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INCOME FOR OLDER AMERICANS

Mr., MONDALE. Mr. President, the
House has recently passed legislation
which could mark an historic turning
point in Federal policy toward older
Americans. H.R. 1 recognizes the need
to establish a minimum income above
the poverty level for retired citizens.
Many Senators have worked in recent
years for improvements in the quality
of life for senior Americans, and as a
member of the Senate Special Commit-
tee on Aging, I applaud this section of
the bill, which would provide a Federal
guaranteed minimum income to replace
welfare for the elderly. I look forward to
early Senate action on this provision.

I point out that in March and April of
this year, the chairman and the rank-
ing minority member of the Senate Spe-
cial Committee on Aging introduced
older Americans minimum income legis-
lation which I cosponsored. The Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) and the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. ProuTYy) intro-
duced Senate bills 1645 and 1384, respec-
tively, with bipartisan support, to abolish
old-age assistance through welfare, and
to implement through social security the
principle that no retired member of this
affluent society should have to live in
poverty. S. 1645 and S. 1384 contain im-
portant provisions which should be
adopted, to broaden and improve the
elderly minimum income provisions of
HR. 1.

I believe that the Nation is coming to
recognize the horror of poverty in a
wealthy country. The President has pro-
posed a family assistance plan to provide
an income floor for a majority of persons
now below the poverty level,

There are serious problems in devel-
oping this legislation, but the prineciple is
critically importantl

But most assuredly, older Americans,
who have contributed a lifetime of work
to this society, who have endured the de-
pression and World War II, most of
whom contributed to social security for
years in anticipation of a dignified re-
tirement, should not be humiliated in
their latter years by lack of a minimum

Senate

adequate income. It is clear that infla-
tion, rising property taxes, and increas-
ing medical costs can deprive millions of
of senior Americans of a decent retire-
ment life, if there is no compensating
income protection.

Approximately 30 percent of older
Americans live below the poverty line,
almost 6 million Americans. Senator
CaurcH points out that nearly 3 million
eligible individuals do not apply for old
age assistance, because of the demeaning
features of the existing system. In Min-
nesota, the average monthly social secu-
rity payment to retired workers was only
$114 monthly or $1,368 annually, and we
know that less than 20 percent of all
social security recipients have any out-
side income. The poverty level for older
persons is figured at around $1,800 for
individuals and $2,400 for a couple, yet
only 20 percent of Minnesotans over 65
sought welfare relief under old age
assistance. The system is obviously not
meeting the need.

Senate bills 1645 and 1384 would pro-
vide annual income floors for older
Americans—$1,800 for retired individ-
uals and $2,400 for retired couples. This
legislation would provide supplementary
social security payments for all older
citizens below the poverty level, and
would take more than 2 million older
Americans off welfare rolls.

The legislation aiso provides revenue
sharing in the best sense. It would free
nearly $700 million of State and local
revenue now used for welfare payments
in old-age assistance, These costs would
be met out of Federal general revenues.

At the same time, administration would
be simplified. Older citizens with low
incomes would be provided an efficient,
single-step service through the 700 local
social security offices. The inconvenience
and unfortunate connotations associated
with additional applications to welfare
offices would be ended.

Senator CrurcH's bill contains addi-
tional assistance for low-income seniors.
It provides an increase of the minimum
benefit to $120 for beneficiaries with sub-
stantial service.

The Church bill alse provides a general
benefit increase, but with a new provision
which gives a greater percentage increase
to beneficiaries with low incomes, The
usual across-the-board percentage in-
creases provide less for those with lower
benefits who need the most. The Church
plan would weigh the increases to bring
needed relief to those with lower in-
comes. Under S. 1645, cr a 20-percent
increase; individuals receiving $185
monthly would be raised to $210, or 14
percent.

I also urge favorable Senate action on
my own social security amendments at
this session, in the effort to improve the
quality of retirement life. In S. 1268 I
have proposed that social security bene-
fits be based on a recipient’s 10 highest
earning years, in order to protect retire-
ment earnings from reductions caused
by years of unemployment or recession.
For example, workers have no control
over loss of income or layoffs due to the
present recession, but it costs them
retirement income.

I have also proposed, in Senate bill

1266, that the retirement test income be
raised to $2,400 annually. This would
provide further income security by allow-
ing those beneficiaries who wished to
work to earn 50 percent more annually
under the regulations, before losing any
social security benefits.

The 92d Congress has the opportunity
to end poverty among older Americans.
The United States has not kept pace with
other industrialized Western nations in
recent years in efforts to assist the
elderly. During the last decade, Sweden,
West Germany, and France have out-
stripped us in average amounts spent
per capita in support for the elderly. In
addition, these and other Western coun-
tries have spent significantly larger per-
centages of gross national product to aid
older citizens, in some cases doubling our
effort, We cannot be content knowing
that some 6 million older Americans live
in poverty. I urge the Senate to act
favorably on the pending minimum in-
come legislation for older Americans.
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Mr. MONDALE. I would like to address
myself to the section of the Sugar Act
which discusses the distribution of the
additional sugar beet allotment. The
House version authorizes the Secretary
of Agriculture to give preference to areas
where a sugar beet factory has recently
closed. The Finance Committee deleted
this language and in its report said that
such a preference may ‘discriminate
against new areas and favor an area
where the facility has already failed.”

I think that both the Senate and the
House versions have expressed valid con-
cerns, but I do believe that there is a
middle position which may be agreeable
to both Houses. I agree with what T think
is the Finance Committee’s position and
that is that they do not want to give any
kind of preference to areas that do not
have the desire, ability, soil conditions,
financing or the local support to make a
sugar beet plant a success.

The situation that I just described is
not the case in southwestern Minnesota
where the 60-year-old American Crystal
Sugar Plant at Chaska, Minn, was
closed. The urban growth from Minne-
apolis and St. Paul surrounded this plant
and had made this an undesirable loca-
tion for this type of activity. Further-
more this obsolete plant could not meet
the pollution control standards that had
been established by the State without
a very large expenditure of money. These
factors, along with the fact that the
actual growing of the beets had steadily
moved westward so that most of the
growers were more than 50 miles from
the plant, made this a very uneconomical
plant.

The_fact. that the plant closed, how-
ever, is not an indication that these
farmers do not want to grow sugar beets
or that they cannot. The plant was closed
this past January with no notice to the
local growers that relied on this plant.
Many of these growers had recently pur-

chased new equipment, bought fertilizer,
prepared the soil, and did other things
to make them ready for the 1971 cam-
paign. These growers were ready, will-
ing, and able to grow beets this spring
but could not proceed because the plant
at Chaska had been closed. I believe that
there are grounds to treat these growers
differently than we would treat an area
where there were poor soil conditions or
where the local farmers did not desire
to grow sugar beets or only desired to
do so when prices for other crops had
fallen. I am convinced that the Senate
Finance Committee did not mean to treat
these two very different situations in the
same way.

I think the House probably had the
Chaska situation in mind when they
agreed upon the preference language
whereas the Finance Committee was
probably thinking along the lines of the
latter situation that I described when
they decided to delete this language. I
would hope that the Senate conferees
would agree with these distinctions and
during the conference with the House an
agreement recognizing these equities
could be reached.

Even though the Senate Finance Com-
mittee did not adopt the preference lan-
guage of the House bill they did go
along with the farm history provisions
which will be very beneficial to the grow-
ers in southwestern Minnesota. This pro-
vision “protects for 3 years the farm
history of a producer who lost his market
for sugar beets because of the discon-
tinuance of contracting by a processor.”

I am confident that the Secretary of
Agriculture will look with favor upon
southwestern Minnesota because of this

farm history provision and the undis-
puted ability of the growers in this area
to produce the quantity and quality of
beets that are needed to justify an allot-
ment,
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FARM CREDIT ACT OF 1971

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, a few
days ago, the Senate passed S. 1483, the
Farm Credit Act of 1971, This legislation
passed with no real opposition and little
discussion on the floor of the Senate.

However, the short time devoted to
consideration of this bill should not be
allowed to obscure its enormous signifi-
cance for our Nation’s farmers,

My State of Minnesota is a major
agricultural producer. The 950 farmer
cooperatives in Minnesota make up over
12 percent of those in the country. Be-
cause agriculture is such a vital part of
my State’s economy, I was pleased to
sponsor S. 1483. I have followed the prog-
ress of the hearings with interest and
have given this bill my full support,

Farmers must be able to obtain ade-
quate credit in the years ahead if they
are to withstand the vicious cost-price
squeeze that has overtaken our agricul-
tural economy. Congress has a responsi-
bility to see that farmers be able to pro-
vide and improve their output which has
made America the best fed and best
clothed Nation in history,

Technological improvements in agri-
culture require that farmers “retool”
their operations in much the same way
that manufacturers must modernize
their plants and equipment, To do this,

farmers must have access to adequate
credit. Cooperatives for marketing of
farm products and for furnishing
supplies to farmers efficiently at the
local level are needed to maintain the
continuity of farm operations. The Farm
Credit Act of 1971 will give the Farm
Credit System the statutory mechanism
to effectively provide sound credit to our
Nation’s farmers,

I have confidence that the farmer-con-
trolled boards of the 20 Federal land
bank associations and 18 production
credit associations in my State will carry
out a sound lending program for farm-
ers under the provisions of this act and
the regulations which will be prepared
to carry out the legislative intent. Lize-
wise, I am sure that the district board
directors elected by the members of the
associations and the borrowing cooper-
atives will assure sound operations of
the Federal Land Bank, the Federal In-
termediate Credit Bank, and the Bank
for Cooperatives of Saint Paul.

The Farm Credit Act will benefit the
farmers and will strengthen the lending
activities of the Farm Credit Banks of
my State. I am equally convinced that
this legislation will benefit the entire
country.




Congressional Record

United State
afmAmeﬁcas PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 92d CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION
Vol. 117 WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, AUGUST 5, 1971 No. 126

NEED FOR A COUNCIL OF SOCIAL
ADVISERS

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be one of the 22 Senators
from both parties who have cosponsored
the Full Opportunity and National
Goals and Priorities Act, S. 5. This bill
was introduced by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MonpaLE). I think en-
actment of the bill will contribute sig-
nificantly to the ability of both the ex-
ecutive branch and the Congress to deal
intelligently with pressing social issues.

Both the Johnson administration and
the Nixon administration have endorsed
the purposes of this bill but have ob-
jected to the establishment of a new
structure, a Council of Social Advisers,
as unnecessary. The Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. MownpaLE, has just written
an excellent article which points out how
the efforts of both administrations in
this area have fallen short of the mark.
The summer 1970 issue of Law and Con-
temporary Problems has just been re-
leased. This issue on ““The Institution-
alized Presidency” contains the article I
refer to under the title “Social Advisers,
Social Accounting, and the Presidency.”

Because I think all Senators should
acquaint themselves with the need for
early action in this area, I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of this article
be printed in the Recorb.

SoCIAL ADVISERS, SOCIAL ACCOUNTING, AND THE
PRESIDENCY
(By WaLTteEr F. MONDALE)

On September 10, 1970, the United States
Senate passed S. 5, the Full Opportunity and
National Goals and Priorities Act. Among
other things, the bill would have established
& Council of Social Advisers in the Executive
Office of the President.!

The bill was not acted on by the House.
However, Senate passage represents signifi-
cant progress for this measure, which did not
even emerge from committee when it was
first proposed in 1967 as S. B43. I have re-
introduced the bill in the Ninety-second
Congress, again as 8. b.

1. THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

One might wonder why a United States
Senator is so concerned about a structural
Innovation in the President’s office, but I
believe that a review of the case for such a
Council and of the precedents regarding Ex-
ecutive Office structure will show that Con-
gressional impetus for this is both well-
founded and appropriate.

In the twenty-five years since the end of
World War II, the Executive Office of the
President has undergone radical structural
change. This is not readily recognized, per-
haps because of the staylng power of the two
best-known, general-purpose staff units,
namely the White House Office and the
Bureau of the Budget (now the Office of
Management and Budget). Yet these are the
only two present units which were in the
Executive Office in 1945.

It is also little realized that today's Ex-
ecutive Office contains sixteen separate units
in contrast with four at the end of 1945, and
that eleven of the present constituent units
have been established or significantly altered
in the past ten years® So the structure of
the Office is quite fluid and, increasingly,
specialized, It is against this background that
the proposal to establish yet another unit—
a Council of Social Advisers—must be
evaluated.

1. WHAT A COUNCIL OF BOCIAL ADVISERS

WOULD DO

With the steady evolution of the Execu-
tive Office’s composition, 1t seems clear that
the question is not whether we should con-
sider establishing new units in the Executive
Office but rather, which ones, and when.
Under my proposal, the Council of Social
Advisers (CSA) would be composed of three
of the nation's most gifted and respected
social analysts (appointed by ‘the President
and confirmed by the Senate) and staffed by
a number of America’s brightest young soclal
scientists. The CSA would be responsible for
monitoring, on an on-going basls, specific and
actual conditions in the country which af-
fect the “social opportunity” of our 'people..
Developing & system of "“social indicators”

Senate

would be a principal task of the Council.¢

A chiel objective of such an agency would
be to enlarge the chances each of our citi-
zens has to develop his potential to the full-
est. That is why I have called the proposal
the “Full Opportunity Act.” Indeed, the bill
stipulates, really for the first time in our his-
tory, “the opportunity to live in decency and
dignity” ¢ as a national goal for all of our
citizens.

‘The bill also provides for an annual res
port of the President on the nation's social
status. Requiring the President to report
annually on such areas as education, health,
housing, alienation, political participation,
personal security, and soclal mobility would
do far more than assure the publication of
CSA findings and recommendations: It would
guarantee such societal knowledge visibility
of the sort that only presidential involve-
ment can generate.

It has been asked whether the state of the
art In social accounting and the state of the
art In the soclal sciences warrant the for-
malization in statute of soclal accounting
and reporting requirements. Much of Ameri-
ca’s turmoil in the 1960's grew out of massive
frustration at continuing social unfulfill-
ment. That frustration mysteriously eluded
the attention of decisionmakers, in both the
public and private sectors, until the time for
defusing the bomb had all but slipped away.
Tragically, that should never have been the
case, For in truth, the real conditions of ex-
plosive neighborhoods in Watts, Detroit,
Newark, and elsewhere were known—and
their implications understood—by a variety
of social scientists who not only possessed
such publicly-useful knowledge but pub-
lished it as well.

Te our collective sorrow, most of those
studies remalned buried in the forbidding
pages of the scholarly journals of a dozen
or more academic disciplines, ranging from
anthropology to political science. One can
only imagine how different the tumultuous
decade just ended might have been had
there existed then the sort of mechanism for
monitoring and reporting social eonditions
I am proposing.

Thus it becomes clear that the soecial sci-
ences do have something to contribute to the
process of rationalizing public policymaking.
The social sciences have demonstrated in re-
cent years both a rediscovered interest in
social problem-solving and a dedication to
the development of research tools which serve
this end.

During the three years that my proposal
has been before the Congress, the objective
of social reporting has been widely accepted.
Both the Johnson and Nixon Administra-
tions have based their opposition on the
structural changes proposed by the bill, but
they have pledged themselves ta further the
development of social accounting. In fact,
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare produced in January 1969 a docu-
ment entitled Toward a Social Report® As
rudimentary as this pilot effort was, it illus-
trates that we can begin whenever we are
ready.”

In the four years since I first introduced
the “Full Opportunity Act,” a number of in-
dividuals and study groups have determined
that it 1s time to establish a Counecil of So-
cial Advisers and to provide for an annual
Soclal Report. For example, in October 1969
the Behavioral and Social Sciences Survey
Committee of the National Academy 6f Sci-
ences—Social Science Research Council reec-
ommended the preparation of an annual
social report, initially outside of the govern-
ment but with the aid of federal funds.® The
Comimittee also recommended the subsequent
establishment of a Council of Social Advisers.
In December 1969, the National Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Viclence
also recommended that consideration be
given to the establishment of such a council
and to the preparation of a social report.®

LU1—NEED FOR A SOCIAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

A second point which must be made was
strongly underscored by the hearings held
on the CSA proposal in both the Ninetieth
and Ninety-first Congresses. Put sucecinctly,
hunch, Intuition, and good intentions have
been the heavy artillery of social problem-
solvers, 1o a far greater extent than anyone
has recognized. This point was made most
forcefully In the testimony of Mr, Joseph A,
Califano, Jr., principal domestic policy assist-
ant in the Johnson White House (and now
a supporter of 8. 5) who observed, at a De-
cember 1969 hearing:

“The disturbing truth is that the basis of
recommendations by an American Cabinet
officer on whether to begin, eliminate or ex-
pand vast social programs more nearly re-
sembles the intuitive judgment of a benevo-
lent tribal chief in remote Africa than the
elaborate sophisticated data with which the
Secretary of Defense supports a major new
weapons system."” 1°

He also related the experience he had
when, in 1965, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare did not even know
the composition of welfare rolls. There was—
and still is—the myth that there are vast
numbers of able-bodied men receiving wel-
fare.

When the welfare data were finally ob-
tained, almost two years later, we learned
that of the 7.3 million then on welfare:

3.5 million were children

2.1 million were women over 65

700,000 were handicapped or blind

900,000 were mothers of the children

100,000 were males who were incapacitated
beyond any ability to work or be trained

and 50,000, less than one-tenth of one per
cent, were males who could possibly be called
“able-bodied.” 1

Despite such experiences, the Johnson Ad-
ministration believed that sufficient progress
in social accounting could be made through
the existing executive structures. It pointed
particularly to the Bureau of the Budget, the
Council of Economic Advisers, and the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
It also thought the Program Planning and
Budgeting System, which it had initiated in
1965, would greatly improve analysis of social
programs by the operating agencies and the
presidential staff.

It is true that efforts to prediet and evalu-
ate the effects of social programs have ex-
panded greatly. But we are already suffering
from the fact that such efforts are scattered
and unconnected

When the Nixon Administration first as-
sumed office in 1969, it found an elaborate
review of the cost-effectiveness of various
Economic Opportunity Act programs, which
the General Accounting Office had prepared
on order of the Congress. Somewhere in the
midst of the study were data which ulti-
mately proved disastrous to the Job Corps.
The GAO figures showed that the annual
cost for training a Job Corps enrollee ranged
between $6000 and $8000, They also showed
that only sixty-five per cent of participants
could be classed as successful.,

The central difficulty, from a policy point
of view, was one which unfortunately oc-
cupiled little if any of the time or attention
of those who ultimately decided the fate of
the Job Corps. Questions there were that
deserved to be asked and answered:

Is it really such an outrage to spend $3000
to #4000 for six months’ training of an urban
youngster with a wretchedly deprived back-
ground and no future but one most likely
to be devoted to erime or waste?

What would it cost society to keep such a
person in prison or on welfare?

Given the difficulty of the problem, is a
sixty-five per cent success rate really poor,
or is it possibly a great achievement?

Most importantly, what other programs
were there to use which would offer a higher
success rate, a lower cost, or both?

What future might have awaited the Job
Corps had questions such as these been
asked and answered can only be left to con-
Jjecture. For in due course some 17,000 young-
sters who had found new hope in the Job
Corps fell under the 'axe of an unusually
cruel system of social accounting. Indeed,
several months later, the Administration was
unable even to locate almost one-half of
these young people, though it had promised
to transfer them all to other manpower pro-
gramas.

The danger of piecemeal social accounting
was underscored when a number of us In
Congress asked for data which would permit
a comparative analysis of the Job Corps
with a variety of other manpower programs
favored by the Administration. Several weeks
later the GAO, following repeated COongres-
slonal inquiries, produced a table which fea-
tured the number "2." This was a footnote
w;nch sald that the data were “not avail-
able.”

Subsequent experience with alternative
mampower programs suggests that the Job
Corps was, and is, relatively eflective after
all. For example, it turned out that there



were no placement data on the JOBS pro-
gram, which was initially favored by the
Administration. Later, we learned that this
was one of the poorest manpower programs,
with a success rate of only thirty to fifty
per cent. S0 it would seem that a partial
system of soclal accounting permits, or per-
haps encourages, unwise decisions. Now that
we have gone so far in measurement and
evaluation, I think we dare not stop.

IV. NEED FOR STRUCTURAL CHANGE

Surely it was at least in partial recogni-
tion of this decision-making deficiency in
the American political system that, lesg than
six months after having assumed office,
Prestdent Nixon created a National Goals
Research Staff (NGRS) on July 12, 1969.4
Physically and organizationally located with-
in the White House itself, the NGRS was
from the outset over-shadowed by the larger
political Imperatives which confronted the
Administration. Overseeing the work of the
NGRS was but one of several responsibilities
of a member of the White House staff, Mr.
Leonard Garment.

The NGRS was commissioned originally to
undertake a comprehensive review of the
nation's objectives in the years immediately
ahead and to prepare a report each year on
the Fourth of July. Ultimately it produced
a first, and final, compilation of potential
problems which could come to plague the
American people.® So disturbingly wanting
was the report that the New York Times
observed editorlally that it represented a
“disappointing evasion of responsibility.,”
Moreover, the Times editorial continued,

“The 169-page report, plus appendices,
which was & year in the making, sets forth
neither goals nor priorities. “The Stafl did
not have a goal-setting function,’ the re-
port contends. If not, this White House task
force was either misnamed or misdirected,
or both."" 16

As |s so frequently the case with organiza-
tional changes not based on statute, the
NGRS effort aborted at some critical junc-
ture. Those not privy to the pressures which
played upon this small group may never
known with certainty either the reason for
the project's dem!se or the point at which
it came. Still the' experlence of the NGRS
may be instructive.

The point to be made is simply that the
Nixon Administration's early efforts to
achieve improved soclal policymakinf have
not succeeded. In disbanding the NGRS, the
White House announced that its work would
be carried on by the new Domestic Council.
Thus we have seen two administrations rely,
at one time or another, on the Budget Bur-
eau, the Council of Economic Advisers, the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, a new National Goals Research Stafl,
and a new Domestic Council to do a job
which both agreed needs doing. So the rele-
vant question is, when will such disparate
and disconnected impulses be gotten to-
gether into some sort of comprehensive, sys-
tematic enterprise which has a decent chance
for perserverance and productivity?

I am convinced that the day will not dawn
when such irrational policy judgments as
that involved in the Job Corps illustration
are no longer made until America is pro-
vided with a new statutorily-mandated gov-
ernmental structure. This structure must be
capable of synthesizing our knowledge in the
social area and proceeding directly to oblit-
erate current gaps in that knowledge. Surely
the unhappy experlence of the NGRS under-
scores the need for a status which assures
continuity. And no good can come from con-
tinuing to make decisions based on the
chance availability of unconnected social
measurements and evaluations,

So critical is the range of social problems
confronting our country today that we can
no longer afford the idle luxury of what
John Gardner has so eloquently and tellingly
termed “stumbling into the future.” With
& gunstock full of notches commemorating
such disastrous undertakings as that of the
NGRS, now is the time to target our hopes
for improved social policymaking in one
direction and one direction only. I believe
that the creation of some sort of mechanism
capable of comprehensively analyzing social
conditions in this country, and reporting
factually on those conditlons to the Presi-
dent, the Congress, and the country, is the
direction In which we now must move. We
have already invested tremendous amounts
of energy, talent, and money Iin cost-benefit
analysis, experimentation with planning-
programming-budgeting systems, and a wide
variety of program evaluation techniques.
Is it not now appropriate to move unhesi-
tatingly toward a more sophisticated level
of institutionalized structures competent to
the task and responsible for performing it?

V.—THE COUNCIL, THE CONGRESS, AND
THE PRESIDENT

Some observers, who agree that we need
a system of social accounting and that a new
statutory structure is the only way to bring
it about, nevertheless harbor one further con-
cern. What chance, they ask, is there that
even a council created by statute could effec-
tively do all of these things which need do-
ing so urgently if it is unwanted by the Pres-
ident?

Surely no one would suggest that the con-
clusions and recommendations in the an-

nual social report prepared by a Council of
Social Advisers for the President and the
Congress would run counter to the thinking
of the President or his Administration. Yet,
such a report would necessarily contain data
and analysis which might lead other com-
mentators to different conclusions.

Mr. Charles Schultze, former Director of
the Bureau of the Budget has sald:

“The United States budget is not the doe-
ument of an executive whose decisions are
law, nor of a prime minister whose party
must support him or bring down the govern-
ment. It is, rather, a set of proposals to the
Congress for actlon on appropriations and tax
measures, Precisely because it must advo-
cate the course recommended by the Presi-
dent, the budget cannot emphasize the dif-
ficulty of the choices made. It records the
President's decisions, but it does not ident-
ify the close ones. Alternatives that were
serious contenders for adoption but were fi-
nally rejected are seldom if ever mentioned.
In some cases, programs generally recognized
as ineffective or of low priority are debated
but finally left unchanged because all par-
ticipants in the debate realize how few are
the lances a President can afford to break
against politieally impregnable targets. Thus,
the budget 1s a document designed to per-
suade an independent Congress rather than
to analyze policy alternatives.'”

Even if we had reason to believe that a
comprehensive system of social accounting
would be prompily initiated by the executive
branch, without a statutory requirement,
there would be a sound basis for legislation.
The Congress also must have access to such
information. Prestigious members of a stat-
utory council, subject to Senate confirma-
tion and available to testify before congres-
sional committees on their findings, would
assure the Congress and the public of the
required quality and visibility of their work.
Further, the tension between the council
members and the Congress should elevate
the level of analysis in the same way that
our understanding of economics has been
enhanced through the hearings on the Eco-
nomic Report.

There is ample precedent, since the Second
World War, for the establishment of special-
ized counclls which (a) were essentially
Tolsted on given administrations and (b)
have proved to be meritorious additions to
the federal government's structure, not-
withstanding initial executive opposition.

Certainly the Council of Economic Advis-
ers, created by the Employment Act of 194617
supports this thesis. Similarly, the National
Security Council, established in 1947 and
the Council on Environmental Quality,® set
up only a year ago, came to occupy respected
positions even within administrations which
initially opposed them. The Nixon Admin-
istration, for example, opposed incipient con-
gressional efforts to highlight the ecological
crisis by a statutory prescription for top-
level presidential and congressional advice.
Yet when signing into law the measure creat-
ing the new Council, the President heralded
the action as one opening a new decade of
the environment, and he has used it widely
and effectively since then.

History cqmpels the conclusion that Pres-
idents use, in varying degree, all of the
statutorily-created structures in the execu-
tive branch. Moreover, they tend to use most
vigorously and trustingly those bodies which
draw esteem and respect both to themselves
and their President. Thus it may safely be
concluded that a Council of Social Advisers
which performed satisfactorily its mission of
measuring and monitoring and reporting on
social conditions in America would, far from
meeting perpetual presidential resistance and
rancor, come in time to enjoy a position of
trust and respect. From such a position it
could reasonably be anticipated that the
Council could begin to elevate social policy-
making in America to new levels of sophisti-
cation. = -

The principal concern of this essay has
been the interrelationshlp between a pro-

posed federal mechanism for improving soclal
policymaking and the office of President of
the United States. Is there some possibility
that even a valuable new council would con-
tribute to overburdening him with specialized
edvisory units?

I believe a Council of Social Advisers,
charged with the responsibility for advanc-
ing and asserting existing knowledge of real
social facts about this soctety, should serve
to integrate, coordinate, and systematize the
now dissident and discordant efforts of social
planners and evaluators wherever they may
be located within the federal government.

Moreover, the CSA should, in operation,
synthesize advisory inputs which now com-
pete for individual, isolated attention, thus
reducing the cumulative advice-receivipz
burden of the President. Additional ly, in syn-
thesizing available information, the CSA

would be speaking to the President—and to
;h:jcgong;?s ag;:l the country—in a volce
» While a blend of many volces,
s1ill be coherent. v S Feud

Finaly, I believe that we shall never begin
to end our hopeless method of making social
policy decisions of the most sensitive sort on
the basis of hunch, intuition, and good in-
tentions until we move in the direction
pointed to by this legislative proposal. The
‘aactment of legislation creating a com-
srehensive advisory role in the social policy

area will, I believe, radically alter not ony
the process by which declsionmakers choose,
but ultimately the choices which are made.

When President Nixon established the Na-
tional Goals Research Staff in July 1968, he
stated that the report to be prepared by the
unit should “serve as a focus for the kind
of lvely widespread public discussion that
deserves to go into decisions affecting our
common future.”® The document which
ultimately emanated from the NGRS could
not begin to serve the critical focusing func-
tion the President had envisioned for it.
After a round of newspaper comments, it
disappeared from view. No congressional
committee held hearings on it. A Council of
Social Advisers, speaking soclal facts to the
American people in a clear and coherent
volce, could provide the kind of focus the
President asked for.

‘When; finally, such a Council 15 created—
as I think is very likely—it will be a most
fitting recognition of the firm resolve of
our people to govern themselves rightly and
intelligenty and of the efforts of many, along
the way, to make a start toward the objec-
tive so well stated by Abrahaw Lincoln: “If
we could first know where we are, and
whither we are tending, we could better
judge what to do, and how to do {t." =

FOOTNOTES

18. 5, 91st Cong., 2d Sess. § 103 (1870). As
orignally introduced, the bill would also have
established a Congressional Joint Committee
on the Social Report, but this provision
was deleted. See 116 Coxne. Rec, 815,163 (dally
ed. Sept. 10, 1970). Provision for a Congres-
slonal Office of Goals and Priorities Analy-
sis was added In Committee. S, 5, § 202. These
latter provisions are not discussed in this
article, which is intended to focus on the
more directly presidential issues,

843, 90th Cong., 1st Sess. (1867). The
hearings on this blll were published in three
parts in 1968. See Hearings on S. 843 Before
the Subcomm. on Government Research of
the Senate Comm. on Government Opera-
tions, 90th Cong., lst Sess. (1968). Among
those participating in these hearings were
Dr. Bertram M. Gross, a Political Science Pro-
fessor, and Joseph Kraft, a journalist, who
were early advocates of a Council of Social
Advlsers.

3 The White House Office and the Office of
Management and Budget, as Executive office
units date back to 1939. Since then the fol-
lowing additions have been made: Couneil
of Economic Advisers (1946); National Se-
curity Council (1949); Natlonal Aeronautics
and Space Council (1961); Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness (1961); Office of Science
and Technology (1962); Office of Special Rep-
resentative for Trade Negotiations (1963);
Office of Consumer Affairs (1964); Office of
Economic Opportunity (1964); National
Council on Marine Resources and Engineer-
ing Development (1966); Office of the Vice
President (1060); Office of Intergovernmental
Relations (1969); Council on Environmental
Quality (1970); Office of Telecommunica-
tions Policy (1970); and Domestlc Council
(1970).

+ See especially SociaL InpicaTors (R. Bauer
ed. 1966) for a comprehensive review of the
concept of soclal indicators and socia! ac-
counting.

5 8. 5. 91st Cong., 2d Sess. 101 (1970).

* U.S. DEP'T oF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE, TOWARD A SociaL REeporT (1969),

*The hearings on S. 5 contain testimony
and an extensive bibliographic section docu-
menting more fully the state of the art in
social accounting. See Hearings on S. 5. Be-
Jore the Special Subcomm. on Evaluation o}
Social Programs of the Senate Comm. on La-
bor and Public Welfare, 91st Cong., 1st &
2d Sess. (1970).

* NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES AND So-
CIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH CouNcin, THE Be-
HAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES;OUTLOOK AND
Neeps (1970).

*To EsTaBLISH JUsTICE, To Insvre Do-
MESTIC TRANQUILITY, FINAL REPORT OF THE
NaTIONAL COMMISSION ON THE CAUSES AND
PREVENTION or VIOLENCE 272 (1969).

 Statement of Joseph A. Califano, Jr., in
Hearings on 8. 5 supra note 7, at 204.

uId, at 209-10.

*Only three days earlier, the Bureau of
the Budget had opposed S, 5 on behalf of the
Administration, principally on the grounds
that a new structure was not needed and
would only be duplicative. See Statement of
Maurice Mann, Assistant Director, Bureau of
the Budget, in id. at 144-45.

#TowARD BALANCED GROWTH: QUANTITY
WITH QUALITY, REPORT OF THE NATIONAL
GoaLs RESEARCH STA¥F (1970).

" What Goals?, N.Y. Times, July 21, 1970,
at 34, col, 1,

uId.

% . SCHULTZE ET AL, SETTING NATIONAL
Priorrries 4 (1970).

17 Ch, 33, 60 Stat. 23.

% National Security Act of 1947, ch. 343, 61
Stat. 485.

1% National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, 83 Stat. 852.

®5 WEEKLY Comp. Pres. Doc. 982, 984
(1969).

= Address delivered by Abraham Lincoln
Before the Republican State Convention,
Springfield, Ill., June 16, 1858, in 3 Com-
PLETE WORKS OF ABRAHAM LiNcoLw 1 (J. Nico-
lay & J. Hay eds. 1005).
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By Mr. MONDALE (for himself
and Mr. NELSON) :

S. 2448. A bill to allow a credit against
Federal income tax to low-income in-
dividuals who have attained age 65 for
State and local property taxes paid by
them on their residences, and for rert
considered as taxes paid by them. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.
FEDERAL INCOME TAX CREDIT FOR THE ELDERLY

FOR STATE AND LOCAL PROPERTY TAXES

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
introducing today a bill designed to bring
property tax relief to low-income elderly
people. My proposal would allow a credit
against the Federal income tax for that
portion of the property tax that is de-
termined to be excessive.

As a member of the Senate Special
Committee on Aging, I have been im-
pressed with the difficulties which older
citizens face in maintaining homeowner-
ship. Every day I receive agonizing letters
from older constituents who are being
forced out of their homes by financial
pressures.

For senior citizens, homeownership is
a crucial part of remaining independent.
With increased family mobility, and the
decline in the traditions of the extended
family sharing a large home, older per-
sons must hold on to their own dwellings
or face a disastrous choice: move into
an institution or enter a rental housing
market beset by rampant inflation.

About two-thirds of persons aged 62
to 64 own their own homes, But beyond
age 65 homeownership drops markedly;
at 72 years of age, it is 50 percent. Each
year 425,000 older Americans are forced
to give up their homes. As a result, pres-
sures are increased for public housing
for the elderly. Moreover, the loss of in-
dependence contributes to declining
health and morale, and loss of dignity,
and leads to greater pressure for other
public assistance.

The fundamental reason that elderly
people have trouble holding onto their
home is poverty.

The median income for elderly heads
of families in 1969 was $4,800; for un-
related individuals, it was $1,850.

Over the last decade, people over 65
have fallen further behind in their in-
come relative to everyone else. In 1962,
the median income of elderly heads of
families was 50 percent of the median for
those under 65. By 1969, it had fallen to
47 percent. For unrelated individuals the
same ratio went from 47 percent in 1962
to 43 percent in 1969,

But it is at the lower end of the in-
come scale that the problems of the
elderly are most acute. In 1970, 27 per-
cent of all elderly families were poor or
near poor and 60 percent of unrelated
elderly individuals were poor or near
poor. These percentages are six times
the comparable figures for the remainder
of the population. Compared to those
under 65, families that are poor or near
poor are twice as numerous among the
elderly; among unrelated Iindividuals,
poverty is seven times as likely among
the elderly.

Property taxes seriously aggravate the
desperate income situation of older citi-
zens.

In Wisconsin, it is estimated that over
7,000 elderly householders with income
under $1,000 paid property taxes amount-
ing to about 30 percent of their subsist-
ence income in 1968. Nationwide, local
property tax collectors are taking about
$3 billion from families with income be-
low $5,000—and probably half of this
comes from households of the elderly.

Recent studies by the Minnesota Plan-
ning Agency and the Minnesota Commis-

Senate

ioner of Taxation illustrate the same
:}roblem. These studies confirm what
letters to my office describe so poignantly
every day—the desperation of dlder citi-
zens forced to give up their family homes
because their retirement income does
not cover their property taxes,
These studies also show how unfa}r t.l;:
tax really is. For example,
pl\ﬁnnesompemta persons with an income of
$2,000 pay 6 percent of that income in
property taxes; at $10,000 of income, the
tax is 2.4 percent, and at $20,000 it is 1.5
percent. Persons over 65 at lower income
levels are especially burdened. House-
holds with incomes of $1,500 pay 10 per-
cent of their income in property taxes;
with $2,000 income, 8.4 percent is paid
as property tax, and at $3,000 income, 6.4
percen

t.

Minnesota has taken steps to relieve
this burden on older citizens by providing
a State property tax credit which some-
what reduces the oppressive effect. Over
half the other States have taken similar
action, but in my judgment, further re-
lief is necessary.

Federal law now permits taxpayers to
deduct property taxes from their in-
comes, but this only helps those who
itemize their deductions. In 1969, of the
6.9 million tax returns filed by persons 65
and over, only 3.3 million itemized their
deductions. Thus, even this small aid
did not reach over half the elderly.

I propose a tax credit of up to $360
against unusually high property taxes or
rent paid on a personal residence. My
proposal is closely modeled after the Wis-
consin and Minnesota laws. Property
taxes are considered unusually high if
they exceed a certain percentage of
household income. After determining the
amount of the tax which is excessive, 75
percent of this excessive part is relieved.

According to my formula, the cutoff
point is $6,000—any elderly person earn-
ing over this amount would get no help.

To preserve equity between owners and
renters, I propose to include the latter—
it is assumed that 25 percent of the rent
payment is in effect payment for prop-
erty taxes.

A major portion of those eligible for
this ‘program do not have incomes high
enough to pay income taxes. For these
older citizens, the property tax relief
would be in the form of a direct cash
refund rather than a credit against in-
come tax.

The following table gives the maximum
property tax that is considered reason-
able in the terms of this legislation. Re-
lief is provided for 75 percent of the
difference between one's property taxes
and the figures in the table. Thus, for a
household with $2,500 in income and $200
in property taxes, there would be a tax
credit or refund of $120.

Mazimum justifiable property taz by

household income level
Household Income: Tax

The cost of my bill is relatively low.
In 1970, the Wisconsin law provided tax
relief of $7.2 million to 74,000 low-income
elderly families. This was less than 1
percent of total property tax collections
in the State,

My bill will be somewhat more expen-
sive, because relief is provided to house-
holds with up to $6,000 of income. This
ceiling is higher than that provided by
the State plans presently in effect. A

large family with $4,500 in income needs
the relief almost as much as an individ-
ual or family further down on the in-
come scale.

In addition to relieving the elderly of
the burden of excessive property taxes,
the law has an important side effect: It
makes the overall tax system less regres-
sive by transferring income from the
general taxpaying population to elderly
people who are poor.

In my judgment, this Nation has failed
to adequately fulfill its obligations to its
senior citizens. The beneficiaries of my
bill have been paying taxes for over 40
years. I think we can afford to give them
sufficient tax relief so that they are not
forced to relinquish their homes, I think
we owe them at least this much.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the REecorp at
this point.

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

5. 2448

A Dbill to allow a credit against Federal
income tax to low-income individuals who
have attained age 65 for State and local
properhy taxes pa!d by them on their resi-
dences, and for rent considered as taxes paid
by them.,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
subpart A of part IV of subchapter A of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1854 (relating to credits allowable) is
amended by renumbering section 40 as 41,
and by inserting after section 39 the follow-
ing new section:

“Sec. 40. Resldential property taxes and rent
paid by individuals who have
attalned age 65.

“(a) General Rule.—In the case of an
individual who has attalned the age of
65 before the close of the taxable year and
whose household income for the taxable year
does not exceed $6,000 ($3,000, in the case
of a married individual filing a separate re-
turn), there shall be allowed as a credit
against the tax Imposed by this chapter an
amount, determined under subsection (b),
of State and local property taxes paid by him
during the taxable year for property used
and used by him as his principal residence,
and of rent considered as taxes paid by him
during the taxable year for property used
by him as his prinecipal residence.

“{b) Amount of Credit.—

“{1) General rule-—Except in the case of
a married individual who files a separate re-
turn, the credit under subsection (a) for any
taxable year is an amount equal to 75 percent
of so much as does not exceed $360 of the
State and local property taxes pald by him
during the taxable year on property owned
and used by him as his principal residence
and rent considered as taxes pald by him
during the taxable year for property used
by him as his principal residence, reduced
by the sum of—

"“{A) 3 percent of so much of his house-
hold income as exceeds $1,500, but does not
exceed $3,000,

“{B) 6 percent of so much of his house-
hold income as exceeds $3,000, but does not
exceed $4,500, and

“(C) 9 percent of so much of his house-
hold income as exceeds $4,500, but does not
exceed $6,000.

*(2) Married individuals filing separate-
ly.—In the case of a married individual who
files a separate return, the credit under sub-
section (a) for any taxable year is an amount
equal to 75 percent of so much as does not
exceed $180 of the State and local property
taxes paid by him during the taxable year
on property owned and used by him as his
principal residence and rent considered as
taxes pald by him during the taxable year
for property used by him as his princi-
pal residence, reduced by the sum of—

"(A) 8 percent of so much of his house«
hold income as exceeds $750, but does not
exceed $1,500,

“({B) 6 percent of so much of his house-
hold income as exceeds $1,500, but does not



exceed $2,250, and

“(C) 9 percent of so much of his house-
hold income as exceeds $2,250, but does not
exceed’ $3,000.

“(¢) Definitions.—For purposes of this
section—

“(1) State and local property taxes.—The
term ‘State and local property taxes' means
taxes on property imposed by a State, a
political subdivision of a State, or the Dis-
trict of Columbia which are allowable as &
deduction under section 164.

“(2) Rent considered as taxes.—The term
‘rent considered as taxes' means 25 percent
of the rent paid solely for the right to occupy
property used as a principal residence.
~ “(8) Household income.—The household
income of an individual is the sum of—

“{A) the adjusted gross income, as deter-
mined for purposes of this chapter, of such
individual and members of his household,
and

“(B) all other ltems of income of such
individual and members of his household
which are excluded from gross income under
any provision of the chapter (or regulations
prescribed thereunder) or under any other
law of the United States, or exempt from the
tax imposed by this chapter under any such
law, other than—

“(i) gifts, bequests, and inheritances re-
ceived from any person, and

"(ii) donations of tangible personal prop-
erty received from the United States or any
State or political subdivision thereof.

"“{4) Member of household.—The members
of the household of an indlvidual are all
individuals whose principal place of abode is
the principal residence of such individual.

“(d) Special Rules.—

“{1) Husband and wife.—In the case of
a husband and wife who file a single return
jointly under section 6013, the age require-
ment contained in subsection (a) shall, with
respect to properly jointly used by them as
their principal residence, be treated as satis-
fied if either spouse has attained the age of
sixty-five before the close of the taxable year.

“{2) PROPERTY USED IN PART AS PRINCIPAL
RESIDENCE.—In the case property only a por-
tion of which is used by the taxpayer as his
principal residence, there shall be taken into
account, for purposes of subsection (a), so
much of the property taxes and rent con-
sidered as taxes paid by him with respect to
such property as is deterrpined. under regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary or his
delegate, to be attributable to the portion of
such property so used by him.

“(3) COOPERATIVE HOUSING.—For purposes
of subsection (a), an individual who is a
tenant-stockholder in a cooperative hous-
ing . corporation (as defined in section
216(b) )—

“{A) shall be treated as owning the house
or apartment which he is entitled to occupy
by reason of his ownership of stock in such
corporation, and

“(B) shall be treated as having paid prop-
erty taxes during the taxable year equal to
the portion of the deduction allowable to
him under section 216(a) which represents

such taxes pald or accrued by such corpo-
ration.

“(4) CHANGE OF PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE—If
during a taxable year a taxpayer changes his
principle residence, subsection (a) shall ap-
ply only to that portion of the property taxes
and rent considered as taxes paid by him
with respect to each such principal residence
as is properly allocable to the period during
which it is used by him as his principal
residence.

“(5) SALE OR PURCHASE OF PRINCIPAL RESI-
pENCE—If during a taxable year a taxpayer
sells or purchases property used by him as
his principal residence, subsection (a) shall
apply only to the portion of the property
taxes with respect to such property as is
treated as imposed on him under section 164
(d) and, for purposes of subsection (a), the
taxpayer shall be treated as having paid such
taxes as are treated as paid by him under
such section.

“(e) ADJUSTMENT FOR REFUNDS.—

*(1) In GENERAL—The amount of property
taxes and rent considered as taxes paid by
an individual during any taxable year shall
he reduced by the amount of any refund of
such taxes or rent, whether or not received
during the taxable year.

“(2) Interest.—In the case of an under-
payment of the tax imposed by this chapter
for a taxable year resulting from the appli-
cation of paragraph (1), no interest shall be
assessed or collected on such underpayment
if the amount thereof is paid within 60 days
after the taxpayer receives the refund of
property taxes or rent which caused such
underpayment.

“(f) Deduction Not Affected.—The credit
allowed by subsection (a) shall not affect
the deduction under section 164 for State
and local property taxes.

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

(b) The table of sections for such subpart
A is amended by striking out the last item
and Inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 40. Residential property taxes and rent
paid by individuals who have at-
tained age 65.

“Sec. 41. Overpayments of tax."

Sec. 2. (a) Section 6401 (b) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 relating to excessive
credits) is amended—

(1) by inserting *, 40 (relating to residen-
tial property taxes and rent paid by individ-
uals who have attained age 65),” after lubri-
cating oil)", and

{2) by striking out *31 and 39" and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘'31, 38, and 40".

{b) Section 72 (n) (3) of such Code re-
lating to determination of taxable income for
certain purposes) is amended by striking
out “31 and 39" and inserting in lieu there-
of “31, 39, and 40",

{c) Section 6201 (a)(4) of such Code (re-
lating to assessment authority) is amended—

(1) by striking out ‘“Section 39" in the
heading and inserting in lieu thereof "Sec-
tions 39 and 40", and

{2) by inserting after "“lubricating oil)™
in the text "or section 40 (relating to residen-
tial property taxes and rent paid by individ-
uals who have attained age 65)".

Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply to taxable years beginning after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
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NEED FOR A COUNCIL OF SOCIAL
ADVISERS

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be one of the 22 Senators
from both parties who have cosponsored
the Full Opportunity and National
Goals and Priorities Act, S. 5. This bill
was introduced by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MonpaLe). I think en-
actment of the bill will contribute sig-
nificantly to the ability of both the ex-
ecutive branch and the Congress to deal
intelligently with pressing social issues.

Both the Johnson administration and
the Nixon administration have endorsed
the purposes of this bill but have ob-
jected to the establishment of a new

structure, a Council of Social Advisers,
- as unnecessary. The Senator from Min-
' nesota, Mr. MoNDALE, has just written
an excellent article which points out how
the efforts of both administrations in
this area have fallen short of the mark.
The summer 1970 issue of Law and Con-
temporary Problems has just been re-
leased. This issue on “The Institution-
alized Presidency” contains the article I
refer to under the title “Social Advisers,
Social Accounting, and the Presidency.”
Because I think all Senators should
acquaint themselves with the need for
early action in this area, I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of this article
be printed in the Recorp.

SOCIAL ADVISERS, SOCIAL ACCOUNTING, AND THE
PRESIDENCY

(By WaLteErR F. MONDALE)

On September 10, 1970, the United States
Senate passed S. 5, the Full Opportunity and
National Goals and Priorities Act. Among
other things, the bill would have established
a Council of Social Advisers in the Executive
Office of the President.!

The bill was not acted on by the House.
However, Senate passage represents signifi-
cant progress for this measure, which did not
even emerge from committee when it was
first proposed in 1967 as S. 843.7 I have re-
Sntroduced the bill in the Ninety-second
‘Congress, again as S. 5.

1. THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

One might wonder why & United States
Senator is so concerned about a structural
innovation in the President's office, but I
belleve that a review of the case for such a
Council and of the precedents regarding Ex-
ecutive Office structure will show that Con-
gressional impetus for this is both well-
founded and appropriate.

In the twenty-five years since the end of
World War II, the Executive Office of the
President has undergone radical structural
change. This is not readily recognized, per-
haps because of the staying power of the two
best-known, general-purpose staff units,
namely the White House Office and the
Bureau of the Budget (now the Office of
Management and Budget). Yet these are the
only two present units which were in the
Executive Office in 1945,

It is also little realized that today's Ex-
ecutive Office contains sixteen separate units
in contrast with four at the end of 1945, and
that eleven of the present constituent units
have been established or significantly altered
in the past ten years?® So the structure of
the Office is quite fluild and, increasingly,
specialized. It is against this background that
the proposal to establish yet another unit—
a Council of Social Advisers—must be
evaluated.

II. WHAT A COUNCIL OF SOCIAL ADVISERS

— WOULD DO

| With the steady evolution of the Execu-

ve Office’s composition, it seems clear that
the question is not whether we should con-
sider establishing new units in the Executive
Office but rather, which ones, and when.
Under my proposal, the Council of Soclal
Advisers (CSA) would be composed of three
of the nation's most gifted and respected
social analysts (appointed by the President
and confirmed by the Senate) and staffed by
a number of America’s brightest young social
scientists, The CSA would be responsible for
monitoring, on an on-going basis, specific and
actual conditions in the country which af-
fect the “social opportunity" of our people.
Developing & system of “social indicators”

Senate

would be a principal task of the Council.¢

A chiefl objective of such an agency would
be to enlarge the chances each of our citi-
zens has to develop his potential to the full-
est. That is why I have called the proposal
the “Full Opportunity Act.” Indeed, the bill
stipulates, really for the first time in our his-
tory, “the opportunity to live in decency and
dignity”® as a national goal for all of our
citizens.

The bill also provides for an annual re-
port of the President on the nation’s social
status. Requiring the President to report
annually on such areas as education, health,
housing, alienation, political participation,
personal security, and social mobility would
do far more than assure the publication of
CSA findings and recommendations: It would
guarantee such societal knowledge visibility
of the sort that only presidential involve-
ment can generate.

It has been asked whether the state of the
art in social accounting and the state of the
art in the soclal sciences warrant the for-
malization in statute of social accounting
and reporting requirements. Much of Ameri-
ca's turmoil in the 1960's grew out of massive
frustration at continuing social unfulfill-
ment. That frustration mysteriously eluded
the attention of decisionmakers, in both the
public and private sectors, until the time for
defusing the bomb had all but slipped away.
Tragieally, that should never have been the
case. For in truth, the real conditions of ex-
plosive mneighborhoods in Watts, Detroit,
Newark, and elsewhere were known—and
their implications understood—by a variety
of social sclentists who nnt only possessed
such publicly-useful knowledge but pub-
lished it as well.

To our collective sorrow, most of those
studies remalned buried in the forbidding
pages of the scholarly journals of a dozen
or more academic diseciplines, ranging from
anthropology to political sclence. One can
only imagine how different the tumultuous
decade just ended might have been had
there existed then the sort of mechanism for
monitoring and reporting social conditions
I am proposing.

Thus it becomes clear that the social sci-
ences do have something to contribute to the
process of rationalizing public policymaking.
The social sciences have demonstrated in re-
cent years both a rediscovered interest in
soclal problem-solving and a dedication to
the development of research tools which serve
this end.

During the three years that my proposal
has been before the Congress, the objective
of social reporting has been widely accepted.
Both the Johnson and Nixon Administra-
tions have based their opposition on the
structural changes proposed by the bill, but
they have pledged themselves to further the
development of social accounting. In fact,
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare produced In January 1969 a docu-
ment entitled Toward a Social Report® As
rudimentary as this pilot effort was, it illus-
trates that we can begin whenever we are
ready.” :

In the four years since I first introduced
the “Full Opportunity Act,” a number of in-
dividuals and study groups have determined
that it is time to establish a Couneil of So-
cial Advisers and to provide for an annual
Soclal Report. For example, in October 1969
the Behavioral and Social Sciences Survey
Committee of the National Academy 6f Sel-
ences—Social Science Research Council rec-
ommended the preparation of an annual
social report, initially outside of the govern-
ment but with the aid of federal funds® The
Committee also recommended the subsequent
establishment of a Counecil of Social Advisers.
In December 1969, the National Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence
also recommended that consideration be
given to the establishment of such a council
and to the preparation of a social report.®
I, —NEED FOR A SOCIAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

A second point which must be made was
strongly underscored by the hearings held
on the CSA proposal in both the Ninetieth
and Ninety-first Congresses. Put suceinetly,
huneh, intuition, and good intentions have
been the heavy artillery of social problem-
solvers, to a far greater extent than anyone
has recognized. This point was made most
forcefully in the testimony of Mr. Joseph A.
Califano, Jr., principal domestic policy assist-
ant in the Johnson White House (and now
& supporter of 5. 5) who observed, at a De-
cember 1969 hearing:

"The disturbing truth is that the basis of
recommendations by an American Cabinet
officer on whether to begin, eliminate or ex-
pand vast social programs more nearly re-
sembles the intuitive judgment of a benevo-
lent tribal chief in remote Africa than the
elaborate sophisticated data with which the
Secretary of Defense supports a major new
weapons system." 1

He also related the experience he had
when, in 1965, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare did not even know
the composition of welfare rolls. There was—
and still is—the myth that there are vast
numbers of able-bodied men receiving wel-
fare.

When the welfare data were finally ob-
tained, almost two years later, we learned
that of the 7.3 million then on welfare:

3.5 million were children

2.1 million were women over 65

700,000 were handicapped or blind

900,000 were mothers of the children

100,000 were males who were incapacitated
beyond any ability to work or be trained

and 50,000, less than one-tenth of one per
cent, were males who could possibly be called
“able-bodied.” v

Despite such experiences, the Johnson Ad-
ministration believed that sufficient progress
in soclal accounting could be made through
the existing executive structures. It pointed
particularly to the Bureau of the Budget, the
Couneil of Economic Advisers, and the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
It also thought the Program Planning and
Budgeting System, which it had initiated in
19656, would greatly Improve analysis of social
programs by the operating agencies and the
presidential staff.

It is true that efforts to predict and evalu-
ate the effects of social programs have ex-
panded greatly. But we are already suffering
from the fact that such efforts are scattered
and unconnected

When the Nixon Administration first as-
sumed office in 1969, it found an elaborate
review of the cost-effectiveness of various
Economie Opportunity Act programs, which
the General Accounting Office had prepared
on order of the Congress. Somewhere in the
midst of the study were data which ulti-
mately proved disastrous to the Job Corps.
The GAO figures showed that the annual
cost for training a Job Corpe enrollee ranged
between $6000 and $8000. They also showed
that only sixty-five per cent of participants
could be classed as successful,

The central difficulty, from a policy point,
of view, was one which unfortunately oc-
cupied little if any of the time or attention
of those who ultimately decided the fate of
the Job Corps. Questions there were that
deserved to be asked and answered:

Is it really such an outrage to spend $3000
to $4000 for six months' training of an urban
youngster with & wretchedly deprived back-
ground and no future but one most likely
to be devoted to crime or waste?

What would It cost society to keep such a
person in prison or on welfare?

Given the difficulty of the problem, Is a
sixty-five per cent success rate really poor,
or is it possibly a great achievement?

Most importantly, what other programs
were there to use which would offer a higher
success rate, a lower cost, or both?

What future might have awaited the Job
Corps had questions such as these been
asked and answered can only be left to con-
jecture. For In due course some 17,000 young-
sters who had found new hope in the Job
Corps fell under the 'axe of an unusually
cruel system of social accounting, Indeed,
several months later, the Administration was
unable even to locate almost one-half of
these young people, though it had promised
to transfer them all to other manpower pro-
grams,

The danger of plecemeal social accounting
was underscored when a number of us in
Congress asked for data which would permit
a comparative analysis of the Job Corps
with a varlety of other manpower programs
favored by the Administration, Several weeks
later the GAO, following repeated congres-
sional inquiries, produced a table which fea-
tured the number “2." This was a footnote
w;uch sald that the data were “not avall-
able."

Subsequent experience with alternative
mampower programs suggests that the Job
Corps was, and is, relatively eflective after
all. For example, it turned out that there



were no placement data on the JOBS pro-
gram, which was initially favored by the
Administration. Later, we learned that this
was one of the poorest manpower programs,
with a success rate of only thirty to fifty
per cent. So it would seem that a partial
system of social accounting permits, or per-
haps encourages, unwise decisions. Now that
we have gone so far in measurement and
evaluation, I think we dare not stop.

IV. NEED FOR STRUCTURAL CHANGE

Surely it was at least in partial recogni-
tion of this decision-making deficiency in
the American political system that, less than
six months after having assumed office,
President Nixon created a National Goals
Research Staff (NGRS) on July 12, 1969.%
Physically and organizationally located with-
in the White House itself, the NGRS was
from the outset over-shadowed by the larger
political imperatives which confronted the
Administration. Overseeing the work of the
NGRS was but one of several responsibilities
of a member of the White House staff, Mr.
Leonard Garment.

The NGRS was commissioned originally to
undertake a comprehensive review of the
nation’s objectives in the years immediately
ahead and to prepare a report each year on
the Fourth of July. Ultimately it produced
a first, and final, compilation of potential
problems which could come to plague the
American people.* So disturbingly wanting
was the report that the New York Times
observed editorially that It represented a
“disappointing evasion of responsibility.”
Moreover, the Times editorial continued,

“The 169-page report, plus appendices,
which was a year in the making, sets forth
neither goals nor priorities. “The Staff did
not have a goal-setting function,' the re-
port contends. If not, this White House task
force was either misnamed or misdirected,
or both." 1%

As is so frequently the case with organiza-
tional changes not based on statute, the
NGRS effort aborted at some critical junc-
ture. Those not privy to the pressures which
played upon this small group may never
known with certainty either the reason for
the project's demise or the point at which
it came. Still the' experience of the NGRS
may be Instructive.

The point to be made is simply that the
Nixon Administration’s early efforts to
achieve improved social policymaking have
not succeeded. In disbanding the NGRS, the
White House announced that its work would
be carried on by the new Domestic Council.
Thus we have seen two administrations rely,
at one time or another, on the Budget Bur-
eau, the Council of Economic Advisers, the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, a new National Goals Research Staff,
and a new Domestic Councill to do a job
which both agreed needs doing. So the rele-
vant guestion is, when will such disparate
and disconnected impulses be gotten to-
gether into some sort of comprehensive, sys-
tematic enterprise which has a decent chance
for perserverance and productivity?

I am convinced that the day will not dawn
when such irrational policy judgments as
that involved in the Job Corps illustration
ar¢ no longer made until America is pro-
vided with a new statutorily-mandated gov-
ernmental structure. This structure must be
capable of synthesizing our knowledge in the
social area and proceeding directly to oblit-
erate current gaps in that knowledge. Surely
the unhappy experience of the NGRS under-
scores the need for & status which assures
continuity. And no good can come from con-
tinuing to make decisions based on the
chance avallability of unconnected social
measurements and evaluations,

So critical Is the range of social problems
confronting our country today that we can
no longer afford the idle luxury of what
John Gardner has so eloquently and tellingly
termed “stumbling into the future.” With
a gunstock full of notches commemorating
such disastrous undertakings as that of the
NGRS, now is the time to target our hopes
for improved social pollcymaking in one
direction and one direction only. I believe
that the creation of some sort of mechanism
capable of comprehensively analyzing social
conditions in this country, and reporting
factually on those conditions to the Presi-
dent, the Congress, and the country, is the
direction in which we now must move. We
have already invested tremendous amounts
of energy, talent, and money In cost-benefit
analysis, experimentation with planning-
programming-budgeting systems, and a wide
variety of program evaluation techniques.
Is it not now appropriate to move unhesi-
tatingly toward a more sophisticated level
of institutionalized structures competent to
the task and responsible for performing it?

V.—THE COUNCIL, THE CONGRESS, AND
THE PRESIDENT

Some observers, who agree that we need
a system of social accounting and that a new
statutory structure is the only way to bring
it about, nevertheless harbor one further con-
cern. What chance, they ask, is there that
even a council created by statute could effec-
tively do all of these things which need do-
ing so urgently if it is unwanted by the Pres-
ident?

Surely no one would suggest that the con-
clusions and recommendations In the an-

nual soclal report prepared by a Council of
Social Advisers for the President and the
Congress would run counter to the thinking
of the President or his Administration. Yet,
such a report would necessarily contain data
and analysis which might lead other com-
mentators to different conclusions.

Mr. Charles Schultze, former Director of
the Bureau of the Budget has sald:

“The United States budget is not the doc-
ument of an executive whose decisions are
law, nor of & prime minister whose party
must support him or bring down the govern-
ment. It is, rather, a set of proposals to the
Congress for action on appropriations and tax
measures. Precisely because it must advo-
cate the course recommended by the Presi-
dent, the budget cannot emphasize the dif-
ficulty of the choices made. It records the
President's decisions, but it does not ident-
ify the close ones. Alternatives that were
serlous contenders for adoption but were fi-
nally rejected are seldom if ever mentioned.
In some cases, programs genetally recognized
as ineflective or of low priority are debated
but finally left unchanged because all par-
ticipants in the debate realize how few are
the lances a President can afford to break
against politically impregnable targets. Thus,
the budget is & document designed to per-
suade an independent Congress rather than
to analyze policy alternatives.™1s

Even if we had reason to believe that a
comprehensive system of social accounting
would be promptly initiated by the executive
branch, without a statutory requirement,
there would be a sound basis for legislation.
The Congress also must have access to such
information, Prestigious members of a stat-
utory counecil, subject to Senate confirma-
tion and available to testify before congres-
slonal committees on their findings, would
assure the Congress and the public of the
required quality and visibility of their work.
Further, the tension between the council
members and the Congress should elevate
the level of analysis in the same way that
our understanding of economics has been
enhanced through the hearings on the Eco-
nomic Report.

‘There is ample precedent, since the Second
World War, for the establishment of special-
ized councils which (a) were essentially
Yoisted on given administrations and (b)
have proved to be meritorious additions to
the federal government’s structure, not-
withstanding initial executive opposition.

Certainly the Councll of Economic Advis-
ers, created by the Employment Act of 10467
supports this thesis. Similarly, the National
Security Councll, established in 1947 and
the Council on Environmental Quality* get
up only a year ago, came to occupy respected
positions even within administrations which
initially opposed them. The Nixon Admin-
istration, for example, opposed inciplent con-
gressional efforts to highlight the ecological
crisis by a stat prescription for top-
level presidential and congressional advice.
Yet when signing into law the measure creat-
ing the new Council, the President heralded
the actlon as one opening a new decade of
ihe environment, and he has used it widely
and effectively since then.

History cqmpels the conclusion that Pres-
idents use, In varying degree, all of the
statutorily-created structures in the execu-
tive branch. Moreover, they tend to use most
vigorously and trustingly those bodies which
draw esteem and respect both to themselves
and their President. Thus it may safely be
concluded that a Council of Social Advisers
which performed satisfactorily its mission of
measuring and monitoring and reporting on
soclal conditions in America would, far from
mesting perpetual presidential resistance and
rancor, come In time to enjoy a position of
trust and respect, From such a position it
could reasonably be anticipated that the
Council could begin to elevate soclal policy-
:‘nﬂiil!!g in America to new levels of sophisti-
cation, J -

The principal concern of this essay has
been the interrelationship between a pro-
posed federal mechanism for improving social
policymaking and the office of President of
the United States. Is there some possibility
that even a valuable new council would con-
tribute to overburdening him with speclalized
advisory units?

I believe a Council of Social Advisers,
charged with the responsibillty for advanc-
ing and asserting existing knowledge of real
soclal facts about this soclety, should serve
fo integrate, coordinate, and systematize the
now dissident and discordant efforts of social
planners and evaluators wherever they may
be located within the federal Eovernment.

Moreover, the CSA should, in operation,
synthesize advisory inputs which now com-
pete for individual, isolated attention, thus
reducing the cumulative advice-recelvip~
burden of the President,. Additionally, in syn-
thesizing available information, the CSA
would be speaking to the President—and to
the Congress and the country—in a voice
which, while a blend of many volces, would
still be coherent.

Finaly, I believe that we shall never begin
to end our hopeless method of making social
policy decisions of the most sensitive sort on
the basis of hunch, Intuition, and good in-
tentions until we move in the direction
pointed to by this legislative proposal. The
rmactment of legislation creating a com-
#rehensive advisory role in the social poliey

area will, I velieve, radically alter not ony
the process by which decisionmakers choose,
but ultimately the choices which are made.

When President Nixon established the Na-
tional Goals Research Staff in July 1069 T«
stated that the report to be prepared by the
unit should “serve as a focus for the kind
of lively widespread public discussion that
deserves to go into decisions affecting our
common future.”*® The document which [
ultimately emanated from the NGRS could
not begin to serve the critical focusing fune-
tion the President had envisioned for it.
After a round of newspaper comments, it
disappeared from view. No congressional
committee held hearings on it. A Council of
Social Advisers, speaking social facts to the
American le In a clear and coherent
voice, could provide the kind of focus the
President asked for.

When; finally, such a Council s created—
as I think is very likely—it will be a most
fitting recognition of the firm resolve of
our people to govern themselves rightly and
intelligenty and of the efforts of many, along
the way, to make a start toward the objec-
tive so well stated by Abrahaw Lincoln: “If
we could first know where we are, and
whither we are tending, we could better
Jjudge what to do, and how to do it." =

FOOTNOTES
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more directly presidential issues.

%843, 90th Cong., 1st Sess. (1967). The
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(1970).
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menting more fully the state of the art in
social accounting. See Hearings on 8. 5. Be-
fore the Special Subcomm. on Evaluation o}
Social Programs of the Senate Comm. on La-
bor and Public Welfare, 91st Cong., 1st &
2d Sess. (1970).

¥ NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES AND So-
CIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH CouUNciL, THE Be-
HAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES:OUTLOOK AND
Neeps (1970).

*To EsTaBLISH JusTicE, To Insure Do-
MESTIC TRANQUILITY, FINAL REPORT OF THE
NaTIoNaL COMMISSION ON THE CAUSES AND
PREVENTION OF VIOLENCE 272 (1069).

1 Statement of Joseph A. Califano, Jr., in
Hearings on 8. 5 supra note 7, at 204.

u Id. at 209-10.

*Only three days earller, the Bureau of
the Budget had opposed S. 5 on behalf of the
Administration, principally on the grounds
that a new structure was not needed and
would only be duplicative. See Statement of
Maurice Mann, Assistant Director, Bureau of
the Budget, in id. at 14445,

3 TOWARD BALANCED GROWTH: QUANTITY
WITH QUALITY, REPORT oF THE NATIONAL
Goars RESEARCH STA¥FF (1970).

“ What Goals?, N.Y. Times, July 21, 1970,
at 34, col. 1.

¥ Id.

% C. SCHULTZE ET AL., SETTING NATIONAL
Priorrries 4 (1970). i

7 Ch. 33, 60 Stat, 23. '

1 National Security Act of 1947, ch, 343, 61
Stat. 495,

1 National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, 83 Stat, 852.

®5 WEERLY Comp. Pres. Doc. 982, 984
(1969).

2 Address delivered by Abraham Lincoln
Before the Republican State Convention,
Springfield, Ill., June 16, 1858, in 3 Com-
PLETE WORKS OF AsraHAM LincoLw 1 (J. Nico-
lay & J. Hay eds. 1905).




Congressional Record

United Sta d
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 92 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION
Vol. 117 WASHINGTON, FRIDAY, AUGUST 6, 1971 No. 127—Part 11

THE PUBLIC HOUSING PROGRAM

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, com-
munities, large and small, are growing
more and more concerned by a recent
slowdown in activity by HUD's public
housing program.

At this time 500,000 units have been
applied for under the public housing pro-
gram but no final action has been taken
on any of these applications.

Long-standing delay in construection
of badly needed units can be attributed
primarily to the lack of funds which the
administration has made available for
this program.

But the recent slowdown appears to be
related to a number of administrative
factors such as the establishment of the
HUD area offices, the freeze on available
development funds, circular A-95 which
requires clearance of all housing develop-
ment to conform with comprehensive
planning and a lack of personnel devoted
to public housing production within the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment,

While community officials—and the
poor—have been remarkably patient
through all the delays resulting from the
lack of funds and staff, they certainly
do not want needless redtape to take up
the scarce resources which are available.

And undoubtedly the overburdened
taxpayer does not want to see his money
wasted on a needless shuffling of papers.

Unfortunately, a new decision by HUD
would recall all current public housing
applications where a site has not been
approved in accordance with the hous-
ing site guidelines.

In many large metrepolitan areas,
housing site guidelines are necessary to
ensure the economic and social well-
being of the community.

But for many smaller communities

Senate

these guidelines do not apply at all. Ac-
cording to the newly announced HUD
decisions, however, both small and large
cities must resubmit their applications.

For local housing officials, this is an
unnecessary waste of time and money.
For HUD, it will mean more obstacles
before any housing can be built.

In applications where the new site
criteria is necessary I think there should
be ways to include such without return-
ing all applications to the local com-
munities. The housing authorities could
be asked to supply an addendum to the
original application or else this could
be taken care of when HUD reviews the
site that has been selected.

Senator ProxMIRE, Senator WILLIAMS,
Senator CransTON, and I have written to
HUD about all of these matters. We
think its important that public housing
applications be moved along as quickly
and efficiently as possible. Toward this
end, we have asked that HUD consider
the development of a separate, less com-
plicated review process for small, non-
metropolitan housing authorities.

I would like to share with my col-
leagues in the Senate, our letter to HUD
which fully describes these problems.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be printed in full at
this point in the REcorb.

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

U.8. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., August 6, 1971.

Hon. EvGeNE A, GULLEDGE,

Asgzistant Secre!ary fO?' Mortgage Credit,
FHA Commissioner, Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Developnient, HUD Build-
ing, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. GurrLepce: Within the last few
weeks we have become Increasingly disturbed
about what appears to be “slowing-down"
in the production activity in the public
housing program. Our constituents report

to us that badly-needed construction for
low income families is just not moving as it
should. This report comes from both large
and small communities.

The causes for this “slowing-down" appear
to be related to the establishment of the
HUD area . fices, the freeze on available de-
velopmernt {unds, the issuance of the A-95
circular requiring clearance of all housing
development for conformance with compre-
hensive planning—and most recently, the
recall by HUD of all public housing appli-
cations where a site has not been approved
to review them for conformance with the
new housing site guidelines. Also, we note in
the testimony of Secretary Romney in the
House of Representatives last week and be-
fore the Senate Hearing and Urban Affairs
Subcommittee this week, the statement that
a major reason for not moving faster on
public housing production is the lack of
sufficient HUD personnel in the public hous-
ing production area.

We would like to express to you our serl-
ous concern about any slow down in public
housing production activity. In particular,
we would like to have your appraisal rela-
tive to the new site reviews, as to how much
time such reviews will take; and what a local
housing authority can anticipate in terms
of a time schedule, We would like your
judgement as to whether a seperate, and
perhaps less complicated site review process
might be instituted for small communities
in non-metropolitan areas.

We would greatly appreciate a response to
us:
First, your judgement as to an adequate
level of HUD personnel in the public hous-
ing production area, and your general judge-
ment as to how fast the Department can
move to implement the backlog of public
housing production demand.

Second, your judgement as to the time
which will be required to complete a site
review for a local housing authority; and
whether it might be feasible to develop a
separate, less complicated review process for
small, nonmetropolitan housing authorities.

We will look forward to your early response
on these matters.

Sincerely yours,
WaLTER F. MONDALE,
Araw CRANSTCH,
WiLLIAM PROXMIRE,
HarrrsoN A. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senators.
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“(b) While studying at the Institute and
while traveling in connection with his study,
including authorized field trips, each stu-
dent or enrollee in the Institute shall be
allowed travel expenses and a per diem allow-
ance in the same manner as prescribed for
persons employed intermittently in the Gov-
ernment service under section 5703(b) of
title 5, United States Code."

Sec. 502. The table of contents to “Part
IV—CorrECTION OF YOUTHFUL OFFENDERS"” of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by
inserting after
“408. Juvenlle delinquenecy.__.______.

the following new chapter reference:
404, Federal Corrections Institute. .. 5041”,
Sec. 503, There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this title.
SUMMARY OF OMINTIBUS CORRECTIONAL REFORM
Acr or 1971

This bill provides a new comprehensive

approach to prison reform on the state and '

local level. It provides substantial federal
support for a program of creating a new,
modern correctional system built around
smaller institutions, located in or near the
urban communities they serve. At the same
time, it takes account of the major eflort
needed to redirect the nation's penal effort
by requiring the' development of certain
short range programs which will make pres-
ent penitentiaries more effective,

Trrie I —CoMMUNITY-BASED CORRECTIONAL
FAcILITIES

Title I outlines the basic long range pro-
gram which wil] result in a new penal strat-
egy. It consists of several amendments to the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
provisions of the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968:

(1) Require that after two years from pas-
sage no state plan for LEAA assistance will
be approved as comprehensive (a necessary
prerequisite to receiving Federal funds) un-
less it allocates at least 40% of the request-
ed funds to the Improvement of correctional
practices and programs. (Part E of the LEAA
Act presently requires a 20% allocation,) The
actual allocation of LEAA funds ig also
changed accordingly. In terms of present
Congressional authorization this would au-
thorize $700 million for this new program in
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973.

(2) Require that any such correctional plan
contain a 20 year program developed in de-
tall by five year segments for the gradual
phasing out of large country prisons located
a substantial distance from major urban
areas whose community they serve (regard-
less of whether they be classified as low,
medium, or high security) and their replace-
ment with small, community-based correc-
tions facilities designed to apply modern
corrections theory.

Trre II—REHABILITATION AND RELATED

ProGrAMS

Title IT is the first of several programs de-
slgned to provide immediate improvement
while the states develop their long range
programs, It authorizes the expenditure of
£400 million over the next four years to de-
velop and fund projects providing programs
for rehabilitation, job placement, on-the-job
counseling and correctional education for
criminal offenders, youth offenders, and
juvenile delinquents. Heavy emphasis is
placed on the rehabilitation of those who
have committed no more than one serious
offense on the theory that these are the most
ensily helped.

To be eligible to recelve a grant under
this title a state must appoint a planning
and administration council which would de-
velop a plan and submit it to the Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare. The plan
would be required to allocate at least 40
percent of all Federal funds granted to local
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government bodies and nonprofit organiza-
tions and 15 percent of all Federal funds to
private, profit making individuals, businesses
and organizations. This would result in the
involvement of many segments of the com-
munity in the corrections process.

Grants to the states will be determined
by the number of persons detalned in cor-
rectional Institutions and by the total popu-
lation of the state, However, in no case will
such grants amount to more than 75 percent
of the total cost of such programs in any
given year. The title also provides means
for the Secretary to determine that funds are
actually expended in saccordance with the
provisions of this title, and for a method of
judicial review should a state not be satis-
fied with the Secretary’s ruling,

Trrre III—EpUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

This title is intended to provide special
funding for the development of specialized
school curricula, for the tralning of educa-
tional personnel and, for research and dem-
onstration projects. These programs and
projects would be especially tailored to the
needs of persons detained in state and local
coffectional institutions with the Intentlion
of improving their vocational and academic
education so as to enhance the possibility
of rehablilitation of such persons,

Section 301 of title IIT would amend sec-
tion 511(b) of the Higher Education Act of
1865. Presently the authorized funding is $80
million per year, but in unrestricted form.
Under the proposed amendment the au-
thorized funding would be increased to $100
million for each of the next five years, Addi-
tionally the amended bill would require that
$110 million, be spent on projects under
Section 1108(a) (6) of title 20 of the United
States Code which authorizes the develop-
ment of special educational programs for
criminal offenders.

Section 302 of title ITI would authorize the
Commissioner of Education to make grants
to state and local governments, educational
agencles, public and nonprofit private in-
stitutions of higher learning, and other pub-
lic and nonprofit private education or re-
search agencies. Such grants would fund re~
search and demonstration projects to the
academic and voecational education of anti-
social, aggressive, or delinquent persons In-
cluding juvenile delinquents, youth oﬂend-
ers, and adult eriminal offenders.

To advise on the creation of general policy
with regard to the education of persons
covered by this title, the Commlssioner is
authorized to appoint special technical ad-
visory committees. Members of such com-
mittees who are not already full time em-
ployees of the United States ere entitled to
receive compensation as shall be determined
by the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare but not in excess of §75 a day. $13
million Is authorized to be spent on this
title over the next three fiscal years.

Trree IV—SPECIAL, PROBATION PROGRAMS

Title IV authorizes the expenditure of 84
million during each of the next five fisca
years for the creation of special probation
supervision programs. These programs will be
designed to accommodate juvenile delin-
quents and young offenders under 25 who
have not Yet become repeated offenders and
who have not been found gullty of capital
crimes. Such programs must be structured so
as to reduce the need for the commitment of
such offenders to state correctional institu-
tions. .

Any state desiring assistance must sub-
mit a state plan to the Law Enforcement
Asgistance Administration. The plan must
establish suitable controls to insure that the
appropriate state agency exercises proper
supervision, qualified probations personnel
are employed, and incentives for local par-
ticipation in programs designed to reduce
the need for commitment to correctional in-
stitutions are provided.
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Funds will be provided for the states on
the basis of a formula which takes into ac-
count the number of persons under the age
of 26 within the states and the number of
youthful offenders who have not been com-
mitted to state correctional Instiutions,
Provision is also made to insure that the
federal share of such programs will not ex-
ceed T6% and that the funds provided under
this program will not be In lien of funds
coming from other sources and already being
spent on such programs. Additionally, each
state Inyolved shall develop programs to
monitor the effectiveness of the special
probations programs developed. Provision

| will be made for the collection and utilization

of such information by the Federal Correcs
tions Institute.

TiTLE V—FEDERAL CORRECTIONS INSIITUTE

Title V amends title 18 of the United States
Code by adding at the end thereof a new
chapter creating a Federal Corrections In-
stitute. The Institute would serve several
functions related to the short range improve-
ment of present corrections systems and the
long range development of a new corrections
system as foreseen in title I. It would collect
and disseminate useful data relating to ef-
forts to improve the present corrections sys-
tem and develop a new, community based
system as provided in title I. It would also
provide training for Federal, State and local
personnel involved in the judicial system
and corrections field so as to facilitate the
acceptance and development of a new cor- ™
rections system.

The Institute's overall policy and opera-
tions would be under the supervision of an
Advisory Commission including personnel
from the judicial, probations and corrections
fields and including private, concerned citi-
zens and persons who have actually served
in prisons. Also included on the Advisory
Commission will be the Director of the In-
stitute, the Attorney General (or his de-
signee), and the Director of the National
Institute of Mental Health (or his designee).

The Director of the Institute with the ap-
proval of the Advisory Commission shall
acquire property and shall make the neces-
sary arrangements for the Institute’s con-
struction and equipment. The Advisory Com-
mission shall supervise the design of a train-
ing curriculum for enrollees from the judi-
cial and corrections fields. Candldates for
admission to the Institute shall be selected
by the State planning agencles created un-
der LEAA, subject to final selection by the
Director of the Institute. While studying
with the Institute each enrollee shall be al-
lowed travel expenses and a per diem allow-
ance in the same manner as prescribed for
persons intermittently employed in govern-
ment service under section 5703(b) of titla
5 Unlbed States Code. Such funds as may be

1 ¢-to t"the provisions of this
le nre autliwlz_ed. TN

.

By Mr, MONDALE:

S.2536. A bill to enable lower-income
families to achieve homeownership and
to enable certain private housing to be
available for families at all income levels
n order to achieve an economic diver-
S cation of income groups, particularly
to“avoid the clustering of low-inco
familes, and for other purposes. r-
red to the Committee on Ban!d.ug.“Hous-
ing and UMian

Mr. MONDALE Mr Preaident I join
today in endorsing the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. BrookEe), one of the leading
congressional experts on housing pro-
grams for lower-income families.

The Housing Reform Amendments
Act of 1971, which I will cosponsor when
it is drafted, is a product of our mutual
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interest in legislation to expand existing
housing programs: to amend these pro-
grams to achieve consolidation of essen-
tial assistance provisions; and to extend
them to assist the full range of families
who are not able to afford the expense of
adequate housiing in our Nation,

We worked together to prepare the
section-by-seetion summary which Sen-
ator BrookE has just introduced. It in-
corporates our original ideas, as well as
other proposals which have been put for-
ward over the past 2 years by various
public interest groups. I believe that its
adoption will correct most of the major
problems associated with the present ar-
ray of housing programs—problems
which have impeded their use to assist
all families in need of assistance to ob-
tain safe, decenf, and suitable housing.
This rich Nation should be able to or-
ganize its housing programs to assure
that all famlies ean achieve a suitable
standard of shelter.

The time has come to complete the
recent congressional efforts toward de-
cent housing by consolidating our assist-
ance programs, by extending them to
cover existing gaps in coverage, and by
adopting provisions to assure a sound
. and healthy living environment. During
1967 and 1968, the Senate Housing Sub-
committee spent an enormous amount of
time in developing the section 235 home-
ownership and the section 236 rental as-
sistance programs. This effort was worth-
while: these two programs are rapidly
expanding to serve an enlarging number
of families who require housing assist-
ance. In 1969 and 1970, the public hous-
ing program was amended to achieve a
greatly expanded capacity, largely
through the amendments sponsored by
Senator Brooke, and by the chairman of
the Senate committee, the distinguished
Senator from Alabama, JOHN SPARKMAN,
Despite these achievements, however, in-
adequacies in program structure still
exist, some of which were forecast as
early as 1967 by the housing subcom-
mitteé. The expansion of these housing
programs over the last 2 years makes it
essential that these inadeqguacies be cor-
rected without delay. L

The four major inadequacies among
existing programs are: First, a lack of
uniformity in such basic provisions as
income limits, income definition, rent re-
gquirements, and quality of housing prod-
uct; second, failure to include coverage
- for all families who need housing assisi-
ance; third, isolation of low-income fam-
ilies in “ghettoized” housing develop-
ments; and, fourth, concentration of
low-income housing opportunities in cen-
tral cities, to the exclusion of metropol-
itan and regional areas which are rapidly
developing as the chief centers of em-
ployment for lower income families.

The Housing Reform Amendments Act
of 1971, proposed by Senator BroOKE and
myself, addresses itself to each of these
major inadequacies. It proposes full con-
solidation of the basic elements of hous-
ing assistance under the FHA mortgage
assistance programs and the public agen-
cy housing programs; it provides for as-
sistance to all families who require hous-
ing assistance to the degree that they
need it; it provides for a “‘cross section of
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income" occupancy in all assisted hous-
ing; it provides incentives for expansion
of assisted housing into metropolitan and
regional areas through full tax payments
and public service grants, as well as
“emergency housing” powers to the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to develop assisted housing in those
areas where no sponsor is willing to un-
dertake it. As Senator BrookE has indi-
cated, these provisions, coupled with the
housing requirements in the Community
Development Act of 1971, 8. 2333, intro-
duced by Senator SpArRKMAN, and the
Government Facilities Location Act, S.
1282, introduced by Senator ABRAHAM
RisicorF, should produce new and effec-
tive ways to achieve housing opportu-
nities for lower income families in areas
of urban growth outside central cities.

Mr. President, before I began discus-
sions with Senator Brooke on the Hous-
ing Reform Amendments Act of 1971, I
had been working on a proposal designed
to accomplish a greater cross section of
income occupancy in Government as-
sisted housing. This measure would pro-
vide a subsidy to those who need it and
would also make available a percentage
of units at reduced rentals or reduced
mortgage interest rates to encourage oc-
cupaney by higher income families.

In the rematal housing program, this
would be done by calculating rentals as
though the mortgage carried an interest
rate 2 percent below the FHA rate. The
FHA rate is now 7 percent which would
mean that the rentals would be calcu-
lated at a 5-percent interest rate and this
would result in a substantial rental re-
duction. The 2-percent interest rate dif-
ferential would be paid by HUD to the
lender.

It is proposed that up to 20 percent of
the units may be occupied by families
without regard to income limitations.
There would be no certification as to in-
come and the families would pay what-
ever rental is called for on the basis of
the ‘mortgage calculated at the rate 2
percent below the FHA rate. An addi-
tional 20 percent of the units would be
occupied by families at varying income
not in excess of the public housing limits
and who will pay one-fourth of their in-
come for rental, including utilities. The
remaining 60 percent of the units will be
occupied by families at carying income
levels who also will pay one-fourth of
their income for rental. Families obtain-
ing subsidies would recertify their in-
comes every 2 years. This program would
also permit cooperative ownership.

A similar proposal relates to the pur-
chase of single family sales housing. In
specified subdivisions or geographieal
areas designated by the Secretary, such
as new communities, 20 percent of the
buyers would get the benefit of a home
purchase mortgage 2 percent below the
FHA rate. The balance of the purchasers,
20 percent of whom would have incomes
not in excess of public housing limits,
would pay 20 percent of their income,
and the subsidy would cover the balance
due for principal, interest, taxes, insur-
ance, and mortgage insurance premiums.

In many respects, my proposal is very
similar to the housing reform amend-
ments bill, For example, both bills would
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provide a single subsidy program that
would cover the complete range of low-
and moderate-income housing; both bills
provide that at least 20 percent of the
units in an assisted project would have
to go to the lowest income families; both
bills provide a rental not to exceed 25
percent of a family's income; and both
bills insure that under the homeowner-
ship program, the maximum mortgage
payment—including taxes and insur-
ance—would be 20 percent of a family’s
income.

I believe that it is important that each
of these bills be submitted for full dis-
cussion. That is why I am cosponsoring,
with Senator Brooke, the Housing Re-
form Amendments Act of 1971, while at
the same time introducing the Housing
Opportunities Act of 1971.

In order to insure full consideration of
both bills, T ask unanimous consent that
the full text of my proposal, the Housing
Opportunities Act of 1971, be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

8. 2536

A bill to enable lower income familles to
achieve homeownership and to enable
certain private housing to be avallable for
familles at all income levels In order to
achieve an economic diversification of in-
come groups, particularly to avoid the
clustering of low income families, and for
other purposes,

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 “Housing Opportu-
nities Act of 1971",

Sec. 2. (n) The text of sectlon 2356 of the
National Housing Act is amended to read as
follows:

“8gc. 235. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to make, and to contract to make, periodic
assistance payments on behalf of homeown-
ers and cooperative members, The assistance
shall be accomplished through payments to
mortgagees holding mortgages meeting the
:paclal requirements specified In this sec-

ion.

"“(b) To gualify for assistance payments,
the homeowner or cooperative member shall
be of lower income, or otherwize meet the
eligibility provisions prescribed by the Sec-
retary under this section, except that if any
cooperative member who has received assist-
ance payments transfers his membership and
occupancy rights to another person who satis-
fies the eligibillty requirements prescribed by
the Secretary and undertakes the obligation
t0 pay occupancy charges, the new coopera-
tive member may qualify for assistance pay-
ments upon the filing of an application with
respect to the dwelling unit involved to be
occupied by him. The amount of the mort-
gage attributable to the dwelling unit shall
involve a principal obligation not in excess
of 820,000, except that the Secretary may, by
regulation, increase the limitation by not to
exceed 25 per centum in any geographleal
area where he finds that cost limits so re-
quire and by an additional 83,500 for any
family with five or more persons.

*{e) The assistance payments to a mort-
gagee by the Secretary on behalf of a mort-
gagor shall be made during such time as
the mortgagor shall continue to occupy the
property which secures the mortgage, except
that (1) assistance payments may be made
on behalf of a homeowner who assumes a
mortgage iIf the homeowner is approved by
the Becretary as eligible for receiving such
assistance, and (2) the BSecretary is au-
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thorized to continue making assistance pay-
ments where the mortgage has been assigned

to the Secretary. The payments shall be in
an amount not to exceed—

“(1) the balance of the monthly payment .

for prinecipal, Interest, taxes, insurance, and
mortgage Insurance premium due under the
mortgage re unpald after applying 20
per centum of the mortgagor's income, but
in no event shall the amount of any pay-
ment by the Secretary under this clause be
less than the amount of the payment com-
puted under clause (2) of this sentence; or

“(2) in any subdivision (including a
geographical area designated by the Secre-
tary), condominium, or cooperative approved
for sale under this section, not more than 20
per centum of the families shall be eligible
without regard to income limitations to have
assistance payments made on their behalf
in an amount equal to the difference between
the amount of the monthly payment for
principal, interest, and mortgage insurance
premium which the mortgagor is obligated
to pay under the mortgage and the monthly
payment which the mortgagor would be obli-
gated to pay if the mortgage were to bear
interest at a rate 2 per centum per annum
below the maximum rate fixed by the Secre-
tary for mortgages insured under section
203(b) of this title,

*{d) Assistance payments to a morigagee
by the Secretary on behsalf of a family hold-
ing membership in a cooperative association
operating a housing project shall be made
only during such time as the family iz an
occuﬁa.nl: of such project and shall be in
amounts computed on the basls of the for-
mula set forth in subsection (¢) applying
the cooperative member’'s proportionate share
of the obligations under the project mort-
gage to the items specified in the formula.

“{e) The Secretary may include in the
payment to the mortgagee such amount, in
addition to the amount computed under sub-
section (¢) or (d), as he deems appropriate
to reimburse the mortgagee for its expenses
in handling the mortgage.

“(f) Procedures shall be adopted by the
Secretary for recertification of the mort-
gagor's (or cooperative member’s) income at
intervals of two years (or at shorter intervals
where the Secretary deems it desirable) for
the purpose of adjusting the amount of such
assistance payments within the limits of the
formula described in subsection (¢), except
that no recertification of income will be re-
quired of mortgagors receiving payments un-
der subsection (¢)(2) of this section,

“(g) The Secretary shall prescribe such
regulations as he deems necessary to assure
that the sales price of, or other consideration
paid in connection with, the purchase by a
homeowner of the property with respect to
which assistance payments are to be made is

not Increased above the appraised value on
which the maximum mortgage which the
Secretary will insure is computed.

“{h) (1) There are suthorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary to
Carry out the provisions of this section, in-
cluding such sums as may be necessary to
make the the assistance payments under con-
tracts entered into under this section, The
aggregate amount of contracts to make such
payments shall not exceed amounts ap-
proved In appropriation Acts, end payments
pursuant to such contracts shall not exceed
$325,000,000 per annum prior to July 1, 1972,
which maximum dollar amount shall be in-
creased by $400,000,000 on July 1, 1972, and
by $400,000,00 on July 1, 1973,

“(2) Not less than 20 per centum of the
wssistance payments authorized in paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall be contracted to
¢ made on behalf of families whose incomes
4 the time of their initial occupancy are not
1 excess of the maximum income lmits

'hich can be established In the area, pursu-
nt to the limitations prescribed in sectiom

(2) and 15(7) (b) (ii) of the United States
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Housing Act of 1937, for initial occupancy in
public housing dwellings. Other payments
may be made in behalf of families whose
incomes exceed those limits but who would
nevertheless be eligible for assistance pay-
ments under the formula specified In sub-
sectlon (¢) (1) of this section.

“(8) Not more than 15 per centum of the
appropriation authorized under this section
shall be contracted for in connection with
existing dwellings, or dwelling units in exist-
ing projects, unless such units are approved
by the Secretary for substantial rehabilita-
tion. .

“(1). The Secretary shall from time to time
allocate and transfer to the Secretary of
Agriculture, for use (in accordance with the
terms and condltions of this section) in
rural areas and small towns, a reasonsable
portion of the total authority to contract
to make assistance payments as approved in
Appropriation Acts under subsection (h)
(1)

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall be applicable to contracts for as-
sistance payments entered into on and after
the date of enactment of this Act. The pro-
visions of section 235 of the National Hous-
ing Act, as it existed immediately prior to
such date, shall be applicable to contracts
for assistance payments entered into prior
to such date.

S8ec. 3. (a) The text of section 101 of the
Houslng and Urban Development Act of 1966
is amended to read as follows:

“Sec, 101. (a) The Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the '‘Secretary’) is authorized to
make, and contract to make, periodic pay-
ments to a ‘housing owner' on behall of
‘qualified tenants’, as those terms are defined
in subsection (c) of this section, in such
amounts and under such circumstances as
are prescribed in or under this section. A
contract providing for such payments shall
be for such period, not in excess of 40 years,
as the Secretary determines. The aggregate
amount of the contracts to make such pay-
ments shall not exceed amounts approved in
Appropriation Aects, and payments pursuant
to such contracts shall not exceed $250,000,-
000 per annum prior to July 1, 1972, which
maximum dollar amount shall be increased
by $300,000,000 on July 1, 1872, and by $300,-
000,000 on July 1, 1873.

“(b) (1) For the purpose of reducing rentals
of dwelling units approved hereunder, the
Secretary 1s authorized to make, and to con-
tract to make, periodic Interest reduction
payments on behalf of the owner of a rental
housing project designed for occupancy by
families eligible under subsection (d), which
shall be accomplished through payments to
mortgagees holding mortgages meeting the
speclal requirements specified in this section.

“(2) Contracts for interest reduction pay-
ments shall be made for the same period and
under the same conditions as for the periodic
payments on behalf of ‘qualified tenants' as
provided in section 101(a).

“(3) The interest reduction payments to a
mortgagee by the Secretary on behalf of a
project owner shall be In an amount not
exceeding the difference between the monthly
payment for prineipal, Interest, and mortgage
insurance premium which the project owner
as a mortgagor is obliged to pay under the
mortgage and the monthly payment for prin-
cipal and interest such project owner would
be obligated to pay if the mortgage were to
bear interest at a rate of 2 per centum less
than that fixed by the Secretary for mort-
gages Insured under section 207 of the Na-
tional Housing Act.

“(4) The Secretary may include in the
payment to the mortgagee such amount, in
addition to the amount computed under sub-
section (b)(3), as he deems appropriate to
reimburse the mortgagee for its expenses in
handling the mortgage.

“(5) The aggregate amount of contracts to

S 14459

make such Interest reduction payments shall
not exceed amounts approved in appropria-
tion Acts and payments pursuant to such
contracts shall not exceed $75,000,000 per
annum prior to July 1, 1972, which maximum
dollar amount shall be increased by $100.-
000,000 on July 1, 1872, and by $100,000,000
on July 1, 1873,

*{c) For the purpose of this section—

“(1) the term ‘housing owner' means a
private nonprofit corporation or other private
nonprofit legal entity, a limited dividend
corporation or other limited dividend legal
entity, or a cooperative housing corporation,
which iz a mortgagor under section 221(d)
(3) of the National Housing Act and which,
after the enactment of this section, has heen
approved for mortgage insurance thereunder
and has been approved for receiving the
benefits of this section, and includes a pri-
vate nonprofit legal entity, a limited dividend
corporation or other limited dividend legal
entity, or a cooperative housing corporation,
which is the owner of a rental or cooperative
housing project financed under a State or
local program providing assistance through
loans, loan insurance, tax abatement, or
other assistance, and which prilor to comple-
tion of construction or rehabilitation is ap-
proved for recelving the benefits of this
section;

“(2) the term ‘gualified tendnt' means any
individual or family who can satisfy the
following requirements pursuant to criteria
and procedures established by the Secretary:

“{A) Not less than 20 per centum of the
units shall be occupled by such tenants
having incomes at the time of initial
occupancy not in excess of the maximum
amount which can be established in the
area, pursuant to the limitations prescribed
in sections 2(2) and 15(T7)(b)(il) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, for
occupancy in public housing dwellings; and

*(B) Not more than 20 per centum of the
units may be occupied by tenants without
regard to Income limitations, provided that
such tenants shall pay the full rental as
fixed pursuant to subsection (b) and no
payment shall be made under subsection
(a) on their behalf; and

“(C) Other qualified tenants shall include
those whose incomes exceed the limitations
specified in paragraph (A) above but would
nevertheless be eligible to have periodic pay-
ments made on their behalf pursuant to sub-
section (d) of this section; and

“(3) the terms ‘gualified tenan{’' and
‘tenant’ include a member of a cooperative
who satisfies the foregoing requirements and
who, upon resale of his membership to the
cooperative will not be relmbursed for any
equity increment accumulated through pay-
ments under this section; and

“(4) the terms ‘rental’ and ‘rental charges’
mean, with respect to members of a coopera-
tive, the charges under the occupancy agree-
ments between such members and the co-
operative.

“{d) The amount of the annual payment
with respect to any dwelling unit shall not
exceed the amount by which the rental for
such untll exceeds 25 per centum of the
tenant’s income as determined by the Secre-
tary pursuant to regulations and procedures
established by him, In determining the in-
come of any tenant for the purposes of
this section, there shall be deducted an
amount equal to $300 for each minor person
who is & member of the immediate family of
such tenant, or for any person in excess of
65 years of age, llving with such tenant, and
the earnings of any such minor person shall
not be included in the income of such
tenant. The Secretary may authorize other
standard deductions to compensate for
deductions for social security, unusual and
long-term medical expenses, care of chil-
dren, and other such recurring expenses.

“(e) (1) For the purposes of carrying out
the provisions of this section, the Secretary
shall establish criterla and procedures for
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determining the eligibility of occupants and
rental charges, including criteria and proce~
dures with respect to periodic review of ten-
ant incomes and periodic adjustment of
rental charges.

“(2) Procedures adopted by the Secretary
hereunder shall provide for recertifications of
the incomes of the occupants, exeept the
elderly and those eligible under subsection
(c) (2) (B) hereof, at intervals of 2 years (or
at shorter Intervals in cases where the Sec-
retary may deem it desirable) for the purpose
of adjusting rental charges and annual pay-
ments on the basis of occupants’ incomes, but
in no event shall rental charges under this
section for any dwelling exceed the full rental
as fixed pursuant to subsection (b) hereof,

“(3) The Secretary may enter into agree-
ments, or authorize housing owners to enter
into agreements, with publlc or private agen-
cles for services required In the selection of
qualified tenants including those who may
be approved on the basis of the probability of
future increamses in their incomes, as lessees
under an option to purchase (which will give
such approved gualified tenants an exclusive
right to purchase at a price established or
determined as provided In the option) dwell-
ings, and in the establishment of rentals.

“(4) No payments under this section may
be made with respect to any property for
which the costs of operation (including wages
and salaries) are determined by the Secre-
tary to be greater than similar costs of oper-
ation of similar housing in the community
where the property is situated.

*(f) The Secretary is authorized to make
such rules and regulations, to enter into
such agreements, and to adopt such proced-
ures as he may deem necessary or desirable to
carry out the provisions of this section.

*(g) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this section, including
but not limited to, such sums a may be neces-
sary to make annual or other perlodic pay-
ments as prescribed in this section, pay for
services provided under (or pursuant to
agreements entered into under) subsection
(e), and provide administrative expenses.

“{h) In carrying out the provisions of this
section, the Secretary shall give due consid-
eration to section 4 of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1968, regarding
improved architectural design In housing
being provided for low and moderate income
families,”

{b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall be applicable to contracts for as-
sistance payments entered into after the
date of enactment of this Act. The pro-
visions of section 101 of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1965, as it existed
immedlately prior to such date, shall be ap-
plicable to contracts for assistance payments
entered into prior to such date,

By Mr, HATFIELD:

S.2537. A bill to authorize treatment
for certain narcotic addicts. Referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

NARCOTICS ABUSE TREATMENT ACT OF 1871

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr, President, I send
a bill to the desk which I have entitled
the Narcotics Abuse Treatment Act of
1971. And I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

Mr. President, all of us are generally
familiar with the growing problem of
drug abuse within our country. There
are varying estimates as to the number
of drug addicts in the United States.
They range from 150,000 to 400,000, but
the usually quoted figure is 250,000, up
to one-half of whom reside in New York
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State. Indication of the growth of the
problem in recent years is the fact that
between 1962 and 1970 there was a 1,000-
percent increase in felony prosecutions
for the possession or sale of dangerous
drugs in Kings County, N.¥Y.—from 168
in 1962 to 1,861 in 1970, In Philadelphia
arrests for narcotic violations increased
678 percent in the 5 years between 1965
and 1970. Estimates for Detroit are a
169-percent increase in the last 2 years
for drug related arrests. Officials in Bos-
ton have estimated that the addiction
rate is increasing perhaps as much as 50
percent per year, And in Virginia it is
estimated by the Bureau of Narcotics
and Dangerous Drugs that there was an
increase of 556 percent during the
decade of the 1960's. Yet it has been
estimated that each addiet commits 120
crimes for each ecrime that he is ar-
rested.

Besides the cost in human lives and
personal tragedy, crime that is caused by
drug addiction is also very costly. Pres-
ident Nixon in his June 17, 1971, special
message to the Congress pointed to this
cost, asserting that it takes between $30
and $100 per day per addict to sustain
a habit. It has been estimated that each
addict in the District of Columbia gets
$50,000 of illegal goods to sustain his
habit each year. If Washington, D.C.,
and New York data are at all repre-
sentative of the Nation in general, this
means that the cost of sustaining drug
addiction through illegal means in the
United States is in the neighborhood of
$12.5 billion each year. And this does
not include government and private ex-
penditures to deal with the problem of
addiction, nor does it include courts, po-
lice, probation, penal, and other costs

The Congress has become inereasingly
aware of the growing magnitude of the
addiction problem and has taken steps
which in its judgment would help allevi-
ate it, During the 91st Congress, for in-
stance, no less than 20 major hills were
introduced to deal with the various
aspects of drug abuse. During this, the
92d Congress, further important legisla-
tion, focusing on rehabilitative efforts,
has been introduced. There remain,
however, two key problems: first, there
are not at present any claimed rehabili-
tation techniques that have won a con-
sensus of support; second, if there
were such techniques, there would still
remain the problem of changing the
abuser's motivation so that he or she
would want to be rehabilitated. These
are not insurmountable obstacles, but it
must be realized that it will take a long
time before both of these problems can
be successfully remedied. In the mean-
time we will continue to have the soar-
ing drug-caused crime and drug addic-
tion rate unless something is done.

The bill T am introducing today, Mr.
President, I believe would overcome the
issues I have raised. Specifically, the bill
would establish a program within the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare whereby the Secretary can au-
thorize a physician to administer drugs
to an addict. The physician would be re-
quired to submit an itemized statement
to the Secretary containing the costs of
the services provided and would also
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provide such verifying data as the Sec-
retary requests in order for the addict to
benefit from the program. The informa-
tion regarding the addict would be con-
fidential and not divulged to any person
or government entity and not be ad-
missable for any criminal action against
the abuser. The cost of the program
would be fully borne by the Federal Gov-
ernment. This proposal would not in any
way alter present prohibitions against
the illegal possession or sale of drugs.

It would, in my opinion, virtually elim-
inate drug-related crime from our so-
ciety. And it would save the taxpayer
billions of dollars as well. Studies in the
cost of methadone maintenance pro-

‘grams, for instance, estimate that an ad-

dict can be maintained for $3,800 an-
nually, which is less than one-third the
cost of keeping an addict in prison. Pro-
jecting these figures into a national pro-
gram the cost would be roughly $950
million per year. Looked at from another
perspective heroin tablets sold in bottles
of 100 tablets each cost $2.16 for each
bottle in England, where they have a
program roughly the same as I am pro-
posing. Computing this cost into a com-
parable one in the United States would
mean an expenditure of approximately
$10.8 million per year to maintain heroin
addicts on a Government program. Yet
this expenditure would incur savings of
over $2 billion in potential prison costs
and $12.5 billion in drug-related crime.
Consequently, while the budgetary ex-
penditure for the program I am advo-
cating would be in the neighborhood of
$9425 million, assuming a $3,800 ex-
penditure per addict, there would be a
real savings of approximately $13.6 bil-
lion, let alone the savings in despair and
heartache on which no dollar value could
be put. But perhaps most importantly,
we would virtually eliminate the crime
caused by illegal drug traflicking and
take a significant step toward completely
eradicating the trafficking itself.

The concept I am advocating is not a
new one. Between 1919 and 1923 a simi-
lar program was instituted in our coun-
try but it was halted not because it failed,
but because it ran against “the philoso-
phy of a punitive approach,” according
to the New York Academy of Medicine.
Great Britain has also had good success
with a similar program. In spite of in-
creases in the rate of addiction during
the 1960’s, a trend which has definitely
reversed, there are, according to one
sourece, just under 3,000 narcotics addiets
in England. This is for a total popula-
tion ol 55 million people or a ratio of
approximately one addict for every
19,000 people. In the United States the
picture is quite different, because it is
estimated that there is one addict for
every 800 persons: almost 24 times the
rate in England. Admittedly, the problem
of estimating the number of drug addicts
within our country is difficult due to the
obvious obstacles encountered under pre-
vailing conditions. Yet, if the data pre-
sented here is anywhere near the truth
our system of dealing with addiction is
in great need of change.

It is my firm belief that the proposa
I am offering today would reduce the
crime rate in some areas of our Nation by
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