
ignated by the Secretary, barley, shall be 
such rate as the Secretary determines fair 
and reasonable in relation to the rate at 
which payments are made available for corn. 
If the Secretary determines that the pro­
ducers on a farm are prevented from plant­
ing any portion of the farm acreage allot­
ment to feed grains or other nonconserving 
crop, because of drought, flood, or other nat­
ural disaster or condition beyond the control 
of the producer, the rate of payment on such 
portion shall be the larger of (A) the fore­
going rate, or (B) one-third of the estab­
lished price. 

"'(2) The Secretary shall, prior to Jan­
uary 1 of each calendar year, determine and 
proclaim for the crop produced in such calen­
dar year a national acreage allotment for 
feed grains, which shall be the number of 
acres he determines on the basis of the esti­
mated national average yield of the feed 
grains included in the program for the crop 
for which the determination is being made 
will produce the quantity (less imports) of 
such feed grains that he estimates will be 
utilized domestically and for export during 
the .marketing year for such crop. If the Sec­
retary determines that carryover stocks of 
any of the feed grains are excessive or an in­
crease in stocks is needed to assure a. desir­
able carryover, he may adjust the feed grain 
allotment by the amount he determines will 
accomplish the desired decrease or increase in 
carryover stocks. State, county, and farm feed 
grain allotments shall be established on the 
basis of the feed grain allotments established 
for the p?ec~ding crop (for 1974 on the basis 
of the feed grain bases established for 1973) , 
adjusted to the extent deemed necessary to 
establish a fair and equitable apportionment 
base for each State, county, and farm. Not 
to exceed 1 per centum of the State feed 
grain allotment may be reserved for appor­
tionment to new feed grain farms on the 
basis of the following factors: suitab11ity o:t 
the land for production of feed grains, the 
extent to which the farm operatm· is de­
pendent on income !:.:om farming for his 
livelihood, the production of feed grains on 
other farms owned, operated, or contributed 
by the farm operator, and such other factors 
as the Secretary determines should be con­
sidered for the purpose of establishing fair 
and equitable feed grain allotments. 

" • (3) If for any crop the total acreage 
on a farm planted to feed grains included in 
the program formulated under this subsec­
tion is less than the feed grain allotment for 
the farm, the feed grain allotment for the 
farm for the succeeding crops shall be re­
duced by the percentage by which the 
planted acreage is less than the feed grain 
allotment for the farm, but such reduction 
shall not e~ceed 20 per centum of the feed 
gmin allotment. If no acreage has been 
planted to such feed grains for three con­
secutive crop years on any fa.nn which has a 

feed grain allotment, such farm shall lose its 
feed grain allotment: Provided~ That no farm 
feed grain allotment shall be reduced or lost 
through failure to plant, it the producer 
elects not to receive payment for such portion 
of the farm feed grain allotment not planted, 
to which he would otherwise be entitled un­
der the provisions of this Act. Producers on 
any farm who have planted to such feed 
grains not less than 90 per centum of the feed 
grain allotment shall be considered to have 
planted an acreage equal to 100 per centum 
of such allotment. An acreage on the farm 
which the Secretary determines was not 
planted to such feed grains because of 
drought, flood, or other natural disaster or 
condition beyond the control of the producer 
shall be considered to be an acreage of feed 
grains planted for harvest. For the purpose 
of this paragraph, the Secretary may permit 
producers of feed grains to have acreage de­
voted to soybeans, wheat, guar, castor beans, 
or such other crops as the Secretary may 
deem appropriate, considered as devoted to 
the production of such feed grains to such 
extent and subject to such terms and condi­
tions as the Secretary determines will not 
impair the effective operation of the feed 
grain of soybean program.'.", 

(C) striking out "1971, 1972, 1973" where it 
appears in that part which amends section 
105(c) (1) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 and 
inserting "1971 through 1978", and by strik­
ing out the word "base" in the second sen­
tence and substituting the word "allotment". 

(D) amending the third sentence of sec­
tion 105(c) (1) to read as follows: "The Sec­
retary is authorized for the 1974 through 
1978 crops to limit the acreage planted to 
feed grains on the farm to a percentage of 
the farm acreage allotment.'', 

(E) striking out paragraphs (1) and (3) 
of subsection (e), all but the first sentence 
of paragraph (2) of subsection ( e L and all of 
subsection (g). 
Suspension of Marketing Quotas for Cotton, 

Minimum Base Acreage Allotment 
(19) Section 601 is amended by-
(A) striking out "1971, 1972, and 1973" 

wherever it appears therein and inserting 
"1971 through 1978", 

(B) striking "1970, 1971, and 1972" from 
paragraph (2) and inserting "1970 through 
1977", 

(C) striking "1974" from paragraph (3) (1) 
and inserting "1979", and by striking "1972 
and 1973" from paragraph (4) and inserting 
"1972 through 1978"~ 

(D) etrective beginning with the 1974 crop, 
adding at the end of section 350(a) in para­
graph (4) of section 601 the following: "The 
national base acreage allotment for the 1974 
through 1978 crops shall not be less than ten 
million acres.", 

(E) e1fective beginning wLth the 1974 crop, 
striking "soybeans, wheat or feed grains" 
from the last sentence of section 350(e) (2) 
in paragraph ( 4) of section 601 and insert­
ing "soybeans, wheat, feed grains, guar, 
castor beans, or such other crops as the 
Secr-etary may deem appropriate". 

Cotton Production Incentives 
(20) Section 602 is amended by-
(A) striking .. 1971, 1972, and 1973" wher­

ever it appears therein and inserting .. 1971 
through 1978", by striking "the 1972 or 1973 
crop" where it appears in that part amend­
ing section 103(e) (1) of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 and inserting "any of the 1972 
through 1978 crops", and by striking out 
"acreage world price" in that part amending 
section 103(e) (1) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, and substituting "average world price"; 

(B) in that part amending section 103(e) 
(1) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 striking 
out "two-year period" wherever it appears 
therein and substituting "three-year period"; 
by striking out "Middling one-inch" and sub­
stituting "Strict low middling one and one­
sixteenth Inches"; and by striking out that 

part beginning with "except that" in the 
first sentence and substituting "except that 
the Secretary shall make such adjustments 
as are necessary to keep United States upland 
cotton in line with average world prices and 
retain an adequate share of the world market 
for such cotton."; 

(C) etrective, beginning with the 1974 crop, 
amending section 103(e) (2) of the Agricul­
tural Act of 1949, as it appears in such sec­
tion 602 to read as follows: 

"(2) Payments shall be made for each crop 
of cotton to the producers on each farm at 
a rate equal to the amount by which the 
higher of-

.. ( 1) the national average market price for 
Strict low middling one and one-sixteenth 
inches cotton (micronaire 3.5 through 4.9) 
in the designated spot markets during the 
first five months of the marketing year for 
such crop, as determined by the Secretary, or 

.. ( 2) the loan level determined under para­
graph (1) for such crop 
is less than the established price of 43 cents 
per pound adjusted for each of the 1975 
through 1978 crops to reflect any changes in 
the inde.x of prices paid by farmers for pro­
duction items, interest, taxes, and wage rates. 
U the Secretary determines that the pro­
ducers on a farm are prevented from plant­
ing any portion of the allotment to cotton or 
a nonconserving crop, because of drought, 
fiood, or other natural disaster, or condition 
beyond the control of the producer, the rate 
of payment for such portion shall be the 
larger of (A) the foregoing rate, or (B) one­
third of the established price. The payment 
rate with respect to any producer who (i) is 
on a small farm (that is, a farm on which the 
base acreage allotment is ten acres or less, 
or on which the yield used in making pay­
ments times the farm base acreage allotment 
is five thousand pounds or less, and for which 
the base acreage allotment has not been re­
duced under section 350(f)), (U) resides on 
such farm, and (ill) derives his principal in­
come from cotton produced on such farm, 
shall be increased by 30 per centum; but, 
notwithstanding paragraph (3), such in­
crease shall be made only with respect to his 
share of cotton actually harvested on such 
farm within the quantity specified in para­
graph (3) .'' 

(D) e1fective, beginning with the 1974 crop, 
amending the third sentence of section 103 
(e) (4) (A) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
it appears in such section 602 to read as fol­
lows: "The Secretary is authorized for the 
1974 through 1978 crops to limit the acreage 
planted to upland cotton on the farm in ex­
cess of the farm base acreage allotment to a 
percentage of the farm base acreage allot­
ment". 
Commodity Credit Corporation Sales Price 

Restri<:tions for Cotton 
(21) Section 603 is amended by striking 

out "1974" and inserting "1979", and by strik­
ing out .. Middling one-inch" and inserting 
••strict low middling one and one-sixteenth 
inches". 

Miscellaneous Cotton Provisions 
(22) Sections 604. 605, 606, 607, and 608 

are each amended by striking out "1971, 1972, 
and 1973" and inserting "1971 through 1978" . 

Cotton Market Development 
(23) Section 610 is amended by striking 

out "1972 and 1973" and inserting "1972 
through 1978". 

Cotton Insect Eradication 
(24) Title VI is amended by adding at the 

end thereof the following: 
"SEc. 611. Section 104 of the Agricultural 

~ct of 1949, as amended, is amended by add­
mg a new subsection (d) as follows: 

"'(d) In order to reduce cotton production 
costs, to prevent the movement of certain 
cotton plant insects to areas not now in­
fested, and to enbance the quality of the 
environment, the Sec:-etary is authorized and 
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directed to carry out programs to destroy and 
eliminate cotton boll weevils in infested areas 
of the United States as provided herein and 
to carry out similar programs with respect 
to pink bollworms or any other major cotton 
insect if the Secretary determines that meth­
ods and systems have been developed to the 
point that success in eradication of such in­
sects is assured. The Secretary shall carry out 
the eradication programs authorized by thiS 
subsection through the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. In carrying out insect eradica­
tion projects, the Secretary shall utilize the 
technical and related services of appropriate 
Federal, State, and private agencies. Produc­
ers and landowners in an eradication zone, as 
established by the Secretary, and who are 
receiving benefits from any program admin­
istered by the United States Department of 
Agriculture, shall, as a condition of receiving 
or continuing any such benefits, participate 
in and cooperate with the eradication proj­
ect, as specified in regulations of the Secre­
tary. Where special measures deemed essen­
tial to achievement of the eradication ob­
jective are taken by the project and result in 
a loss of production and income to the pro­
ducer, the Secretary shall provide reasonable 
and equitable indemnification from funds 
available for the project, and also provide 
for appropriate protection of the allotment, 
acreage history, and average yield for the 
farm. The cost of the program in each eradi­
cation zone shall be determined, and cotton 
producers in the zone shall be required to 
pay up to one-half thereof, with the exact 
share in each zone area to be specified by 
the Secretary upon his finding that such 
share is reasonable and equitable based on 
population levels of the target insect and 
the degree of control measures normally re­
quired. Each producer's pro rata share shall 
be deducted from his cotton payment under 
this Act or otherwise collected, as provided 
in regulations of the Secretary. Insofar as 

· practicable, cotton producers and other per­
sons engaged in cotton production in the 
eradication zone shall be employed to par­
ticipate in the work of the project in such 
zone. Funding of the program shall be ter­
minated at such time as the Secretary deter­
mines and reports to the Congress that com­
plete eradication of the insects for which 
programs are undertaken pursuant to this 
subsection has been accomplished. Funds in 
custody of agencies carrying out the pr~ 
gram shall, upon termination of such pro­
gram, be accounted for to the Secretary for 
appropriate disposition. 

" 'The Secretary is authorized to cooperate 
with the Government of Mexico in carrying 
out operations or measures in Mexico which 
he deems necessary and feasible to prevent 
the movement into the United States from 
Mexico of any insects eradicated under the 
provisions of this subsection. The measure 
and character of cooperation carried out 
under this subsection on the part of the 
United States and on the part of the Gov­
ernment of Mexico, including the expendi­
ture or use of funds made available by the 
Secretary under this subsection, shall be 
such as may be prescribed by the Secretary. 
Arrangements for the cooperation author-

- ized by this subsection shall be made through 
and in consultation with the Secretary of 
State.'." 

Public Law 480 
{25) Section 701 is amended by striking 

out "1973" and inserting "1978"; and title 
VII is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

"SEc. 703. Section 102 of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954, as amended, is amended by deleting the 
language that follows the first colon and 
changing the colon to a period. 

"SEc. 704. Section 103 of such Act is 
amended by-

"{a) adding immediately before the semi­
colon at the end of subsection (d) a period 

and the following: 'Notwithstanding any 
other provisions of law, the President may 
enter into a sales agreement for dollars under 
title I of this Act with a country with which 
such agreement may not otherwise be con­
cluded if assistance in any form may be 
made available under title II of this Act: 
Provided, That the President finds with re­
spect to each such sales agreement, and so 
informs the Senate and the House of Repre­
sentatives of the reasons therefor, that the 
making of each such agreement would be 
in the national interest of the United States, 
and publishes such findings and the reasons 
therefor in the Federal Register'; 

"(b) inserting before the semicolon at the 
end of subsection ( o) the following: 'and 
that commercial supplies are available to 
meet demands developed through programs 
carried out under this Act. In order to fur­
ther stimulate exports and to facilitate con­
version of concessional sales and donations 
under this Act to cash dollar sales, applica­
tions by recipient countries for participation 
in programs under this Act shall include 
considerations of supplementary cash dollar 
sales at that time or in the future'. 

"SEc. 705. (a) Subsection (c) of section 
104 of such Act is repealed. 

"(b) Subsection (b) of section 106 of such 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: 'No agreement entered into 
under this Act with any foreign country 
shall provide or require that foreign curren­
cies accruing to the United States under this 
Act be used for the purpose of procuring 
for such country any equipment, materials, 
facilities, or services for any military or de­
fense purpose (including internal security 
purposes) .' " 

Beekeeper Indemnities 
(26) Section 804 is amended by striking 

out "December 31, 1973" and inserting "De­
cember 31, 1978.'' 

Miscellaneous Provisions 
(27) Add at the end of title 8 the follow­

ing: 
"SEc. 807. Section 5(!) of the Commodity 

Credit Corporation Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 
714c(f)) is amended to read as follows: 

"'(f) Export or cause to be exported, or 
aid in the development of foreign markets 
for, agricultural commodities: Provided, 
That any application for subsidies under 
this or any other Act for the exportation of 
any agricultural commodity must specify 
the kind, class, and quantity of the com­
modity and the regional geographic destina­
tion. Such information shall be published by 
the Secretary in the Federal Register and 
disseminated to appropriate news media 
within seventy-two hours after such appli­
cation is filed.' 

"SEc. 808. The Food Stamp Act of 1964, as 
amended, is amended-

"(a) by adding at the end of section 
3, the following: 

"• (n) The term "program of distribution 
of federally donated foods" means any pro­
gram promulgated pursuant to section 32 
of Public Law 74-320, as amended, or sec­
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, that involves the distribution of 
federally donated foods to households. 

" • ( o) The term 'paraprofessional' means 
a lay person who operates under the direc­
tion and supervision of a professional trained 
social worker." 

"(b) by amending subsection (b) of sec­
tion 5 to read as follows: 

"'(b) The Secretary, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare, shall establish uniform national stand­
ards of eligibility for participation by house­
holds in the food stamp program and the 
program of distribution of federally donated 
foods, that shall apply wherever those pro­
grams are in effect, and no plan of operation _ 
submitted by a State agency shall be ap­
proved unless the standards of eligibility 

meet those established by the Secretary. The 
standards established by the Secretary, at a 
minimum, shall prescribe the amounts of 
household income and other financial re­
sources, including both liquid and nonliquid 
assets, to be used as criteria of eligibility. 
However, in no event shall the resource eli­
gibility criteria, for liquid and nonliquid 
assets, established by the Secretary be less 
than $3,000 for each individual sixty years 
of age or over. Any household which includes 
a member who has reached his eighteenth 
birthday and who iS claimed as a dependent 
child for Federal income tax purposes by a 
taxpayer who is not a member of an eligible 
household, shall be ineligible to participate 
in any food stamp program established pur­
suant to this Act during the tax period such 
dependency is claimed and for a period of 
one year after expiration of such tax period. 
The Secretary may also establish temporary 
emergency standards of eligibility, without 
regard to income and other financial re­
sources, for households that are the victims 
of a mechanical disaster which disrupts the 
distribution of coupons, and for households 
that are victims of a disaster which dis­
rupted commercial channels of food distri­
bution when he determines that such house­
holds are in need of temporary food assist­
ance, and that commercial channels of food 
distribution have again become available to 
meet the temporary food needs of such 
households: Provided, That the Secretary 
shall in the case of Puerto Rico, Guam, and 
the Virgin Islands, establish special stand­
ards of eligibility and coupon allotment 
schedules which reflect the average per 
capita income and cost of obtaining a nutri­
tionally adequate diet in Puerto Rico and 
the respective territories; except that in no 
event shall the standards of eligibility or 
coupon allotment schedules so used exceed 
those in the fifty States. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, households in 
which members are included in a federally 
aided public assistance program pursuant to 
title XVI of the Social Security Act shall be 
eligibile to participate in the food stamp 
program or the program of distribution of 
federally donated foods if they satisfy the 
appropriate income and resources eligibility 
criteria.' 

"(c) by adding at the end of subsection 
(a) of section 7, the following: 'Provided, 
That the Secretary shall raise the face value 
of the coupon allotment to be issued to a 
household that includes a person who is 
medically certified as requiring a special diet 
due to disease or some organic difficulty by 
such amount as the Secretary shall establish 
for each such person in order to assure a 
nutritionally adequate diet.' 

"(d) by amending subsections (c) and (e) 
of section 10 to read as follows: 

" • (c) Each household desiring to partici­
pate in the food stamp program shall be 
certified for eligibility upon completion of a 
simplified application form seeking data on 
sources of income, deductions, household 
size, and composition coupled with the pres­
P.ntation of reasonably available documenta­
tion verifying income, which application 
shall be acted upon and eligibility certified 
or denied within thirty days following the 
date upon which the request for food stamp 
assistance is initially made, except that any 
household which is receiving public assist­
ance from any State under a program ap­
proved pursuant to title IV of the Social Se­
curity Act and which makes application for 
the benefits of this Act shall be certified 
for eligibility upon request. 

" 'In the case of any application with re­
spect to which certification or denial is not 
made within thirty days after the date on 
which such application is filed, provide tem­
porary certification of eligibility to such 
household until a final decision on the 
merits of the application can be made. 

"The income of any migrant (as defined in 



June 8, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- SENATE 18897 
42 U.S.C. 242h) household earned on a sea­
sonal basis shall be average on a three-, six-, 
or twelve-month basis as the applicant may 
elect, and certification for eligibility of such 
household shall be made for a like period of 
time. Certification of a household as eligible 
in any political subdivision shall, in the event 
of removal of such household to another 
political subdivision in which the food stamp 
program is operating, remain valid for par­
ticipation in the food stamp program for a 
period of sixty days from the date of such 
removal. Each participating household whose 
income or resources increase or whose size 
decreases or whose composition is affected 
in such a manner as to lower the coupon 
allotment value to which it is entitled pur­
suant to section 7 (a) of this Act, shall be 
required no later than thirty days after the 
close of each quarter in which such change 
of circumstances occurs. to submit a report 
to the appropriate State agency containing 
such information, including the reporting 
of such change, and in such form as the 
Secretary may prescribe in order to enable 
the State agency to determine the house­
hold's continued eligibility for the program 
and the value of the coupon allotment such 
household should receive and the amount it 
should be charged therefor pursuant to sec­
tion 7 of this Act. In the event that any 
household required to submit such a report 
fails to do so, such household shall not be 
eligible to participate in the program so long 
as such failure continues. 

"'(e) The State agency of each State de­
siring to participate in the food stamp pro­
gram shall submit for approval a plan. of 
operation specifying the manner in wh1ch 
such State intends to conduct the program 
and the Secretary shall, upon approval of the 
plan, permit the State or any political sub­
division within such State which wishes to 
institute the program to do so within ninety 
days of requesting institution of the pro­
gram, unless the State or political subdi­
vision wishes to delay such institution. Such 
plan of operation shall provide, among such 
other provisions as may by regulation be 
required, the following: (1) the use of the 
eligibility standards promulgated by the 
Secretary under section 5 of this Act and 
the certification procedures specified in sub­
section (c) of this section; (2) safeguards 
which restrict the use or disclosure of in­
formation obtained from applicant house­
holds to persons directly connected with the 
administration or enforcement of the pro­
visions of this Act or the regulations issued 
pursuant to this Act; (3) pursuant to guide­
lines issued by the Secretary employment by 
the State agency in each political subdivision 
in which ·.;he program is in effect of one 
worker (including paraprofessionals) per 
year for each one thousand participating 
households for the purpose of undertaking 
the certification of applicant households, 
and one worker (including paraprofession­
als) per year for each five hundred house­
holds in that subdivision whose incomes are 
under the income poverty guidelines re­
ported by the Census Bureau of the United 
States Department of Commerce, but who 
are not participating in the food stamp pro­
gram, for the purpose of informing such 
households of the availability and benefits of 
the program and encouraging their partici­
pation; (4) granting a fair hearing, and 
prompt determination thereafter, to any 
household aggrieved by any action of a 
State agency under any provision of its plan 
of operation as it affects the participation 
of such household in the program, includ­
ing the granting of Federal reimbursable 
retroactive relief wherever appropriate by 
reducing the amount to be charged for the 
household 's coupon allotment pursuant to 
section 7(b) of this Act, if any; (5) issuance 
of coupon allotments no less often than two 

times per month; (6) notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the institution of pro­
cedures under which any household partici­
pating in the program shall be entitled, if it 
so elects, to have the charges, if any, for its 
coupon allotment deducted from any grant 
or payment such household may be entitled 
to receive under title IV of the Social Secu­
rity Act and have its coupon allotment dis­
tributed to it with such grant or payment; 
and (7) the submission of such reports and 
other information as may from time to time 
be required.' 

"(e) by amending section 15 to read as 
follows: 

" 'SEc. 15. Each State shall be responsible 
for financing, from funds available to the 
State or political subdivision thereof, 20 per 
centum of the costs of carrying out the ad­
ministrative responsibilities assigned to it 
under the provisions of this Act. The Secre­
tary shall pay to each State 80 per centum 
of such costs, including, but not limited to, 
the certification of households; the accept­
ance, storage, and protection of coupons 
after their delivery to receiving points with­
in the States; the issuance of such coupons 
to eligible households and the control and 
accounting thereof; and the performance of 
outreach and fair hearing requirements con­
tained in subsections (e) (3) and (e) (4) of 
section 10 of this Act.' 

"(f) by striking out in the first sentence 
of subsectioa (a) of section 16, 'June 30, 
1972, and June 30, 1973' and inserting in lieu 
thereof • June 30, 1972, through June 30, 
1978', and by inserting at the end of the first 
sentence of subsection (a) the following new 
sentence· 'Sums appropriated under the pro­
visions of this Act shall, notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other law, continue to re­
main available until expended.', by deleting 
subsection (b) , and by relettering subsec­
tion (c) as (b) and subsection (d) as (c). 

"(g) by adding at the end of subsection 
(h) of section 10, the following: "Subject to 
such terms and conditions as may be pre­
scribed by the Secretary, in the regulations 
issued pursuant to this Act, members of an 
eligible household who are sixty years of age 
or over or elderly persons and their spouses 
may also use coupons issued to them to pur­
chase meals prepared by senior citizens' cen­
ters, apartment buildings occupied pri­
marily by elderly persons, any public or non­
profit private school which prepares meals 
especially for elderly persons, any public 
or nonprofit private eating establishment 
which prepares meals especially for elderly 
persons during special hours, and any other 
public and nonprofit private establishment 
approved for such purpose by the Secretary. 
When an appropriate State or local agency 
contracts with a private establishment to 
offer, at concessional prices, meals prepared 
especially for elderly persons during regular 
or special hours, the Secretary shall permit 
eligible households who are sixty years of age 
or over or elderly persons and their spouses 
to use coupons issued to them to purchase 
such meals.' -

"(h) by adding at the end of subsection 
(b) of section 3 the following: 'It shall also 
include seeds and plants for use in gardens 
to produce food for the personal consump­
tion of th& eligible household.' 

"(i) by amending subsection (a) at sec­
tion 7 to read as follows: 

"'(a) The face value of the coupon allot­
ment which State agencies shall be author­
ized to issue to any households certified as 
eligible to participate in the food stamp pro­
gram shall be in such amount as the Secre­
tary determines to be the cost of a nutrition­
ally adequate diet, adjusted semiannually to 
reflect changes in the prices of food pub­
lished by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 
the Department of Labor: Provided, That a 
special adjustment will be implemented Au-

gust 1, 1973, and shall incorporate the 
changes in the prices of food through April 
30, 1973.' 

"(j) by adding at the end thereof a new 
section as follows: 
"'AUTHORITY OF CERTAIN ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS 

IN ALASKA TO USE COUPONS FOR THE PUR­
CHASE OF HUNTING AND FISHING EQUIPMENT 
EXCEPT FIREARMS, AMMUNITION, AND OTHER 
EXPLOSIVES 

"'SEc. 17. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of this Act, members of eligible house­
holds living in the State of Alaska shall be 
permitted, in accordance with such rules and 
regulations as the Secretary may prescribe, 
to purchase hunting and fishing equipment 
except firearms, ammunition, and other ex­
plosives, with coupons issued under this Act 
if the Secretary determines that (1) such 
households are located in an area of the 
State which makes it extremely difficult for 
members of such households to reach retail 
food stores, and (2) such households depend 
to a substantial extent on hunting and fish­
ing for subsistence purposes.' 

"SEc. 809. The first sentence of section 305 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural De­
velopment Act is amended by striking out 
'against the farm or other security• and in­
serting 'of the borrower under such sec­
tions'. 

"SEc. 810. The Secretary of Agriculture, in 
cooperation with the land grant colleges, 
commodity organizations, general farm orga­
nizations, and individual farmers, shall con­
duct a cost of production study of the wheat, 
feed grain, cotton, and dairy commodities 
under the various production practices and 
establish a current national weighted aver­
age cost of production. This study shall be 
updated annually and shall include all typi­
cal variable costs, a return on fixed costs 
equal to the existing interest rates charged 
by the Federal Land Bank, and return for 
management comparable to the normal man­
agement fees charged by other comparable 
industries. These studies shall be based upon 
the size unit that requires one man t o farm 
on a full-time b-asis. 

"SEc. 811. (a) The Secretary of Agricul­
ture is authorized and directed to carry out 
a comprehensive study and investigation to 
determine the reasons for the extensive loss 
of livestock sustained each year, through 
injury and disease, while such livestock is 
being transported in interstate commerce 
for commercial purposes. The Secretary is 
also authorized and directed to conduct, 
in connection with such study and investi­
gat ion, an intensive research program for 
the purpose of developing measures that 
can be taken to reduce materially the num­
ber of animals lost, through injury and dis­
ease, during transportation for commercial 
purposes. 

"(b) The Secretary of Agricult ure shall 
submit to the Congress not more than four 
years after the date of enactment of this 
section a final report on the results of his 
study and investigation and research to­
gether with such recommendations for ad­
ministrative and legislative action as he 
deems appropriate. He shall submit such 
interim reports to the Congress as he deems 
advisable, but at least one at the end of each 
twelve-month period following the date of 
enactment of this section. 

" (c) There is authorized to be appropri­
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this section, but not 
more than $500,000 in any fiscal year. 

"SEc. 812. (a) The President is hereby 
authorized to, and it is hereby recommended 
that he, take such action as necessary to 
initiate the convening of a conference of the 
countries of the world on the conduct of 
trade in grains and products of grains with 
the object of negotiating an international 
agreement on grains by July 1, 1974. Specific 
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efforts should be made to secure the partici­
pation in such conference and the agree­
ment resulting therefrom of all maj"~r grain 
exporting and importing countries includ­
ing the Soviet Union and the People's Re­
public of China. 

" (b) Elements to be addressed in the con­
ference and to be sought through negotiation 
in an international grains agreement should 
include maximum and minimum price levels, 
supply and import commitments, rules on 
the disposal or stockpiling of surplus do­
mestic production, limitations on the use of 
export subsidies, provisions for cooperation 
among countries in managing the supplies 
put onto the market, provisions on world 
production and trade in grains, world grains 
reserve subject to international supervision 
to assure importers of the ablllty of exporters 
to meet their supply commitments, and na­
tional grains reserves under national control 
to provide for national emergencies, price 
stability, and other purposes. 

"(c) Pursuant to the constitutional au­
thority and responsiblllty of the Congress 
'to regulate commerce with foreign nations,' 
it is recommended that the President report 
to the committees dealing with agricultural 
matters and other appropriate committees of 
both Houses of the Congress within ninety 
days of the effective date of the Agriculture 
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 and at 
intervals of not less than ninety days there­
after regarding the progress of his efforts to 
achieve the convening of a conference as 
provided herein, and not later than the tenth 
day of each month when Congress is in ses­
sion and an international conference con­
vened pursuant to this section is underway 
concerning the progress of negotiations. It 
is recommended that the President accredit 
a designee of each of the House Committee 
on Agriculture and the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry as an observer­
delegate on the delegation of the United 
States in any such international conference, 
and that such designees be accorded full ac­
cess to all background and other information 
used by the United States delegation in de­
termining its negotiating position and con­
ducting negotiations, and be admitted to all 
meetings of the United States' delegation 
and to all proceedings of the international 
conference. 

"SEc. 813. There is hereby created a Na­
tional Agricultural Transportation Committee 
to be composed of the Secretary of Agricul­
ture, as Chairman, the Director of the Office 
of Emergency Preparedness (or successor 
agency), and the Chairman of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, or their designees, 
and a representative of each of the following: 
National Grain and Feed Association, Na­
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives, For­
est Industries Council, Association of Ameri­
can Railroads, the United Transportation 
Union, the International Longshoremen's As­
sociation and the American National Cattle­
man's Association. 

"Upon written request of two or more 
members the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
call a meeting of the Committee to deter­
mine if an emergency exists with regard 
to the transportation of agricultural com­
modities (including wood products). If the 
Committee finds, by majority vote, that such 
emergency exists it shall make such recom­
mendations as it deems appropriate to ex­
ecutive departments and agencies and to 
the Congress to alleviate such emergency 
and to insure that movement of non-Govern­
ment-owned stocks receive priority with re­
spect to available transportation facilities. 

"SEc. 814. In order to reduce fertilizer and 
herbicide usage in excess of production needs, 
to develop wheat and feed grain varieties 
more susceptible to complete fertilizer utili­
zation, to improve the resistance of wheat and 
feed grain plants to disease and to enhance 
their conservation and environmental quali­
ties, the Secretary of Agriculture is author· 

lzed and directed to carry out regional and 
national research programs. 

"In carrying out such research, the Secre­
tary shall utilize the technical and related 
services of the appropriate Federal, State, 
and private agencies. The Secretary shall 
establish a Wheat and Feed Grain Research 
Committee to assist in establishing research 
priorities. Committee members will be bona 
fide producers who receive a substantial por­
tion of their income from wheat or feed 
grain and have previous experience in al­
locating research funds from Federal, State, 
and private sources. 

"There is authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this section, but not more 
than $500,000 in any fiscal year. 

"SEc. 815. The Department of Agriculture 
shall provide technical support to exporters 
and importers of United States agricultural 
products when so requested. Such support 
shall include, but not be limited to, a review 
of the feasibility of the export proposal, 
adequacy of sources of supply, compliance 
with trade regulations of the United States 
and the importing country and such other 
information or guidance as may be needed 
to expand and expedite United States agri­
cultural exports by private trading interests. 

"All exporters of wheat and wheat flour, 
feed grains, oil seeds and products thereof, 
produced in the United States shall, within 
seventy-two hours after a contract for such 
a commodity has been concluded with a for­
eign buyer, report as to the kind, class, 
quantity, and destination of that commodity 
to the Secretary of Agriculture. The Secre­
tary shall promptly make public such re­
ports. The Secretary shall further determine 
and make public the effect of such exports 
on domestic supply and demand of such 
commodities at regular intervals, but not less 
than twice each month. Any person who 
knowingly fails to report export sales pur­
suant to the requirements on this section 
shall be subject to penalties not to exceed 
$25,000 or one year in jail, or both. 

"The Department shall organize an agri­
cultural export market development unit 
within the Foreign Agricultural Service, 
whose function shall be to initiate and to 
provide guidance, cooperation, and support 
for agricultural export market development. 

"For this purpose, there is authorized to 
be appropriated not more than $350,000 in 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974; $350,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975; 
and $350,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1976. The sums so appropriated shall re­
main available until expended. 

"SEC. 816. (a) The Council of Economic Ad­
visers (hereinafter referred to as the 'Coun­
cil') shall monitor and analyze all develop­
ments that occur, including any develop­
ments that the Council anticipates may 
occur, that may affect the ultimate cost of 
food and fiber to the American consumer, 
and shall submit written reports quarterly 
to the President and the Congress regarding 
such developments. 

"(b) In addition to the regular quarterly 
reports required under subsection (a), the 
Council shall submit special interim reports 
to the President and the Congress at any time 
any major development occurs that is likely 
to affect the consumer price of food or fiber. 

"(c) Upon the request of any committee 
of either House of Oongress, the Council shall 
promptly submit a report analyzing any 
particular development or event which such 
committee believes may have a significant 
bearing on the price of food or fiber. 

"(d) In analyzing and reporting on any 
development or event pursuant to the fore­
going provisions of this section, the Council 
shall include in such report its estimate of 
any cost changes that will likely occur as the 
result of such development or event in the 
hypothetical food market basket computed 
periodically by the Department of Agricul­
ture. 

"SEC. 817. (a) Section 401 of the Rural 
Development Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 670) is 
amended by substituting the words 'fire' and 
'fires' for the words 'wildfire' and 'wildfires', 
respectively, wherever such words appear. 

"(b) Section 403 of the Rural Develop­
ment Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 671) is amended 
by substituting the word 'four' for 'two' in 
the first sentence of said section. 

"(c) Section 404 of the Rural Development 
Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 671) is amended to 
read as follows: 

" 'SEC. 404. APPROPRIATIONS.-There is 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
the provisions of this title $7,000,000 for each 
of three consecutive fiscal years beginning 
with the fiscal year for which funds are first 
appropriated and obligated by the Secretary 
of Agriculture carrying out this title.' 

"(d) Section 306(a) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"'(13) (A) The Secretary, under such rea­
sonable rules and conditions as he shall 
establish, shall make grants to eligible volun­
teer fire departments for up to 50 per centum 
of the cost of firefighting equipment needed 
by such departments but which such depart­
ments are unable to purchase through the 
resources otherwise available to them, and 
for the cost of the training necessary to en­
able such departments to use such equip­
ment efficiently. 

" '(B) For the purposes of this subsection, 
the term "eligible volunteer fire department" 
means .any established volunteer fire depart­
ment in a rural town, village, or unincor­
porated area where the population is less 
than two thousand but greater than two 
hundred, as reasonably determined by the 
Secretary.' 

"SEc. 818. Section 310B(d) of subtitle A 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop­
ment Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

"'(4) No loan authorized to be made under 
this section, section 304, or section 312 shall 
require or be subject to the prior approval 
of any officer, employee, or agency of any 
State. 

"'(5) No loan commitment issued under 
this section, section 304, or section 312 shall 
be conditioned upon the applicant investing 
in excess of ten per centum in the business or 
industrial enterprise for which purpose the 
loan is to be made unless the Secretary 
determines there are special circumstances 
which necessitate an equity investment by 
the applicant greater than ten per centum.' 

"SEc. 819. (a) The Congress hereby specifi­
cally Jl.ffirms the long-standing national 
policy to protect, preserve, and strengthen 
the family farm system of agriculture in the 
United States and believes that the main­
tenance of that system is essential to the 
social well-being of the Nation and the com­
petitive production of adequate supplies of 
food and fiber. The Congress further believes 
that any significant expansion of large-scale 
corporate and vertically integrated farming 
enterprises would be detrimental to the na­
tional welfare. It is not the policy of the Con­
gress that agricultural and agriculture re­
lated programs be administered exclusively 
for family farm operations, but it is the 
policy and express intent of the Congress 
that no such program be administered in .a 
manner that will place the family farm op­
eration at an economic disadvantage. 

"(b) In order that the Congress may be 
better informed regarding the status of the 
family farm system in the United States, 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall submit to 
the Congress not later than July 1 each year 
a written report containing current informa­
tion on trends in family farm operations and 
comprehensive National and State-by-State 
data on corporate and vertically integrated 
agricultural operations in the United States. 
The Secretary shall also include in each such 
report (1) information as to how existing 
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agriculture and agriculture related programs 
are being administered so as to protect, pre­
serve, and strengthen the family farm sys­
tem of agriculture in the United States, 
(2) an assessment of how Federal laws, in­
cluding the tax laws, may be serving to en­
courage the growth of large-scale corporate 
and vertically integrated farming operations, 
a n d (3) such other inform.ation as the Secre­
tary deems appropriate or determines would 
aid the Congress in protecting, preserving, 
and strengthening the family farm syst em 
of agriculture in the Unit ed States. 

"SEc. 820. (a) The Secretary of Agricul­
ture hereinafter in this section referred 
to as the 'Secretary') may enter into 
multiyear set-aside contracts for a period 
not to exceed beyond the 1978 crop. Such 
contract may be entered into only as 
a part of the programs in effect for wheat, 
feed grams, and cotton for the years 1974 
through 1978, and only producers partici­
pating in one or more of such programs shall 
be eligible to contract with the Secretary 
under this section. Any producer entering 
into a multiyear set-aside agreement shall 
be required to devote specified acreage on 
the farm to a vegetative cover that is capable 
of maintaining itself throughout the con­
tract period and providing soil protection, 
water quality enhancement, wildlife produc­
tion, and natural beauty. 

" (b) The Secretary shall provide cost­
sharing incentives to farm operators for such 
cover establishment on all or a portion of 
the set-aside base whenever a multiyear 
contract is entered into as provided in sub­
section (a). 

"(c) (1) The Secretary shall appoint an 
advisory board in each State to advise the 
State committee of that State (established 
under section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act) regarding the 
types of conservation measures that should 
be approved for purposes of subsections (a) 
and (b). The Secretary shall appoint at least 
six indivduals to the advisory board of each 
State who are especially qualified by reason 
of education, training, and experience in 
the fields of agriculture, soil, water, wildlife, 
fish, and forest management. The advisory 
board appointed for any State shall meet 
at least once each calendar year. 

"(2) The Secretary, through the establish­
ment of a National Advisory Board to be 
named by him in consultation with the Sec­
retary of Interior shall seek the advice and 
assistance of the appropriate officials of the 
several States in developing the wildlif~ 
phases of the program provided for under 
this subsection, especially in developing 
guidelines for (A) providing technical assist­
ance for wildlife habitat improvement prac­
tices, (B) evaluating effeots on surrounding 
areas, (C) considering esthetic values, 
(D) checking compliance by cooperators, 
and (E) carrying out programs of wild­
life management on the acreage set aside. 

"(d) The eighteenth sentence of section 
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act is amended to read as follows: 
'The State director of the Agricultural Exten­
sion Service and the State direotor of Wild­
l ife Resources (or comparable officer), or his 
designee, shall be ex officio members of such 
St ate committee.' 

"SEc. 821. (a) The first sentence of section 
306 (a) (2) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1926(a) (2)) 
is amended to read as follows: 'In the case 
of specific projects for works for the col­
lection, treatment, or disposal of waste in 
rural areas, the Secretary is authorized and, 
in t he case of specific projects for works for 
the development, storage, treatment, puri­
fication, or distribution of water, the Sec­
retary is authorized and directed to make 
grants in amounts specified in appropriation 
Acts aggregating not to exceed $50,000,000 in 
any fiscal yea.r to such associations to fi­
n ance such projects.' 

"(b) Section 306(a) (6) of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 1926(a) (6)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" • ( 6) In the case of waste disposal sys­
tems in rural areas, the Secretary is author­
ized and, in the case of water systems, the 
Secretary is authorized and directed to make 
grants in amounts specified in appropriation 
Acts not exceeding $5,000,000 in any :fiscal 
year to public 1:-odies or such other agencies 
as the Secretary may determine having au­
thority to prepare comprehensive plans for 
the development of such systems.' 

"SEc. 822. In carrying out the direct com­
modity distribution program under section 
416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
use funds appropriated by section 32 of the 
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) and 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
as authorized by section 709 of the Food and 
Agriculture Act of 1965 to purchase on the 
open market those agricultural commodities 
and the products thereof of the types cus­
tomarily available and authorized to be pur­
chased under such section 416 but necessary 
to provide recipient household members 
with 125 per centum of their daily nutri­
tional requirements as prescribed by the 
recommended daily allowances of the Food 
and Nutrition Board, National Academy of 
Sciences-National Research Council. To the 
extent that funds in addition to those re­
ferred to above are needed to carry out the 
provisions of this section, the Secretary of 
Agqculture shall use any other funds au­
thorized to be used for such purpose. 

"SEc. 823. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of law, the Secretary of Commerce 
shall conduct a census of agriculture in 1974 
as required by section 142 of title 13, United 
States Code, and shall submit to the Con­
gress, within thirty days after the date of 
enactment of the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973, an estimate of the 
funds needed to conduct such census." 

Forestry Incentives 
(28) The following new title is added after 

title IX: 
"TITLE X-FORESTRY INCENTIVES 

"SEc. 1001. This title may be cited as the 
'Forestry Incentives Act of 1973'. 

"SEc. 1002. (a) Congress hereby declares 
that the Nation's growing demands on forests 
and related land resources cannot be met by 
intensive management of Federal lands and 
industrial forests alone; that the two hun­
dred and ninety-six million acres of nonin­
dustrial private land and twenty-nine mil­
lion acres of non-Federal public forest land 
contain 65 per centum of the Nation's total 
forest resource base available to provide tim­
ber, water, fish and wildlife habitat, and out­
door recreation opportunities; that the level 
of protection and management of such forest 
lands has historically been low; that such 
lands can provide substantially increased 
levels of resources and opportunities if judi­
ciously managed and developed; that im­
proved management and development of 
such lands will enhance and protect environ­
mental values consistent with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 
852); and that a forestry incentives program 
is necessary to supplement existing forestry 
assistance programs to further motivate, en­
courage, and involve the owners of small non­
industrial private forest lands and the owners 
of non-Federal public forest lands in actions 
needed to protect, develop, and manage their 
forest lands at a level adequate to meet 
emerging national demands. 

" (b) For the purposes of this Act the term 
'small non-industrial private forest lands' 
means commercial forest lands owned by any 
person whose total ownership of such lands 
does not exceed five hundred acres. Such term 
also includes groups or associations owning 
a total of five hundred acres or less of 
commercial forest lands, but does not include 

private corporations manufacturing products 
or providing public utility services of any 
type or the subsidiaries of such corporations. 

"SEC. 1003. The Secretary of Agriculture 
(hereinafter referred to as the 'Secretary') 
is hereby authorized a.nd directed to develop 
and carry out a forestry incentives program 
to encourage the protection, development, 
and management of small nonindustrial 
private lands and non-Federal public forest 
lands. The purposes of such a program shall 
be to encourage landowners to apply prac­
tices which will provide for the afforestation 
of nonforest lands and reforestation of cut­
over and other nonstocked and understocked 
forest lands, and for intensive multiple-pur­
pose management and protection of forest 
resources to provide for production of timber 
and other benefits, for protection and en­
hancement of recreation opportunities and 
of scenic and other environmental values, 
and for protection and improvement of wa­
tersheds, forage values, and fish and wildlife 
habitat. 

"SEc. 1004. (a) To effectuate the purposes 
of the forestry incentives program authorized 
by this title, the Secretary shall have the 
power to make payments or grants of other 
aid to the owners of small nonindustrial pri­
vate forest lands and the owners of non-Fed­
eral public forest lands in providing practices 
on such lands which carry out the purposes 
of the forestry incentives program. No one 
small nonindustrial private forest landowner 
shall receive an annual payment in excess of 
$2,500 under this title. 

" (b) The Secretary may, for the purpose of 
this section, utilize the services of State and 
local committees established under section 
8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended (49 Stat. 1150; 16 
U.S.C. 590h(b)), and distribute funds avail­
able for cost sharing under this title by 
giving consideration to pertinent factors in 
each State and county including, but not 
limited to, the total areas of small nonin­
dustrial private forest lands and non-Fed­
eral public forest land and to the areas in 
need of planting or additional stocking, the 
potential productivity of such areas, and to 
the need for timber stand improvement on 
such lands. The Secretary may also designate 
advisers to serve as ex officio members of such 
committees for purposes of this title. Such 
ex officio members shall be selected from ( 1) 
owners of small nonindustrial private forest 
lands, (2) private forest managers or con­
sulting foresters, and (3) wildlife and other 
private or public resource interests. 

" (c) Federal funds available to a county 
for small nonindustrial private forest lands 
each year may be allocated for cost sharing 
among the owners of such lands on a bid 
basis, with such owners contracting to carry 
out the approved forestry practices for the 
smallest Federal cost share having first prior­
ity for available Federal funds. 

"(d) As a condition of eligibility and to 
safeguard Federal investments, the Secre­
tary shall require cooperating landowners to 
agree in writing to follow a ten-year forest 
management plan for their property as a 
basis for scheduling cost sharing or grants 
for practices prescribed or approved by the 
Secretary or his designee. These plans shall 
assure maintenance and use of such practices 
throughout the normal lifespan of the prac­
tice as determined by the Secretary or his 
designee. Failure to comply shall require re­
funding of payments or grants or the value 
thereof and forfeiture of eligibility for future 
participation in this program. The Secretary 
shall devise such regulations as may be nec­
essary and equitable to assure either main­
tenance of such practices or refunding of 
Federal investments even if ownership of the 
land changes. Pro rating of liability over the 
ten-year span of the management plan shall 
be permitted so that land-owners are increas­
ingly credited with maintenance and use of 
a practice over time. 
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"SEc. 1005. The Secretary shall consult with 

the State forester or other appropriate of­
ficial of each State in the conduct of the 
forestry incentives program provided for in 
this title. Federal assistance under this title 
shall be extended in accordance with such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary deems 
appropriate to accomplish the purposes of 
this title. Funds made available under thiS 
title may be utilized for providing technical 
assistance to and encouraging non-Federal 
public landowners, the owners of small non­
industrial private forest lands, nonprofit 
groups, individuals, and public bodies in 
initiating practices which further the pur­
poses of this ttile. The Secretary shall co­
ordinate the administration of this title with 
other related programs and shall carry out 
this title in such a manner as to encourage 
the utilization of private agencies, firms, and 
individuals furnishing services and materials 
needed in the application of practices in­
cluded in the forestry incentive program. 

"SEc. 1006. There are authorized to be ap­
propriated annually an amount not to ex­
ceed $25,000,000 to carry out the provisions 
of this title. Such funds shall remain avail­
able until expended." 
Rural Environmental Assistance Program 

(29) The second paragraph of section 8(b) 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot­
ment Act, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, payments made pursuant to the author­
ity granted under this Act shall be made 
only for the construction of permanent dams, 
terraces, ponds, waterways, and other soil­
conserving facilities and measures of a sim­
ilar typP. that are permanent in nature (in­
cluding measures to establish permanent ero­
sion control cover), and which are approved 
by the soil conservation district in con­
sultation with the appropriate local or county 
committee. No payment under this section 
shall exceed an amount equ-al to 50 per cen­
tum of the total cost of the facility, exclud­
ing the cost of the land. Payments under 
this section may be made in periodic install­
ments as construction is completed.". 

SEc. 2. As soon as possible after the en­
actment of this Act hearings shall be held 
on the regulations contained in the Federal 
Register, volume 38, Number 83 (May 1, 
1973), pages 10715, 10716, 10717, and all view­
points shall be afforded an adequate oppor­
tunity to appe-ar and testify. Findings based 
on these hearings shall be made and sub­
mitted to Congress. No regulations concern­
ing this matter shall become effective until 
Congress has had thirty legislative days to 
review these findings. 

SEc. 3. This Act may be cited as the "Agri­
culture and Consumer Protection Act of 
1973". 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I move to 
lay the motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I want to take this opportunity to ex­
press appreciation on behalf of the lead­
ership to the managers of the farm bill 
today-Mr. TALMADGE and Mr. CURTIS­
and especially do I want to express ap-
preciation to the managers of the bill 
for the splendid cooperation they gave 
the leadership in connection with unani­
mous-consent agreements and the sev­
eral time limit revisions that were made 
as the bill progressed. 

I also want to express thanks to all 
Senators, especially those Senators who 
had amendments to offer, for the cour-

tesies they extended to the leadership 
and for the cooperation they gave in re­
ducing the time, repeatedly, on amend­
ments as the day wore on. 

The Senate was working under a very 
severe time constraint, in view of the 
agreement to vote on passage of the bill 
at 2:30 today, and all Senators were very 
cognizant of this and very understand­
ing. 

So, on behalf of the leadership, I want 
to thank all Senators for their excellent 
understanding and cooperation in con­
nection with these various consent or­
ders. But for these, it would have been 
impossible to have had the vote at 2:30 
and at the same time give all Senators 
a chance to offer amendments, with a 
little time in which to speak a few words 
thereon. As it worked out, all Senators 
were able to offer their amendments and 
make their cases and have their day in 
court, so to speak, and get a vote thereon. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I just 
want to take this moment, in light of 
the passage of the Agricultural Consumer 
Protection Act, to express as one member 
of the committee my great thanks for the 
invaluable- cooperation and assistance of 
our committee staff. That staff has per­
formed a very excellent job on all matters 
relating to the subject matter of the bHl. 

We operate pretty much on the basis 
of a nonpartisan staff. Every staff mem­
ber makes a contribution to anyone who 
asks for help. 

To the director of the staff and all his 
associates, I express my thanks. I am sure 
that I speak for every other member of 
the committee in that expression. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise to con­
gratulate my distinguished colleague 
from Georgia, the chairman of the Sen­
ate Committee on Agriculture and For­
estry. I know that the Senate's passage 
of the Agriculture and Consumer Protec­
tion Act of 1973 represents a major mile­
stone in the Senator's effort to secure the 
enactment of a good farm bill. The Sen­
ate passage of this bill is the result of ef­
forts that the Senator began as early as 
December of 1972. 

My distinguished colleague realized 
that it would be extremely difficult to se­
cure the adoption of a good farm bill 
this year. Consumers are extremely con­
cerned about high food prices and have 
little sympathy for the farmer who is 
forced to produce this food without a 
profit. The administration stated early 
that it favored phasing out farm subsidies 
programs. The major urban newspapers 
were filled with editorials urging an end 
to farm programs. 

As the chairman told his committee at 
the beginning of farm bill hearings on 
February 27: 

Our responsibility for drafting new farm 
legislation this year comes at what at per­
haps is the poorest psychological and politi­
cal moment. 

Like any good lawyer who is faced with 
an uphill job in proving his case, Chair­
man TALMADGE began early to lay his 
groundwork. He wrote to the Secretary 
of Agriculture on December 5, 1972, re­
questing a current analysis of the prob­
able effect on farm income, and major 
groups of producers, if all price support 
and acreage adjustment payments were 

discontinued. He requested from the 
Library of Congress an analysis of the 
economic implications of allowing the ex­
piration of the Agricultural Act of 1970. 
When the President stated his wishes on 
farm policy on February 15, the chairman 
secured from the Library of Congress an 
economic appraisal of the administra­
tion's farm policy proposals. He also 
secured from the committee staff an eco­
nomic appraisal of the effect of the ad­
ministration's farm policy proposals on 
Georgia. 

All of these studies and analyses 
pointed to the same conclusion-the 
failure of the Congress to pass strong 
farm legislation would be an economic 
disaster for the Nation, both to the farm­
ers and the consumers. The analysis of 
the impact of the administration's farm 
proposal on Georgia concluded: 

Abandonment of payments for cotton, feed 
grains, and wheat would have a severe ad­
verse effect on the producers of these crops 
and if the abandonment of the peanut and 
tobacco programs and the dairy price support 
and marketing order program were also to 
come about, the effect on farmers in Georgia 
would be catastrophic. Furthermore, the ef­
fect of lowered !arm income on the economies 
of local communities would also be devastat­
ing. 

The next step in the chairman's at­
tempt to secure passage of a good farm 
bill was to schedule hearings with an 
emphasis on hearing from the grassroots, 
from working dirt farmers. In 8 days of 
Washington hearings the committee 
heard from 110 public witnesses. How­
ever, in a further effort to hear fr.Jm dirt 
farmers, the chairman encouraged mem­
bers of the committee to conduct hear­
ings in various parts of the country. The 
chairman himself held 2 days of hearings 
in Georgia during the Easter recess. 

The message that the committee re­
ceived was essentially the same in Wash­
ington and in various parts of the coun­
try-farmers are basically satisfied with 
the present program and they do not 
wish to see any radical changes in farm 
policy. The 300 witnesses that were heard 
by the committee represented a solid 
mandate for the continuation of a sound 
farm program. 

With this solid mandate the commit­
tee began to mark up a farm bill on May 
1, and completed consideration on May 9. 
The committee arrived at a bill which is 
similar to the Agricultural Act of 1970, 
but which has one major difference. Un­
der the committee bill farmers will re­
ceive no payments if farm prices con­
tinue at a high level. The farm bill estab­
lishes a target price of $2.28 a bushel for 
wheat, $1.53 a bushel for corn, and 43 
cents per pound for cotton. This target 
price will be adjusted each year to reflect 
changes in the farmers' cost of produc­
tion. Therefore, if market prices remain 
high, the farm program will cost the gov­
ernment nothing. However, if prices fall, 
then farmers will be assured of a fair 
price for the commodities which are pro­
duced on their allotments. The farm bill 
that the Senate has passed today in­
cludes not only farm commodity pro­
grams but also such important programs 
as Public Law 480 and the food stamp 
program. It is a balanced bill, good for 
both the farmer and the consumer. 



June 8, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 18901 

It is a tribute to the chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee and its members 
that this bill was reported from the com­
mittee unanimously without a taint of 
partisan difference. This farm bill is a 
tribute to the ability of Members of both 
political parties to work together on a 
nonpartisan basis for a program that is 
essential to the country. 

As a colleague of the senior Senator 
from Georgia, I feel that both the State 
and the Nat ion owe the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
a debt of gratitude in the way that he 
has managed to secure adoption of a 
sound farm program in the face of over­
whelming odds. In my own State of 
Georgia two-thirds of the manufactur­
ing jobs in the State are based on or re­
lated to agriculture. Even in the major 
metropolitan center of the State, which 
is Atlanta, one-third of all manufactur­
ing jobs are based on or related to agri­
culture. Moreover, all Georgians are con­
sumers and they more than anyone else 
profit from a sound farm program which 
will insure consumers a stable supply of 
high quality food. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read­
ing 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 amend­
ment of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
2246) to amend the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965 to 
extend the authorizations for a 1-year 
period. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H.R. 4443) for 
the relief of Ronald K. Downie, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the Sen­
ate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had a:tnxed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 2246. An act to amend the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 to extend the authorizations for a 1-
year period; and 

H.R. 4704. An act for the relief of certain 
former employees of the Securities and Ex­
change Commission. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the Acting President protem­
pore (Mr. METCALF). 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

will 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. 

RELIEF OF RONALD K. DOWNIE 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary be discharged from the 
further consideration of H.R. 4443 and 
that the passage by the Senate yester­
day of S. 802 be vitiated and the bill be 
indefinitely postponed. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro­
ceed to the immediate consideration of 
H.R. 4443. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4443) for the relief of Ron­
ald K. Downie. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, by 
way of explanation, the House bill is ex­
actly identical with the bill <S. 802), 
passed by the Senate on yesterday. It 
was just a matter of facing up to it on 
the most feasible basis and getting the 
bill passed in this fashion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is 
open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be offered, the question 
is on the third reading and passage of 
the bill. 

The bill (H.R. 4443) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. -------

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc­

CLuRE). Pursuant to the previous order, 
the Senate will now go into executive 
session. The clerk will report the nomi­
nation. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Robert H. Mor­
ris, of California, to be a member of 
the Federal Power Commission. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen­
ate return to the consideration of legis­
lative business. 

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

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. 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. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE APPRO­
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 1973 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc­

CLURE). Pursuant to the previous order, 
the Chair lays before the Senate the 
State Department Appropria t ions Au­
thorization bill, S. 1248, which the clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Calendar No. 166 (S. 1248) a bill t o author­
ize appropriations for the Department of 
State and for other purposes. 

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations with an amendment 
to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That this Act may be cited as the "De­
partment of State Appropriations Aut horiza­
tion Act of 1973" . 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 2. (a) There are authorized to be ap­
propriated for the Department of ~tate for 
the fiscal year 1974, to carry out the aut hor­
ities, functions, duties, and respon sibilities 
in the conduct of the foreign affairs of t he 
United States, including trade n egotiations, 
and other purposes authorized by law, the 
following amounts: 

(1) for the "Administration of F oreign M­
fairs", $277 ,219,500; 

(2) for "International Organizations and 
Conferences", $211,279,000; 

(3) for "International Commissions", 
$15,568,000; 

(4) for "Educational Exchange", $59,800,-
000; and 

( 5) for "Migration and Refugee Assist­
ance", $8,800,000. 

(b) In addition to amounts otherwise 
authorized, there are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary of State not 
to exceed $36,500,000 to carry out the pro­
Visions of section 101 (b) of the Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act of 1972, relating 
to Russian refugee assistance. 

(c) Appropriations made under subsection 
(a) of this section are authorized to remain 
available until expended. 

CERTAIN ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION S OF 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 3. In addition to amounts authorized 
by section 2 of this Act, there are authorized 
to be appropriated for the Department of 
State for fiscal year 1974 such additional or 
supplemental amounts as may be necessary 
for increases in salary, pay, ret irement, or 
other employee benefits aut horized by law, 
or other nondiscretionary costs. 
INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COM-

MISSION, UNITED STATES AND MEXICO · 

SEC. 4. (a) Section 2(2) of the Act of 
September 19, 1966 (80 Stat. 808; 22 U.S.C. 
277d-31), is amended by striking out "$20,-
000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$25,000". 

(b) Section 3 of the Act of August 10, 
1964 (78 Stat. 386; 22 U.S.C. 277d-28), is 
amended by striking out "$20,000" and in­
serting in lieu thereof "$30,000" . 

(c) The last paragraph of the Act of 
September 18, 1964 (78 Stat. 956; 22 U.S.C. 
277d-29), is amended by striking out "$23,-
000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$50,000". 

EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 92-14 

SEc. 5. Section 2 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to authorize the United States Postal 
Service to receive the fee of $2 for execution 
of an application for a passport", approved 
May 14, 1971 (85 Stat. 38; Public Law 92-14), 
is amended by striking out "June 30, 1973" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 
1974". 
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BUREAU OF OCEANS AND INTERNATIONAL EN­
VIRONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS 

SEC. 6. (a) There is established within 
the Department of State a Bureau of Oceans 
and International Environmental and Scien­
tific Affairs. In addition to the positions 
provided under the first section of the Act 
of May 26, 1949, as amended (22 U.S.C. 
2652) , there shall be an Assistant Secretary 
of State for Oceans and International En­
vironmental and Scientific Affairs, appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, who shall be the 
head of the Bureau. 

(b) Under the general direction of the 
Secretary of State, such Assistant Secretary 
of State shall have responsibility for, and 
there is transferred to the Assistant Secretary, 
those functions of the Department of State 
relating to oceans, environmental, scientific, 
fisheries, wildlife, and conservation affairs. 

(c) The first section of the Act of May 26, 
1949, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2652), is amend­
ed by striking out "eleven" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "ten". 

AZORES AGREEMENT 

SEC. 7. Commencing thirty days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, no funds may 
be obligated or expended to carry out the 
agreement signed by the United States with 
Portugal, relating to the use by the United 
States of military bases in the Azores, until 
the agreement, with respect to which the 
obligation or expenditure is to be made, is 
submitted to the Senate as a treaty for its 
advice and consent. 

FOREIGN MILITARY BASE AGREEMENTS 

SEc. 8. No funds may be obligated or ex­
pended to carry out any agreement entered 
into, or after the date of enactment of this 
Act, between the United States Government 
and the government of any foreign country 
( 1) providing for the establishment of a 
military installation in that country at 
which units of the Armed Forces of the 
United States are to be assigned to duty, or 
(2) revising or extending the provisions of 
any such agreement, unless such agreement 
is submitted to the Senate for its advice and 
consent and unless the Senate gives its ad­
vice and consent to such agreement. Nothing 
in this Act shall be construed as authoriz­
ing the President to enter into any agreement 
relating to any other matter, with or without 
the advice and consent of the Senate. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROMOTION 

SEc. 9. Section 623 of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1946 is amended to read as follows: · 

"SEc. 623. (a) The Secretary shall establish, 
with the advice of the Board of the Foreign 
Service, selection boards to evaluate the per­
formance of Foreign Service officers; and 
upon the basis of their findings, which ex­
cept for career ambassadors and career min­
isters, shall be submitted to the Secretary 
in rank order by class or in rank order by 
specialization within a class, the Secretary 
shall make recommendations in accordance 
with the findings to the President for· the 
promotion of Foreign Service officers. No per­
son assigned to serve on any such board 
shall serve in such capacity for any two con­
secutive years. 

"(b) In special circumstances, which shall 
be set forth by regulations, the Secretary 
may recommend to the President the promo­
tion of a Foreign Service officer who has re­
ceived a recommendation for a promotion 
by a grievance panel." 
REIMBURSEMENT FOR DETAILED STATE DEPART­

MENT PERSONNEL 

SEC. 10. (a) An Executive agency to which 
any officer or employee of the Department o! 
State is detailed, assigned, or otherwise made 
available, shall reimburse the Department 
for the salary and allowances of each such 
officer or employee for the period the officer 
or employee is so detailed, assigned, or other­
wise made available. However, if the Depart­
ment of State has an agreement with an Exec-

utive agency or agencies providing for the 
detailing, assigning, or otherwise making 
available, of substantially the same numbers 
of officers and employees between the De­
partment and the Executive agency or agen­
cies, and such numbers with r~espect to a 
fiscal year are so detailed, assigned, or other­
wise made available, no reimbursement shall 
be required to be made under this section. 

(b) For purposes of this section, "Execu­
tive agency" has the same meaning given the 
term by section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

SEc. 11. {a) After the expiration of any 
thirty-five day period which begins on the 
date the General Accounting Office, or any 
committee of Congress having jurisdiction 
over matters relating to the Department of 
State, the United States Information Agency, 
the Agency for International Development, 
the United States Arms Control and Dis­
armament Agency, ACTION, or the Over­
seas Private Investment Corporation has de­
livered to the office of the head of such de­
partment, agency, or corporation, a written 
request that it be furnished any document, 
paper, communication, audit, review, finding, 
recommendation, report or other material in 
its custody or control relating to such de­
partment, agency, or corporation, none of 
the funds ma4e available to such depart­
ment, agency, or corporation, shall be obli­
gated unless and until there has been fur­
nished to tlm General Accounting Office or 
such committee making the request as the 
case may be, the document, paper, communi­
cation, audit, review, finding, recommenda­
tion, report, or other material so requested. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of 
this section shall not apply to any communi­
cation that is directed by the President to a 
particular officer or employee of any such de­
partment, agency, or corporation or to any 
communication that is directed by any such 
officer or employee to the President. 

(c) Subsection 634(c) of the Foreign As­
sistance Act of 1961 is amended-

(!) by striking out "(1) ";and 
(2) by striking out all after the phrase "so 

requested" and inserting in lieu thereof a 
period and the following: "The provisions 
of this subsection shall not apply to any 
communication that is directed by the Pres­
ident to a particular officer or employee of 
the United States Government or to any 
communication that is directed by any such 
officer or employee to the President." 
OVERSEAS KINDERGARTEN EDUCATION ALLOWANCE 

SEC. 12. Section 5924(4) (A) title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting im­
mediately before "elementary" the follow­
ing: "kindergarten,". 
REQUIREMENT FOR CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZA­

TION FOR THE INVOLVEMENT OF AMERICAN 
FORCES IN FURTHER HOSTILITIES IN INDO­

CHINA, AND FOR EXTENDING ASSISTANCE TO 

NORTH VIETNAM 

SEc. 13. Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of law, upon enactment of this Act, no 
funds heretofore or hereafter appropriated 
may be obligated or expended to finance the 
involvement of United States military forces 
in hostilities in or over or from off the shores 
of North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Laos, or 
Cambodia, unless specifically authorized 
hereafter by the Congress. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, upon enactment 
of this Act, no funds heretofore or hereafter 
appropriated may be obligated or expended 
for the purposes of providing assistance of 
any kind, directly or indirectly, to or on be­
half of North Vietnam, unless specifically 
authorized hereafter by the Congress. 

LIMITATION ON PUBLICITY AND PROPAGANDA 

PURPOSES 

SEc. 14. No appropriation made available 
under this Act shall be used-

( 1) for publicity or propaganda purposes 

designed to support or defeat legislation 
pending before Congress; or 

(2) to influence in any way the outcome 
of a political election. 

SOUTHEAST ASIA TREATY ORGANIZATION 

SEc. 15. On and after July 1, 1974, no funds 
authorized or appropriated under any provi­
sion of law may be obligated to pay for any 
assessment or contribution of the United 
States Government with respect to the orga­
nization established to further the provision 
of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty, signed at Manila on September 8, 
1954. 

UNITED STATES MISSION ASSISTANCE TO 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND STAFF 

SEc. 16. (a) For purposes of this section­
(!) "Member of Congress" includes a Sen­

ator or a Representative, Resident Commis­
sioner, or Delegate of the House of Repre­
sentatives; and 

(2) "Congressional employee" has the same 
meaning given that term by section 2107 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(b) Any Members of Congress or con­
gressional employee traveling in a foreign 
country on official business shall be-

(1) allowed access to any part of the prem­
ises of the United States diplomatic mis­
sion in that country if the Member or em­
ployee has appropriate security clearance; 
and 

(2) provided upon request, to the maxi­
mum extent feasible, appropriate space with­
in that mission and supplies and equipment, 
to conduct such official business, including 
appropriate, space, supplies, and equipment 
to keep and maintain the security of classi­
fied information. 

(c) Any Member of Congress or any con_.. 
gressional employee traveling in a foreign 
country on official business shall be pro­
vided, upon request, with a copy of any in­
structions, requests, or information to any 
officer or employee of the United States Gov­
ernment in that country with respect to that 
Member or congressional employee. 

COMMISSION RELATING TO FOREIGN POLICY 

SEC. 17. Section 603 (b) of the Foreign Re.; 
lations Authorization Act of 1972 is amend­
ed by striking out "June 30, 1974" and in-: 
serting in lieu thereof "June 30, 1975". 

CONGRESSIONAL TRAVEL ABROAD 

SEC. 18. (a) Section 502(b) of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(b) Notwithstanding section 1416 of the 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1953, or 
any other provision of law, local currencies 
owned by the United States, which are in 
excess of the amounts reserved under · sec­
tion 612(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, and which are determined by the Sec­
retary of the Treasury to be excess to the 
normal requirements of the United States, 
shall be made available to appropriate com­
mittees of the Congress engaged in carrying 
out their duties under section 136 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, and 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
and the Joint Economic Committee and the 
Select Committees on Small Business of the 
Senate and House of Representatives for 
their local currency expenses. Any such ex­
cess local currencies shall not be made avail­
able ( 1) to defray subsistence expenses or 
fees of witnesses appearing before any such 
committee in the United States, or (2) in 
amounts greater than the equivalent of $75 a 
day for each person, exclusive of the actual 
cost of transportation." 

(b) Appropriations made available to com­
mittees of Congress engaged in carrying out 
their duties under section 136 of the Legis­
lative Reorganization Act of 1946, and to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the 
Joint Economic Committee, and the Select 
Committees on Small Business of the Senate 
and House of Representatives are hereby 
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made available to reimburse members a.nd 
employees of each such committee a. per 
diem allowance, in lieu of a.ctua.l subsistence 
expenses incurred, for travel outside the 
continental United States, Alaska., a.nd Ha­
waii, in amounts not exceeding $75 a. da.y 
for each member or employee, exclusive of 
the actual cost of tra.nsporta. tion. 

LEGAL IMPORTATION OF ClffiOME 
AND NICKEL FROM RHODESIA 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­
dent, the press reports today that the 
United States Amb~sador to the 
United Nations, Mr. John H. Scali, stated 
yesterday that the United States is in 
"open violation of international law" in 
allowing the importation of Rhodesian 
chrome and nickel. 

Mr. President, I think that perhaps 
Ambassador Scali h~ been affected by 
the rarefied atmosphere of the penthouse 
apartment he has in the Waldorf Towers 
in New York City. 

Mr. Scali went on, according to the 
news report, to say that because the 
United Nations Security Council reso­
lution in 1966 had ordered an economic 
boycott of Rhodesia it was "legally 
binding on the United States." 

Mr. President, let us explore that a 
little bit. The United Nations did de­
cree sanctions against Rhodesia. 

The President of the United States at 
that time, Lyndon B. Johnson, in 1967, 
acting on his own, without consultation 
with Congress, put into effect economic 
sanctions against that nation. The eco­
nomic sanctions are in effect today, with 
one exception: the Congress of the 
United States adopted legislation which 
stated that the importation of a strate­
gic material from a non-Communist 
country could not be denied if the same 
strategic material was being imported 
from a Communist country. 

That legislation passed the Senate of 
the United States. It passed the House of 
Representatives. It was approved by the 
Congress of the United States, it was 
signed into law by the President of the 
United States. There has been a court 
test brought by various Members of the 
House of Representatives, seeking to 
have that law nullified. The courts have 
upheld what the Congress of the United 
States did. 

So Congress, acting on a matter affect­
ing our own national interest, and taking 
the steps pr0scribed under the Constitu­
tion, enacted legislation which is now a 
part of the law of our Nation. 

One would think that the American 
Ambassador to the United Nations would 
feel an obligation to support the laws of 
our Nation. One would think the Am­
bassador to the United Nations would 
have an obligation to support the du1y 
enacted laws--laws enacted by Congress, 
signed by the President, and approved by 
the courts. But now we find him making 
speeches in New York, saying that the 
U.S. Congress acted illegally. Nonsense. 

Yes, I think Mr. Scali has been affected 
by the rarefied atmosphere of that mag­
nificent penthouse apartment that the 
Government of the United States fur­
nishes him in the Waldorf Towers in New 
York City. 

It is interesting to note that the tax­
payers of the United States pay a rent 

of $33,000 a year for that apartment in 
the Waldorf, for the American Ambas­
sador to live there. Well, we want the 
American Ambassador to have good 
quarters. But we do not want him to be 
affected by the rarefied atmosphere that 
he finds himself in when he gets into 
such luxurious and sumptuous quarters. 

He says the Security Council decision 
is legally binding on the United States. 
What he is saying is that the U.S. Con­
gress must subordinate itself to any acts 
taken by the Security Council of the 
United Nations. 

He must know that that is not correct. 
If he does not know it is not correct, he 
should read the laws and understand the 
Constitution of our Nation. 

Congress did not turn over to the 
United Nations the right to determine 
what laws Congress can and cannot 
make. Yes, I think the American Ambas­
sador to the United Nations should rep­
resent the people of the United States 
and uphold the laws of the United States 
while he is an Ambassador, rather than 
inaccurately to condemn Congress and 
condemn the President, who signed the 
bill into law. 

Another aspect worth considering is 
that the legislation which the American 
Ambassador, Mr. Scali, condemns w~ 
approved by Members of Congress from 
46 of the 50 States. Senators and Rep­
resentatives from 46 of the 50 States 
taken together supported the legislation 
which Amb~sador Scali says is illegal. 
Congress did not turn over to Ambassa­
dor Scali the determination of what is 
legal and what is illegal. 

I happen to be a supporter of the 
United Nations. I returned to San Fran­
cisco in 1945, when the United Nations 
was being formed. I came back from the 
Pacific-Okinawa--as a naval officer. I 
held high hopes that the world orga­
nization being formed in 1945 in San 
Francisco would bring about world 
peace. 

Things have changed greatly since 
then. At that time 51 nations were mem­
bers of the United Nations, all of them 
having a long history of established gov­
ernment. Now, 132 nations are members, 
most of them having had very little 
experience in self-government, and very 
few of them being in a position to at­
tempt to tell the rest of the nations of 
the world how to handle their own prob­
lems. 

Be that ~ it may, it is discouraging 
to me when the American Ambassador 
to the United Nations makes a public 
speech in New York, saying that Con­
gress acted illegally in passing legisla­
tion affecting its own domestic problems, 
its own domestic needs. 

The first obligation of the Congress 
of the United States is to the people of 
the United States. The first obligation of 
our Ambassador to the United Nations is 
to support the laws of the United States. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc­

CLURE). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 

Mr. ALLEN. 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. 

NATO AND OUR ADVERSE BALANCE 
OF PAYMENTS 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi­
dent, I note in the public press today that 
James R. Schlesinger, Secretart -Qf De­
fense-designate, in a statement in Brus­
sels, said that the stationing of American 
troops in Europe costs the U.S. balance 
of payments about $1.5 billion annually. 

To phrase it another way, Secretary of 
Defense-designate Schlesinger says that 
ow· NATO commitments mean that we 
have an adverse balance of payments, as 
a result of our troops being there, of 
$1.5 billion annually. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
that figure because Mr. Schlesinger's 
predecessor, former Secretary of De­
fense Elliot Richardson, in testimony 
before the Armed Services Committee 
about 6 weeks ago, replied in answer to 
a question which I put to him, that the 
adverse balance of payments as a result 
of our NATO commitments was only 
$200 million annually. 

I told Mr. Richardson at that meeting 
that I could not put much faith in that 
figure of $200 million, that it seemed 
obvious to me it must be far more than 
that. But he continued to contend that 
the balance-of-payments deficit as are­
sult of our NATO commitments w~ only 
$200 million a year. 

The statement made yesterday in 
Brussels by Secretary of Defense-desig­
nate Schlesinger is a far more accurate 
figure, when he puts the adverse balance 
of payments for NATO obligations at $1.5 
billion. That, in my judgment, is much 
closer than the figure given by Mr. Rich­
ardson. Mr. Richardson's figure seems to 
be clearly unrealistic and I am very glad 
that Mr. Schlesinger is setting the record 
straight. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. 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. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ANTI-INFLATION PROGRAM NEEDED 
AT ONCE 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, yesterday's 
report of the almost explosive increase 
in the wholesale price index for the last 
reporting period is, I believe, clear and 
conclusive evidence that an effective 
anti-inflation program must immediately 
be put into effect. I urge the administra­
tion to do so at the earliest possible 
moment. 

There are, of course, many other in­
dexes that point conclusively toward the 
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need for immediate action, some of them 
exotic and comprehensible only to eco­
nomic experts, others far more imme­
diate and accessible to the American peo­
ple. One need only go to the supermarket 
or to the drug store or to any place 
where the consuming public must deal to 
feel the direct impact of the rampant 
inflation that is a well-known fact of 
the moment. 

I strongly urge an immediate return to 
something similar to the so-called phase 
2 of the President's economic program. 
Anything similar to phase 1, that is, a 
"freeze" of any kind would be most in­
advisable and inequitable in my judg­
ment, given the uneven level of prices 
that prevails today and, worse, the prob­
able effect that such a freeze would have 
on wages and salaries at a time when 
increases in wages and salaries are lag­
ging seriously behind the greatly in­
creased prices that the consuming public 
must pay. 

I defer, of course, to the relevant juris­
dictional committees of the Congress and 
to the appropriate agencies and officials 
of the executive for the design and imple­
mentation of an effective wage and price 
policy, and I look forward to their actions 
and recommendations, which I hope will 
be forthcoming very shortly. Because 
time is the most important factor in deal­
ing with today's situation. We simply 
cannot accept delay. 

For the last several mon ths, virtually 
the entire burden of correcting imbal­
ances in the economy has been b01ne by 
the monetary system, and I believe that 
this burden cannot be borne much longer 
without highly undesirable results. 
Interest rates are at a virtual alltime 
high, and the monetary system is being 
asked to perform what is essentially a 
fiscal function. This distinction was well 
defined in a speech that I have just read, 
a speech delivered by the distinguished 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System, Dr. Arthur 
Bmns, delivered on June 6 before the 
1973 International Monetary Conference 
in Paris. 

In that speech, Dr. Burns said: 
I continue to believe that t he concept of 

a variable tax incentive t o business invest­
ment has merit. Because of ou r need in the 
United States to encourage great er produc­
tivity, however, I would now recommend that 
the tax credit remain in effect continuously 
and that it at no time drop t o zero. It could 
vary, perhaps, between 3 or 4 percent and 15 
percent, depending on econ omic conditions. 
It would be important also t o retain a de­
cisive role for the Congress in determining 
the specific rate of tax credit. This could be 
done by empowering the President t o initiate 
changes in the investment tax credit, but 
making it subject to veto or approval-and 
perhaps also some modification-by the Con­
gress within a 45 or 60 d ay period. 

I wholeheartedly embrace this pro­
posal, and I urge it upon my colleagues 
in each of these great Chambers. I urge 
the President to give his personal sup­
port to the proposal and to seek enact­
ment of such legislation. 

There are many other actions that the 
Congress and the Executive can and 
should do in the economic sector. But, in 
sum, it seems to me that two actions 
should be undertaken immediately: 

First. The swift implementation by the 
President of a system of rigorous and 
fair controls on wages and prices, similar 
to phase 2; and 

Second. The enactment by the Con­
gress of legislation authorizing the 
President to vary the rate of the invest­
ment tax credit within a range of be­
tween 3 and 15 percent, provided that 
the Congress has affirmatively approved, 
by act or by joint resolution, any pro­
posed change in the tax rate within 45 
days of the President's proposed adjust­
ment. 

I am aware, of course, of the fears of 
some that the on-going proceedings in 
the Congress, in the executive, and in 
the judiciary with respect to the Water­
gate matter have had and are having 
an unsettling effect on the domestic 
economy, as reflected in the stock mar­
ket, and on the international monetary 
front. I cannot assess the validity of 
those fears; however, it may be that 
many people in this country and many 
of our friends abroad do not appreciate 
the great strength of a political system 
that can undertake such a searching self­
appraisal of itself in full public view. 
Perhaps some underestimate the 
strength of our system and make eco­
nomic decisions on the basis of that false 
estimate. They should not. In any event, 
it is my firm conviction that the long­
term effect of the Senate hearings on 
Watergate and of the other Watergate 
proceedings now underway will strength­
en rather than weaken all of our do­
mestic institutions, including our public 
and private economic institutions, and 
that this view will be vindicated both at 
home and abroad. 

But in the meantime, it seems very 
clear to me that stern fiscal and mone­
tary measures are m·gently required for 
the short term. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
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 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, 
what is the pending question before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. S. 1248, 
the Department of State Appropriations 
Authorization Act of 1973. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

as in executive session, what is the ques­
tion before the Senate in executive 
session? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con­
firmation of Robert H. Morris as a mem­
ber of the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that at the completion of routine 

morning business on Monday next, the 
Senate go into executive session to con­
sider the nomination of Mr. Robert H. 
Morris. 

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

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the program for Monday is as follows: 
The Senate will convene at 12 o'clock 

noon. 
After the two leaders or their designees 

have been recognized under the stand· 
ing order, the distinguished assistant Re­
publican leader, Mr. GRIFFIN, will be rec­
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes, 
after which the junior Senator from West 
Virginia, Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Will be rec­
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

At the conclusion of these orders, there 
will be a period for the transaction of 
routine morning business, of not to ex­
ceed 30 minutes, with statements therein 
limited to 3 minutes. 

At the conclusion of routine morning 
business, the Senate will go into execu­
tive session to consider the nomination 
of Mr. Robert H. Morris, of California, 
to be a member of the Federal Power 
Commission, for the remainder of the 
term expiring June 22, 1973. The vote on 
that nomination will not occur on Mon­
day but will occur on Tuesday. Hopefully, 
on Monday, the leadership will be able 
to reach an agreement as to a time cer­
tain on Tuesday for the vote on the nom­
ination of Mr. Morris. 

Mr. President, after any debate which 
Senators may wish to contribute on Mon­
day with respect to the nomination of Mr. 
Morris, the leadership will proceed to lay 
aside the nomination temporarily for the 
rest of that day and proceed to the con­
sideration of the matter now pending­
which will be the unfinished business in 
legislative session-the bill making ap­
propriations for the State Department. 
Amendments thereto may be called up. 
It is anticipated that there will be yea 
and nay votes Monday afternoon on 
amendments to the State Department 
authorization bill and/or on other meas­
ures on the calendar which may be 
cleared for action. So Senators are alert­
ed to the possibility that there will be 
yea-and-nay votes on Monday next. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JUNE 
11, 1973 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
if there be no fm·ther business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock 
noon on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 3 :21 
p.m. the Senate adjourned until Mon­
day, June 11, 1973, at 12 o'clock noon. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate June 8, 1973: 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Clarence M. Kelley, of Missouri, to be Di­
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
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