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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am

very pleased that the Senate has agreed
today to consider a series of amendments
to the Sudden Infant Death Syndrome
Act of 1974, and I hope that we will be
able to pass the bill and send it on to
the House and the President for his
signature.

The legislation before us today is the
outgrowth of 2 years of active Senate
interest in and study of the problem of
crib death or sudden infant death syn-
drome.

In this time, we have learned a lot
about this phenomenon which strikes so
unexpectedly and so tragically:

Although ecrib death touches at least
10,000 American families each year, most
Americans know little about it.

Although medical researchers have ex-
plored a variety of hypotheses on the
causes of crib death, none of them has
been confirmed.

Although the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development
calls it the largest cause of death in in-
fants from 1 to 12 months old, SIDS is
not even mentioned in Government
statistics on infant mortality.

And, although SIDS was finally identi=
fied and described as a specific disease in
1969, large numbers of medical and legal
authorities are not up to date on the
research findings and implications of
SIDS.

Perhaps the most shocking and dis-
turbing aspect of this problem is what
happens to the families whose children
die of SIDS. Because the child dies sud-
denly and no medical explanation can be
found, parents are sometimes unjustly
accused by law enforcement authorities
or even friends and neighbors—of re-
sponsibility for the child's death.

One young couple who lost a child told
us that they had to move to another city
because their neighbors were so suspi-
cious that the child died because of some
sort of neglicence on the part of the
parents.

As T mentioned, the Senate has taken
an active interest in helping these fami-
lies and in working to discover the cause
of SIDS for more than 2 years. In Janu-
ary of 1972, my Subcommittee on Chil-
dren and Youth held a hearing on SIDS.
Following that hearing I introduced Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 206, which was
passed by the Senate by a vote of 72 to 0
on June 7 of that year. The resolution
was not acted on by the House, I request
unanimous consent that the text of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 206 be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

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

S.J. Res, 206
Joint resolution relating to sudden infant
death syndrome

Whereas sudden [nfant death syndrome
kills more infants bhetween the age of one
month and one vear than any other disease;
and

Whereas the cause and prevention of sud-
den infant death syndrome are unknown;
and

Senate

Whereas there is a lack of adequate knewl-
edge about the disease and its effects among
the publiec and professionals who come into
contact with it: Therefore be it

Regolved by the Senate end House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That it is
the purpose of this joint resolution to assure
that the maximum resources and effort be
concentrated on medical research into
sudden infant death syndrome and on the
extension of services to families who lose
children to the disease.

Sec. 2. The Natlonal Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, of the De-
partment of Health, Educetion, and Welfare,
is hereby directed to designate the search for
a cause and prevention of sudden infant
death syndrome as one of the top priorities
in intramural research efforts and in the
awarding of research and research tralning
grants and fellowships: and to encourage
researchers to submit proposals for investiga-
tions of sudden Infant death syndrome,

Sgc. 3. The Secrotary of Health, Education,
and Welfare is directed to develop, publish,
and distribute literature to be used in edu-
cating and counseling coroners, medical ex-
aminers, nurses, social workers, and similar
personnel and parents, future parents, and
families whose children die, to the nature of
sudden infant death syndrome and to the
needs of families affected by it.

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Health. Education,
and Welfare is further directed to work
toward the Institution of statistical report-
ing procedures that will provide a reliable
index to the Incldence and distribution of
sudden infant death syndrome cases through-
out the Nation; to work toward the avail-
abllity of autopsies of children who appar-
ently die of sudden infant death syndrome
and for prompt release of the results to their
parents; and to add sudden infant death
syndrome to the In toruatlmml Classification
of Disease,

Mr. MONDALE, T introduced a resolu-
tion, rather than a bill, in 1972 because
representatives of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare testified
that they were deeply concerned already
about SIDS and that no new authorizing
legislation would be nacessary to inten-
sify their efforts.

Early in 1973, as a vehicle for further
discussion and invesligation into the
problem, I introduced S. 1745, "to pro-
vide financial assistance for research ac-
tivities for the study of sudden infant
death syndrome, and for other purposes.”
I am deeply grateful to Senator KeEn-
NEDY, chairman of the Health Subcom-
mittee, for his active role in developing
this legislation and for his willingness
to hold a joint hearing with the Sub-
committee on Children and Youth on
SIDS.

Our 1973 hearing, on September 20,
focused on the need for humane and
sensitive treatment of families whose
children die of SIDS, Among the wit-
nesses were Mr. and Mrs, John Smiley of
California, who were jailed for 2 days in
connection with the death of their in-
fant daughter. They were released from
jail and charges against them dropped
alter they received the assistance of an
attorney from a national organization
that works with families whose children
die of SIDS.

During that hearing we also received
testimony from officials of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
They testified that in the year and a half
since they last appeared before the Sen-
ate, no efforts had been undertaken to
provide assistance to families who lose
children. No funds had been devoted to
the training of social workers, coroners,

nurses and other personnel who must be
informed if they are to work sensitively
with families of SIDS victims. And only
$601,000 was spent in fiscal year 1973 on
research directly related to finding a
cause and cure for SIDS.

We decided, on the basis of this dis-
appointing record, that we could not wait
any longer for this initiative to come
from HEW. The Senate approved a more
comprehensive, stronger version of S.
1745 on December 11 of 1973. On Janu-
ary 21 of this year, the House approved
a different version of the biil.

The legislation before us today is what
I believe will be an effective compromise
between the House and Senate bills,

«w. The bill approved by
the Senate authorized the Secretary of
HEW, through the Assistant Secretary
for Health and Scientific Affairs, to es-
tablish regional centers for counseling,
information, educational and statistical
programs on SIDS. Authorizations for
this program in the Senate bill were $3
million for fiscal 1974; $4 million for
1975; and $5 million for 1976. The House
version authorized $2 million each for
the 3 years.

The bill before us today provides au-
thorizations of $2 million for 1974; $3
million for 1875 and $4 million for 1976.
It also includes language from the House
bill specifying more clearly the purposes
for which grants and contracts awarded
under the program can be used. These
activities are “the collection, analysis
and furnishing of information—derived
from post mortem examinations and
other means—relating to the causes of
sudden infant death syndrome:; and “the
provision of information and counseling
to families affected by sudden infant
death syndrome.”

Language concerning the creation of
regional centers for these activities has
been deleted to provide for maximum
flexibility in grant programs. It is our
intention not to preclude the creation of
regional centers, but to make it possible
for a varlety of approaches to counseling,
education, information and statistical
activities to be tried. In many cases,
commonsense might suggest that crea-
tion of a regional center would be the
most economical and efficient way of
dealing with these concerns; as well as
for coordinating research efforts.

The other major section of this bill
deals with research. The Senate bill pro-
vided for a SIDS research program to be
carried out through the National Insti-
tute of Child Health and Human De-
velopment. Authorizations were $7 mil-
lion for fiscal 1974; $8 million for 1975;
and $9 million for 1976. The bill passed
by the House contained no research au-
thorization.



We have adopted the following com-
promise language:

The Secretary, through the National Insti-
tute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment, shall carry out research programs spe-
cifically relating to sudden infant death
svndrome.

In addition, the bill before us requires
a detailed annual report to Congress on
the extent of the research conducted
each year and on the number and
amount of research and grant contract
applications which have not been funded.
In the Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee, we have had a continuing
debate with NICHD about what consti-
tutes research on SIDS. Our contention
is that the scope and sericusness of this
disease require a focused, concentrated
research effort. However, close examina-
tion of past research efforts showed us
that most funds attributed to “SIDS"
research were not specifically targeted
on that disease, but on broader cate-
gories. For example, in fiscal 1973,
NICHD reported an expenditure of $4.1
million on SIDS research but only $603,-
575 of that could be characterized as
“primary"” SIDS research.

The purpose of the research section of
this bill is to encourage NICHD to sig-
nificantly expand and focus its research
prograimn.

In closing, I would like to express my
deep gratitude to Senator KEennNeDY,
chairman of the Health Subcommittee;
and to Representative PauvL ROGERS,
chairman of the House Subcommittee on
Public Health and Environment, for
their invaluable assistance in moving
this legislation through the Congress.

I request unanimous consent that a
copy of S. 1745, as passed by the Senate,
be printed in the Recoro.

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

8. 1745
A Bill to provide financial assistance for
research activities for the study of sudden
infant death syndrome, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Sudden Infant
Death Syndrome Act of 1973,

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Sec, 2. Tt is the purpose of this Act to
provide financial assistance to identify the
causes and preventive measures needed to
eliminate sudden Infant death syndrome, to
provide information and counseling services
to families affected by sudden Infant death
syndrome and to personnel engaged in re-
search for the prevention of sudden infant
deaths,

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 3. Section 441 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 US.C. 201) is amended by
inserting the subsection deslgnation "“(a)"
immediately before the first sentence and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

"(b) {1) The Secretary, through the Na-
tional Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, shall carry out research pro-
grams specifically relating to sudden infant
death syndrome.

*{2) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out the purposes of this sub-
section 87,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, $8,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975, and $0,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.”,

AMENDMENT TO TITLE X1 OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH
SERVICE ACT

Sec. 4. (a) The title of title XI is amended
by adding thereto the words “AND PERI-
NATAL BIOLOGY AND INFANT MORTAL-
ITY".

(b) Title XTI of the Public Health Service
Act Is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new part.:

"Part C—Svuppen InrFAaNT DEATH SYNDROME
“SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME COUNSEL~

ING, INFORMATION, EDUCATIONAL, AND STA-

TISTICAL PROGRAMS

“Sec. 1121. (a) (1) The Secretary through
the Assistant Secretary for Health and Sci-
entific Affairs may make grants to public and
nonprofit private entities, for the establish-
ment of reglonal centers for sudden infant
death syndrome counseling, information,
educational, and statistical programs,

**{2) The Secretary through the Assistant
Secretary for Health and Sclentlfic Affairs
shall earry out a program to develop public
Information and professional educational
materials relating to sudden Infant death
svndrome and to disseminate such Informa-
tion and materials to persons providing
health care, public safety officials, and to the
public generally. The Secretary may carry
out such program through grants to public
and nonprofit private entitles or contracts
with publle and private entitles and in-
dividuals.

"(b) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants and contracts under this
section, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, 84,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975, and §5.000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.

“APPLICATION; ADMINISTRATION OF GRANT AND
CONTRACT PROGRAMS

“SEc. 1122, A grant under this part may
be made under application to the Secretary
at such time, In such manner, contalning
and accompanied by such information, as the
Secretary deems necessary, Each applicant
shall—

“(1) provide that the program and activ-
ities for which assistance under this part is
sought will be administered by or under su-
pervision of the applicant;

“{2) provide for appropriate community
representation (with special consideration
given to groups previously involved with sud-
den Infant death syndrome) and the de-
velopment and operation of any program
funded by a grant under this part;

“{3) set forth such fiscal controls and
fund nccounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for Federal funds paid to the
applicant under this part; and

“{4) provide for making such reports in
such form and containing such Information
as the Secretary may reasonably require.

“REPORTS

“SEc. 1123, (a) The Secretary shall prepare
and submit to the President for transmittal
to the Congress within one year after the
date of enactment of this Act and annually
thereafter & comprehensive report on the ad-
ministration of this Act with regard to sud-
den infant death syndrome.

“(b) The report required by this section
shall contaln such recommendations for ad-
ditional legislation as the Secretary deems
necessary.”,

HEALTH SURVEY AND STUDIES

See. 5. Bection 305(b) of the Public Health
Service Act is amended by Inserting immedi-
ately before the period at the end thereof the
following: “specifically Including statistics
relating to sudden infant death syndrome™.

The substitute amendment Is as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House, insert the following:

SHORT TITLE

Secrion 1. This Act may be clted as the
“Sudden Infant Death Syndrome Act of
1974

SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME RESEARCH

Sec. 2. (a) Section 441 of the Public Health
Bervice Act Is amended by striking out “an
institute” and inserting in lieu thereof “the
Natlonal Institute of Child Health and Hu-
man Development”.

{b) (1) Such section 441 is further amend-
ed by inserting "(a)" after “Sec. 441." and
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“(b) The Secretary shall carry out through
the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development the purposes of sec-
tion 301 with respect to the conduct and
support of research which specifically re-
lates to sudden infant death syndrome.”

(2) Section 444 of such Act Is amended (1)
by striking out “The Surgeon General” each
place it occurs and inserting in lleu thereof
“The Secretary”, and (2) by striking out
“the Surgeon General shall, with the ap-
proval of the Secretary” in the first sentence
and inserting in lleu thereof "the Secretary
shall, in accordance with section 441(b),".

{e) (1) Within 90 days following the close
of the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and
the close of each of the next two fiscal years,
the Secretary shall report to the Committees
on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives and to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Publle Welfare of the
Senate and the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce of the House of Repre-
sentatives the following information for
such fiscal year:

(A) The (1) number of applications ap-
proved by the Secretary In the fiscal year re-
ported on for grants and contracts under
the Public Health Service Act for research
which relates specifically to sudden infant
death syndrome, (i1) total amount regquested
under such applications, (ill) number of
such applications for which funds were pro-
vided in such fiscal year, and (iv) total
amount of such funds,

{B) The (i) number of applications ap-
proved by the Secretary in such fiscal year
for grants and contracts under the Public
Health Service Act for research which re-
lates generally to sudden Infant death syn-
drome, (i) total amount requested under
such applications, (iil) number of such ap-
plications for which funds were provided In
such fiscal year, and (iv) total amount of
such funds,

Each such report shall contain an estimate
of the need for additional funds for grants
or contracts under the Public Health Service
Act for research which relates specifically to
sudden Infant death svndrome,

{2) Within five days after the Budget is
transmitted by the President to the Congress
for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1976, and
for each of the next two fiscal years, the
Secretary shall transmit to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate, the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate, and
the Committees on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce of the House of Representatives
an estimate of the amount requested for the
National Institutes of Health for research
to sudden Infant death syndrome and a com-
parison of that amount with the amount re-
quested for the preceding fiscal year.
COUNSELING, INFORMATION, EDUCATIONAL AND

STATISTICAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 3. (a) Title XI of the Public Health
Service Act is amended "y adding at the end
thereof the following new part:

ParT C—SvDpEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME
“SUDDEN INFANT DEATH 5YNDROME COUNSELING,

INFORMATION, EDUCATIONAL, AND STATISTICAL

PROGRAMS

“Sec, 1121. (a) The Secretary, through the
Assistant Secretary for Health, shall carry
out & program to develop public information
and professional educational materials re-
lating to sudden infant death syndrome and
to disseminate such information and ma-
terials to persons providing health care, to
public safety officials, and to the public gen-
erally.

“{b) (1) The Secretary may make grants
to public and nonprofit private entities, and
enter into contracts with public and private
entities, for projects which include both—

“(A) the collection, analysis, and furnish-
ing of Information (derived from post mortem
examinations and other means) relating to
the causes of sudden infant death syndrome;
and

“({B) the provision of information and
counseling to familles affected by sudden
infant death syndrome.

“(2) No grant may be made or contract
entered into under this subsection unless
an application therefor has been submitted to
and approved by the Becretary. Such applica-
tion shall be in such form, submitted in such
manner, and contain such information as the
Secretary shall be regulation prescribe, Each
applicant shall—

“{A) provide that the project for which
assistance der this b tion is sought
will be administered by or under supervision
of the applicant;

“{B) provide for appropriate community
representation in the development and op-
eration of such project;

“({C) set forth such fiscal controls and
fund accounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for Federal funds paid to the
applicant under this subsection; and

“{D) provide for making such reports in
such form and contalning such information
as the Secretary may reasonably require.

“(3) Payments under grants under this
subsection may be made in advance or by
way of reimbursement, and at such intervals
and on such conditions, as the Secretary
finds ne R

“(4) Contracts under this subsection may
be entered into without regard to sections
3648 through 3709 of the Revised Statutes
(31 UB.C. 529; 44 US.C. 5).

“(5) For the purpose of making payments
pursuant to grants and contracts under this
subsection, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated $2,000,000 for the fispal year end-
ing June 30, 1975, $3,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1876, and 84,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1977.

“(c) The Secretary shall submit, not later
than January 1, 1976, a comprehensive report
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare of the Senate and the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the
House of Representatives respecting the ad-
ministration of this section and the results
Rbkamed from the programs authorized by

(b) The title of such title XT is amended
by adding at the end thereof "AnNp Suppen
INFANT DEATH SYNDROME",

The motion was agreed to.
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ECONOMISTS COMMENT ON MON-
DALE $200 OPTIONAL TAX CREDIT
PROPOSAL

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on Jan-
uary 28, I introduced 8. 2906, which
would cut nearly $200 a year from the
average family’s tax bill by allowing tax-
payers to take a $200 credit for them-
selves and each of their dependents in-
stead of the existing $750 personal ex-
emption.

This bill would increase the purchasing
power of low- and middle-income Ameri-
cans by nearly $6.5 billion, and help to
head off the growing threat of recession.

I am very pleased that the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HuMmpHREY), the
Senators from. Iowa (Mr. CLark and Mr,
Hvucres), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. Jounson), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. RiricorF), and the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss) have joined me in
cosponsoring S. 2908.

I am pleased also that the distin-
guished Congresswoman from Michigan
(Mrs. GRIFFITHS) , & senior member of the
House Ways and Means Committee, has
introduced companion legislation in the
House (H.R. 13197).

Shortly after introducing this legisla-
tion, I wrote to a number of distinguished
economists seeking their views on the
proposal. I have now received a number
of responses, and I would like to shara
them with my colleagues.

I am very encouraged by the support
shown in these letters. While some of
those responding had reservations about
the proposal, they all contained extreme-
ly helpful suggestions and thoughtful
comments.

It is clear from the comments I have
received that there are differences of
opinion on the need for a tax cut at this
time. There are also differences—al-
though fewer—on the form such a tax
cut should take.

This underlines the importance of the
hearings Chairman Lowc has scheduled
for next Tuesday, March 19, on tax cut
proposals. There should be a full airing
of views on such an important matter.
The chairman's decision is a welcome and
constructive response to the deteriorating
economic outlook.

I suggested hearings along these lines
in a letter to Chairman Loxe last month,
and I am extremely pleased that time has
been found for them on the very full
Finance Committee schedule.

There are three important justifica-
tions for the $200 optional tax credit.

It will help make up for the inflation
and higher taxes that are imposing such
a cruel burden on the average family.

It will help to head off the impending
recession.

It will make our tax system more
equitable.

Most of the comments I received dealt
with some or all of these points,

comnﬂon FOR INFLATION AND HIGHER
< TAXES

Inﬁatlon is accelerating. Prices rose
B.B percent last year, but the rate was
neaf]y 10 percent in the last 3 months,
and consumer prices in January of this

rose at an annual rate of 12 percent.
A es too are going up, as inflation
pushes taxpayers into higher brackets,
and as payroll tax rates apply to higher
levels of income.

Senate

A $200 optional tax credit would com-
pensate—at least in part—for this
erosion in workers' incomes.

Walter Heller, Chairman of the Coun-
c¢il of Economic Advisers under Presi.
dents Kennedy and Johnson, emphasized
this justification for the $200 credit in
his letter:

Inflation has eroded and is eroding the
real purchasing power of the $750 exemption
at a rapld rate. The boosting of that exemp-
tion to restore its previous value, therefare,
ought to have a high priority. Since inflation
has taken a particularly heavy toll at the
modest and low Income levels (especially be-
cause of the leap in food and oll prices), it
is appropriate that more of the benefits of
any tax adjustment today should be con-
centrated In the low Income groups. The
shift to a credit option serves this purpose.

George Perry, senior fellow at the
Brookings Institution, made the same
point:

Consumers real Incomes have declined In
1973 as a result of soaring food prices and
will decline further in 1074 as a result of
soaring fuel costs. Your tax proposal woula
restore some of these real income losses.

Arthur Okun, Chairman of the Council
of Economic Advisers under President
Johnson:

In 1974 the American consumer will be
spending directly end Indirectly for fuel
about §20 billlon more than last year to get
less product. This drain on the budget is
bound to have serious effects on the expe-
rience of other consumer industries—what
the consumer spends on oil is not avallable
for speinding on other discretionary items
ranging from movie tickets to television seas.
Indeed, if the oll embargo ends and the avall-
abllity of gasoline Increases while its price
remains high, the drain on the consumer
budget will be even greater, , . .

In the present context, the provision of a
consumer tax cut may help prevent the kind
of retrenching In consumer living standards
that might otherwise take place In response
to layoffs and fuel aad food inflation.

AN ANTIDOTE TO RECESSION

In a column in the March 3 Washing-
ton Post, Hobart Rowen reported that
key Nixon administration advisers have
concluded that the downturn in real
GNP for the first quarter of this year
“could be over 3 percent, and possibly as
much as 4 percent.” .

The respected economic forecasters at
the Wharton School at the University of
Pennsylvania have made a similar pre-
diction.

This is decidedly more gloomy than
even the relatively cheerless report of
the Council of Economic Advisers a
month ago. And, of course, it can scarcely
be squared at all with the Canute-like
pronouncements of President Nixon
that— _

There will be no recession In the United
States of America.

When Industrial production is declin-
ing, unemployment is growing, and the
growth rate is negative, it takes more
than verbal legerdemain to convince
people that we are not in a recession.

So far, the administration’s prineipal
method of attacking the recession has
been to try to define it away.

The budget it has proposed for the

1975 fiscal year can only make things

worse, It is highly restrictive, with a full
employment surplus of $8 billon. This
means spending will be $8 billion less
than it would have to be to pump up the
economy and bring unemployment down
*o the “full eraployment” level of 4 per-

cent. This will clamp down on growth
and employment even more than this
vear's estimated $4 billion full employ-
ment surplus, which has already served
to bring the economy to a standstill,

The $200 optional tax credit would put
an additional $6.5 billion in the hands of
consumers, and give the economy a badly
needed shot in the arm.

Most of the economists who wrote
commented on this justification for the
$200 credit:

Walter Heller put it this way:

Under present clrcumsiances, with the
economy sliding toward a recession, and
with the President's hudget projecting an
increase in the full-employment budget sur-
plus (in NIA, or Mational Ineome Account-
ing terms) between fiscal 1074 and fiscal
1875, the $6.5 billlon of fiscal stimulus im-
plicit in your plan would be a welcome
stimulus to a lagging economy. Moreover, it
t= the kind of a boost that could be trans-
lated into the withholding system and there-
fore Into higher paychecks very gqulckly,

George Perry wrote:

By all avallable evidence, the economy is
already in another recession. A boost to con-
sumer purchasing power will help fight the
downturn, lessening the rise In unemploy-
ment that i{s In store and improving the
probabllity of a prompt recovery.

Robert Eisner, professor of economics
at Northwestern University:

I believe that your proposed legislation for
an optional §200 per dependent credit is an
excellent step In the direction of stimulating
the economy. . . .

Arthur Okun:

In view of the bleak outlook for consjumer
expenditures (which represent nearly two-
thirds of our GNP}, the prospects for an
early upturn are very speculative. There 1s
considerable risk that the sag could con-
tinue all year In the sbsence of policles to
bolster activity. On the other hand, there is
little risk of a self-generating upsurge in
the economy that would make additionsal
fiscal support inappropriate. Thus, a well-
timed cut in consumer taxes would be an
important insurance policy agalnst a pro-
longed and sharp slide in employment and
output. ...

. The vast bulk of the additional consumer
spending will go into areas where the eco-
nomy has avallable labor and plant capacity
to meet and greet added demand. In the
present situation, one can feel particularly
confident that the response will increase
output and employment rather than add to
inflation. While a number of shortage areas
remain in our economy, those except for food
and fuel will be vanishing during the first
hailf of 1974 as rapidly as they emerged dur-
ing the first half of 1973. The economy's
operating rates will be lower by mid-year
than they were late in 1972, when lumber
was the only significant product with a
shortage. In the case of food, only a trivial
part of additional consumer income adds to
the demand for food and thus a tax cut will
have virtuslly no effect on food prices. In the
case of petroleum, the system of price con-
trols should ensure that any increment in
demand is not converted into additional in-
flation. Indeed, by evidencing concern and
effort by the government to make up for the
acuta cost-of-living squeeze on the worker,
A tax cut could have beneficial effects in
preserving the recent moderate behavior of
Wages,

Others who responded were not cer-
tain that a tax cut was the right eco-
nomic medicine at this point. However,
most sald that if a tax cut was decided
upon, the $200 optional eredit was pref-
erabie to an across-the-board cut or an
increase in the $750 exemption.



Otto Eckstein, professor of economics
at Harvard and & member of the Council
of Economic Advisers under President
Johnson wrote:

The economy Is headed for a recesslon,
but a tax cut would come too late, The eco-
nomy is likely to be moving up at a pretty
good rate by the end of the year. The eco-
nomiec impact of a tax cut, even if actlon
were taken immediately, would barely be felt
before then. ..

If a tax cut s undertaken, it should be In
the general form of your proposal. An across-
the-board tax cut would malnly benefit mid-
dle income familles; it would have a very
low multiplier because they are not likely to
spend the cuts on automobiles and other
durables,

Gardner Ackley of the University of
Michigan, Chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers under President
Johnson:

I am not sure that further stimulus—
which could certainly not be effective for &
number of months—is needed. However,
there 1s enough uncertainty about that, that
it 18 probably useful for tax-cut proposals to
begin to be discussed and warmed up for use
if extra stimulus should become necessary,

Robert R. Nethan, head of Robert R.
Nathan Associates, Inc. in Washington:
1 think we are definitely In a recession and
I have grave doubts about the basis for
believing, as many of my good friends and
liberal economists belleve, that the economy
will pick up in the second half of the year.
. Therefore, something ought to be done
about stimulating the levels of economic ac-
tvity. ...

A tax cut always worries me as a measure
for stimulation of economic sctivity. Almaost
every time we get a tax cut we end up with
a less progressive system. If we are golng to
have a general tax cut I think your proposal
is excellent because it really does help the
lower income groups much more than the
middle or higher income groups, and that Is
Very necessary.

John Kenneth GﬂJBralth of Harvard:

Certalnly yours is the right way to reduce
taxes, The eflect on lower income familles
is more favorable than to raise the exemp-
tion,

However, I am very doubtful about a tax
reduction. Inflation is still a major prohlem.
It's a tough fact that tax reductlon is the
wrong medieine for that, And were there
need for more fiseal stimulation, I would
respond to the pressure of social need with
higher spending and public service employ-
ment.

The {following table illustrates the
point made by many of those who re-
sponded; that is, that the $200 optional
eredit gives proportionately more relief
to low- and middle-income taxpayers
than do alternative proposals to raise the
$750 exemption to $850, or to add a $25
per-person credit on top of the $750 ex-
emption:

Percent of tai relief
Per-

cent of Addi-
tax- $200 $850  tional

Adjusted gross income able optional axemp- 325
class returns credit  tion  credit
010 §3,000............. 53 2.6 1.1 1.7
$3,000 to $5,000. 1.7 9.7 5.2 6.6
$5,000 to §7,000. 143 152 8.8 10.6
$7,000 to $10,000.. 0.1 2.2 17.4 19.9
$10,000 to $15,000. 256 353 300 317
£15,000 to $20,000. 2.4 9.3 1.7 16.3
$20,000 to §50,000. 87 B 165 1.8
$50,000 to $100,000 . i FrorrriEgi - 1.1
$100,000plus_ .- ..ooennnn PR vl .2

Source: Joint Committes on Internsl Revenue Taxation
Based on calendar year 1972 income levels,

The $200 optional tax credit gives T8
percent of the relief to those in the §5,000
to $15,000 bracket, and 989 percent to
those making less than $20,000.

Increasing the $750 exemption by $100,
however gives only 56 percent of the re-
lief to those in the $5,000 to $15,000
brackets, even though they make up 60
percent of all taxpayers. Furthermore, it
gives nearly 20 percent of the relief to
those making more than $20,000, even
though they represent less than 10 per-
cent of all taxpayers.

The proposal for an additional $25 per
person credit falls roughly between the
$200 optional credit and the $850 exemp-
tion in the percentage of relief it pro-
vides to each income category.

Joseph Pechman, director of economic
studies at the Brookings Institution, has

prepared an enormously helpful analysis
of the $200 credit, the $850 exemption,
and two other options, which carries the
comparison forward usinz 1974 and 1975
income levels,

His analysis generally coincides with
that prepared for me by the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation us-
ing 1972 income levels. However, Pech-
man’s analysis shows that as inéome lev-
els rise, a substantially greater percent-
age of the benefits from the $850 exemp-
tion go to those with Incomes over
$20,000.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of Dr. Pechman's excellent 'analysis,
and the aceompeanying tables, be printed

in the Recorp at the conclusion of my-

remarks.

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

(See exhihit 1.)

TAX EQUITY

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, a $200
optional tax credit would be a significant
step toward tax equity and fairmess.

Hearings on American families before
the Subcommittee on Children and
Youth—which I chair—have demon=-
strated the unfairmess of the exjst
$750 exemption. While it is design
large part to help families raise thelr
children, it discriminates strongly
against low- and moderate-income fam-
ilies.

The $750 exemption for dependents is
much more valuable for the wealthy
than it is for average Americans. It pro-
vides the most help to those who need it
least, and the least help to those who
need it most.

For those in the highest T0-percent

bracket—making $200,000 a year oOr.

more—each $750 exemption Is worth $525
in reduced taxes. But for someone in the
lowest 14-percent bracket making
around $5,000 a year, each $750 exemp-
tion is worth only $105 in reduced taxes.

The new optional $200 credit would be
worth the same amount in reduced
taxes—$200—to everyone who used if,
and would make a real start toward re-
ducing the inequity inherent in the $750
exemption.

A number of the economists I wrote
stressd the greater equity of credits as
opposed to deductions.

Murray. Weidenbaum of Washington
University, formerly Assistant Secretary
of the Treasury for Economic Policy in
the Nixon administration:

I have been urging the substitution of
credits for deductions on the personal income
tax as & way of Increasing the progressivity
of the Federal tax structure. The enclosed
article presents some of the reasoning.

Otto Eckstein:

Your tax credit proposal would improve
the fairness of our tax system. There 15 little
reason why the value of an exemption—
which Is meant to help defray the llving
costs of each family member—should rise
with income. Indeed, at the low tax rates
of the lower brackets, the tax benefit of the
exemption has become so amall that it no
longer bears any relatlon ot the cost of sup-
porting a dependent.

Robert Eisner:

[ Your proposal] is an excellent step in the
direction of . . . redreasing insquities in the
tax law. As you point out, the §7560 exemp-
tion offers large tax savings to the rich and
1ittle or nothing to the poor.

James Tobin of Yale University, a
member of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers under President Kennedy:

I very much favor conversion of exemp-
tions into credits, and I am glad you are
sponsoring such legislation.

Walter Heller:

The shift [to a credit option] also serves
the longer-run purpose of recasting the ex-
emption into a form that makes better sense
In terms of a distribution of tax burdens
that is fairer to the low Income groups.

Wilbur Cohen, dean of the School of
Education at the University of Michigan
and Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare in the Johnson administration:

I strongly support the idea of n tax credit
for the personal exemptions. A tax credit

15 an Important tax reform which should
have extremely high priority, .

Arthur Okun:

The best type of tax cut would put in-
come rapldly into the hands of lower Income
and middle-income groups. From that point
of view, the $200 credit option for the per-
sonal aumpttpn eeems ideally suited to meet
the economy's needs, It could be promptly
refiected In withholding schedules and would
provide rellef to those who have suffered
most a8 a result of the food and fuel price
explosion of tha past year. By concentrating
the benefits in the tax cut in income groups

with marginal tax rates under 26 percent,
it improves the progressivity and equity of .
the tax system. .

Many people have trouble understand-
ing why a $200 credit saves low- and mid-
dle-income taxpayers more in taxes than
g $750 deduction. An example might

elp.

Suppose a family has an income of
$10,000. If there are four people in the
family, that means four exemptions
worth $750 each, for a total of $3,000.
This $3,000—plus the $1,500 standard de-
duction—is then subtracted from $10,-
000, and the tax is figured on what is
left—$5,600, The statutory tax rate on
that is just under 17 percent, and the
tax is $905.

Under & system of $200 tax credits,
however, only the $1,500 standard de-
duction is substracted from the $10,000
of income before the tax is figured. The
statutory tax rate on this $8,500 of in-
come is just under 18 percent, and the
tax would be $1,490.

However, the four $200 tax credits—
worth a total of $800—are then sub-
tracted from that $1,490, leaving a final
tax due of only $690. This amounts to a
saving of $215 over the $905 that would
be due using four $750 exemptions.

HELF FOR NONTAXPAYERS

Many of the economists who wrote
expressed concern that the $200 optional
tax credit would not help those with
very low incomes who pay no tax.

Walter Heller, for example, said:

{The] proposal should be accompanied by
other measures that will be of particular
benefit to those who fall below the exemption
limits and are badly in need of income sup-
port from the Federal Government,

James Tobin wrote:

I believe the credits should be cashable, for
families that do not have sufficlent tax liabil-
ity to use the credits aganist,

Robert Eisner:

I do believe, however, that there s a serious
deficlency in your proposal in falling to pro-
wide tax rellef for really low Income earners
whose income taxes are less than $300 per
dependent or who pay no income taxes at
all. , . . I should like to see your proposal
enlarged to let the income tax credit be
taken against social security taxes to the
extent the taxpayer does not have income
tax labilities equal to the amount of the
credit.

Robert Nathan:

I know most of the people pay some income
taxes but there are still quite a number at
the lower levels who do not pay and they
would not be benefited. Therefore, from an
equity point of view your proposal goes quite
a long way but I don’'t think it would be
gquite as helpful to the really low income

groups as some moderation In the payroll
tax. -

Stanley Surrey of the Harvard Law
Bchool, Assistant Secretary of the Treas-
ury for Tax Policy under Presidents
Kennedy and Johnson, raised a related,
but somewhat different, issue:

[In] 1869 and 1871 the Congress, mainly
through the low income allowance, made
sure that the income tax would not dip be-
low the poverty level. With inflation and
price rises, we now have people below the
poverty line being required to pay income

" tax. I think the first order of business is to

reatore the prior policy.

The $200 optional tax credit would as-
sure that no one with an income below
the poverty line would have to pay Fed-
eral income taxes. The following table
shows the current poverty line for non-
farm individuals and families, and the
level of income below which no tax would

be due using a $200 credit:
Income below
Poverty m"&‘:‘
Family size line 3200 emi%

of my remarks.

It is true that those who pay no in-
come tax at all would not benefit from
the $200 optional tax credit. As many of
those who wrote suggested, cuts in the

Federal income tax should be accom-



panied by other measures aimed at help-
ing those with incomes so low they pay
no tax.

The Senate has already acted on one
such measure, the imaginative and con-
structive proposal by the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, RusseLL Lone, for a “work bo-
nus" for low-income workers. Under the
Lone “work bonus” plan—approved by
the Senate on November 30 by an over-
whelming 57 to 21 vote—each low-in-
come worker with one or more children
would receive a credit equal to 10 percent
of his income up to $4,000. The credit
would be gradually phased out for those
with incomes over $4,000, so that no one
with an income of over $5,600 would re-
ceive the eredit. The eredit would be paid
whether or not the worker paid any in-
come tax, and would, therefore, benefit
those not helped by the $200 optional
tax eredit I have proposed.

The "“work bonus"” is in fact an excel-
lent complement to the $200 optional tax
credit, since its benefits phase out at just
about the income levels where the bene-
fits from the $200 credit begin. The
“work bonus" establishes a strong begin-
ning toward helping working Americans
with low incomes. It is now in confer-
ence as part of H.R. 3153, and I hope the
House conferees will agree to accept it.

Manv of the economists who wrote me
have urged that social security payroll

tax reform be given high priority. I have
advocated this for a number of years,
and I hope we can move in this Congress
to ease the heavy burden of the payroll
tax on low- and moderate-income wage
earners and their families. The Lowc
“work bonus"” is one step in this direc-
tion, and I hope we can build on that to
achieve fundamental reform in this very
important area.

The excellent work done by Represent-
ative MarTHA GrIFFITHS Subcommittee
on Fiscal Policy over the last 2 years has
laid the groundwork for thorough-going
reform of the whole range of Federal in-
come and “‘in-kind" transfer programs
that are intended to benefit low-income
Americans. As Representative GRIFFITHS’
subcommittee has demonstrated, these
programs have so many overlaps and dif-
fering eligibility formulas that they all
must be considered together in devising
an effective reform program. Changing
just one aspect of the system can often
lead to unforeseen and unwanted con-
sequences elsewhere. For example, when
a family benefits from a number of pro-
grams simultaneously—such as AFDC,
food stamps, medicaid, and public hous-
ing—it often happens that the family is
penalized severely for earning just a
little bit of extra money. This entire area
stands in need of reform, and I hope we
can move on it in the near future.

In addition, we must retain and
strengthen the existing social services
program—which provides child day care,
special help to the mentally retarded,
services to help the elderly stay in their
own homes—and other services to help
low-income families, the disabled, the
blind, and the elderly to achieve and re-
tain independence. And we need to en-
act strong child development legislation,
along the lines adopted by the Congress
and vetoed by the President years ago.
I will soon be reintroducing my child de-
velopment bill, and I intend to push for
early action on it.

Mr. President, I ask that the full text
of the excellent letters I have received
appear in the Recorp at this point. In
addition, I ask that a column by Walter
Heller in yesterday's Wall Street Journal
entitled "The Case for Fiscal Stimulus,”
and a column by Hobart Rowen from
the March 10 Washington Post, also be
included in the Recorp at this point.

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

TUNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA,
Minneapolis, Minn,, February 5, 1974.
Senator WALTER F, MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Fritz: In response to your inguiry
of January 31 concerning your proposal for
an optional 8200 tax credit, I find it attrac-
tive for the following important reasons:

Infiation has eroded anud is eroding the
rerl purchasing power of the $760 exemption
at & rapid rate, The boosting of that exemp-
tion to restore its previous value, therefore,
ought to have a high priority,

Since inflation has taken a particularly
heavy toll at the modest and Jow income
levels (especially because of the leap in food
and oil prices), it ia appropriate that more
of the benefits of any tax adjustment today
should be concentrated in the low income
groups. The shift to a credit option serves
this purpose.

The shift also serves the longer-run pur-
pose of re-casting the exemption Into a
form that makes better sense in terms of a
distribution of tax burdens thai is fairer to
the low Income groups. At the same time, it
preserves the existing family differentiation
for tax purposes in the higher income
groups. Bo it recognizes both the need for a
fair distribution of taxes by size of Income
and the need for reasonable differentiation
of tax burdens according to family obliga-
tlons,

Under present circumstances, with the
economy sllding toward recession, and with
the President’s budget projecting an increase
in the full-employment budget surplus (in
NIA, or National Income Accounting terms)
between fiscal 1974 and fiscal 1975, the 86.56
billion of fiscal stimulus implicit in your
plan would be & welcome stimulus to &
sagging economy. Moreover, it is the kind
of boost that could be, translated Into the
withholding system and therefore into
higher paychecks very qulckly.

Needless to say, the exemption proposal
should be accompanied by other measures
that will be of particular benefit to those
who fall below the exemption limits and are
badly in need of Income support from the
Federal Government. It should also be ac-
companied or quickly fellowed by measures
of tax reform to cut back or end the many
unjustified tax preferences that erode our
tax system and give unfair tax breaks to
the upper Income groups. A simple and
significant Increase in the minimum tex
would be a good place to start.

Sincerely,
WaALTER W. HELLER,
Regents’ Professor of Economics,

THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION,
Washington, D.C., February 5, 1974.
SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE,
Russell Senate Office Buiiding,
Washington, D.C.

Dear FriTz: Your proposal to allow tax-
payvers the option of 8200 tax credits in
place of the 8760 exemptions now avallable to
them on thelr Income taxes is a constructive
one and la particularly timely in today's
economy. By providing some tax rellef for
almost all families earning 820,000 or less,
the measure responds to the two great prob-
lems of 1974—inflation and recession.

Consumers' real incomes have declined in
1973 as a result of soaring food prices and
will decline further in 1674 as a result of
soaring fuel costs. Your tax proposal would
restore some of these real income losses.

By all avallable evidence, the economy
is already In another recession. A boost to
consumer purchasing power will help fight
the downturn, lessening the rise in unem-
ployment that is in store and improving the
probabllity of a prompt recovery.

A tax reduction of, 86.5 billion, which is
approximately the revenue loss from your
proposal, is fiscally sound. The economy needs
a push from the budget and an equitable tax
reduction would be a desirable part of a
stimulative program. Looking further ghead,
even if the economy recovers from the pres-
ent recesslon promptly, inflation will have
accelerated the normal growth of income tax
liabilitles, making some permanent tax re-
duction desirable for the longer run.

In short, your proposal has pignificant
merits on all important fronts, I am pleased
to endorse it and hope It 18 enacted.

‘With best regards.

Sincerely,
QGeorce L. PEany,
Senior Fellow.
YaLe UNIVERSITY,
New Haven, Conn,, February 8, 1974,
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washingion, D.C. by

Dear Senator Monpare: Thank you for
your letter of January 31st, I very much favor
conversion of exemptions into credits, and I
am glad you are sponsoring such legislation.
However, I believe the credits should be
cashable, for families that do not have suf-
ficlent tax liabllity to use the credits against,

I enclose a paper which may be of interest.

Sincerely,
Janes Tobmw,

{The paper referred to is entitled “Reflec-
tions on Recent History”, and was given by
Professor Tobin on December 28, 1873 before
the American Statistical Association.)

——
)

Law ScHOOL oF HARVARD UNIVERSITY,
Cambridge, Mass, February 7, 1974.
Hon, Warrer F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
0Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C,

Dear Fritz: This is In reply to your let-
ter regarding the $200 tax credit as an al-
ternative to the #7650 personal exemption.
This is an interesting approach and cer-
tainly deserves consideration.

My initial thought Is that I would like to
see somebody score It out with respect to the
possible competing alternatives. For exam-
ple, In 1960 and 1071 the Congress, mainly
through the low income allowance, made
sure that the Income tax would not dip be-
low the poverty level, With infation and
price rises, we now have people below the
poverty line being required to pay income
tax. I think the first order of business is to
restore the prior policy. My guess is that this
could be accomplished by increasing the low
income allowance. Most of the revenue in-
volved would go to people around and above
the poverty level.

The next question is whether mcome tax
relief should be given to people with up to
$#15,000 income or so because inflation has
pushed them into higher brackets and thus
increased their tax burdens. If the answer is
“yes"”, then we come down to a choice of
method. One way Is granting & vanishing
credit as an alternative to the exemption,
which is your apporach. Another way s to
raise the exemption iteelf. The second way
is simpler and more traditional. The credit
approach may be in a sense too generous to
large families. I gather the economists feel
that each additional child 1s not entitled to
the same tax offset as the preceding child.
On the other hand, I can understand that
large famllies have problems and you may
want to do something about that. Once we
have straightened out the starting point of
the income tax, the real utility of personal
exemptions (or credits) 1s to achieve the
proper tax relationship among different
households—single people, married couples,
married couples with one child, two children,
etc. It ia possible that the personal exemp-
tion does this befter than the tax credit.

Of course the tax credit approach does cut
off tax reduction at some point whereas an
increase In the personal exemption runs all
the way up the scale. The choice may thus
come down to what one desires to focus on—
stopping tax reduction at some point or. on
the other hand, glving more attention to the
relative tax burdens among different family
compositions at the same Income tax level.

I would suggest that you ask the people
at Brookings to score out three alternatives—
an increase In the low Income allowance
(and perhaps a change in exemption) to get
the starting point back to the poverty level;
after that, comparing your credit appmch
with any stralght increase in exemptions. If
this is dons ene can see the differsnces among
income groups and the obelce would be-
come somewhat easler.

This obwicusly is & hasty lstter. If you do
get further infermatiom from Broakings 1
would be glad to look it over. -

Sincearely, .
Brawier B. BuRREY.
NoaTHWESTERN UNWWERSITY,
Evanston, IiL, February B, 1974.
Hon. WaLtEs F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaToR Mowpare: I belleve that
legislation for an optional
$200 per dependent credit is an excellent
step In the directlon of stlmulating the
economy and redressing Ineguities in tha
tax law. As you point out, the 8750

. offers large tax savings to the rich and l!tt-le

or nothing to the poar. Ideally, the exemp-
tion should be replaced entirely by a fiat
credit. I can understand, thomgh, that the
credit will prove politically more acceptable
if it s mpade optional so that no opposition
need develop from upper income taxpayers
who would find themselves worse off with the
credit than the examption.

I do belleve, however, that there is a
serious deficiency in your proposal In falling
to provide tax rellef for really low Income
earners whose incomp taxes are less than
$200 per dependent or who pay no income
taxes at all. For many of these individuals
and familles lose substantial parts of their
income in social security taxes. I shoud ke
to see your proposal enlarged to let the in-
come tax credit be taken against soclal se-
curity taxes to the extent the taxpayer does
not have income tax liabllittes equal to the
amount of the credit. This could presumably
be done by having the social security ac-
count credited with the amount of the in-
come tax credit and the taxpayer in turn
refunded the amount that has been withheld
for social security.

Even this amendment would not offer
relief to the very poor who are not eaming

income on which soclal security payments
are made. However, 1t wonld move a con-



siderable way In the direction in which you
are headed of eliminating tax beneflits that
help the rich and give much lesser rellef if
any to middle and low income households.

On the matter of where to make up the
revenue loss when this proves necessary, I
would urge that the “long-overdue reform of
foreign and domestic tax loopholes,” to
which you refer is much better than a tax
directed towards excess profita, I think it
folly to try to take away more in direct
profits taxes while refusing to eliminate the
huge give-aways In tax credita for foreign
pavments for oll, along with the benefits
from depletion allowances, current charging
of development and drilling costs, and equip-
ment tax credits and accelerated deprecin-
tion throughout the economy.

Sincerely,
RoserT Emnee,
Professor of Economics.

WaASHINGTON UNIVERBITY,
St. Louis, Me., February 11, 1574.
Hon. WaLTER F. MoNDaMLE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Deak BENaTOR Mowpare: This is in reply
to your letter of January 31, with reference
to your proposal for a 8200 fax credit. As you
may know, I have been urging the substitu-
tion of eredits for deductions on the personal
income tax as a way of increasing the prog-
ressivity of the Federal tax structure. The
enclosed article presents some of the reason-
Ing,

However, I am concerned that the $8.5
billion estimated revenus less would add to
inflationary pressures which remaln 8o very
strong. In this environment, I would sug-
gest that a more effective way of combatting
unemployment would be to redirect govern-
ment spending to the creation of jobs for
the unemployed.

Perhaps your approach can be combined
with 8 more comprehensive tax reform pre-
posal that would not yield a large net loss
of revenue.

With all best wishes,

Sincerely,
MuRRAY L. WEDENBAUM,

{The article referred to is entitled “Bhift-
ing from Income Tax Deductions to Cred-
its”, and appears in the August, 1973, 1ssue
of TAXES—The Tax Magazine.)

Harvarp UNIVERSITY,
Cambridge, Mass., February 11, 1974.
Senator WaLTes F. MoNDALE,
U.S8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaToR MoNDaLE: Thank you for the
opportunity to take a look at your pro-
posal of & $200 personal Incoms tax credit
lor each dependent as an alternative option
to the exlsting $750 exemptions. Here is my
reaction.

(1) 1Is the tax cut needed now?

The economy s headed for recession but a
tax cut would come too late. The economy
Is likely to be moving up at a pretty good
rate by the end of the year. The economic
impact of a tax cut, even If action were taken
immediately, would barely be felt before
then. This has always been the problem with
using taxes to fight recesslon—It 1s just too
slow. The major current problems of poliey
are not to find a fiscal stimulus, but to
handle the energy situation more skilifully.
If the driving situation remalns in its pres-
elt state, there wil be major damage to retall
sales and to the housing industry.

If & tax cut is undertaken, it should be
in the general form of your proposal. An
across-the-board tax cut would mainly bene-
it middle income families; it would have a
very low multiplier because they are not
likely to spend the cuts on automobiles and
other durables.

My feellng against a tax cut Is malnly
bused on the longer-term needs for resources
by the federal government, We have cut taxes
too much in the last four years, and we will
need the taxbase to meet future soclal goals.

Also, the current flush financlal condition
of the states and localities will be short-lived.
Strong income growth and revenue sharing
have been of tremendous benefit to l‘ocal
governments. But there is no plan to expand
revenue sharing, and the economy will soon
be producing less revenue growth. In one
Wway or auother, the federal government will
be asked to pick up more of the financial
burdens.

{2) Pros and Cons of the proposal

Your tax credit proposal would lmprove
the fairness of our tax system. There Is little
reason why the value of an exemption—
which Is meant to help defray the living costs
of each family member—should rise with in-
coine. Indeed, at the low tax rates of the
lower brackets, the tax benefit of the ex-
emption has become so small’ that it no
longer bears any relation to the cost ol
supporting a dependent.

I would not make the tax credit an op-
tional feature. While I recognize that this
approach aasures that no family will have to
pay more, the use of optional features in the
tax system hurts taxpayer morale. We now
have options for Income averaging, for item-
lzed versus standardized deductions, and for
other features. Each option leads to extra
caleulations and opportunities for the tax
services. The present proposal would create
this kind of option for the eutire low- and
lower-middle income taxpaying population,

While thers are other isx changes that
could scoamplish the same goel, partioularly
the “yanishing -exemption” er ohanges in rate
structure, there is a slmplicity to the optional
tax credit which may make it more acoepla-
ble. Given the choice of the present system
versus the Mondale proposal, I would favor
the Mondale

I am very pleased fo see that you are taking
fuitiatives in the tax and econemic policy
areas,

With best wishes.

Sincerely,
Oxwo EoxsrEin.

Umvmrt orF Mrcemcan,
Ann Arbor, Mich , February 18, 1974.
Hon. WaLten F. MONDALE,
U.8. Senate,
Weashington, D.C.

DeEar Frrrz: I am certainly sympathetic
with the purposes of your proposal for aa
optional 8200 tax credit ms an slternative
1o the existing p 1 exempti
" My reservations are essentialy three, First,
the Budget presented by the President is a
fairly stimulstive one, in my judgment.
Moreover, I tend to be more optimistic than
some others about the prospects for the econ-
omy. My own forecast sees a guite healthy
expansion occurring beginning about mid-
year and continuing through at least the
first half of 1875. I am not sure that further
stimulus—which could certainly not be effec-
tive for a number of months—is needed. How-
ever, there is enough uncertainty about that,
that it is probably useful for tax-cut pro-
posals to begin to be discussed and warmed
up for use if extra stimulus should become
necessary.

Becond, I find it difficult to becmc com-
mitted to Individual pleces of & tax reform
program without knowing what the other
pieces will be. While I favor making the
personal tax more progressive, especially at
the lower end, there are many other variables,
including rate structure, standard deduo-
tions, credit for payroll taxes, ete. which
could achieve this and which could be even
more useful elements in a total tax refarm
package. However, I assume that the various
elements need to be traded off against each
other in the effort to secure a batansced and
enactable package. Giving away the goodies
of tax reductions one at a time, may not be
the best way to achieve an effective refarm,
which needs to include a great many tax tn-
crease slements.

My feeling is that for the long run we ave
going to need a Federal tax system which
will take atleast as much out of the economy
as our present system. I therefore would not
support other than temporary and easily re-
versible tax cuts for fiscal policy remsens un-
less there were no alternative. You, of cowrse,
are in a far better position than I am to know
what is feasible,

In any case, I congratulate you for getting
some of these Issues on the fire, and wish you
every success In this as in your other endea-
vors.

Sincerely,
GARDNER ACKLETY,
Professor of Ecomnomics,

HARVARD TNIVERSITY,
Cambridge, Mass., February 20, 1874.
Senator WaLTER F. MoNDALE,
U.5. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Frrrz: T am away In Bwitzeriand
composing a book—appropriately on money
and 1ts history. Do forgive me for not com-
menting &t length on your proposal. Certainly
yours is the right way to reduce taxes. The
effect on lower income families i more fav-
orable than to ralse the exemption.

However, I am very doubtful about a tax
reduction, Inflation s still a major
It's a tough fact that tax reduction is the
wrong medicine for that. And were there
need for more fiscal stimulation, T would re-
spond to the pressurs of soclal need with
higher spending and puhlic service employ-
ment,

All the best.

Yours faithfully,
JoHN EKENNETH GALBRAITH,
Roeert R, NaTHAN AssociaTes, INC.,
Washington, D.C., February 25, 1074,
Hon. WarTeEr F. MoONDALE,
1.8, Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR Frrrz: Please forgive me for not re-
plying promptly to your letter of January
21st. I have been away from the office quite
a bit lately.

I have read the statement you made in the
Congressional Record on January 28th and
have looked through the tables and com-
ments very carefully. There are several ques-
tions, one which relates to the desirabllity of
a tax cut as compared with an Increase in ex-
penditures as a means of stimulating the
economy. The second concerns the question
of the kind of tax cut which will be most
equitable and which would have the greatest
economlic impact. The third guestion relates
to basic tax reforms and the element of pro-
gressivity, Let me take these up In some
separate but related order.

I think we are definitely in*a recesston and
I have grave doubts about the basis for
belleving, as many of my good friends and
liberal economists belleve, that the economy

will pick up in the second half of the year.
Maybe it will but I do not see the basis for
such optimism as yet, Therefore, something
vught to be done about stimulating the
levels of economle activity. I personally
would prefer at least some [ncrease In ex-
penditures for mass transit and for improved
rail transit and for rapidly exploring and ex-
ploiting alternative sources of encrgy. I do
think we could spend an awful lot of money
on buses and the Federal Government could
glve these buses to local transit authorities
on the understanding that the fares would
be maintained where they are, or preferably
reduced. We would be a lot better off if we
subsidized bus fares and railroad cars for
the transportation of coal and the like, Sueh
expenditures could, I think, be stimulating
to recovery or they would at least cushion
the declines In business activity that appear
to be Imminent.

There are other expenditures in terms of
public employment, which was the subject
of proposal you submitted some weeks ago,
and that would make a lot of sense.

A tax cut always worries me as 4 measure
for stimulation of economic activity. Almost
every time we get & tax cut we end up with
a less progressive system. If we are going to
have a general tex cut I think your proposal
is excellent because it really does help the
lower Income groups much more than the
middle or higher income groups, and that is
very necessary. I know most of the people
pay some income taxes but there .are still
qulte a number at the lower levels who do not
pay and they would not be benefitted, There-
fore, from an equity point of view your pro-
posal goes quite a long way but I don't think
it woud be quite as helpful to the really low
income groups as some moderation in the
payroll tax. As far as stimulating the econ-
omy is concerned, I am sure some of the tax
savings which would be achieved through
your measure would be spent, but we haven't
much of an idea of what the marginal spend-
ing habits are going to be in a recession that
is generated by shortages of an input which
is as pervasive as power and fuels, It is hard
for the economist to figure just how to
stimulate this economy to get us back toward
full employment without accelerating the
rate of inflation and also with some sense
of confidence that certain measures are go=-
ing to really be effective. This is one of the
reasons why any stimulating activity -Fould,
in my judgment, include expenfiiiures such
as mass transit because this we know would
be helpful to the middle and lower income
groups because 1t would keep their transit
fares down and they do ride a great deal.

As far as alternatives in tax reductions
are concerned, I still would like to see some
of the reduction in the payroll taxes, In my
judgment we have worshiped the concept of
actuarial purity for much too long because
social security really is not a true actuarial
system and I think we should have had a
third source of revenue in addition to the
payroll taxes on employers and on employees
and that the third source should he general
revenues, Just to placate those who keep
wrapping themselves up in the actuarial
mythology, we could have general revenue
contributions for cost of living adjustments
and for improvement factors in soclal secu-
rity benefits, I can't think of another tax
which is as regressive as the payroll tax be-
cause the higher the income the lower the
proportion subject to the payroll tax. T would
love to see us put some general revenue into
the reserve and reduce payroll taxes in em-
ployees by a simllar amount, and that would
certainly be the biggest help one coyld give
to the lower income groups,

Again, T do like the prinelple you are pur-
suing and it certainly is one devil of a lot
more equitable than raising the exemptions.
I suspect what I would push for would be a
part of the stimulation in the form of in-
creases that would ke spent qulckly and
would help the nation’s economy and a part
through your method and then another part
in the form of reduced payroll taxes. Of
course this then raises a political question as
to which is the more feasible or more salable.
I don’t llke to go for pure proposals which
have no chance of achievement and I think
that if the increased spending or the cut in
payroll taxes were unlikely to succeed then I
would go overboard on your proposal. I would
at least like to see us start part way with
that and part in the other direction.

I hope these observations are of some in-
terest. If you ever have & few moments and
would like to talk about them let me know
and I will be glad to come down,

Best wishes.

Sincerely,
RoBraT R. NATHAN.

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN,
March 4, 1974,
Flon, WaLTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Frrtz: I have your letter of February
21 concerning your Bill 8. 2806 to convert the
present deduction for personal eremptlons to
a tax credit.

I strongly support the idea of a tax cnedlt
for the personal exemptions. A tax credit ls
an important tax reform which should have
extremely high priority.

In my opinion, the tax credit should be
limited to three children and two adults.
Moreover, I belleve that there should be a
higher credit for the firat child.



These sugoestions would fit very appropri-
ately into your ideas concerning strengthens
ing familly and child life.

T do not see why we should continue to
give deductlons or credits for more than
thres children except in the case where the
child was not a natural child and was adopt-
ed. T belleve that it would strengthen our
family planning policles to lmit any tax
credits normally to three children, I would,
however, continue to permit credits for A
natural or adopted child who was totally
disabled (utllizing the definltion of disabil-
ity under tile I of the Social SBecurity Act)
Irrespective of the age of the child.

My justification for a higher amount for
the first child is that this is where the major
financial burden arises for a young family.
In the case of the first child there s usually
a need for additional space and expenditures
which are somewhat less per person for the

second and third child. My preference is a
8300 tax credit for the first child; $200 for
the second child; and $100 for the third
child,

In passing, T would also like to bring to
your attention that the federnl matching
payment to the states for dependent chil-
dren under title IV of the Soclal S8ecurity Act
has not been increased since 1965, There has
been approximately a 50 percent increase in
the price level since that date without any
additionual federal financing of the cost, I
believe It Is Important that a cost of living
adjustment be added to the program so that
these children will not bg penalized by in-
fAation,

Quite frankly, 1T would like to see you cou-
ple these two ldeas together so that fam-
llies with children would be helped whether
they were children in families where the par-
ent was an earner or was on welfare, This
would truly be a program that would Im-
prove family life and the welfare of children

With best personal wishes,

Sincerely,
Witsur J. Conexn,
Dean
ARTHUR M. OKUN,
Washington, D.C., March 11, 1974
Hun, WaLTerR F. MoNDALE,
U.5. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dearn SenaTor MownpaLe: In response lo
rome guestions you ralsed, I should like to
explain my position on the general desirabii-
ity of a tax cut for consumers in 1974, and
my views on the particular proposal for &
#200 tax credit in lieu of the usual personal
exemption,

Output and employment in the U.8 econ-
ouly are sagging today. Our real GNP for this
quarter is registering a market decline—-one
of the sharpest declines In sixteen years
Many initial features of the decline—such &s
the collapse of new car sales—are just begin-
ning to exert their damaging secondary ef-
fects on other industries. The outlook for
consumer demand Is particularly bleak, re-
flecting the anxietles of American families
associated with the combination of job lay-
offs and rapld inflation, and the drain on
their budgets from food and fuel inflation
In 1974 the American consumer will be
spending directly and indirectly for fuel
about $20 billlon more than last year to pget
less product. This draln on the budget is
bound to have serious effects on the exper!-
ence of other consumer industries—what the
consumer spends on oil 1s not available for
spending on other discretionary items rang-
ing from movie tickets to television sets. In-
deed, if the oil embargo ends and the avall-
ability of gasoline Increases while its price
remains high, the draln on the consumer
budget will be even greater. This spending
will not create jobs or output in the United
States for the foreseeable future.

In view of the bleak outlook for consumer
expenditures (which represent nearly two-

thirds of our GNP), the prospects lor an
early upturn are very speculative. There s
considerable risk that the sag could continue

all year In the absence of policies to bolster
activity. On the other hand, there is little
risk of a self-generating upsurge in the econ-
omy that would make additional fiscal sup-
port inappropriate. Thus, a well-timed cut
In consumer taxes would be an important
insurance polley against & prolonged and
sharp slide In employment and output

According to the best historical evidence
widespread small increases in consumer take-
home pay get into the spending stream. The
excellent results In stimulating economic
growth that followed the 1964 tax cut dem-
onstrates that, In the present context, the
provision of a consumer tax cut may heip
prevent the kind of retrenching in consumer
living standards that might otherwise take
place in response to layoffs and fuel and food
inflation.

The vast bulk of the additional consumer
spending will go into areas where the econ-
omy has avallable labor and plant capaclty
to meet and greet added demand. In the
present situation, one can feel particularly
confident that the response will increase
output and employment rather than add to
inflation. While & number of shortage areas
remain in our economy, those except for food
and fuel will be vanishing during the first

half of 1974 as rapidly as they emerged dur-
ing the first half of 1973. The economy's
operating rates will be lower by mid-year
than they were late in 1872, when lumber
was the only significant product with &
shortage. In the case of food, only a trivial
part of additional consumer income adds to
the demand for food and thus a tax cut
will have virtually no effect on food prices.
In the case of petroloum, the system of price
controls should ensure that any increment
in demand ls not converted into additional
inflation. Indeed, by evidencing concern and
effort by the government to make up for the
acute cost-of-living squeeze on the worker,
a tax cut could have beneficial effects in
preserving the recent moderate behavior of
wages.

The best type of tax cut would put income
rapldly Into the hands of lower Income and
middle-income groups. From that poiut of
vlew, the $200 credit option for the personal
esxemption seems ideally suited to meet the
economy’s needs. It could be promptly re-
flected in withholding schedules and would
provide relief to those who have suffered
most as a result of the food and fuel price
explosion of the past year. By concentrating
the benefita In the tax cut in income groups
with marginal tax rates under 26 percent, it
improves the progressivity and equity of the
tax system.

I do hope that the Congress will give serl-
ous and prompt consideration to this con-
structive measure,

Sincerely,
ArTHUR M. OKDN.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 11 1074]
THE CASE FoR FISCAL BTIMULUS
{By Walter W. Heller)

Once again, the battle between anti-reces-
sionists and anti-inflatlonists is joined.
Without differing vory much on the 19074
economic scenario—downturn and double-
digit inflation in the first half followed by
an upturn and some ebbing of inflationary
pressures In. the second—the antagonists run
the gamut from "“ease up” to "“hold tight"”
in their prescrifitions for fiscal-monetary
policy In 1974,

Part of this division reflects conflicting
diapgnoses of the nature of this year's re-
cesslon and inflation, Partly, it grows out
of divergent appraisals of how much of any
glven demand stimulus will translate into
jobs and output and how much into more
inflation (either now or later). And In no
small part, it goes beyond positive economlics
to a conflict of values.

Nothing throws the issues into bolder
rellef than the proposal for & quick lncome
tax cut in the form of an increase in per-
sonal exemption. A tax reduction of 85 bil-
lion to &6 bllllon a year could be effected
either by boosting the per capita exemp-
tlon from $750 to $800 or by adopting Sena-
tor Mondale's proposal to give the taxpayer
the optlon of taking a $200 credit against
tax or continuing to deduct 87560 from in-
come,

The equity case for this move is ob-
vious: -

Before the year is out, Inflation will
have eroded the real value of the §7560 ex-
emption by more than 20% since it went
into effect at the beginning of 1972,

Even more important, boosting exemp-
tions would concentrate the bulk of the tax
benefits at the middle and lower end of
the income scale where recent infiation,
especlally In the form of surging food and
fuel prices, has exacted a particularly heavy
toll. (T'o reach the lowest incomes calls for
further action, e.g., a step-up in social serv-
ice programs and rellef from Bocial Be-
curity payroll taxes on the poor.)

Indeed, the social rationale for income
and payroll tax relief in the lower brackets
is 50 compelling that it would make sense
even if it weres matched by simultaneous
tax increases elsewhere. '

But equity aside, can a broad-based In-
come tax cut stand on its economlc mer-
its? Those who say it can't—Messrs. Bhultg,
Burns, Fellner, McCracken and Stein some-
how come to mind-—cite such arguments as
these:

Our current economic downturn Is maln-
1y the result of supply restraints, of shortages
and bottlenecks; such demand deficiencles
as exist will soon correct themselves.

Any further stimulus will simply increase
the ferocity and tenacity of Infiation.

Mr. Nixon's fiscal 19756 budget aiready con-
tains all the stimulus the economy can stand.
And besides, cutting income taxes today robs
us of vital revenue-raising power we need
for tomorrow,

Straw men? Hardly. But neither are they
holy writ.

SOME UNMISTAKABLE SIGNS

First, as to the nature of receasion. Though
supply shortages get the headlines, a close
look revesals unmistakable signs of a shortage
of demand. The consumer, whiplashed
by tight money and fiscal restraint and whip-
sawed by runaway food and fuel prices, has
pulled in his horns:

"J“‘\

For nearly a year, his consumption of dur-
ables other than autos has fallen in real
terms, while his consumption of non-dur-
ables and services has kept only a trifle ahead
of infiation.

As to autos, the gasoline shortage has
converted an expected decline into an actual
disaster, Lying behind the 279, drop in over-
all saleg of domestic cars last month was &
plunge of nearly 50% In demand for stand-
ard and larger models.

Tight money has cut the rate of residen-
tial construction tlays from $60 billion
A year ago to around $47 billlon today.

For consumers, January was perhaps the
cruelest month, While personal income
dropped $4 billlon, consumer prices raced
upward at a 12% annual rate. Real spendable
earnings of non-farm workers, after taxes,
were down 4% from & year earller, the larg-
est drop in 10 years,

Nor is any early rebound in sight. It wiil
be months before exploding oll prices have
worked their way through the economy, soak-
ing up $15 billion to $20 billion of consumer
purchasing power in the process. For that's
the amount of tribute the American con-
sumer has to pay forelgn and domestic pro-
ducers of oll—and in the shortrun, very
little of the funds thus siphoned off will re-
appear- in the economy as demand for ex-
ports or Iincreased dividends and capital
spending by the US. olil Industry. So even
with an end to the Arab embargo, the U.8.
economy will continue to suffer the paradox
of “oll drag"”—a cost-inflation of prices and
& tax-like deflation of demand.

Contrary to the Allce-in-Wonderland rea-
soning in Mr. Nixon's veto message on the
energy bill, a rollback in domestic crude oil
prices could materially ease that drag. For
example, & cutback in new oil prices to $8
and old oll prices to $4.25 (as against 87.09
and 85.26 in the energy bill), while main-
taining strong incentives for boosting out-
put of new oill and oil substitutes, would
serve to:

Cut oll-cost Infiation by 85 billlon.

Restore §5 blllion of real purchasing power
to consumers,

Stop that amount of excess profits at the
source,

It isn't often that a single measure prom-
ises to cut cost inflation, bolster aggregate
demand, curb profiteering, and still maintain
vital Incentives. Yet doctrinaire pursuit of
market ideology coupled with a p
fear of further inflation seems to be blind-
ing policy makers to the opportunities for
simultaneously serving different objectives
of policy. Not all demand stimulants aggra-
vate inflation on net balance. i

That brings us to the second major charge
against the proposed tax rellef, namely, that
much or even most of it will run off into
added inflation. No one can deny that added
dollars in consumers' hands will eliclt some
price increases. But in 1074, a year in which
deficlent demand will persist even after re-
covery replaces recesslon, the trade-off will be
highly favorable. Consider the nature of to-
day's Inflation:

Abhove all, it reflects price pressures born
of the food and fuel shortages of yesteryear
which, as Arthur Burns cogently polnted out
last fall, “hardly represent either the basic
trend in prices or the response of prices to
previous monetary or fiscal policles.,” After
this year, those pressures will begin to burn
themselves out, leaving & legacy of high but
less rapidly rising prices.

In part, it Is & lagged response to the boom
in world commodity prices in general. And
these pressures too will ebb even as demand
recovers, much as they did arter the price
:;gioeionmmwthexommhmm

Further, it is a result of a sharp rise
in unit labor costs, which moved ahead at &
9% annual rate in the last quarter of 1973
and will get worse in recession before getting
better In recovery.

Upward price adjustments as industries
are freed from controls will also give infla-
tion & jolt, largely a one-shot phenomenon.

In other words, infiatlon in 1974 has a life
of its own, nourished not by excess demand
but mainly by a variety of cost factors be-
yond the reach of fiscal and monetary man-
agement. The great bulk of the stimulus of a
prompt tax cut would therefore express it-
self in higher output, jobs, and income, not
in higher prices.

It can be argued—indeed, George Perry of
Brookings has argued—that a well-tempered
tax cut can help relleve cost-push pressure
by redressing labor's cost-of-1iving grievances
in part through tax relief rather than wage
escalation. Labor leaders keep an eye closely
cocked on that critical barometer, “real
spendable earnings after taxes.” Cut Income
and payroll taxes and real earnings rise. If
a fiscal bargain could be struck with labor
to substitute this paycheck sweetener in
part for wage hikes, less of the 1978-74 food
and fuel price upsurge will be bullt into
wage bargains,

But what about the legacy of a weakened
tax system in 1975 and later years? Won't
the nflationary chickens come home tm




roost? Not if respousive fiscal and monetary
policies head off renewed excess demand
when it again threatens the economy.

For that matter, the Cougress should bulld
in & large part of the protection by coupling
itg exemption boosi with a firm commitment
to enact compensating revenue-ralsing tax
reforms to become effective in and bevond
1075. The necessary funds could be ralsed
simply by & substantial hike in the minimum
tax plus a phasing out of most of the tax
shelters for petroleum &s oil price curbs are
progressively relaxed. (It is worth noting
that with appropriate pricing policles, one
ean both avoid punitive excess profits taxes
and phase out the distorting and inequitable
tax preferences for petroleum—thus serving
both equity and efficiency.)

THE THIRD QUESTION

But one still has to confront the third
question: Isn't Mr, Nixon's new budget al-
ready offering plenty of stimulus u_n a8 sag-
ging economy? And besides, shouldn't we be

rensstired by Mr. Ash's promise to “bust the
budget” 1f Mr. Nixon's exercise in exorcism
falls and the economy Is by recession repos-
sessed? The answer Is “no™ on both counts.

True, the fiscal 1975 budget gives the ap-
pegrance of stimulus, Spending Is scheduled
to rise 830 billlon, and the deficit to double
from §4.7 billion to $8.4 billion. But as this
most realistic of Mr. Nixon's budget messuges
makes clear, “the recommended badget totals
continue [the] policy of fiscal restraint as
part of & continuing anti-inflation program.”
Indeed, the unlfied budget surplus on a full-
employment. basis would rise from $4 bil-
lion to 28 billlon.

On a national income accounts basis, the
rise in the full-employment surplus would
be even greater. Even without fully accept-
ing the S5t. Louis Federal Reserve Bank num-
bers showing a rise in the Tull-employment
surplus from & rate of $2 billion in the first
half of 1074 to nearly $13 billion In the
first half of 1975, and even allowing for the
inevitable slippage In the budget process,
one can safely conclude that the fiscal 1975
budget, contrary to surface appearances, of-
fers no substantial stimulus to the economy.

But what of the assurannces that contin-
gency plans will be rolled out to step up
spending in case recession rears its ugly
head? Given the typleal lags in policy action
and economic reaction, one can only say that
the time to act is now. When a man is
drowning, one should not deny him a life
preserver on grounds that one can always
resort to mouth-to-mouth resuscitation,

|From the Washinugton Post, Mar. 10, 1574]
RECESS10N CHARADE

President Nixon keeps relterating, In his
stubborn way, that “there will not be a re-
cession In 1974, as if the repetition of that
hopeful thought will, like magle, wash all
the nation's economic troubles awav.

The hard fact is that the economy 1s suf-
fering n contrandiction which is clearly evl-
dent in rising unemployment, lower factory
output and rising prices. Whether, in the
end, it guallfies for the technical definition
of a recession is not much of a point.

However, many reputable economista be-
lleve that the nation s already In at least the
third month of a recession which will lower
real gross national product for the first half
of 1974.

A survey of 62 leading forecasters, as re-

ported In the Washington Post Friday, sees
al least a mild decline in real GNP for the
first half of 1974. The Wharton Schoal, and
Prof. Otto Ecksteln's Data Resources Insti-
tute, among others, see a somewhat sharper
dip, with inflation a serious problem.
, The more serious fall-off could arlse if
the first-quarter slide reaches the annual
rate of 3 to 4 per cent now considered possi-~
ble by statisticians within the Nixon admin-
istration itself, as was reported in this space
last week,

The recession charade Mr. Nixon has been
playing could be |gnored as the natural re-
flex of a polifician already in deep trouble
if it did not imply the absence of & program
to contaln the damage.

By saying that there will be no recession,
that, if everyone is patlent, food and fuel
prices will ¢come down, leading to a recov-
ery by the end of 1974, Mr. Nixon is also
saying that his government isn't called on to
take positive steps to stimulate the economy.

Economic Councll Chairman Herbert
Stein, a perennial optimist, reassured the
Governors' Conference here the other day
that although. there is “no prospect of in-
stant relief” from uuemployment and infla-
tion problems, there will be “a strong re-
vival” around mid-year.

Stein expects a resurgence of suto sales,
& “clarification” of the gasoline situation, a
gain in new housing starts, a strong expan-
sion of private capital Investment, and
boosted federal, state and local spending.

In an interview with The Washington
Post, Treasury Secretary Gearge Shultz adds
that he expects a break in inflated world
commodity market prices, and counts once
again on the maturity of union leadership
to keep wuges from going through the roof.

A bBeries Ol (JUeSLIONS Put Lo Siein at uhe
Governors' Conference indicates that the
chief executives of the states are much more
concerned about inflation, fuel allocation
problems, oll company profits, and high
unemployment than the government here In
Washington appears to be,

The problem with the Stein-Shultz analy-
sis—on which Mr. Nixon bases his '‘no-re=
cession” promise—is that it is predicated on
getting all the breaks In @ very uncertain
and unstahle worid.

Not the least of current anxieties relates
to the continuing Watergate mesa, Although
they know that an lmpeachment process
would be a traumatic experience for the
nation, big businessmen (Republicans as
well as Democrats) now say openly that the
best course naw would be an impeachment
proceeding that will settle the issue as
quickly as possible,

Avolding a significant recession will re-
quire good and plentiful crops to hold down
food prices, the absence of a protracted
decline in the rest of the industriailzed coun-
tries, & reduction in the extortionate oll
prices set by the cartel, a rapld conversion
of the auto industry to smaller cars,
assurance of sgteady gasoline supplies so
that consumers are willing to buy cars, &
good flow of funds fo the savings Institutions
that finance private housing, a reduction of
general inflationary pressures which already
have reached the highest levels since the
first World War, actual wage settlements
which do not generate a new wage-price
push and, above all, 8 reversal of consumer
uneasiness about the health of the economy
which will make them spenders instead of
BAVErs.

And beyond that, It will require an active
federal government policy designed to glve
the economy & well-timed monetary and
fiscal push.

But as Stein indicated, the administration
will be cautious about “pumping up the
economy” too far. To Republican Gov. Jack
Willlams of Arizona, worried about rising
unemployment, Stein said that “we must
endure a period of restraint fn our ambi-
tions" to cut back the Jobless rate because
inflation 1s such an overwhelming prablem.

The contrary point of view was presented
by Arthur Okun, former thalrman of the
Johnson Council of Economic Advisers,
Okun, who belleves we are several months
into a real recession, told the governors that
counter-recession moves should be made
now, even though he agrees that the eco-
nomic slide will be modest, rather than 1930s
style.

Okun would roll back domestic crude- oil
prices which, along with other Iinfiated
prices, “have been draining some $20 billion
from consumer budgets.” He also would cut
income and. payroll taxes In a way deslgned
to benefit lower- and middle-income groups
by &5 billlon to $6 billion & year. Sen. Edward
F. Kennedy (D-Mass.) and Walter P. Mon-
dale (D-Minn.), among others, havé pro-
posed legislation along such lines.

“The time to act I8 now,” Okun says. "3
little preventive medicine would go a long
way."”

Nizon, Shultz and Stein aren't convinced.
They fear an oil price rollbuck would be
costly in the long run, and argue that a tax
cut should be the last medicine to be
prescribed. But if the economlists’ reading
as shown by the ASA poll turns out to be
right, tax cutting may gain a popularity that
crosses party lines by mid-summer.

Examrr 1
THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION,
EcoNomic BTupies PROGRAM,
Washington, D.C., February 28, 1974,
Hon. WaLTeR F. MONDALE,
U.5. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Firrz: In response to your recent
request, 1 have- examined the revenue loss
and distributional impact of four alternative
tax credit or exemption reform plans, includ-
ing your proposal. The findings are summa-
rized in the five tables accompanying this
letter. The revenue estimates are based on a
projection to the years 1974 and 1076 of
data in the Brookings 1070 federal Income tax
file.

Plan I in the encloeed table, which Is pro-
vided for comparison purposes, is present law
{that is, 8760 per caplta exemption plus the
$1,300 low-income allowance). Plan II 1s
your proposal to offer a 8300 tax credit in lieu
of the usual personal exemption. Plan IIT
would raise the personal exemption to $850
in 1874 ard #0060 In 1976 and later years.
Plan IV, which would reduce revenues by as
must as Plan IT, would maintain the current
$750 exemption and add an agross-the-board
tax credit of 822 in 1974 and $38 in 1975 and
later years, Plan V would ralse the low in-
come allowance: to- §1,4C0 and personal ex-
emptions to $866 in 1974, and to §1,500 and
$900, respectively, in 1875.

Table 1 compares each plan with estimated
poverty levels for 1974 and 1876. The results
indicate that Plan V 18 the most successful
in approximating thespoverty levels for 1974
and 1976 if the povertv lines sre assumed to

be the standard. Plan II would be excessively
generous in raising the minimum taxable
levels (particularly for large families). Plans
III and IV are much closer to the poverty

levels than Plan IT, but they do not do nearly

&8 well as Plan V.

The revenue loss under the various pro-
13 and their distributions by Incame
1s are given in Tables 2-5. All of the plans

concentrate the tax reductlons largely in the
adjusted gross Incomes below $25,000. Under
Plan II, however, over one-half of the 1074
tax reduction accrues to persons with incomes
below $10,000 and almost all of the dednetion
goes to taxpayers with Incomes below $25,000.
At the other end (though the distance Is not
very far) only about one-quuarter of the 1974
tax reduetion under Flan III accrues to the
under $10,000 group and over 80 percent goes
to taxpayers with AGI below $25.000. Plan IV
is more nearly similar to Plan IT in its dis-
tributiomal effect, while Plan V is more nearly
similar to Plan III.

On balance, my preference Is for Plun V
which approximates the 1974 and 1975 pov-
erty lines most closely, but I am sure that
judgments will differ on the relative merits
of the various approaches,

Sincerely,
JosEPE A. PECHMAN,
Director of Economic Studies.

P8.—These calculations were supported by
A grant from the RANN program of the Na=-
tional Selence Foundation,



TABLE | —LEVEL AT WHICH INCOME BECOMES TAXABLE UNDER VARIOUS EXEMPTION AND TAX CREDIT PLANS COMPARED WITH POVERTY LEVELS IN 1974 AND 1975t

mmﬂ Plan | = (Prasen! law) Plan 14 Plan 111 ¢ Plan IV® Plaa V7
povi
Family size budget? Income level Difference  Income level Difference  Income bevel Difference  Income level Difference  Incoma level Difference
32,409 $2, 050 —1359 $2,644 43235 $2,150 —3$259 $2, 207 —3202 $2.250 ~3159
310 2,800 =10 3,988 3,000 ~101 2,957 —144 3,100 -1
3,807 3,550 ~251 5,182 1,375 3,850 +-43 3,707 —100 3,950 4143
4,871 4,300 —571 6,247 1,376 4,700 —171 4,457 —~d14 4,800 -1
5,748 5, 050 ~698 7,300 1,552 5, 550 —198 5,207 —541 5,650 —04
6, 461 5, B00 —661 8,353 1,892 6,400 —61 5, 957 504 6,500 +39
2,554 2,050 —504 2,644 2,200 —354 2,286 —268 2,400 —154
3,287 2,800 — 437 3.988 3,100 —187 3,036 ~251 3, 300 +13
. 4,035 , 550 — 485 5, 182 +1, 147 4,000 -35 3,786 —249 4,200 +165
i 5, 163 4,300 —~B63 6,247 41,084 4,900 —263 4,536 —627 5,100 —63
e 6,093 5,050 —1,043 7,300 -+1, 207 5, 800 —293 5, 286 —807 6,000 -93
es 6,849 5, 8OO -1, 049 8,353 +1, 6,700 —149 6, 036 -813 6, 900 +51

! Assumes joint returns are filed by families of 2 or more persens, |

* Projected from the officisl poverly lines for 1972 on the basis of the actual increase in the
Consumer Price Index from 19?20 to 1973 and assumed increases of 8 percent for 1973-74 and 6
percent fur 1974 75

S Plan | Present law (ie., $750 exemption and $1,300 low-income allowance).

* Plan 11: Optwon to elect erither a $200 credit for each ption or $750
yields the lower tax.

whichever

TAX REDUCTION UNDER PLAN 11: OPTION TO ELECT EITHER A 3200 TAX CREDIT
OR A §750 EXEMPTION, WHICHEVER PRODUCES THE LOWER TAX

TaBLL 2

1974 1975
Distri- Digtri-
bution of bution of
Tax  reduc- Tax reduc-
Number  reduc- tion  Number  red tion
tion due  (percant tion due  (percent
creturms  toplan  of total  relurns  toplan  of total
Adjusted pross (thou- mile reduc- (thou- ‘mil- reduc-
income class sands) lions) tion) sands) lions) tion)
Less than 0 -1 L, SNy .. . . &7 - FOUPAN S
0 to 35,000 .. .. 22,198.9 37184 12.2 21,189.8  §702.9 12.4
$5.000 10 $10000 . _ 187945 2 304.0 3.1 183938 2,198.6 3.8
310,000 to $15,000 ... __ .. 1€,532.0 2,113.8 3.9 15474.0 1,916.2 33.9
§15.000 10 320000 . ... .... 9,773.1 684, 1 11.6 10,783.0 747.4 13.2
$20,000 to 525,000 ... ._._ 4,807.1 58.7 1.0 58238 80.2 L&
$25,000 1o $50,000 ... ___. 4,279.1 6.4 .1 5439.7 5.0 3
$50,000 andover. ...  863. .2 0 597.4 2 0
Total oon o 17,641.3 58856 100.0 78,495.3 5, 660.6 100.0

TABLE 2. TAX REDUCTION UNDER PLAN 111: $850 PERSONAL EXEMPTION IN 1974, $900 IN

¥ Plan I11: $850 personal exemption for 1974, $900 for 1975,

# Plan IV: For 1974: $22 credit, which has the same revenue effect as an 3850 exemption for
1975: a §33 credit, which has the same revenue effect as a iol

7 Plan V: For 1974: low income allowance of §1,400 an

exemplion.
ersonal ?xamption of $850; for 1975:
low income allowance of 1,500 and personal exemption of gsoﬂ

TABLE 4.—TAX REDUCTION UNDER PLAN 1V: $22 CREDIT IN 1974, $33 'N 1975

1974 1975
Distri- Distri-
bution of bution of
Tax reduc- Tax reduc-
Number  reduc- tion Number  reduc- tion
of lion due {percent of lion due  (percent
returns  toplan  of total  returns  lo plan of total
Adjusted gross thou- (mil-  reduc-  (thou- (mil- rediic-
income class sands) lions) tion)  sands) lions) tion)
LessthanO....__ NS R - Sy [
0 to §5,000_ .. 8 7.2 21,189.8  $40A.8 6.6
$5,000 to $10,000. . 982. 4 20.6 18,393.8 1,386.8 2.7
;.10.000 to 315.000- 1,157.6 29.0 i5474.0 1,588.5 26.0
15,000 to §20,000 762.3 19.1 10,783.0 1,245.0 20.4
,000 to $25,000. 380.1 9.5 §823.8 700.9 1.5
5,000 to $50,000. 6.1 8.7 5439.7 656.5 10.7
,000 ang over. 72.7 LB %97.4 1260 2.1
Total.ooee oo 77,641.3  3,987.0 100.9 78,495.3 6,108.6 100.0

TABLE 5. TAX REDUCTION UNDER PLAN V: LOW INCOME ALLOWANCE OF §1,400, PERSONAL
EXEMPTION OF $850 IN 1974; LOW !NCOME ALLOWANCE OF $1,500, PERSONAL EXEMPTION
OF $900 IN 1975

1975 ;
1974 1975 1974 1975
istri- isti- Distri- Distri-
bul?;;“;[ bul?;sn of bution of bution of
Tax  reduc- Tax reduc- Tax  reduc- Tax reduc-
rtumb:; k:ed;c- y “nnrt' Number . tedl?c- - tior: Numbg & ;;d::; llﬂl; ﬂumb: e du:; o
i L] ce ion due cen

returns tn" :n I;?m:i returns o plan of total retwns  foplan  of total  relurns  toplan  of tolal
Adjusted gross (thou- mil- reduc- (thou- mil- reduc- Adjusted pross (thou- (mil- reduc- (thou- mil- reduc-
mcome class sands) tions) tion)  sands) lions) tion) income class sands) lions) tion)  sands) lions) tion)
Less than § . i = IR e s . 3937 .. ooee...oa... lessthamO................ 326 ... ... T __ ...
Oto$s000. . . . 22,1989  §207.2 52 21,189.8 §296.8 4.7 O0to$5000 . .. ... 1.7
5.00€ to $10,000. . 18,794.5 792.3 19.9 18,3938 11,1320 18.1 000 to $10,000. . 21.9
10,000 to $15,000. . 16,5320 1,051.4 26,4 154740 1, 440.6 23.0  $10,000 to $15,000. .. 210
$15,000 to 520,000 .. . . 3,m1 789.9 19.9 10,783.0 11,2848 20.5 15,000 to $20,000._ 18.7
$20,000 to $25,000,. ... .... #4,807.1 448, 5 1.3 5, 823.8 819.1 13.1 0,000 to $25,000.. 11.9
$25,000 to $50,000_..... - 4,21.1 516.6 13.0 5439.7 980.4 15,7 5,000 to $50,000. . . 14.3
$50,000 ard over.. . ... B853.9 172.1 4.3 997. 4 299.5 4.8 50,000 and over. ... 44
.- 17,6413 3,978.0 100.0 79,495.3 6,253.1 100.0 Total. e 100.0

Lj;;  Eer——
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ANNALS OF INDUSTRY: CASUALTY
OF THE WORKPLACE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I wish
to call the Senate’s attention to part ITI
of Mr. Paul Brodeur's series of articles
entitled “Annals of Industry: Casualty of
the Workplace.”” The November 12, 1973,
issue of New Yorker magazine contains
the third installment in his revealing
documentary on the manufacture of as-
bestos. The article is especially note-
worthy and deserves the attention of my
colleagues for it brings to light some of
the ways in which Government has com-
promised the well-being of the Nation's

workers for the interests of industry.
This installment of Mr. Brodeur's article
deals with the Government'’s issuance of
safety standards in the asbestos indus-
try

Medical research has indicated that
ashestos is a health hazard both to the
workers who deal with it, and to the com-
munity at large, Investigations have re-
vealed that cancer accounts for approxi-
mately 75 percent of the excess deaths
among asbestos-industrial workers. Fur-
thermore, exposure to even the slightest
amount of asbestos places the worker in
jeopardy from ambestosis—pulmonary
scaring resulting from the inhalation of
asbestos fibres—mesothelioma, and other
malignant tumors. Because of these
startling findings, advocates of stronger
regulation consider asbestos dust “the
most devastating environmental disaster
vet perpetuated by any industrial na-
tion."

However, despite these known hazards,
industry has frequently sought to per-
petuate lax governmental enforcement.
Industry representatives maintain that
death due to asbestos exposure is nomi-
nal and that, if all safety standards were
met, it would mean financial suicide for
the asbestos industry. Strict regulation,
they argue, would price the American
asbestos product out of the market, ruin
the industry in America, and, conse-
quently, eliminate thousands of jobs. The
issue seems to have become, as Sheldon
Bamuels of the AFLCIO’s Industrial
Union Department has said—

Whether & human life can be traded off
in the marketplace and whether workers
must really face death on the job.

Throughout Mr. Brodeur's article are
frightening examples of industry’s ef-
forts to hamper the development of safe
working conditions, to hide the facts
about asbestos disease, and to prevent
State job safety agencies from taking
effective action. One soon learns, in Mr.
Brodeur's words—

How deeply the medical-industrial com-
plex has succeeded In penetrating the work-
ings of the government In matters relating
to the prevention of industrial disease.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article entitled “Annals of
Industry: Casualty of the Workplace”
by Mr. Paul Brodeur from the Novem-
ber 12, 1973, issue of New Yorker be
printed in the Recorb.

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

ANNALS OF INDUSTRY ! CASUALTIES OF THE

WORKPLACE

When the Pittsburgh Corning Corporation
shut down its asbestos-insulation plant Im
Tyler, Texas, In February of 1972, it did so
because of determined and courageous hc-

Senate

tion taken by Dr, Willlam M. Johuson and
Dr. Joseph K. Wagoner, who had joined the
Division of Field Studies and Clinical Investi-
gations of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare's Natlonal Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health In the sum-
mer of 1071, Shortly after coming to the
division as its chief medical officer, Dr. John-
son discovered data showing grossly excessive
and dangerous levels of asbestos dust In the
Tyler plant—data that had been burled in
the files of Dr. Lewis J, Cralley, the former
director of the division, for years. Dr. John-
son and Dr. Wagoner, the new director, set
out to make sure that thls information would
be properly disseminated and used to benefit
the workers, whose terrible feopardy from
asbestosis (pulmonary scarring resulting
from the inhalation of asbestos fibres), lung
cancer, mesothelioma, and other malignant
tumors it described. By daring to release the
government's dust counts at the Tyler fac-
tory to Anthony Mazzocchi and Steven
Wodka, of the Oil, Chemlical, and Atomic
Workers International Unlon; by expressing
their concern to Dr. Lee B, Grant, the medical
consultant to Pittsburgh Corning, for the
plight of the men who worked in the plant;
by inspecting the factory and writing a re-
port stating that a critical occupational-
health situation existed there; and by in-
sisting to thelr superiors in the National In-
stitute for Occupational Safety and Health or
NIOSH—that action must be taken to
remedy it, and that pressure be brought to
bear upon Secretary of Labor James D. Hodg-
son to promulgate a safe standard for indus-
trial exposure to asbestos, Dr. Johnson and
Dr. Wagoner had done something almost
unheard of in the annals of occupatlonal
medicine in the United States: They had
taken steps to force the federal government
from its position of self-imposed neutrality
and bhad placed the well-being of workers
before the self-interests of industry, In so
doing, not only had they become apostates
against the old policy of suppressing occupa-
tlonal-health data that were embarrassing to
industry but they had also introduced a
revolutionary new concept at NIOSH by
showing how the organization could actively
carry out the primary misslon assigned to it
by Congress in the Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970—that of preventing oc-
cupational disease. In addition, they had
helped to erack the cornerstone of the medi-
cal-industrial complex of company doctors
and industry consultants, whose triangular
strueture had come to redt largely upon an
unspoken alllance with a number of key oc-
cupational-health officlalz at varlous levels
of state and federal government,

For several years, Mazzoccht had been
gathering evidence to show that Industrial
disease was rampant in the United States
and that knowledge of It was being sup-
pressed by the medical-Industrial complex,
and since the situation at the Tyler plant
provided a quintessentlal example of the
workings of this complex, he declded to draw
public attention to it. In the meantime, he
and Sheldon W. Samuels, who !5 the director
of Health, Safety, and Environmental Affalrs
for the APL-CI1.0.'s Industrial Unlon De-
partment, had aroused the concern of other
trade-union leaders over the asbestos hazard,
and had been urging Secretary Hodgson to
declare an emergency standard for occupa-
tlonal exposure to asbestos of two asbestos
fibres per cubic centimeter of air, which
would replace the totally inadequate twelve-
fibre standard then in effect. The unions were
strongly supported In this effort by Dr. Irving
J. Sellkoff, who s the director of the Mount
Sinal School of Medicine's Environmental
Sclences Laboratory and a pioneer in the field
of modern asbestos epidemliology. However,
In spite of the fact that Dr. Selikoff and Dr.
E. Cuyler Hammond, vice-president for epl-
demlology and statistics of the American
Cancer Soclety, had provided Indisputable
evidence that one out of five asbestos-insu-
lation workers was dying of lung cancer and
that almost half of these men were dying of
some form of asbestos-related disease, Secre-

tary Hodgson, apparently searching for some
middle ground that might be satisfactory to
both Industry and labor, declared s tern-
porary emergency standard of five fibres per
cubic centimetre. A further indication that
the government was seeking a compromise
between the well-being of the natlon's as-
bestos workers and the Interests of Industry
came late In November of 1971, when the
Departiment of Labor's Occupational Safety
and Health Administration, which has the
responstbillty of enforcing the provistons of
the 1970 Act, Inspected the Tyler plant as a
result of Dr. Johnson's report that a critical
occupational-health situaticn existed there.
Although major deficiences in the factory's
ventilation system constituted serious vicla-
tions of the Act—those likely to result In
disability or death—the Administration
chose to consider them nonserious and fined
Pittsburgh Corning just two hundred and
ten dollars. At the same time, it gave the
company a deadline for making extensive im-
provements In .the ventilation system—im-
provements that were considered too costly
by Pittsburgh Corning's managers, who de-
cided to shut the plant.

All this provided a tense buildup for the
public hearings that the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration was required by
law to hold as part of the process of replac-
ing the temporary emergency standard for
asbestos with a permanent standard. Since
the permanent standard for asbestos was to

be the Administration’s first ruling under '

its mandate to redefine occupational-health
regulations, Industry and labor were pre-
pared to look upon the ruling as an indica-
tion of whether the Administration would be
determined or lenient in setting new stand-
ards for other hazardous substances, Thus,
the public hearings on asbestos, which were
scheduled for the middle of March, loomed
as a crucial contest between the independ-
ent medical and sclentific community, most
of wnose members were backing labor's de-
mand for a two-fibre standard, and that part
of the medical-industrial complex supported
by the asbestos industry, whose members
were preparing testimony to contend that a
five-fibre standard was adequate to protect
workers. In weighing the evidence and decid-
ing upon a safe level of exposure, the Admin-
istration obviously needed to approach the
problem impartially. The way things stood,
however, the Administration’s impartiality
was open to guestion, because of its previous
fallure to enforce even the Insdequate twelve-
fibre standard at the Tyler plant and at hun-
dreds of other factories across the lend.
Speaking at a press conference in Washing-
ton, D.C., on February 10, 1972, Mazzocch!
condemned this fallure as bitterly as he did
the blatant disregard shown by the managers
of Pittsburgh Corning and 1ts medical con-
sultant, Dr. Grant, who, he claimed, had for
years known about and ignored the exces-
slve dust in the Tyler plant and the awful
peril it held for the workers,

During the first week in March, I spent
several days In Tyler talking with men wha
had been employed at the plant and with
other people who were Involved In the situa-
tion that had developed there. Shortly after
I returned to New York, I arranged to fly
to Cincinnati and spend a day with Dr. John-
son aud Dr. Wagoner. I also telephoned Dr.
Grant, who, in addition to being the medical
consultant to Pittsburgh Corning, is the med-
fcal director of PPG Industries (formerly
known as the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Com-
pany). which, together with the Corning
Glass Works, had established Pittsburgh
Coruoing. When I reached him, at hls office
at PPG Industries, in Pittsburgh, I ask him
If he could spare an hour or so to talk with
me about the Tyler plant. Dr. Grant was
extremely cordial, but he declined to give
me an Interview unless I first obtalned the
permission of James H. Blerer, the president
of Pittsburgh Corning. I then called Blerer,
and he, too, was very cordial, but was some-
what hesitant regarding my request. He sald
that he would have to look Into the matter
before giving me permission to talk with Dr.



Grant. "I'll get hack to You as soon as pos-
sible,” he sald.

Gn Monday, March 13th, T took a morning
flight to Cincinnatl, end arrived at the of-
fices of the NIOSH Divislon of Fleld Studies
and Clinclal Investigatlons shorily berore
noon, Dr. Johnson turned out to be a tall,
pale, bespectacied man of thirty-one, with a
qulet way of speaking and a serious de-
meanor. His boss, Dr. Wagoner, was a boyish-
looking blue-eyed man of thirty-six; like
Johnson, he 15 extremely soft-spoken., but
his manner |8 more intense. I had a lot
of questions for them about the survey they
had conducted at the Tyler plant, in Oc-
tober of 1971, and by the time we had fin-
ished with these we were In the middle of
lunch at a nearby restaurant. At that point,
1 told them something about my recent trip
to Tyler, and how I had met several men who
had become i1l and stopped working in the
plant even before it was shut down. When I
finished giving them my impressions of these
men, Dr. Johnsen put down his fork and
shook his head.

“As you know, Dr. Selikoff and Wr. Hamn-
mond have conducted a study of the mor-
tality experience of nine hundred and thirty-
three men wro worked between 1041 and 1045
at the Union Asbestos & Rubber Company's
plant In Paterson, New Jersey, which was the
predecessor factory to the one In Tyler,” he
sald. “Because of their findings, we're AW-
fully depressed about the future of many of
the eight hundred and ninety-five men who
worked at the Tyler plant during the sev-
erteen years It was in operation. And what
is even more depressing is that the Pater-
son and Tyler tragedies are being repeated
over and over, from one end of this country
to the other, Last summer, ns Joe and I were
unearthing the environmental data on Ty-
yer, we came across come mortality data on
men who had worked In asbestos-textlle
plants throughout the United States, Like
the Tyler data, this information had been
accumulating willy-nilly in the division for
years, and, incredible as It may sound, no one
had seen fit to do anything about it. Just
from the most cursory look at those data, al-
most anyone would know there had been a
tragedy of immense proportions in many, if
not all, of those factories. Why, the men
working in them were dylng of asbestosis and
cor pulmonale—a form of heart failure that
often accompanies the disease—right on the
job! Men In their fiftles! And some only In
their forties! Recently, Joe and I pulled to-
gether the figures on just one of those plants
and analyzed them. It manufcatures asbes-
tos-textile, friction, and packing products,
predominantly from chrysatile asbestos, and
that's Interesting, because the segment of
the asbestos Industry that mines and uses
this particular variety of asbestos has been
trying to claim that chrysotile is not as bio-
logically harmful as other types of asbestos,
Including amosite, which was the type the
Tyler men worked with.

Between January 1, 1940, and December 31,
1862, thirty-three hundred and sixty-seven
men and women worked in the chrysotile-
asbestos plant, and, using the data that we
found in the files, and more that we devel-
oped, we made a followup study of them
from the time their employment censed until
January of 1968. As of that date, twenty-
four hundred and eighty-one of these work-
ers were known to be alive, six hundred and
fifty-five were known to have died, and two
hundred and thirty-one could not be traced.
Death certificates were obtained for six hun-
dred and twenty-six of the dead. According
to the standard mortaiity tables, there
should have been approximately five hun-
dred and twenty-seven deaths among these
thirty-three hundred and sixty-seven peo-
ple instead of six hundred and fifty-five. Of
the excess of a hundred and twenty-elght
deaths, the vast majority—one hundred, to
be exact—were caused by diseases of the
cardiopulmonary system. Approximately
nineteen deathg from lung cancer were to
be expected, but there were actually forty-
six. BSeventy:two deaths occurred from
clifonic Iung disease, moOsSuy AsDestosls,
whereas there should have been only about
thirty-five. Two hundred and thirty-nine of
the workers died of heart disease—many
with cor pulmonale and congestive heart
fallure—as opposed to two hundred and two
expected deaths from these causes. Among
the eighty-three other deaths whose causes
were known, sixteen resulted from malig-
nancies of the lymphatic and blood sys-
tems."

Dir. Wagoner told me that he and Dr.
Johnson had also evaluated the distribution
of the cardiopulmonary deaths according
to the elapsed time since termination of em-
ployment, “We did this partly to shed light on
the consequences of a common practice in
the asbestos Industry, as well as In many
other Industries. of using respirators in the
absence of strict environmental coutrols.”
he sald. “Our findings tell a depressing
story. The majority of the lung-cancer and as
asbestosis deaths occurred within five years
of termination of employment. In fact, four-
teen of the forty-six lung-cancer deaths oc-
curred within six months of termination of
emplovment, and the average age ol thoase
fourteen people was only fifty-three and a
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half. And of the forty-cne asbestos deaths
that occurred within five years after termi-
natlon of employment, a majority took place
within the first year, including seventeen
deaths that happened within six months, at
an average age of fiflty-four."

Dr. Johnson brole in to say, “Which means
that a lot, if not most, of these people had
atvanced lung disease, malignant or nonma-
lignant, even as they were working. Now,
what kind of medical program did that fac-
tory have, to sllow men to be dying of pul-
monary disease right on the job?"

Dr. Wagoner then contlnued, “During cur
medical survey of the Tyler plant, we found
that almost fifty per cent of the men with
ten or more years of employment showed
X-ray, pulmonary-function, and clinical find-
ings consistent with asbestosis. The routine
use of respirators, which are often difficuit to
breathe through, In such a population ef
men is extremely hazardous, because it puts
them at an excess risk of cardlopulmaonary
death. For that reason, the Secretary of La-
bor's Advisory Committee on the Ashestos
Standard, of which T am a member, has
recommended that the use of respirators
during perlods of excessive asbestos dust be
preceded by strict medical evaluation.”

I had heard previously of the existence of
the Advisory Committee on the Ashestos
Standard, and when we returned to the of-
fice at NIOSH, I asked Dr. Wagcner to tell
me about it, He explained that the com-
mititee was part of a long and complicated
procedure by which criterla are developed
for the recommendation of occupational-
health standards. “The primary source of
medical evidence and information about
asbestos was provided in the NIOSH asbestos-
criteria document, which I helped to write."”
Dr. Wagoner sald. “This document lcluded
& critical evaluation of all known research an
asbestos disease and a recommended stand-
ard based on this evaluation, and it was sent
to Secretary Hodgson on February 1st, The
document recomumends that airborne asbestos
dust be controlled so that no worker is ex-
posed over an eight-hour working day to
an average of more than two fibres greater
than five microns in length per cubic centi-
metre of alr. It proposes that the two-fibre
standard become effective two years after
its promulgation, In order to permit manu-
facturers of asbestos products to install the
necessary engineering controls, and that in
the meantime the temporary emergency
standard of five fibres remain in effect. It
urges that medical surveillance, including
periodic pulmonary-function tests and
X-rays, be required for all workers exposed
to more than one asbestos fibre per cubic
centimetre of air, and that these examina-
tions be conducted at the employer's expense.
It also recommends that warning labels be
affixed to contalners of raw asbestos and to
finished asbestos products stating that as-
bestos s harmful, that it may cause delayed
lung injury, including asbestosis and can-
cer, that its dust should not be inhaled,
and that it should be used only with ade-
quate ventllation and approved resplratory
devices.”

Dr. Wagoner went on to tell me that In
proposing a permanent two-fibre standard
for asbestos dust he and the other authors
of the NIOSH document gave greal weight to
the fact that that standard had been recoms-
mended in 1968 by the British Occupational
Hygiene Bociety and had been adopted by
Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Factorles the
same year. “However, we took care to point
out that the British standard was designed
only to reduce the early signs of asbestosis,
and not to prevent asbestos-induced cancer,
which may occur after exposure to levels of
asbestos dust that are low enough to pre-
vent lung scarring.” he added.

Continuing, Dr. Wagoner sald that the
Advisory Committee on the Asbestos Stand-
ard had been set up by Secretary Hodgson
two months before, In January, to provide
additional evidence and information as to
what the permanent standard should be.
“The comndttee has five members, repre-
senting industry, labor, government, and
the independent medilcal and scientific com-
munity,” Dr. Waesoner sa'c. “In addivion to
me, it Includes Isanc H., Weaver, corporate
director for environmental control of Ray-
bestos-Manhattan, Inc.; Andrew Haas, the
president of the I~fernat'onal Association
of Heat and Frost Insulators and Asbestos
Workers; Jack Baliff, the chief engineer of
the Division of Industrial Hygiene of the
State of New York’s Department of Labor;
and Edwin Hyatt, of the University of Cal-
ifornia’s Los Alamos Sclentific Laboratory,
who is the chalrman. We held meetings In
Washington for five days in February, and,
by majority vote, we supported the two-fibre
standard and all the recommendations of
the NIOSH criterla document. In fact, in
certain areas we made recommendatlons to
the Secretary of Labor that were even
stronger than those of the criterla docu-
ment. For example, as I said, we recom-
mended that before respirators could be
|ssued to workers for any reason, each worker
must have a complete physical examination
to determine whether he could wear a res-
pirator without endangering his health. We
took this action to avold the recurrence

of conditions like those at Tyler, where res-
pirators were. slapped onto men who already »
had pulmonary problems as a result of ex-
posure to nshestos.”

That night, I had dinner with Dr. Johnson
and his wife, who lived. with their two chil-
drei. In an apartment in the suburbs of Cin-
cinnati. T had been told that Dr, Jolinson
was Tulfilling his military obligation by serv-
ing with NIOSH, and as he was driving me to
my hotel later in the evening I asked him it
he intended to remain there when his two-
year tour of duty was over.

For a few moments, Dr. Johnson was silent;
then he shook his head and said he really
didn’t know. “I am greatly troubled by the
guestion of respectabllity in the field of oc-
cupational medicine,” he told me. “There's
very little peer pressure among the doctors
who are’'in It, either in industry or In gov-
ernment, and now that I find myself faced
with the problem of defining myself profes-
sionally for the next thirty years or so, I'm
afraid of becoming frustrated and fatiguea
in this field, and of becoming part of the
fabric of how things are done in a huge
bureaucracy. You see, the way things are set
up in oceupational health these days, 1t's all
too easy for a man to look at the welter of
problems awaiting solution, to realize the
lack of any real Intention on the part of
many people in government and in industry
to take any significant action to remedy
them, and to say to himself, ‘Well, I can't
do anything on my own, so I might just as
well sit back and fit into the mold.' "

“But you did do something about it,” 1
sald. “You and Dr. Wagoner did something
that could be the beginning of turning the
whole thing around.”

“Yes, we did something,” Dr. Johnson
replied quletly. “But will they let us keep
on doing it?"

Early the next morning, I flew to Wash-
ington to attend the opening session of the
Department of Labor's public hearings on
the proposed permanent standard for occu-
pational exposure to asbestos. They were hold
in a large conference room in the Interde-
partmental Auditorium, at Twelfth Street
and Constitution Avenue, and when I ar-
rived there, shortly after nine o'clock, the
place was filling up with some hundred-odd
representatives of industry, labor, govern-
ment, and the independent medical and sci-
entific community.

The morning was given over to scheduling
and rescheduling appearances of people
wishing to give testimony during the rest of
the week, and this complicated busineas was
accomplished with wit and dispatch by
Arthur M. Goldberg, a diminutive, bearded
man, who was a hearing examiner for the
Department of Labor.

After Goldberg had arranged the agenda
for the four days of hearings, & tall man in
his early forties, with dark hair and white
sidebyrns, got to his feet, Introduced himself
as Bradiey Walls, and said he represented the
Asbestos Informatlon Association of North
Amerlea. “We have a number of questions
asking for rulings from you, Mr, Goldberg,”
he sald. "I preface them by saying that, In
light of the number of witnesses, we concur
with you that cross-examination might de-
lay the hearings beyond our endurance and
possibly yours, and that if clarifylng ques-
tions be required they best come from you,
sir, Secondly, we would like your ruling on
your position with regard to physical evi-
dence, either living or photographic. We
would prefer that it not be presented, inas-
much as we do not think It would be helpful
to this hearing."

With a puzzled frown, Goldberg inquired,
“May I ask what you mean?”

“Either basket cases or X-rays,” Walls said,
with a grin. “We feel that thelr introduction
would turn the hearings into a circus.”

“The only thing I can say now is that evi-
dence must be submitted in duplicate,” Gold-
berg sald dryly.

Walls grinned again. “Thank you, sir,” he
replied. "We will accept that."

When Mr, Walls sat down, a slight man in
his early thirties rose at the rear of the room
and, in a volee full of emotion, introduced
himself as Colin D. Neal, the administrative

istant to the president of the United Pa-
permakers and Paperworkers Unlon, which
represents twenty-one hundred workers at
the Johns-Manville Corporation’s asbestos
plant in Manville, New Jersey, "Sir, the
United Papermakers and Paperworkers would
like to express our indignation at Mr. Wall's
characterization of those who may suffer the
effects of asbestos-dust di as ‘basket
cases,’ " he said. “Using his terminology, how-
ever, we have a ‘basket case’ we would like
to present to you sometime today.”

Goldberg looked at Neal and nodded slight-
ly. Then he said, In a guiet volce, “We will
hear all witnesses who are presented, sir,”
and adjourned for lunch,

On my way out, I encountered Sheldon
Samuels of the AFL-CIO.s Industrial
Union Department, whom I had previously
met and talked with on several occaslons,
Samuels, a stocky man {n his middle forties,
is ordinarily mild-mannered, but he was now
flushed with anger. When I asked him to ex-
plain what had happened between Walis and
Neal, he shook his head grimly. “We're hold-




ing a press conference at the Hotel Washing-
ton in a few minutes,'" he sald. "Come on
over and you'll find out."”

The press conference was conducted by
the Industrial Unlon Department in con-
Junction with the United Papermakers and
Paperworkers, and was attended by a dozen
or s0 journsalists from various newspapers
and magazines and by a Metromedia tele-
vision camera team. Seated from left to
right behind a long table at the front of the
room were Samuels; Dr. William J. Nichol-
son, asslstant professor of community medi-
cine at the Mount Sinal School of Medicine
and a member of the Mount Sinai Environ-
mental Sclences Laboratory; Dr. Maxwell
Borow, a thoraclc surgeon from Bound
Brook, New Jersey, which is near Manville:
Jacob Clayman, administrative director of
the Industrial Unton Department; Colin
Neal; Joseph Mondrone, president of Loc¢al
800 of the Papermakers’ union in Manville;
Robert Klinger, Local B00's vice-president
and the chalrman of {ts Health and Safety
Commititee; Daniel Maciborski, a member of
the local; and Marshal Smith, the local’s in-
ternational representative.

Samuels got the press conference under way
by reminding his listeners that it had long
been known that the inhalation of asbestos
dust could sear and destroy the lungs. “For
the past thirty vears, asbestos has been a
proven cause of cancer of the lungs, and of
the stomach and intestines of the workers
who breathe it,” he went on. "Usually, ex-
posure over a long period of time s neces-
sary to produce asbestos-related di , but
there is now evidence that even a single
day of breathing large amounts of asbestos
dust will harm the lungs, Contamination in
the communtity, especially in the homes of
asbestos workers, has been shown to cause
cancer in women and children who have
never been in an asbestos factory. Indeed,
no one who has been or who is belng exposed
15 safe from the effects of asbestos, and tens
of thousands of workers and thelr families
may already have had their lives shortened
by exposure to asbestos dust,” z

Samuels went on to say that the develop-
ment of safe methods of working with ns-
bestos had been hampered for years by the
efforts of management to hide the facts
about asbestos disease, to suppress govern-
ment and private studles of the subject, and
to prevent state Job-safety agencles from
taking effective action. He then declared the
temporary emergency standard of five fibres
‘per cubic centimetre of air to be totally in-
adequate, “The Industrial Union Depart-
ment will recommend at the hearings this
week that a standurd of two asbestos fibres

per cubic centimeire of alr go Into effect
within six months, and that within two years
the standard be lowered to one fibre per cuble
centimetre,” he said. “Moreaver, since con-
stant monitoring of fibre levels in hundreds
of plants is obviously impossible, we are call-
ing for the installation of engineering con-
trols and work practices designed to bring
ashestos exposures ultimately to a =zero
level."

Bamuels then Introduced Clayman, who has
been with the Industrial Unlon Department
since Its formation, In 1856, and had been
its administrative director since 1860, Clay-
man, g soft-spoken man in his middie sixties,
has spent a lifetime in the labor movemsnt,
first as a steelworker, then as a membe® of
the Ohlo state legislature fighting for im-
proved workmen's-compensation laws, and,
Just before joining the Industrial Unlon De-
partment, as secretary-treasurer of the Con-
gress of Industrial Organizations in Ohilo.

ing In measured tones, Clayman told
his audience that the press conference had
been called to bring to public attention what
might well be the most devasting environ-
mental disaster yet perpetrated by any indus-
trial nation. “Today, milllons of American
workers, their families, and their neighbors
may be exposed to toxic concentrations of
asbestos,” Clayman said, “God only knows
how many thousands of workers have died,
and how many will die or be terribly siek,
because of the routine way this country has
dealt with the problem of ocenpational ex-
to asbestos for so many years. We
cannot bring dead workers back to life or
prevent pain long since experienced, but we
can and must bring an end te this Inexcusable
environmental crime of huge proportions
that aflicts workers and totally unaware vic-
tims in the plant community.”

Dr. Borow was then introduced, and he
described the cases of malignant mesothe-
lloma that he and his associates at the
Somerset Hospltal, in Somerville, New Jersey,
had begun to find in 1964, and sald that he
had witnessed a sharp rise In the Incidence
of the disease since then. He gquoted from a
letter he had written on October 12, 1967, 1o
Marshall Smith, then president of the
Papermakers’ Local 800, The letter stated
that Dr. Borow and his associates were
planning an exhibit on the rising incldence
of mesothelloma In the Manville area. which
they had hoped to display in 1968 at four
major medical conventions throughout the
country and at varfous hospitals in New
Jersey, but that, though they had applied
to forty different sources for funding, they
had been unable to obtaln money for this

. “We were told frankly that local
industry would not support this project for
fear of upsetting the Johns-Manvlille Corpo-
ration,” the letter continued. “Johns-Man-
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ville themselves, after six weeks of delibera-
tion, refused support, as they were not ready
to acknowledge the association between
asbestosis and mesothelloma.”

Dr. Borow's letter to Smith concluded by
asking the union to provide the three thou-
sand dollars that would be necessary to as-
semble and transport the exhibit, and after
he had finished reading it. Dr. Borow said
that the union had supplied the money and
the exhibit had been widely displayed.

Dr. Borow then Introduced Danlel Maci-
borskl, a patient in whom he had discovered
an abdominal mesothelioma a few months
earlier. Maciborski, & gaunt man in his mid-
dle fifties, told the audience with calm and
dignity that he had contracted mesothelioma
while working for Johns-Manville, and that
he hoped his personal misfortune would en-
courage government officlals to act promptly
80 that it would not be shared by other work-
ers,

The hearings had begun by the time I had
had some lunch and returned to the confer-
ence room. As I took a seat, I saw that Maci-
borski and Dr. Borow had been giving testi-
mony -at a witness table at the front of the
room—to the right of Goldberg, the hearing
examiner, and directly opposite a cross-ex-
amination panel consisting of Nicholas De-
Gregorio, an attorney with the Department
of Labor's Office of the Solieltor, and Gerald
Scannell, acting director of the Occu-
pational Safety and Health Administration’s
Office of Standards. Toward the end of his
remarks, Dr. Borow sald that he had now en-
countered fifty-two cases of mespthelioma in
the Manville area, and that all the victims
of the disease had worked for Johns-Manville
with the exceptlon of two, who had simpiy
lived In the community.

Dr. Borow and Maciborskl were followed
at the witness table by Dr. Nicholson, of the
Mount Sinal Environmental Sclences La-
boratory, who began his testimony by stating
that the health experlence of American as-
bestos workers could be described only as a
national tragedy. Referring to a mortallty
study Dr. Selikoff and Dr. Haminond had
made of Insulation workers in the Newark-

New York area, Dr. Nicholson reminded his
listeners that two in ten of those men had
died of lung cancer, one in ten of gastro-in-
testinal cancer, nearly one in ten of meso-
thellomsa, one In ten of other caucers, and
zlmost one In ten of asbestosis. "Past stand-
ards are not an appropriale reference in set-
ting & new permanent standard for occupa-
tional exposure to asbestos, simply because
all past standards were concelved only for
the purpose of preventing asbestosis,” Dr.
Nicholson continued.

“But nshestosls Is cbviously not the major
problem among asbestos workers. Cancer is
the mujor problem. Cancer accounts for
seventy-five per cent of the excess deatha
among the asbestos-insulation workers
studied by Dr, Selikoff and Dr, Hammond,
and this asbestos-cancer hazard s not ap-
propriately covered by the proposed ashestos
standard.” Dr. Nicholson went on to say that
no knowledge now existed of a safe working
level of exposure to asbestos which would
prevent the occurrence of cancer, and he
urged that asbestos not be used in the work-
place except with approved technigues and
methods designed to remove asbestos dust
from the working environment, "There is
evidence that a standard of two fibres per
cuble centimetre of _ir will be inadeguate
for the prevention of asbestos disease,” he
said. “The recently measured long-term ex-
posure of the asbestos-lnsulation workers,
whose disastrous disease experience has been
documented by Dr. Sellkoff ¢nd Dr. Ham-
mond, was approximately three fibres per
cubic centimetre, even prior to the imple-
mentation of improved control measures.”

Another of the afterncon’s witnesses was
Dr. Sidney Wolfe, who Is the director of
Ralph Nader's Health Research Group and a
former medical researcher on the staff of the
National Institutes of Health., Dr, Wolfe
testified that “if workers were guinea pigs
and asbestos were a food additive, the
Delaney Clause of the Food and Drug Act
[which prevents the introduction into the
marketplaws of any substance known to
cause cancer in test animals] would have
mandated the elimination of this carcino-
genic dust from the environment long ago.
However, in 1972, twelve vears after the pub-
lication of data showing the relationship
between asbestos exposure and mesothelioma
in humans, and at a time when there are
now hundreds of cases of this cancer In
workers exposed to asbestos, the slaughter
continues. Under these clreumstances, regu-
lations which do not ultimately reduce the
fibre count to zero fall to comply with the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970,
which clearly states that 'no employee will
suffer diminlshed health, functioual capac-
ity, or life expectanc: as a result of his work
experience.' ™

Dr. Wolfe was succeeded at the witness
table by Anthony Mazzoochl, who was accom-
panied by his assistant, Steven Wodks, and
who stated the position of the Oil. Chemi-
cal, and Atomlic Workers International Unlon
in blunt language.

“The proposed Labor Department standard
for exposure to asbestos dust is & very sad
document,” he sald. "It serves to confirm
what many members of our international
union already fear—ihat the [Occupational
Safety and Health]| Administration is frivo-
lous with the health and rights of working

people.” Mazzochi went on 1o say 1hat there
were [ar more people exposed to asbestos in
the workplaca than one was usualiy led to
believe. " The often quoied Labor Department
figure of two hundred thousand workers (517t
conservative, It's ridiculous,” he declared. “In
our international union, which represents
one hundred and elghty thousand workers
In the oil, chemical, and atomic-energy in-
dustries alone, almost every shop and plant
uses asbestos in one form or another. For
example, In 8 major oll refinery on the East
Coast—DNobi! Off i Paulsboro. New Jersey—
asbestos has captured our concern a: (he
single most serious Industrial-healih hazard
in that facility, We had nineteen warkess
who handle ashestos-lnsulation materials 10
that refinery examined by Dr. Irving Selikoll

of the Mount Sinai School of Medicine, Dr.
Belikofl's tests revealed a very serious occuipu-

. tional-health problem resulting from their

exposure to asbestos. Now our concern |s that

" two to three hundred other workers—pipe-

fitters, boilermakers, welders, bricklavers, and
others who work In and around this insuin-
tioh—may also have been overexposed, As-
hestos turns up in the most unexpected situ-
ations. Recently, T was touring a plant in
northern New Jersey where Prestone anti-
Ireeze is made. At one point in the tour, 1
caught a completely unprotected worker
dumping asbestos Into a vat of antifreeze
He told me that asbestos is what gives Pres-
tone Its anti-leak quality. If that was mu
unexpected sltuation, then what has heen
our exnertence In a primary asbestos plant—
for example, one that manufactures asbeston-
insnlation products? Up until recently, the
O.C.AW. [Oll, Chemical, and Atomic Workers
International Union] represented workers at
the Pittsburgh Corning Corporition’s ashes-
tos plant In Tyler, Texas. This plant was the
sister to the Unlon Asbestos & Rubber Com-
pany's factory In Paterson, New Jersey, where
Dr. Seitkofl conducted his now famous nor-
tality study of amosite-asbestos workers.

At the Paterson plant, Dr. Belikoff found
that total deaths were more than twice the
number anticipated, and now at the Tyler
plant the Natlonal Institute for Occups-
tlonal Safety and Health has already found
that even out of eighteen workers with ten
or more years of employment meet at least
three of four criteria for ashestosis, Woree
yet, HEW. studles of the plant dating back
to 1967 have found grossly excessive levels
of asbestos dust throughout the plant, While
this particular factory employed only sixty
ar so people at its peak, the turnover was
such that nearly nine hundred men had
worked there for varying periods of time
from 1854 to 1972, The story of Tyler is sadiy
filled with episodes of corporate indifference
and governmental secrecy.”

Mazzocchi went on to say that, because
even very small quantities of asbestos were
known to cause cancer, the union was rec-
ommending that all exposure to asbestos
ultimately be reduced to gero by the enforce-
ment of sirlet eguipment-performance
stindards, "All manufacturing, mainte-
nance, and other industrial and construction
pre u bestos must be reengl-
neered so that they perform at zero ex-
posure,” he declared. “We propose that in-
dustry be put on notice, as soon as possible,
that within six months of the effective date
of this standard, no worker shall be exposed
to more than two fibres per cubic centimetre
of air; that within two years this level shall
be reduced to one fibre; and that within
three years of June of 1072 zero exposure
shall be the law. As for respirators, they
should be authorized only when the em-
ployer has a definite abatement plan to re-
duce the exposure to asbestos through engi-
neering means. The other situation in which
respirators would be allowed is where there
is no feasible technology for controlling as-
bestos dust.” Mazrzocchl added that the
Occupational Safety and Health Adminis-
tration’s proposed standard on medical
examinations of asbestos workers would
truly allow the fox to guard the chickens.
“The medical community, like many other
professional groups in this country, has
phyvsici that industry can rely on to deny
vilid occupational-disease claims of work-
ers,” he sald. Therefore, we recommend
that workers %e allowed to have annuel
physical examinations performed on them
by doctors of thelr own cholce, but at the
emplorer's expense. Furthermore, the rec-

ords of these examinations should not be
sent to the employer but to a central
record-keeping facllity at NIOSH, where such
records could be kept Intact and confidential,

NIOSH would then send each employer an
annual statistical summary on the examina-
tions of all his employees. It has been our
sad experience, In case after case, thal as
soon as management finds out how badly 1t
has injured the health of a worker, man-
agement does its best to get rid of him.
Thus these records need to be kept Intact
for at least forty vears." Mazzocchi concluded
by declaring that a deficlent standard for pro-
tection from the hazards of asbestos would
leglslate sickness and an early death for thou-
sands of people. “Faced with this prospect, I
would seek no new rule at all, rather than
be held responsible for the cases of as-
bestos disease that will surface thirty yeurs
from now," he sald.

One of the final witnesses of the alter-
noon was Alex Kuzmuk, a governor of the
Asbestos Textile Institute—which In 1864




had gent a letter to the New York Academy
of Selences urging cauntion in the publlc dis-
cussion of medical research Into ashestos
disease in order “to avold providing the basis
for possibly damaging and mislending news
stories,” Kuzmuk now testified that the As-
bestos Textile Institute was opposed to the
NIOSH criteria document and to the rec-
ommendations of the Secretary of Labor’s Ad-
visory Committee on the Asbestos Standard.
“We find that even the five-fibre standard is
not feasible Tor us,” he said. “Indeed, it will
price Amerlcan-made asbestos-textile prod-
ucts right out of the world and domestic
markets, with the result that lmports from
nations where workers are under no such
protection will flood the country. We feel
that the proposed standard is based upon in-
complete studles and that new evaluations
are needed, Pending more comprehensive
studies, we respectfully urge the Becretary of
Labor to reconsider the establishment of as-
bestos standards, to reinstate the threshold
Hmit value for asbestos dust at twelve fibres
per cubic centimetre, and to provide for
representation of the Asbestos Textile Insti-
tute on future advisory and study commit-
tees.”

When Goldberg recessed the first day’s ses-
sion, 1 flew back to New York, where busl-
ness kept me during the second day of the
hearings, The day nfter that—Thursday,
March 16th—I took an early plane to Wash-
ington to be present for what Goldberg had
referred to previously in the proceedings as
the Johns-Manville “scenario.”

The conference room of the Tnterdepart-
mental Auditorium was almost full when I
arrived, Just before § am,, and the hearings
got underway promptly, with John B. Jobe,
Johns-Manville’s executive vice-president for
operations, sitting down at the witness table
and stating that the asbestos industry had
first supported research on ashestos disense
during the nineteen-twenties, at the Saranac
Laboratory of the Trudeau Foundation, in
Saranac Lake, New York, and was at present
supporting such research at more than half
a dozen medical schools in the United States
and Canada. He went on to say that although
the asbestos industry recognized its respon=-
sibility to support the intent of the Occupa~
tional Safety and Health Act, there was no
eradible evidence demonsirating the necessity
for a standard lower than five fibres per cubic
centimetre of alr.

Jobe was followed by Dr. George W. Wright,
a longtime pald medical consultant for
Johns-Manville, who was also director of
medical research of the Department of Medi-
cine of Bt. Luke’'s Hospital in Cleveland. Dr.

Wright began his testimony by saying that he
had been conducting research on asbestosis
since 1939, first as & member of the Saranac
Laboratory of the Trudeau Foundation and
then, since 1953, at St. Luke’s Hospital. After
reviewing the varlous standards for occupa-
fional exposure to ashestos that had been In
effect over the years, Mr. Wright told the
hearings that no evidence had been found to
indicate that the present asbestos standard
should be changed. “Moreover, since I belleve
that the five-fibre standard will certainly pre-
vent asbestosis, I am in complete disagree-
ment with the NIOSH criteria document with
respect to its expressed opinion that the data
relating asbestos exposure to blological re-
action are inadequate to establish a mean-

standard at this time,” he sald, “While
the evidence may not be as far-reaching as
we would like, 1t is scientifically valld, and
adequate to support as & first approximation
the opinion that the present standard of five
fibres per cublc centimetre should not be
lowered, but left as it is."

According to Dr. Wright, a recent study
conducted by Dr. John Corbett McDonald, of
the Department of Epidemiology and Health
of McGill University, in Montreal, furnished
strong-support for not lowering the asbestos
standard below five fibres per cubic centi-
metre or alr, and proof that mesothelloma
was vitrually absent in people who were ex-
posed only to chrysotile asbestos—a type of
the mineral that accounts for ninety-five per
cent of the world's production, and the type
that Johns-Manville mines, uses, and sells al-
most exclusively. “Mesothelioma appears to
be predominantly linked with exposure to
crocidolite or amosite,” Dr. Wright declared.
“Therefore, both of these types of asbestos
should be controlled more stringently than ls
chrysotile,"

Dr. Wright then criticized certaln aspects
of Dr. Selikoff's and Dr. Hammond's mortal-
ity studles of the asbestos-insulation work-
ers; the studles did net include adequate con-
trol populations, he sald, and the inciderice
of mesothelloma among these workers was
caused not by their exposure to chrysotile
but by their dual exposure te chrysotile and
amosite. He ended, by reiterating his support
of the five-fibre standard, because, as he put
it, “This is a correct standard and constitutes
a level of exposure that will protect against
the development of asbestosis and broncho-
genle cancer.”

Thus far in the hearings, there had been
very little cross-examination. but when Dr.

Wright concluded his remarks a number of
people made it known that they had ques-
tions to ask and points to make concerning
his testimony. Among them was Nicholas De-
Gregorlo, of the Department of Labor, who
pointed out with some asperity that he had
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never heard the validity of Dr. Selikoff's and
Dr. Hammond's study of the asbestos-insula-
tion workers questioned by any of the lead-
ing eptdemlologists In the field.

After a short recess, the Johns-Manville
testimony continued with the appearance at
the witness table of Dr. Thomas H. Davlson,
who introduced himself as the medical direc-
tor of the corporation. Dr. Davison's testl-
mony was very brief, and was chlefly con-
cerned with his objectlons to the proposed
frequency of medical examinations for as-
bestos workers. When he completed his re-
marks, he was succeeded at the witness table
by Edmund M. Fenner, the corporation’s di-
rector of environmental control. Fenner testi-
fled that Johns-Manville had worked dili-
gently to lower dust levels in all its plants.
He also criticized the two-fibre standard
proposed in the document, on the ground
that adequate monitoring and dust-sampling
eguipment was not available to measure such
a level.

Then Dr. Fred L. Pundsack. Johns-Man-
ville's vice-president for research and devel-
opment, came to the witness table. “Perhaps
nowhere else In the asbestos standards being
considered today is the opportunity to bring
about bad changes so clearly evident as 1t 1s
in some of the proposed label requirements,"
Dr, Pundsack said. “If these label require=-
ments are adopted In their proposed form,

they will in our opinion destroy large
amounts of the industry and eliminate thou-
sands of jobs."

Dr. Pundsack went on to declare that warn-
ing labels need only Indicate that precau=
tionary steps should be taken when hangling
asbetos, and that labels need not contain
terrifying language, such as the word “can-
cer,"” He pointed out tha$ asbestos is not an
aoutely toxic chemical or drug that reacts
when minutes or hours, nor Is 1t an explosive,
nor can it be absorbed through the skin.
““Therefore, the application of frightening la-
bels to asbestos is inappropriate,” he sald.
“Instendd, we recommend that a caution or
warning label with the following type of text
be used on bags or contalners of asbestoa
fibre: ‘Caution—This bag contains chryso-
tile mshestos fibre. Inhalation of asbestos In
excessive quantities over long periods of time
may be harmful. If proper dust control can-
not be provided, respirators approved by the
United States Bureau of Mines for protection
against pnuemoconiosls - producing dusta
should be worn.’"

When Dr. Pundsack finished his remarks,
there was an hour's recess for lunch, The first
afternoon witness was Henry B. Moreno,
senior vice-president for the industrial and
international divisions of Johns-Manville,
who sald that the company’'s dust-control
programs had already cost twenty mlilllon
dollars, *For us to achleve a standard of two
fibres per cubic centimetre would require
capital expenditures of twelve million dol-
lars, and additional dollars per year,” Mo~
reno declared. “It would simply not be eco-
nomically feasible to operate at this level In
five of our plants, which, if closed down,
would put sixteen hundred employees out of
work, This and similar closings across the
country would have a substantial effect upon
the nation's economy, and would result In
higher costs reflected all across the board, In
addlition, Japan, Talwan, India, other Asian
countries, and nations in South America
would come on strong and flood the Amerl«
can market with asbestos products. For these
reasons, we believe that it would be nothing
less than complete social irresponsibllity to
adopt a two-fibre standard for cccupational
exposure to asbestos without stronger medi-
cal evidence than that which presently ex-
ists."

When gquestioned by Dr. Nicholson, Moreno,
like Dr, Wright before him, sought to place
chrysotile asbestos above suspicion as a cause
of mesothelioma, and, like Dr. Wright, he
implicated amosite. Moreno declared that
from 1830 until 1860 all high-temperature-
insulation materials contained amosite, that
since 1800 there had been a trend away from
amosite, and that for the past five years
almost no amosite had been used.

Knowing that Johns-Manville had long
been attempting to absolve chrysotile by
blaming crocidolite and amosite asbestos for
the occurrence of mesothelloma, and that
most members of the Independent medical
and scientific commulty consider such efforts
to be self-serving, I was not surprised to
hear Dr. Nicholson strongly gquestion Moreno
about his statement that amosite asbestos
had been a major constituent of insulation
materials between 1930 and 1980, Later, I
learned that Dr, Nicholson reinforced this
refutation by sending an addendum to Gold-
berg on March 24th for inclusion in the rec-
ord of the hearings. Dr. Nicholson's accom-
panying letter referred Goldberg to two
tables of information he had included in his
addendum. The first table, which listed the
guantity of asbestos used In the manufac-
ture of insulation materials In the United
States between 1920 and 1965, had been fur-
nished by Dr, Pundsack himself to Dr. Sell-
koff for presentation at the Fourth Interna-
tional Pneumoconiosis Conference of the
International Labor Office, held in Bucha-
rest, on September 29, 1871. The second table,

compiled from the United States Minerals
Yearbook, llsted imports of amosite asbestos
into the United States during those same
vears. Since a comparison of the two tables
showed that only a few hundred tons of
amosite was imported each year between
1820 and 1940, and that this amount was
only a small fractlon of the total amount
of asbestos used in the manufacture of in-
sulation materials during that period, Dr
Nicholson pointed out, “clearly. amosite
could have been only a minor constituent of
insulation material until World War 11.”
and even through 1850 it could only repre-
sent & small fraction of the asbestos used
in non-marine commer¢ial and industrial in-
sulation, if one considers the extensive use
in shipbuilding,” Dr. Nicholson concluded
his letter by calling Goldberg’s attention to
a table showing that the disease experience
(including mesothelloma) of shipyard in-
sulation workers was not significantly dif-
ferent from the disease experience of non-
shipyard insulation workers. "It i{s not possi-
ble to assign ah important role to amosite in
the insulation workers' experience,” he
wrote.

After Dr. Nicholson's cross-examination of
Moreno, the seat at the witness table was
taken by Dr. McDonald, who stated at the
outset that he was a professor of epidemi-
ology and the chairman of the Department of
Epldemioclogy and Health of MecGill Univer-
sity, and that he had speciallzed In epidemi-
ology for twenty-four years, "I would now
like to ndd one or two points not In my writ-
ten submission, in order to clarify my posi-
tion here,” Dr. McDonald continued. “The
first point 1s that I am a full-time employee
at MeGill University, and an independent
research worker. I do not work, nor am I as-
sociated, with any asbestos producer or man-
ufacturer, The research I shall be describing
is supported by grants, not to me but to Mc-
Gill University, from a number of sources—
the Institute of Occupational and Environ-
mental Health, the Canadlan government,
the British Medical Research Council, and
the United States Public Health Service. I am
not here to support the testimony or posi-
tion of Johns-Manville or any other body af-
fected by the proposed regulations.”

Dr. McDonald went on to quote at length
from a report entitled “The Health of Chrys-
otile Asbestos Mine and Mill Workers of Que-
bee,”” which he and some colleagues were
preparing for publication In the near future.
Dr. McDonald sald that he and his associ-
ates had begun an epldemiological study of
miners and millers in 1086, using records of
the Quebec asbestos-mining companles to
identify all persons known to have worked
in the industry since its Inception, In 1878,
He explained that the mortality aspect of the
study was limited to those men who had
worked for a month or more, and who were
born between 1891 and 1920, adding that he
and his colleagues had already published an
initial analysls of the mortality expeérience
of these workers, Dr. McDonald then said
that about eighty-seven per cent of the 11.-
572 persons included In the mortality study
had been traced by the end of December,
1969, and that 3,270 of them had dled, “Can-
cer of the lung showed a rising death rate
with increasing dust exposure, particularly in
the two highest dust-exposure groups,” he
continued. “Of one hundred and thirty-four
deaths from respiratory cancer, there were
five from pleural mesothelloma. These cases,
however, showed no clear relationship with
dust exposure.” |

Later In his presentation, Dr. McDonald
assessed the results of his mortality study by
declaring that the number of excess deaths
related to asbestos exposure among the work-
ers he had investigated probably constituted
20 more than two per cent of the total of
3,270 deaths; that most of these deaths were
taused by Jung cancer and pneumoconiosis
{by which he presumably meant asbestosis):
and that almost all of these excess asbestos-
related deaths occurred among workers em-
ployed in the highest dust-exposure cate-
gories. After pointing out that the death
rates from cancer and thelioma a
the chrysotile-asbestos miners and millers
he had studied were very low compared with
the death rates from those diseases found
among the Insulation workers studied by Dr.
Sellkoff and Dr. Hammond, Dr. McDonald
concluded that only high levels of exposure
to chrysotile asbestos during mining and
milling operations had an appreciable effect
on mortality. Dr. McDonald ended his pres-
entation by further concluding, from the
findings of his study, that a reasonable stand«
ard for chrysotile mines and mills would be
somewhere between five and nine fibres per
cubie centimetre,

When Dr. McDonald finished his testimony,
he was questioned at some length by Dr.
Nicholsou and by DeGregorio. Dr. Nichol-
son's questioning elicited a statement from
Dr. McDonald that in a previously published
report on mortality among the Quebec as-
bestos miners and millers, he had conciuded
that among those workers in his cohort who
who were exposed to the highest level of
chrysotile dust the Incidence of lung can=
cer wes five times that of the workers ex-
posed to the lawest level. He also oblained an
admission from Dr. McDonald that his rec-
ommendation of a standard of between five




and nine fibres was based upon a total of
ounly thirty-two fibre counts made 1 mines
and mills of Quebec in the summer of 1971
DeGregorio, too, asked Dr. McDonald a serles
of pointed guestions about the sclentific va-
lidity of his study. He expressed open skep-
ticism of Dr., McDonald’s ability to substan-
tiate the accuracy of chrysotile-exposure
levels that workers were exposure to during
the nineteen-fifties and the nineteen-sixties.
He also obtained an admission from him that
not all the effects of whatever exposures
there may have been were observed directly
by Dr. McDonald and his associates—
through, for example, the examination of
autopsy material-—but that they had been
ohserved by other pecple and recorded by
them In reports and death certificates, which
he and his assoclates had then inciuded in
their study as valid,

I was not surprised to hear Dr. McDonald
questioned In this manner, for several mem-
bers of the independent medical and sclen-
tific community had previously expressed
grave reservations to me about the accuracy
of the conclusions he and his colleagues had
drawn In a report of their study which had
appeared in June of 1071, in Volume XXII
of the Archives of Environmental Health,
under the title "Mortality In the Chrysotile
Asbestos Mines and Mills of Quebec."” Some
peopie had pointed out that many, If not
most, of the workers studied by Dr. McDon-
ald could have had little or no exposure to
airborne asbestos fibres, because they had
worked in open-air pits, extracting asbestos
in wet-rock form. Others deplored the fact
that Dr. McDonald and his associates had
conducted very little pathological review,
such as the examination of autospy material
and lung-tissue slides, in arriving at their
conclusions. Still others pointed out that
ninety per eent of the lung cancers and
mesotheliomas found in insulation workers
occurred twenty years or more after the onset
of exposure to ashestos—as, for example, in
the cases of men who began working with
asbestos at the age of twenty, and who died
of cancer at fifty—and that by omitting per-
sons born before 18981 Dr. McDonald and his
associates had excluded from their calcula-
tlons precisely the people who might be ex-
pected to show the effects of asbestos Inhala-~
tion. (It was as if In studylng the total oc-
currence of gray hair one refunsed to look
at anyone born more than forty or fifty years
ago.) In addition, a number of people
pointed out that by including only deaths

that occurred twenty years or less after the
onset of exposure, Dr. McDonald had perforce
diluted the major disease efTect of asbectos
in his study. Perhaps the most telling criti-
ism of Dr., McDonald's study, however, was
made in a letter sent to Dr, Selikoff on Janu-
ary 7, 1972, by Herbert Seldman, who is chief
of statlstical analysls In the Department of
Epidemiology and Statistics of the American
Cancer Society. Seldman's critique was In-
cluded In the addendum for the hearing rec-
ord that was submitted by Dr. Nicholson. It
described some of Dr. McDonald’s methods of
computing death rates as "lll-advised." It
pointed out the lack of consideration that Dr.
McDonald and his associates had given fo
the Importance of the long latency period in
the development of asbestos tumors, and it
described the methodology used in the study
to assess separately the importance of cumu-
lative dust exposure and duratlon of expo-
sure In relation to lung cancer as “inappro-
priate,” because of the “paucity of basic
data,” In econclusion, Seidman wrote, "I
think that the data have been coilected fairly
well but analyzed quite poorly.”

As a layman, I had little way of judging
the scientific validity of Dr. McDonald's work
except through the observations of those
members of the independent medical com-
munity who had communicated their opin-
fous of It to me, However, I had brought
with me to the hearings a copy of Volume
XXI1 of the Archives of Environmental
Health, containing Dr. McDonalds article on
mortality among the chrysotlle-ashestos
miners and millers of Quebec, which had
been sent to me some months earlier by
William P. Ralnes, a vice-president and «i-
rector of public affalrs for Johns-Manville
Since Dr. McDonald had referred to this
mortality study during the course of his
testimony, and since anyone sattending the
public hearings had the right to eross-
examine witnesses, including members of
the press, I decided to ask him some gues-
tlons about it, After receiving permission
from Goldberg to sddress Dr. MceDonald, 1
reminded him that in his opening remark:
he had declared that all his research had
been performed Independently

"That s correct,” Dr. McDonald replied
“All things are relative.”

I then reminded Dr. McDonald that John
Jobe, the executive vice-president for opera-
tions of Johus-Manville, had testified at the
morning sesslon that his company was sup-
porting research on asbestos disease, and
asked him If that was research other than
what he had performed.

*T guess what Mr, Jobe is referring o i
the fact that Johns-Manville, together with
other mining companies, helps support the
Institute of Occupational and Environmental
Health, which is granting body that receives
research applications, and which therefore in-
directly supports our research,” Dr. McDonald
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replied. “Now, it 18 a very Indirect relation-
ship.”

I then pointed out to Dr. McDonald that
at the end of his article in the Archives of
Environmental Health, a credit was listed in
small type: “This work was undertaken with
the assistance of a grant from the Institute
of Occupational and Environmental Health
of the Quebec Asbestos Mining Association ™

“That is correct,” Dr., McDonald said

With that, I took my seat. Dr, McDonald
had just indirectly admitted that Johns-
Manville, together with other asbestos-
mining companies, supported the Institute
of Occupatlonal and Environmental Health,
and that the Institute, In turn, had helped
support hls study. Moreover, the credits at
the end cof his article, which listed no finan-
cial support other than that supplied by
the institute, had given the full and correct
title of this organization—the Institute of
Occupational and Environmental Health of
the Quebec Ashestos Mining Association, Tt
seemed unnecessary to point out to the rep-
resentatives of Industry, labor, government,
and the Independent medical and scientific
community who were gathered in the con-
ference room something that many of them
already knew—that Johns-Manville is, and
for the past quarter of a century has been,
the dominant member of the Quebec As-
bestos Mining Assnciation.

When the hearings were adjourned that
afternoon, Ivan Sabourin, former attor-
ney for the Quebec Asbestos Mining Assocl-
ation, came up to me and introduced him-
self. We talked briefly, and then I took a
plane back to New York. I had never met
Babourin before, but I remembered reading
something about him In connection with Mc-
Gill University In a copy of the minutes of a
1965 meeting of the Asbestos Textlle Insti-
tute., The following day, I took the minutes
from my files and read them again. They
informed me that a meeting was held on
June 4, 1965, at the Motel Le Provence, in
Thetford Mines, Canada, and they gquoted
Sabourin as saying that a recent article as-
sociating asbestos and cancer In the Jour-
nal of the American Medical Association
was not convineing, and expressing regret
over the adverse publicity that resulted from
such articles, Sabourin then told the meet-
ing that the Quebec Asbestos Mining As-

‘soclation wished to study resniratory diseases

related to chrysotile asbestos, and that it
was seeking “alllance with some unilversity,
such as McGill, for example, so that authori-
tative background for publiclty can be had.”

According to the minutes, the next speaker
at the meeting was Dr. Lewls J. Cralley, of
the United States Public Health Service, “who
for the past severasl years has been super-
vising the extensive environmental study of
ashestos employees in textile plants in the
T.S8.A." Dr. Cralley told the meeting that “the
study was golng well,” that the Public
Health Service was now extending its work
into other asbestos industries, and that “the
results to date certainly justily the program
and its further expansion."

Dr. Cralley did not elaborate on what these
results had been, nor, for that matter, did
he ever see fit to officially warn any segment
of the ashestos Industry, least of all the
workers, that the data he was collecting
showed that men employed In asbestos fac-
torles across the land were being exposed to
grossly excessive levels of asbestos dust, and
that excess mortality from asbestos disease
among workers in asbestos-textile factories
had reached tragic proportions. (Indeed, six
years passed before Dr. Johnson and Dr.
Wagoner unearthed the data burled in Dr,
Cralley's files and undertook to do something
to rectify the appalling sltuation they dis-
covered.) In this connectlon, I found {t In-
teresting to note that out of the seventy-odd
people listed in the minutes as attending the
1985 meeting of the Asbestos Textile Insti-
tute, Dr, Cralley was the only Invitee from
any government, and the only one who did
not represent an asbestos company or a re-
lated organization.

At the same time, T also reread a paper
sent to me some months before by Johns-
Manvllle, which gave a history of the com-
pany’s henlth-research programs. Referring
to Dr. McDonald's study of the Quebec as-
bestos miners and millers, the paper had
this to say:

“This study Is belng funded by the Insti-
tute of Occupational and Environmental
Health, the sclentific research arm of the
Quebec Asbestos Mining Association (QAMA).
As mentioned before, Johns-Manville Is a
principal member of the QAMA, The Institute
of Occupatlonal and Environmental Health
plays a wvitzl role In the Johns-Manwville
health research effort. Besldes allocating
QAMA funds for research projects, the seven-
man selentifie advisory committee of the In-
stitnte also reviews requesats J-M recefvea
from scientists and seclentific organizations

for money to conduct research Iin the
asbestos/health fleld.”

The paper then listed the chalrman of the
Institute’s seven-man sclentific advisory
committee as Dr. George W. Wright, Director
of Medical Research, St. Luke’s Hospital,
Cleveland, Ohlo.

I did not return to Washington for the
final day of the hearings, but during the fol-
lowing week, thanks to Gershon Fishbein,
editor of the Occupntional Health & Safety

Letter, and as & result of reading the Occu-
pational Safety & Health Reporter, & news-
letter published by the Bureau of Natlonal
Affairs, Inc., I was able to keep abreast of
most of the testimony that had been de-
livered during the two days of hearings I
missed. By and large, this testimony ran true
to, form, in that it reflected the bellefs and
self-interest of those who dellvered i1t. Repre-
sentatives of the asbestos industry, on the
one hand, stated that an asbestos standard
of two fibres per cubic centimetre of air
either could not be achleved technically or
would be prohibitive in cost, and that it
would surely result in the shutting down of
many ashestos-manufacturing plants, with
an attendant loss of jobs and an Influx of
foreign asbestos products into the United
States. Representatives of labor unions, on
the other hand, urged that the safety and
health of workers be placed ahead of any
economic considerations, that the two-fibre
standard be adopted. and that efforts be
made to reduce occupational exposure to as-
bestos to zero. In a way, much of this testi-
mony tended to be misleading, for the hear-
ings on the asbestos standard had become far
more than Just a disagreement between In-
dustry and labor over whether the standard
should be flve or two fibres. The Introduc-
tion—by Dr. Selikofl and his assoclates at the
Mount Sinal Environmental Sciences Labora-
tory, by the authors of the NIOSH criteria
document, and by the Secretary of Labor’s
Advisory Committee on the Asbestos Stand-
ard—of proposals for performance standards
that would & priori reduce dust levels in the
manufacturing and Installation of asbestos
products by requiring the use of proper
equipment, efficlent exhaust and ventilation
systems, and safe work practices was of cru-
clal importance, for the carrying out of per-
formance standards would obviously put the
horse before the cart, where it belonged. In
short, effective performance standards would
be bound to lessen the importance of and re-
liance upon the laborlous and time-consum-
ing process of taking air samples and count-
ing asbestos fibres beneath a microscope in
order to determine whether the asbestos
standard was being complied with. Thus,
performance standards would go a long way
toward obviating the kind of cooperation be-
tween Industry and government that In fac-
torles such as Pittsburgh Corning's Tyler
plant had for so many years reduced the tak-
ing of alr samples and the counting of as-
bestos particles and fibres to a farce of tragic
proportions and fatal consequences.

Two pleces of testimony dellvered at the
sessions I had missed were of particular in-
terest to me in this respect, so a few days
after the hearings were concluded I obtalned
full texts from the men who had presented
them. The first was given on the second day
by Duncan A. Holaday, research assoclate
professor at the Mount S8inal Environmental
Sctences Laboratory and formerly a senlor
industrisl-hygiene engineer with the United
Btates Public Health Service, where he had
been instrumental in developing standards
for protecting uranium miners against radia-
tlon exposure. (For this work, he had been
glven the Distinguished Service Award of the
Health Physics Boclety.) Holaday addressed
himself at the hearings to the problem of
how best to control asbestos dust:

"The use of procedural standards, by which
I mean regulations requiring the use of spe-

cified methods of treating and packing ma-
terial, and work rules that reduce dust pro-
duction and dispersion, is the best means of
preventing overexposures to harmful sub-
stances, It is based upon the knowledge that
certain operations and processes will release
contaminants in the work area unless they
are controlled. It s also known from experi-
ence that certain control measures will
markedly reduce or eliminate these emis-
slons. Therefore, the prudent course Is to
require that control procedures be insti-
tuted without walting for information ob-
tained by ailr samples and dust counts to
demonstrate that contamination has, in fact,
occurred.”

The second piece of testimony that I found
of special Interest was delivered on the final
day of the hearings by Sheldon Samuels. He
began by saying that there were certaln ad-
vantages In appearing at the end of the pro-,
longed hearings, “As you know, Mr. Gold-
berg. I did not plan it that way, but It has
provided me with an important overview,
which T Intend to explolt,” he declared. “The
basic issue before us was made crystal clear
at your prehearing conference, when Mr,
Walls, of the Asbestos Information Asso-
¢lation, attempted to prevent Daniel Maci-
borsk! from being heard, and referred to
him in a disgustingly unmentionable man-
ner, Danfel Maciborski did not ask to be
heard at thece hearings for dramatic effect.
He was trying to tell you that more than
the company’s admittedly advanced environ-
mental-control  and medical-surveillance
programs were needed to reduce the risk
to other workers. The Issue before us s
whether human life can be traded of in the
marketplace, and whether workers must
really face death on the job."

Samuels continued his testimony by urg-
Ing the adoptlon of performance standards
that would require equipment and work prac-
tices designed for zero emission of ashestas.
“Por a six-month transitional period the In-




dustrinl Unlon Department recommends a
two-fibre level,” he said. "Within two years;
this level should be lowered to one fibre per
cuble centimietre of alr, and, ultimately, there
should be & zero exposure to asbestos dust.”
Samuels also urged the adoption and
strengthening of the NIOSH recommendn-
tions for labelling ashestos, for monitoring
sirborne asbestos dust, for condusting period-
¢ medicisl examinations of asbestos workers,
and {sr guaranteelng that the records of such
examinations be the property of the em-
ployee, and not the employer. “"Most Impor-
tant of all, any employee who lacks confid-
gnce In the judgment of & physiclan who is
directly responsible: to the employer should
have the right to chicose another source of
medical service," Samuels declared, adding
that Daniel Maciborski had passed a medi-
cal examination provided by a Johns-Msn-
ville physiclan only a few weeks before his
own physiclan had dlagnosed him ns suffor-
ing from terminal mesotheliomn.

Most of the members of the independent
medical and sclentific community with whom
I spoke seomed pleased by what had taken
place at the hearlngs, and thought it iike-
1y that n two-flbre level would be adopted by
the Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration as a permanent standurd for
occupational exnosure to asbestos. Thelr op-
timism was based largely upon the reason-
ing that except for the testimony of Dr.
Wright and Dr. McDonald—nelther of whom
conld be considered completely Independent
medical researchers—the asbestos Industry
had set forth no real data to refute the con-
clusions and recommendations of the NIOSH
criterla dogument. pnd the Secretary of
Labor's Advisory Committeé on the Asbestos
Standard. Mazzocchl, Samuels, and other
union people, however, expressed a skepticlsm
eoneerning the Department of Labor's mo-
tives and intent which was based upon long
and Bitier experience. in any event, oce Lae
hearings were concluded, nobody involved
in the matter could do much but walt until
June 6th, when, having presumably welghed
all the evidence, the Department of Labor
was required by law to promulgate a pers
manent standard for asbestos.

On Monday morning, March 20th, I re-
ceived & long-distance call from James Blerer,
the president of Plttsburgh Corning. Blerer
gtarted out by apologizing for not getilng
back to me sooner concerning my request to
intervlew Dr. Grant about the Tyler plant.
Then he told me that, upon the advice of
legal counsel—because of the recent hear-
ings In Washington and on account of pos-
sible litigation inherent in the Tyler altua-
tion—Pittsburgh Corning could not authorize
me to conduct an interview with Dr. Grant,
or, for that matter, with anyone else in its
employ.

During the first week of April, T drove out
to Paterson, New Jersey, and spent & day at
the offices of the Mount Sinal School of
Medicine's Paterson Asbestos Control Pro-
gram, where Dorothy Perron and several aldes
(among them Shiriey 8. Levine, Rayla Mar-
goles, and Charles Nolan) heve been working
since 1068 to trace the nine hundred and
thirty-three men who had worked for at
least & year between 1941 and 1845 at the
Union Asbesto & Rubber Company's plant
there, I learned that, pressed by its Inenrance
company, Unifon Asbestos had paild its work-
ers five cents an hour extra to wear respira-
tors, and had threatened in editorials pub-
lished In the plant newspaper to fire them If
they refused, I also discovered that the work-
ers had lodged numerous complainis about
the respirators, saying that they were diffi-
cult to breathe through. Indeed, some of the
men had complained that, unable to work
with the respirators, they had coated their
rnostrils with Vaseline and drunk large quan-
tities of milk in an attempt to protect their
respiratory tracts from the lrritating
amounts of airborne asbestos dust that filled
the plant. (Obvicusly, such measures were
pitiful protection against the pervasive na-
ture of ashestos fibres, for when Dr. Selikoff
and Dr. Hammond conducted their study of
mortality among the men who had worked
in the plant, they found a gross number of
excess deaths resulting from asbestosls, lung
e¢ancer, mesothelloma, and other malignant
tumors, Moreover, the ashestos-disense haz-
ard extended far beyond workers directly in-
volved In the production of insulation ma-
terials, For example, Rudolph Wiid, the
engineer who had developed the product
manufsctured in the Paterson and Tyler
plants, died of mesothelioma, He may have
had ample occupational exposure to asbestos,
but his daughter also dled of mesathelloma,
and her only known exposure to asbestos had
occurred when as a child she had played with
samples of asbestoa products her father had
brought home from work.

In addition to the engineer and hls daugh-
tar, Robert E. Cryor, who had been manager
of the Paterson plant bétween 1941 and 1944,
dled of mesothelloma In April of 1070). Dur~
ing my visit to the Paterson Asbestos Control
Program, I went through nearly fAfty sepa-
rate reports of medical examinations con-
ducted by the company's physielan which
either told of abuormal lung X-rays or con-
tained such notations as "'"This man is a poor
risk” snd “This man should not be put into a
dusty area." T also discovered that during the
war all blacks hired at the Unlon Asbestos
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plant In Paterson were automatically as-
signed to the shipping department, where
dust levels were considerably lower thian on
*he production lines, because of a bellef—
widely held at the time—that the lungs of
black people were somehow more susceptible
to dust than the lungs of whites.

While I was In Paterson, I called Thomas
Callahan, of Waldwick, New Jersey, who had
been a foreman in cbarge of the asbestos-
block department of the Paterson plant. Cal-
iahan had been sent to Tyler in October of
1854 to Nelp set up machinery for the pew
factory that Union Asbestos wag opening
there and that was later purchased by Pitts-
burgh Corning. “I stayed a couple of months
in Tyler, pnd then I was sent to the Unijon
Ashestos plant in Bloomington, Iilinols, where
1 worked for the next eight years,” Callahan
told me, “As far as I was concerned, our big-
geat problem was health. I always wore 4 res-
pirator at Paterson, at Tyler, and up in
Bloomington, and on one occasion I dis-
charged a man who refused to wear his. A lot
of men hated to wear them, you know. None
of them seemed to understand the hazard.”

Callahan went on to tell ma that he feil
that the Unlon Asbestos people had been con-
ecerned sbout the safely and health of the
workers in the Paterson plant. “The company
doctor X-raved all the men continually to
detect asbestosis, and, once he suspected it,
he would always tell a fellow to get himsell
4 Job out-of-doors,” Callahan said. “In addi-
tion, the company used to pay its workers
an extra flve cents an hour to wear their
masks, but the men were human beings, you
see, and a lot of them wouldn't conform to
regulations, Believe me, the company did
everything it could In those days, but there
was no way it could Improve the ventilation
system. In any case, we were a lot more hu-
mane than other people in the business. 1
remember going one day In the early fifties
with Edward Shuman—he was then the gen-
eral manager of the plant—to see some
Johns-Manville people In New York, We asked
them If they knew of any way we could im-
prove the dust situation in our factory.

My God, they were brutal bastards! Why,
they practically laughed in our faces! They
told us that workmen's-compensation pay-
ments were the same for death as for dis-
ability. In effect, they told us to let the men
work themselves to death! Afterward, we
went to the Metropolitan Life Insurance peo-
ple. Only one doctor over there knew any-
thing about asbestosis. He told us that the
only solutlon was to spot It early and tell-
the guy to run for his life, We cid our best,
you understand, but a Jot of the men
wouldn't wear their respirators, and our engl-
neers told us it was impossible to improve
the ventilation.” g

The next day, I dropped by the Mount
Sinal Environmental Sciences Laboratory to
see what progress Dr. Selikoft and Dyr. Ham-
mond had made in their investigation into
the mortality experience of the Paterson
workers. Dr, Selikoff told me that as of De-
cember 31, 1971, Mrs. Perron and her asso-
clates had been able to trace eight hundred
and seventy-seven of the nine hundred and
thirty-three men who had worked at the
Paterson plant during the war years, “It was
n remarkable Job of detective work, and
Charles Nolan in particular has been In-
credibly adept at tracking down men who
appeared to have dropped from sight” Dr.
Belikoff sald. “On the basis of the standard
mortallity tables, Dr. Hammond has cil-
culated that in a normal population of thnt
size, two hundred and ninsty-nine deaths
were to be expected. Instead, theré were four
hundred and elghty-four. As with the studiles
we conducted of the asbestos-insulation
workers, the reason for the excess deaths—
eight hundred and eighty-five, In this case—
was not hard to come by. There should have
been about fifty deaths from cancer of all
sites. Instead, there were a hundred and
forty-three. Only eleven of the men could
have been expected to die of lung cancer, but
there were actually seventy-three—a rate
that is almost seven times as high as that
of the general population., And though vir-
tually none of these workers could have been
expected to die of mesothelioma according
to the mortality tables for the general popu-
Iatlon, there were seven deaths from the di-
sense. Moreover, In this group of men the

" death rate from ecancers of the stomach

colon, and esophagus werd twice as high as
they should have been. And though none
of the men could have been expected to
die of asbestosis, twenty-gseven of them did.”

When I asked Dr. Selikoff how he felt these
statistics for the Paterson workers applied
to the elght hundred and ninety-five men
who had worked at the Tyler factory beiween
1854 and 1872, he shook his head, "I can
only say that for the younger men—ihose
who could be expected to live from twenty
to fifty vears aflter thelr first exposure to
asbestos—the future looks awfully dismal™
he replied,

Dr. Selikoff then told me that in 1871 Lo-
cal 800 of the United Papermakers and
Paperworkers Unlon had asked him and Dr
Hammeond to review the medical histories
of {ts members to help evaluate the effec-
tiveness of Johns-Manville's dust-control
measures at (ts Manville plant, “We have
since completed this study, which, sadly,

serves to corroborate our previous findings.’
he sald, adding that he would call Drs
Nicholson In and let him describe the actual
results, sincs he had headed the field team
that developed the information.

Dr. Nicholson told me that oul of a total
of three thousand snd Seven employées ai’
the Manville complex of factories, Dr. Sell-
koff, and Dr, Hammond had decided to re-
view the histories of the six hundred and
¢lgnty-nine production workers who were
actively at work on January 1, 1859, and had
by that time had at least twenty veers' ex-
posure to ssbestos. "We studied the mortal-
ity experience of these men from January L
1959, until December 31, 1871, Dr. Nicholson
said. “Unbkapplly;, the results were at least
as depressing as those for the Newark-New
York asbestos-insulation workers and for the
men employed in the Paterson plant, Using
standard mortality tables of the National
Center for Health Statistics, Dr. H md
caloulated that one hundred and thirty-four
deaths were to be expected in this group of
people. instead, there were & hundred and
ninety-nine."

Dr. Nicholson went on to say that the res-
sons for this large number of excess deaths
among the Johns-Manville workers were, un-
fortunately, all too famillar, “Only eight
deaths from lung cancer should have oc-
curred, but there wers twenty-seven,"” he
told me. “And though no deaths from me-
sothelioma could normally be expected, there
were fifteen. Cancers of the stomach, colon,
and rectum were two and s half times what
they should have been, In addition, though
virtually no deaths from asbestosis would
have been expected among the general popu-
lation, twenty-four of the Johns-Manville
employees died of this disease.”

When I asked Dr, Selikoff If he thought
it likely that the proposed two-fibre level
would be adopted by the Department of
Labor as a permanent standard for occupa-
tional exposure to absestos, he shrugged.
“I have no idea," he repiled. "There has
been a strange development in the past week
that leads me to wonder, but before I tell you
about it, I'd ltke Dr. Nicholson to give you
his cutlook on number standards in general.
for 1 wholeheartedly concur with it.”

“I tend to think of number standards in
this way,” Dr. Nicholson sald. “A standard
specified na two fibregs per cubic centimetre
of air or five fibres per cubic centimetre of
alr sounds falrly innocuous. However, it 15
well to remember that & worker may inhale
elght cublc metres, or elght miilion cubic
centimetres, of alr In a working day. Leaving
gside the fact that there are many more
fibres smaller than five microns In length In
any environment containing airborne asbes-
tos dust, a flve-fibres-per-cubic-centimetre
standard thus becomes, in terms of a man’s
lungs, a forty-million-fibre-a-day standard,
and by the same token the proposéd two-fibre
standard would allow a worker to inhale six-

teen milllon fibres a day. This, you see, is
why we testified at the hearings in favor of
performance standards designed not only to
control asbestos emissions but to reduce
them as close as possible to vero.”

When Dr. Nicholson had concluded, I
asked Dr. Sellkoff to tell me about the re-
cent development that had caused him teo
wonder whether the Department of Labor
would promulgate the- proposed two-fibre
standard. By way of reply, he handed me a
set of documents that included a page with
this heading:

“Enclosure A

“Expert Judgments: Asbestos

“Medical & Industrial Hyglene

Beneath this was a request: "Refurn ag
soon as possible to Arthur D. Little, Ine., 35
Acorn.  Park, Cambridge,. Massachusetts,
02140, Retain a copy for reference during
Phase 11’ Beneath the request was & space
for the name and affillation of the person to
whom the documents were sent, and beneath
that, under the words “Exposure-Response
Judgments," was a table of boxes that asked
the recipient 'to estimate what might be the
Inetd of ashestosls, lung cancer, and me-
sothelloma in a hundred workers after forty
years of exposure, on the basis of an elght-
hour working day, to two, five, twelve, and
thirty asbestos fibres per cubic centimetre of
air. Dr. Selikoff had filled in the boxes, and
these were his gstimates: At two fibres per
cuibic centimetre, fifty-five of a hundred
workers would contract asbestosis, tweive of
& hundred would develop lung cancer, end
four of a hundred would be afilicted with
mescthellomn.

At five fibres per cuble centimetre (besing
his Judgment on what had happened to thas
asbestos-insulation workers), eighty-five of a
hundred would develop asbestosis, twenty of
4 hundred would contract lung cancer, end
seven of a hundred would develop mesotheli-
oma, Dr, Selikofl's estimates were, of course,
higher for workers exposed to twelve fibres
per cuble centimetre of alr, and for workers
exposed to thirty fibres he estimated that
ninety-five of a hundred would be affiicted
with asbestosls, twenty of a hundred would
be afMicted with lung cancer, and five of &
hundred would develop mesothelloma. The
reason Dr. Sellkoff estimated fewer meso-
theliomas at the highest levél of exposure to
esbestos dust was simply that previous study
had indicated that there would he more




early deaths from asbestosis at such levels,
and that fewer Individuals would, therefore,
survive long enough to develop mesotheliomsa.

‘The Arthur D. Little Phase I questionnalre
also asked for a judgment on how frequently
asbestos workers should be examined, and it
stated that all the estimates and judgments
sollcited would be synthesized and included
in a Phase II questionnaire, which would
be sent out later, The front page of the
questionnaire, which was headed “"Health &
Asbestos, Phase I Judgments, Background,”
explained what the Arthur D. Little people
had in mind:

“The formulation of public polley for cop-
ing with an occupational hazard such as
asbestos will necessarily rely upon Jjudg-
ment until a great deal more research evi-
dence is available than now exlsts. In partic-
ular, judgment concerning the relationship
between exposure and response will be im-
pliclt in health standards for asbestos estab-~
lished by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration in the near future. But judg-
ments, possibly different ones, on the same
issue will be Impiicit In the response of
labor and of Industry to the proposed stand-
ards. As long as judgments on the response
to exposure relationships are implicit rather
than explicit and as long as groups affected
by the standard lack needed data to buttress
their judgments, protracted conflicts are in-
evitable and difficult to resolve, Moreover, the
absence of a clearly defined and credible set
of Jjudgments makes it difficult, if not impos-
sible, to identify the various coets and bene-
fits assoclated with policies for reducing the
hazard. This is 50 because the benefits of
candidate standards depend upon projec-
tlons of lives saved or ilinesses eliminated at
various exposure levels,

“So cruclal a matter should not depend
upon implicit judgment or even the explicit
view of a single expert. We are led to a search
for a consensus that will make expllcit and
credlble the necessary judgments on the
exposure-response relationship for asbestos,
Such a consensus is sought through the
participation of 12 to 15 qualified experts
whose judgments will be obtained, com-
bined, and refined in a systematic way—a
variant of the Delphl process that has been
used extensively to apply expertise to im-
portant issues not yet open to analysis.”

When I told Dr. Selikoff that I had never
heard of the Delphl process, and asked him
what it meant, he shook his head and smiled.
“I've never heard of it, elther,” he sald. "But
I'm pretty sure I know what it means. It
means guesswork, And what's the point of
guessing about the biological effects of
asbestos when mortality studles of asbestos
workers have already shown exactly what
the effect has been?”

Dr, Seilkoff now handed me a letter he had
written on April 3rd to Mrs. Sonja T. Strong,
of Arthur D. Little, Inc.,, concerning the
Phase I questionnaire. Regarding the effec-
tiveness of dust-counting as a method of In-
suring safe working conditions, Dr. Selikoff
wrote:

“As matters now stand, meager use of
performance standards seems to be Intended.
In this case, nothing in our experiehce In-
dicates that the threshold limit values listed
in your questionnaire will provide any effec-
tive safeguard against the occurrence of
disegse,

“An obvious rejoinder might be: “Yes,
but what if they were enforced? How much
disease might then occur?" Followlng you
into this never-never land, In which
one-tenth of the workmen wear personal
samplers on their coveralls rnd the rest of
us arg at the phase microscopes In the labor-
atory, the results would still hot be wvery
much different, although perhaps somewhat
better, since peak excursions would not
necessarily have been engineered out.

"1 have previously commented on the sorry
state our nuclear-reactor Industry would be
in 1f radiation control had depended upon
“threshold limit value" rather than engineer-
ing eriteria. Can you imagine such regula-
tion depending upon &n arpuy of Inspectors
with Gelger counters?”

After describing some of the data devolop~
ed in his studles of asbestos disease, Dr. Sell-
koff told Mrs. Strong that it was Impossible to
answer with any degree of accuracy the
questions posed by her firm. He went on to
point out that the weight of medical and
sclentific evidence concerning the occurrence
of mesothelloma In non-occupational cir-
sumstances, such as in familles of asbestos
workers and in people living in the vicinity
of asbestos factorles, bore heavily on the
advisability of reaching a level of exposure
as close to zero as possible. “The numerous
instances of mesothelloma angng workmen
presumably exposed to asbestos as & result
of Indirect occupational exposure in ship-
yards, even in the absence of fibre counts
thirty years ago, strongly points to asbestos
disease at low levels of exposure,” his letter
continued, “Literally hundreds of cases of
mesothelloma are now known to have oc-
curred in such clrcumstanecs.”

When 1 had finished reading the letter, 1
asked Dr. SBelikoff why the Arthur D, Little

company should “be sollciting exposure-re-
sponse judgments at this time, PO

"It 1s my understanding that A. D, Little
has been nwarded a contract by the Occupa~
tional Safety and Health Administration to
formulate a counsensus regarding exposure-
response for abestos disease,” Dr. Selikofl re-
plied.

“But the NIOSH criterla document and the
Advisory Committee on the Asbestos Stand-
ard have already covered this ground by re-
viewlng all the literature concerning abestos
disease,” I sald, "Not to mention the testi-
mony given during four days of public hear-
ings.”

*True enough,” Dr. Belikoff replied, “"How-
ever, tho A, D, Littie people appear to have
been specifically charged with determining
the economic impact of the proposed per-
manent standard for occupational exposure
to asbestos.”

“Then why & questionnaire focussed solely
upon medical judgments?” 1 asked.

“That is a question T have been asking my-
self," Dr, Selikoff dryly. "I don't know the
answer. If you find out, please tell me,”

During the next few days, I made dozens
of telephone calls to people in various
agencies of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, aud Welfare, in the independent med-
ieal community, and in a number of labor
unions, trying to ascertain what lay behind
the Involvement of Arthur D. Little, Inc,
In the process of promulgating a permanent
standard for occupational exposure to as-
bestos. The people T spoke with at NIOSH
were clearly unhappy over the fact that a pri-
vate consulting firm had been asked, In ef-
fect, to duplicate (If not amend) in the space
of a few weeks all the effort that over a
period of years had gone into the assess-
ments, conclusions, and recommendations of
the NIOSH document.

“Look,” one of them told me, “Our rec-
ommendation for a two-fibre standard and
our concluslon that it Is technically feasible
were upheld by the Secretary of Labor's owl
Advisory Committee on the Asbestos Stand-
ard. However, A. D. Little 1s up to something
that has no basis In sclence and no specific
authorization in the Occupational Safety
and Health Act. It's trying to form a con-
sensus for what is sometimes called the ‘so-
cially acceptable risk' involved In oceupa-
tional exposure to hazardous substances. In
other words, It's trying to determine how
much society is, or should be, willing to pay
to avold the loss of lives. The Act, however,
clearly states that ‘each employer shall
furnish to each of his employees smploy-
ment and a place of employment which are
free from recognized hazards, that nre caus-
ing or are llkely to cause death or serlous
physical harm to his employees.'"”

When I called Sheldon Samuels, at the
Industrial Union Department, however, I
was able to galn a new perspective on the
matter. "The whole concept of economic-
impact studies, as they now exist, began
back in 1968 with the President’s Task Force
on Government Reorganization, which was
headed by Roy L., Ash,” Samuels told me,
“The Ash commission called for an

pecple are relving almost entirely on guess-
estimates from the asbestos industry—par-
ticularly from the shipbuilding Industry. in
which the government has an enormous
stake."

I asked Samuels if he was aware that the
A. D, Little study was also seeking niedical
judgments on the incidence of asbestos dis-
ease

“Indeed I am.” he replied. "In fact, just
the other day I heard thdt A. D. Little's so-
called panel of medical experts is loaded
with doctors who are or have been connected
with the asbestos industry. It'll be interest-
ing to see this roster when the final report
of the study comes out.”

In the second week of May, T visited Dr.
Selikoff agaln and asked If he knew of any
further developments in the involvement of
Arthur D. Little In the standard-setting proec-
ess, He told me that the firm had sent him
the Phase II questionnaire of its economic-
impact study. He also showed me a letter he
had written on May 9th to Dr. Meals, The let-
ter said, in part, "I have carefully considered
the ashestos data forms sent me and am
returning them to you unanswered. To have
completed them, in my cpinion, would only
contribute further to an Inappropriate ex-
ercise; my original misgivings (see my letter
of-April 3, 1972) are now amplified.” In con-
clusion, Dr, Selikoff told Dr. Meals that the
methodology upon which the A. D. Little
study was based "could lead to sericus mis-
conceptions and misdirected advice.”

The following morning, I telephoned
Samuels to find out if he had any new in-
formation about the Arthur D. Little study,
and he said he did.

“Have you looked at wyour mall today?”
he asked.

I told him that I had not yet had time to
do s0.

"Well, see if there's a letter from me.”

I went thirough the envelopes on my desk
and saw that there was.

“Well, open it up and. talk to me later,”
Samuels sald. “You aren't golng to believe
what's inside.”

After hanging up, I opened Samuel’s letter
and pulled out three documents that had
been stapled together. The first was a press
release for Monday, May Bth, sent ocut by
the Connecticut Development Commission,
in Hartford. The second was a letter writ-
ten on May 4th by Mark Feinberg, manag-
ing director of the Commls:jon, to Jack Caw-
tharne, executive director of the Mational
Assoclation of State Development Apgencles,
In Washington, D.C. The third document
was a letter written on Arthur D. Little sta-
tionery on January 25, 1872, by one John E.
K:l;‘t—. The letter from Felnberg to Cawthorne
read:

“DEAR JACKE: We have learned that a Mas-
sachusetts-based consulting firm, Arthur D.
Little Inc., 5 attempting to sell a Connecti-
cut manufacturer on moving its plant to
Mexico, That information in itself is not
startling, but what Is startling is the fact
that Arthur D, Little Inc. has a consulting
contract from the U.S. Department of Labor

ment of all government programs in terms of
thelr effectiveness, and this has since been
made by the Nixon Administration's Office
of Management and Budget through a whole
series of cost-benefit analyses that are con-~
ducted under the guise of environmental-
impact studies, The present A. D. Little
study has some extremely serious ramifica-
tions. Congress to the contrary, and throw-
ing its Occupational Safety and Health Act
to the winds, the executive branch of gov-
ernment has decided on its own that the
cost to the employer of meeting any new
occupational-health standard must (fall
within an economic range that is acceptable
to industry. The major polnt, of course, Is
the government's order of priorities in this
whole matter. I mean, how in the name of
God can & serious, in-depth cost-beneflit
study of the proposed asbestos standard fail
to assess as one of its first priorities, the cost
to the worker and the whole community of
the terrible incidence of asbestos disease?"

When I ask Samuels If the Industrial
Union Department had heard from the
Arthur D. Little people, he told me that two
representatives of the firm had visited him
the previous week. “A Dr. Donald W. Meals
and an engineer spend a whole day here,”
Samuels sald, “They indicated that they had
been brought Into the plcture to mediate
between labor and Industry, and to come up
with a standard for occupational exposure to
asbestos that would make everybody happy,
and they asked for our help. During the past
few days. I polled the members of our ad-hoe
Committee on the Asbestos Hazard, and we
have decided to stand firm on the recom-
mendations we made at the public hearings,
and not to participate in the A. D. Little
economic-impact study. We have geod rea-
sons for belleving that the A. D. Little peo-
ple were brought Into the standard-setting
process not just to satisly the Office of
Management and Budget but to Justify the
asbestos Industry’'s position. We have
learned, for example, that In the economic-
feasibility part of thelr study the A. D. Little

to ire the Impact of the standards be-
Ing set for the asbestos industry under the
recently enacted Occupational Safety and
Health Act, And the company which Arthur
D. Little is trying to move from Connecticut
to Mexico is also In the asbestos Industry.
Thus it appears to me that at the same time
as Arthur D. Little Is carrying out a federal
contract dealing with the asbestos Industry
and its problems, Arthur D. Little is alsa
attempting to take one of our companies
In that same Industrv to Mexico.

“This activity by Arthur D. Little in my
opinion looks like a Trojan horse which I
feel is highly improper. On the one hand,
Arthur D. Little 15 accepting federal funds
and on the other hand, It Is attempting to
help Mexico attract a firm directly Involved
in the federal project. Purthermore, 1t 1is
shocking to me that a New England con-
sulting company which has so frequently put
forth the doctrine of helping economic de-
velopment here would “rald” a company in
our state. As you know, we are certalnly ad-
vocates of competition, free enterprise, and
profit, but when a consultant presumably
making a profit with federal dollars is at
the same time attempting to take jobs away
from our state and cut of the country, it is
a most serfous matter,

“I do not know what other companies In
other states are being approached as our
company was, and I feel strongly that the
development directors of the other states
should be warned about this Trojan-horse
operatlon which ecertainly seems to be
agalnst the best interest of the people In
the various states which may have sim!lar
situations. This operation by Arthur D.
Little also seems to be contrary to all the
efforts which we state development direc-
tors are making In cooperation with the
U.S. Government to improve the natlonal
balance of payments and the economic de-
velopment of our Individual states,

“Therefore, I am enclosing, for your use,
the copy of the letter on Arthur D, Little
statlonery which was sent to the Connecti-
cut company being “ralded.” I have taken




out the company name and address in
order to avold embarrassment for the firm.
I strongly urge you to send a bulletin to all
our members alerting them to this serious
problem as soon as possible.
“‘Sincerely yours,
“MaRK FEINBERG,
“Managing Direclor.

“P.5. You don't suppose there could be a
relationship between the health and safety
standards Arthur D, Little sets and the suc-
cess of efforts to relocate American asbestos
companies to Mexlco?"

After several phone calls, I learned that
the corporation Arthur D. Little had at-
tempted to relocate in Mexlco was Raybestos-
Manhattan, Inc., whose factory In Stratford,
Connecticut, is a major producer of ashestos
brake linings, clutch facings, and gaskets.
A few weeks later, when I was able to ex-
amine a copy of Arthur D, Little's first re-
port to the Department of Labor, which was
entitled “Impact of Proposed 0.5 HA. Stand-
ard for Asbestos,” I saw listed among Its
panel of experts John H. Marsh, who Is the
director of planning for Raybestos-Manhat-
tan, and who had testified at the publlc
hearings In Washington against the ~NiosH
recommendation requiring warning labels on
asbestos products. Meanwhile, I had discov-
ered that the asbestos industry was taking
& hard look at the feasibility of moving some
of its plants and facllitles to Taiwan and
Eorea, where, presumably, it could operate
unhindered by occupational-safety-and-
health regulations. It was already becoming
clear, however, that by involvirg Arthur D.
Little, Inc,, in the standard-setting process,
the Department of Labor was attempting to
counter the recommendations of the NrosH
criteria document, of the Secretary of Labor's
Advisory Commitiee on the Asbestos Stand-
ard, and of the members of the Independent
medical and scientific community who had
testified at the public hearings. It was also
becoming clear how deeply the medical-in-
dustrial complex had succeeded In penetrat-
ing the working of the government in mat-
ters relating to the prevention of industrial
disease,
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