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By Mr. MONDALE: 
S.J. Res. 163. Joint resolution to as­

sure that every needy school child will 
receive a free or reduced-price lunch as 
required by section 9 of the National 
School Lunch Act, and to alleviate the 
financial burden on States and local 
schools in providing nutritious meals for 
all schoolchildren. Referred to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

The distinguished chainnan of the 
Senate Agriculture . Committee (Mr. 
TALMADGE) is working very hard to re­
verse the administration's decision to 
lower school lunch payment rates. He, 
too, has introduced legislation. While our 
bills differ in a number of respects, I am 
a cosponror of the joint resolution he 
introduced last week. 

I believe it is of utmost importance for 
the Congress to take action to restore 
adequate funding and payment levels to 
the school lunch program. Now, just 1 
month into the school year, some schools 
are already on the verge of a.ba.ndoning 
lunch programs. 

Legislation I offer today is designed 
to achieve the urgent objectives of ma.1n­
taining lunch programs in these schools 
and fulfilling the commitment made by 
Congress to an estimated 2 million 
hungry children in the United states. 

Congress has long recognized the im­
portance of nutrition programs to both 
the educational development of our Na­
tion's schoolchildren and the essential 
health of children from low-income fam­
ilies. 

Educational experts testify 'that chilo 
dren are not able to concentrate on ma.­
terial covered in classes wheIl they are 
hungry. Child nutrition is thus a vital 
part of the Federal Government's role 
in assUring quality eduC8ltion for Ameri­
can children. In fact, without a.ttending 
to the nutritional requirements of chil­
dren in schools and child care facilities, 
much of the effective impact of our ill~ 
vestment in these programs would !>". 
lost. , ... _ 

Hearings before the Senate Subcom­
mittee on Employment, Manpower and 
Poverty, and the Select Committee on 
Nutrition and Human Needs have also 
provided ample medical evidence that 
millions of hungry children in the U.S. 
sufi'er greater incidence of sickness, im­
paired physical development, psychologi­
cal and learning ttisabillties-simply be­
cause they do not get enough of the right 
.things to eat. 

Recognizing the tremendous respon­
sibUlty of the Federal Government to al­
leviate these serious problems, last year 
Congress passed a law (Public Law 91-
248) to expand the school lunch program 
to include every needy child in the 
United ·States. 

Congress authorl,zed such appropria­
tions as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this act. 

TwO' provisions of Public Law 91-248 
are particularly relevant. The first is sec­
tion 9,. whichproV'ides-

By Ja.nuary 1, 1971, any child who is a 
member (1! a houaehold 'Which has an an­
nual income riot a.bove the applicable family 
alze in'come level set forth in the income 
poverty guidelines shall 'be served meals f,ree 
or at a reduced cost. 

This legislative requirement is very 
clear; yet it has never been fulfilled. In 
fact, the New York Times reported on 
August 29, 1971, that 1.9 million eligible 
children still get no help from the school 
lunch program and even tha>t estimate 
may be low. 

A sec09d proviSion of Public Law 91-
2.8 takes cognizance of the need for a 
concerted and immediate effort to bring 

Senate 
all needy children lnto the school lunch 
program. To institute this all-out attack 
on hunger among American schoolchil­
dren, the law requires- States to submit 
comprehensive plans for expansion of 
their programs to include all eligible 
chilo.ren. 

Directly contradicting the intent of 
Congress expressed 1n Public Law 91-248, 
the Department of Agriculture on August 
13, 1971, issued new regulations for the 
school lunch program whiCh would pre­
vent the states from carrying out their 
plans, and prevent many needy children 
from receiving meals. 

At issue in the new regulations are 
payment rates which would bring Fed­
eral funding for meals in many States 
signiflcantly below last year's levels. 

Regulations in effect last year enab1ed 
States to designate certain schools "espe­
cially needy" and authorized reimburse­
ment to these schools of up to 48 cents 
for sec'tion 11 meals and 12 cents for sec­
tion 4. 

According ~ the new regulations is­
sued August 13, States which paid such 
higher reimbursement rates last year-in 
order to bring needy schools a.nd ' chil­
dren into ' 'the program-would now be 
penalized. They would be forbidden to 
continue these higher rates and com­
pelled to cut back on payments to schools 
for feeding the needy. At least 35 States 
would -be confronted with this problem. 

On a nationwide average it costs more 
than 60 cents to serve nutritious meals in 
schools. In major cities, such as Balti­
more and New York, where many low­
income children are concentrated, it 
costs 70 cents and more for each lunch. 

However, the -August 13 regulations 
would allow only one State in the Nation 
an average payment per meal of 35 cents 
or more under section 11. The rema.1nder 
of the States could only reimburse needy 
schools at higher levels by reducing sup­
port to less than 30 cents for an equal 
number of free or reduced price lunchel) 
in other schools so that the average re­
imbursement comes to 30 cents per such 
lunch. 

The payment mechanism for section 4 
funcotions similarly. 

For thousands of schools, the con­
sequences of the new regl\llations are 
truly alarming. StSitistics from Minne­
sota. indicate that the city of Duluth 
would have a deficit of $90,000 under 
the new f'unding structure for school 
lunches. In Minn"oo'polis, .the estimated 
deficit is $800,000', and statewide, a $2 
million deficit is expected if these regu­
lations are not overruled. 

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Richard Lyng explained the administra­
tion's rationale for the new regula.tions 
in testimony before' the Select Commit­
tee on Nutrition and Human Needs a.nd 
again 'before the SeIlaite Agriculture 
Committee. He pointed out that average 
payment levels varied f'l"om stwte to 
state l-ast year for meals served under 
the school lunch program a.nd argued 
that the new amendments would pro­
mote uniformity of reimbursement rates 
among the States. , 

I do not differ with the administra­
tion's desire for equity in payment rates. 
But I do take exception to the intolel'8lble 
rates of reimbursement tha>t achieve uni­
formity only by jeopardizing the program 
itself in many States. 

Minnesota is not the only State ad­
versely affected by these regulaJtions. 
Evidence compiled by a recent survey 
of the American School Food Service As­
sociation reports ifuat oadlfornia would 
lose $9 million; Oklahoma more than $1 
million; ' Massachusetts, $3.2 million; 
Maine $1.3 million; Ohio, $5.5 million; 

Georgia, $6 million; and so on through­
out the country. 

According to the September 28, 1971 
edi tion of the Washington Soo.r-

A number of school districts are reported 
to be a.bandoning 1me school lundh program 
or considering such a. move. They inclJUde : 
Albuquerque, New Mexico; Bridgeport. Con­
necticut; and Buffalo. New York. 

Thirty-seven State school lunch di­
rectors have protested' ,the new regula­
ti'ons-testifying to the 'harmful effect 
they will have upon needy American 
school children. The school lunch di­
rectors have indicated the announced 
payment rates would bring State school 
lunch plaalS---required by Federal law­
to a screeching halt. 

The number 37 is sigrufica.nt in light 
of Assistant Secretary Lyng's testimony 
on 'behalf of greater equi:ty. It is dimCll'lt 
to imagine what kind of equity would en­
danger programs in aU but a. handf.ul of 
states. 

In fact, the key to the new regulations 
is not uniformity, but priorities within 
the administratiqn for allocation of 
budgetary resources. These regulatons 
set average reimbursement rates so low 
as to prohibit congresSionally authorized 
expansion. anti low enough to endanger 
the survival of programs, particularly in 
metrOPOlitan areas~ 

On the one hand, the a.dministration 
can bind money to guarantee loans to 
Lockheed, to finance new space extrava­
ganzas, and to develop inessential weap­
ons systems; but on the other, it applies 
the concept of "fiscal discipline" to 
lunchesior our Nation's ~ungry children. 

And while the school lunch program 
has received considerable attention by 
the Congress in the past few weeks, other 
child nutrition "programs are also in 
danger. Many of my colleagues are deep­
ly concerned that the school breakfast 
program in the states may not last an­
other month unless congressionally ap­
propriated funds are made available. 
Other states, which worked to create and 
expand school breakfast programs last 
year, now find they cannot get the money 
even to maintain last year's progress. 

The special ohild feeding program in 
Minnesota has not received even mini­
mum support for ,this school year. Of 
the bare $340,000 promised, no money has 
yet been delivered. Special child feeding 
provides assistance to day care centers 
and Headstart programs, and is capable 
of reaching many needy children before 
the effects of malnutrition become irrep­
arably severe. Budget undercutting of 
this vital link in nutrition programs for 
the poor is truly shameful when we have 
the resources to feed these chil<fren. 

Mr. President, budget attacks on child 
nutrition programs are not new to Mem­
bers of Congress. This year, only lty a 
determined effort, were we able to pre­
serve summer feeding prQgrams for 
hungry children. 

Some budget omcials may have difti­
culty understanding that a small cut here 
or there can mean the difference between 
protein and vitaniin difticiencies among 
low income children-di1!lciencies so' se­
vere as to permanently impair both edu­
cational-and physical development, and 
equal opportuni,ty for these children. 

It would also appear, in examining the 
administration's action on the school 
lunch program, that fiscal crises in state 
government, local school systems and in 
urban areas do not receive 'the persistant 
executive attention they clearly deserve. 

If the States need financial relief, and 
I believe they do, why are they being 
asked to contribute more money-mil­
lions more--iin order "to continue the 



school lunch program? 
We see evidence in findings from the 

Select Committee on Equal Educational 
Opportunity of the crisis in school fi­
nance. This year we have had the largest 
number of school .. bond .issues, and the 
largest number of bond rejections in our 
country's history. 

Millions of taxpayers in the United 
states are deeply troubled that they can 
no longer afford to support even basic 
school functions-such as Ubraries and 
cafeterias-unless budget deficits are al­
leviated. While these deficits are caused 
primarily by factors other than school 
lunch-increasing outlays for meals in 
school only aggravates the desperate sit-
uation they are in. . 

I have already indicated that many 
schools cannot absorb school. lunch pro­
gram deficits. Where states and schools 
are fortunate ep,ough to have the extra 
money, they are already locked into 
budgets based upon reasonable expecta­
tions for greater Federal support for the 
schoolllinch program. 

The current wage-price freeze prohib­
its the schools from charging more for 
lunches to children not eligible for free 
or reduced price lunches. 

But I believe asking parents to pay 
more is not the solution to the dilemma 
in school lunch funding. Particularly in 
low-income schools this method of fi­
nance could not work-since nearly all of 
the children in these schools qualify for 
free or reduced price lunches. In these 
schools as well as middle-income schools, 
there are also ·many children whose par­
ents' incomes barely exceed eligibility 
criteria for reduced price lunches. These 
parents surely can pay no more for school 
lunches. 

An excellent summary of the situation 
I hav.c described is provided by Newsweek 
magazine, October 4, 1971:, 

. . . . Many d.lstriCts have found them­
selves unable to alford the reqUlred match­
ing payments for the fedeml school lunch 
program even in areas where the school lunch 
is the only solid meal a chlld gets all day. In 
such <;1rcumstances, tea.chers find ironic the 
Depal'tment 01 Agnculture's newest radio 
pitch for the lunch program. which reminds 
citizens that 'you can't teach a .hungry child.' 

Mr. President, in this context, I offer a 
comprehensive proposal to alleviate the 
problem of school lunch funding, and 
most importantly, to ensure that the 2 
mUllon eligible children not served by the 
program now, will be fed this year. 

permit me to begin the discussion of 
my proposal by first outlining how the 
present funding structure for the school 
lunch program works. ' 

The National School Lunch Act au­
thorizes two annual appropriations for 
the program--one under section 4 of the 
Act and one under section 11. The Act 
also specifies exactly how each of these 
annual appropriations is to be appor­
tionccl among the States. 

Section 4 funds are apportioned among 
the States on the basis of the number of 
type A-nutritionally balanced-lunches 
previously served by each State and the 
relationship between each State's ,percap­
ita income and the percapita ilicome of 
the United States. Par fiscal 1972, the 
apportionment formula uses the number 
of type A lunches served by each state 
2 years ago-in fiscal 1970. 

Section 11 funds are apportioned on 
the basis of the relative number of 
school-age children in household with 

" annual incomes below $4,000, that re-
side in each of the States. " 

By b1l1 would not alter this formula. 
The core of the crisis in school lunch 

funding is not the formula for distrib-
uting the. varioUs allocations among the 
States. ' 

The key to the school lunch contro­
versy .is in permissible reimbursement 
rates, which the States-within their 
formula allocations-can provide to par­
ticipating schools. 

Presently, reimbursement rates are es­
tablished through Federal regulations is­
sued by the Department of Agriculture. 
I have already explained in detail whY 
the Department of A~ture'S regula­
tions-August 13, 1971-are not adequate 
to carry out the purposes of the National 
School Lunch Act. 

My proposal would increase by 80 per­
cent the minimum guarantee now pro­
vided to schools under section 4 for each 
State to 8 cents per meal, while increas­
ing the section 11 guarantee by over 60 
percent to 48 cents per meal. It would 

legislatively ' guarantee thE::se minimum 
reimbursement rates to every State. 

In every State, a minimum of 56 cents 
per meal in Federal funds would be avail­
able for each free or reduced price lunch 
served, using a combination of 8 cent 
section 4 and 48 cent section 11 reim­
bursement rates. 

The States would be free to a.llocate 
these funds to schools according to need 
for such funds in order to be able to reach 
every eligible youngster. The only limita­
tion would be that no school would be 
entitled ·to recover in reimbursement 
more than it actually spent on meals­
measured by the cost of serving such 
meals, less the amounts charged for reg­
ular and reduced-price lunches. 

For example, if a school was compelled 
to spend 70 cents to produce a school 
lunch, the State could reimburse at that 
rate for all free meals served. 

At the same time, however, the State 
would have to make sure that it could off­
set this high reimbursement and main­
tain its 56 cents average by paying less to 
other schools where the cost of produc­
ing a lunCh was less than 56 cents. 

All the State school lunch dkectors 
have made it clear that this reimburse­
ment formula would fully meet their 
needs and indeed provide strong encour­
agement for schools to enter the program. 

I realize that budget estimates sub­
mitted to Congress and approved ellil"ly 
this summer would not be sumcient to 
pay for the increased reimbursement 
rates. Had Congress understood the in­
tention of the administration to cut back 
on payment rates, I believe we would 
have adopted a higher appropriation. 

Until we do have an opportunity to act 
on a supplemental appropriation to cor­
rect shortages in .the school lunch pro­
gram, my bil1 provides that the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall use section 32 funds 
to implement the minimum payment 
guarantees. There are ample funds in 
section 32 to support the school lunch 
program for the interim. 

Each of the provisions I have outlliled 
would insure that the will of Congress ex­
pressed clearly in Public Law 91-248 is 
carried out by the end of this year. 

,We are already a year behind in ful­
filling the promise of that law. Many 
children have needlessly suffered-edu­
cationally and 'nutritionally-because we 
!lire late. Some of their losses we can 
remedy--others may be irreparable. 

But it is no~ too late to prevent a,.ny 
more tragedies of this kind And ' it is 
both the leg1s'lative"and the human re­
sponsibility of Congress to do so without 
delay. 

As further evidence of the need for 
prompt action on this proposal I offer 
today, I submit a number of documents 
for the consideration of my ·colleagues. 
~!tiet:l!, tel~grams, artlcl,e§, apd edito­
rials-these represent only a 'small 
sample of the public outcry to feed the 
hungry children of America. 

Mr. President,.I ask unanimous con­
sent that certain materials and the text 
of my proposed joint resolution be 
printed in full at this point in the RECORD. 

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

S.J. REs. 163 
Whereas, funds appropriated for the pur­

pose of carrylng out the National School 
Lunch Act for the tl.scal year ending June 30, 
1972, including funds made avallable for 
such purpose from funds appropriated under 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (49 
Stat. 7174), are inadequate to enable the 
states and schools to continue participa­
tion in the national school lunch program 
and to achieve the objectives of the National 
School Lunch Act, particularly the obJec­
tive of providing a free or reduced price 
lunch to every needy school chlld: Now, 
therefore, be it 

. Resolved by the Se1l(lte and Hmise ot 
RepresentattveIJ ot the Untted States ot 
American in Congress 118sembled, That not­
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized. during 
the remainder of the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1972, or untll additional funds are 
hereafter appropriated for such purposes', 
whichever is earlier, to use such funds ap­
propriated under section 32 of the Act of 
August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 774), as may be 
necessary to (1) pTovlde a rate of reim­
bursement under the N$tional School LUI\ch 
Act that will assure every needy schooi' 
chlld a free or reduced price lunch, (2) pro­
vide f,unds su1llcient to assist the States in 
meeting the needs of local schools in carry­
rng out the provisions of the National School 

-2-

Lunch Act. 
SEC. 2. In carrying out the provisions of 

the National School Lunch Act, the Sec­
retary of A8r!Culture shall make funds ava1l­
able to each State in such "n amount as may 
be necessary to reimburse each state at a 
rate equal to not less than 8 cents per meal 
in the case of meals served in such State 
under section 4 of such Act and in ' an 
amount equal to not leas than 48 cents per 
meal in the case of meals served in such 
state under section 11 of SUCh Act. 

SEC. 3. In making payments to schools 
under Sections 4 and 11 of the National 
School Lunch Act, at rates above or below 
th~ Statewide minimum payment provisions, 
States shall base the rate assigned to a school 
on the school's rela.tive need for special as­
sistance in serving free and reduced price 
lunches; but in no event shall reimburse­
ment for meals served in any school exceed 
the actual cost of meals served in such school, 
leas the charges collected from the chIidren 
served, under each such section, respectively. 

SEC. 4. The provisions of this Act shall not 
in any way llmit the authority of the Sec­
retary of Agriculture under any other pro­
vision of law to provide additional Federal 
assistance to any state for carrying out the 
National School Lunch Act, Ql' prolUbit him 
from providing higher payment rates under 
sections 4 and 11 of such Act whenever funds 
are avallable for such purposes. 

FEDERAL ScHOOL LU'NCH PLAN FAILS To Hl!:LP 
1.9 MILLION Pooll PllPILS 

WASmNGToN.-Today, nine months after 
President Nixon's target date of Thanksgiv­
ing, '1970, for extending the school lunch pro­
gram to reach all needy chUdren, 'l .9-mi1l10n 
chlldren of the poor get none of its bene-
fits . -

But the Departmen~ of A8r!culture-dele­
gated the responsib1l1ty for earry1ng out the 
President's mandate-maintalns that ,Mr. 
Nixon's original goal 'has technically been 
met. 

Edward J . Heitman, administrator of the 
Food and Nut rition service Division of the 
department, said in an interview that Mr. 
Nixon's goal was based on a figure of 6.6 mil­
lion needy children-a figure used frequently 
by Dr. Jean Mayer, the p,resident's nutrition 
expert. 
~. Heitman said that his department hflod 

extended the lunch program to that number 
of needy children by January, 1971--only 
two months behind schedule. He said that 
the num:ber now reached was 7.4 mllllon. 

A NEW TIMETABU: 

He said t hat statistics gathered la.ter indi­
cated that instead of 6.6 m1llion, the estimate 
on which the preSident's goal was ,based, 
there were 9.3 mllllon needy children. 

"It would have been physically impossibl~ 
to reach this new figure by Thanksgiving," he 
said. 

Mr. Hekman said that the Department of 
Agriculture and the National Advisory Coun­
cll created by the i970 amendment of the 
School Lunch Act had discussed a new time-
table. , 

"I expect the council to set a-pew .target 
of about th'ree years hence," he said. "The 
problem is bringing the approximately 20,000 
schools not now a part of the prqgram into 
the picture." . 

Mr. Heitman estimated that these schools­
largely inner city or rural poverty areas­
had one m1llion ellgible chlldren. 

A MOOT QUESTION 

These, coupled with the 400,000 ' ellgible 
but unreached chlldren in schools ' that al­
ready partiCipate in the program, would ne­
cessitate expenditure of ' about $570.4-mllllon 
a year. 

This is based on Congress's estimate of 
$100-m1llion for equipment alone and on Mr. 
Heitman's estlmate of a Federal share of 42 
cents a lunch tor each of the 1.4 m11l1on ad­
ditional chlldren. 

But, in view of hold-the-llne posture of 
Mr. Nixon's budget men, it is a moot question 
whether this goal can Ibe reached. 

The ~mount spent last year tor free or 
reduced-price lunchers totaled $356.4-mil­
lion. The amount budgeted this year ex­
ceeds that amount by about $33-m11l10n, 
according to Mr. Heitman. 

Special provisions were made by Congress 
to provide $38-mill1on in the fiscal year 1971 
and $33-mllllon in the fiscal year 1972 to put 
fac1l1ties in ' nonprogram schools. 

The Administration cut this amount back 
to $16.1-m1llion the first year and plans to 
use only $16-million this year . 
, "It may not be enough, but it will go a 
long way," Mr. Hekman said. 

The sizable increase in the number of 
needy chlldren-from 3.8 million in 1969 to 
9.3 million today-is related to state-initi­
ated changes in eligib1l1ty guidelines, Mr. 
Hekman said. 

The figure of 6.6 mlllion chlldren results 
from states using a $3,940 poverty level as a 
guidellne, he said. Now, at least 22 states 
have raised their poverty-level standard to 
around $4.350. Minn. $4,200. 

Opponents of the department's methods 
of implementation and budgeting have ac­
cused the Admlnistration in, recent weeks of 
using calcUlated methods to halt the growth 
of the program. . 



The more notable critics Include Senator 
George McGovern, Democrat of South Da­
kota, and a group of 35 directors of state 
"hlld nutrition programs. 

GUIDELINES CRITICIZED 
Each charged that while not cutting back 

In program funds , the Administration had 
designed Federal reimbursement guidelines 
~hat held the states liable for a matching 
port ion above that of last year's, in effect 
limiting expansion in states faced with fi­
nancial problems. 

Members Of Senator McGovern's staff 
charged that funds in one special section 
had been released to states only .after they 
had exhaust;ed the two principal sections 
that provided funds under the lunch pro­
gram act. 

Senator McGovern plans a Congressional 
hearing on the program Sept. 7. He said that 
he would ask the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the director of the Omce of Management and 
Budget and Mr. Hekman to testify. 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 28, 1971) 

HUNGER IN THE CLASSROOM 
"FJ.scal discipline Is always dlmcult but It Is 

absolutely essential ... if we're to llve wlth-. 
in our ·budget." Thus spoke Assistant Secre­
tary of Agriculture Richard Lyng the other 
day In announcing some new belt-tightening 
regulations for admlnlstratlon of the school 
lunch program. He Is entirely right about 
this, of course, and the directors of any 
chamber of commerce would have Uttle dif­
ficulty in grasping the validity of his observa­
tion if they heard It in the oourse of a lunch­
eon speech as they were finishing their des­
sert and sipping their coffee. Discipline Is a 
term more easlly understood on a full stom­
ach t han on an empty one. 

Th,e fiscal dlsclpllne Mr. Lyng has In Inlnd 
will be felt most Intimately 'by a large num­
ber of school chLldren whose fam1l1es cannot 
afford to buy lunches for them and who will, 
In consequence, be called upon Ito accept the 
discipline on empty stomachs. It Is to take the 
form of a reduced contribution to the school 
lunch program by the federal government, 
If proposed new regulations of the Agricul­
ture Department go Into effect. The formula 
by which federal funds are allocated to this 
program Is a complicated one. But the nub 
of the matter appears ·to be that the depa.r:t­
ment alms to contribute to the feeding of an 
eJCpected 9.1 mUllon poor and hungry chll­
dren In the school year ahead with the same 
amount Of money It supplied for the feeding 
of. 7.3 mlllion last year. The department did 
not 68k for additional funds to finance the 
expected expansion; and, although Congress 
authorized the expenditure of $100 m11Uon 
out of a special fund avallable to the depart­
mem, Secretary Hardin has decllned to do 
this. 

The state director of the school lunch pro­
gram responded to these proposed regula.­
tlons with a UIJlBJl!Irlous outburst of Indig­
nation. "The average rate of 30 cents per 
meal for free and reduced lunches set forth 
In propoSed regulations," they declared In a 
formal statement, "is unequlvooaHy Inade­
quate, a.nd furthermore we feel <that such a 
limitation would jeopardize the existing pro­
gram and ,preclude any expansion to reach 
the additional estiInated three to five million 
hungry chlldren In America. The regulatory 
restrictions and funding projections as pro­
posed are bringing the school lunch .pro­
grams to a screeching halt, and wlll result 
In a termination of programs In many places. 
The state plans of operation as prepared for 
1971-72 become null and void by each state 
as the plans were developed In good fa.1th 
to meet ~he challenge of 1;he President and 
Congress to feed the hUngry chlldren In 
America 's schools." 

This Impassioned statement comes from 
men and 'Women In the field 'Who have to 
a.d.m1nlster the sohool 11.\llch program. Their 
Indignation , Is 'becoming. Senator George 
MoGovern, chg,lrman of the Senate Select 
ComInlt tee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 
reacted similarly, charging In a letter to Sec­
retary Hardin that ,the proposed regulations 
"blataIItly violate both the spirit and the let­
ter of the school lunch 1_ passed by Con­
gress last year." It Is a curious order of l,prI­
orltle's Indeed that puts Tesusc1tatlon 01 an 
alrora.tt manufacturer ahead of hUInan hun­
ger, It Is a lItrange sort of fiscaJ dlsclpllne 
t hat puts Its burden upon children. 

[From the Minneapotis' Tribune, 
Sept, 25, 1971) 

RESTRICTING Am TOR ScHOOL LUNCH 
The story of the national school lunch pTO­

gram has long been one of foot-dragging at 
all leveill. Although federal money and food 
commodities have been offered as partial 
lIupport for many y!!ars, this support was 
• • • many ata/tes made Uttle or no contri­
bution, and thousands of school districts did 
not a t tempt to Offer lunches In more than a 
few 8chools. MlnneJl,polls, tor example, began 
to serve hot lunches In elementary schools 
only five years ago , and although all "target 
area" schoolS now provide lunclles, 25 ele­
mentary schools In the -clty do not. 

In May 1970, Congress passed leglsla.tlon 
which President Nixon said "WIIll assure ,that 
every child from a family whose Income talls 
below t he poverty Ilne will get a tree or re­
duced price lunch." During the 1970-71 

school year, there was an experience In the 
school-lunch program. More federal funds 
were a val1able as part ia l paymen t for ea.c.h 
lunch served, and states could obtain addi­
t lonaJ fiexlble funds to add schools most 
needing help for t heir lunch operatlons. 
Stlll , . however, many school districts In the 
country did Ilttle to extend their lunch serv­
Ices. 

In August , the Department of Agriculture 
proposed new regulations for the distribu­
tion of lunch subsidies. As school omclals 
Interpreted the compUc8Jted rules, more and 
more they complained of cutbacks. They said 
that either they would be unable to provide 
the free or 10w-pl1lced lunches to all chil­
dren of poor f-amlUes, as required by the 1970 
law, or they would have to cut the lunch pro­
grams In schools where most children can 
pay the regular price. 

Department of Agriculture omCiials have de­
fended their new regulations. They say the 
new funding procedure wU! provide contribu­
tions to the various states more equltllobly, an 
additional $78.8 InllUon wlll be avallable for 
free and reduced-price lunches and the aid 
wll1 reach more schools and more chlldren. 

In effect, however, the states and school 
districts which have been most eOJterprlslng 
In expanding schoollunch programs would be 
penallzed by the new rulings In federal cash 
subsidies (5 cents per regular-priced lunch, 
30 cents per free or reduced-price lunch) and 
also by the loss Of any fiexlble funds. Sen. 
Mondale, who Is severely critical of t he pro­
posed regula-tions, says that Minnesota would 
lose $2 mllllon a year. The grant are a na­
tional basis, would come In the expansion of 
lunch programs in states which have lagged. 

It can be argued that states and school 
districts should contribute more to school 
lunches. Minnesota pays Yo cent per lunch, 
about $55b,000 a year, school districts spend 
money on stsmng and faclllties .) Even more 
obV'loui;, 'hQwever, Is the fact tha.t If seriously 
Inadequate lunch programs In some states 
can be Improved only by d~ng the better 
lunch programs In other states, the new rules 
should be stripped and a better tederal fi· 
nanclng system should be devised. 

The intent of Congress clearly was to see 
that all children 1n pOOT tamJlles be pro­
vided with good lunches. In addition, many 
ch.lldren whose parents can pay for their 
lunches but cannot provide them at home 
should be able to obtain lunch at school. 
Toe administration should set regulations 
which serve these purposes and Congress 
should gear approprlg,tlons accord:lngly. 

[From ! he St. Cloud Da.11y Times, Sept. 17, 
1971] 

MONDALE SEES THREAT TO ScHOOL LUNCH 
Am 

WASHINGToN.--6en. Walter . Mondale, D­
Minn., urged President Nixon ThW'Sd.ay to 
withdraw proposed new Department of AgrI­
culture regulatiOns that "pose a very real 
threat to the continued progress of the Na­
tional School Lunch Prograln." 

In' a letter to Nixon, Mondale IIlIld 10. other 
senators said the proposed regula.tlons would 
force many .schools to ellInlnate their child 
nutrition programs. 

In addition, he said, "there will be further 
hardships to tl}e nation's economy through 
unemployment and red.uced consumptlon of 
raw resources such as food and equipment." 

He saJd absenteeism, dropouts and apa­
thetic students wlll negate the benefits of 
the multlmllllon dollar Investment for publlc 
and private schools, " and finally, and most 
ImportBalt, there will continue to be hungry 
children in America's schools." 

The new regulations provld~ for an avet­
age payment of 35 cents to states for free 
and reduced price lunches. Last yee.r, Minne­
IIOta received an average of 50.8 cents per 
meal for free and reduced price lunches. 

The senators .called for new rules Which 
would permit states to pay 60 cents ma.x1-
mum reimbursement rates for these lunohes 
for needy children. 

Mondale said the proposed reductlon In 
federal payment rates for mea.ls beneath last 
year could "bring planned state lunch pr0-
grams to a screeching halt-or seriously lmpa.1r 
their expansion." 

BT .. PAUL, MlNN" Sept. 21, 1971 . 
Senator WALTER MONDALE, 
Washington, D.C. : 

The one thousand elementary school prin­
cipals of Mlnne,sota request that you reject 
the new Agriculture Department guide Ilttes 
that would draStically decrease Federal sup­
port for the hot lunch program for ele­
mentary schoolchlldren. 

Note under the new guide llnes that In 
MinneapoUs over three-fourths of a -InllUon 
doll&r8 of local funds wlll be needed to con­
tinue the fonner program the fact Is· if the 
price freeze unemployment and UInlted In­
come already UInlt the ablllty of parents to 
pay the former charge the new Increase dou­
bles the cost for a class a hot lunch thl, wlll 
deprive many poor and needy chlldren tn re­
ceiving a hot lunch each day. 

Your Infiuence and support Is necessary 
M.E.S .~.A. requests It. 

RoBERT ARNOLD, 
Executive Secretary M .E.SP.A . 

SEPTEMBER 29, 1971. 
Senator WALTER F . MONDALE, 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C.: 

The Minnesota Congress ot Parents and 
Teachers Is deeply concerned over new 
school lunch regulatlons further Ilmltlng 
Federal funding at school lunches for needy 
chlldren and cut back in Minnesot a program. 
This administrative action does not carry 
out the Intent of Congress In the passage of 
Publlc Law 92-32. We ask that you urge the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture to revise the 
proposed regulations to refiect the expressed 
directions of -Congress. 

Mrs. E. E. JACOB, 
President , 

Parents Teachers Association. 

SEPTEMBER 18, 1971. 
Senator MONDALE, 
Washington, D .C.: 

The secondary administrators In Minnea­
polis which now numbers 87 members wish 
to go on record that we protest the decision 
which has been made regarding the change 
In lunch price especially for the Target area 
schools and all Mlnneapolls schools Included. 
We feel that such a decision was untimely for 
our working In the community and certalnly 
does not help the hungry chlld who needs 
support. 

THE SECONDARY ADMINISTRATORS, 
Minneapolis Public Schools. 

WINDOM ELEMENTARY ScHOOL, 
Minneapolis, Minn., September 17, 1971. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White HOWIe, Washington, D .C. 

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON : We are protesting 
the withdrawal at federal fUnds from the 
sohDoI hot lunch pTogmm. 

The M1nnea.polls PubUc Schools cannot 
flna.Iwe the deficit created by the withdrawal 
of federal funds, 110 the 'cost of hot school 
lunches w1ll be ra1sed BB of September 27th. 
Many ch.lldren wtll go hungry. This Is a glar­
Ing departure from your compaign pTomlses. 
Parents In our communlty see an Increase 
In the cost of school lunches and the With­
drawal of some free lunch programs as in­
consistent with the price freeze. 

Well nourished chUdren are more recep­
tive 00 learn.Ing. It Is ineffective and lnap­
proprtate to allooate funds far educational 
prograIOS without providing the conditions 
that make learning poBSlble, Hungry ch,1l­
dren cannot le8l'll. 

This Is also an economically unsound ac­
tion: Administrative costs of screening 
budgets, keeping records, collecting, etc. far 
elCCeed the cost of providing a free lunch tor 
all children In depressed areas. 

We strongly urge you to reoonslder this 
action and expand rather than c~rtall .1ed­
en.! funds for the school hot lunell program. 

Sincerely yours, 
Morris Vogel, Evelyn SIlverman, Phyllis 

Lund, Betty Forbes, MarUyn KiedslSCh, 
Vlol.eIt MaJchow, Esther Ba.blra.cki, Ann 
Davis, EIIorI S . JOhnSOn, Louise Hen­
rlkmen, Mary ---, Mary Wether­
spoan.. Margaret Decker. 

Ba.rb&ra McCart, VI Bradher'St, Gra.cfl 
Olson, Barbara Johnston, Isallllh 
Brewer, Patricia Madden, Rishelle Nis­
bett, Arthur Anderson, Kathleen Erick­
son, Bernice Lumesth. 

DULUTH PUBLIC ScHOOLS, 
Duluth, Minn., September 3, 1971. 

Han. WALTJ!R MONDALE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SIR : I was greatly encouraged last 
year to hear of ,thl! administration's plan 
for a bot lunch program for publlc school 
chUdren that would provide a good hot lunch 
tor chlldren. I was even more encouraged by 
a provlslon which allowed Us to provide free 
and reduced cost lunChes to needy chUdren. 
Now the news is bleak! The drastic ,cuts In 
subsidies will mean Q loss Of $86,000 to our 
program. Instead of just breaking even thiS 
loss w1ll probably mean a drastic reduction or 
even ellmlnatlon of our program. Our local 
school budget Is such that we cannot absOl"b 
this type of undercutting. 

What can you do to help us? 
Yours truly, 

DoNALD H. PECKENPAUGH, 
Superintendent. 

MINNEAPOLIS PUSI,.IC ScHOOLS, 
Minneapolis, Minn., September 16, 1971, 

Hon. WALTER F . MONDALE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE : The news of Presi­
dent Nixon's cutback In support at the Fed­
eral Lunch Program distresses us greetly. 
We feel that there Is .a slgnlfiCBIllt part of 
our population in the Income range' where 
the expendtture 01 the additional money tor 
lunches will come as a great eoonoInlc 
hardship. 

Please assert as much pressure on your 
fellow leglslaoors and the Executive Branch 
to have this cUitback rescinded Immediately. 
A great amount of time, work and money can 
be saved if this matter Is rectified. 

Very truly yours, . 
JACK A. GILBERTSON, 

Principal. 



MADISON' ELEMENTARY ScHOOL, 
Mi nneapolis, Minn., September 16, 1971. 

Presldent RICHAllD M. NIXON, 
The White HOWIe, 
Washington, D .C . 

DEAR PREsmENT NIXON : We are d1.Bma.yed 
at the withdrawal of federal funds from the 
school hot lunch program. 

The Mlnneapol1s Publlc Schools cannot fi­
nance the deficlt created by thl' withdrawal 
of federal funds, so the cost of hot school 
lunches will be ra1sed 1\8 of september 27th. 
Many chUdren wUI go hungry. Th1s 18 a 
glaring departure from your campaign 
prom1ses. Parents ln our community see th1s 
as lncons1stent wlth the prlce freeze. _ 

Well nour1shed ch1ldren 8:"' more recep­
tive to learning. It 18 ineffectlve and lnap- ' 
proprlate to alloca.te funds for educa.tlonal 
programs without provldlng the condltlo.ns 
that ma.ke learning posslble. Hungry chll­
dren cannot learn. 

Th1s 18 also an economically unsound ac­
tion. Admln1stratlve costs,.of screening 
budgets,keeplng records, collecting, etc. far 
exceed the cost of providlng a free lunch 
for a.ll chUdren ln depressed areas. . 

We strongly urge you to reconsider th1s 
actlon and expand rather than curtaU fed­
eOll funds for the school hot lunch program. 

Slncerely yours, 
Jean S. Hendrlckson, Waldamar P. Bu­

chanan, Violet Brandherst, MarguerJltte 
Smith, Dougll\8 C. Anderson, Ellen 
Grothe, Helen 8a11f, Herman Hargeet, 
Judith Keregl, Helen I . Soderl1nd, 
Jeanette Knutson, Wlll1am Lersung, 
Harriet P . Burns, Evelyn I . Sheldrup, 
Charles R. Olson. 

Robert E. Frank, Denn1s M. Hawklnson, 
Beverly Carroll, Marianne Chr1stlan­
son, Denn1B J . Hayden, Shirley J. Od­
den, Carol Brant, Robert Wudlick, 
Shirley Carpenter, Jean Banks, Carol 
Oman, Marlon Capistran\;, WUma Lane, 
Jean Rosenfeld, Cyrtl L. Paul . 

CATHOLIC EDUCATION CENTER, 
St. Paul, Minn., September 16, 1971. 

Senator WALTER MONDALE, 
U.S. Senate OfJ!ce Bui lding, 
Washi ngton, D .C . 

DEA!R SENATOR MONDALE : Just a brlef note 
to thank you for your work on behalf of the 
less .afHuent chlldren belng affected by the 
Agriculture Department's decision not to 
support the free and reduced lunch program. 
In t he event that no change ls made in pres­
ent polley, we wlll have to drop our program 
in connection with Project Discovery in 8~. 
Pau l. We simply do not have the $7,000 that 
we wllI run in debt under the present Agri­
culture Department pol1ciea. 

We ha ve trled to get some help on the state 
level but have been told that there ls no 
chance. Only the federal people can 'be of any 
help ln mak1ng changes. 

I reallze that you aTe working on this prob­
lem and I applaud you for it. Even If you 
can't get anything accompl1shed in this area, 
thank you for trying. 

Sincerely yours, 
Father JOHN GILBERT, 

Superin.endent. 

MINNEAPOLIS PuBLIO ScHOOLS, 
Minneapolis, Minn ., September 16,1971. 

Hon. W ALTm MONDALE, ' 
Senate OfJ!ce Building, 
Washington', D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I want <to expre88 
my .appreciation for your efforts on behalf of 
the school lunch program. The loss of federal 
funds means for our school an increaae in the 
cost of ·hot lunohes from 20 cents to 85 cents. 
It 18 especially difHcult in view. of the fact 
that th1s school has just ·been declared a 
''Target Area" school, and parents ·have many 
questions as to whether thls deaignation 
really has any meaning. With the lower price 
this year, fewer people applled for free 01 
reduced cost lunches; thus, many were Bible 
to preserve a sense of dignit y .and seIf-sufH­
ciency which may now be t hreatened. 

I hope you will 'be SIble to convince the Ad­
ministratlon that the avallablllty of a 
nourishing hot lunch for all chlldren can 
contribute much t o successful learning, gen­
eral health: and also educatlon in nutrltlon. 

Sincerely yours , 
(Mrs.) MARy Lou LoUD, 

School Social Worker. 

MINNEAPOLIS PuBLIC ScHOOLS, 
Minneapolis, Minn., September 16, 1971. 

.sen.ator WALTER 'MONDALE, 
Senate Office Butlding, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE : I'm writing th1s 
letter to you 'fully aww-e of your dll1gence 
and perserverence in securing funds for pub-
11e school lunch programs. Not WIlth a fee11ng 
of .protest, !but rat heT with lndignation amd 
a sense of frnlstrstlon over t h e recent ohII.nge 
in our ~deral guide11nes for target area 
schDDls. . 

I keep asking myself how ,in III. country 
WIl tJh all our'l'esources we chOO£e to save funds 
in the area of food for chtldren? How we can 
loan rmoney to laTIge corporatlons and tell 
parents iWe're short of funds for hot lunch 
prog!rMllS? The answer to t hese questlons 
must 11e doll the Congress of the United states 
and the ,men iWho represent us in office. Sure­
ly a cha.nge in prioritles IlllJUSt be inst ituted. 

Please continue your efforts ,in the behalf 
of pu'b11c education. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH A. ScHUMACK, Principal. 

MINNEAPOLIS, MiNN., 
September 18, 1971 . 

Senator WALTER MONDALE, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE : .As a. tea.clher in 
one of the MdnneOlpOlis inner city sooools, I 
strongly sup.port your action in trying to 
stop the lunch program change proposed by 
President NlxDn. 

Sincerely, 
MARIE C. SUNDHEIM. 

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., 
September 21, 1971. 

The Honorable Senator MONDALE : 
We would appreciate your support in op­

posing any changt! in the school hot lunch 
program. 

I feel the proposed change would 'be tak­
ing food out of the mouths of chlldren. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. J . WASHOSKY, 

Whittier PTA-Minneapolis. 

-4-
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SEPTEMBER 21, 1971. 
DEAR MR. MONDALE : The parents in the 

Phll~s Jr. High School area feel very badly 
about the rise in cost to them, for school 
lunches. 

Most of these people cannot afford the new 
prices and the chUdren .wUl be gettlng along 
on less t han good nutritlon. 

Mrs. R. W. KEATING, 
PTA PreSident. 

AUGUST 29, 1971. 
Hon. CLIFFORD M. HARDIN, 
Secretary 0/ Agriculture, U.S. Department 0/ 

Agriculture, Washington, D .C . 
DEAR SECRETARY HARDIN : " 1 strongly urge 

that you wit hd!aw the regulatlons issued 
August 13 , 1971, pertaining t o reimburse­
ment rates for t he School Lunch Program. 

" I object not only to t he content of these 
regulatlons but also to the timing and con ­
ditlons of their announcement. 

"rn each respect, the Department would 
break faith with Congress, the States and 
hungry chlldren If these regulatlons go into 
effect. 

"It is outrageous to consider that--despite 
massive federal support for spending on 
space, loans to Lockheed and other non­
essentlal programs-budgetary manipula­
tions might 11e behind rules which deny 
meals to chUdren who are guaranteed these 
lunches under federal law. 

"I need not repeat t he President 's promise 
to end hunger among American sChO<?l chll ­
dren. But beyond promises , Pub11c Law 91-
248 requires that 'any chlld who is a member 
of a household that has an annual income 
not above t he appllcable famUy size income 
level shall be served meals free or at a 
reduced cost .' . 

"rn accordance with t he law, States have 
submitted plans to meet that requirement. 
But if the new regulatlons are adopted, 
thirty-seven State school lunch directors 
have testified they wlll be unable to imple­
ment t he plans they develop~d , in good 
faith , to comply with P .L. 91-248. 

"Does the Department ask that the St ates 
rescind plans that are required oy law? Does 
it ask that t he States pay for t he school 
lunch program when they are already under 
such severe budgetary strain? Or, should 
children who do not quallfy under the Act 
absorb t he cost of lunches for those who do? 

"These are the alt ernat ives posed by t h e 
August 13 regulat iOns. 1 fear the likely answer 
is that hungry children again wlll not get 
food . 

"As unaccept aQle as the new regulatlolli; 
are in substance, the timing and conditlonR 
for their release are inexcusable. 

"The August 13th publlc announcement 
comes just three weeks before school is t o 
start, too late for many States t o abandon 
their plans without chaos. It comes whllll 
Congress is in recess. Moreover, the fifteen 
day period for response denies both thr. 
States and Congress a fair opportunity for 
cornriient. 

"To all of t hese arguments, 1 would add 
one more. 

"Promises for opportunity and laws to 
protect the rights of children must be more 
than mere words, or our children will respect 
neit her the word nor the law of this govern­
ment. But, truthfully, respect for the law 
and concern for American 'ehildren are not 
embodied in the August 13th regulatlons. 

"I hope that you wlll act to withdraw 
them." 

Sincerely, 
WALTER F . MONDALE _ 
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By Mr. MUSKIE (for himself and 
Mr. MONDALE) : 

S. 2656. A bill to amend chapters 2 and 
21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, 
and title II of the Social Security Act, to 
reduce social security tax rates and pro­
vide a new method for their determina­
tion in the future, ,to remove the dollar 
limitation presently imposed upon the 
amount of wages and self -employment 
income which may be taken into account 
for tax and benefit purposes under the 
old age, survivors, and disability insur­
ance system (making allowance for per­
sonal income tax exemptions and the 
low-income allowance in determining 
such amount for tax purposes), o.nd to 
increase benefits under such system to 
refiect the new tax and benefit base. Re­
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

PROPOSED PA TROLL REFORM TAX LEGISLATION 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing, with Senator MONDALE, 
a bill which would make fundamental 
and far-reaching improvements in the 
payroll tax. This bill would build into 
the payroll tax the principles of equity 
and progressivity which are the founda­
tion of any enlightened tax system. This 
bill would reduce the amount of Federal 
taxes paid by 63 million American fam­
ilies. 

The present payroll tax system, estab­
lishing a fiat tax rate of 5.2 percent on 
earned income up to a ceiling of $7,800, 
places a disProportionate burden of the 
financing of social security upon the 
lower- 'and middle-income wage earner. 
For the working man making $7,800 
per year, the effective tax rate is 5.2 per­
cent, while for the man making $50,000, 
the effective tax rate is 0.8 percent. 
Furthermore, the l'ack of exemptions and 
low-income allowance add to the regres­
sive nature of the payroll tax. 

Because the burden of the payroll 
tax is focused on the low- and middle­
income worker increases in the payroll 
tax in recent years have largely elimi­
nated the tax relief Congress attempted 
to extend to these Americans. Further­
more, at rates proposed by H.R. 1, the 
payroll tax burden will be larger in 1973 
than the personal income tax burden for 
the average family of four with an in­
come of $13,900 or less. 

In order to remedy this situation, we 
are introducing legislation today to make 
the payroll tax progressive by eliminat­
ing the ceiling on taxable eatned income 
and providing personal exemptions and 
low income allowance equal to those al­
lowed for income tax purposes, Second, 
the legislation fixes the level of the pay­
roll tax rate at the rate necessary to 
bring revenues into annual balance with 
benefits paid. 

The social security system was one of 
the signal achievements of the New Deal. 
Instead of facing destitution and the 
dole, the retiring American now is guar­
anteed some measure of economic se­
curity. Without the benefits provided 'by 
the social security system, 19 out of every 
20 beneficiaries would have achieved even 
a moderate standard of living. Social se­
curity helps to keep at least 10 million 
Americans out of poverty. Presently, 
about one out of every eight Americans 
receives social security cash benefits 
every month. 

In 1971, more than 26 million families 
will receive social security benefits. Those 
benefits will total more than $34 billion. 
Covering virtually all of the Nation's 
workers other . than Government em­
ployees, and railroad workers who re­
ceive the protection of separate pro­
grams, the social security system guar­
antees income support on retirement and 

Senate 
important medical coverage. It affords 
financial protection against disability. 
And it assures aid to the survivors of 
deceased workers. 

Social security did not spring into be­
ing in its present form. When he signed 
the original social security legislation, 
Franklin Roosevelt called it "the corner­
stone of a structure which is far from 
complete." With broad bipartisan' sup­
port, subsequent Congresses and admin­
istrations have extended that structure 
and improved it. Much has been done. 
We can all take very great pride in what 
has been accomplished. 

But that pride in our existing soCial 
security system must not lead us to 
forget that the system can be impr.oved­
and must be improved-as our wealth in­
creases and as our understanding of the 
system and the needs of its beneficiaries 
grows. In H.R. I, the House of Repre­
sentatives recently approved an increase 
in social security benefits. The Senate 
has begun its own deliberations on the 
expansion of social security benefits. I 
have no doubt that, like the House, the 
Senate will approve important increases 
in ' benefits-and I hope make those in­
creases more substantial. As I have in the 
past, I intend to support such increases. 
And, whatever the / Congre~s 'does this 
year, urgent need will remaih for further 
attention to the sufficiency of the eco­
nomic protection which social security 
affords. 

Despite the achievements of the social 
security system, too many of our elderly 
citizens are trapped in the prison of pov­
erty, because social security benefits are 
inadequate to provide a dignified retire­
ment. Sixty percent of our elderly who 
are living alone are also living in or near 
poverty. They are three-fifths of a gen­
eration who heard a promise made, and 
now see the promise falling short. A 
drastic infusion of funds is needed to 
rescue many of our senior citizens from 
a life of poverty. Retirement must be a 
reward, not a punishment. 

To achieve a substantial increase in 
benefits, I believe that there must be 
some form of general revenue financing 
for social security. General revenue fi­
nancing has been advocated since 1937 
when it was recommended by the first 
Advisory Council on Social Security. De­
lay in enacting this recommendation has 
meant needless poverty for millions of 
elderly Americans. We must work to end 
that delay, to eliminate that poverty and 
to provide substantial increases in social 
security benefits through the use of gen­
eral revenues. 

But today I wish to address myself to a 
different part of the social security sys­
tem-not its benefits, but the mechanism 
by which those benefits are financed. One 
source of the continuing strength of the 
social security system has been that a 
special tax is set aside to finance it-the 
payroll tax. When a worker is employed 
in a covered occupation, he knows that 
with each paycheck he and his employer 
are contributing to the support of old 
people, the disabled, and survivors today 
so that he and his dependents will enjoy 
the same kind of protection tomorrow. 

Small in its first years, the payroll tax 
has now become one of the largest com­
ponents of the Federal tax system. It 
produces more revenue than the corpo­
rate income tax. Indeed, it produces more 
Federal revenue than any tax other than 
the individual income tax. This year it . 
will raise $47 billion. 

The payroll tax achieved its present 
importance in the Federal tax system 
very quickly. It is, in fact, the most 
rapidly grOwing Federal tax. In 1950, it 

produced only 5 percent of Federal reve­
nue. Today it has produced to 23 percent 
of Federal revenue. According to current 
forecasts, by 1976 the payroll tax will 
yield more than $80 billion-or 25 percent 
of all Federal revenue for that year. 

While the magnitude and impact of the 
payroll tax have grown rapidly, the es­
sential structure of the tax has changed 
very little since the original adoption of 
social security. The tax is still imposed on 
the first dollars a worker earns each year 
up to a specified ceiling. The tax makes 
no allowance for the size of the worker's 
family; it applies whether or not the 
worker's family is below the poverty 
level; and it does not increase as the 
worker's earnings rise above the wage 
base. 

The characteristics of the payroll tax 
created few serious inequities when the 
tax was first adopted. The tax was then 
very small. The tax rate applicable to 
workers was only 1 percent, and the 
initial $3,000 wage base included 95 per­
cent of all earnings of the workers 
covered. 

But the payroll tax rate has risen 
sharply. It is now 5.2 percent for the 
worker and 5.2 percent for his employer. 
Under the present form of H.R. 1, it 
would rise to 5.4 percent and increase 
further to 7.2 percent by 1977 for both 
worker and employer. We are taxing a 
smaller proportion of in'come with 
steadily higher rates. In short, we are 
financing one of our society's most pro­
gressive programs with an increasingly 
regressive tax. 

The form of the payroll tax has not 
changed substantially during a time of 
vast economic change. The result is se­
rious inequities. Despite the 1969 con­
gressional recognition of the principle 
that people below the poverty level 
ought not to pay income tax-and de­
spite the reaffirmation of that principle 
last week by the Ways and Means Com­
mittee in its increase of the low-income 
allowance-payroll tax continues to be 
exacted from workers who are below 
the poverty level. 

The payroll tax applies without re­
gard to the number of children or other 
dependents whom a worker must sup­
port. The single individual whose earn­
ings are $20,000 a year pays precisely 
the same payroll tax as the married 
couple who are supporting five children 
on an income of $7,800, despite the broad 
difference in their r,eal ability to pay 
tax. 

The effective rate of the payroll tax 
declines as a worker's earnings rise 
above the ceiling on the wage base. The 
school teacher earning $7,000 a year 
pays 5.2 percent of her earnings in pay­
roll tax. The engineer earning $25,000 
pays about 1.6 percent of his entire 
earnings, and the business executive 
earning $100,000 pays about four-tenths 
of 1 percent. While each of those work­
ers becomes eligible for the same social 
security benefits, they simply cannot af­
ford to pay the same amount for those 
benefits. 

Finally, the payroll tax hits harder at 
families in which there are two wage 
earners than at families which derive 
the same income from a single wage 
earner. Again, the consequence is a ma­
jor difference in tax . burdens which has 
no relationship to differences in ability 
to pay. 

Thus the payroll tax which began un­
der very different circumstances has be­
come unfair. Those who can least afford 
it must pay the same amounts as those 
who need not worry about the burden. 
And low- and middle-income Americans 



are near the limit in paying taxes. Under 
the present system, they face the fright­
ening prospect of inequttable tax in­
creases to finance a vain attempt to 
provide adequate benefit levels. 

The payroll tax has wiped out much of 
the tax reductions that Congress .passed 
-in 1969. Because the burden of the payroll 
tax ,is focused upon low- and middle-in­
come workers, increases ill the payroll 
tax in recent years have reduced 
sharply-and in some cases offset en­
tirely-the tax relief which Congress has 
attempted to extend to these groups in 
the income tax system. Despite the major 
income reductions of 1964 and 1969, the 
total Federal tax load of the low- and 
middle-income worker is little lower now 
than it was in 1963. Indeed, by reason of 
'the payroll tax dncreases, the single 
worker with $3,000 of income will pay 
more total Federal tax in 1973 than he 
paid in 1963. He will do so despite the 
fact that, because of general increases in 
prices and wages, he has become poorer 
both absolutely and relatively. 

Americans have oeen willing to aecept 
the payroll tax-and its increases-be­
cause they have recognized that dt's cur­
rent tax burdens will lead to future bene­
fits, for themselves and their families. 
On these terms, social security has 
seemed a good buy-and it is. But we 
can have the same buy, and the same 
benefits, financed by a fairer and sounder 
payroll tax. We must change the social 
security taxes to make them M.irer. We 
must change them so the limits on the 
ability of many Americans to pay more 
taxes will not deprive older Americans 
of needed increases in benefits. And we 
must strengthen the payroll tax to make 
the whole social security system stronger, 

To achieve that end, Senator MONDALE 
and I are introducing legislation which 
would make key changes in the payroll 
tax. In order to make the payroll tax 
progressive, our legislation would make 
these changes : . 
- First. The wage base upon which a 
worker is taxed would be reduced by de­
pendency exemptions equal to those al­
lowed him for income tax purposes. 

Second. Further, the worker's tax base 
would be reduced by an amount equal to 
the low-income allowance provided by 
the income tax law. Under current law, 
the low-income allowance will reach the 
level of $1,000 on' January I, 1972. Under 
an amendment approved by the House 
Ways and Means Committee last week, 
the allowance would be increased to 
$1,300. 

Third. The ceiling on the wage base 
would be removed. Hence, to the extent 
that they exceed dependency exemptions 
and the low-income allowance, all of a 
worker's earnings from covered employ­
ment would be' subject to the payroll tax. 

Fourth. The wage base ceiling would 
also be removed for the payroll tax paid 
by employers, but for reasons of adminis­
trative convenience, neither dependency 
exemptions nor the low-income allow­
ance would be applied in the computa­
tion of the employer tax. However, con­
tinuing the principle of the existing 
payroll tax that equal contributions 
should be made by employers and em­
·ployees, the rate of the employer tax 
would be set to produce approximately 
the same amount of revenue as the em­
ployee tax. 

Fifth. The removal of the ceiling on 
taxable earnings would be accompanied 
by an elevation in the amount of eaan­
ings counted in computing benefit.9 from 
$7,800-the ceiling applicable under cur­
rent law-to $20,000. This modification 
will provide improved retirement bene­
fits for millions of middle-income Amer­
icans for whom social security benefits 
M'e insufficient to prevent a drastic de­
cline in income upon retirement. Ex­
panding upon a principle already used in 
the existing benefit system, the proposal 
would phase down benefits earned as in­
come rises so that the major benefit in­
creases would occur in levels of income 
under $10,000 and lesser increases would 
occur in the $10,000 to $20,000 range. 

Our proposal would also change the 
payroll tax rate by fixing it at a level 
which brings revenues produced into an­
nual balance with benefits paid. 

With these changes made in the tax 
structure, the payroll tax rate would be 
established at the level necessary to 
finance the increased benefit.9 provided 
in H.R. 1. To support the benefit pro­
visions contained in the current form of 
H.R. 1. a tax rate of 5.2 percent would 

be necessaII'Y for the employee's tax. That 
rate compares with the H.R. 1 rate of 
5.4 percent for 1972 through 1974, 6.2 
percent for 1975 and 1976, and 7.2 per­
cent for 1977 and thereafter. A tax rate 
of approximately 4.5 percent on employ':. 
ers would produce approximately the 
same revenue as the employer tax under 
H.R. 1. The tax Tate of the self-employed 
would remain at 7.5 percent. 

These changes would bring major and 
fundamental improvement to the pay­
roll tax. Under them, 63 million Ameri­
cans would pay lower taxes. Only 8 mil­
lion high-income Americans would pay 
more. Persons at or below the poverty 
level would be sheltered from payroll 
taxes altogether. And the relief would 
extend well into the middle- and upper 
middle-income ranges. Every fa.m1ly of 
four with earnings of $14,500 or less 
would save money. Every married couple 
with earnings of $13,000 or less would 
save money. Every single person with 
earnings of $12,250 or less would pay 
lower taxes. Furthermore, at every in­
come level up to $25,000, more people 
would save on their taxes than would 
pay inoreased tax. 

In broad and important income ranges, 
the amounts of the tax savings under the 
proposal would be substantial. Compared 
with the tax liability called for in H.R. I, 
a four-person family at the poverty level 
will save $200 in taxes--or 100 percent 
of its prior Federal tax liability. A worker 
earning $7,500 and trying to support a 
wife and four children will pay $300 less­
a saving of 44 percent in his Federal 
taxes. A salesman earning $8,000 and his 
school teacher wife earning $7,500 who 
support two children will save $240. 

Let me emphasize that the proposal 
which Senator MONDALE and I make to­
day is aimed at the taxation machinery 
of the social security system. It would 
reduce no one's social security benefits. 
In fact, it increases in benefits for many 
Americans by incorporation of earnings 
between $7,800 and $20,000 in the benefit 
computation. And it makes future benefit 
increases more likely by improving the 
equity of the tax which finance them. 

Furthermore, let me emphasize that 
the proposal leaves the present structure 
of the social security system intact. The 
payroll tax would remain the financing 
mechanism of the system. Revenue pro­
duced by that tax would continue to be 
transferred to the social security trust 
fund. Social seCurity benefit.9 would con­
tinue to be paid from that trust fund. 
If Congress should decide to finance 
future social security benefit.9 increases 
from general Federal revenues, as I hope 
it will, our proposal would not impede 
that step. 

Within the area to which it is ad­
dressed, however, the proposal would ac­
complish broad-scale improvement of the 
payroll tax. It would shift the burden of 
that tax from the low-income and the 
middle-income worker to those who have 
greater ability to pay the tax. In doing so, 
it would make today's payroll tax fairer 
and sounder; and it would facilitate fu­
ture increases in social security benefits 
by making it possible to increase payroll 
taxes without imposing unacceptable 
burdens upon low- and middle-income 
families. No longer would a decent income 
for the elderly depend on an indecent 
increase in the tax burden of the working. 

By submitting this legislation, we draw 
attention to a long-neglected area of eco­
nomic injustice affecting almost every 
working American. A nation that is fair 
cannot tolerate a tax which makes no 
allowance for real difference in ability to 
pay. Enactment of the . legislation that 
Senator MONDALE and I are proposing 
would allow this country to make social 
security benefits more generous and bur­
dens more equitable. This legislation, 
aimed at our second largest tax-a tax 
which many millions of American work­
ers pay every 2 weeks-would constitute 
a fundamental and important contribu­
tion to the continuing effort to strengthen 
and improve our Federal tax system. 

Mr. President, I ask that additional 
material be inserted in the RECORD which 
further details Muskie-Mondale payroll 
proposal. First, there is a brief fact sheet 
and explanation of the proposal. 
and amount of Federal taxes paid by 
speCific taxpayers from 1963 to 1973. 

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

FACT SHEET OF THE MUSKIE PAYROLL REI'OIlM 
PROPOSAL 

I. PUJlPOSE 

The proposed legislation would make fun­
damental and far-reaohtng Improvements In 
,the payrOll tax. The present p8}'1'Oll taz. 
establ1shed a fiat rate of 5.2 percent on earned 
Income up to a fixed ceiling of '7,800 a year, 
Is highly regressive. Under the existing law. 
for the working man making '7,800 a year, 
the effective payroll tax Is 5.2 percent, while 
for the man making '50.000 a year the effec­
tive payroll tax rate Is .8 percent. The re­
gressl ve nature of the tax Is Increased because 
neither exemptions nor deductions are al­
lowed. 

Because the burden Of the payroll tax 1a 
focused on the low and middle Income work­
er, in recent years increases in the payroll 
tax have largely el1m1nated the tax rellef 
Congress attempted to extend to these groups 
both In 1964 and in 1969. F'urthennore, at 
rates proposed by H.R. I, the payroll tax 
burden will be larger In 1973 than the per­
sonal Income tax burden for the average fam­
Ilyof four with an Income of $13,900 or less. 

II. PROPOSAL 

To provide for a more equItable and pro­
gressive payroll tax, the proposed legislation 
would : 

1. Remove the ceiling on the wage base. 
2. Allow exemptions equal to the personal 

exemptions provided for Income !tax pur­
poses. 

3. Allow a low Income allowance equal to 
that provided for Income tax purposes. 

4. Adopt the recommendations of the 1971 
Advisory Council of Social Security that the 
payroll tax rate be fixed at a level which 
brings revenues produced Into annual bal­
ance w1,th benefits paid. 

With these changes made In the tax struc­
ture, the payroll tax rate would be estalb­
l1shed at the level necessary to finance the 
social security benefits decided upon by Con­
gress. To support the benefits provisions con­
tained In the current form, of H.R. I, a tax 
rate of apprOximately 5.2 percent would be 
necessary compared with the rate of 5.4 per­
cent proposed by H.R. 1. 

m. EFFECTS 

The payroll tax reform legislation leaves 
the present structure of the social security 
system Intact. 

Under this proposal 63 mlll10n American 
families would pay lower taxes In 1973 than 
under H.R. 1. Eight million high Income 
Americans would pay more. Every family of 
four with earnings of $14.500 or less would 
pay less In taxes. Every married couple with 
earnings Of $13,000 or less would pay less In 
taxes. Every Single person with earnings of 
$12,250 or less would pay less In taxes. At 
every Income level up to $25,000, more peo­
ple would save taxes than would pay In­
creased taxes. 

The use of exemptions and low Income al­
lowance makes the tax much more responsive 
to real differences In ability to pay. The re­
moval of the ceiling Increases the responsive­
ness of !the tax base to changes in wage and 
price levels . This proposal butads Into the 
payroll tax the principles of equity and pro­
gresslvlty which are the foundation of any 
enlightened tax system. 

EXPLANATION OF PAYROLL TAX REFORM 
PROPOSAL 

1. Adopt exemptions and low income 
allowance. 

Under present law, all earned Income up 
to $7,800 Is subject to tax. No exemptiOns or 
deductions are allowed. 

The proposal would allow exemptions for 
employee payroll tax purposes equal to 
the personal exemptions showed for In­
come tax purposes-$750 per person begin­
ning in January. 1972, under the September 
23 action of the Ways and Means Committee. 
In addition, the employee would be per­
mitted a deduction equal to the low Income 
IIllowance permitted for Income tax purposes. 

Married couples filing jOintly and single 
Individuals would receive the full deduction; 
married wage earners filing separately would 
each be allowed a $500 deduction. The self­
employed would receive personal exemptions 
and the low Income allowance under the 
same rules applicable to employees. For 
reasons of adm1n1stratlve simplicity. neither 
exemptions nor the low Income allowance 
would apply in the computation of the tax 
on employers. 

2. Remove ceiling on wage base. 
The present tax Is Imposed on both em­

ployer and employee only on earnings up to 
$7,800. The self-employment tax Is subject 
to the same ceiling. Increases already sched­
uled under current law will ralse the ceiling 
to $9.000 In 1972 and thereafter. H.R. 1 would 
raise the ceiling to $10.200 or 1972 and pro­
vide for automatic Increases In later years 
based upon Increases In the cost of living. 

The proposal would eliminate these ceil­
Ings. Hence, to the extent that they exceed 
dependency exemptions and the low Income 
allowance. all of a worker's eRTnlngs from 
covered employment would be subject to the 
payroll tax. SImilarly. to the same extent, all 
earnings,. from covered self-employment 
would be subject to the payroll tax. For pur­
poses of the payroll tax on employers, all 
covered wages would be Included In the wage 



billie. and no reduction would be made for 
personal exemptions and the low income 
allowe.nce. 

The payroll tax would apply. 80S at present. 
only to "WlI€es" and "self-employed income" 
as defined under the Social Security law. 
Other types of income would not be taxed. 
The present law exclusions for the earnings 
of Federal government employees. most of 
whom are covered by t he Civll Service Re­
tirement system. and railroad workers. cov­
ered under the Rallroad Ret irement Act. 
would be continued unchanged. 

3. Adoption 01 recommendations 01 Ad­
visory Oouncil on Social Securi ty . 

Under present law. the payroll tax produces 
revenue each year beyond the amount neces­
sary to pay Social Security benefits for that 
year. The surplus for 1973 is projected at $6.1 
b1lllon. The Advisory Council on Social se­
curity has recommended that the payroll tax 
rate be fixed to place the Social Security pald 
on a pay...as-you-go-basls. In general. under 
this recommendwtlon. Social Security reve­
nues would equal benefits on... an annual 
basis. 

The proposal would adopt the AdviSOry 
Oouncll's recommendation. 

4. Raise benefit ceiling. 
Under present law. benefits rise. though 

less than proportionately. as a.verage taxable 
earned i11Come rises. up to the celllng. 

The proposal would accompany the re­
moval of the ce1llng on taxable earnings with 
an elevation In the amount of earnings 
counted In computing Social security bene­
fits . The Increase would be from ·the present 
maximum level of $7.800 to $20.000. The pro­
posal would phase down benefits earned as 
Income rises. so that levels of Income above 
$10.000 would produce declining percentages 
of benefits. 

5. Reduce payroll tax rate . 
Under present law the payroll tax rate for 

1971 is 5.2 percent for employees. 5.2 per­
cent for employers. and 7.5 percent for the 
self-employed. Under H.R. 1. the tax rate on 
employees and employers would be raised 
to 5.4 percent for 1972-74. 6.2 percent for 
1975-76. and 7.2 percent for 1977 and there­
after. 

The proposal would lower the tax rate to 
that which. In conjunction with the amend­
ments described above. Is necessary t o fund 
the Increased benefits provided in H.R. 1. The 
employee tax rate necessary to finance the 
benefits provided In the current form of H.R . 
1 would be approximately 5.2 percent. Sim­
Ilarly. 4.5 percent tax on employers-applied 
to wages without a ceiling and unreduced by 
exemptions and the low Income allowance­
would produce the same revenue as H.R. l's 
5.4 percent employer tax on the first $10.200 
of earnings. If benefits are set at H.R. 1 levels. 
the proposal would leave the present 7.5 per­
cent tax rate on self-employment Income 
unchanged. 

To fund both the benefits provided for III 
H.R. 1 and those which would result from 
raising the ceiling for benefit purposes to 
$20.000. as proposed. an employee tax rate 
somewhat higher than 5 .2 percent would be 
n~cessary for 1975 and later years. How­
ever. that rate would be substantially below 
the H.R. 1 rates of 6.2 percent for 1975-76 
and 7.2 percent for 1977 and thereafter. The 
necessary actuarial computations can be per­
formed by the Social Security Admlnlstrwtlon 
at the request of the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. along 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE ). I am introducing 
today a bill to reform fundamentally our 
method of financing social security. 

As David Broder pointed out recently. 
Congress has all but ignored the increas­
ingly heavy burden of social security 
taxes : 

Discussing the Inequities of payroll taxing 
may not a.ttract as much praise at George­
town cocktail parties as a ringing denunci­
ation of the bombing In Laos or the tactics 
of the Washington police. 

But it is equally worthy of our atten­
tion. 

The problems posed by the payroll tax 
are only part of the much larger problem 
of tax equity. 

Three years ago. the Secretary of the 
Treasury predicted a taxpayer's revolt. 

Congress responded to the popular 
outcry by passing the Tax Reform Act of 
1969. 

This was a step forward . 
Yet today. our tax system is still ap­

pallingly unfair. 
Contrary to myth. it is not progressive. 

Rich people. poor people. middle-inco~e 
people-all pay about the same . portlOn 
of their income in taxes. Accordmg to a 
recent study by the Chief of the Census 
Bureau's Population Division. the worker 
making under $2.000 pays an average of 
40 percent of his income in taxes to all 
levels of government. The worker in the 
$2.000 to $50.000 range pays ~ fe.w per­
centage points less. Workers With mcome 

over $50.000 pay a few percentage points 
more. 

Our tax system-taken as a whole­
bears no relation to ability to pay. 

The average man earning $6,000-
barely enough to support a family, and 
below the Labor Department's low-in­
come budget-pays taxes of $1,600. 

Meanwhile. one of every 2Q people who 
made $1 million in 1969 went tax-free. 
The 20 largest oil companies contributed 
only 8% percent of their incomes to the 
Treasury. 

Inequities like these make our tax 
system a national disgrace. 

And the disgrace is deepening. Our tax. 
system is actually becoming more re­
gressive. 

At the heart of the problem is the pay­
roll tax. 

The Federal tax system is composed 
of three main taxes : two that are pro­
gressive-the corporation income tax and 
the personal income tax--and the re­
gressive social security tax. 

Unfortunately, the social security tax 
has been growing faster than the other 
two combined. 

Over the last 10 years. as personal in­
come taxes have been cut on several oc­
casions. the average taxpayer has simply 
watched payroll taxes absorb the dif­
ference. 

The result is that an increasing share 
of the Federal tax burden is falling on 
poor and middle 'income wage earners. 

The worst is yet to come. 
If-as appears likely-the House 

passed social security provisions in H.R. 
1 become law, on January 2, 1972. the 
American worker will receive the largest 
payroll tax hike in history. 

According to Professor Pechman, $1.5 
billion in social security taxes is being 
paid this year by persons officially classi­
fied as poor. With H.R. 1, the poor will 
pay much more.· 

At present, the family of four earn­
ing $3.000 pays $156 in payroll taxes. 

By 1977, with the increases scheduled 
under H.R. 1, it will be $216. 

This is wrong and utterly senseless. 
Everyone agrees on the importance of al­
leViating poverty. Numerous programs 
have been devised to cope with the prob­
lem. But every year. we force the poor 
to pay 40 percent of their income in taxes. 

For the middle-income worker, the 
prospects are little better. 

The man earning $10,OOO-elose to the 
average. and less than the Labor De­
partment says is needed to support ade­
quately an average urban family-is al­
ready paying total taxes of $2,700. 

By 1977. under H.R. 1. his payroll tax 
will roughly double-to $755. 

The bill that Senator MUSKIE and I are 
introducing today brings a measure of 
fairness to the Social Security System. 

It recognizes the elementary fact that 
poor families and large families simply 
cannot afford to contribute as much to 
social security as the rich. 

The Mondale-Muskie proposal would: 
Remove the $7.800 ceiling. making all 

earned income subject to the payroll tax. 
At present. the payroll tax is imposed on 
only the first $7.800 of a person's earn­
ings ; and 

Allow wage earners a standard deduc­
tion of $1,000 and exemptions of $650 for 
each family member in. calculating the 
tax. Thus. a married worker with two 
children earning $8.000 in 1971 would 
pay payroll taxes on oJ;lly $4.400. 

Our bill would also allow the payroll 
tax to be set at 5.2 percent-lower than 
the 5.4 percent that would go into effect 
with the passage of H.R. 1. The employ­
er 's tax would be computed on all covered 
wages and salaries without ceiling; the 
tax rate would be 4.5 percent instead of 
the higher rate in H.R. 1. 

Overall. about 63 million people would 
pay lower taxes under our proposal than 
under H.R. 1. And only 8 million would 
pay more. 

All families of four with earnings 
below $14.592 would benefit. All married 
couples without children whose earnings 
are below $13,092 would get a tax cut. 

The accompanying table shows the tax 
savings that would result from our pro­
posal for a family of four. 

Savings are $216 at $4.000 of earnings. 
$222 at $7.000, and $228 at $10.000. 

For families of four with two wage 
earners. the savings in the middle in­
comes are even greater. Such families 
would benefit from the reform if their in-

-~ -

come is $25,000 or less. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­

sent that a table be printed at this point 
in th'e RECORD. 

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

PAYROLL TAX FOR A FAMILY OF 4 IN 1973-H.R. 1 AND 
MONDALE·MUSKIE 

Earnings 

$2.000 . ....... . 
$3.000 ........ . 
$4.000 ........ . 
$5.000 . . .... . . . 
$6.000 ....... . . 
$7.000 ........ . 
$8.000 ........ . 
$9.000 . . ...... . 
$10.000 ....... . 
~12.000 ....... . 
~15.000 . .. . ... . 
$20,000 ....... . 
$25.000 ... . ... . 
$40,000 ...... . . 

Financing under H.R. I Financing 
under 

Mondale· 
Muskie 

I wage 2 wage 
earner earners 

$108 
162 
216 
270 
324 
378 
432 
486 
540 
551 
551 
551 
551 
551 

$108 .. .......... . . 
162 .......... .. . . 
216 . ... . . ... ... . . 
270 $52 
324 104 
378 156 
432 208 
486 260 
540 312 
648 416 
810 572 

1. 080 832 
1. 102 1. 092 
1. 102 1. 872 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. our pro­
posal has a number of ladditional ad­
vantages. 

First. because our tax is truly progres­
sive. we could afford to greatly increa.se 
benefits without imposing an indefensi­
ble burden on the average worker. 

Second. our tax base is much more 
elastic than the present Social Security 
tax base. As income grows. tax revenues 
will grow more than in proportion. 

We will then be able either to cut the 
tax rate, or to finance greatly increased 
benefits without any increase in the tax 
rate. 

Third. our approach will deal fairly 
with families containing two wage-earn­
ers. At present. a family with two earn­
ers may have to pay almost double the 
tax paid by a single-earner family with 
the same income. 

Finally. our reform will increase work 
incentives for welfare recipients. 

Under the House-passed welfare bill. 
the tax rate for welfare recipients is 67 
percent-or every dollar they earn above 
$720. the welfare payment declines by 67 
cents. But if social security taxes are in­
cluded. the tax rate rises to about 74 per­
cent. 

In my judgment. the tax rate in the 
welfare bill already removes much of the 
incentive to otbain work. Our proposal 
would keep the tax rate down; it would 
encourage welfare recipients to find jobs. 

Some people may object that our ap­
proach violates the insurance principle­
that it would pay benefits to people who 
have not contributed to the system. 

The fact is. however, that even now 
social security is far removed from a 
strict insurance system. We already pay 
benefits to people who have paid little or 
nothing in payroll taxes. And for most 
people. benefits are out of proportion to 
their contributions. 

As Professor Pechman has written: 
The relationship between Individua.l con­

tributions (that Is . payroll taxes) and bene­
fits received Is extremely tenuous. 

Our proposal is wholly consistent with 
one of the first principles of the social 
security system. 

Removing the ceiling returns us to the 
situation at the inception of social secu­
rity when almost everyone-93 percent 
of all wages and 97 percent of all wage­
earners-was below the ceiling. In recent 
years. only 75 to .80 percent of all wages 
have been taxable. 

Nor would the Mondale-Muskie bill 
create administrative problems. We 
would continue to withhold social secu­
rity taxes; payments would continue to 
be earmarked for the social security trust 
funds; the present relationship between 
contribu..tions and benefits would remain 
essentially unchanged. 

The approach that we are advocating 
has its precedent in the experience of 
other countries. Germany exempts low­
income workers from social security 
taxes. as does Japan from the national 
pension tax. Many countries have no 
ceiling on earnings subject to tax, and 
many use 'a contribution from general 
revenues to finance benefits. 

In this country. there have been 
numerous proposals to introduce general 
revenues into the social security system. 
The idea was recommended by the Com­
mittee on Economic Security, whose work 
led to the Socia[ Security Act of 1935. 
This recommendation was reiterated bv 



the Advisory Councils on Social Security 
of 1938 ,and 1948. The labor movement 
has for some time supported a plan to 
finance one-third of the system from 
general revenues. And several proposals 
along these lines have been introduced in 
recent Congresses. 

These past efforts have had the same 
goal as ours today-to bring relief to 
lower and middle-income workers. 

But what we are proposing today is 
much more than a contribution from 
general revenues. What we are proposing 
is much more than a patchup job for 
the inequities of the payroll tax. 

Even if one-third of social security 
benefits were financed out Of general rev­
enues, that would still leave two-thirds 
to be financed by one of the most re­
gressive taxes in our tax system. 

Senator MUSKIE 'and I have rejected 
that approach. Instead, we are suPPOrt­
ing a comprehensive reform. 

Obviously, our approach raises a num­
ber of new difficulties. Although many 
people have devoted considerable effort 
to developing this proposal, neither Sen­
ator MUSKIE nor I are wedded to eVf~rv 
detail. No doubt some of the provisions 
can be altered or improved. 

But what is important is that the Con­
gress make a comprehensive review of 
social security financing. The question is 
not whether the payroll tax needs to be 
raised or lowered a few tenths of a per­
centage point, but whether our whole 
approach to social security financing 
makes sense. 

I think our proposal makes sense. Its 
enactment would be an important step 
toward comprehensive reform of our 
whole tax system. 

It would place the ta~paying burden 
on those who can acord it, and relieve 
the load on those who cannot. 

It would allow us to provide decent 
benefits for our retired elderly without 
imposing an unreasonable burden on our 
workers. 

In short, it would increase economic 
justice for all our people. 

And that must be our first priority in 
binding up the wounds that so dan­
gerously divide this great Nation. 

-4-
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By Mr. MONDALE : 
S. 2707. A bill to provide economic 

growth and stability by restoring the in­
vestment credit, accelerating individual 
incom~ tax reduotions, postponing social 
security tax increases, and providing ad­
ditional weeks of unemployment insur­
ance benefits. Referred to the Commit­
tee on Finance. 

S. 2708: A b111 to increase the author­
izations of appropriations under the 
Emergency Employment Act of 1971. Re­
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, for 
over 2 years, we have been paying the 
mounting price of a mindless economic 
pollcy. 

Today that price has reached $70 
billion. 

That is how much more we could pro­
duce if almost a third of our plant and 
equipment were not idle-if 5 million 
of our workers coJIld find jobs. 

This staggering waste must set some 
kind of national record. And the tragedy 
Is compounded when we realize who is 
picking up the tab. 

Because the. enormous cost of Mr. 
Nixon's policies has not been spread 
evenly over the American economy. -

American workers have borne the 
brunt of it. 

Many millions have paid with their 
jobs; almost one worker of every three 
has experienced some reduction in work, 
or had a relative who was cut back. 

While the Wall street Journal at­
tributes all our ills to supposedly "in­
flationary" wage demands, the average 
worker today is less well off than 6 years 
ago. 

The wage increases of 6 long years­
eaten up by inflation. 

Meanwhile, through much of the 6 
years, the corporations made record prof­
its. 

So the President's original economic 
game plan was not just wasteful. It was 
also unconscionably unjust. 

Then, a few weeks ago came the dra­
matic announcement: President Nixon 
was replacing the old faiiure with a new 
economic plan. 

And-I do commend the President for 
reversing his course. I wish he had act­
ed sooner-but at least he adopted a 
number of sensible steps. But, the cen­
tral problem remains: the President 's 
new program' is just as biased against the 
worker as the old one-maybe more so. 

It is in its program for economic 
stimulation that the administration has 
really outdone itself. 

Here is what happens in 1972. 
Adding the investment tax credit to the 

other business tax proposals, it comes to 
$9 billion-more than a 20 percent cor­
pOl'ate tax cut. 

Yes, the average taxpayel' also gets a 
l ax' cut-about $100. The catch-Catch 
72, we could call it-is that there is an 
even larger increase in social security 
taxes-of about $150. 

So the average worker will pay more 
in 1972 at the same time that the cor­
porations are getting the largest tax cut 
in American history. 

ThIS is not only backward policy. It is 
rotten economics. 

Almost all the experts agree that what 
the economy needs now is greater con­
sumer buying power. 

Therefore, the priorities of the tax 
package must be reversed. 

Tod;l.y, I am introducing legislation to 
redress the imbalance in the President's 
program. 

Senate 
My bill-the Economic GrowtIl and 

Stability Act of 1971-would: 
Substitute the investment credit for 

the new guidelines covering the deprecia­
tion of plant and eqUipment. Firms will 
still get a large tax break for investment 
in pl~nt anG. equipment, but at a loss to 
the Treasury of $3 to $4 billion a year less 
than in the President's package ; 

Accelerate the income tax cuts pres­
ently scheduled for 1972 and 1973 to Jan­
uary 1971. This will give consumers a $4.5 
billion tax cut this year, in contrast to 
the much smaller cut provided for by the 
ad,ministration in 1972; 

Delay the $3 billion social security 
tax increase presently scheduled to go­
into effect on January I, 1972; and 

Provide extended unemployment com­
pensation benefits to workers who have 
exhausted both their normal 26 weeks of 
coverage and the 13 weeks of additional 
benefits provided in periods of high un­
employment. 

I am also introducing a second bill 
which would double the funds for the 
Emergency Employment Act, and thus 
create additional badly needed public 
service jobs for the unemployed. More­
over, I intend to give my full support 
to the Randolph-Blatnik bill which 
would also provide quick relief to many 
of the jobless. 

Finally, I intend to press a number of 
additional concerns: 

Congress should move ahead full steam 
to pass welfare reform and revenue shar­
in.; legislation; and 

The President should release a sub­
stantial portion of the $13 billion frozen 
by the Office cf Management and Budget. 

These measures will provide the econ­
omy with much more stimulation than 
the President's package. With unemploy­
ment above 5 million, our flrst priority 
must be to encourage a vigorous expan­
sion that will put millions of unemployed 
back to work. 

I am glad to see that the House Ways 
and Means Committee has already com­
pleted acti9n on the tax package. Al­
though it contains some notable im­
provements over the bill sent up by the 
administration, the Ways and Means bill 
Is still heaVily biased in favor of the cor­
porations. I hope the Senate will be able 
to effect further significant improve­
ments when this legislation comes over 
from the House. 

I ask unanimous consent that my two 
bills be printed at this point in 'the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows : 

S . 2707, 
A bill to provide economic growth and 

stability by restoring the Investmen't credit, 
accelerating Individual Income tax reduc­
tions ... postponing social security tax In­
creases, and providing additional week5 of 
unemployment Insurance benefits 
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 "Economic Growth 
and Stability Aot of 1971. 
TITLE I-RESTORATION OF INVESTMENT 

CREDIT; ~LIMINATION OF ASSET DE­
PRECIATION RANGE SYSTEM 

SEC. 101. RESTORATION OF INVESTMENT CREDIT. 
(a) Subpart B of part IV of subchapter A 

of chapter I of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (relating to rules for computing 
credit for Investment In certain depreCiable 
property) Is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 
"SEC. 50. RESTORA'TION OF CREDIT. 

"Notwithstanding the provisions of section 
49, for purposes of this subplJl't, the term 
'section 38 property' Includes property-

" (l) the physical construction, reconstruc­
tion, or erection of which Is completed after 
August 15, 1971 , or 

"(2) which Is acquired by the taxpayer 
after August 15, 1971. ' ' 
In applying section 46(c) (1) (A) in the case 
of property described in pe.ra.graph (1) 
which, but for the provisions of this section, 
would not be section 38 property, there shall 
be taken into account only that I,lOrtlon of 
the basis which Is properly attributable to 
construction, reconstruction, or erection after 
August 15, 1971." 

(b) The table of sections for s~ch subpe.rt 
Is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new Item: 

" SEC. 50. Restoration of credit." 
(c) Sectlon 46(0.) (1) of the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1954 (relating to determination 
of amount of credit) Is amended, toread 118 
follOWS: 

"(1) GENERAL RULE.-The amount of the 
credit allowed by sect ion 38 for the taxable 
yoo.r shall be equal to-

" (A) with respect to section 38 property 
placed In service before August 16, 1971, 7 
percent of the qualified Investment (as 
defined In subsection (c», 

"(B) with respect to section 38 property 
placed In service after August 15, 1971, and 
before August 16, 1972, 10 percent of the 
qualified Investment, and 

"(C) with respect to section 38 property 
placed In service after August 15, 1972, 5 
percent of the qualified investment." ' 

(d) Section 46(b) (5) of such Code (relat­
ing to certain taxable years) Is amended-

(1) by insertlJlg after "The amount" in 
the matter preceding subparagraph (A) "at­
tributable to property placed In service be­
fore August 16, 1971,"; and 

(2) by Inserting after- "taxable year" in 
subparagraph (a) "attributable to property 
placed In service before August 16,1971". 

(c) Section 46(c) (3) (A) of such Code (re­
~ating to public utility property) Is amended 
to read lIS follows: 

"(A) In the case of section 38 property 
which Is publlc 'utllity property, the amount 
of the qualified investment shall b~ 

" (i) with respect to such property placed 
In service before August 16, 1971 , 3/ 7 of the 
amount determined under paragraph, (1), 
and 

"(II) with resPect to such property placed 
In service aft er August 15, 1971, Y2 of the 
amount determined under paragraph (1) ." 

(f) Section 47(0.) (4) of such Code (re­
lating ~ property destroyed by casualty, etc.) 
Is amended by Inserting before the period at 
the end thereof the fOllOwtng : ", and before 
August 16, 1911, unless after August 15, 1971, 
sect ion 38 property Is placed In "ervlce by 
the taxpayer to replace the property de­
scribed In subparagrap~ (A) n . 

(g) Section 47(0.) (5) of such code (re­
lating to certain property replaced after 
April 18, 19,69) Is amended by striking out 
"property which" in subparagraph (B) and 
Inserting In lieu thereof "property which Is 
not section 38 property but which". 

(h) Section 49(c) of such Code (relating 
to leased property) Is amended by Inserting 
" , and before August 16. 1971" after "April' 
18. 1969" . ' 

(I) Section 49 (d) of such Code (relating 
to property placed In service after 1975) Is 
repealed. -

(J) The amendments made by this section 
shall apply to taxable years ending August 
15, 1971. 
SEC. 102. ELIMINATION OF ASSET DEPRECIATION 

RANGE SYSTEM. 
(a) Section 167(a) of the Internal Rev­

enue Code ,of 1954 (relating to depreciation) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: "Such &uowance 
shall be computed only on the basis of the 
useful life of the property in the trade or 
business of the taxpayer, or , ln the case of 
property held for the production of Income, 
on the basis of Its useful life In the hands 
of the taxpayer." , 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply with respect to property 
placed In service after December 31, 1970. 
TITLE II-ACCELERATION OF INCREASES 

IN PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS AND ~AND. 
ARD DEDUCTION 

SEC. 201. PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS. 



(a) Section 151 of the Internal Revenue· 
Code of 1954 (relating to allowance ot per­
sonal exemptions) Is amended by strtklng 
out "'650" wherever It appears therein and 
Inserting In lieu thereof "'750", 

(b) Section 6013(b) (3) (A) ot such Code 
(relating to assessment and collection In 
ca.se of certa.in returns of husband and wife) 
Is amended by striking out "$650" wherever 
It appears therein and inserting In lieu there­
of "'750", and by striking out "'1,300" 
wherever it appears therein and Inserting in 
lieu thereof "'1.500" . . 

(c) Subsections (c) and (d) ot section 801 
ot the Tax Reform Act ot 1969 are repealed. 
SEC. 202. PERCENTAGE STANDAlW DEDUCTION; 

Low INCOME ALLOWANCE. 
(a) Section 141 of the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1954 (relating to standard deduc­
tion) Is lImended by striking out subsections 
(b) and (c) and Inserting in lieu tbereot 
the following: 

"(b) Percentage Standard Deduction.-The 
percentage at8.n'dard deduction Is an amount 
equal to 15 percent of the adjusted gro&8 
Income, except that such deduotion &hall not 
exceed '2,000 ('I,l>OO, In the case of a sep­
arate return by a married individual), 

"(c) Low Inco~e Allowance.-The ~ow in .. 
come allowance Is $1,000 ($500 in the' case' of 
a separate return by a married Individual) :.; 

(b) Section 602(e) of the Tax Reform Act 
.of 1969 is repealed. 
SEC. 203. FILING REQUmEMENTs. 

(a) Section 6012(0.) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to persons 
required to make returns of income) is 
amended-

(1) by striking out ",600" each place It 
appears therein and .inserting In lieu there-
01"$750"; 

(2) by striking out "$1.700" each place It 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "$1.-
750"; and 

(3) by striking out " '2.300" each place it 
appears and inserting In lieu thereof 
"'2.500". 

(b) Section 941 (d) of the Tax Reform 
Act of 1969 is repealed. 
SEC. 204. COLLECTION OJ' INCOME TAX AT 

SOURCE ON WAGES 
(a) Section 3402(0.) of the Internal Reve­

nue Code of 1954 (relating to requirement of 
withholding) Is amended-

(1) by striking out "January I, 1972" in 
paragraph (3) an Insllrting in lieu thereof 
"the 15th 'day after the date of the enactment 
of the E<:onomic Growth and Stab1l1ty Act of 
1971"; , 

(2) by striking out paragraph (4) and by 
renumbering paragraph (5) as (4); and 

(3) by striking out "after ' December 31 
19,72" In paragraph (4) (as renumbered) and 
Inserting In lieu thereof "on or after the 15th 
day after the date of the, enactment of the 
Economic Growth and Stab1l1ty Act ot 1971 .... 

(b) Section 3402(b) of such Code (rel«t1ng 
to percentage method of withholding) Is 
amended by striking out the table contained 
therein and inserting in lieu thereof the fol­
lowing: 

" Percentage method withholding table 
Amount 01 one 
withholding 

. exemption 
Weekly __________________________ '14.40 
Biweekly ____________________ ____ 28.80 
Semimonthly _____ _______________ 31 . 30 
!(onthly ________________________ 62.60 
Quarterly _______________________ 187.60 
Semiannual _____________________ 376.00 
Annual _________________________ 750.00 

Dally or miscellaneous (per day of 
such period) ___________________ 2. 10" 

(c) Paragraphs (3) and (4) of section 806 
(b) of the Tax Reform Act of 1969 are 
repealed. 
SEC. 205. EJ'FECTIVE DATES. 

The amendments made by sections 201. 202. 
and 203 shall apply to taxable years begin­
ning after December 31, 1971. The amend­
ments made by section 204 &hall apply with 
respect to wages paid on or after the 16tb 
day after the date of the enactment ot this 
Act. 

TrJ'l,E Ill-POSTPONEMENT OP INCREASE 
IN SQCIAL SECURITY WAGE BASE 

SEO. 301. ONE-YEAll POSTPONEMENT. 
Section 203 (c) ot the Act entltied "An Act 

to Increase tbe public debt limit set torth In 
section 21 ot the Second J..lberty Bond Act, 
and for other purposes", approved !(arch 17, 
1971 (Public Law 92-6) 1s amended by strik­
Ing out "1971" each place It appears therein 
and Inserting In lieu thereot "1972". 
SEC. 302. AMENDMENTS TO SOCIAL SECURITY 

ACT. 
(a) Section 209 (a) ot the Social Security 

Act Is amended-
(1) by striking out "1972" In paragraph (5) 

and Inserting In lieu thereot "1973"; and 
(2) by striking out "1971" in paragraph 

(6) and Inserting in lieu tbereot "1972", 
(b) Section 211 (b) (1) ot such Act is 

amended-
(1) by striking out "1972" in subparagraph 

(E) and inserting in lieu thereot "1973"; 
(2) by striking out "11171" in subparagraph 

(P) and inserting in lieu thereot "1972", 
(c) Sections 213 (a) (2) (11).213 (a) (2) (ill). 

and 215 (e) .(l) ot such Act are each amend­
ed-

(1) by striking out "1972" and Inserting in 
lieu thereot "1973"; and 

(2) by striking out "1971" and inserting 
in lieu thereot "1972". 
SEC. 303. AMENDMENTS TO INTERNAL REVENUE 

CODE. 
(a) Section 1402 (b) (1) of tbe Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 is amended-
(1) by striking out "1972" in subparagraph 

(E) and inserting in lieu thereof "1973"; and 
(2) by striking out "1971" in subpa.ragraph 

(P) and inserting In lieu thereof "1972". 
(b) Section 6413 (c) (1) of such Code 18 

amended-
(1) by striking out "1972" each place it 

appears therein Mld inserting in: lieu there­
of "1973"; and 

(2) by atpking out "1971" each place it 
appears therein and inserting in lieu there­
of "1972". 

(c) Section 6413 (c) (2) (A) of such Code 
18 amended- ' 

(1) by striking out "or 19.71" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "1971. or 1972"; and 

(2) by striking out "after 1971" and in­
llerting in lieu thereof "after 1972" . 
TITLE IV-ADDITIONAL EXTENDED UN­
~LOy!(ENT CO!(PENSATION BENE­

. FITS 
FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS 

SEC. 401. (a) Any State which desires to do 
80 may enter Into ·an agreement with tbe 
Secretary of Labor (hereinafter in this title 
referred to BB the "Secretary") under this 
title. if the State law of mch State cont&inll 
(BB of the date moo agreement Is entered 
Into) a requirement that extended campen­
_tion be payable thereunder BB provided by 
the Pederal-State Extended Unemployment 
Compensation :Act of 1970. 

(b) Any such agreement shall provide that 
the state agency of the State will make pay­
ments of extended unemployment 'campen­
_tion in like manner BB Is required by the 
Pederal-State Extended Unemployment Com­
pensation Act of 1970. except that. tor pur­
poses of such agreement only section 202 
(b) (1) of such Act shall be deemed to be 
modified-

(1) by striking out. in subpara.gT&ph (A), 
"60 per oentum" and inserting in lieu there­
of "100 per centum"; 

(2) by striking out. 1n subparagraoph (B), 
"thirteen times" and inserting in lieu there­
of "twenty-six times"; and' 

(3) by striking out, in subparagraph (C), 
"thirty-nine times" and inserting In lieu 
thereof "ruty-two times". 

(c) Any agreement entered into under this 
section shall be etrecti ve for the period 
spec1fl.ed In such ~eement, except tha.t the 
effeotlve- period of any such agreement shall 
not-

(1) become effective prior to the date on 
W'hJ.OO .such ~eement Is entered Into, nor 

(2) terminate later than 12 months atter 
the date on which such agreement becomes 
effective or. if later; 15 months after the date 
of enactment of this title. 
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(d) (1) There shall be paid to each State 
which has entered into an agreement under 
this section an amount equal to 100 per 
centum of the expenses incurred by the State 
(including administrative expenses) in carry­
ing out such agreement. d1&regardlng any 
such expenses which WQuld have been in­
curred by the State In carrying out its State 
law (BB detl.ned in section 205· (10) of the 
Federal-State Extended Unemployment Com­
pensation Act of 1970) in the absence of any 
agreement under this section. 

(2) Sums payable to any State by reason 
of such State having an agreement under 
this Act shall be payable, either in advance 
or by way of relmbursement (as may be de­
termined by the Secretary) , In such amounts 
88 the Secrete.ry estimates the State will be 
entitled to rece1ve under such agreement 
for each calendar month, reduced' or 1n­
creased. as the case may be. by any amount 
by which the Secretary finds that his estl­
IIli&tes for any prior calendar month were 
greater or less than the amounts which 
should have bOOn paid to the State for such 
month. Such estimates may be m~e on the 
basis of such statistical. sampling. or other 
method as may be agreed upon by the Secre­
tary and the State agency ot the State in­
volved. 

(3) Punds in the extended unemployment 
compensation account (as established by sec­
tion 905 of the Social Security Act) of tbe 
Unemployment Trust Pund shall be used by 
the Secretary for the making ot payments to 
States having agreements entered Into un­
der this section. There are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated to such account such ad­
ditional sums as may be necessary to assure 
a su1Jlciency of funds in such accounts for 
the making of the payments authorized by 
this sect10n and by section 204 of the Ped­
eral-State Extended Unemployment Com­
pensation Act of 1970. 

(e) As used In this sect16n. the terms 
"State" and "state agency" shall have the 
same meanlngJI as those assigned by section 
206 of the Pederal-State Extended Unem­
ployment Compensation Act of 1970. 

S. 2708 
A bill to increase the authorizations of 

appropriations under the Emergency Em­
ployment Act of 1971 
Be it enactect by the Senate and House 

0/ Representatives 0/ the United Statu 0/ 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
Section 6(0.) of tbe Emergency Employment 
Act ot 1971 18 amended by striking out 
".750,000.000" and Inserting in lieu thereof 
",1.500,000.000" .. 

(b) Such section 5(0.) is further amended 
by striking out ",1,000.000.000" and insert­
ing in lieu thereof "'2.000.000.000". 

(c) Section 6(0.) of such Act Is amended 
by striking out "'250.000.000" and inserting 
in Ueu thereof ".500.000.000" 
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Tennessee for his cour­
tesy. May I join my colleagues in com­
mending the distinguished ' chairman of 
the full Public Works Committee, the 
Senator f!"om West Virginia (Mr. RAN­

DOLPH) and the chairman of the Sub­
committee on Air and Water Pollution, 
the Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) 
and other Senators, for their magnificent 
work in developing the legislation now 
before the Senate. 

Mr. President, I share the profound 
sense of gratitude in the Senate for the 
outstanding work that they have done. 

I believe each of us feels very deeply 
a sense of h01"l:or and outrage at the 
neglect that has transformed once idyllic 
rivers and lakes in America from scenic 
wonders into contaminated wastelands. 
Witness what has become of the Hudson 
and Delaware Rivers, the Chesapeake, 
the Potomac, the Savannah, the Missis­
sippi, the Columbia, and even the remote 
rivers in the State of Maine. Our lakes, 
.including Lake Erie, Michigan, Tahoe, 
and thousands of smaller fresh water 
lakes are in need of urgent care. . 

In recent months, Congress has sought 
to prevent the increasing pollution of our 
waterways. There is progress in the cre­
ation of a new Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Council on Environmen­
tal Quality. 

But for the most part, we have had 
far too much :talk about the need for 
stIingent standards and enforcement, 
and far too little action. At stake in this 
issue is the most precious and limited 
natural resource in America today. 

Our neglect of the Nation's water re­
sources, our shortsightedness in despoil­
ing essential supplies of water are fully 
documented. 

According to the Council on Environ­
mental Quality's 1971 report : 

Although the BOD level of wastes actually 
discharged has remained roughly constant 
In recent years, the overall quality of the 
Nation's water probably has deteriorated be­
cause of accelerated eutrophication, Increased 
discharges of toxic materials, greater IO~ds 
of sediment, and other factors. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
estimates that almost one-third of U.S. 
stream-miles are characteristically pol­
luted, in the sense that they violate Fed­
eral water quality criteria. Less than 10 
percent of all U.S. watersheds were char-

Senate 
acterized by EPA regional offices as un­
polluted or even moderately polluted. 

Part of our problem is that we have 
expended too much energy attempting to 
determine who is responsible for this 
situation, and too little time trying to 
correct it. I am afraid there is plenty of 
blame to go around, and a multitude of 
weaknesses in the Nation's water pollu­
tion control programs. 

Intensive study of Federal water qual­
ity programs reveals that every link along 
the chain is weak; we lack firm stand­
ards, strict enforcement, necessary infor­
mation, and adequate programs for· re­
search. All of these efforts are in turn 
hampered by a critical shortage of fund­
ing for water pollution control. 

The proposal before us today offers a 
comprehensive program to remedy each 
of these problems. First, it would set a 
national policy of eliminating the dis­
charge of all pollutants into the Nation's 
navigable waters by 1985, and it would 
set an interim goal of water quality 'pro­
tection by 1981. Second, this legislation 
would prohibit the discharge of toxic pol­
lutants as an immediate priority toward 
total water pollution control. Third, it 
would greatly expand the Federal pro­
gram of grants to communities in order to 
construct waste treatment works and as­
sist in developing programs for regional 
waste treatment management. Finally, 
this legislation would initiate a major 
research and demonstration effort within 
EPA to expand knowledge and tech­
nological progress in the field of water 
quality. 

Of special significance to my state of 
Minnesota, are two items in this bill 
which I would like to discuss at this time. 
Together these items constitute the~­
sence of the Clean ~kes Act, which I 
first introduced with ' Senator BURDICK 
5 years ago and which we reintroduced 
this year with the sU'pport of more than 
30 cosponsors. 

These sections would provide increased 
Federal support for the construction of 
waste treatment facilities and Federal 
grants for the restoration of the Nation's 
fresh water community lakes. There are 
more than one hundred thousand such 
lakes in the United States. 

While it is not possible to assess the 
total value of these lakes to our country, 
a study of just the recreational value of 
certain lakes in California pl:aced their 

worth at more than $2 million each. 
Consider this value, and all the related 

values which cannot be measured, in 
light of the evidence that many of the 
Nation's fresh water community lakes 
are now being victimized by municipal 
and industrial pollutants, agricultural 
runoff, and accelerated sedimentation. 
Thousands of these lakes are dying; 
thousands more are in grave danger. 

I am particUlarly concerned by this 
problem because one out of every eight 
of these lakes is located in the State 
of Minnesota. But the committee's re­
port on S. 2770 states, on page 68: 

There Is not II. State in which the wa.ter 
quality of lakes is not seriously degraded. 

Earlier I cited a study of the recrea­
tional value of lakes in California. In 
commenting on this information, the 
Council on Environmental Quality said ' 
that much of this value, "would be lost 
with the level of deterioration that is 
now found in many of the Nation's water 
bodies. The rapidly increasing demands 
for recreation and scenic amenities will 
raise the value of losses from pollution." 

Last year, through an ' amendment 
which I offered in the Senate, the Con­
gress voted to set aside $2 million in Fed­
eral funds to evaluate the effectiveness of 
existing technology to save lakes which 
are threatened by pollution. Although 
at that time we were happy at tong last 
to get a pilot program of lake research 
underway, I point out that that $2 mil­
lion represents just the recreational 
value of one lake surveyetl in California. 

With the help of these pilot programs, 
we have found that we can save many 
of the Nation's lakes with currently 
available methods and procedures for 
lake pollution control. The principle dif­
ficulty that must be overcome is now is 
to apply needed Federal resources to 
restoring and protecting America's fresh 
water lakes. States and communities 
simply cannot afford to do the job alone. 

Section 314 of S. 2770 would provide 
Federal grants for up to 70 percent of 
the cost of restoring the quality of pub­
licly owned fresh water lakes. This 
money would be used to clean up thou­
sands of lakes which are already polluted. 

In addition, title n of the bill would 
increase to up to 70 percent the Federal 
share of constructing sewage treatment 
plants to prevent pollutants from enter­
ing our lakes in the first place. 



An authorization of $300 million is 
provided over the next 3 years to fund 
the lake reclamation program, and $14 
billion dollars is to be allocated over 4 
years to build the treatment works. 

In my own State of MinnesotaJ more 
than 5;000 laKes have already been iden­
tified which coula benefit from a Federal 
program for lake restoration. This 
money could be used to help communi­
'ties like Albert Lea, Detroit Lakes, and 
Lake Minnetonka in Minnesota which 
have made valient efforts to clean up 
their lakes. Communities across the Na­
tion would be assisted in the next 3 years 
to restore and protect their treasured 
lakes. 

Mr. President, I am most grateful to 
the committee, and to Senators RAN­
DOLPH and MUSKIE, for their enlightened 
concern about our cherished lakes. This 
is an historic step by the Congress. For 
the magnificent fresh water community 
lakes of this country are threatened now 
with destruction and this legislation is 
designed to prevent that destruction. I 
am hopeful that it will be fully funded 
and that we will begin, at long last, to 
save this irreplaceable resource for our 
country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD page 
68 of the committee report, under the 
heading "Clean Lakes." 

In summary, I believe that the total 
legislative package before us today is a 
landmark in Federal pollution control 
law. It is a bill, which is long overdue. 

I would hope that my colleagues in 
the Senate will move promptly to adopt 
this vital legislation. 

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

SECTION 314-CLEAN LAKES 

All States shall Ident1!y and cl68&l.fy their ' 
lakes according to eutrophic condition, and 
set up procedures to control lake pollution ' 

-2-

and restore these lakes. Seventy percent 
grants are authorized to 8BSlst States In oar­
rying out this program with $300,000,000 a1.4-
thorlzed over three ftscal years. 

In many areas of the nation, fresh water 
lakes and reservOirs are seriously degraded 
by munlclpal-Industrlal pollutants, by agri­
cultural runOff, and by accelerated 8ecl1men­
tatlon. These pollutants glreatly accelerate 
the rate of eutrophication: 

Lake Erie lB an example of this process. 
There Is not a State, however, in which the 
water quality of lakes is not seriously de­
graded. 

Excessive eutrophication, accumulated 
sludge and other pollutants, reduced llow 
and severe water level fluctuations, and heavy 
sedimentation all are contributing to criti­
cal conditions wbich must be retIIedled 
promptly It the lakes are to recover and con­
tinue their natural function in our na.tional 
Ufe. 

The Committee bill adopts the essence of 
legislation proposed by Senator Walter F. 
Monda.le which requires each State to classify 
fresh water lakes according to water quality 
condition and to develop pla.ns and methods 
for restoring those lakes. The plans are to 
be submitted to the Administrator fO<r h!s 
approvaL 

Upon approval by the Adm1n1strator, such 
State w1l:l become eligible for Federal grants 
to pay 70 percent of the cost or carryJng out 
the approved programs. A total (;[$300 mll­
lion is authorized for these grants as follows: 
$50 m1l11on fO<r flscal year 1972, $).00 m1l11on 
for fiscal year 1973, and $150 mllllon for tI.s­
cal year 1974. 

To complement the procedures set out, the 
bill authorizes the Administrator to develop 
methods, processes, and procedures to restore 
fresh water lakes. Only In this manner can 
the program .be fullY J.U!e<l. Wll1l~ ~e. ~-

mlttee recognizes that many such techniques 
wllJ require development, many methods 
now available have considerable potential for 
oleanlng and 'restorlng water quality to lakes. 
In view of the urgent need In many areas of 
the Nation, these methods should be sup­
ported. 



United States 
of America 

Q:ongrcssionalRccord 
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 92d CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION 

Vol. 117 WASHINGTON, FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 1971 No. 167 

,THE CANNIKIN TEST 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the 

countdown is rapidly proceeding on the 
Atomic Energy Commission's Cannikin 
test, scheduled to take place on Amchitka 
Island this Saturday. 

If the warnings of environmental ex­
perts are confirmed, Cannikin would be 
a tragedy for our Nation. It could be­
come a synonym for human arrogance 
or catastrophic folly, 

If the AEC's assurances prove valid, 
the mounting wave of opposition may 
quickly dissolve. I doubt that ~t will van­
ish from our thoughts. 

For with or without any irreparable 
environmental destruction, if the test 
does go on, a valid questioI,l will linger 
on in the minds of many Americans. Why 
were our doubts never answered by our 
Government? 

Until doubts about Cannikin are fully 
and openly discussed by .the Atomic 
Energy Commission, we may not be able 
to pursuade many Americans that their 
views matter at all in the Government's 
seemingly impervious decisionmaking 
process. 

Objections to the Cannikin test are 
based on a number of very serious mat­
ters not excepting an earnest desire to 
red~ce the nuclear arms race. At a mini­
mum, there is a danger to fish and wild­
life in the immediate vicinity of the test 
site. Second, there is the possibility that 
the test could trigger a large natural 
earthquake. Third, radioactive gases may 
be emitted which would contaminate ma­
rine, and eventually, human,life, Finally, 
some fear a seismic tidal wave could be 
unleashed, carrying its destructive force 
as far as Hawaii, Japan, and the west 
coast of the United States. 

Officials in the AEC have dismissed 
these fears ' despite their knowledge that 
the Cannikin blast will be four times the 
size of any underground test the United 
States has ever set off. It will explode 
with the force of 250 Hiroshimas. This is 
the equivalent of 10 billion pounds of 
dynamite--enough to move 3 cubic miles 
of earth. 

Even top officials within the admin­
istration find this prospect alarming. Ac­
cording to the Washington Post, Novem­
ber 4,1971: 

President Nixon's chief environmental ad-

Senate· 
visor ca me out almost a year ago against a 
five-megaton underground nuclear explosion 
on Amchitka because he feared there was a 
chance t he test might trigger a large, natural 
earthquake and release radiation into the sea. 

In a secret memo to Under SecretJary 
of State John· N. Irwin II, which was 
made public only yesterday, Chairman 
Russell Train of the Presiden t's Council 
on Environmental Quality reviewed the 
AEC's previous experience with smaller 
nuclear explosions at the Nevada test 
site : 

The evidence is strong that natural strain 
energy stored in t he earth has been released 
in the Nevada t est sit e b y t he underground 
explOsions .... Fault scars over six feet In 
height and several mUes in length have re­
sult ed from fault movements initiated by 
underground explosions. 

Chairman Train also disagreed with 
the AEC's predictions that radiation 
would not leak into the sea until 100 or 
even 10,000 years after Cannikin had 
taken place. He states in the same 
memo : 

u .s. Geological Survey calculations Indi­
cate a time for such movement might be as 
short as one or two years. If the shorter times 
are correct, then t he level of radioactivity In 
the groundwater entering the ocean would be 
in excess of 10,000 to 100,000 the minimum 
permissible concentration for water. 

In the face of these warnings, why 
does the AEC insist on conducting the 
test? According to one AEC official, the 
reasons for going ahead can be sum­
marized: 

Cannik1n's going to give us three things. 
It's going to tell us If our warhead design is 
correct. It's going t o give us some clues as 
to how our own offensive mlssUes survive an 
ABM. And it's going to give us a better hand 
at the SALT table with the Soviet Union. 

Both fact anti commonsense demon­
strate that this rationale is paper thin. 
Weapons experts have pointed out that 
the warhead the test seeks to prove may 
be 3llready obsolete. No,r is there any evi­
dence that Cannikin will increase the 
chances for getting a.n agreement for 
mutual arms reductions at the SALT 
talks: In fact, no reason put for~h so 
far can justify the risks associated with 
the enormous explosion scheduled to take 
place on Amchitka. 

This past July, I joined with many 
Senators in cosponsoring an amendment 
to delete funds for the Cannikin test 

from the AEC appropriation. Congress 
did enact a law which permitted only 
the President to authorize a go-ahead on 
Cannikin. I regret that he has decided to 
hold the test. 

Today, I have cosigned, with my dis­
tinguished colleague from Massachusetts 
(Mr. BROOKE) a telegram to the Presi­
dent urging that he order a cancellation 
of the test. Ailready, 36 Members of the 
Senate have joined in this effort to stop 
the Amchitka explosion. 

I sincerely hope that we will be -&uc­
cessful in halting the impending blast 
and in restoring confidence among our 
citizens that their views really do matter 
to the Government and its leaders in 
Washington. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the full text of our telegram be 
printed in full at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the REC­
ORD, as follows: 

NOVEMBER 5, 1971. 
We the undersigned urge you to recon­

sider your decision to allow the Atomic En­
ergy Commission to proceed with "Cannlkln," 
the u'nderground nuclear test scheduled for 
t his Sat urday on Amchltka Island, Alaska. 

We feel that you have little to lose and 
much to gain by reversing your ori~nal de­
cision to' proceed. Thousands of people In 
this country, In Canada and Japan, and 
throughout the world oppose the test and 
have expressed their anxiety about It, both 
publicly and In the form of personal letters 
and telegrams. Seismologists have argued 
persuasively that the force of the blast wlll 
be so great that there Is a small though 
palpable risk of earthquake, tidal wave, and 
radioactive contamination of the ocean. En­
Vironmentalists have demonstrated that the 
test wlll endanger Wildlife populations. 
Weapons experts have pOinted out that the 
warhead the test seeks to prove may be 
obsolete. 

Behind all these arguments and anxieties, 
we are united In the feeling that no reason 
profferred thus far justifies the hostile act 
of unimaginable power that Is about to take 
place on Amchitka. We believe that to pro­
ceed with the test Is to endanger national 
security and world peace, not to further It. 

We therefore urge you to cancel the Am­
chltka test. 
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By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 2817. A bill to promote the public 

welfare by amending the Longshore­
men's and Harbor Wor~ers' Compensa­
tion Act to provide for compensation for 
persons injured by certain enumerated 
acts, and for other purposes. Referred 
to the Committee on Labor and PubliQ 
Welfare. 

COMPENSATION TO VICTIMS OF CRIME 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, we 
hear much about crime rates and there 
is a great deal of appropriate concern 
about this problem. Although there is 
considerable confusion about the data, 
it 'is all too clear that violent crime is a 
threat to all of us. And yet, many law­
abiding citizen.s-especially those least 
able to pay-are subjected to sometimes 
staggering financial setbacks when they 
fall victim to such crimes. 

As a practical matter, Government 
must assume the principal burden of 
assisting victims of violent crime. Tech­
niques such as civil suits or insurance 
have little usefulness where the criminal 
is without assets and the victim is too 
poor to pay insurance premiwns or hire 
a lawyer to prosecute the suit. Unfortu­
nately, this is all too often the case. 
~ view of these facts, I firmly believe 
we should pass legislation in this Con­
gress to allow compensation to the in­
nocent victim of violent crime. I believe 
this is only right, because this society 
has an obligation, which it has not met, 
to the crime victim, just as it helps vic­
tims of other misfortunes. 

There will always be those in society 
who are unable to make prOvisions for 
themselves or their families to meet the 
unexpected hazards that may befall a 
citizen. The maintenance of law and or­
der and protection of the society is a 
primary function of the Government. 
How then can a just and fair Govern­
ment turn its back on the suffering of 
the tragic figure represented by the un­
suspecting, innocent victim of criminal 
activity? 

We should pass this compassionate 
legislation for many reasons. Although 
significant steps have been taken in re­
cent years to help looa.I police apprehend 
the criminal, we have done nothing to 
recognize the rights of his victim. It is 
time to consider his plight. 

While all segments of society are rep­
resented among the victims of crime, 
certain personll are far more vulnerable 
than others. Those individuals without 
resources and insurance are often the 
most exposed to criminal activity and 
suffer the most. 

We must also acknowledge that exist­
ing methods of restitution and compen­
sation are in~dequate and ineffective. 
Finally, a crime compensation program 
can give impetus to our efforts in the 
past Congress to control crime. This leg­
islation could lead to more citizen co­
operation in promptly reporting crimes, 
thus aiding in the apprehension of dan­
gerous criminals. 

It is for these reasons that I am today 
offering the "Compensation to Victims of 
Crime Act" which would authorize the 
Secretary of Labor to pay compensation, 
for actual expenses, loss of earning power 
and other damages to persons injured 
by certain criminal acts. No distinction 
would be made among the victims of 
crimes committed within Federal, State, 
or local jurisdictioris. 

Compensation for victims of violence 
is not a new concept. It has been prac­
ticed in various forms since ancient 
times. Both the Mosaic Law and the Code 
of Hammurabi provided for public repa­
rations to individuals who suffered crim-

Senate 
inal assaults, at least under some cir": 
cwnstances. Such compensation was 
generally awarded only when the crimi.­
nal was not caught, and was a way of 
inducing the Government to do every­
thing possible to apprehend the crim­
inal. Compensation was motivated less 
by a concern for the victim than by a 
desire to punish SOCiety for failing to 
find the criminal. 

In contrast, today's proposals for com­
pensating the victims of violence are 
properly motivated by a humanitarian 
desire to alleviate the suffering of such 
victims. The idea of compensating the 
innocent victim was first proposed in 
Congress by former Senator Ralph Yar­
borough in 1965 and repeated in s.uc­
ceeding Congresses. The distinguished 
majority leader (Mr. MANSFIELD). has 
introduced a similar measure in the 
present Congress. 

These earlier »roposals, however, were 
focused principally on a minority of vio­
lent crimes-those under Fedral juris­
diction. A plan applying only to the Dis­
trict of Columbia cleared the Senate last 
year as a little noticed part of a broad 
anticrime measure. but it was dropped 
from the bill which was finally enacted. 
The time has come, I think, to enact a 
single measure of national scope. 

Only seven States have enacted legis­
lation providing for limited · compensa­
tion. Compensation to innocent victims 
has been proposed in several others. Cal­
ifornia, 1965, and New York, 1966, were 
the pioneering States in this field. Com­
pensation laws were passed by Hawaii 
in 1967, in Maryland and Masachusetts 
in 1968, in Nevada in 1969, and in New 
Jersey this year. 

The philosophy behind this proposed 
legislation is simple: Providing protec­
tion from criminals is the responsibility 
of Government and citizens generally are 
discouraged from carrying weapons 
for self-defense. If an individual is in­
jured by a criminal, the Government has 
failed in its duty to that individual and 
thus should make some restitution to 
him. 

Edmund G. Brown, former GovernOr 
of California, ' ,once noted that it was 
ironic that his State spent mHlions of 
dollars for the rehabilitation of crimi­
nals in its corrective institutions, yet 
lef.t the victims to fend for themselves. 
Arthur Goldberg, former .Associate Jus­
tice of the U.S. Supreme Court, has 
written that the victim of a crime 
has been denied the "protection" of the 
law, and that "SOCiety should assume 
some responsibility for making him 
whole." 

It is a mockery of justice that an in­
nocent victim should be forced to bear 
the experience of the crime and also the 
burden of paying for it. This is particu­
larly true when we look at existing stUd­
ies identifying typical victims. They 
show that the physically weak, the young. 
the aged, the female, and the handicap­
ped, are most vulnerable to crimes of 
robbery and assault. The psychologically 
weak. the unintelligent, and the unsta­
ble are more vulnerable to many crimes 
because of t.~e unnecessary risks that 
they may take. 

The socioeconomically weak, the poor, 
the nonwhite, the immigrant, are also 
more vulnerable than others, because the 
majority of crimes occur in the deprived 
areas in which they are forced to live. 
Studies have proven that those persons 
with incomes under $6,000 per year are 
far more likely to be victims of crime than 
those with higher incomes. 

Thus, the statistics show that the heav­
iest burden rests precisely on those least 
able to handle the consequence of violent 
crime against the person. Generallv 

speaking, it is just those factors that tend 
to disadvantage a person in general that 
make him more vulnerable to crime. Or 
to put it another Way. the one Who suf­
fers the greatest impact of criminal vio­
lence is also the victim of society's long 
inattention to poverty and other forms 
of social injustice. 

It is only' right and decent, therefore, 
that society, through a pro~ of public 
compensation, recognize its obligation to­
ward these victims. 

The financial hardships, such as pay­
ing hospital and doctor bills and suffer­
ing lost wages, are particularly dimcult 
for many victims of crime to bear. Those 
who are least able to provide for them­
selves in the first place are more often 
victimized, thus put in an even worse 
financial position, and then left to fend 
for themselves. Dr. Karl Menninger has 
suggested that the typical American 
views the person convicted of crime with 
contempt, his chief feeling being that the 
criminal should be punished, but neither 
the public nor the offender seems to ex­
press any particular sympathy for the 
victim of crime. He tends to be over­
looked or merely fox:gotten. 

The attitude of the offender perhaps 
helps to explain the problem. Research 
conducted on more than , 800 inmates 
placed in Florida correctional institutio~ 
between July I, 1962, and June 30, 1963. 
indicated that those in prison for capital 
offenses seemed to realize their social ob­
ligations, including reparation of their 
wrongs. Those imprisoned for aggTavated 
assault or violent theft,' however, could 
not accept their responsibilities to their 
victims and seemed to view their incar­
ceration as fully pa~g their debt to 
society. 

Again, the victim is the forgotten man 
in the criminal triangle. Our criminal 
cases pit the state against the accused 
suspect with scarcely a mention of the 
victim. Essentially there are three par­
ties interested in the outcome of a crime: 
The victim, the offender, and society; but 
the victim has been virtually forgotten by 
the other two and lacks the means to 
gain justice. 

This is not to say that compensation of 
victims by 1oge State is an idea that is 
received negatively. Opinion polls indi­
cate that the vast majority of the public 
favors a victim compensation plan. as do 
legislators, law enforcement omcials, and 
a presidential task force. 

Among supporters of the idea have been 
the National Association of Chiefs of Po­
lice and the President's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. 

The need for a crime victim's compen­
sation program is highlighted QY the 
fact that there are no viable alternatives 
at the present time. It is almost always 
futile for a victim to sue a' criminal for 
damages. Most criminals do not have the 
financial resources to compensate a vic­
tim. A criminal must also be appre­
hended first and the victim must have the 
means to be able to sue. 

A Victim cannot seek satisfaction from 
the State by going to court; this avenue 
is blocked by the doctrine of sovereign 
immunity. The courts cannot impose lia­
bility on the state without a directive 
from the legislature. 

Private insurance rarely, if ever, offers 
the full range of compensation needed to 
make a victim whole. Even partial insur­
ance coverage, for medical costs and lost 
wages, is usually well beyond the means 
of most of the potential victims. Despite 
the affluence of many Americans. between 
40 and 50- mIllion have annual incomes 
that provide only marginally adequate 
housing, medicine, and food. Such per­
sons understandahlv do not have the re-
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sources to provide even the inadequate 
'insurance coverage which may now be 
purchased. 

In 1967, almost $6 billion was paid to 
the beneficiaries of' policyholders who 
died, but 29 percent of all Americans 
owned no life insurance of any kind. In 
families with incomes under the $5,000 
level, 42 ,percent ' were not insured. In 
1967, although health insurers paid al­
most $10 billion in benefits, 27 percent of 
the total population carried no hospital 
expense coverage by private health in­
surance organizations. 

Orime control is on everybody's mind. 
I say we must act now, because millions 
of Americans today are frightened. The 
fear of violent crime is real. The threat of 
being assaulted, mugged" robbed, or 
raped is curtailing the pleasure of an 
evening walk, or plans for an evening 
activity outside of the home. People are 
lleeing their homes in the cities to the 
hoped-for safety of suburban living. Res­
idents of many areas will not go out on 
the street at night. Others have added 
bars and extm· locks to windows and 
doors in their homes. Busdrivers in 
major cities do not carry cash, because 
incidents Qf robbery have been so fre­
quent. 

Let me cite just a few figures to show 
the extent , of the violent crime problem. 
Figures available from the FBI uniform 
crime reports indicate that the amount 
and ~te of violent crime over the last 10 
years has been frightening. Between 1960 
and 1970, vio)ent crime rose 156 percent. 
In 1970 alone, 731,402 acts of violence 
were reported to the police. One crime 
of violence occurred every 43 seconds. 

National information on crimes of vio­
lence has been available in this country 
only since the 1930's. The FBI uniform 
crime reports are the only national crime 
data available. They consist of voluntary 
submissions by most local police juris­
dictions in, the country on offenses known 
to the police and arrests made. Conse­
quently, the number of crim1naIly in-
1licted injuries can only be estimated, 
because of the victim's hesitance, in­
ability and inaccuracy in reporting 
crimes to the police. There is a consid­
erable gap between the reported figures 
and the true figures which are sometimes 
estimated to be nearly twice as high as 
report.ed rates. 
. Although it is di1Jlcult to make com­
parisons among nations with their dif" 
ferent histories, cultures, levels of devel­
opment, criminal statutes, and statistical 
reporting procedures, the United States. 
probably has true rates of serious vio­
lence among the highest of the indus­
trialized countries. Yet Great Britain and 
New Zealand have been paying crime 
victims since 1964. Compensation pro­
grams are also in effect in parts of Can­
ada and Australia, and Sweden is set­
ting up sucii a program. 

Under my proposal, the Secretary of 
Labor would be empowered to grant 
awards for victims of assaults, robberies, 
arson, murder, attempted rape, kidnap­
ing, and oth..er violent crimes. The bill 
has provisions which are designed to pre­
vent abuses. For example, a person who 
was injured by an accident, rather than 
a crime, would be discouraged from mak­
ing a false application by the require­
ment that the crime be reported within 
72 hours. Thus, there would be ample 
opportunity for law enforcement officials , 
to ascertain whether a crime had been 
committed. 

Another provision authorizes criminal 
prosecution for fraudulent applications 
for compensation. The likelihood of false 
claims is also sharply reduced by ex­
cluding .property damage from the act's 
coverage. 

A thorough investigation would be con­
ducted in each case j;o verify the loss 
claimed and thus lessen the possibility 
that claims might be inflated. Compen­
sation could be paid to the injured per­
son, to any person responsible for the 
care of the injured person and to the 
dependents or closest relative of any de­
ceased victim. Payments would cover ex­
penses resulting from Injury or death, 
loss of earning power, pecuniary loss to 
dependents of the victim, and could also 
compensate for pain and su1fering. The 
Federal payment could be reduced to re­
llect compensation received by the vic­
tim from other sources. 

The bill I am introducing is different 
from others in this area in several re­
spects. First, as noted above, it makes no 
distinctions as to the level of govem-

ment whose criminal laws are involved. 
It will cover certain additional classes of 
injuries, such as those resulting from ef­
forts to apprehend violations of law. It 
also provides a special death gratuity for 
law enforcement officers and firemen. It 
will aid in law enforcement by requiring 
that crimes be reported within 72 hours. 
It provides for full compensation for 
actual expenses and loss of earnings. 
Finally, it assigns the administrative re­
sponsibility to an existing agency rather 
than creating yet another commission. 

The Secretary of Labor cUrrently ad­
ministers workmen's compensation ben­
efit programs for millions of workers, 
including Federal employees and related 
personnel, employees in the District of 
Columbia, and longshoremen and harbor 
workers. I believe building upon thls ex­
isting agency would provide a more effec­
tive administrative vehicle.for the "Com­
pensation to Victims of Crime Act," and 
that ' the added delays and expenses 
which would be encountered in creating 
a new agency would, thus, be eliminated. 

On the surface, the victim presently 
sustains the full burden of medical ex­
penses, lost wages, and related expenses. 
ffitlmately, of course, society sutIers in 
terms of lost jobs, productivity and pur­
chasing power. In addition to the hu­
manitarian basis for the legislation, a 
program of public compensation. can re­
duce some of the costs to society in other 
ways. By requiring victims to report 
crimes promptly, as a prerequisite to 
compensation, such a p.rogram could help 
law enforcement authorities apprehend 
criminals. This could reduce crime by 
removing from society criminals who 
would otherwise remain at large to com­
mit further crimes. In addition, the very 
prospect of more effective law enforce­
ment would deter the would-be violators 
from committing crim1nal acts. 

Policemen and firemen, and their sur­
vivors, would be eligible for all of the 
benefits the bill provides. However, I 
think it is appropriate that special pro­
vision be made for such public servants 
who are killed by violence in the course 
of their _duties. It is for' that reason that 
I have included a special $50,000 death 
gratuity for the dependents of such per­
sonnel. 

The States and foreign governments 
which have adopted a compensation plan 
find thllit it is achieving its purposes fair­
ly well. Awards have been used to keep 
families together, to avert foreclosures 
and evictions, as well as to pay bills and 
keep the victims out of debt. Their expe­
rience shows that the proposal is not only 
desirable but workable. I urge that the 
"Compensation to Victims of Crime Act" 
be given early consideration and that we 
in Congress show our compllSsion for 
th~e victims. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. . 

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

S . 2817 
A olll to promote the pubtlc welfare by 

amending the Longshoremen's and Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act-to provide for 
oompensation for persons injured by cer­
tain enumerated acts,. and for other pur­
poses 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
0/ Representatives 0/ the United States 0/ 
America in Congress assembled, TbJat , the 
Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Oom­
pensatioD, Act (44 Stat. 1424) is amended by 
inserting: 
"'l'ITLE I-LONGSHOREMEN'S AND HAR-

BOR WORKERS' COMPENSATION" 
1m.m.ed1ately above the heading ot sootion I , 
oy striking out "this Act" wherever it a.p­
pears in section 1 through 51, inclusive, and 
inserting in Ueu th.ereof "this title", and by 
addling 1nuned1a.tely after soot1on 51 the fol­
lowtng new title: 

TITLE II--<m.IMINAL INJURIES 
COMPENSATION 

SHORT TrrLE 

SEC. 201. This title may be cited as the 
"Compensation to Vict1Ins or Crime Act". 

PURPOSE 

SEC. 202. (e.) It is a purpose of this title 
to promote the public welfare 'by establish­
ing a mea.n.s of compensating vict1Ins ot vio­
lent crimes. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 203 . As used in this title the term-
( 1) "child" means an un.m:a.rried person 

who is under eighteen years of age and in­
cludes a stepchild or an adopted child, and 
a child conceived prior to but born after the 
death or the victim; 

(2) "Secretary" me,~ns the Secretary of La-

bor; 
(3) "dependent" means those who were 

wholly or pa.rt1ally dependent upon the 1n­
oome of the victim at the t1me of the death 
of the vict im or t hose for whom the victim 
was legally responsible; 

(4) "personal injury" means actual bodily 
harm and includes pregnancy, mental dis­
tress, nervou8 shock, and los8 of reputation; 

(6) "relative" means the spouse, parent, 
grandpa.rent, stepfather, stepmother, ch1l.d, 
grandchild, siblings of the whole or hal! 
blood, spouse's parents; 

(6) "victim" means a person who ts in­
jured, killed, or dies as the result of Injuries 
caused by an y act or omission of any other 
person which is wit hin the description of any 
of the offenses specified 1n section 206 of 
this title ; 

( 7) "guardian" means one who is entitled 
by common law or legal appointment to care 
for and manage the person or property or 
bot h of a child or incompetent; 

( 8 ) " incompetent" means a person who Is 
In cap able of m anaging his own affairs, 
whether adjudica ted or not; and 

(9 ) "State" means a State, the District of 
Columbia , Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Is­
lands, American Samoa, Guam and t he 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

(10) "pOll tical subdivision" means the gen­
era l local authority to prosecute any of t he 
acts described in section 206. 

FUNCTIONS 

SEC. 204. In order to carry out the pur­
poses of t his title, the Secretary shall-

(1 ) receive and process applications under 
t he provisions of this title for compensation 
for personal injury resulting from violent 
acts described In this title; 

(2) pay compensation to victims and other 
beneficiaries in accordance with the provi­
sion s of this title; and 

(3 ) hold such hearings, sit and act at 
such ttmes and places, and take such testi­
mony as he may deem adv1sa.ble. 

AWARDING COMPENSATION 

SEC. 205. (a) In any case in which a per­
son is Injured or kl1lqa by any act or omis­
sion of any other pa-son whloh is wtthin 
the description of the offenses listed in sec­
t ion 206 of this title, the Secretary may, in 
his, discretion, upon an appllcation, order 
the payment of, and pay, compenswtion in 
acqordanoe wtth the provisiOns of this title , 
if such act or om1ssI.on occurs wtthin any 
State or pollt ical 8ubdivlslon thereof. 

(b) The Secretary may order the payment 
of compensaJtion-

(1) to or on behalf of the Injured person; 
(2) in t he case of the personal injury of 

the victim, Where the compensation is for 
pecuniary loss .suffered or expenses incum<i 
oy any person responslble for the malnte­
nance of the victim, to that person; 

(3) In the case of the death of the victim, 
to or for the benefit of the dependents or 
Cl06est relative of the deceased v1ct1m, or 
anyone or InOre of such dependents; 

(4) in the case of a payment far the be,ne­
fit of a Child or inoompetenJt the payee shall 
file an accounting wtth the Secretary no lwter 
than January 31 of each year far the previ­
ous calendar year; 

(5) In the case of the death of the victim, 
to anyone or more persons who suffered 
pecuniary loss wtth relation to funeral ex­
penses. 

(c) For the purposes of :this title, a person 
shall be deemed to have intended an act or 
omiss1on notwtthstanding that by reason of 
age, 1nsa.n1ty, drunkenness, or otherwise he 
was legally 1ncapable of form1ng a crimina l 
intent. 

(d) In detennlning whether to make an 
order under this sect1on, or the runOUIlJt of 
any award, the Secretary may consider any 
oircum.stances he detennln~ to be relevant, 
including the behavior of the victim which 
directly or indirectly contr!buted to his in­
jury or death, unless such injury or death 
resulJted from the victim's la.wful attempt to 
prevent the oomm1ssion of a crime or to 
apprehend an offender. 

(e) No 'order may be made under this sec­
tion unless the Secretary supported by sub­
stantial evidence, fin.ds that--

(1) such an act or Omission did occur; 
and 

(2) such act or Omission was the proximate 
cause of the injury or death. 

(f) An order may be made under thts sec­
tion whether or not any person is prosecuted 
or convicted of any offense arising out of such 
act or om iSSion, or if such act or omission is 
the subject Of any other legal action. Upon 
appllcation from the Attorney General, the 
Att orney General of any State, or chief pros­
ecu t ing omcer of any political subdivision 
thereof , or the person or persons alleged to 
have caused the injury or death, the Secre­
tary sha ll suspend proceedings under thls 
Act until such applica tion· is wit hdrawn or 
u ntil a prosecu tion for an offense arIsing out 
of such act or om ission is no longer pending 
'or imminent. The Secretary may 'suspend 
proceedings 1n the. interest of justice if a 
civil action arising f rom such act or omis­
s ion is pending or imminent. 

OFFENSES TO WHICH THIS ACT APPLmS 

SEC. 206. (a)' The Secretary may order the 
payment of, and pay, compensation in ac­
corda.nce with the provisions of this Act for 
personal injury 'or death wh ich resulted from 
offenses in t he following categories: 



(1) assault with Intent to kill, rob, rape; 
(2) assault with intent to commit mayhem; 
(3) assault with a dangerous weapon; 
(4) assault; 
(5) mayhem; 
(6) malicious dl.sfiguring; 
(7) threats to do bodily harm; 
(8) lewd, Indecent, or opscene acts; 
(9) !ndecent act with children; 
(10) arson; 
(11) kidnaping; 
(12) robbery; 
(13) murder; 
(14) v.oLuntary manslaughter; 
(1,5) attempted murder; 
(16) rape; 
(17) attempted rape; or 
(18) other cr1mea Involving force to the 

person. 
(b) The Secretary may also order P6yment 

of, and pay, Compensation In accordance 
with the provisions of this Act for personal 
injury or death which resulted from the Wght 
or pursult of a criminal or suspected crim­
Inal. 

APPLICATION FOR COMPENSATION 

SEC. 207. (a) In any case in which the per­
son ellltitled to make an application 18 a cbild, 
or Incompetent, the application may be made 
on his behalf by any person acting as his 
parent, guardian or attorney. 

(b) Where any application 18 made to the 
Secretary under this title, the applicant, or 
his attorney, and any attorney of the Depart­
ment of' Labor, shall be entitled to appear 
and be heard. 

(c) Any other person may appear and be 
heard who satisfies the Secretary that he has 
a substantial interest In the proceedings. 

(el) Every person appearing under the pre­
ceding subsections of this section shall have 
the rlght to produce evidence and to cross­
examine witnesses. 

(e) If any person has been convicted of 
any offense with respect to an act or OIn1S­
slon on which a claim under this title Is 
based, proof of that conviction shall, unless 
an appeal against the conviction or a peti­
tion for a rehearing or certiorari In respect of 
the chatge Is pending or a new trial or rehear­
Ing has been ordered, be taken as conclusive 
eVidence that the offense has been committed. 

PROCEDURES 

SEC. 208. (a) The Secretary 18 authorized 
to subpena and require production of docu­
ments In the manner of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission as required by sub­
section (c) of section 18 of the Act of Au­
gust 26, 1935, and the provisions of subsec­
tion (d) of such section shall be applicable 
'to all persons summoned by subpena or 
otherwise to attend or test1fy or produce such 
documents as are described therein, except 
that no subpena shall be Issue except under 
the signature of the Secretary, and applica­
tion to any court for aid In enforcing such 
subpena may be made on1y by the Secretary. 

(b) The Secretary Is authorized to ad­
In1nlster oaths, or affirmations to witnesses, 
receive In evidence any statement, document, 
Information, or matter that may contribute 
to his functions under this title, whether or 
not such statement, document, Information, 
or matter would be admissible In a court of 
law, except that any evidence Introduced by 
or on behalf of the person or persons charged 
with causing the Injury or death of the vic­
tim, any request for a stay of action, and 
the fact of any award granted shall not be 
admissible against such person or persons In 
any prosecution for such Injury or death. 

(c) The Secretary may delegate his pow­
ers under this title to any officer under his 
jurisdiction. 

ATTORNEYS' FEES 

SEC. 209. (a) The Secretary shall publish 
regulations providing that an attorney shall, 
at the conclUSion of proceedings under this 
title, file with the agency a statement ot the 
amount ot tee charge, In connection with 
his services rendered In such proceedings. 

(b) After the tee Information Is filed by 
an attorney under subsection (a) of this sec­
tion, the Secretary may determine, In ac­
cordance with such published rules or regula­
tions as It may provide, that such fee charged 
Is excessive. If, after notice to the attorney 
ot this determination, the Secretary and the 
I81ttorney fall to agree upon a fee, the Sec­
retary may, within ninety days atter the 
receipt ot the Information required by sub­
section (a) ot this section, petition the 
United States district court In the district 
In which the attorney maintains an office, 
and the court shall determine a ' reasonable 
fee tor the services rendered by the attorney. 

(c) Any attorney who willfully charges, de­
mands, receives, or collects tor services ren­
dered In connection with any proceedings un­
der this title any amount In excess ot that 
allowed under this section, If any compen­
sation Is paid, shall be fined not more than 
$2,000 or Imprisoned not more than one year, 
or both. 

NATUlIl!: OJ' THE COMPENSATION 

SEC. 210. The Secretary may order the pay­
ment ot compensation under this title for­

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

(2) loss of earn1ng power as a result of 
totai or partial Incapacity of such victim; 

(3) pecuruary loss to the dependents ot 
the deceased victim; 

(4) pain and suffering of the victim; and 
(5) any other pecuruary loss resulting from 

the personal Injury or death of the victim 
which the Secretary deterIn1nes to be rea­
sonable. 

J'IN ALlTY 01' DECISION 

SEC. 211. The ordera aDd dec1slons of the 
Secretary shall be tlnal. 
LIMITATIONS UPON AWAIIDING COKPBNSATIOK 

SEC. 213. (a) No order tor the paymem 
of compensation shall be made unless--

(1) the act, to which the personal injury 
or death to be compensated for IB baaed, WIll! 
reported to the proper law enforcemen.t au­
thorities within 72 hours after its occur­
rence, unless the Secretary finds that the re­
quirement of this paragraph IB unreasonable; 
and 

(2) the application has been made within 
two years of the personal injury or death. 

(b) No compensation shall be awarded In 
any situation In which the Secretary, at his 
discretion, deterIn1nes that unjust enrich­
ment to or on behalf of the offender would 
result. 

(c) Compensation shall be paid as fol­
lows: 

(1) 100 percent of all hospital and medi­
cal bUls, and for any other pecuruary 1088 or 
expense proximately arlslng from the Injury 
or death to be compensated for; 
• (2) 1068 of earning power not to exceed 
twice the average weekly Industrial wage 
as determined by the Secretary, until the 
victim fesumes gainful employment at a rate 
equal to or In excess of the rate of earning 
power that the victim had at the time of his 
injury; and 

(3) an amount not to exceed .10,000 for 
pain and suffering. 

POLICE AND J'IREMEN'S DEATH BENEFITS 

SEC. 213. (a) The Secretary shall pay a 
gratuity ot $50,000 to a dependent of a law 
enforcement officer or ,fire officer upon cer­
tification by the Governor of any State 
that- . 

(1) a law enforcement officer employed by 
that State or a un1t of general local gov­
ernment within that State to enforce the 
crlm!nallaws of that State has been killed In 
the line of duty; or 

(2) a fire officer employed by that State 
or a unit of general local government with­
in that State has died In the line of duty as 
the result of Injuries prOldmately caused by 
anyone of the enumerated acts described In 
section 206. 

(b) Payment of a gratuity under this sec­
tion shall preclude any death benefits un­
der section 205. 

TERMS AND PAYMENT OF THE ORDER 

SEC. 214. (a) Except as otherwise provided 
in this section, any order for the payment of 
compensation 'under this title may be made 
on such terms as the Secretary deems ap­
propriate. 

(b) The Secretary shall deduct from any 
payments awarded under section 205 or 213 
of this title any payments received by the 
victim or by any of his dependents from the 
offender or from any person on behalf of the 
offender, or from the United States (except 
those received under this title), a State or 
any of Its subdivisions, for personal Injury 
or death compensable under this title, but 
only to the extent that the sum of such pay­
ments and any award under this title are In 
excess of the totl'l compensable Injuries suf­
fered by the victim as deterIn1ned by the 
Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary shall pay to the person 
named in the order the amount named there­
In In accordance with the provisions of such 
order. 

EMERGENCY AWARDS 

SEC. 215. (a) Whenever the Secretary de­
termines, prIor to taking actzion upon a 
claim, that-

(1) such claim is one with respect to which 
an award probably will be made, and 

(2) undue hardShip Will result to the 
claimant If immediate payment Is not made, 
the Secretary may make emergency awards 
to the claimant pending a final decision In 
the case. 

(b) The amount of any emergency award 
made under subsection (a) shall be deducted 
from the amount of any final award made to 
the claimant. ' 

(c) Where the amount of any emergency 
award made under suh6ectlon (a) exceeds 
the amount of the final award, or If there 
Is no final award, ·the recipient of any such 
emergency award shall be liable for the 
repayment of such amount In accordance 
with rules and regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. The Secretary may waive all or 
part of such repayment where in his judg­
ment such repayment would Invoke severe 
hardship. 

RECOVERY FROM OITENDER 

SEC. 216. (a) Whenever any person Is con­
victed of an offense and an order for the 
payment of compensation Is or has been 
made under this title for a personal injury 
or death resulting from the act or omission 
constituting such offense, the Attorney Gen­
eral may within 3 years Instzitute an action 
against such person for the recovery of the 
whole or any speCified part of such compen­
sation In the district court of the United 
states for any Judicial district in which such 

person res~des or Is tound. Such oourt shall 
have Jurisdiction to hl!lll', detenn1ne, and 
render judgrilent in any such action. 

(b) Process of the district court for any 
judiCial district In any actlon under tb1B sec­
tion may be served In any JudiCial district 
of the Un1ted States by the United States 
marshal thereof. Whenever it appears to the 
court in which any action under this section 
Is pending that other parties should be 
brought before the COUl'lt in such action, the 
court may cause such other parties to be sum­
moned from any judicial district of the 
Un1ted States. 

(c) The Secretary shall provide to the At­
torney General such info~tlon, date, and 
reports as the Attorney General may require 
to institute sections 'ln accordance with this 
section. 

EITEC'l' ON CrvIL ACTIONS 

SEC. 217. An order for the payment of com­
pensation under this title shall npt affect 
the right of any person to recover damages 
from any other person by a civil action for 
the Injury or death. 

REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS 

SEC. 218. The Secretary shall transmit to 
the President and to the congress annually 
a report of Its activities under this title In­
cluding the name of each appl1cant, a brief 
description of the facts in each case, and the 
amount, If any, of compensation awarded. 

. PENALTIES 

SEC. 219. The provisiOns of section 1001 of 
title 1& of the Un1ted States Code shall apply 
to any application, statement, document, 'or 
information presented to the Secretary under 
this title. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 220. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be'neces­
sary to carry out the other provisions of thla 
title. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEC. 221. · This title shall take effect on 
January I, 1973. 
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NOMINATION OF DR. EARL BUTZ 
'TO BE SECRETARY OF AGRI­
CULTURE 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
is conducting hearings on the nomina­
tion of Dr. Earl Butz for Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

I do not have to tell you or the Sen­
ate about my concern over the plight 
of our family farmers. I am currently 
sponsoring and cosponsoring several bills 
which seek to increase the economic well­
being of our farmers and to revitalize 
rural America. Because of these concerns, 
I have to oppose the nomination of Dr. 
Butz. His philosophy of agricultural 
policy does not give any indication that 
he will champion the cause of our family 
farmers. 

Would we confirm the nomination of 
any enemy of business for Secretary of 
Commerce? Would we want an enemy 
of small business to head the Small Busi­
ness Administration? Of course not. 
Therefore, we cannot settle for Dr. Butz 
as Secretary of Agricult-.Ire. The Secre­
tary should be the spokesman for our 
farmers. The record of Dr. Butz shows 
nothing to indicate that he would serve 
that function. Throughout his career he 
has represented the interests of vertical 
integrators, grocery manufacturers, proc­
essors and other corporate giants. He has 
advocated the concept of fewer and larger 
farms and has said strongly that a large 
proportion of the farm popula tion should 
leave farming for other types of work. 

Improved efficiency and greater vol­
ume have often been the theses of his 
speeches. He has said that farmers must 
adapt to . this system or die. What that 
idea leaves out is the fact that in that 
type of race for survival, several of our 
most efficient and most hard-working 
farmers will voluntarily leave the farm. 
Faced with a high degree of risk and 
continually narrowing margins, it be­
comes all too obvious to many of our 

WASHINGTON . D .C . 2051 0 

Senate 
sharpest young people that they can 
·achieve greater economic rewards for the 
same amount of efforts in other forms 
of work. We cannot afford, SOCially or 
economically, to continue losing these 
people. 

Many farmers in Minnesota who are 
hard pressed by the low corn and feed 
grain prices this fall are top-notch->busi­
nessmen. Several would probably be con­
sidered efficient, even by Dr. Butz 
standards. Being sharp blJsinessmen, 
they will see that they are not gettin2' 
any return for their labor when it costs 
90 cents to produce a bushel of com 
and they are offered only 88 cents a 
bushel in the market. Would General 
Motors spend $2,700 to build an auto­
mobile-then sell it for $2,640? 

Mr. President, farm prices are the 
lowest they have been since the depths of 
the great depression. Many of our fine 
farm communities are depressed. Low 
farm income and reduced buying power 
of farmers can only lead to one result­
stagnation of more communities. We 
cannot afford to allow this to continue. 

The farmers and all Americans are 
entitled to know where Dr. Butz and the 
current administration stand on mat­
ters of farm policy. What will they do to 
better the critical situation which our 
farmers face? So far we have only the 
past record of the administration which 
has led us to the present overproduction 
and depressed price ~ituation. 

Concerning Dr. Butz, we also only have 
a past record on which to base our judg­
ments. He has been an eloquent advocate 
of vertical integrators and conglomerate 
corporations which propose tQ either 
squeeze independent family farmers out 
of business or reduce them to the status 

of employees. Several of those forces 
have helped to create the current farm 
crisis. . 

Dr. Butz has long advocated a laJssez 
faire type of agriculture. He loyally 
praised former Secretary of Agricul­
ture Ezra Taft Benson for his alleged at­
tempt to reduce surplus Commo~ty 
Credit Corporation stocks. In realIty, 
during the Eisenhower-Benson years, 
CCC inventory increased fivefold-from 
$1.13 billion in 1952 to $5.37 billion in 
1957. 

During the Benson years, when other 
sectors of the economy were setting new 
highs in profits, wages were increasing, 
and other economic indicators were ris­
ing, the cumulative total loss o~ net 
farm income amounted to $14.2 billion. 
As a result of that dreadful decline in 
farmers' buying power, the Nation suf­
fered a disastrous loss of small town busi­
nesses which had been dependent upon 
farmers for their. volume and profits. 

Mr. President, the time has come to re­
direct our priorities toward a revitaliza­
tion of the countryside and this can best 
be started by preserving what we already 
have-the family farmer. Instead of 
forcing more people off the farm, we 
should ' be finding ways of keeping our 
~e young I>CQple on the farms and out 
of troubled, crowded cities. Polls have 
shown that 60 to 70 percent of Ameri­
cans living in cities would like to live in 
the country. But, in fact, less than 20 
percent of our people do live in rural 
areas. 

Instead of forcing good farmers off the 
land, we should be rewarding them for 
their tremendous productivity perform­
ance. They are the envy, not only of other 
farmers over the world, but of other 
American businessmen as well. 

Dr. Butz has not shown that he, as 
Secretary of Agriculture, would take 
steps to remedy the current depressed 
situation or that he will take steps to 
improve the long-run status of rural 
America; therefore, I cannot vote to 
confirm his nomina.tion. 
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NOMINATION OF DR. EARL BUTZ 
'TO BE SECRETARY OF AGRI­
CULTURE 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
is conducting hearings on the nomina­
tion of Dr. Earl Butz for Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

I do not have to tell you or the Sen­
ate about my concern over the plight 
of our family farmers. I am currently 
sponsoring and cosponsoring seveml bills 
which seek to increase the economic well­
being of our farmers and to revitalize 
rural America. Becatise of these concerns, 
I have to oppose the nomination of Dr. 
Butz. His philosophy of agricultural 
policy does' not give any indication that 
he will champion the cause of our f.amily 
farmers . 

Would we confirm the nomination of 
any enemy of buSiness for Secretary of 
Commerce? Would we want an enemy 
of small business to head the Small Busi­
ness Administration? Of course not. 
Therefore, we cannot settle for Dr. Butz 
as Secretary of Agricult-.ue. The Secre­
tary should be the spokesman for our 
farmers. The record of Dr. Butz shows 
nothing to indicate that he would serve 
that function. Throughout his oareer he 
has represented the interests of. vertical 
integrato-rs, grocery manufacturers, proc.., 
essors and other corporate giants. He has 
advocated the concept of fewer and larger 
farms and has said strong>ly that a large 
proportion of the farm population should 
leave farming for other types of work. 

Improved efficiency and greater vol­
ume have often been the theses of his 
speeches. He has said ·that farmers must 
adapt to. this system or die. What that 
idea leaves out is the fact that in that 
type of race for survival, several of our 
most efficient and most hard-working 
farmers will voluntarily leave the farm. 
Faced with a high degree of risk and 
continually narrowing margins, it be­
comes all too obvious to many of our 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510 

Senate 
sharpest young people that they can 
achieve greater economic rewards for the 
same amount of efforts in other forms 
of work. We cannot afford, SOCially or 
economically, to continue lOSing these 
people. 

Many farmers in Minnesota who are 
hard pressed by ·the low corn and feed 
grain prices this fall are top-notch-~usi­
nessmen. Several would probably be con­
sidered efficient, even by Dr. Butz 
standards. Being sharp bqsinessmen, 
they will see that they are not _g~ttini 
any return for their labor when it costs 
90 cents to produce a bushel of com 
and they are offered only 88 cents a 
bushel in the market. Would General 
Motors spend $2,700 to build an auto­
mobile-then sell it for $2,640? 

Mr. President, farm prices are the 
lowest they have been since the depths of 
the great depression. Many of our fine 
farm communities are depressed. Low 
farm income and reduced. buying power 
of farmers can only lead to one result­
stagnation of more communities. We 
cannot afford to allow this to ,continue. 

The farmers and all Americans are 
entitled to know where Dr. Butz and the 
current administration stand on. mat­
ters of farm policy. What will they do to 
better the critical situation which our 
farmers face? So far we have only the 
past record of the administration which 
has led us to the present overproduction 
and depressed Price ~ituation. 

Concerning Dr. Butz, we also only have 
a past record on which to base our judg­
ments. He has been an eloquent advocate 
of vertical integrators and conglomerate 
corporations which propose tQ either 
squeeze independent family farmers out 
of business or reduce them to the status 

of employees. Several of those forces 
have helped to create the current farm 
crisis. 

Dr Butz has long advocated a laissez 
faire' type of agriculture. He loyally 
praised former Secretary of Agricul­
ture Ezra Taft Benson for his alleged at­
tempt to reduce surplus Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks. In reality, 
during the Eisenhower-Benson years, 
CCC inventory increased fivefold-from 
$1.13 billion in 1952 to $5.37 billion in 
1957. 

During the Benson years, when other 
sectors of the economy were setting new 
highs in profits, wages were increasing, 
and other economic indicators were ris­
ing, the cumulative total loss of net 
fann income amounted to $14.2 billion. 
As a result of that dreadful decline in 
fanners' buying power, the Nation suf­
fered a disastrous loss of small town busi­
nesses which had been dependent upon 
farmers for their. volume and profits.. 

Mr. President, the time has come to re­
direct our priorities toward a revitaliza­
tion of the countryside and this can best 
be started by preserving what we already 
have-the family fanner. Instead of 
forcing more people off the farm, we 
should ' be finding ways of keeping our 
~e young pe()ple on the fanDs and out 
of troubled, crowded cities. Polls have 
shown that 60 to 70 percent;. of Ameri­
cans living in cities would like to live in 
the country. But, in fact, less than 20 
percent of our people do live in rural 
areas. 

Instead of forcing good farmers off the 
land, we should be rewarding them for 
their tremendous productivity perform­
ance. They are the envy, not only of other 
farmers over the world, but of other 
American businessmen as well. 

Dr. Butz has not shown that he, as 
Secretary of Agriculture, would take 
steps to remedy the current depressed 
situation or that he will take steps to 
improve the long-run status of rural 
America; therefore, I cannot vote to 
confirm his nomination. 
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