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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 wUl 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 crib 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 tbe 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 negligence on the part of the 
parents. 

As I 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 RECORD. 

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

S.J. RES. 206 
Joint resolution relating to sudden inf.lIlt 

death syndrome 
Where~s sudden lnfan t death syndrome 

kills more Infants between the age of one 
month and one year than any other disease; 
lind 

Whereas the cause and prevention of sud­
den Infan t de~ til syndrome are unknown; 
and 

Senate 
Whereas there is a lack of adequate knewl­

edge about the disease and Its effects among 
the public and professionals who come Into 
contact with It: Therefore be It 

Resolved by the Senate and House 01 
Representatives 01 the United States 01 
America in Congress assembled, That It is 
the purpose or this joint resolution to assure 
that the maximum resources and effort be 
concentrated on medical research Into 
sudden Infant death syndrome and on the 
ex·tenslon of services to famUies who lose 
ChUdren to the disease. 

SEC. 2. The National Institute of Child 
Health and Human Development, of the De­
partment of Health, Educ1'.t!on, and Welfare, 
is hereby directed to deSignat e 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 resear0h training 
grants and fellowships; and to encourage 
researchers to submit proposals for investiga­
tions of sudden Infant death syndrome. 

SEC. 3 . The Secretary 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 p arents, 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 incidence and dist ribution of 
sudden Infant death syndrome cases through­
out the Nation; to work toward the avaU­
ablllty 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 International Classification 
of Disease. 

Mr. MONDALE. I 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 necessary to inten­
sify their efforts. 

Early in 1973, as a vehicle for further 
discussion and investigation 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 KEN­
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 .... it­
nesses were Mr. and Mrs. Jolm Smiley of 
California, who " 'ere jailed for 2 days in 
connection with the death of their in­
fant daughter. TIley were released from 
jail and charges against them dropped 
after they recei\'ed 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 bill. 

The legislation before us today is what 
I believe will be an effective compromise 
between the fl.o~s.e and Senate bills. 

'v'. 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 m111ion each for 
the 3 years. 

The bill before us today provides au­
thorizations of $2 million for 1974 ; $3 
million for 1975 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 
fiexibility in grant programs. It is our 
intention not to preclude the creation of 
regional centers, but to make it possible 
for a varIety of approaches to counseling, 
education, iriCormation 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 b111 passed 
by the House contained no research au­
thorization. 



We have adopted the following com­
promise language: 

The Secretary. through the National I nsti­
tute of ChUd Heal th and Human Develop­
men t. shall carry ou t research programs spe­
cifically relating to sudden Infant death 
s,'ncU-ome. 

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 seriousness 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 
program. 

In closing, I would like to express my 
deep gratitude to Senator KENNEDY, 
chairman of the Health Subcommittee ; 
and to Representative PAUL RoGERS, 
chailman 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 RECORD. 

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

S. 1745 
A Bill to provIde financIal assistance for 

research actlv~tles for the study of sudden 
Infant death syndrome, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

0/ RepresentaHves 0/ the United States 0/ 
America In Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cIted as the "Sudden Infant 
Death Syndrome Act of 1973". 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
SEC. 2. It Is the purpose of thIs Act to 

provIde financIal assIstance to Identify the 
causes and preventIve measures needed to 
ellmInate sudden In!ant death syndrome, to 
provIde InformatIon and counseling servIces 
to frunUles affected bv sudden In!ant de ... t.h 
syndrome and to personnel engaged in re­
search for the preventIon of sudden Infant 
deaths. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. 3. SectIon 441 of the Publlc Health 

ServIce Act (42 U.S.C. 2(1) Is amended by 
Inserting tbe subsectIon designatIon "(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 ChUd Heal1lh 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 $7.000.000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30. 1974. $8.000.000 for the fiscal year 
endIng June 30. 1975. and $9.000,000 for the 
fiscal year endlng June 30, 1976.". 
AMENDMENT TO TITLE XI 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 XI of the PubIlc Health ServIce 
Act Is amended by addIng at the end thereof 
the following new part : 
"PART C--SUllDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME 
"SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME COUNSEL-

ING~ INFORMATION~ EDUCATIONAL, AND STA­
TISTICAL PROGRAMS 

"SEC. 1121. (a) (1) The Secretary through 
the AssIstant Secretsry for Health and ScI­
entific Affairs may make grants to publlc and 
nonprofit private entities. for the establlsh­
ment of regIonal centers for sudden Infant 
death syndrome counsellng. Information. 
educatIonal. and ststlstical programs. 

"(2) The Secretary through the Assistan t 
Secretsry for Health and ScIentific Affairs 
shall carry out a program to develop publlc 
Information and professIonal educational 
materials relating to sudden Infant death 
svndrome and to dIsseminate such Informa­
tion and materials to persons provIding 
health care. publlc safety olllciais. and to the 
publlc generally. The Secretary may carry 
out such program through grants to public 
and nonprofit prh'ate entities or contracts 
wIth publlc and prIvate entlti~s 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. '4 .000.000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30. 1975. and $5.000.000 for the 
fiscal year endIng June 30. 1976. 
HAP PLICATION; 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. containIng 
and accompanIed by such Information. as the 
Secretary deems necessary. Each appllcant 
shal\-

"( I) provIde that the program and activ ­
Ities for whIch assIstance under this part Is 
sought wl\l be admInIstered by or under su­
pervisIon of the appllcant; 

"(2) provIde for approprIate communIty 
representstlon (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 accounting procedures as may be neces­
sary to assure proper disbursement of and 
accounting for Federal funds paid to the 
appllcant 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 shaH 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 a 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 contain such recommendations for ad­
dItional legIslation as the Secretary deems 
necessary." . 

HEALTH SURV:£Y AND STUDIES 

SEC. 5. SectIon 305(b) of the Publlc Health 
ServIce Act Is amended by insertIng ImmedI­
ately before the perIod at the end t,hereof the 
foHowlng: "specificaHy IncludIng ststlstlcs 
relatIng to sudden Infant death syndrome". 
~he substitute amenament is as 

follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be In­

serted by the House. insert the followIng: 
SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cIted as the 
"Sudden Infant Death Syndrome Act of 
1974'.' 

SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME RESEARCH 

1;>Ec.2. (a) Section 441 of the Public Health 
ServIce Act Is amended by striking out "an 
Institute" and inserting In lieu thereof "the 
National InstItute of ChUd 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 shaH carry out through 
the NatIonal InstItute of Chlld 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 Sec~etsry", and (2) by strikIng out 
"the Surgeon General shaH. wIth the ap­
proval of the Secretary" In the first sentence 
and inserting In lleu thereof "the Secretary 
shaH. In accordance wIth sectIon 441 (b) .... 

(c) (1) WIthin 90 days followIng the close 
of the fiscal year ending June 30. 1975. a~d 
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 Publlc 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 appllcations ap­
proved by the Secretary In the fiscal year re­
port_ed on for yants and .2ontracts und~r 
the Publlc Health Service Act for research 
whIch relates speclficaHy to sudden Infant 
death syndrome. (ll) total amount requested 
under such appllcatIons. (Ill) number 01 
such appllcatlons 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 Publlc 
Health ServIce Act for .research whIch re­
lates generally to sudden Infant death syn­
drome. (Ii) total amount requested under 
such appllcatlons. (Ill) number of such ap­
pllcations for which funds were provided In 
such fiscal year. and (Iv) totsl amount of 
such funds . 

Each such report shall contain an estimate 
of the need for additional funds for grants 
or contracts under the Publlc Health Service 
Act for research whIch relates specifically to 
sudden Infant death syndrome. 

(2) WithIn five days after the Budget Is 
transmitted by the PresIdent to the Congress 
for the fiscal year 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 Foreign 
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, EDUCA.TIONAL AND 

STATISTICAL PROGRAMS 

SEC. 3. (a) Title XI of the Publlc Health 
ServIce Act Is amended "y adding at the end 
thereof the followIng new part : 

PART C--SUllDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME 
"SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME COUNSELING, 
INFORMATION~ EDUCATIONAL~ AND STATISTICAL 

PROGRAMS 

"SEC. 1121. (a) The Secretary"through the 
Asslstsnt Secr~ta.ry for Health. shall carry 
out a program to develop publlc 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 
pubJlc safety oftlclals. and to the publlc gen­
erally. 

"(b) (1) The Secretary may make grants 
to publlc and nonprofit prIvate entIties. and 
enter Into contracts wIth pubJlc and prIvate 
entitles. 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 
counsellng to faml\les affected by sudden 
infant death syndrome. 

"(2) No grant may be made or contract 
entered Into under this subsectIon unless 
an appllcatlon therefor has been submItted to 
and approved by the Secretary. Such appllca­
tlon shall be In such form, submItted In such 
manner. and contain such Information as the 
Secretary shall be regulation prescrIbe. Each 
appllcant shall-

"(A) provide that the project for whIch 
assIstance under thIs subsection Is sought 
wlll be adminIstered by or under supervisIon 
of the appllcant; 

"(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 
appllcant under thIs subsection; and 

"(D) provIde for making such reports In 
such form and contaInIng such . InformatIon 
..... the Secret~ry mN reasonably requlre. 

"(3) Payments unaer 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 necessary. 

"(4) Contracts under thIs subsectIon may 
be entered Into wIthout regard to sectIons 
3648 through 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(31 U.S.C. 529; 44 U,S.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 fis):al year end­
Ing June 30, 1975, $3.000.000 for the fiscal year 
endIng June 30, 1976. and $4.000,000 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 Publlc 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 resul ts 
obtal.ned from the programs authorIzed by 
It." . 

(b) The title of such title XI Is amended 
by addIng at the end thereof "AND SUDDEN 
INFANT DEATH SYNDROME". 

The motion was agreed to. 
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ECONOMISTS COMMENT ON MON­
DALE $200 OPTIONAL TAX CREDIT 
PROPOSAL 
.Mi-. MONDALE. Mr. President. on Jan­

uary 28. I Inttoduced B. 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. HUMPHREY), the 
Senators from. Iowa (Mr. CLARK and Mr. 
HUGHES). the · Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. JOHNSON). the Senator from Con­
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF). and the Senator 
from utah (Mr. Moss) have joined me in 
cosponsoring S. 2906. 

I am pleased also that the distin­
guished Congresswoman from Michigan 
(Mrs. GRIFFITHS) , a 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 numlier of distinguished 
economists seeking their views on the 
proposal. I have now received a number 
of responses, and I would like to share 
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 aU 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 LONG has scheduled 
for next TueS(lay. 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 LoNG 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 justiflca­
tions for the $200 optional tax credlt. 

It will help make up for the Inflation 
and Jligher taxes that are imposing such 
a c~~l 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 ox: all ot these POints. 

COMP!!NSATION POB INFLATION AND HIGHER i" . TAUS 

- Infiation 18 accelerating. Prices rose 
8.8 percent last year. but the rate was I 
nealJy 10 percent In the last 3 months, 
abd .consumer Ilrices In January of this 
7.W rose at an annual rate of. 1.2 percent. 
' .. "Taxes too are go~g up, as in1lation 
p\lShes 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'lncomes. 

Walter Heller. Chairman of the COWl­
cll 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 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 low Income levels (espeCially be­
cause of the leap in food and 011 prices), It 
111 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 s06rlng food prices and 
Will decline further In 1974 as a result of 
soaring fuel costs. Your tax proposal" would 
rp.store 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 and indirectly for fuel 
about $20 billion 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 011 Is not a7allable 
for spelndlng on other discretionary items 
ranging from movie tickets to television seas. 
Indeed, l! the 011 embargo ends and the avail­
ability of gasoline increases while Its price 
remains high, the drain on the consumer 
budget w1ll 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 thp. March 3 Washing­
ton Post, Hobart Rowen reported that 
key Nixon administration advisers have 
concluded that the downturn in real 
GNP for the flrst quarter of tllls 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 Elconomic Advisers a 
month ago. And, of course, it can scarcely 
be ~uared at all with the Canute-lik.e 
pronouncements of President Nixon 
that- . _ 

There will be no recession In the United 
states orAmerlca. 

When fndustrial 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 principal 
method of attacking the recession has 
been to try to define it away. 

The budget it has proposed tor the 
1975 fiscal year can only qlake things 
worse. It Is highly restrictive, with a full 
employment surplus of $8 billion. This 
means spending will be $8 billion less 
than it would have to be to pump Ull the 
economy and bring unemployment down 
~.o the "full employment" level of 4 per-

cent. 'nl.ls will clamp down on growth 
and employment even more than this 
year'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 or 
cOIlSUJI;lers, 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 circumstances, with the 

economy sliding toward a receSSion, and 
with the President's budget projecting an 
increase In the full-employment bu<\get sur­
plus (In NIA, or National Income Account­
ing terms) between fiscal 1974 and fiscal 
1975, the $6.5 b1llion of flscal stimulUS im­
plicit in your plan would be a welcome 
stimulus to a lagging economy. Moreover, it 
Is tile kind of a boost that could be trans­
lated into the withholding system and there­
fore Into higher paychecks very quickly. 

George Perry wrote : 
By all available 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 Is In store and improving the 
probablllty of a prompt recovery. 

Robert Eisner, professor of economics 
at Northwestern University: 

I believe that your proposed leglslatlo~ 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 consJlmer 

expenditures (which represent nearly two­
thirds of our GNP), the pwspects for an 
early upturn are veri speculative. There Is 
considerable risk that the sag could con­
tinue all yl'ar In the p,bsence of pOlicies to 
bolster activity, On the other hand, there Is 
little risk of a &elf-generating upsurge in 
the economy that would JIlake additional 
fiscal support inappropriate. Thus, a well­
timed cut in consumer taxes would be an 
important lnsurance poltcy against a pro­
longed and sharp slide in employment and 
output . ••• . 

~ The vast bulk of the addltloll!l.l consumer 
spending will go Into areas where the eco­
nomy haa avalla.ble labor and plant capacity 
to me~ and greet added demand. In the 
present Situation, one can feel particularly 
confldent that the response will Increase 
output and employment rather than a<fd to 
inflation. While a number of shortage areas 
remain in our economy, those except tor food 
and fuel will be vanishing durlng the first 
half of 1974 as rapIdly as they emerged dur­
ing the flrst hal! of 1973. Tbe economy's 
operating rates Will be lower by mid-year 
than they were late In 1972, when lumber 
was the only signlflcant product with a . 
shortage. In the case of food, only a t.rivlal 
part of additional consumer Income adds to· 
the demand for food and thus a tax cut will 
have vlrtua·Uy no effect on food prices. In the 
case of petroleum, the system of prlce 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 
acute cost-of-Uvlng squeeze on th.e 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 said that if a tax cut was decided 
upon. the $200 optional credit was pref­
erable to an across-the-board cut or an 
increase In the $750 exemption. 



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

The economy Ia headed for a recession, 
bu t a t ax cut would come too la.te. The eco­
nomy is likely to be moving up a.t a pretty 
good ra.te by the end of the year. The eco­
nomic Impact of a. tax cut, even If a.ctlon 
were taken trnmedla.tely, would barely be felt 
before then .. . 

If a te.x cu t Is undertaken, It should be In 
t he general form of your proposal. An across­
the-board tax cut would mainly benefit mid­
dle Income famUles; It wculd have a very 
IOIV mul ttpller because they are not likely to 
spend the cuts on automobiles and ot her 
durables. . 

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

I am not sure that further stlmulu&­
which could certainly not be elfectlve for a 
number of months-Is needed. However, 
there Is enough uncertainty about tha.t , that 
It Is probaHly useful for tax-cut proposals t<> 
begin to be discussed and warmed up f~ me 
If extra stimulus should become necessaxy. 

Robert R. Nr.than, head of Robert R. 
Nathan Associates, Inc. in Washington: 

r think we are definltely In a recession and 
I have grave doubts about the basis for 
believing, as many of my good friends and 
liberal economists belleve, tha.t the economy 
wUl pick up In the second half of the year. 
... Therefor", something ought to be done 
about stimulating t he levels 01 economic ac­
t lvlty . ... 

A tax cut always worries me as a measure 
for stimulation of economic activity. Almost 
every time we get a tax cut we end up with 
a. less progressive system. If we are going 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 tha.t Ia 
very necessary. 

John Kenneth Galbraith of Harvard: 
Certainly yours Is the r igh t wa.y to reduce 

taxes. The elfect on lower income familles 
Is more favorable than to raise the exemp­
tion. 

However, I am very doubtful a.bout a tax 
reduction. Infia.t1on is still a major problem. 
It's a tough ta.ct that t ax reduction Is .the 
wrong medicine for that. And were there 
need for more fiscal stimulation, I would 
respond to the pressure ot socll'ol need with 
h igher 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 
credit gives propor tionately m9re 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 : 

Pe <Cenl of lu relief 
Per-

cent of Addi-
tax- $200 $8SO lional 

Adjusted Iross income able optional exemp- $25 
class returns credil lion credil 

010 $3.000 .. _____ ___ .. __ _ 
$3,000 to $5.000 ______ .. __ 
$5 .000 to $1.000. ____ .. __ _ 
$7.000 to $10.000 ___ _ .. __ _ 
$10.00010 $15.000 _______ _ 
$15,000 ID $20,OOL _____ _ 
$20,000 to $50.000 __ .. ___ _ 
$50.000 to $100,000-. _____ _ 
$100,000 plus _ .. __ .. ____ _ 

5. 3 2. 6 
12. 7 9. 7 
14. 3 15. 2 
20. 1 27. 2 
25. 6 35. 3 
12. 4 9. 3 
8. 7 .8 
.7 ...... __ 
.2 __ .. __ .. 

1.3 
5. 2 
8. 8 

17. 4 
30. 0 
17. 7 
16. 5 
2. 5 
.1 

1. 7 
6. 6 

10. 6 
19. 9 
31.7 
16. J 
11. 8 
1. 1 
. 2 

Source : Joinl Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa!ion 
Based on calendar year 1972 income levels. 

The $200 optional tax credit gives 78 
percent of the relief to those In the $5,000 
to $15,OOQ bracket, and 99 percent to 
those nlaking less than $20,000. 

Increastng the $750 exemption by $100, 
however gives only 56 percent of the re­
llef to those in the $5,000 to $15,000 
bracket.<>, even though they make up 60 
percent of all taxpayers. Furthermore, it 
gives nearly 20 percent of the relief to 
those ~ 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 an4 the $850 exemp­
tjpn In the perCllntage of relief It pro­
v14e4i to each incolJle cateS'orY. 

JOllePb Pechman, dlrect4>r ,*ecoIlQpUc 
itUdte3 at the BrQO~1J JJ)3titutJon, Pas 
pnowed an enormously htlpf~ analylilM 
ot the $200 crtdit, the $1160 exemptton. 
an(\ ~wo other optiOlUl, whlcll ca.n1n tl10 
cOIllP,,"son forwlLl"d \WID' 197. 1Ulc119'HI 
income levels, 

. His analysJa gen~comc1des with 
that prepared for me by the Joint Com­
mittee on Intenlal ReYenue Tazat.1on us­
ing 19'72 income levels. However, Pech­
man's analysis shows that as ineome 1~­
eIs rise, a substantially greater percent­
age of the bene11ts from the $850 exemp­
tion go to those with incomes over 
$20,000. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of Dr: Pech!na.n's excellent 'analysis, 
and the aoeompa,nying tables, be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusioJi of my . 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. Without 
objection, it is 80 m;dered. 

(See exhibit I.> . 
T.u:~ 

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

Heartngs on Amerlcan fam1l1es before 
the Subcommittee on Children and 
Youth--which I chair-have demon­
strated the unfairn~s of the existJng 
$750 exemption. Whlle it is desIgned in 
large part to help famflies raise their 
children, it discrlminates 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 70-percent 
bracket-making $200,000 a year or. 
more-each $750 exemption is worth $525 
in reduced taxes. But for someone in the 
lowest l4-percent bracket making 
around $5,000 a year. each $750 exemp­
tion is worth only $105 in t"educed taxes. 

The new optional $200 credit would be 
worth the same amount in reduced 
taxes--$200-to everyone who used it, 
and would make a real start toward re­
ducing the inequity inherent 10 the $750 
exemption. 

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

Murray.· Weldenbaum of Washington 
University, formerly Assistant Secretary 
of the Treasury for Economic Polli::y in 
the Nixon administration: 

I have been urging the sUbstitutIon of 
credits for deduC't1ons on the pel'8Onallncome 
tax as a way of increasing the progre88lvlty 
of the Federal tu struct ure. ':Q?e enclosed 
article presents some of the reaaonlng. 

otto Eckstein: 
Your tax credlt propOOal would Improve 

the fairness of ou,r t ax system. There Is llttle 
rellS()n why t he value of an exemptlon­
Which Is meant to help defray the living 
costs of each tamUy member-should r18e 
with Income. Indeed, at the low tax rates 
of the lower brackets, the tax benellt of the 
exemption llas become so small that It no 
longer bears any relat Ion ot · the coot of sup­
porting a dependent. 

Robert Eisner: 
[Your proposal) Is an Axcellent step In the 

direction of ... redressing InequIties 1n the 
tax law. As you point out, tile e750 exemp­
tion olfers large tax lIavlngs to the rich !'oDd 
llttle or nothing to the poor. . 

J ameS Tobin of Yale University, a 
member of the Councll of Economic Ad­
visers under President Kennedy: 

I very much favor conversion of exemp­
t ions 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 '!lX­
emption Into a form that makes better sense 
In terln1l of a distributIon of tax burdens 
that Is talrer to the low IncoJ;lle groups. . . 

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

I strongly support the Idea of a tu credit 
for the oersonal exemptions. A tax credit 
Is an important tax reform which ' should 
have extremely high priOrity. '. 

Arthur Okun: 
~e j>eai type of tax cpt would put In­

COPle raplcPy Into the pand4 of lower mcoJX18 
lUll!. mldc;U@-lncome grollP •. Prom that Jloln~ 
pI vlaw, the $200 credit pptlon top tho per. 
lI9Ilal ej[el!1PtWn Beems Ide~ly suited to meQt 
t~ ogonoPly'§ needs, It could be prglnPtly 
,04tow4 1». wlt PholdIDg schedulos arl!~ wolll4 
P1Qv14e rollaf to those who have JUtI'!!re4 
PlQat lioii a reamt of the toad. ana fuel pr1ce 
IIl'Ploelon ot tp.a past year. 8y CPJlceJltratl1ll 
t he j>eilefits In the t ax cut In Income grQ\lp,l 

) 
~-,. 

with marglnal tu rates und'r 26 percent, 
It Improvea the progresslvlty 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 \ 
a $750 deduction. An example might 
help. 

Suppose a famjly 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,OOO:-plus the $1,500 standard de­
duction-is then subtracted from $10,-
000, and the tax is figured on what is 
left-$5,500. The statutory tax rate on 
that is just under 17 percent, and the 
tax 15 $905. 

Under a system of $200 tax credit.<>, 
however, only the $1,500 standard de­
duction is subsb"acted 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 $80O-are then sub­
tracted from that $1,490, leaving a final 
tax due of only $69"0. This amounts to a 
saving of $215 over the $905 that would 
be due using four $750 exemptions. 

HELP roa NONTAXPAYERB 
Many of the economist.<> who wrote 

expressed concern that the $200 optIonal 
tax credit would not help th08e wIth 
very low incomes who pay no tax. 

Walter Heller, for example. said: 
(The) proposal should be a.ccompan1ed by 

other measures that will be of particular 
benetlt to those who tall below the exemption 
limits and are badly in need of income sup­
port from tl\e Federal Government. 

James Tobin wrote: 
I believe the credits should be cashable, f~ 

families that do not have Bulllc1ent tax liabU­
ity to use the credits aganlat. 

Robert Eisner: 
I do belleve, however, that· there is a serious. 

defiCiency In your proposal . In faUing to pro­
"l'tde tax relief for really low Income earners 
wh~ income taxes are less than .200 per 
dependent or who pay no Income taxes at 
all . •.• I should llke to see your proposal 
enlarged to let the Income tax credit be 
taken against social security te.xes to the 
extent the t axpayer does not have income 
ta.x llablllties equal to the amount of the 
credit. 

Robert Nathan: 
I know most of the people pay some income 

taxes but there are stlll 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 qult e 
a long way but I don't think It would be 
quite as helpful to the really low Income 
groups as some moderation In the payroll 
tax. 

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

(In) 1969 and 1971 the Congress, mainly 
through the low Income allowance, made 
sure that the Income tax would not dip be­
low the poverty level. With 1n1Iatlon 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. 

The $200 optional tax credIt would as­
sure that no one with an iDcome below 
the poverty line would have to P8¥ 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 
~ due using a $200 credit: 

Faraily. sizo 

L __ _ . ____ ____ ______________ _ 
2. ___ ________ ___ __ _____ ____ _ 
3 ___ c __ ___ ____ __ __ __ __ _____ _ 
4 ___ ___________ ___ ____ ____ __ 
5 ____ ________ __ • _______ ___ _ _ 
5 __ - ______ ________ _______ __ _ 

Poverty 
line 

$2. 409 
3.101 
3.807 
4.871 
5.748 
5.461 

I ncomo below 
which no In 
is due using 
$200 credit 

$2.644 

H~ 
6. 247 
7.300 
8.353 

Joseph Pechman's letter contains an 
excellent comparison ot the impact of 
'h.ree other oPtions on poverty level tax· 
"t10!l. It !II reprinted at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

It is true that those who ~ no in­
eomo tax at aU would !lot beDdt from 
the $200 optional tax credit. Aa many of 
thoee who wrote suggested, oute 10 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 LoNG, for a "work bo­
nus" for low-income workers. Under the 
LONG "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 credit. The credit 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 credit 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. 

Many of the economists who wrote me 
h uYe 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 LONG 
"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 grOIDldwork 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 exan1ple, 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 .lust 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 
bUnd, 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 RECORD at this poiIit. 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 froin 
the March 10 WashingtolJ. Post, also be 
included in the RECORD at this point. 

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

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA, 
Minneapolis, Minn., February 5, 1974. 

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

DEAlt FRITZ: In response to your inquiry 
of January 31 concerning your proposal for 
an optional $200 tax credit, I find it attrac­
tive for the following important reasons: 

Inflation has eroded and is eroding the 
rea.! purchasing power of the $760 exemption 
at a rapid rate . The boosting of that exemp­
tion to restore ita previous value, therefore, 
ought to have a high priority. 

Since Infiation has taken a particularly 
heavy toll at the modest and low income 
levels (eepecially because of ·the leap in food 
and oil prices), It is appropriate thlllt more 
of the benefits of any tax adjustment today 
shouldbe concentrated in the low income 
groups. The shilt 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 that Is fa.1rer to 
the low Income groups. At the same time, it 
preserves the existing faInlly dllJerentiation 
for tax purposes in the higher income 
groups. So it recognizes both the need for a 
fa.1r distribution of taxes by size of income 
and the need for reasonable dl1ferentiatlon 
of tax burdens accorillng to fa.m1ly obliga­
tions. 

Under present circumstances, with the 
economy s11ding toward recession, and with 
the President's budget projecting an increase 
In :the full-employment budget surplus (in 
NIA, or National Illcome Accounting terms) 
between fiscal 1974 and fiscal 1976, the $6.6 
bll110n of fiscal stimulUS imp11c1t in yo~ 
plan would be a welcome stimulus to a 
sagging economy. Moreover, it is the kind 
of boost that could be. translated Into the 
withholding system and therefore into 
higher paychec)ts very quickly. 

Needless to say, the exemption proposal 
should be accompanied by other measures 
that will be of particular benefit to those 
who fa.!l below the exemption limits and are 
badly in need of income su.\>port from the 
Federal Government. It should a.!so be ac­
companied or quickly followed 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 inoome groups. A simple and 
Significant increase in the Inlnimum tax 
would be a good place to start. 

Sincerely, 
WALTER W.H:ELLEB, 

Regents' Professor Of Economics. 

THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, 
Washington, D .C ., February 5, 1974. 

SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALB, 
Russell Senate Office Butldtng, 
Washtngton, D .C. 

DEAR FlIITZ: Your proposa.! to Iillow tax­
payers the option of $200 tax credits in 
place of the $750 exemptions now ava.11able to 
them on their income taxes is a constructive 
one and is particularly timely in today's 
economy. By providing !;Ome tax relief for 
almost a.!1 fa.m1Ues earning $20,000 or less, 
the measure responds to the two great prob­
lems of 1974-infiatlon and recession. 

Consumers' rea.! incomes have declined in 
1973 as a result of soaring food pr1ces and 
wlll decUne further in 1974 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 a.!ready in another recession. A boost to 
consumer purchasing power wHl- help fight 
the downturn, lessening the rise in unem­
ployment that is in store and Improving the 
probablllty of a prompt recovery. 

A tax reduction of, $6.6 billion, which is 
approximately the revenue 1068 hom 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 &head, 
even if the economy recovers from the pres­
ent recession promptly, 1nfiatlon will have 
accelerated the normal growth of income tax 
11a.bl11t1es, making some permanent tax re­
duction desirable for the longer run. 

In short, your proposa.! has signlficant 
merits on all important fronts. I am pleased 
to endorse it and hope It is enacted. 

With best regards. 
Sincerely, 

dEOIIGE L. PlmRY, 
Senfor.FellotD. 

. . ·YAL"i UNlVEBSrrY, 
New IIaven, Conn., Februa1j,l6, 1974. 

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: 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 fa.m1lles that do not have BUf­
ficlent tax llabl11ty to use the credits against. 

I enclose a paper which may be of interest. 
Sincerely, 

JAMES TOBIN. 
(The paper referred to is entitled "Refiec­

tiona on Recent Hl3tory", and was given by 
Professor Tobin on December 28, 1973 before 
the American Statl3tlcal Association.) 

L.\w ScHOOL or HARVi'RD UNIVERSITY, 
. Cambridge, Mass, February 7, 19'14. 

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Old Senate Office But/ding, 
WaShington, D .C. 

DEAR FlIITZ: This is in reply to your let­
ter regarding the $200 tax credit as an a.!­
ternative to the $760 persona.! exemption. 
ThI3 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 tbe 
possible competing alternatives. For exam­
ple, In 1969 and 1971 the Congress, mainly. 
through the low income a.!lowanc:e, 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 
restore the prior poUcy. My guess is that thil; 
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 income tax 
relief should be given to people with ·up to 
$15,000 income or so because inflation bas 
pusbed thein into higher brackets and thus 
increased their tax burdens. If the answer 13 
"yes", then we come down to a choice of 
method. One way is granting a vanishing 
credit as an alternative to the exemption, 
which 13 your apporach. Another way is to 
raise the exemption Itself. The second way 
is simpler and more traditional. The credit 
approach may be 1il a sense too generous to 
large famUles. I gather the economists feel 
that each additional chlld is not entitled to 
the same tax offset as the preceding child. 
On the other hand, I can understand that 
large fain lUes 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) is to achisve the 
proper tax relationship among dllJerent 
households-single people, married couples, 
married couples with one chlld, two chlldren, 
etc. It is possible that the persona.! exemp­
tion does this better 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, giving more attention to the 
relative tax burdens among different family 
compositlon3 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 a.!lowance 
(and perhaps a change in exemption) to get 
the starting point back to the poverty level; 
after that, compa.rlng your credit approach 
with any straight increase in exemptions. If 
thlsia CI()]~._e caD._ ·tba4U1el"111lOa1ADlong 
income <F"~PS &J¥t tbe obQJce would be-­
come somewhat euler. 

TIWl <:>bricwa, Ja & ~ letter. If you do 
get t~er ~oa t.rom .&ooIdngs 1 
would be eJ.ad. tQ l£lgk It __ . . 

SIncerely. 

~OJlTHWJ:I"EllI,r JilNBI:JuIlTY, 
Evautoa. Ill, Febr.uarv B. 19'14. 

Ron. W.u.aa .F. M.oRDALJ:, 
V.i. Senate.. 
Wash.tngtoa, D.c. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALB: I beUeve that 
YOW" p1"Dposed J.eglalatlon for an optional 
$200 per dej>endent cred..1t is an excellent 
step in tha direct.1Dn Dr stimulatinoi the 
economy and redressl.llI Inequlties in the 
tax law. As you point out, the t'15O exemption 

~ offers large tax .savings to the ncb and little 
or nothing to tbe poor. Ideally, the exemp­
tion should be l"IIPlaced enttrely by a fiat 
credit. I can understand, th01lgh. that the 
credit will prove politically more acceptable 
If It is m¢e optional so that no opposition 
need develop from . upper income taxpayers 
who would find themselves worse off with tbe 
credit tban the exemption. 

I do believe, however. that tbere is a 
serious deficiency in your .proposal in fatung 
to provide tax reUe! for realtY low income 
earners whose ~ncOmB taxes ate less than 
$200 per dependent or who poly no ·income 
taxes at aU. For many 01 'these Indlvidua.!s 
and faInllles lose subStant1a.1 parts of their 
income in soctal security taxes. I Shoud 11ke 
to see your proposal enlarged to let .the in­
come tax credit be taken aga.lnst social se­
curi1;y taxes to the extent the taxpayer does 
not bave income "tax l1a.bll1ttes equal to the 
amount of the credtt. This CVUk1 presumably 
be dc;me by baving 'the soctal 1Iecurity ac­
count crec11ted with 'ttle amount of "tbe in­
come tax credit and "the taxpayer in turn 
ref·unded the amoun"t that 118.11 'been withheld 
for social security. 

Even th18 amendment would net offer 
relief to 'the "Very .poor who are not eamlng 
income on whldh soc1a.1 security payments 
are made. Howevet. It would move a con-



sidernble wily in the direction In which you 
lire headed of ellmlnatlng tax benefits that 
help the rIch and gIve much lesser rellef It 
any to mIddle and low Income households. 

On the matter of where to make up the 
revenue loss when thl8 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 tllX 
directed towards excess profits. I thInk It 
foll y to try to take away more In direct 
profits taxes while refusing to eliminate the 
huge glve-aways In tax credits for foreIgn 
payments for all, along wIth the benefits 
from depletion allowances, current chsrglng 
of development and drllltng costs, and equIp­
ment tax credits and accelerated deprecla­
t ion throughout the economy. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT EIsNER, 

ProfesBor Of Economics . 

W ASKlNO'l'ON U NIVJl!tlIrrr, 
St. Lout" w.., 'ebnlary 11, 1914. 

Hon. WALTEIIF. MOND_, 
U.S. Se1l4te, 
Washtngtcm, D .C . 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: "l'hta 1a in reply 
to your letter of January 81, wlt1:l reference 
to your proposal for a f200 :tax crecl1t. AI; you 
may know, I have been urgIng the aubstltu­
tion of credits for deductions on thll personal 
income tax as a way of inCTeaslng Ithe prog­
resstvlty of the Fedem tal[ structure. The 
enclosed article presents sorne or the reasoD­
ing. 

However, t am concerned that the f6.5 
hUlion estimated ·revenue 1_ would add to 
Inflatlon~ pressure. 'Which remain 80 very 
st rong. In thIs environment, I would sug­
gest that a more effectIve way 01 combattlBC 
unemployment would be to redirect gosoern­
ment spending to the creation or jobs for 
the unemployed. 

Perhaps your approach can 'be combined 
wIth a more comprehensIve tax reform pre­
posal that would not yield a large ne\ 1088 
of revenue. 

With all best wishes. 
Slucerely, 

MURRAY L. WEIDI!:NBAUM, 
(The article referred to Is entitled '~hlft­

tog from Income Tax Deductions to Cred­
Its", and appears in the August, 1973, issue 
of TAXES-The Tax Mailaztne,) 

HARVARD UNrVERSITV, 
Calnbr'idge, Mass., Februarll11, 1974. 

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE : Thank you for the 
opportunity to take a look at your pro­
posal of a $200 personal Income tax credit 
for each dependent as an alternative option 
to the existing $750 exemptions. Here Is my 
reaction. 

(1) Is the tax cut needed now? 
The economy Is headed tor recession but a 

tax cut would come too late. The economy 
is I1kely to be moving up at a pretty good 
rate by the end of the year. The economiC 
inlpact of a tax cut, even If action were taken 
immediately, would barely .be felt before 
then. Th is has always been the problem with 
u sing taxes to figb t receSSIon-It Is just too 
slow. The major current problems of policy 
are not to find a fiscal stimUlus, but to 
handle tbe energy situation more skUlfully. 
If the drlviug situation remaina In Its pres­
ent state, there wil be major damage to retail 
sales and to the housing Industry. 
If a tax cut Is undertaken, it should be 

In the general form. of your proposal. An 
across-the-board tax cut woUld mainly bene­
fit middle Income fam1llee; It would have a 
very low multiplier because they are not 
likely to spend the cuts on automobUes and 
other durables. 

lily feeling against a tax cut Is mainly 
based on the longer-term needs for resources 
by the federal government. We have cut taxes 
too mttch In the last four years, and we will 
need the taxbase to meet future social goals. 

Also, the current flush finlWlc1a1 condition 
of the states and local1t1es will be short-l1ved. 
Strong Income growth and revenue shartng 
have been of tremendous benefit to local 
governments. But there Is no plan to expand 
r.evenue sharing, and the economy will soon 
be producing less revenue growth. ID. one 
way or Il.Uother, the federal government will 
be asked to pick up more ot the financial 
burdens. 

(2) Pros and COilS of the proposal 
. Your tax credit proposal woUld Improve 

the fairness of our tax system. There 18 little 
reason why the value of an exemptlon­
which Is meant to help d efray the living costs 
of each famUy member-should rise With in­
come. Indeed, at the low tax rates of the 
lower brackets, the tax benefit of the ex­
emption haa become so small ' that It · no 
longer beara any relhtlon to the cost of 
supporting a dependent. 

I would not make the tax credit an op­
Lional feature. While I recognize that this 
a:pproach assurea that no family will have to 
pay more, the use of optional features 1u the 
tax system hurts taxpayer morale. We now 
have options for tncome averai!ng, for Item­
Ized versus standardized deduction!\, and for 
other features. Each option leads to extra 
cn.lculations and opportunities for the tax 
services. The present propotial woUld create 
this kind 01 option for the entlDe low- and 
lower-middle Income taxpaytng population. 

WhIle __ :l1li'8 otiter ~ dMliIe- -that 
coUld aooBlpHah the.same ...,t. JI&l'UoulvU 
tlle NvRDIiIbIIIC .. .-ptleA" « ob&Dge8 m ~ 
lltructure, there III a simplicity to t.IIoe optioaai 
tax credit which may make It m.ore ac~ 
ble. Given the choice of the ~nt -rstem 
verSUB the Mondale ~ I.auld favor 
the Mondale pn.1pOBIIL 

I am very pleased $G Me that you are taking 
In.ltlatlVCI ta tI:l.8 t.K SJMl «:0Il~ pollcy 
areas. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

UNtVI!:RS1'l'Y OJ' 1IfIIcHzGuf, 
Ann JlI1lor, JlicIl.FebnlC17Y U.1974. 

Hon. WALTER 1". MONDALI!:, 
U.S. Senate, ' 
WCI3hington, D .C. 

DEAR FRITZ : I am certainly sympathetic 
with the purposes of your Pl'OP08al t~ all. 
optional f200 tax eredit .. an &lterna.ttve 
to the existing peraonal exemptioo. 

. ' My reservatloDi are e9EJlttaly tbree. First, 
the Budget prellmted by the Presld_t III a 
fairly stlmul&ttve .one, in my judcment. 
Moreover, I tend to be more optimistic 1han 
some others about the prospects for UIoe econ­
omy. My own forecast sees a quU>e beaithy 
expansion occurring begtnnlcg .about mid­
year and continuing througll at leaet the 
first hal! of 1975. I am not sure that further 
stimulus-which could oerta.1nly nOt be effec­
tive for a number of m_ttm--!B neecied. How-
1lver, there Is enough uncertainty &bout that, 
that It is probably useful far tax-cut pro­
posals t o beg\n to bl> discussed e.nd warmed 
up for use If extra stlnlUlus .should become 
necessary. . 

Second, I find It dt1!icult to become com­
mitted to individual pieces 01 a tax reform 
program without knowtng what the other 
pieces will be. While I favor ~ the 
·personal tax more progressive, e.spedally at 
the lower end, there are many ot __ ~le8, 
Including rate atructure, stand&rtl deduo­
tlons, credit for payroll taxes, etc. which 
coUld achieve th1s and which could be eNn 
more usefUl elements In a totat tu: reform 
package. However, I allBUme that the V1tIt1aas 
elements need to be traded 01f .agatnst .each 
other In the effOl"t to secure a bIl!aneed and 
enactable packe.ge. Gh'inC away 1he goDdtes 
of tax reductions one at a time, a:nay ~ ~ 
the best way to &ohleY-e.an elfecttve _arm, 
which needs to include a great 1DI.Jl,. tu: m­
crease elements. 

My feellng Is that for the 10tlt rim _ ._ 
going to need a Federal tax system ~ldl 
will take atleast as much outof1lhe_IWM'Y 
as our present system. I thererore would not 
support other than temporary aD« ~y re­
versible' tax C\1ts for IlllCAl policy _ns U'!l­

less there were no alternative. YOIl, of _se, 
are in a far better pOSition than I am to mow 
what Is' feasible, 

In any case, I congratulate .YOU for gettm.g 
some of these issues on the fire, and 'WISh y.,u 
every success in this as in your other endea­
vors. 

Sincerely, 
GARDNER AcKLEY, 

ProfessfYi' Of Economics. 

HARVARD UNIVERSrrY, 
Cambridge, Mas.,., February 20, 1914. 

Senator WALTER P. MONDALI!:, 
.U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

D!:AR FRrrz: I Am away in SWitzertand 
composing a book-appropriately on mMleY 
and Its history. Do forgive me for not com­
menting s.t length on your proposal. cert~y 
yours Is the right way to reduce taxes, "nie 
effect on lower income famllles Is more fay­
orable than to raise 1:be exemption. 

Eowever, I am very doubtful .about & tax 
reduction. InJ1a.tlan 18 stID • major prolnem. 
It's a tough fact that tax reduction 18 the 
WTOng medicine tor that. And were Ulere 
need for more ftscal stlmulatlDn. 'I woUld re­
spond to th& preesure Of .social need w1tb. 
higher Rpendlng and public Service employ­
ment. 

All the best, 
Yours faithfUlly, 

JOHN KENN£TH GALBRArrH. 

ROBERT R . NATHAN AsSOCIATES, INC., 
Washtngton, D .C ., February 25, 1974, 

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

DE;AR FRrrz: Please forgive me for not re­
plying promptly to your letter of January 
31st. 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
tlons, one which relates to the deslrablllty of 
a tax cut as compared with an Increase In ex­
penditures as a mean s · of stimulating the 
economy. The second concerns the question 
of the k ind of tax cut which will be most 
equitable and which would have the greatest 
economic Impact. The third question relates 
to basic tax reforms and the element of pro­
gresslvlty. Let me take these up In some 
separate but related order. 

I think we are definitely In"a recession and 
I have grave doubts about til e basis for 
believing, as many of my good f riends and 
liberal economists believe, that the economy 

wUl pick up In the second halt of the year. 
Maybe It will but I do not see the basis for 
such optimism as yet. Therefore, something 
ought to be done about stimulating the 
levels of economic activity. I personally 
would prefer at least some Increase In ex" 
pendltures for mass transit and for Improved 
rail transit and for rapidly exploring and ex­
plOiting alternative sources of euergy. I do 
think we could spend an awful lot of money 
on buses and the Federal Government could 
give 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 b~tter oII If we 
subsidized bus fares and raUroad cars tor 
the transportation of coal and the like. Sueh 
expenditures could, I think, be stlmlllating 
to recovery or they would at least cushloo 
the decllnes 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 Ii. measure 
for stimulation of economic activity. Almost 
every time we get a tax cut we end up with 
a less progressive system. JJ we are gotng to 

.have a general tax cut I think your proposal 
is excellent because I·t really does help the 
lower Income groups much more tha n the 
middle or higher IUcome groups, and that Is 
very necessary. I know most of the people 
pay some tncome taxes but there .are still 
quite 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 qu.lte as helpful to the really low 
in~ome 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 throllgh 
your me&8ure 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 ~hat 
Is generated by shortages of an Input whl.ch 
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 certatn measures are go­
tng to really be effective. This Is on .. of the­
reasons why any stimulating activlt¥ ·')("uTd, 
In my judgment, Include expen~ltures such 
as mass tranSit because this we know would 
be . helpful to the middle and lower Income 
groups because It would keep their transit 
fares down and they do ride a great deal. 

As far as Rlt ernatlves in tax reductions 
are concerned, I st1ll would like to Bee 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 be 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 social 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. I would 
love to see us put some general revenue Into 
the reserve and reduce payroll taxes In em­
ployees by a similar amount, and that would 
certainly be the biggest help one COllld give 
to the lower income groups. 

Again, I do like the principle 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 fonn of tn­
creases that would be spent quickly and 
would help the nation's economy and a part 
through your method and then another part 
In the fonn 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 like to go for pure proposals which 
have no chance of achievement and I think 
that If the tncreased spendlng or the cut tn 
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 a few moments and 
would llke to talk about them let me know 
and I will be glad to come down. 

Best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

RoBERT R . NATHAN. 

UNIVERSrry OF MICHIGAN, 
March 4, 1974. 

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

DEAR l"Rrrz : I have your letter of February 
21 concerning your Bill S. 2906 to convert the 
present deduction tor personal exemptions to 
a tax credit. . 

I strongly support the Idea of a true credit 
for the personal exemptions. A tax credit Is 
an Important tax reform which should have 
extremely high priority. 

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



These suggestloll~ would fit very appropri­
ately into your Ideas concerning strengthen ­
Ing fa mily and child life. 

I do not see why we sho\lld continue to 
• give deductions or credits for more than 

three children except in the case wbere the 
child was not a natural chlld and was adopt ­
ed . I believe that it would strengthen ollr 
fa mil y planning policies to limit any t,a~ 
crcdits normally to three children. I WOUld. 
however, conti nuc to permit credits for R 

natu ral or adop ted ch!ld who was totally 
d isabled (utilizing the d efinition of disabil­
Ity under title II of the Social Securit y 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 Is usually 
a need lor additional space and expenditures 
which are somewhat less per persoll for the 

second and third child. My preference Is a 
$300 tax credit for the first Child; $200 for 
the second Child; and $100 for tbe tblrd 
child. 

In passing, I would also like to bring to 
your attention that the federal matcblng 
paymEmt to the states for dependent cbB­
drell under title IV of the Social Security Act 
has not been Increased since 1965. Tbere bas 
been approximately a 50 percent Increase In 
the price level since tbat date witbout any 
additional federal financing of tbe coet. I 
believe It Is important that a cost of \lvlng 
adj\lstment be added to the program so that 
these children wlll not be penalized by In­
flation . 

Qui te frankly, I would like to see you cou­
ple these two Ideas together so that fam­
llles wltb chUdren would be helped wbether 
they were children in famllies wbere tbe par­
ent was an earner or was on wel!a.re. This 
would tnlly be a program that would Im­
prove fnmUy life a nd the welfare of children. 

Wi t h best personal wishes, 
Sincerely, 

WILBUR J . COHEN, 
Dean . 

ARTHUR M. OKUN, 
Washington, D.C., March 11, 1974 . 

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: In response to 
~ome questions you raised, I sbould like to 
explain my pOSit ion on th& general desirabil­
Ity of a tax cut for consumcrs In 1974, and 
m y views on the particular proposal for a 
$200 tax credit in lieu of the usual p ersonal 
I'xemptlon . 

Output and &mployment in the U.S . eccn­
omy are sagging today. Our real GNP for this 
quarter Is registering a market decllne--one 
of the sharpest decllnes in sixteen years. 
Many initial featw·ea of the decline-such as 
the collapse of new car sales-are just begin ­
n ing to exert their damaging secondary ef­
fects on other Industries. The outlook for 
consumer demand Is particularly bleak. re­
flecting the anxieties of American families 
associated with the combination of job lay­
offti and rapid Inflation , and the drain on 
their budgets from food and fuel Inflatioll . 
In 1974 the American consumer will be 
spending d.lrectly and indirectly for fuel 
abOut $20 billion more than last year to get 
less prOduct. This drain on the b udget is 
bound to have serious effects on the exper i­
ence of other consumer industrles--whlllt the 
consumer spends on oil Is not available for 
spending on otber discretionary items ran g­
Ing from movie tickets to television sets. In­
deed , it the oil embargo ends and the avail­
ability of gasolln& increases while Its price 
remains high, the drain on the consumer 
budget · will be even greater. This spending 
will not create jobs or output In the United 
States for the foreseeable fu t ure. 

In view of the bleak outlook for consumer 
expenditures (which represent nearly two­
thirds of our GNP) , the prospects for an 
early upturn are very speculative . There Is 
considerable risk tbat the sag could con tinue 
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 importa pl 
11lsurance policy against a prolonged Slid 
sharp slide In employment and outPUt. 

According to the best historical evidence . 
widespread small increases. In consumer take ­
hom& 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 help 
prevent the kind of retrenChing in consumer 
!lving standards that mlgbt otherwise take 
place In response to layoffs ·and fuel and food 
lnftatlon. 

The vast bulk of the additional conaUl11t:c 
spending will go Into areas where the econ­
omy has avallable labor and plant capacity 
to meet and greet added demand. In the 
present situation, one can feel particularly 
confident that tbe response wlll increase 
output and employment ratber than add to 
hlftatlon. While a number· of shortage areas 
remain in our economy, those except for food 
and fuel will be vanishing during the first 

half of 1974 88 rapldiy as they emerged dur­
ing tbe first half of 1973. The economy's 
operating rates will be lower by mld-year 
than they were late in 197:1. 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 virtually no effect on food prices. 
In the case ot petroleum. the system 01 price 
controls sbould ensure tbat any increment 
in demand Is not converted into additional 
inflation. Indeed, by evidencing concern and 
effort by the government to make up for the 
acute cost-ot-llvlng squeeze on tbe worker. 
a tax cut could have beneficial effects in 
preserving the recent mOderate behavior of 
wages. . 

TIle best type of tax cut would put income 
rapidly into the bands of lower income and 
middle-income groups. Prom that po1U$ of 
view, the $200 credit option for the perIIOnal 
exemption seems ideally suited to meet the 
economy's needs. It could be promptly re­
flected In withholding schedules and would 
provide rellef to those who have su1fered 
most as a result of tbe focci· and fuel price 
explosion of the past year. By concentrating 
the benefits in the tax cut in income groups 
with marginal tax rates under 26 percent, it 
Improves tbe progresslvlty and equlty of the 
tax aystem. 

I do hope that the Congress wlll give seri­
ous and prompt consideration to this con­
structive measure. 

Sincerely, 
AllTBua M. ORUN. 

[FroIL th& Wall Street Journal, Mar. 11 1974) 
THE CASE FOR FISCAL 8TIlIIULUS 

(By Walter W. Heller) 
Once again, tbe battle between antl-reces­

sionlsts and anti-1nfIationlsts Is joined. 
Without differing vllry much on the 1974 
economic sceno.rio--down$w'n and double­
digit inftatlon 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 pre8Crl~tiohs for fiscal-monetary 
pollcy In 1974. 

Part of this division reflects COnfticting 
diagnoses of the nature of this year's re­
cession and inftation. Partly, It grows out 
of divergent appraisals of how much of any 
given demand stimulus wID translate into 
jobs and output and how much into more 
inflation (either now or later). And in no 
small part, it goes beyond positive economics 
to a conflict of values. 

Nothing throws the issues into bolder 
reUef . than tbe proposal for a quick income 
tax cut in the form of an increase in per­
sonal exemption. A taX reduction of t6 bll­
\lon to $6 b1ll10n a year could be effected 
either by boosting the per capita exemp­
tion from $750 to $900 or by adopting Sena­
tor Mondale's proposal to give the taxpayer 
the option of taking a $200 credit against 
tax or continuing to deduct $750 from in­
come. 

The equity case for this move Is o\).· 
vlous : 

Before tbe year Is out, 1nfIation wUl 
have erOded the real value of the ~750 ex­
emption by more than 20% since it went 
Into effect at tbe 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 reoont Inflation. 
espeCially in tbe form of surging food and 
fuel ptlces, has exacted a .partlcularly he&vy 
toll. (To reacb the lowest Incomes eall8 for 
further action, e.g., a step-up in social eerv­
ice programs and rellef from Social se­
curity pnyroll taxes on tbe poor.) 

Indeed, tbe social rationale for tncome 
and payroll tax rellef in the lower brackets 
Is so oompelling tbat it would make sense 
·even it it were matcbed by simultaneous 
tax increases elsewbere. . 

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

Our current economic downturn is main­
ly the result of supply restraints, of shOl'tages 
and bottlenecks; such demand deficiencies 
as exist wUl soon correct themselves. 

Any further stimulus will simply increase 
the ferocity and tenaCity of inflation. 

Mr. Nixon's fiscal 1975 budget already con­
tains all tbe 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. 

SOMl: UNJ4ISTAKAliLE SIGNS 

First, as to the nature of recession. Though 
supply shortaps get the headlines, a clo8e 
look reveals unmistakable signs of a ahortaae 
of demand. The weary consumer, whipl&llbed 
by tight money and fiscal reetralnt and whip­
sawed by runaway food and ru.el prices, has 
pulled In bls horns: 

For nearly a year, his oon.sumptlon or aur­
abIes other than autoe has fallen in nal 
terma, while his consumption of non-dur­
abies and services haa kept only a trl1le ahead 
of inftation. 

As to autos, the gasolin& shortage bas 
converted an expected decllne Into an ~tllal 
dlsaBter. Lylnr behind the 27 % drop in over­
all aa1es of domestic cars last month 11'&8 a 
plunge of nearly 50 % In· demand for stand­
ard and larger mOdels. 

Tight money has cut the rate of resl.den­
tial constructlon outlays from .60 bllllOin 
a year ago to around $47 bUllon today. 

Por consumers, January was perhaps the 
cruelest month. Wblle personal income 
dropped $4 bUllon, conaumer prices raced 
upwanl. at a 12% annual rate. Real spendable 
ea.rnings of hon-farm wOl'kers, after taxes, 
were down 4% from a year earlier, the larg­
eet drop in 10 years. 

Nili' Is any early rebound In Sight. It will 
be months before exploding 011 prices have 
wortted their way through the economy, soak­
ing up $15 biWon to .20 bUllon of consumer 
purchasing power in the proceBli. For that's 
the amount of tribute tbe American con­
sumer has to pay foreign and domestic pro­
ducers of QU-imd in the shortrun, very 
llttle. of the funds thus Siphoned olf w1l1 re­
appear· in the economy as demand for ell­
ports or Increased dividends and capital 
spending by the U.S . oU industry. 80 e"n 
wi th an end to the Arab embargo, the U.8. 
economy will continue to suffer the paradox 
of "oil d~'--a cost-inftatlon of prices and 
a tax-like deftatlon of demand. 

. Contrary ·to tbe Alice-in-Wonderland rea­
SOning in Mr. Nixon's veto message OIl the 
energy bill, a rollback in domestic crude 011 
prices could materially ease that drag. For 
example, a cutback In llew oil prices to t8 
and old oll prices to $4.25 (as against .7.09 
and .5.211 in the energy bill), .whlle maIn­
talnlng strong incentives for boosting out­
put of new 011 and 011 substitutes, would 
serve to: 

Cut oU-cost Inflation by $5 billion. 
Restore $5 blWOll of real p~chas1ng 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 inftation, bolster aggregate 
demand, curb profiteering, and still maintain 
vital Incentives. Yet doctrinaire pursuit of 
market ideology coupled with a paralyzing 
fear of further inflation seems to be blind­
Ing policy makers to the opportunities for 
Simultaneously serving dlfferent objectives 
of policy. Not all demand stimulants aggra­
vate inflation on net balance. 

That brings US to the second major charge 
against the propoeed tax relief, namely, that 
much or even most. of it will run off Into 
added 1nfIation. No one can deny that added 
dollars In consumers' hands will elicit some 
price increases. But in 1974, a year In wbich 
deficient demand w1l1 persist even after re­
covery replaces receSSion, th& trade-off will be 
highly favorable. Consider tbe nature of to­
day's inflation: 

Above &ll, it reflects price pressures bOrn 
of tbe food and fuel shortages of yesteryear 
wbicb, as Arthur Burns cogently pointed out 
last fall, "hanl.ly represent either tbe basic 
trend in prioes or the response of prices to 
previous monetary or fiscal policies." After 
this year, tbose pressures wlll begin to bum 
themselves out, leaving a legacy of blgh but 
less rapidly rising prices. 

In part, it is a lagged response to the boom 
In world commodity prices in general. And 
these pressures too wlll ebb even as demand 
recovers, much as they did atter the price 
explosion set olf by tbe Korean boom in 
1951. 

Further, it Is a result of & sharp rlae 
in unit labor costs, w.hlcli moved ahead-at a 
9 % annUal rate .in the last quarter of 1973 
and will get worse in recession before getting 
better in recovery. 

Upward price adjustments as induatries 
are freed from controls will also give tn1la­
tlon a jolt, largely a one-shot phenomenon. 

In other words, inftation in 1974 has a lite 
of its own, nourlahed not by excess demand 
but mainly by a variety of cost factors be­
yond the reach of ft8cal and monetary man­
agement. The great built 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 Ilfglled-Indeed, George Perry of 
Brooklngs)las argued-that a well-tempered 
tax cut can help relieve cost-pUSh pressure 
by redreSSing labor's cost-of-living grievances 
In part through tax relief rather than wage 
escalation. Labor leaders keep an eye clOll8ly 
cocked on that critical barometsr, "real 
spendable earnings alter taxes." Cut income 
and payroll taxes and real earnings rise. 11 
a flscal bargain could be struck with iabor 
to substitute this paycheck sweetener in 
part for wage hiltes, leas of the 1973-74 food 
and fuel price upsurge w1ll be buqt into 
wage bargains. . 

But What about the legacy of & weakened 
tax system In 1975 and later years? Won't 
tbe Inftationary cblckens come home u. 



roost? Not If respollsive flscal and monetary 
policies head off renewed excess demand 
when It again thre .. tens the economy. 

For that matter . the COllgress should build 
In a large pal'~ of the protection by coupling 
Its exemption boost with a flrm commitment 
to enact compensating revenue-raising tax 
reforms to become effective In and beyond 
1975. The neces.<;ary funds could be raised 
simply by a substantial hike In the minimum 
tax plus a phasing out of most ot the tax 
shelters for petroleum as 011 price curbs are 
progressively relaxed . (It Is worth noting 
that with appropriate pricing pollcles, one 
can both avoid punitive excess profits taxes 
and phase out the distorting and inequitable 
tax preferences for petroleum-thus serving 
both equity and elllclen\lY·) 

THE TIDRD QUESTION 
But one still has to confront the third 

question : I sn 't Mr. Nixon's new budget al­
ready offering plenty of stimulus to s sag­
ging economy? And besides, shouldn't we be 

rCG.6I;ured by Mr. Ash's promise to "bust the 
budget" I ~ Mr. Nixon's exercise In exorcism 
faUs and the economy Is by recession repos­
&essed ? The answer Is "no" on both counts. 

True, the fisc:\1 1975 budget gives tbe ap .. 
pearance of stimulus. Spending Is scheduled 
to rise ISO billion, and the deflclt to double 
from $4.7 billion to $9.4 billion. But as thts 
most realistic of Mr. Nixon's budget messages 
makes clear, '·the recommende4 b'udget totals 
contillue I the 1 policy of .1iacal restraint as 
part ()f a contlnulJlg antl-Infia'tlon program." 
Indeed. the unWed budget sl<rplus on a full­
employment basts would riae from $4 bil­
lion to $8 billion. 

On a national Income accounts basiS, the 
rise ill the full-employment surplus would 
be even greater. Even without fully accept­
Ing the St. Louts Federal Resen'e Bank num­
bers showing a rise ill the full-employment 
surplus from a rate of $2 billion In the first 
half of 1974 to nearly $13 billion In th~ 
first half 'of 1975. and even allowing for the 
inevitable slippage In the budget process. 
one can safely conclude that tbe fiscal 1975 
budget, con trary to surface appearances, of­
fers no substantial st imulus to the economy. 

But wbat of the assurances that contiu­
gency plans wlll be rolled ou to. to step up 
spending in case recessiOJl rears Its ugly 
head? Given the typical lags In PQIIcy action 
and economiC reaction, on('> can oUly say that 
the time to act is now. When a man Is 
drowning. one should not dfmy him a life 
preserver on grounds that one can always 
resort to mouth-to-mouth resuscitation. 

IFrom the Washington Post, Mar. 10, 19741 
RECESSION CHARADE 

President Nixon keeps reiterating. In his 
stubborn way. that "there will not be a re­
cession In 1974," as If tbe ~petltlon of that 
hopeful thought will, like magic, wash all 
the nation's economic troubles away. 

The hard fact Is that the economy Is suf­
terlng a contradiction which is clearly evi­
dent In rising unemployment, lower factory 
output and rising prices. Whether, In the 
end, It qualifies for the technical deflnltlon 
of a recession is not much of a point. 

However, many reputable economists be­
lieve that the nation Is already in at least the 
third month of a recession Which will lower 
real gross national prod\\Ct for the first halt. 
of 1974. 

A survey of 62 leading forecasters, as re­
ported in the Washington Post Friday, sees 
at least a mild decline In real GNP for the 
ftrst half ot 1074. The Wharton School, and 
Prof. Otto Eckstein 's Data Resources Insti­
tute, among others, see a somewhat sbarper 
dip, with inflation 0. serious problem. 

The more serious fall-01f could arise It 
the first-quarter slide reaches the annllal 
rate of 3 to 4 per cent now considered possi­
ble by statisticians within the Nixon admin­
istration Itselt, as was reported in this space 
last week. 

The receSSion charade Mr. Nixon has been 
pla.ylng could be Ignored as the natural re­
ftex of a politician already in deep trouble 
if It did not Imply ~he absence of a program 
to contain the damage. 

By saying that there will be no recession, 
that, if everyone Is patient, 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 Council Chalrman Herbert 
Stein, a perennial optimist, reassured the 
Governors' Conference here the other day 
that although . tbere Is "no prospect of In­
Rtaut ... tiel" from unemployment and Infla­
tion problems, there will be "a strong re­
vival" around mid-year. 

Stein expects a resurgence of auto sales, 
a "cIarlftcation" of the gasollne 51 tuatlon, a 
gain In new housing starts, a strong expan­
lII.on of· private capital Investment, and 
boosted federal, state and local spending. 

In an Interview with The Washington 
Post, Treasury Secretary George 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 wages from going througb the roof. 

A seriea of quesuons put to ::;teiIl all tile 
GovernoI1l' Conference IDdleates that the 
chief ezccutlves 01 the states are much more 
concerned about Indatlon, fuel allocation • 
probletnB, 011 company proflts, and h1,h 
unemployment than the government here In 
Washington appears to be. 

The problem with tbe Stein-Shultz &Daly­
sis-on which Mr. Nixon bases his "no-re­
cessl.on" promlse--is that It Is predicated on 
getting all the breaks In a very uncertain 
and unstable world. 

Not the least of .current anxieties relates 
to the continuing watergate mesa. Altbougb 
they know that an Impea.cbmen1; process 
would be a traumatic experience for tbe 
nation, big bu.stnessmen (Republicans as 
well a.s DelnoCrats) now say openly that the 
best course now would be an Impeachment 
'proceeding that will settle the Issue as 
quickly as Poeslble. 

Avoiding a slgnl.tlcant receSSion wllI re­
quire good and plentiful crops to hold doWn 
food prices; the absence of a protracted 
decl1ne' in U. rest of the Industrtllll1zed coun­
tries, a reduction In the extortionate 011 
prices set by tbe cartel, a rapid conversion 
of tbe auto industry to smaller cars, 
lISSuranoo of steady g8.90lIne supplies so 
that consumers are WUl1ng to buy cars, a 
good flow of fUnds to the savings 1nst1tutions 
that finance private housing, a reduction of 
general 1ntIationary preasures which already 
bave reached the highest levels since the 
tlrst World War, actual wage settlements 
which do not generate a new wage-price 
push and, above an, a ·revetsal of consumer 
uneasiness about the health of the economy 
wbicb will Ill&ke them spenders 1nstead ot 
savers. 

And beyond that, 1t wlll require an active 
federal government policy designed to give 
the e'conomy a· well-timed monetary and 
fiscal pusb. 

But 86 Stein indicated, the administration 
will be cautious about ''pumping up the 
economy" too far . To Republican Gov, Jack 
WlllIams of Arizona, worried about rlalng 
unemployment, Stein said that "we must 
endure a period of restrllolnt fu our ambi­
tions" to cut back the Jobless rate because 
Inflation IS ' such an overwhelming pl9blem:. 

The contrary point of view was presented 
. by Arthur Okun, former Chainnan of the 
Johnson Council of EconOmiC Advisers. 
Okun, who believes ·we are several· months 
Into a real receSSion, told tbe governors that 
counter-recession moves should be made 
now, even ihough. he agrees that the eco­
nomic slide will be modest, rather than 1930s 
style. 

Okun wOU[d J!Oll back domestic CTUde· oU 
prices wblch, along with other Inflated 
prices, "have been dra1n.1ns-some $:aIl b11l1on 
from consumer bud~." lie also woUld cut 
Income anet. payroll-taxes In a way ·deslgned 
to benefit lower- and middle-Income groups 
by $5 bllllnn to $6 billion a year. Sen. Edward 
F. Kenned" (D-Masa.) and Walter 7. Mon­
dale (D-lIOnn.) , among others, ha.ve pro­
posed leglalatlon along such line/!. 

"The time to act 18 now," Okun says. "_" 
little preventive med1elne would go a long 
WfAY·" 

Nixon, Shultz and stein aren't convinced. 
They fear an oU price rollb~ck would .be 
costly In the long run, and argue that a tax 
cut should be ~ last . medicine to be 
prescribed. But 1# ' the eooJl.omlsts' reading 
as shown by the ABA poll turns out to be 
right, tax cutting may gain a: popularity that 
crosses party l10es by mid-summer, 

Exm:srr 1 
THE BROOKING!! lNlITlTtlTION, 

EcONOMIC STUDDB PROGRAM, 
Washington, D .O., February 28,1974. 

Hon. WALTER F. I.IoNll.&LE. 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAll FiuTZ: In response to your recent 
request, I bave, Damlned' the revenue loss 
and distributional impact of four alternative 
tax credit or exemption reform plans, Inchl'd­
Ing your propoeaI. The findings are summa­
rized In the five tablee accompanying t111s 
letter. The reVellue esttmates are based on a 
projection to We yeare 197~ and 1975 of 
data In the Brookings 1970 federallncome .tsx 
tue. 

Plan I 1n the·enclOlled table, whleh Is pro­
vided for compariaon purposes, la present law 
(that 18, $750 per capita exemption plus the 
$1,300 low-income allowanoo). Plan n Is 
y&ur propoeal to ofrer a t200 tax credit In lieu 
of the usual pe1'8On~ exemption. Plan In 
would raise the pel:Sonal exemption to $8150 
In 1974 a:cd $980 In 1975 and later years, 
Plan IV, which would reduce revenues by as 
must ae Plan II, wouJel malntalli the current 
$7&0 exemption and add an acl'OIIS-the-board 
tax credit of $2:11 In 197'·and $33 in 1975 and 
later years. Plan V would raise the low In­
come allowancer to, $1 ,400 and pnsonal ex­
emptions t.o $8118< in· 197., aDd to $1,500 and 
$900, respectively, in 1975. 

Table 1 compares eacb plan with estimated ( 
poverty levela far 1974 and 1976. The resUlts 
indicate that Plan V Is the most successful 
in approI1mat\ns' til .. poverty levels for 1974 
and 1976 If the Dovern linea are assumed to 

be tbe standard: PIg iI would be excessively r 
generous In raising the minimum taxa-ble 
levels (partlcmJarly for large families) . Plans 
m and IV are much closer to the poverty 
levels·than Plart n, but they do not .do nearly \ 
U well as Plan V. 

The revenue 1068 under the various pro­
poeals and their distributions by Income 
levelS are gIven In Tables ~. All of the plans 
concentmte the taz reductions largely in tbe 
adjusted gross Incomes below $25,000. Under 
Plan IT, however, over one-half of tbe 197' 
tax reduetion accrues to pe!'Sons with IncOmes 
below $10,000 and almost all of the deduction 
goes to taxpayers wttI1. Inoomes below $25,000. 
At the other end (though the distance Is not 
very far) only about one-quarter of tbe 1974 ' 
tax red_tlon under Plan III nccrues to the 
under PO,ooo group and over 80 percent goes 
to taxpayet'S ·with AGI below $25.000. Plan IV 
Is more nearly slm1Iar to Plan IT In Its dls­
trihutlOlUll e1fcct. wblle Plan V Is more nearly 
s1mIlar to PIan m. 

On balance, my preference Is for Plan V 
which approximates the 1974 and 1975 pov­
erty lines most clc.ely, but I am sure that 
Judfpnents will dlft'er on tbe relative merits 
of the various appra.cbee. 

. Sincerely, 
JoeEPB A. PEcHMAN, 

Dfrector or Sconomic Stu4ie3. 
PS.-Theee 'calculatlons were supported by 

a grant tram the RANN program of the Na­
tional Science Foundation. 



TABLE I.- LEVEl AT WHICH INCOME BECOMES TAXABLE UNDER VARIOUS EXEMPTION AND TAX1:REDIJ PlANS COMPARED WITH POVERTY LEVELS IN 1974 AND 1975' 

Projected Plan I , (Present law) Plan II , Plan III , Plan IV f Plan vr 
poverty level 

fam ily size budget' Income level Difference Income level Difference Income lwei Dilftrence Income level Differenc, Income level Difference 

1974: 
1 .. ..•..• . .... . _ $2,409 $2 , 050 - $359 $2, 644 +$235 $2, ISO -$259 $2,207 -$202 $2, 250 -$159 
2 L :::::::::::::: 3, 101 2,800 -301 3,988 + 887 3,000 -101 2, 957 -144 3, 100 - 1 

3,807 3,550 - 257 5, 182 +1 , 375 3,850 +43 3,707 -100 3,950 +143 4 __ ___ • _____ • __ . _ 4, 871 4, 300 -571 6, 247 +1, 376 4, 700 -171 4,457 -414 4,BOO - 71 5 _______________ • 5, 748 5, 050 -698 7,300 +1,552 5, 550 -198 5,207 -541 5,650 -118 6 __ ____ __ ___ • ___ 6,461 5,800 -661 8, 353 +1, 892 6,400 -61 5,957 -504 6,500 +39 
1975: L __ __________ __ " 2, 554 2,050 -504 2, 644 + 90 2, 200 -354 2, 286 -268 2,400 -154 

2 __ . ---_ . . _-. 3, 287 2,800 -481 3,988 +701 3,100 -187 3, 036 - 251 3,300 +13 
L __ ---- ------ 4.035 3.550 -485 5, 182 +1 , 147 4, 000 -35 3,786 -249 4, 200 +165 
4 
5 .. :::'::::::::: 

5, 163 4. 300 -863 6, 247 +1 , 084 4,900 -263 4. 536 -627 5,100 -63 
6, 093 5.050 -1, 043 7,300 . +1,207 5,800 -293 5,286 - 807 6, 000 -93 

6 __ . ---------- 6, 849 5, ~oo -1,049 8,353 +1,504 6,700 -149 6,036 -813 6,900 +51 

• Assumes jOi nt relurns are fil ed by lomilies 01 2 or more persons. . 
• Projecled Irom the official poverly lines lor 1972 on the basis of the actual increase in the 

Consumer Price Index from 1972 to 1973 and assumed .ncreases of 8 percent lor 1973-74 and 6 
percent lor 1974 -75. 

,. Plan I: Presenl law (i.e., $750 e,emption and $1 ,300 low·income allowance) . 
• Plan II : Option to eleel eith ... a $200 credi l lor each exemption or $750 e.emption, whichever 

YIelds Ihe lower la •. 

TABU 2 . fAX R[OUCTlOIi UNDER PLAN II : OPTION TO ELECT EITHER A $200 TAX CREDIT 
OR A $750 EXEMPTION, WHICH EVER PRODUC ES THE LOWER TAX 

1914 1975 

Distri· Distri-
bulion of bulion of 

T •• reduc- Tax reduc-
Number reduc· tion Number reduc- tion 

of tion due (percent of tion due (percent 
returns to tnlan of tolal relurns to plan of total 

Ad jusled gros~ (thou- mil- reduc· (thou· (mil- reduc· 
Income class sands) lions) tion) sands) lions) tion) 

lm Ihan 0 ______ . ______ 392.6 ___ __ __ : ____ ______ . 393. 7 ___________________ _ 
Oto $5,000 __ _________ __ 22,198. 9 $718.4 12. 2 21, 189.8 $702. 9 12. 4 
$5.000 to $10,000 ____ __ ___ 18,794.5 2,304. 0 39. I 18, 393. 8 2, 198.6 38. 8 
$10,000 to $15,000 ______ ___ IE, 532. 0 2, 113. 8 35. 9 15,414. 0 1,916. 2 33.9 
$15,000 to $20.000.. _____ ___ 9. 773. 1 684. I n .6 10, 783.0 747.4 13.2 
$20,000 10 $25,000 ________ . 4, 8117. I 58. 7 1. 0 5. 823. 8 90. Z 1. 6 
$2~,000 to $50,000 ________ • 4, 279.1 6. 4 .1 5, 439. 7 5.0 .1 
SSO,OOO andover ________ ___ 863. 9 .2 0 997. 4 .2 0 

Toldl __ __ __ ________ 77,641.3 5,885.6 100 . 0 78,495. 3 5,660. 6 100. 0 

TABU 3. TAX REDUCTION UNDER PLAN III: $850 PERSOIIAL EXEMPTION IN 1974, $900 IN 
1975 

1974 . 1975 

Distri· Distri-
bution of bution 01 

Tax reduc- Tax reduc-
Number reduc- tion Number reduc· tion 

of tion due (percent 01 tion due (percent 
returns to plan of total returns to plan of total 

Adjusted gross (thou, (mil- reduc· (thou- (mil- reduc-
Income cia .. sands) lions) tion) sands) lions) tion) 

Less Ihan 0 ______ ______ ___ 392. 6 __ ____________ ____ __ 393. 7 ______ __ ________ L __ 

010$5,000.. ___ . _________ 22,198.9 $207.2 5. 2 21 , 189. 8 $296. 8 4. 7 
$5,000 to $10,000.. ________ . 18, 794. 5 792. 3 19. 9 18, 393. 8 1, 132. 0 18. 1 
$1 0.000 to $1 5, 000.. ________ 16,532. 0 1, 051. 4 26. 4 15, 474. 0 1,440. 6 23. 0 
$1 5, 000 10 $20,000.. __ _ _ __ __ 9, 773. I 789. 9 19. 9 10, 783. 0 I, 284.6 20. 5 
$20,000 to $25,000.. ____ ____ 4, 807. 1 448. 5 11.3 5, 823.11 819.1 13. 1 
$25,000 10 $50,000___ _ __ _ __ _ 4, 279. 1 516. 6 13. 0 5, 439. 7 980. 4 15. 7 
$50,OOO.lId over___________ 863. 9 172.1 4. 3 997. 4 299. 5 4.~ 

Totol ________ _______ 71,641.3 3,978.0 100.0 79,495. 3 6, 253. I 100.0 

• Plan III : $850 personal exemption lor 1974, $900 lor 1975. " 
f Plan IV: for 1974: $22 credit, which has the same revenue etfect as an $850 exemption for 

1915 : a $33 credit, which has the same revenue effeet 1$. $900 exemption. 
r ptan V: for 1974: low income allowance 01 $1 ,400 Ind personal exemption 01 $850 ' for 1975 ' 

low income allowance of $1,500 and personal exemption 01 $900. ,. 

TABLE 4.-TAX REDUCTION .UNDER PLAN IV: $22 CREDIT IN 1974, $33 !N 1S75 

1974 1975 

Distri· Distri· 
bution of bution of 

Tax redue· Tax reduc-
Number redue- lion Number reduc- tion 

of tion due (percent ~f tion due (percent 
returns to plan of total returns to plan of total 

Adjusted gross (thou· (mil- reduc- (thou- (mil· reduc-
income class sands) lions) tion) sands) lions) tion) 

Less than 0_ _______________ 392.6 __________________ __ 393.7 ______ ___ ____ • _____ _ 
Oto $5,OOO ____________ __ __ 22, 198.9 $285. 8 7. 2 21, 189.8 $404.8 6. 6 
$5,000 to $10,000 ________ ___ 18,794. 5 982. 4 24. 6 18,393.8 t , 386. 8 22. 7 
$10,000 to $15,000.. ________ 16,532.0 1,157.6 29. 0 .5,474.0 1,588.5 26. 0 
$15,000 III $20,000___ _______ 9,773. I 762.3 19. 1 10, 783.0 1,245. 0 20. 4 
$20,000 to $25,000_____ ____ _ 4,807. 1 380. I 9. 5 5,823. 8 700.9 11.5 
$25,000 to $50,000__________ 4,219.1 346. I 8.7 5,439. 7 656. 5 10. 7 
$5O,OOOan4ovel._______ ___ 863. 9 72.7 1.8 997. 4 126.0 2. 1 

TotaL __ ____________ 77, 641.3 3,981. 0 100. 0 78,495. 3 6, 108. 6 100.0 

TABLE 5. TAX REDUCTtON UNDER PLAN V: LOW lNCOME ALLOWANCE Of $1,400, PERSONAL 
EXEMPTION Of $850 IN 1974; LOW 'tNCOME ALLOWANCE Of $1,500, PERSONAL EXEMPTION 
Of $900 t N 1975 

1974 1975 

Distri· Distri· 
bution of bution of 

Tax reduc-
Number 

Tax reduc· 
Number reduc- tion reduc- tion 

01 tion due (percent 01 tion due (percent 
returns to plan of total relurns III ptan of total 

Adjusted gross (thou- (mil· reduc- (thou- (mil- redue-
income class sands) lions) tion) sands) lions) ·tion) 

Less than 0__________ __ ____ 392. 6 __________ _______ ___ 393.'7 _______________ ____ _ 
o to $5,000 ________ ___ __ ___ 22, 198.9 $330. 4 7. 7 21, 189. 8 $530.3 7. 7 
$5,000 to $10,000.. _______ __ 18,794. 5 973.6 22.7 18,393. 8 1, 504.6 21. 9 
$10,000 to $15,000.. ________ 16, 532.0 1, 051.4' 24.6 15,474.0 1,440. 6 21.0 
$15,000 to $20,000..__ _____ _ 9,773. 1 789.9 18. 4 10, 783.0 1,284. 6 18. 7 
$20,000 to $25,000__ _____ ___ 4,807.1 448. 5 10. 5 5, 87.3. 8 819.1 11. 9 
$25,000 to $50,000.. ____ ____ 4,279.1 516. 6 12. I 5,439.7 980.4 14. 3 
$50,000 and over __________ _ 863. 9 172. 1 4. 0 997.4 299.5 . 4. 4 

TotaL ________ ______ 71,641. 3 4,282. 5 100. 0 78,495.3 6, 859. I 100. 0 
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oj America 

Q:ongr£ssionall~c(ord 
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 93 d CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 

Vol. 120 WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 1974 No. 32 

ANNALS OF INDUSTRY: CASUALTY 
OF THE WORKPLACE 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I wish 
to call the Senate's attention to part III 
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 o~ 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 
asbestos 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 
yet 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 prioe 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 
Samuels of the AFL-CIO's Industrial 
Union Department has said-

Whettl.er a 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 RECORD. 

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

ANNALS OF INDUSTRY: CASUALTIES OF THE 

WOaKPLACE 
When the Pittsburgh Corning Corporation 

shut down Its asbestOS-insulation plant In 
Tyler. Texas. In February of 1972. It did so 
because of determined and courageous It.c-

Senate 
tion taken by Dr. WllJiam M. Johnson alld 
Dr. Joseph K. Wagoner. who had joined the 
Division of Field Studies and Clinical Investi­
gations of the Department of Health. Edu­
cation, and Welfar,,'s National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Healt.h In. the sum­
mer of 1971. 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 this Information would 
be properly disseminated and used to benefi t 
the workers, whose terrible jeopardy 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 OU, Chemical. and Atomic 
Workers International Union; by expressing 
their concern to Dr. Lee B. Grant, the medical 
consultant to Pittsburgh Corning, for the 
plight ot the men who worked in the plant; 
by inspecting the factory and writing a re­
port stating that a critical occupatlonal­
health situation existed there; and by In­
sisting to their 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 occupational 
medicine In the United States: They had 
taken steps to force the federal government 
from Its pOSition of self-Imposed neutrality 
and had 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
tional-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 miSSion 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 crack the cornerstone of the medi­
cal-Industrial complex of company doctors 
and Industry consultants, whose triangular 
structure had come to rest largely upon an 
unspoken alliance with a number of· key oc­
cupational-health officials at various levels 
of state and federal government. 

For several years, Mazzocchi had been 
gathering evidence to show that IndustrlEiI 
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 qUintessential example of the 
workings of this complex, he decided to draw 
public attention to It. In the meantime, he 
and Sheldon W. Samuels. who Is the director 
of Health, Safety. and Environmental Affairs 
for the A.FL.-C.I.O.'s Industrial Union 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
tional 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 Bupported in this effort by Dr. Irving 
J. Sel1koff. who 1a tbe director of the Mount 
Sinai School of Medlclne's Environmental 
Sciences Laboratory and a pioneer In the field 
of modern asbestos epidemiology. However. 
In spite of the fact that Dr. Sellkoff and Dr. 
E . Cuyler Hammond. vice-president for epi­
demiology and statistics ot the American 
Cancer Society, had provided Indisputable 
evidence that one out of five asbestos-Insu­
lation workers was dying of lung cancer and 
that almost halt of tbese men were dying of 
some form of asbestos-related disease. Secre-

tru'y Hodgson, apparently searching for some 
middle ground that might be satisfactory to 
both Industry and labor, declared a tem­
porary emergency standard of five fibres per 
cubic centimetre. A further ind.ication that 
the government was seeking a compromise 
between the well-being of the nation's as­
bestos workers and the Interests of Industry 
came late in November of 197i. when the 
Department of Labor's Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration, which has the 
responsibility of enforcing the provisions of 
the 1970 Act, inspected the Tyler plant as a 
resUlt of Dr. Johnson's report that a critical 
occupational-health sltuatlcn existed there. 

-Although major deficlences In the factory's 
ventUation system constituted serious viola­
tions of the Act--those likely to result In 
disability or death-the Administration 
chose to consider them nonserlous and finet! 
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 
pubUc hearings that the Occupational Safety 
and H~alth 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 scientific community, most 
of whose 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 Admlnlstration's Impartiality 
was open to question, because of Its previous 
failure to enforce even the Inadequate twelve­
fibre standard at the Tyler plant and at hun­
dreds ot other factories across the Ie.nd. 
Speaking at a press conference in Washing­
ton. D.C., on February 10. 1972, Mazzocchi 
condemned this failure as bitterly as he did 
the blatant disregard shown by the managers 
of Pittsburgh Corning and Its medical con­
sultant, Dr. Grant, who, he claImed. had for 
years known about and Ignored the exces­
sive 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 who 
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 fiy 
to Cincinnati and spend a day with Dr. John­
son and Dr. Wagoner. I also telephoned Dr. 
Grant. who. In addition to being the medical 
consultant to Pittsburgh Corning, Is the med­
Ical director of PPG Industries (formerly 
known as the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Com­
pt\lly), which. together with the Corning 
Glass Works, had established Pltt3burgh 
Corning. When I reached him, at his 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 W!UJ 

extremely cordial. but he declined to give 
me an Interview unless I first obtained the 
permission of James H. Bierer. the president 
ot Pittsburgh Corning. I then called Bierer, 
and he, too, was very cordial, but was some­
what hesitant regarding my request . He said 
that he would have to look Into the matter 
before giving me permission to talk with Dr. 



Grant. ''I'll get back to you as soon as pos­
sible," he said. 

On Monday, March 13th, I took a morni:1g 
tught to Cincinnati, and arrived at the of­
fices of the NIOSH Division ot Field Studies 
and ClInclal InvesugattonS ·sIlortly beIOre 
noon. Dr. Johnson turned out to be a tall, 
pale , bespectacled man of thirty-one, with a 
quiet 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 Is extremely soft-spoken, but 
his manner Is 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 .polnt, 
I told them something about my recent trip 
to Tyler, and how I had met several men who 
had become III and stopped working In the 
plant even before It was shut down. When I 
finished giving them my impressions of these 
men, Dr. Johnson put down his fork and 
shook his head. 

"As you know, Dr. Sellkoff and Wr. Ham­
mond have conducted a study of the mor­
tality experience of nine hundred and thlrty­
three men wro worked between 1941 and 1945 
at the Union Asbestos & Rubber Company's 
plant In Paterson, New Jersey, which was the 
predecessor factory to the one In Tyler," he 
said. "Because ot 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
enteen 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, as Joe and I were 
unearthing the environmental data on Ty­
yer, we came across come mortality data on 
men who had worked In asbestos-textile 
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 dying of asbestosis and 
cor pulmonale--a form of heart failure that 
often accompanies the dtsease--rlght on the 
lob! Men In their fifties! 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 trom chrysotUe asbestos, and 
that's interesting, because the segment ot 
the asbestos industry that mInes and uses 
this particular variety of asbestos has been 
trying to claim that chrysotUe Is not as bio­
logically harmful as other types of asbestos, 
Including amoslte, which was the type the 
Tyler men worked wIth. 

Between January 1, 1940, and December 31 , 
1962, thirty-three hundred and sIxty-seven 
men and women worked In the chrysotlle­
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 thelr employment ceased 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 mortality 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-eight 
deaths, the vast majorlty-one hundred, to 
be exact--were caused by dIseases of the 
cardiopulmonary system. Approximately 
nineteen deaths from lung cancer were to 
be expected, but there were actually forty­
six. Seventy"two deaths occurred from 
chromc lung ulSease, mostlY aSbestoSIS, 
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 
failure--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." 

Dr. Wagoner told me that he and Dr. 
,Johnson had also evaluated the distribution 
of the cardiopulmonary deaths accord ing 
fO the elapsed time since termination of em­
ployment. "We did this partly to shed light on 
the consequences of a common practice III 
the asbestos Industry, as well as in many 
other industries, of using respirators III the 
absence of strict environmental controls.' 
he said. "Our findings tell a depressing 
story. The majority of the lung-cancer and as 
asbestosis deaths occurred within fiye years 
of termination of employment. In fac t, four­
teen of the fortY-5I.'( lung-cancer deaths oc­
curred within sL"< months of termination of 
employment, and the ayerage age of tho~ e 
fourteen people was only fifty-three and a 
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half. And of the forty-one asbestos deaths 
that occurred within five years after termi­
nation of employment, a majority took place 
within the first year, Including se\·enteen 
deaths that happened within six months. at 
an average age of fifty-four." 

Dr. Johnson broke In to say, "Which means 
that a lot, If not most, of these people bad 
advanced lung disease, malignant or nonma­
lignant, e\'en as they were working. No\\". 
what kind of medical program did that fac­
tory have, to r.llow men to be dying of pul­
monary disease right on the job?" 

Dr. Wagoner then continued, "During our 
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 difficult to 
breathe through, In such a population of 
men Is extremely hazardous, because It puts 
them at an exce&s risk of cardiopUlmonary 
death. For that reason, the Secretary of La­
bor's Advisory Committee on the Asbestos 
Standard, of which I am a member, has 
recommended that the use of respirators 
during periods of excessive asbestos dust be 
preceded bV strict medical evaluation." 

I had heard previously of the existence of 
the Advisory Committee on the Asbestos 
Standard, and when we returned to the of­
fice at NlOSH, I asked Dr. Wagoner to tell 
me about It. He explained that the com­
mittee was part of a long and complicated 
procedure by whIch criteria are developed 
for the recommendation of occupatlonal­
health standards. "The primary source of 
medical evidence and information about 
asbestos was provided In the NlOSH asbestos­
crIteria document, which I helped to write." 
Dr. Wagoner said. "This document Included 
a critical eval uatlon of all known research on 
asbestos disease and a recommended stand­
ard based on this evaluation, and It was sent 
to Secretary Hodgson on February 1st. The 
document recommends that airborne asbestos 
dust be controlled so that no worker Is ex­
posed over an elght-hOllr working day to 
an average of more than two fibres greater 
than five microns In length per cubic centi­
metre of air. 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 alr, and that these examina­
tions be conducted at the employer's expense. 
It also recommends that warning labels be 
affixed to containers of raw asbestos and to 
finished asbestos products stating that as­
bestos Is 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 ventilation and approved respiratory 
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 NlOSH document gave great weight to 
the fact that that standard had been recom­
mended In 1968 by the British Occupational 
HygIene Society and had been adopted by 
Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Factories the 
same year. "However, we took care to point 
out that the British standard was designed 
only to reduce the early signs of asbestOsLs, 
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 said 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 committee has five members, repre­
senting Industry, labor, government, and 
the Independent medical and scientific com­
munity," Dr. Wagoner S'1''' . "In addition to 
me, It Includes Isaac H. Weaver, corporate 
director for environmental control of Ray­
bestos-Manhattan, Inc.; Andrew Haas, the 
president of the I .,tern"t'onal Association 
of Heat and Frost Insulators and Asbestos 
Workers; Jack BaUff, 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 Scientific Laboratory, 
who Is the chairman, 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 NlOSH criteria document. In fact, In 
certain areas we made recommendations to 
the Secretary of Labor that were even 
stronger than those of the crIteria docu­
ment. For example, as I said, we recom­
mended that before respirators could be 
Issued to workers for any reason, each worker 
must have a complete physical examination 
to determine wbether he could wear a res­
pirator without endangering his health. We 
took this action to avoid 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 asbestos." 

That night, I had dinner with Dr. Johnson 
and bls wlie, who lived. with their two chil­
dren. In an apartment In the suburbs of Cln- .. 
cinllati. I bad been told that Dr. Johnson 
was fulfilling his military obligation b'y serv­
tng with NIOSH, and as he was drlvh.g 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 
dldn·t know. " I am greatly troubled by the 
question of respectabl11ty In the field of oc­
cupational medicine," he told me. "There's 
very little peer pressure among the doctors 
who are·ln 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 fatigued 
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 occupational health these days, It's aU 
too easy for a man to look at the welter of 
problems awattlng 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 remed1 
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 
said. "You and Dr. Wagoner did something 
that could be the beginning of turning the 
whole thing around." 

"Yes, we did something," Dr. Johnson 
repUed quietly. "But w1l1 they let us keep 
on doing It?" 

Early the next morning, I fiew to Wash­
Ington to attend the opening session of the 
Department of Labor's public hearings on 
the proposed permanent standard .for occu. 
patlonal exposure to asbestos. They were hold 
in a large conference room in the Interde­
partmental Auditorium, at Twelfth Street 
and Constitution Avenue, and when 1 ar­
rived there, shortly after nine o'clock, the 
place was fi11lng 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 business was 
accompl1shed 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, a tall man In 
his early forties, with dark halr and white 
sldeblJrns, got to his feet, Introduced himself 
as Bradley Walls, and said he represent~ the 
Asbestos Information Association of North 
America. "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 clarifying 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 their 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 said dryly. 

Walls grinned again. "Thank you, sir," he 
replied. "We w111 accept that." 

When Mr. Walls sat down, a slight man In 
his early thirties rose at the rear of the room 
and, In a voice full of emotion, introduced 
h1nlSelf as Colin D. Neal, the administrative 
assistant to the president of the United Pa­
permakers and Paperworkers Union, which 
represents twenty-one hundred workers at 
the Johns-Manv111e Corporation's asbestos 
plant In Manv11le, New Jersey. "Sir, the 
United Papennakere and Paperworkers would 
like to express our Indignation at Mr. Wall's 
characterization of those who may Buffer the 
effects of asbestos-dust disease as 'basket 
cases: " he said. "Using his terminology, how­
ever, we have a 'basket case' we would I1ke 
to present to you sometime today." 

Goldberg looked at Neal and nodded slight­
ly. Then he said, In a quIet voice, "We will 
hear all witnesses who are presented, sir," 
and adjourned for lunch. 

On my way out, I encountered Sheldon 
Samuels of the A.F.L.-C.I.O.'s Industrial 
Union Department, whom I ~ad previously 
met and talked with on several occasloIUl. 
Samuels, a stocky manJn...llls middle forties, 
is ordinarily mild-mannered, but he wa.a now 
flushed with anger. When I asked .b.1m to ex­
plain what had happened between Walls and 
Neal, he shook his head grtm1y, "We're hold-



Ing a press conference at the Hotel WashIng­
ton In a few minutes," he said. "Come on 
over and you'll find out." 

The press conference was conducted by 
the Industrial Union Department In con­
Junction with the United Papermakers and 
Paperworkers, and was attended by a dozen 
or so Journalists from various newspapers 
and magazines and by a Metromedla tele­
vision camera team. Seated from left to 
right behind a long table at the tront of. the 
room were Samuels; Dr. William J. Nichol­
son, assistant professor of community medi­
cine at the Mount Sinai School of Medicine 
and a member of the Mount Sinai Environ­
mental Sciences Laboratory; Dr. Maxwell 
Borow, a thoracic surgeon from Bound 
Brook, New Jersey, which Is near Manville; 
Jacob Clayman, administrative director of 
the Industrial Union Department; Colln 
Neal; Joseph Mondrone, president of Local 
800 of the Papermakers' union In Manv1lle; 
Robert Klinger, Local 800's vice-president 
and the chairman of Its Health and Satety 
Committee; Daniel Maclborskl, 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 scar and destroy the lungs. "For 
the past thirty years, asbestos has been a 
proven cause of cancer of the lungs, and of 
the stomach and Intestines 0[. the workers 
who breathe It," he went on. " Usually, ex­
posure over a long period of time Is neces­
sary to produce asbestos-related disease, but 
there Is now evidence that even a single 
day of breathing large amoun ts of asbestos 
dust w1ll harm the lungs. Contamination In 
the community, 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 being exposed 
Is safe from the effects of asbestos, and tens 
of thousands of workers' and their families 
may already have had their lives shortened 
by exposure to asbestos dust." 

Samuels went on to say thr.t the develop­
ment of safe methods of working with as­
bestos had been hampered for years by the 
efforts of management to hide the facts 
about asbestos disease, to suppress govern­
ment and private studies 0[. the subject, and 
to prevent state Job-safety agencies from 
taking effective action. Be 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 standard of two asbestos fibres 
per cubic centimetre of air go Into effect 
within six months, and that within two years 
the standard be lowered to one fibre per cubic 
centimetre," he said. "Moreo.ver, 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 
asbestos exposures ultimately to a zero 
level." 

Samuels then Introduc.ld Clayman, who has 
been with the Industrial Union Department 
since its formation , In 1956, and had been 
Its administrative director since 1960. Clay­
man, a soft-spoken man in his middle slxtl~s, 
has spent a lifetime In the labor movemint, 
first as a steelworker, then as a membe!' Of 
the Ohio state legislature fighting for im­
proved workmen's-compensatlon laws, and, 
Just before Joining the Industrial Union De­
partment, as secretary-treasurer of the Con­
gress of Industrial Organizations In Ohio, 
Speaking 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 devastlng environ­
mental disaster yet perpetrated by any indus­
trial nation. "Today, millions of American 
workers, their famllles, 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 sick, 
because of the routine way this country has 
dealt with the problem of occupational ex­
posure 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 to this Inexcusable 
environmental crime of huge proportions 
that aMicts workers and totally unaware vic­
tims in the plant community." 

Dr. Borow was then introduced, and he 
described the cases of maligna n t meso the-
1I0m& that he and his associates at the 
Somerset Hospital, In Somervllle, New Jersey, 
had begun to find !n 1964, and said that he 
had witnessed a sharp rise In the Incidence 
of the disease since then. He quoted from a 
letter he had written on October 12, 1967, to 
Marshall Smith, then president of the 
Papemlakers' Local 800. 'TIle letter stated 
that Dr. Borow and his associates were 
planning an exhibit on the rising Incidence 
of mesothefloma In the Manvllle area. which 
they had hoped to display In 1968 at four 
JIlApr medical conventions throughout the 
country Rnd at various hospitals In New 
Jersey, but that, though they had applied 
to forty different sources for funding, they 
had been unable to obtain money for this 
purpose. "We were told frankly that local 
Industry would not support this project for 
fear of upsetting the Johns-Man\'Ule Corpo­
ration," the letter continued. "Johns-Man-
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ville themselves, af ter six weeks of delibera­
tion, refused support, as they were not ready 
to acknowledge the aSSOCiat ion between 
asbestosis and mesothelioma." 

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. Boro\\' said 
that the union had supplled the money and 
the exhibit had been widely displayed . 

Dr. Borow then Introduced Daniel Maci­
borski, a patient in whom he had discovered 
an abdominal mesothelioma a few months 
earlier. Maciborski, a 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 officials to act promptly 
so that it wo\;ld not be shared by other work­
ers. 

The hearir.gs had begun by the time I had 
had some lunch and returned t{) the confer­
ence room. As I took a seat, I saw that Mac1-
borskl 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 SOliCitor, 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 said that he had now en­
countered fifty-two cases of mesothelioma in 
the Manville area, and that aU the victims 
of the disease had worked for Johns-Manville 
with the exception of two, who had simply 
lived In the community. 

Dr. Borow and Maciborski were followed 
at the witness table by Dr. Nicholson, of the 
Mount Sinai Environmental Sciences La­
boratory, who began his testimony by stating 
that the health experience of American as­
bestos workers could be described only as a 
national .tragedy. Referring to a mortality 
study Dr. SeUkoff and Dr. Hammond 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
thelloma, one In ten of other cancers, and 
almost one In ten of asbestosis. "Past stand­
ards are not ~n appropriate reference In set­
ting a new permanent standard for occupa­
tional exposure to asbestos, simply because 
all past standards were conceived only for 
the purpose of preventing asbestosis," Dr, 
NlchoL'Kln continued. 

"But asbestosis Is obviously not the major 
problem among asbestos workers. Cancer is 
the major problem. Cancer accounts for 
seventy-five per cent of the excess deaths 
among the asbestos-Insulation workers 
studied by Dr. Sellkoff and Dr. Hammond, 
and this asbestos-cancer hazard Is not ap­
propriately covered by the proposed asbestos 
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 techniques and 
methods designed to remove asbestos dust 
from the working environment. "There is 
evidence that a standard of two fibres per 
cubic centimetre of .. Ir will be Inadequate 
for the prevention of asbestos disease," he 
said. "The recently measured lo·ng-term ex­
posure of the asbestos-Ir.:;ulatlon workers, 
whose disastrous disease experience has been 
documented by Dr. Sellkoff f.nd Dr. Ham­
mond, was approximately three fibres per 
cubic centimetre, even prior to the Imple­
mentation of Improved control measures." 

Another of the afternoon'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 
testlfied 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 
marketpla ... ~ of any substance known to 
cause cancer In test anlmalsl would have 
mandated the elimination of this carcino­
geniC dust from the environment long ago. 
However, In 1972, twelve years after the pub­
lication of data showing the relationship 
between asbestos exposure and mesothelloma 
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 those Circumstances, regu­
lations which do not ultlmatelv 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 diminished health, functional capac­
ity, or Ufe expectanc:' as a result of his work 
experience.' " 

Dr. Wolfe was succeeded at t.he witness 
table by Anthony Mazzvcchl, who was accom­
panied by his aSSistant, Steven WOOka, and 
who stated the position of the 011. Chemi­
cal . and Atomic Workers International Union 
in blunt language. 

"The proposed Labor Department standard 
for exposure to r.sbestos dust is a very sad 
document," he said. "It serves to confirm 
what mauy members of our International 
union already fear-that the (OCcupational 
Safety &nd Health 1 Administration is frivo­
lous with the hf!alth and rlghls of working 

people ." Mazzochi went on to say that there 
were far more people exposed t o asbestos in 
the workplac(! than one was u , uall \' led to 
b~lie\'e . "The often quo ted Labor Dcp'artmpn t 
figure of two hundred thousand workers Ist, 't 
conser\,at\ve, It 's ridicu lous." he declared . "In 
our international union . which represents 
one hundred and eighty thousand workN3 
in the 011. chemical , and atomic-energy in­
dus tries alone. almost enry shop and plant 
uses asbestos In one form or another. For 
example, in a major oil rennen' on the Eas t 
Coast-lIlobl] Oil In Paulsboro. 'Ne\\, Jerse\'­
asbest{)s has captured our concern as i he 
single most serious industrial-heal th haza rd 
In that facility. We had nineteen workers 
who handle asbestos-Insulation materials i., 
that refinery examined by Dr. Irving Seliko:r. 
of the Mount Sinal School of Medicine. Dr 
6ellkoff's tests revealed a very serious occupa-

. tlonal-health problem resulting from their 
exposure to asbestos. Now our concern Is tha t 

. two to three hundred other workers-pipe­
fitters, bOilermakers, welders, bricklayers. and 
others who work In and around this Insula­
tion-may also have been overexposed . A' ­
bestos turns up In the most unexpected s itu­
ations. Recently, I was touring a plan t III 
northenl New Jersey where Prestone anti­
freeze is made. At one point in the tour. I 
caught a completely unprotected worker 
dumping asbest os Into a vat of antifreeze . 
He told me that asbestos Is what gives Pres­
tone its anti-leak quaUty. If that \Va. an 
unexpected situation, then what has been 
our eX!lerlence In a primary asbestos plan t­
for example, one that manufactures asbestos­
insulation products? Up until recent ly, the 
O.C.A.W. [Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers 
International UnlonI represented workers a t 
the Pittsburgh Corning Corporiit lon 's asbe, ­
tos plant in Tyler, Texas. This plant was t he 
sister to the Union Asbestos & Rubber Com­
pany's factory In Paterson, New Jersey, wh~re 
Dr. Sellkoff conducted his now tamous m or­
tality study of amoslte-asbestos workers. 

At the Paterson plant, Dr. Sellkoff fou nd 
that total deaths were more than twice the 
number anticipated, and now at the Tyler 
plant the National Institute [or Occup~ ­
tlonal Safety and Health has already fou nd 
that even out of eighteen workers with ten 
or more years of employment meet at least 
three o! tour criteria for asbestosis. Worse 
yet, H.E.W. studies ot the plant dating back 
to 1967 have found grossly excessive levels 
of asbestos dust throughout the plant. While 
this particular factory employed only Sixty 
or so people at Its peak, the turnover was 
such that nearly nine hundred men had 
worked there for varying periods of time 
from 1954 to 1972. The story of Tyler Is sadly 
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 zero by the enforce­
ment of strict equipment-performance 
standards. "All manufacturing, mainte­
nance, and other Industrial and construction 
processes u sing asbestos must be reengi ­
neered so that they perform at zero ex­
posure," he !leclared. "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 1972 zero exposure 
shall be the law. As for respirators, they 
should be authorized only when the em­
ployer ha,s 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 controlllng as­
bestos dust." Mazzocchi 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 
physicians that industry can rely on to deny 
valid occupational-disease claims of work­
ers." he said. Therefore, we recommend 
that workers I')e allowed to have annual 
phYSical examinations performed on them 
by doctors of their own chOice, but at the 
emplo::('r's expense. Furthermore, the rec-
ords of these examinations should not be 
sent to the employer but to a 'central 
record-keeping facility at NIOSB, 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, that as 
soon as management finds out how badly It 
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 years." Mazzocchi concluded 
by declaring that a deficient standard for pro­
tection from the hazards of asbestos would 
legislate sickness and an early death for thou­
sa nds of people. "Faced with this prospect, I 
would seek no new rule at all, rather th~n 
be held responsible for the cases ot as­
bestos disease that will surface thirty yehrs 
from now," he said. 

One of the final witnesses of the after­
noon was Alex Kuzmuk, a governor ot the 
Asbestos Textile Institute-which In 1964 



had ~ent a letter to the New York Academy 
of Sciences urging caution In the public dis­
cussion of medical research Into aSbest~s 
disease In order "to avoid providing the baSIS 
for possibly damaging and misleading news 
stories." Kuzmuk now testified that the As­
bestos Textile Institute was opposed to the 
NIOSH criteria document and to the rec­
ommendaLions of the Secretary of Labor's Ad­
visory Committee on the Asbestos Standard. 
"We find that even the five-fibre standard Is 
not feasible for us," he said. "Indeed, It will 
price American-made asbestos-textile pr~­
ncts right out of the world and domestIc 
markets, with the result that Imports from 
nations where workers are under no such 
protection will flood the country. We feel 
that the proposed standard Is based upon In­
complete studies and that new evaluations 
are needed. Pending more comprehensive 
studies, we respectfully urge the Secretary of 
Labor to reconsider the establishment of as­
bestos standards, to reinstate the threshold 
limit 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 I flew back to New York, where busi­
ness' kept me during the second day of the 
hearings. The day after 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 Interdepart­
mental Auditorium was almost full when I 
arrived, just before 9 A.M., and the hearings 
got underway promptly, with John B. Jobe, 
Johns-Manv!l1e's executive vice-president for 
operations, sitting down at the witness table 
and stating that the asbestos Industry had 
flrst supported research on asbestos disease 
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. ~e went on to say that although 
the asbestos Industry recognized its respon­
slb111ty to support the Intent of the occupa­
tional Safety and Health Act, there was no 
credible evidence demonstrating the necessity 
for a standard lower than flve flbres per cubic 
centimetre of air. . 

Jobe was followed by Dr. George W. Wright, 
a longtime paid medical consultant for 
Johns-Manv!l1e, who was also director of 
medical research of the Department of Medi­
cine of st. Luke's Hospital in Cleveland. Dr. 
Wright began his testimony by saying thlllt he 
had been conducting research on asbestosis 
sinCe 1939, first as a member of the Saranac 
Laboratory of the TrUdeau Founqatlon and 
then, since 1953, at st. Luke's Hospital. After 
reviewing the various standards for occupa-

tronal exposure to asbestos that had been In 
etreet over the years, Mr. Wright told the 
hearings that no evidence had been found to 
Indicate that the present asbestos stand~ 
should be changed. "Moreover, since I believe 
that the five-flbre standard w!l1 certa.1nly pre­
'vent asbestosis, I am in complete disagree­
ment with the NIooH criteria. document with 
respect to its expressed opinion that the data 
relating asbestos exposure to biological re­
action are Inadequate to establish a mean­
ingful standard at this time," he said, "While 
the evidence may not be as far-reaching as 
we would like, it Is scientifically valid, and 
adequate <to support as a flrst approximation 
the opinion that the present standard of flve 
flbres per cubic 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 flve flbres per cubic centi­
metre or air, and proof that mesothelioma 
was vitrually absent in people who were ex­
posed only to chrysotlle asbestos-a type of 
the mineral that accounts for ninety-five per 
cent of the world's production, and the type 
that Johns-Me.llville mines, uses, and sells al­
most exclusively. "Mesothelioma appears to 
be predominantly linked with exposure to 
crocidolite or amoslte," Dr. Wright declared. 
"Therefore, both of these types of asbestos 
should be controlled more stringently than is 
chrysotlle." 

Dr. Wright then criticized certain aspeds 
of Dr. Sellko!f's and Dr. Hammond's mortal­
ltv studies of the asbestos-insulation work­
er's; the studies did net Include adequate con­
trol populations, he said, and the Incidence 
of mesothelioma among these workers was 
caused not by their exposure to chrysotUe 
but by their dual exposure to chrysotlle and 
amoslte . He ended, by reiterating his support 
of the five-flbre standard, because, as he put 
It. "This Is a correct standard and constitutes 
a level of exposure that will protect against 
the development of asbe3tosls and broncho­
genic cancer." 

Thus far In the hearings , there had been 
"ery 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
Gregorio, of the Department of Labor, who 
pointed out with some asperity that he had 

never heard the validity of Dr. Sellko!f's and 
Dr. Hammond's study of the asbestos-insula­
tion workers questioned by any of the lead­
ing epidemiologists in the field . 

After a short recess, the Johns-Manville 
testimony continued with the appearance at 
the witness table of Dr. Thomas H. Davison, 
who Introduced himself as the medical direc­
tor of the corporation. Dr. Davison's testi­
mony was very brief, and was chiefly con­
cerned with his objections 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 Ed~und M. Fenner, the corporation's di­
rector of environmental control. Fenner testi­
fied that Johns-Manville had worked dUi­
gently to lower dust levels In all Its plants. 
He also criticized the two-fil;lre standard 
proposed In the document, on the ground 
that adequate monitoring and dust-sampling 
equipment 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 it Is 
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 opinlon destroy large 
amounts of the industry and eliminate thou­
sands of Jobs." 

Dr. Pundsa.ck went on to declare that warn­
ing labels need only Indipa.te that precau­
tionary steps should be taken when han4llng 
asbetos, and that labels need not contain 
terrifying language, such as the word "can­
cer," He pointed' out ·tha~ asbestos is not an 
acutely toxic chemical or drug that reacts 
when minutes or hours, nor is it an explosive, 
nor can it be absorbed through the skin. 
"Therefore, the application of frightening la­
bels to asbestos is inappropriate," . he said. 
"Instead, we recommend that a caution or 
warning label with the following type of text 
be used on bags or containers of asbestos 
flbre: 'Caution-This bag contains chryso­
tile asbestos flbre. Inhalation of asbestos in 
excessive quantities over long periods of time 
may be harmful. It proper dust control can­
not be provided, respirators approved by the 
United states Bureau of Mines for protection 
against pnuemoconlosis - producing dusts 
should be worn,''' 

When Dr. Pundsack flnished his remarks, 
there was an hour's. recess for lunch. The flrst 
afternoon witness was Henry B. Moreno, 
senior Vice-president for the industrial and 
international divisions of Johns-Manville, 
who said that the company's dust-control 
programs had already 'lost twenty million 
dollars. "For us to achieve a standard of two 
flbres 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 opera.te at this level in 
flve 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 e!fect upon 
the nation's economy, and would result In 
higher costs reflected all across the board. In 
addition, Japan, Taiwan, India, other Asian 
countries, and nations in South America 
would come on strong and flood the Ameri­
can market with asbestos products. For these 
reasons, we believe that it would be nothir.g 
less than complete socla.l Irresponslb11lty to 
adopt a two-flbre standard for occupational 
exliosure to asbestos without stronger medi­
cal eVidence than tha.t which presently eX­
ists." 

When questioned by Dr. Nicholson, Moreno, 
like Dr. Wright before him, sought to place 
chrysotlle asbestos above suspicion as a cause 
of mesothelioma, and, like Dr. Wright, he 
implicated amoslte. Moreno declared tha.t 
from 1930 until 11160 all high-temperature­
insulation materials contained amosite, that 
since 1960 there had been a trend away from 
amosite, and that for the past flve years 
almost no amoslte had been used. 

Knowing that Johns-Manville had long 
been attempting to absolve chrysotlle by 
blaming crocidollte and amosite asbestos for 
the occurrence of mesothelioma, 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 question Moreno 
about his statement that amosite asbestos 
had been a major constituent of Insulation 
materials between 1930 and 1960. 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 
quantity of asbestos used In the manufac­
ture of Insulation materials In the United 
States between 1920 and 1965, had been fur­
nished b, Dr. Pundsack himself to Dr. 8eli­
koff for presentation at the Fourth Interna­
tional Pneumoconiosis Conference of the 
International Labor Office, held in Bucha­
rest, on September 29, 1971. The second table, 

compiled from the United States .lJin erais 
Yearbook , listed Imports of amosite asbestoli 
into the United States during those same 
,ears. Since a comparison of the two tables 
showed that only a few hundred tons of 
amoslte was Imported each year between 
1920 and 1940, and that this amount wa; 
only a small fraction of the t{)tal amount 
of asbestos used in the manufacture of In­
sulation materials during that period, Dr. 
Nicholson pOinted out, "clelU'ly. amoslte 
could have been only a minor constituent of 
insulation material until World War 11 ," 
and even through 1950 "It could only repre­
sent a small fraction of the asbestos used 
In non-marine commercial and industrial in­
sula tion, 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 mesothelioma) of shipyard in­
sulation workers was not Significantly dif­
ferent from the disease experience of non­
shipyard insulation workers. "It Is not possi­
ble to assign an Important role to amoslte 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 
Epidemiology and Health of McGill Univer­
sity, and that he had specialized In epidemi­
ology for twenty-four years. "I would now 
like to add one or two points not In my writ­
ten submission, in order to clarify my posi­
tion here," Dr. McDonald continued. "The 
first point is that I am a full-time employee 
at McGill 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 Canadian 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
otlle Asbestos Mine and Mill Workers of Que­
bec," which he and some colleagues were 
preparing for publication In the near future. 
Dr. McDonald said that he and his associ­
ates had begun an epidemiological study of 
miners and millers In 1966, using records of 
the Queb.ec asbestos-mining companies 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 hi~ colleagues had already published an 
1n1tla.l analysis of the mortality experience 
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 died. "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 mesothelioma. These cases, 
however, showed no clear relationship with 
dust exposure." 

Later in his presentation, Dr. McDonald 
assessed the results Of hls mortality study by 
declaring that the number Of excess deaths 
related to asbestos exposure among the work­
ers he had Investigated probably constituted 
flO more than two per cent of the total of 
3,270 deaths; that most of these deaths were 
caused by lU'ng cancer and pneumoconiosis 
(by wh ich he presumably mean t asbestosis) ; 
a'i'ld that almost all of these excess asbes-tos­
related deaths ocourred a.mong 'l'lorkers em­
ployed in the highest dust-exposure eate­
gories. After pointing out that the death 
rates from cancer and mesothelioma among 
the chrysotlle-asbestos miners and millers 
he bad 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 chrysotUe asbestos during mining and 
milling operations had ' an appreciable effect 
011 mortality. Dr. McDonald ended his pres­
entation by further concluding, from the 
findings of his study, that a reasonable stand­
ard for chrysotlle mines and mUls would be 
somewhere between five and nl11e fibres per 
cubic centimetre. 

When Dr. McDonald finished his testimony, 
he was questioned at some length by Dr. 
Nichoison 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 mlilers, he had concluded 
that among those workers In his cohort who 
who were exposed to the highe~t level 01 
clll'\'sotile dust the inCidence of lung can" 
cer ' was five times that of the workers ex­
posed to the lowest level. He also obtained an 
admission from Dr. McDonald that his rec­
ommendation of a standard of between five 



and nine fibres waS based llpon a total of 
oBly thirty-two fibre counts made III mines 
and mills of Quebec in the summer of 1971. 
DeGregorio, too, asked Dr. McDonald a series 
of pointed questions about the scientific va­
lidity of his study. He expressed open skep­
ticism of Dr. McDonald's ability to substan­
tiate the accuracy of chrysotUe-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 ot 
autopsy material-but that they had been 
observed by other people and recorded by 
them In reports and death certificates, which 
he and his associates had then included 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 scien­
tific community had previously expressed 
grave reservations to me about the accurac;y 
of the conclusions he and his coUeagues had 
drawn In a report ot their study which had 
appeared In June ot 1971, In Volume XXII 
ot the Archives Of Environmental Health, 
under the title "Mortality In the Chrysotile 
Asbestos Mines and Mills ot Quebec." Some 
people had pOinted out that many, lf not 
most, ot 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. StU! others pointed out that 
ninety per cent ot the lung cancers and 
mesotheliomas tound In insulation workers 
occurred twenty years or more after the onset 
of exposure to asbestos-as, for example, in 
the cases of men who began working with 
asbestos at the age of twenty, and who died 
of cancer at ftfty-and that by omitting per­
sons born before 1891 Dr. McDonald and his 
associates had excluded from their calcula­
tions precisely the people who might be ex­
pected to show the effects of asbestos Inhala­
tion. (It was as If In studying 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 ot people 
pointed out that by including only deatbs 

that occurred twenty years or less alter the 
onset of exposure, Dr. McDonald had perforce 
d1luted the major disease effect ot asbestos 
In his study. Perhaps the most telling criti­
ism ot Dr. McDonald's study, however, was 
made In a letter sent to Dr. Sellkoff on Janu­
ary 7, 1972, by Herbert Seidman, who Is chief 
of statistical analysis in the Department of 
Epidemiology and Statistics of the American 
Cancer Society. Seidman'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 01 
computing death rates as "ill-advised." It 
pointed out the lack of consideration that Dr. 
McDonald and his associates had given to 
the importance ot the long latency period in 
the development ot asbestos tumors, and it 
described the methodology used in the study 
to assess separately the Importance of cumu­
lative dust exposure and duration of expo­
sure In relation to lung cancer . as "Inappro­
priate," because of the "paucity of basic 
data." In conclusion, Seidman wrotE" "I 
think that the data have been collected fairly 
well but analyzed quite poorly." 

As a layman, I had little way of judging 
the scientific validity ot Dr. McDonald's work 
except through the observations of those 
members of the Independent medical com­
munity who had communicated their opin­
Ions of It to me. However, I had brought 
with me to the hearings a copy of Volume 
XXII of the Archives Of Environmental 
Health , containing Dr. McDonalds article on 
mortality among the chrysotile-asbestos 
miners and millers of Quebec, which had 
been sent to me some months earlier b~' 
William P. Raines, a vice-president and di­
rector ot public affairs for Johns-Manville . 
Since Dr. McDonald had referred to thiE 
mortality ' study during the course of hiE 
testimony, and since anyone attending .the 
public hearings had the r~ght to cros~­
examine witnesses, Including members 01 
the press, I decided to ask him some ques­
tions about it. Atter receiving permission 
from Goldberg to address Dr. McDonald . 1 
reminded him tlmt In his opening rem~rk> 

he had declared that all his research had 
been performed Independelitly. 

"That Is correct," Dr. McDonald replied 
"All things are relative." 

I then reminded Dr. McDonald that John 
Jobe, the executive vice-president for oper&­
tions of Johns-Manville, had testl1ied at the 
morning session that his company was sup­
porting research on asbestos disease, an d 
asked lUm It that was research other than 
what he had performed. 

"I guess what Mr. Jobe Is referring to " 
the fact that Johns-Manville, together with 
other mining companies, helps support the 
Institute of Occupational and Elwironment.aJ 
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 Is a very Indirect relatlOll­
Ship." 

I then pointed out to Dr. McDonald thr.t 
at the end of lUs article In the ArchiJ;e~ 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 Henlt.h 
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 Occupational and EnVironmental Health, 
and that the institute, In tum, had helped 
support his study. Moreover, the credits at 
the end of his article, which listed no finan­
cial support other than that supplied by 
the Institute, had given the tull and correct 
title of this organization-the Institute of 
Occupational and Environmental Health of 
the Quebec Asbestos Mining Association. It 
seemed unnecessary to point out to the rep­
resentatives ot 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 Association. 

When the hearings were adjourned that 
atternoon, Ivan Sabourin, former attor­
ney for the Quebec Asbestos Mining Associ­
ation, came 'up to me and Introduced him­
self. We talked briefiy, and then I took a 
plane back to New York. I had never met 
Sabourin before, but I remembered reading 
something about him In connection with Mc­
Gill University In a copy of the minutes of a 
1965 meeting ot the Asbestos TextUe 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 quoted 
Sabourin as saying that a recent article as­
sociating asbestos and cancer In the Jour­
nal Of the American Medical Association 
was not convincing, and expressing regret 
over the adverse publicity that resulted from 
such articles. Sabourin then told the meet­
Ing that the Quebec Asbestos Mining As­
sociation wished to study respiratory diseases 
related to chrysotUe asbestos. and that it 
was seeking "alliance with some university, 
such as McGill, for example, so that authori­
tative background for publicity can be had." 

According to the minutes, the next speaker 
at the meeting was Dr. Lewis J. Cralley, ot 
the United States Public Health Service, "who 
for the past several years has been super­
vising the extensive environmental study of 
asbestos employees In textile plants In the 
U.S.A." Dr. Cralley told the meeting that "the 
study was going well," that the Public 
Health Service was now extending its work 
Into other asbestos industries, and that "the 
results to date certainly justity 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 asbestos Industry, least ot all the 
workers, that the data he was collecting 
showed that men employed In asbestos tac­
torles across the land were being exposed to 
grossly excessive levels ot asbestos dust, and 
that excess mortality from asbestos disease 
among workers In asbestos-textUe factories 
had reached tragic proportions. (Indeed, six 
years passed before Dr. Johnson and Dr. 
Wagoner unearthed the data buried In Dr. 
Cralley's files and undertook to do something 
to rectify the appalling sl tua tlon they dis­
covered.) In this connection, I found It In­
teresting to note that out ot th" seventy-odd 
people listed in the minutes as attending the 
19'65 meeting ot 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, I also reread a paper 
sent to me some months betore by Johns­
Manville, which gave a history ot the com­
pany's health-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 being funded by the Insti­
tute of Occupational and Environmental 
He!l.lth, the scientific research arm of the 
Quebec Asbestos Mining Association (QAMA). 
As mentioned before, Johns-Manville Is a 
principal member of the QAMA. The Institute 
of Occupational and Environmental Health 
piays a vital role In the Johns-Manville 
health research effort. Besides allocating 
QAMA tunds for research proJe<:ts, the seven­
man scientific advisory committee ot the In­
stitute also reviews requests J-M receives 
from scientists and scientific organizations 
for money to conduct research 1D. the 
asbestos/health field." 

The paper then listed the chairman of the 
Institute's seven-man scientific adv1sory 
committee as Dr. George W. Wright, Dire<:tor 
ot Medical Research, St. Luke's Hospital, 
Cleveland. Ohio. 

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

Letter, and as a result of reading the Occu­
pational Safety & Healtll Reporter, a news­
letter published by the Bureau ot National 
Affairs, Inc ., I was able to keep abreast ot 
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 refiected the beliefs and 
self-Interest ot those who delivered It. Repre­
sentatives ot the asbestos Industry, on the 
one hand, stated that an asbestos standard 
ot two flbres per cubic centimetre of air 
either could not be achieved technically or 
would be prohibitive In cost, and that it 
would surely rt'sult in the shutting down ot 
many asbestos-manufacturing plants, with 
an attendant loss ot jobs and an Influx ot 
torelgn asbestos products into the United 
States. Representatives ot labor unions, on 
the other hand, urged that the satety and 
health of workers be placed ahead ot 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 ot this testi­
mony tended to be misleading, for the hear­
ings on the asbestos standard had become far 
more than Just a disagreement between lu­
dustry and labor over whether the standard 
should be five or two fibres. The Introduc­
tion-by Dr. Sellkoff and his associates at the 
Mount Sinai 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--<lf proposals tor pertormance standards 
that would a priori reduce dust levels in the 
manufacturing and Installation ot asbestos 
products by requiring the use of proper 
eqUipment, efficient exhaust and ventilation 
systems, and safe work practices was ot cru­
cial Importance, tor the carrying out ot 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 laborious and time-consttm­
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
tories such as Pittsburgh Corning's Tyler 
plant had for so many years reduced the tak­
Ing of air samples and the counting of as­
bestos particles and fibres to a farce of tragic 
proportions and fatal consequences. 

Two pieces ot testimony delivered 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 obtained 
full texts trom the men who had presented. 
them. The first was given on the second day 
by Duncan A. Holaday, research associate 
professor at the Mount Sinai Environmental 
Sciences Laboratory and formerly a senior 
industrial-hygiene engineer with the United 
States Public Health Service, where he had 
been Instrumental In developing standards 
for protecting uranium ' miners against radia­
tion exposure. (For this work, he had been 
given the Distinguished Service Award of the 
Health Physics Society.) Holaday addressed 
himself at tl1e hearings to the problem ot. 
how best to control asbestos dust: 

"The use ot procedural standards, by which 
I mea:~ regulations requiring the use ot 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 Is also known from experi­
ence that certain control measures wlll 
markedly reduce or eliminate these emis­
sions. Therefore, the prudent course Is to 
require that control procedures be insti­
tuted without waiting tor Intormation ob­
tained by air samples and dust counts to 
demonstrate that contamination has, In tact, 
occurred." 

The second piece of testimony that I found 
of special Interest was delivered on the final 
day ot the hearings by Sheldon Samuels. He 
began by saying that there were certain 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 I Intend to exploit," he declared. "The 
basic Issue betore us was made crystal clear 
at your prehearlng conference, when Mr. 
Walls, ot the Asbestos Information Asso­
Ciation, attempted to prevent Daniel Macl­
borski from being heard, and reterred to 
him In a disgustingly unmentionable man­
ner. Daniel Mactborskl did not ask to be 
heard at theee hearings tor 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 Is 
whether human lite can be traded olf In the 
marketplace, and whether workers must 
really face death on the Job." 

Samuels continued his testimony by urg­
Ing the adoption of performance standards 
that would require eqUipment and won: prac­
tices designed tor zero emiSSion ot asbestos. 
"For a Six-month transitiOnal period the In-



dustrial Union Department recommends a 
two-fibre level." he said. "Within two years. 
this level should be lowered to one fibre per 
cubic centimetre of air, and. ultimately. there 
should be a zero exposure to asbestos dust." 
Samuels also urged the adoption and 
strengthening of the mOSH recommenda­
tions for labelIlng asbestos, for monitoring 
airborne asbestos dust. for conducting period­
ic medical examinations of asbestos workers. 
and for guaranteeing 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
ence in the judgment of a physician who is 
directly responsible to the employer should 
have the right to cheose another source of 
medical service." Samuels declared, adding 
that Daniel Maciborski had passed a medi­
cal examination provided by a Johns-Man­
ville physician only a few weeks before his 
own physician had diag!losed him as suffer­
ing from terminal mesothelioma. 

Most of the members of the independent 
medical and scientific co=unity with whom 
I spoke seemed pleased by what had taken 
place at the hearings. and thought it like­
ly that a two-fibre level would be adopted by 
the Occupational Safety and Health Ad­
ministration as a permanent standard for 
occupational exnosure to asbestos. Their op­
timism was based largely upon the reason­
ing that except for the testimony of Dr. 
Wright and Dr. McDonald-neither of whom 
could be considered completely Independent 
medical researchers-the asbestos Indu~try 
had set forth no real data to refute the con­
clusions and recommendations of the NIOSH 
criteria document· and the Secretary of 
Labor's Advisory Committee on the Asbestos 
Standard. Mazzocchi, Samuels. and other 
union people. however, expressed a skepticism 
concerning the Department of Labor's mo­
tives and intent which was based upon long 
ancr~expenence. J.n any event, once we 
hearings were concluded, nobody involved 
in the matter could do much but walt untU 
June 6th. when, having presumably weighed 
aU .the evidence, the Department of Labor 
was required by law to promulgate a per­
manent standard for asbestos. 

On Monday morning, March 20th, I re­
ceived along-distance call from James Bierer, 
the president of Pittsburgh Corning. Bierer 
started out by apologizing for not getting 
back to me sooner concerning my request to 
Interview 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 situa­
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. I drove out 
to Paterson, New Jersey, and spent a day at 
the otlices of the Mount Sinai School of 
Medicine's Paterson Asbestos Control Pro­
gram. where Dorothy Perron and several aides 
(among them Shirley S. Levine. Rayla Mar­
goles, and Charles Nolan) have been working 
since 1968 to trace the nine hundred and 
thirty-three men who had worked for at 
least a year between 1941 and 1945 at the 
Union Asbesto & Rubber Company's plant 
there,.I learned that. pressed by Its Insurance 
company. Union Asbestos had paid 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 complaints 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 
nostrilS with Vaseline and drunk large quan­
tities of milk In an attempt to protect their 
respiratory tracts from the Irritating 
amounts of airborne asbestos dust that filled 
the plant, (ObViously, such measures were 
pitiful protection against the pervasive na­
ture of asbestos fibres. fot· 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 asbestosis. lung 
cancer. mesothelioma. and other malignant 
tumors. Moreover. the asbestos-disease haz­
ard extended far beyond workers directly In­
volved in the production of insulation ma­
terials. For example. Rudolph Wild. the 
engineer who had developed the product 
manufactured In the Paterson and Tyler 
plants. died of mesothelioma. He may have 
had ample occupational exposure to asbestos, 
but his daughter also died of mesothelioma, 
and her only known exposure to asbestos had 
occurred when as a child she had played with 
samples of asbestos products her father had 
brought home from work. 

In addition to the engineer and his daugh­
ter. Robert E. cryor. who had been manager 
of the Paterson plant between 1941 and 1944. 
died of mesothelioma in April of 1970). Dur­
Ing my visit to the Paterson Asbestos Control 
Program, I . went through nearly fifty sepa­
rate reports of medical examinations con­
ducted by the company's physician which 
either told of abnormal lung X-rays or con­
tamed such notations as "This man is a poor 
risk" and "This man should not be put into a 
dusty area ... I also discovered that during the 
war all blacks hired at the Union Asbestos 
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plant in Paterson were automatically as­
signed 'to the shipping department. where 
dust levels were considerably lower tYiafJ. on 
-he production lines. because of a bellef­
widely held at the time-that the lungs of 
t.Jlack 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 charge of the asbestos­
block department of the Paterson plant. Cal­
lahan had been sent to Tyler in October of 
1954 to help set up machinery for the new 
factory that Union Asbestos was opening 
there and that was later purchased by Pitts­
burgh Coming. "I stayed a couple of months 
In Tyler. and then I was sent to the Union 
Asbestos plant in Bloomington, Illinois. where 
I worked for the next eight years," Callahan 
told me. "As far as I was concerned, our big­
gest problem was health. I always wore a 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 me that he felt 
that the Union Asbestos people had been con­
cerned about the safety and health of the 
workers in the Paterson plant. "The company 
doctor X-rayed all the men continually to 
detect asbestOSiS, and, once he suspected It, 
he would always tell a fellow to get himself 
a job out-Of-doors," Callahan said. "In addi­
tion. the company used to pay Its workers 
an extra five 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. I 
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
ab1l1ty. In effect, they told us to :et the men 
work themselves to death! Afterward. we 
went to the Metropolitan.Llfe Insurance peo­
ple. Only one doctor over there knew any­
thing about asbestosis. He told us that the 
only solution was to spot It early and tell­
the guy to run for his life. We did our best. 
you understand. but a lot of the men 
wouldn·t wear their respirators, and our engi­
neers told l.1S It was imPossible to improve 
the ventilation." 

The next day. I dropped by the Mount 
Sinal Envil'onmental Sciences Laboratory to 
see what progress Dr. Selikoff and Dr. Ham­
mond had made In their Investigation Into 
the mortality experience of the Paterson 
workers. Dr. Sellkoff told me that as of De­
cember 31. 1971, Mrs. Perron and her asso­
ciates 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 
a remarkable job of detective work, and 
Charles Nolan In particular has been in­
credibly adept at t·racking down men who 
appeared to have dropped from sight." Dr. 
Sellkoff said. "On the basis of the standard 
mortality tables, Dr. Hammond has cal­
culated that in a normal population of that 
size. two hundred and ninety-nine deaths 
were to be expected. Instead, there were four 
hundred and eighty-four. As with the studies 
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 mesothel1oma according 
to the mortality tables for the general popu­
lation. there were seven deaths from the di­
sense. Moreover. In this group of men the 

death rate from cancers of the stomach. 
colon. and eEophagus were twice as high as 
they should have been. And though none 
of the men could have been expected to 
die of asbestOSiS. twenty-seven of them did." 

When I asked Dr. Sellkoff how he felt these 
statistics for the Paterson workers applied 
to the eight hundred and ninety-five men 
who had worked at the Tyler factory between 
1954 and 1972, he shook his head. "1 COil 

only say that ror the younger men-those 
who could be expected to live from twenty 
to fifty years after their first exposure to 
asbestos-the future looks awfully dismal ." 
he replied. 

Dr. Sellkoff then told me that In 1971 Lo­
cal 800 of the United Papermakers and 
Paperworkers Union had asked him and Dr. 
Hammond to review the medical histories 
of Its members to help evaluate the efIec­
ti\'eness of Johns-Manv1lle's dust-control 
measures at Its Manville plant, "We han 
since completed this study, which. sadly. 

sen'es to corroborate our previous findings," 
he said. adding that he would call Dr. 
Nicholson In and let him describe the actual 
results. since he had headed the field team 
that developed the information. 

Dr. Nicholson told me that out of a total, 
of three thousand and seven employees at 
the Manv1lle complex of factories. Dr. Seli­
koff. and Dr. Hammond had decided to re­
view the histories of tile six hundred and 
eighty-nine production workers who were 
actively at work on January 1. 1959. and had 
by that time had at least twenty years' ex­
posure to asbestos. "We studied the mortal­
ity experience of these men from January 1. 
1959. untU December 31. 1971," Dr. Nicholson 
said. "Unhapplly, 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. Hammond 
calculated that one hundred and thirty-four 
dJlaths were to be expected In this group of 
people. Instead. there were a hundred and 
ninety-nine." 

Dr. Nlchoison went on to say that the re,,­
sons for this large number of excess deaths 
among the J~hns-Manv1lle workers were, un­
fortunately, all too famUlar. "Only eight 
deaths from lung cancer should have oc­
curred, but .. there were twenty-seven," he 
told me. "And though no deaths from me­
sothelioma could normally be expected. there 
were fifteen. Cancerli of the stomach. colon. 
and rectum were two and a haU 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 replied. "There has 
been a strange development in the past· week 
that leads me to wonder, but before I tell you 
about it. I'd like Dr. Nicholson to give you 
his outlook on number standards In general. 
for I wholeheartedly concur with it." 

"I tend to think of number standards in 
this way." Dr. Nicholson said. "A standard 
speCified as two fibres per cubiC centimetre 
of air or five fibres per cubic centimetre of 
air sounds fairly innocuous. However. it is 
well to remember that a worker ·may inhale 
eight cubic metres. or eight mUlion cubic 
centimetres. of air In a working day. Leaving 
aside the fact that there are many more 
fibres smaller than five microns In length In 
any environment containing airborne asbes­
tos dust. a five-fibres-per-cublc-centimetre 
standard thus becomes. In terms of a man's 
lungs, a forty-mlll1on-fibre-a-day standard. 
and by th'e same token the proposed two-fibre 
standard would allow a worker to 'inhale six-

teen million 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 v.ero." 

When Dr; Nicholson had concluded. I 
asked Dr. Sellkoff to tell me about the re­
cent development that had caused him to 
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 mcluded a page with 

. this heading: 
"Enclosure A 
"Expert Judgments: Asbestos 
"Medical & Industrial Hygiene 
Beneath this was a request: "Return as 

soon as possible to Arthur D. Little, Inc., 35 
Acorn Park. Oambrid.ge,. Massachusetts, 
02140, Retain a copy lor relerence d.urlng 
Phase 11." Beneath the request was a space 
for the name and atlillatlon 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 reciplent'to estimate what might be the 
Incidence of asbestosis. lung cancer. and me­
sothelioma 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. Sellkoff had filled In the boxes. and 
these were his .estimates: At two fibres per 
cubic centimetre. fifty-five of a hundred 
workers would contract asbestosiS. twelve of 
1\ hundred would develop lung cancer, and 
four of a hundred would be afflicted with 
mesothelioma. 

At five fibres per cubic centimetre (basing 
his judgment on what had happened to the 
asbestos-Insulation workers). eighty-five of a 
hundred would develop asbestosis. twenty of 
a hundred would contract lung cancer. and 
Sl'ven of a hundred would develop mesotheli­
oma. Dr. Sellkoff's estimates were. of course. 
higher for workers exposed to twelve fibres 
per cubic centimetre of atr. and for workers 
exposed to thirty fibres he estimated that 
ninety-five of a pundred would be afflicted 
with asbestosis, twenty of a hundred would 
be afflicted With lung cancer. and five of a 
hundred would develop mesothelioma. The 
reason Dr. Sellkoff estimated fewer mes0-
theliomas at the highest level of exposure to 
asbestos dust was IIImply that previous study 
had Indicated that there would be more 



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

The Arthur D. Little Phase I questionnaire 
also asked for a jud gm6nt on how frequently 
asbestos workers should be examined, and it 
s tated that all the estimates and judgments 
solicited would be synthesized and Included 
In a Phase n questionnaire, which would 
be sent out later. The front page of the 
q uestionnaire, which WII8 headed "Health & 
Asbestos, Phase I Judgments, Background," 
explained what the Arthur D. Little people 
h ad In mind : 

"'The formulation of public policy for cop­
ing with an occupational hazard such as 
asbestos will necessarUy rely upon judg­
ment untU a great deal more research evi­
dence Is available than now exists. In partic­
ular, judgment concernlng the relationship 
between exposure and response will be Im­
plicit In health standards for asbestos estab­
lished by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration' In the near future. But judg­
ments, p08Slbly dilferent ones, on the same 
Issue will be Implicit 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 118 groups affected 
by the standard lack needed data to buttress 
their judgments, protracted conflicts are in­
evitable and d1mcult to resolve. Moreover, the 
absence of a clearly defined and credible set 
of Judgments makes it dtmcult, If not impos­
sible, to Identify the various costs and bene­
fits associated with policies for reducing the 
hazard. This Is so because the benefits of 
candidate standards depend upon projec­
tions of lives saved or Illnesses eliminated at 
va.r!ous exposure levels. 

"So crucial a matter should not depend 
upon implicit judgment or even the explicit 
view bf :l slngle expert. We are led to a search 
for a consensus that will make explicit and 
credible the necessary judgments on the 
exposure-response relationship for asbestos . 
Such a consensus Is sougbt 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 Delphi process that has been 
used extensively to apply 'expertlse to im­
portant Issues not yet open to analysis." 

When I told Dr. Sellkoff that I had never 
heard of the Delphi process, and asked him 
what It meant, he shook his head and smiled. 
"I've never heard of It, either," he said. "But 
I'm pretty sure I know what It means. It 
means guesswork. And what's the polnt of 
gueSSing about the biological effects ot 
asbestos when mortality studies of asbestos 
workers have already shown exact.ly what 
the effect has been?" 

Dr. Sellkoff now handed me a let ter he had 
written on April 3rd to Mrs. Sonja T . Strong, 
ot Arthur D. Little, Inc., concerning the 
Phase I questionnaire. Regarding the effec­
tiveness of dust-counting as a metood of in­
suring safe working conditions, Dr. Sellkoff 
wrote: 

"As matters now stand, meager ul;e of 
performance standards seems to be Intended. 
In this case, nothing In our experlet\.ce In­
dicates that tbe threshold limit values listed 
In your questionnaire will provide any effec­
tive safeguard against the occurrence of 
dlsep.se . 

"An obvious rejoinder might be: "Yes, 
but what If they were enforced? How much 
disease might then occur?" Following you 
lnto this never-never land, In which 
one-tenth of the workmen wear personal 
samplers on their coveralls rnd the rest of 
us are at the phase microscopes 1.0 the labor­
atory, the results would still .hot be very 
much different, although perhnps somewhat 
better, since peak excursions would not 
necessarily have been engineered out. 

"I have previously commented on the sorry 
state our nuclear-reactor Industry would be 
In If radiation control had depended upon 
"threshold limit value" rather than englneer­
lng criteria. Can you lmagUie such regula­
tion dependlng upon an arl}lY of Inspectors 
with Geiger counters?" 

After describing some of the data devolop­
ed In his studies 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 
SCientific evidence concerning the occurrence 
of mesothelioma In non-occupational clr­
sumstances, such as In families of asbestos 
workers and in peopTe living In the vicinity 
of asbestos factories, bore heavily on the 
advlsabl11ty of reaehlng a level of exposure 
as close to zero as possible. "'The numerous 
lnstances of mesothelioma all4'ng workmen 
p resumably exposed to aSbe!lt'os as a result 
ot Indirect occupational exPOsure In ship­
yards, even In the absence 'ot fibre counts 
t h l.rty' years ago, strongly points to asbestos 
d isease at low levels ot exposure," his letter 
continued. "Literally hundreds of cases ot 
mesothelioma are now kno\lrtl to have oc­
curred In such clrcumstanecs." 

When I h ad finished reading the letter, I 
ask ed Dr. 8ellkolf why the Arthur D. Little 
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company should "be soliciting exposure-re­
sponse judgments at this time. 

"It Is my u n derstanding that A. D. Little 
has been awarded a contract by t h e Occupa­
tional Safety and Healt h Admin istration to 
formula te a consensus regarding exposure­
response for abestos disease," Dr. Sellkoff re­
p lied. 

"But the mOSH criteria document and the 
Advisory Committee on the Asbestos Stand­
ard have already covered this ground by re­
viewing all the literature concerning abestos 
disease," I said. "Not to mention the testi­
mony given during four days of public hear­
ings." 

"True enough," Dr. Selikoff replied. "How­
ever, th~ A. D. Little people appear to have 
been specifically charged with determlnl!~g 
the economic Impact of the proposed per­
manent standard for occupational exposure 
to asbestos." 

"Then why a questionnaire focussed solely 
upon medical judgments?" I asked. 

"That Is a question I have been asking my ­
self," Dr. Sellkoff 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, and Welfare, In the Independent med­
Ical 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 
s tandard for occupational exposure to as­
bestos. The people I spoke with at mOSH 
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 ot 
the mOSH document. 

"Look," one of them told me. "Our rec­
ommendation for a tWo-fibre standard and 
our conclusion that It is technically feaSible 
were upbeld by the Secretary of Labor's own 
Advisory Committee on the Asbestos Stand­
ard. However, A. D. Little Is up to something 
that has no basis In science and no speCific 
authorization in the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act. It's trying to form a COl> 
sensus for what Is sometimes called the 'so­
cially acceptable risk' Involved In occupa­
tional exposure to hazardous substances. In 
other words, It's trying to determine how 
much society Is, or should be, willing to pay 
to avoid the loss of lives. The Act, however, 
clearly states that 'each employer shall 
turnlsh to each of his employees employ­
ment and a place of employment which are 
free from recognized hazards. that are caru;­
Ing or are likely to cause death or serlmls 
physical harm to his employees.' " 

Wben I called Sheldon Samuels, at the 
Industrial Union Department, however, I 
was able to gain a new perspective on the 
matter. "The whole concept of economlc­
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 assess­
ment ot all government programs in terms ot 
their effectiveness, and this has since been 
made by the Nixon Administration's Omee 
of Management and Budget through a whole 
series ot cost-benefit analyses that are con­
ducted under the guise of envlronmental­
Impact studies. The present A. D. Little 
study has some extremely serious ramifica­
tions. Congress to the contrary, and throw­
ing Its Occupational Satety 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 point, of course, Is 
the government'8 order ot prtorltlea In this 
whole matter. I mean, how In the name ot 
God can a serious, in-depth cost-benefit 
study of the proposed asbestoe 8tandard fall 
to assess 118 one of its first priorities, the cost 
to the worker and the whole community ot 
the terrtble incidence of asbestos dlsetUJe?" 

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. Donal~ W. Meals 
and an engineer spend a whole day here," 
Samuels said. "They Indicated that they had 
been brought Into the picture to mediate 
between labor and Industry, and to come up 
with a standard tor 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-hoc 
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 gcod rea­
sons for believing that the A. D. Little peo­
ple were brought Into the standard-setting 
process not just to satisfy the Office of 
Management and Budget but to Justify the 
asbestos Industry's position. We ha,'e 
leanled , for example, that In the economic­
feasibility part of their study the A. D . Little 

people are relying almost entirely on guess­
estimates from the asbestQs Industry-par­
ticularly from the shipbnl1dlRg 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 medical 
judgments on the Incidence of asbestos ?Is­
ease. 

"Indeed I am," he replied. "In fact . just 
the other day I heard th!!t A. D. Little's so­
called panel of medical experts Is loaded 
with d octors who are or have been connected 
with the asbestos Industry. It'll be Interest­
Ing t o see this roster when the final report 
of the study comes out." 

In the second week of z"Iay, I visited Dr. 
Sellkoff agaln and asked If he knew of any 
further developments In the Involvement of 
Arthur D. Little In the standard-setting proc­
ess. He told me that tile firm had sent him 
the Phase II questionnaire of Its economlc­
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 asbestos data forms sent me and am 
returning them to you unanswered. To have 
completed them, In my opinion, would only 
contribtite further to an Inappropriate ex­
ercise; my original misgivings (see my letter 
of' April 3, 1972) are now amplified:' In con­
clUSion, Dr. Sellkoff told Dr. Meals that the 
meth'Jdology upon which the A. D. Little 
study was based "could lead to serlOtlS mis­
conceptions and misdirected advice." 

The following morning, I telephoned 
Samuels to find out If he had any new In­
fo~matlon about the Arthur D. Little study, 
and he said he did. 

"Have you looked at your mall today?" 
he asked. 

I told him tbat I bad not yet h ad time to 
do so. 

"Well, see If there's a letter from me." 
I went through the envelopes on m y desk 

and saw that there was. 
"Well, open It up and . talk to me later," 

Samuels said. "You aren't going to believe 
what.'s Inside." 

After hanging up, I opened Samuel's let ter 
and pulled out three documents that h ad 
been stapled together. The first was a press 
release for Monday, May 8th, sent out 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.lon, to Jack Caw­
thorne, executive director of the National 
Association ot State Development AgenCies, 
In Washington, D.C. The third document 
was a letter written on Arthur D. Little sta­
tionery on January 25, 1972, by one John E. 
Kent. The letter from Feinberg to Cawthorne 
read: 

"DEAR JACK: We have learned that a Mas­
sachusetts-based consulting firm, Arthur D, 
Little Inc., Is attemptlng 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 
to measure 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 also 
attempting to take one of our companies 
In that same Industrv to Mexico. 

"This activity by Arthur D. Little In my 
opln40n looks like a Trojan horse which I 
feel Is highly Improper. On the one hand, 
Arthur D. Little is accepting federal funds 
and on the other hand, It Is attempting to 
help Mexico attract a firm directly Involved 
In the federal project. Furthermore, It Is 
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 "raid" a company In 
our state. As you know, we are certainly 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 out of the count ry, it is 
a most serious 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 
operation which certainly seems to be 
against the best Interest of the people In 
the various states which may have similar 
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 national 
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 
stationery which was sent to the Connecti­
cut company being "raided." I have taken 



out the company name and address in 
order to avoid 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, 

"JII' anaging Director. 
"P,S. 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 Mexico?" 

Mter several phone calls, I learned that 
the corporation Arthur D. Little had at­
tempted to relocate In Mexico was Raybestos­
Manhattan, Inc., whose factory In Stratford, 
Connecticut, is a major produce,r of asbestos 
brake linings, clutch facings, and gaske ts. 
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 a,S,H,A. 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 tes tified at tbe publiC 
hearings in Washington against the NIOS H 

recommendation requiring warning labels on 
asbestos products. Meanwhile, I h ad discov­
ered that the asbestos Industry was taking 
a hard look at the feaslb1l1ty of moving some 
of Its plants and facllltles to Taiwan and 
Korea, where, presumably, It could operate 
unhindered by occupational-safety-and­
he8Jth regulations. It was already becoming 
clear, however, that by Involvin g Arthur D. 
Little, Inc., in the standard-settlng process, 
the Department of Labor was attempting to 
count er the recommendations of t he NIOSH 

criteria document, of the Secretary of Labor's 
AdviSory Committee on the Asbestos Stand­
ard, and of the members of the independent 
medical and scientific community who had 
testified lit 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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