Senator VW\alter Mondale

(S | LISE

on

A

'Otﬂngresmnnal

PROCBEDINGS AND DEBATBS OF THB 94”) CONGRBSS FIRST SBSSIGN

ik g

Ll .'-ra -~ -'b, L

r T

- 7 727 CHILD ABUSE

; Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on |
! January 31, 1974, the Child Abuse Pre- |
i vention and Treatment. Act, which I in-
. trodueed in the Senate, was signed into-

rlza.w. This legislation, which emanated

. from my Bubcommittee on Children and

‘Yuut:h was the result of more than a
' year of study and ‘extensive test.:mony
: by expertsin thefield. -~

The public responsé to this Iegislation ]

:.'h,a.s been extremely gratifying. Thou-
sands of dedicated, concerned individ-
‘uals have expressed their commitment to

combating the tragic problem of child_
abuse to the subcommittee. Many of |

them view the new law as an essential
vehicle for dehling with child abuse, and
_have requested information on its pur-
pose and scope. For that reason, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
questions and answers, analysis and text
of the law be printed in the Recorb.
.~ There being no objection, the material
* was ordered to be pri.nbed in the RECORD,
as follows:
"QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON CHILD ABUSE
PREVENTION AND TREATMENT AcCT

1. Why was Federal legislation on child
abuse and neglect necessary?

During 1873, a wide variety of witnesses
testified before the Subcommittee on Chil-
dren and Youth on child abuse. They pointed
‘out that an estimated 60,000 children are

reported to have been abused each year in |
this country. Representtaives of the Depart- |

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
testified that, despite the size of the prob-
:lem, not one person was assigned full-time
in the Federal-Government to work on child
abuse. Witnesses also testified that limited
funding of existing child welfare programs
through the Soclal Security Act hag resulted
in a lack of focus on child abuse and neglect
in these programs at the local and national
level.

2. What is the purpose of the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act?

The major thrust of the law is to provide

funding for promising efforts to .prevent,-

identify and treat child abuse and neglect.
In its hearings in several citles, the Sub-
committee found that many highly moti-
vated, dedicated persons and agencles were
willing to take action on child abuse and
neglect, but lacked the funding to do so.
Another major purpose of the law 1s to pfo-
vide the technical assistance and other re-
sources needed to ‘increase and expand ef-
‘forts to prevent, identify, and treat child
abuse and neglect. *

+ 8. How.much money will be amﬂabie for
‘implementing the Act? =~ -

! The law authorizes $15 million for “fiscal
“year 1074; $20 million for 1975; and 825 mil-
lion each for 1976 and 1877. The amount-of
‘funds sctually svaliable will be determined
‘through the appropriations process in Con-

4. How does the Act define child abuse and

neglect? ¢

- These terms are defined as physical or
mental injury, sexual abuse, negligent treat-
ment, or maltreatment of a child under the

age of 18 by a person who is responsible for

the child’'s welfare. i
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6. Who is eligible to apply for funding
under the Act?
" Programs may be supported through two
different sections of the “Act. One is the
demonstration grant program. Under this sec-
tion, a wide variety of individuals, institu--
tlons and state or local agencies—for exam-
ple, hospitals, police or welfare departments,

universities, parent orgamzations——mny ap-

ply for funding.

In addition, some hmds are specifically
‘reserved for technical assistance to state
governments.

6. How does the demonstraﬁcm grant pro-
gram work?

The Act requires that at least 505 of
.funds appropriated in any year be spent on
the demonstration grant program. Under the
program, HEW may award grants and con-
tracts for the following purposes:

A. Training programs for professionals and

paraprofesslonal personnel in fields relevant
to dealing with child abuse and, neglect.

B. Creation of regional"é‘&nteré to prov:de
multidisciplinary services related to child
abuse and neglect..

as consultants to rural and other areas which
do not have resident experts.

D. Innovative programs -and projects, in- |
cluding parent self-help programs,

7. How does the state technical assistance |
program work?

A minimum of §% and maximum of 20% |
of the annual appropriation for this Act is
reserved for grants to state governments, In |
order to qualify for these funds, a state must
meet a series of requirements including hav-
ing a child abuse reporting law, an investi- |
gation procedure, and procedures and re-|
sources for working with affected families.

8. Who will administer the Act at’ the Fed-
eral level?

The Act creates a new National Center on
Child Abuse and Neglect in the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. This Cen-
.ter, which has been located in the Office of
Child Development, will administer the dem-
onstration grant and state assistamce pro-
grams. Inquiries concerning funding under
the Act should be addressed to the Center.

9. What else will the Center do?

The Center will be responsible for pub-
lishing an annual summary of research on
child abuse and neglect; conducting research;

.maintaining a clearinghouse on child abuse
.and neglect programs; conducting a study
“of the incidence of child abuse and neglect;
and providing technical assistance.

10, How does this Act affect other Federal
ilaws with respect to child abuse and
sneglect?

This Act requires that all programs related
' to child abuse and neglect and funded under

"Title IV-A or IV-B of the Boclal Security
Act must:
| A. Have In effect a chud abuse reporting
[ law
: B. Have a procedure !or investigation of
j reports of child abuse and neglect
;. Provide for immediate protection of a
{ chuid, if necessary
| D. Provide for oon.ﬂduntlanty of records

E. Provide for cooperation among law en-
| forcement, state agency and court officials

_C. Provision of trained child abuse teams ’

THE LISRARY OF CONGRESS: CONGRESSIONAL
-" RESEARCH SERVICE.
Analysis of Public Law.93-247, Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act (S. 1191)

Sec: 2. Natlonal Center on Child Abuse and
Neglect —Provides for the establishment of
.the National Center on Child Abuse and
Neglect by the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare and outlines the functions
of this Center. These include the develop-
ment of an information clearinghouse; pub-
lication of an annual summary of research
on child abuse and neglect; compilation of an
annual summary of research on child abuse
and neglect; ‘compilation and publication
of training materials Jor personnel in the
field of child abuse prevention, identifica-
tion and treatment; technical assistance (di-
rectly or through grants or contracts) to
public and non-profit private agencies in-
volved in this field; research into the causes
of -child abuse and neglect and methods ot
preventing, identifying and treating it; and
a full study of National. incidence of child
abuse and neglect. "3

Sec. 8. Definition of child abuse and ne-
glect—Defines the term *“child abuse and
neglect” to be the physical or mental in-
jury, sexual abuse, negligent treatment, or
mealtreatment of a child under the age of
eighteen by & person who is responsible for
the child's welfare,. .

Sec. 4. Demonstration program and proj-
ects.—(a) Authorizes the Secretary to make
grants to and contracts with public or non-

profit private agencles or organizations for
clamonm:mtion projects designed to prevent,
identify or treat child abuse and neglect.
These grants or contracts may be for. the
following:

1, Development and establishment of
training programs for professional and para-
professional personnel in the fields of medi-
cine, education, social work ahd other rele-
wvant fields, and.training programs for chil-
dren and persons responsible for the welfare
of children in methods of protecting children
from abuse and neglect. |

2. Establishment and mnmtemmce of cen-
ters, serving defined geographic areas, to pro-
vide services related to e¢hild abuse and neg-
lect, including direct support and super-
vision of satellite. centers and attention
homes and advice and consultation to both
individuals and agencles,

3. Furnishing services of teams of profes-
slonal and paraprofessional personnel, on &
counsulting basis, to small communities
where services for child abuse and neglect
are not avallable. - -

4. Innovative programs and projects which
show promise of successfully preventing,

. identifying or trentl.ng mes of child abuse

and neglect: . T& .z
No less than'50 pment nt the funds ap-

£ propriated under thi$ act for any fiscal year

may be used for oarrylng out the provisions
. of this subsection, *.°
. . (b) Provides for g-mnts to the States for
the development, strengthening and carry-
! ing out of child abuse and neglect preven-
| tion and treatment programs. In -order to
qualify for this assistance the Btate must
- meet the following requirements:
t 1. Must have in effect a Btate child abuse
}and neglect law which includes immunity
*from prosecution for persons reporting in-
r stances of child abuse and neglect, arising
Loutof such reporting. | .. ..o .. .
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<. Musi provide for the reporiing ol sus-
pected instances of child abuse and neglect.

8. Upon reporting pf known or suspected
instances of child abuse or neglect, the
tate must Initiate an investigation to de-
termine the accuracy of such a report and
if 1t 15 accurate, take immediate steps to
protect the health and welfare of the abused
or neglected -child, as well, as any other
child under the same care who may be in
danger of abuse or neglect.

4. Must demonstrate that there are In
effect, throughout the Btate, administrative
procedures, personnel trained in child abuse
and neglect prevention and treatment, train-
ing procedures, institutional and other fa-
cllities and other multidiseiplinary programs
and services n to assure that the
State will deal effectively with child abuse
and neglect cases. 3

5. Must provide for confidentiality of all
records in order to protect the rights of the
child; his parents or guardians.’ .

6. Must provide for the cooperation of
law enforcement officials, courts of compe-
tent jurisdiction and npproprlate Btate
agencies. x,

7. Must provide & guardian ad ltem (for
the purpose of litigation) to represent the
child In a case involving child abuse or neg-
lect which results in a judiclal determina-
tion. . .

B. Must provide that the total amount of

-~ State funds for programs or projects related
to child abuse and neglect are not reduced
below the level provided during fiscal year
1873 and that federal funds made avallable
under Act will be used to supplement
and, where -practical, increase the level of
current State funds available mr such pro-
grams or projects.

8. Must provide for the d.tssem.lnatlon of
information to the general public on the
problem of child abuse. Programs or projects
related to child abuse and neglect assisted
under.part A or B of Title IV of the Social
Security Act must comply with the require.

“ments in Section 4(b) relating to reporting,
investigation, immediately follow-up action
to protect the child ecnnfidantialite of all

“records and co-operation of law enforcement

officials.

. Asslstance under this section is not avail-
able for construction of facilities, but is avall-
able for the lease or rental of facilities when
necessary and for repair or minor alterations
or remodeling of existing structures. "

Not less than 5 percent, and not more than

20 percent of the funds appropriated may be
-used for these grants made to the States.-
! Sec. 5. Authorizations—This section pro-
vides authorization for appropriations of §16,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
11974, $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 80, 1975, and $25,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending.June 30, 1976 and for the suc-
ceeding fiscal year.

Sec. 6. Advisory Board—Requlres the Sec-
Jetary to appoint, within 60 days, an Ad-
‘visory Board on Child Abuse and neglect.
;This Board fs to be composed of representa-
‘tives from Federal agencies with responsi-
bility for programs related to child abuse
Including the Office of Child Development,
‘the Office of Education, the National In-
istitute of Mental Health, the Natlonal In-
stitute of Child Health and Human Devel-
‘opment, the Soclal and Rehabilitation Serv-
Jece and the Health Service Administration.
. The function of the Advisory Eoard will
‘be to assist the Becretary In coardinating
new programs relating to child abuse and
neglect with those being administered by
Federal ngencles, and to assist the Secretary
in the development of Federal standards for
thesa programs.and projects. Only one-half
of one percent of the'funds appropriated,
or $1,000,000 (whichever is less) may be used
Tor the preparation and submittal (within
eighteen months of enacted date) to Con-
gress and the President of a report on pro-
grams assisted under this act and all related
programs assisted by Pederal agenclies with
‘membership on the Advisory Board. The re-
port 1s to include also a study on the rela-
tionship between drug sd.dict:ion and child
abuse and neglect.~ .

_ Skc. 7. Regulations. Requires the Secretary
1o Issue regulations and make arrangements
1o ensure effective coordination between pro-
grams and projects under this act and other
child abuse and neglect progra.ms assl.sted
by Fede.m! funds. =
. Pusric Law 98-247
An act to provide financial assistance for a
. demonstration program for the prevention,
, ldentification, and “treatment of child
. _abuse and neglect, to establish a Natlonal
' Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, and for
. other purposes.
. Be it enacted bymSmtt and House
o/ Representatives of the United States of
dAmerica in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Child Abuse Pre-
w»ention and Treatment Act”,
ITHE !u‘l:_lglu. CENTEE ON-CHILD ABUSE AND
“iS.x  WEGLECT

Sec.-2. (=) The Bometnrynf!ualth Edu-
eation, and 'Welfare (hereinafter referred to
in this Act as the “Secretary”) shall estab-
lish -an office to be known as the National
‘Center on Child Abuse and Neglect (heréin-
after reterred to in this- Act as the “Cen-
ter"). .

(b) 'rha Becretnry thmuah ‘the Center,
shall—

(1) mm mihma cmn
mary annually of
x:urrently conducted research on child l&un

un Jelnlop and maintain an‘informstion
clearinghouse on &!l programs, including pri=

nent ol child GOUSE AL NEegiect,

(3) ecompile and publish tralning mate-
rials for personnel who are engaged or intend
to engage in the prevention, identification,
and treatment of child abuse and neglect;

(4) provide technical assistance (directly
or through grant or contract) to public and
monprofit private asgencles and organizations
to assist them In planning, improving, de-
veloping, and carrying out programs and ac-
tivities relating to the prevention, identifica-
cation, and treatment of child abuse and
neglect;

(5) conduct research into the causes of
child abuse and neglect, and into the pre-
vention, identification, and treatment there-
of; and

(6) make a complete and full study and
investigation.of the national incidence of
child abuse and neglect, including a deter-)
mination of the extent to which incidents
of child sbuse and neglect are increasing In
number or sevm-lty

“DEFINITION

SEec. 3. For purposes of this Act the term
‘“’child abuse and neglect’” means the physi-
cal or mental injury, sexual abuse, negligent
-treatment, or maltreatment of a child under
the age of eighteen by a person who is re-
sponsible for the child's welfare under cir-
cumstances which indicate that the child's
health or welfare is harmed or threatened
thereby, as determined in accordance with
regulations prescribed by-the Secretary.

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS

Bec. 4. (a) The Secretary, through the
Center, 1s authorized to make grants to, and
enter into contracts with, public agencles
or nonprofit private organizations (or com-
binations thereof) for demonstration pro-.
grams and project designed to prevent, iden-
tify, and treat child abuse and mneglect.
Grants or contracts 'cmder this subsection
may be—

(1) for the devolopmsnt. and establish-
ment of training programs for professional
and paraprofessional personnel in the fields
of medicine, law, education, soclal work, |
and other relevant fields who are engaged
in, or intend to work in, the field of the

- prevention, ldentification, and treatment of |
child abuse and-neglect; and training pro-|
grams for children, and for persons responsi-
ble for the welfare of children, in methods
of protecting children rrom child abuse and
neglect;

(2) for the ambunhment and mainte-
nance of centers, serving.defined geog'raphlc
areas, staffed by multidisciplinary teams
of persannel trained in the prevention,
identification, and treatment of child abuse

- and neglect cases, to provide a broad range
of services related to chiid sbuse and neg-
lect, including direct support and super-
vislon of satellite centers and attention

- homes, as well as providing advice and con-
sultation to individuals, agencies, and or-

"~ ganizations which request such services;

(3) for furnishing services of teams of
professional and paraprofessional personnel
who are trained in the preventlon, identi-
ficatlon, and treatment of child sbuse and
neglect cases, on a consulting basls to small

- communities where such services are not
avallable; and 3

1 (4) for.such other .In.nwatlve Pprograms

. and projects, including programs and proj-

. ects for parent self-help, and for preven-

tlon and treatment of drug-related child
abuse and neglect, that-show promise ‘of
successfully preventing - or -treating cases
Mcbﬂdsbuaemdneglectastheﬁeuu—
tary may approve.
Not less than 50 per centum of the l‘unds
apprppriat.ed under this Act for any fiscal
year shall be used only for carrying out the
provisions of this subsection.

(b) (1) Of the sums appropriated under
this Act for any fiscal year, not less than
5 per centum and not more than 20 pér
centum may be used by the Secretary for
making grants to the States for the payment
of reasonable and necessary expenses for
the purpose of assisting the Btates in devel-

| oplng. strenethenine. and carrving out child
abuse and neglect prevention and treat-
‘ment programs.

(2) In order for a State to qualify for
assistance under this subsection, snch State
shall—

; {A) have in effect a Btate child abuse and

' neglect law which shall include provisions
for immunity for persons reporting instances
of child abuse and neglect from prosecution,
under any State or local law, arising out of
such reporting;

(B) provide for the reparting of known

~ and suspected Instances of child abuse and
neglect;

(C) provide that upon receipt oI & report

- of known or suspected instances of child
abuse or neglect, immediate steps shall be
initiated promptly to substantiate the ac-

. curacy of the report, and, upon & finding of

| abuse or neglect, Immediate steps shall be
| taken to protect the health and welfare
of the abused or neglected child, s well as

{ ‘that of any other child under the same care

{ who may be in danger of abuse or neglect;

¢ (D) demonstrate that there are in efléct

" throughout the State, in connectidbn with

; the enforcement of child abuse and neglect

.~laws and with the reporting of suspected

, Instances of chlld mbuse and neglect, such

{ administrative procedures, such personnel

. tralned In child abuse and neglect preven-

. tion and treatment, such tralning proce-

I dures, such institutional and other facilities

! (public and private), and such related mults
disciplinary programs and-services as may
be mecessary or appropriate to assure that
/the Btate will deal effectively with child

[E) provide for methods to preserve uoe

confidentiality of all records in order to pro-

f tect the rights of the child, his parents or
; guardians; -

¢ (F) provide for the cooperation_of law
| enforcement . officials, courts of competent
. Jurisdiction, and appropriste State agencles
¢ providing human services;

¢~ (G) provide that in every case involving
; Aan abused or neglected child which resulis
' in a judicial proceeding a guardian ad litem
f shnll be appolnted to-represent the child in

proceedings; -
[E) provide that the aggregate of support
dor programs.or -projects related to child
 abuse and neglect sssisted by Btate funds
-6hall not be reduced below . the.level pro-
- vided during fiscal year 1873, and set forth
+ policies and procedures designed to assure
f that Federal funds made available under this
Act for any fiscal will be so used as to
i supplement: and,. to.the extent practicable,
.innmmthnlavaln!ﬂtata:lundswhich
would, in the absence of Federal funds, be
available for such programs and projects;
. (I) provide for dissemination of informa-
tion to-the general public with respect to the
problem of child abuse and neglect and the
facilitles and preveniion .and treatment
methods svailable to-combat. j.nst.nnaes of
child abuse and negleect; and
(J) to the extent feasible, lnsu.re that pa-
rental organizations mmhatin& child abuse
and neglect receive preferential treatment.
- (8) Programs or projects related to child
fibuse and neglect assisted under part A or
B of title IV of the Social Security Act shall
comply with the requirements set forth in
i - clauses {B} (C), (E), and (F) of pmsrnph
L2(2)% s
- "{¢] Assistance provided pursuant to this
£ section shall not be available for construc-
“. tion of facilities; however, the Secretary is
- authorized to supply such assistance for the
lesse or rental of facflities where adeguate
* facilities are not otherwise available, and for
* repair or ‘mimor remodeling or alt-era.tlon of
~ existing facilitles. .
v (a) ‘I"hu'Becre'I:ery shﬂl ast&‘hll.sh criteria
. gdesigned to achieve equitable distribution of
assistance - under this section among the
- States, among geographic areas of the Nation,
. and among rural and urban areas. To the
‘extent possible, citizens of each State shall
recetve assistance from at 1east one pm]ect
under this section. = -

M ey AUTHORIZATIONS
Blc. 5. There are hereby authorized to be
nppropu-mr.ed for the purposes of this Act
#15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1974, $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975, and $25,000,000 for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1876, and for the
succesadlng fiscal ye.a.r. ity A
uvmou! BOAED ON CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
‘Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary shall, within sixty
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
eppoint an Advisory Board on Child Abuse
and Neglect (hereinafter referred to as the
= Advisory Board"), which shall be composed
'of representatives from Federal agencles with
ﬁponsibﬂity“rm programs and actiyities re-
ted tp child abuse and neglect, including
the Office of Child Development, the Office of
ucation, the National Institute of Edu-
mnon, ﬁ:o National Institute of Mental
Health, the National Institute of Child
“Health and Human Development, the Social
and Rehabilitation Bervice, and the Health
Bervices Administration. The Advisory Board
shall assist “the Secretary in coordinating
-ograms and activities related to child abuse
E.nd neglect administered or assisted under
%his Act with such programs and activities
‘administered or assisted by the Federal ag-
Fncias whose represéntatives are members
of the Advisory Board. The Advisory Board
ghall also assist the Secretary in the develop-/
ment of Federal standards for child abuse
Band neglect prevention and treatment pro-
grams and projects.
+ (b) The Advisory Board ahan prepare and
gubmit, within eighteen months after the
date of enactment of this Act, to the Presi-
dent and to the Congress a report on the
prasrmmﬁedundnrthlsaunndthe
programs, projects, and activities related to
child abuse and neglect administered or as-
sisted by the Federal agencies whose repre-
sentatives are members of the Advisory
Board. Buch report £hall include & study of
the relationships between drug a.ddictlon and
child abuse and neglect. . ;
i (c)7Of the funds appropriated undu- sec-
dion 5, one-half of 1-per centum, or §1,000,000,
~whichever is the lesser, may be used by the
Secretary only for purposes of the report
aunder mbsecuou( ) 2
i-"'” 'S COORDINATION -
‘8c. 1. 'rhe Secretary shall promulgate reg-
_mat.‘lon.s and make such arrangements as

“programs related to child abuse and neglect
under this Act and other such programs
‘which are assisted, by Federal funds.

v approved January 31, 1974.
& Az mmmu
! House Report No. 93-685 (Comm. on Edu-
cation and Labor).

Senate Report No. 93—308 (Comm. on'Labor
and Public Welfare).
' CONGRESSIONAL.Recorp, Vol. 119 (le’m-
¢ July 14, considered and passed Senate.
| Dec. B, mndmu nm 'pa.-ad "House,
smended.,

- Dec, mammbnm amend-
‘ments with amendments. .

i Dec.21, Bouncmcnminmu amend-

| AR



United States
©  of America

YVol. 121

Congression

PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 94

WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, MAY 15, 1975

By Mr, MONDALE:

S. 1755. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for pub-
lic financing of congressional primary
and general elections. Referred to the
Committee on Finance.

A MATCHING SYSTEM FOR PARTIAL FUBLIC
FINANCING OF CONGRESSIONAL ELECTIONS
Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I am

today introducing legislation to provide

for partial public financing of primary
and general elections for the House and

Senate under a system in which small

private contributions would be matched

by Federal payments.

Under this system, once a candidate
for the House or Benate succeeded in
raising & modest threshold amount in
small private contributions, those con-
tributions and all additional small con-
tributions would be matched on a 1-for-1
basis by the Treasury.

The mateching system would apply in
both primary and general elections. No
candidates would be automaticaily eli-
gible for Federal payments in the gen-
eral election, and there would be no flat
grants of Federal funds,

THE NEED FOR CONGRESSIONAL PUBLIC
FINANCING

Last year, Congress took the historie
step of establishing a system of public
financing for Presidential primary and
general elections.

Along with the limitation on large pri-
vate contributions, that legislation as-
sures that candidates for President wiil
no longer have to rely on the support of
large and powerful special interests to
win election to the Nation's highest office.
Candidates for the Presidency now know
that they must be responsive to the needs
of all the people. No longer must they
make their peace with special economic
interests in order to make the race for
President,

But we stopped short of adopting pub-
lic financing for our own campaigns. The
need, however, is fully as great. All of us
know the compromises and accommoda-
tions the system of unlimited private
financing has sometimes forced. They
should have no place in a truly demo-
cratic system. .

We went part of the way last year by
limiting the size of private contributions
to congressional campaigns. But nothing
hias been done to replace these large pri-
vate contributions. Campaigns are oiten
expensive, and often legitimately so. The
voters need to know how we stand on
issues that concern them, and communi-
cation can be expensive.

The money must come [rom some-
where. If the limit on large private con-
tributions leaves congressional candi-
dates short of the funds needed to run a
responsible campaign, pressures will
grow to bend the rules, Ambiguities in the
law will be seized upon, borderline con-
tributions of money and services may be
accepted.

The new Federal Election Commission
cannot look over the shoulder of every
candidate and every campaign treasurer.
We must rely on seli-enforcement to a
large degree.

A system of partial public financing
of congressional elections can relieve
some of these pressures on candidates
It can help candidates meet the legili-

mate expenses of their eampaigns, and
stay within the law. It can make it

possible for candidates to be honest if

they want to be.
PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

The matehing system for public fi-
nancing of congressional elections I pro-
pose is modeled after the system for
public financing of Presidential pri-
maries Congress adopted last year,
which in turn grew out of legislation I
first introduced in the Senate with Sen-
ator RIcHARD ScHWEKER, and which
was introduced in the House by Con-
gressman JOHN BRADEMAS, .

The bill T am introducing today has the
rollowing main features:

in a House race, candidates would have
to raise $10,000 in amounts of $100 or
less from each contributor to be eligible
for matching, after which the qualify-
inz amount and each additionsal contri-
Lution of $100 or less would be matched.

In a Senate race, candidates would
have to raise 2 cents times the voling
age population—but not less than
$10.000—in amounts of $100 or less to
qualify, and again the qualifying amount
und each additional contribution of $100
or less would be matched.

Only contributions from residents of
the State in which the election is held
would be eligible for matching. Cash con-
tributions could be matched as long as
they are properly certified and adequate
records are kept showing the date and
amount of the contribution, and the
name and address of the contributor.
The matching system for public financ-
ing of Presidential primaries in present
1aw allows only contributions made by a
cheek or other “written lnstrument” to
be matched, a provision which I believe
unnecessarily limits the participation of
many small contributors.

Although the matching systern would
apply in both the primary and general
elections, a candidate would have to meet
the threshold qualifying amount only
once, If the qualifying amount were
raised in the primary, therefore, con-
tributions of $100 or less for the gen-
eral election would continue to be
matched on a 1-for-1 basls with no fur-
ther test of eligibility.

The spending ceilings for all races
would be the same as in existing law, and
the maximum Treasury payment to any
candidate would be one-half of the
spending ceiling. This maximum pay-
ment level would of course be reached
only if all contributions received were
$100 or less.

In each House race, the mgximum
Treasury matching payments In 1876
would come to $38.500 in the primary,
and another $38,500 in the general elee-
tions.

In Senate races, the maximum Treas-
ury matching payments would range
from $55,000 in the primary and $82.500
in the general election in the smallest
States, to $637,824 in the primary and
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$956,736 in the general In Californis,

the largest State,

The pbove amounts are based on' the
estimated voting sge population for
1978, and an sssumed 10-percent cost-
of -living esealater for 1975 over the base
vear of 1974. Complete spending ceil-
ing estimates for all States and House
districts for the 1976 election have been
prepared by the Center for Public Fi-
nancing of Elections. I ask unanimous
consent that these estimates be printed
in the Rxcomp at the conclusion of my
remarks,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is =0 ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, match-
ing famds for congressional races would
come from the existing $1 checkofl
fund, and there would be no ruthoriza-
tion for supplemental appropriations.
Congressional races would get fourth
priority for $1 checloff funds after party
conventlens, the Presidential general
¢lection, and Presidential primaries. If 1t
appeared thet there would not be enough
in the $1 checkoff fund to meet all con-
gressional entitlements, T would support
legislation to ineresse the $1 eheckoff
to $2.

I sslt ymanimous consent that a fact
sheet glving more details on the bill be
printed in the Recorn st the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is 80 erdered.

(See exhibit 2)

COMPARISONM WITH EENNEDY-SCOTT CONGRES-
SIONAL PUBLIC FINANCING BILL (3. 584)
Mr. MONDALE. In may respects, Mr.

President, the legisiation I am intro-
ducing today parallels S. 564, introduced
earlier this year by Senators EKENNEDY
and Scorr and 28 cosponsors. The provi-
slons dealing with ecngressional primary
elections im the two bills are nearly iden-
tical, for example.

The main difference is in the treat-
ment of genersl elections. The Kennedy-
Scott bill provides for publiec fimancing of
100 percent of the gemeral election costs
¢l the two major party candidates, and
proportionately smaller grants for minor
and new party candidates. In this it Tol-
lows very closely the system established
in present law for public financing of
Presidential general elections.

The bill I am introducing today, how-
ever, continues the matching svstem for

wimary elections, that is common to
both bills, inte the general election. For
reasons which I will go into shortly, I
helieve this is preierable to the fiat grant
system of full public financing for con-
gressional general eleciions the Een-
nedy-Scobt hill would establish.

What is most important, however, is
that a system of public financing of con-
gressional elections be enacted as soom
as possible. Senators Kenxuny and ScoTT
and the other sponsors of 5. 564 have
made a strong case for their bill, and
have done an excellent job of gathering
support for ik

I believe the legislatlon I am propos-
ing has features which could make con-




“(d) Amount of Contributions —¥For pur-
poses of determining the amount of ' con-
tributions received by a candidats and his
authorized committees under subsections (b)

nd (e)—
* "({))tho term ‘contribution’ means a gift
of money made— .

“(A) by a written instrument which
jdentifies the person making the contribu-
tion by full name and mailing address, or

“(B) in cash if the candidate and his au-
thorized committees maintaln records, in
the form the Commission prescribes by reg-
ulations, which show the date and amount

' of each eash contribution and the full name

and malling address of the person making
such contribution,

" but does not Include a subscription, loan,

advance, or anything of value or anything
described in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D)
of section 9082 (4):

“(2) no contribution from any person may
be taken Into account to the extent tHat it

exceeds—

“(A) 8100, when added to the amount of
all other contributions made by that person
to or for the benefit of that candidate in
connection with his primary election cam-
paign, and .

“(B) $100, when added to the amount of
all other contributions made by that person
to or for the bemnefit of that candidate in
connection with his general election cam-

algn;

P “g(s) no contribution from any person may
be taken into account if it is recelved before
the first day of the calendar year immediately
preceding the calendar year in which the
primary or general electlon is held or after
the date of such election; and

“(4) i a candidate ls eligible to receive
payments in connection with his primary
election campalgn under subsection (b), he
is also ellgible to receive payments in con-
nection with his general election campaign
under subsection (c) without regard to the
amount of contributions he receives in con-
nection with such general election cam-
paign. f

“(e) SEPARATE CONTRIBUTION ACCOUNTS —
For purposes of determining the amount of
contributions received by a candidate and
his authorized committees under suibsections
(b) and (c) and section 8084(a), each candi-
date shall establish a separate account for
all contributions he and his authorized com-
mittee receive in connection with his pri-
mary election campalgn and & separate ac-
count for all contributions received in con-
nection with his general election campaign.

“Sec, 8064. ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENTS.

*(a) IN GENERAL,—

“{1) Primary ELECTION —Every candidate
who is eligible to recelve payments under sec-
tion 9063 in connection with his primary
election campalgn is entitled tp payments
under sectlon 9087 in an amount egusal to
the aggregate amount of contributions from
residents of the State in which such election
is held which are received by such candi-
date in connection with such campaign.

“(2) GENERAL ELECTION —EVery candidate
whe is eligible to recelve payments under
section 0063 In connection with his general
election campalgn is entitled to payments
under section 9067 in an amount equal to
the aggregate amount of contfibutions from
residents of the State in which such elec-
tion i held which are received by such can-
didate in connection with such campalgn.

*(h) AnmoUNT OF CONTRIBUTIONS,—For pur-
poses of determining the amount of contri-
butions received by a candidate under sub-
saction (a)—

“f1) the term ‘contribution’ means a gift
of inoney made—

“(A) by a written instrument which lden-
tifies the person making the contribution by
full name and mailing address, or

“(B) in cash if the candidate and his au-

thorized committees malntain records, 1n
the form the Commlssion prescribes by reg-
" ulations, which show the date and amount of
each cash contribution and the full name
and malling address of the person making
such contribution.

but does not include a subscription, loan,
advance, or anything of value or anything
described in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D)
of section 8062(4) :

“(2) no contribution from any person
may be taken Into account to the extent
that it exceeds $100 when added to the
amount of all other contributions made by
that person to or for the benefit of that
candidate in connection with his primary
election or general election campaign; and

“(3) no contribution from Any person ey
be taken into account if it is recelved before
the first day of the calendar year immediate-
1y preceding the calendar year 1n which
the primary or general election is held or
after the date of such election.

“(¢) LrmrratioN—The total amount of
payments to which & candidate 1s entitled
under subsection (a) (1) or (2) may not ex-
ceed 60 percent of the expenditure limita-
tion applicable to such candidate for the
specific campaign under section 60B(e) (1)
(C), (D), (E), or (F) of title 18, United
Stateg Code, as apnlinahla

“Spc, 9065. QUALIFIED CampAlGN EXPENSE,
LIMITATION.

*“No candidate may knowingly lncur gual-
ified campalgn expenses In excess of the ex-
penditure Umitation applicable to such cans
didate for such campaign under section 608
(e)(1)(C), (D), (E), or (P) of title 18,
United SBtates Code, as applicable,

“Sgc. 9066. CERTIFICATION BY COMMISSION,

“(a) InrriaL CERTIFICATION —Not later
than 10 days after a candidate establishes
his eligibility under section 8063 to receive
payments under section 8087, the Commis-
slon shall certify to the Secretary for pay-
ment to such cendidate under section BOBT
payment in full of amounts to which such
candidate 1s entitled under section 9064, The
Commission shall make such additional cer-
tifications as may be necessary to permit can-
didates to recelve payments for contrlbu-
tions under section 8067.

“{b) PINALITY OF DETERMINATIONS.~Ini-
tlal certifications by the Commission under
subsection (a), and all det®rminations made
by it under this chapter are final and con-
cluslve, except to the extent they are sub-
Ject to examination and audit by the Com-
misslon under section 8068 and a judicial
review under section 90T1.

“Sgc, 00687, PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE OCANDI-
DATES.

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT .0F ACCOUNT.—The
Secretary shall maintain In the Presidential
Election Campelgn Fund established under
section 9006(a), in addition to any account
which he maintalns under such section and

_section V037, a separate account to be known

as the Congressional Electlon Payment Aec-
count. The SBecretary shall deposit into such
Account, for use by each candidate who is
ellgible to recelve payments under section
0063, the amount available after the Secre-
tary determlines that adequate amounts ars
available for payments under sections 9006
(c), 9008(b) (3), and 803T(b).

“{b) Payments from ‘the Congressional
Hlection Payment Account.—Upon receipt of
a certification from the Commdission under
section 9068, but not before the beginning
of the matching payment period, the Secre-
tary or his delegate shall, within 10 days
after recelving such certification or after the
beginning of the matching payment perlod,
whichever 1s later, transfer the amount certi-
fled by the Commission from the Account to
the candidate. In making such transfers, the
Secretary or his delegate shall seek to achieve
an equitable diatribution of the funds avail-

able under subsection (a), and shall take
into account, in geeking to achleve an
equitable distribution, the sequence in
which such centifications are received.

“Spe. 9068, EXAMINATIONS AND AUDITS; RE-
PAYMENTS.

“(a) EXAMINATIONS AND AvupIiTs—After
each metching payment perlod, the Coms-
mission shall conduct a thorough examina-
tion and audit of the qusalified campalgn
expenses of every candidate and his auth-
orized committees who received payments
under section POET.

“{b) REPAYMENTS.—

(1) If the Commission determines that
any portion of the payments made to a can-
didate from the Congressional Election Pay-
ment Account is In excess of the aggregate
amount of payments to which such candi-
date Is entitled under section 8064, it shall
notify the eandidate, and the candidate shall
pay to the Becretary or- his delegate an
amount equal to the amount of excess pay-
ments. ’

“(2) Tf the Commission determines that
any amount of any payment made t0 a can-
didate from the Congressional Electlon Pay-

“{A) to defray the qualified campaign ex-
penses of the candidate, or

“{B) to repay loans the proceeds of which
were used, or otherwise to restore funds
(other than coniributions to defray quall-
filed campalgn expenses which were recelved
and expended) which were used, to defray
qualified campalgn expenses, it shall notify
such candidate of the amounts so used, and
the candidate shall pay to the Secretary or
his delegate an amount equal to such
amount, J

*(8) Amounts received by a candidate
from the OCongressional Election Payment
Account may be retained for the lguidation
of all obligations to pay gqualified campaign
expenses incurred for 4 period not d

“(d) DerosIT op REPAYMENTS.—All pay-
ments recetved by ‘the or his dele-
gate under subsection (b) shall be deposited
by him in the Congressional Election Pay-
ment Acoount.

“Src., 9089, REPORTE TO CONGRESS, REGULA-
TIONS

“(a) RerorTs.—The Commission shall, as
soon as practicable after the end of each
calendar year, submit a full report to the
.;.'.ent;t.e and House of Representatives setting
orth—

“(1) the "qualified campaign expenses
(shown In such detall as the Commission
determines necessary) incurred by the candi-
dates and their authorized committees for
matching payment perlods which end dur-
ing that vear, 2 i

“(2) the amounts certified by it under
section 8066 for payment to each eligible
candidate, and %

*(3) the amount of payments, if any, re-
guired from candidates under section 2068,
and the reasons for each payment required.
Each report submitted pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be printed as a Benate Document,

“(b) Recurarrons, Erc.—The Commission
is autherized to prescribe regulations in ac-

cordance with the provisions of subsection
(0}, to conduct examinations and audits (in
addition to the examinations and audits re-
quired by section 9068(a)), to conduct in-
vestigations, angd to require the keeping and
submission of any books, records, and In-
formation which it determihes to be neces-
sary to carry out its responsibilities,

“(c) ReviEw oF REGULATIONS.—

"“{1) The Commission, before prescribing
any regulation under subsectlon (b), shall
iransmit a statement with respect to such
regulation to the Senate and to the House of
Hepresentatives in accordance with the pro-
visions of this subsection. Such statement
shall set forth the proposed regulation and
shall contaln a detailed explanatipn and
justification of such regulation,

**{2) If elther such House does not, through
appropriate action, disapprove the proposed
regulation set forth in such statement no
lster than 30 legislative days after the
receipt of such statement, then the Commis-
sion may not prescribe any such regulation.
The Commission may not prescribe any such
regulation which Is disapproved by either
such House under this paragraph,

“(3) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘legislative days' does not include any
calendar day on which both Houses of the
Congress are not in session,

“Sec. 8070. PARTICIPATION BY COoMMISSION
iN JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS,

“{a) APPEARANCE BY Counser.—The Com-
mission is authoriged to appear In and defend
against any action instituted under this sec-
tion, either by attorneys employed in its
office or by counsel whom It may appoint
without regard to the provisions of title 5,
United States Code, governing appointments
in the competitive service, and whose com-
pensation it may fix without regard to the
provisions of chapter XX and subchapter IIT
of chapter §3 of such title,

“(b) RECOVERY OF CERTAIN PAYMENTS.—
The Commission is authorized, through at-
torneys and counsel described in subsection
(a), to institute actions in the district
courts of the United States to seek recovery
of any amounts determined to be payable to
the Secretary or his delegate as a result of
an examinatton and audit made under sec-
tion 9068 or 96098 (b} .

“(c) INnJUNCTIVE RELIEF. —The Commission
Is authorized through attorneys and counsel
described In subsection (a) to petition the

courts of the United States for such injunc-
tive relief as is appropriate to implement any
provision of this chapter.

‘{d) ArpEaL—The Commission I8 author-
ized on behalf of the United States to appeal
from, and to petition the SBupreme Court for
certiorari to review judgments or decrees
entered with respect to actlons in which it
appears pursuant to the authority provided
in this section,

“Sec. 9071, JupiciaL REVIEW.

“({a) REVIDW OF AGENCY ACTION BY THE
CommiIsstoN.—ANny agency action by the
Commission made under the provisions of
this chapter shall be gpubject to review by
the United States Court of Appeals for the
Distriet of Columbia Circuit upon petition
filed in such court within 30 days after the
agency action by the Commission for which
review s sought.

*“(b) ReviEw Procepvres.—The provisions

ing six months after the end of the match-
ing payment period. After all oblgations
have been liquidated, that portion of any
unexpendsd balance remaindng in the candi-
date's accounts which bears the same ratfio
to the total unexpendsd balance as the total
amount recelved from the Congressional
Election Payment Account bearz to the total
of all deposlts made into the candidate's
accounts shall be promptly repaid to the
Account, ¢

(@) NormicarroNn.—No mnotifieatlon shall
be made by the Commdsaion under subseo-
tion (b) with respect to a matching pay-
ment period more than 3 years after the
end of such perind.

of chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code,
apply to judicial review of any agency action,
as defined In section 551 (18) of title 5,
United States Code, by the Commission,

""Sec, 9072, CRIMINAL PENALTIES,

“(a) Excess Camralcn ExrENsEs.—Viola-
tion of the provisions of sectlon 9065 is
punishable by a fine uot to exceed $25,000,
imprisonment for not more than 5 years, or
both. Any officer or member of any political
committee who knowingly consents to any
expenditure in violation of the provisions
of section 9065 shall be fined not more than
825,000, imprisoned for not more than 5 years,
or both.



“(b) UnrawrUL USE OF PAYMENTS —

*(1) No person who receives any payment
under section 8067, or to whom any portion
of any such payment is transferred, may
knowingly and willfully use, or authorize the
use of, such payment or such portion for any
purpose other than—

“(A) to defray qualified campalgn ex-
penses, or

"“{B) to repay loans the proceeds of which
were used, or otherwise to restore funds
{other than contributlons to defray qual-
ified campalgn expenses which were received
and expended) which were used, to defray
qualified campaign expenses.

“(2) Viclation of the provisions of para-
graph (1) is punishable by a fine not to ex-
ceed $10,000, imprisonment for not more
than § years, or both,

“(c) PalsE STATEMENTS, ETC.—

*{1) No person may knowingly and will-
fully— #

“(A) furnish any false, fictitious, or fraud-
ulent evidence, books, or information to the
Commission under this chapter, or include
in any evidence, books, or information so
furnished any misrepresentation of a ma-
tertal fact, or falsify or conceal any evidence,
books, or information relevant to a cer-
tification by the Commisslon or an exam-
ination and audit by the Commission under
this ter, or

“(B) fall to furnish to the Commisaton
any records, books, or infgrmation requested
by it for purposes of this chapter.

“(2) Violation of the provisions of para-
graph (1) is punishable by a fine not to ex-
ceed $10,000, imprisonment for not more than
5 years, or both.

“{d) KICKBACKS AND TLLEGAL PAYMENTS.—

“{1) No person may knowingly and will-

- fully give or accept any kickback or any 1l-
legal payment in connection with any qual-
ified campaign expense of a candldate, -r his
aunthorized committees, i such person je-
ceives payments under section 9067.

“{2) Viclation of the provisions of pura-
graph (1) is punishable by a fine nnt 1 ex-
ceed $10,000, imprisonment for not more
than 5 vears, or bath.

“{3) In addition to the penoalty provided
by paragraph (2), any person who accepts
any kickback or illegal payment in connec-
tion with any qualified eampaign exjpense of
a candidate or his authorized committees
shall pay to the Secretary for deposit in the
Congressional Election Payment Account, an
amount equal to 125 percent of the kick-
back or payment received."

{b) CrErRicAL. AMENDMENTS —The caption
and table of chapters for such subtitle
H are amended to read as follows:
“SUBTITLE H—FINANCING OF FEDERAL

ELECTION CAMPAIGNS

“Chapter 85. Presidential election cam-
paign fund.

“Chapter 96. Presidential primary match-
ing payment account.

“Chapter 97. Congressinnal election cem-
poien fund.”

Bec. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act apply
with respect to elections which are held
after January 1, 1976

EXHIBIT 1

ESTIMATED 1976 CANDIDATE SPENDING LIMITS
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EXHIBIT | —Continued

ESTIMATED 1976 CANDIDATE SPENDING LIMITS —Continued
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ExamsIT 2

FACT SHEET ON 8. 1755, CONGRESSIONAL
CAMPAIGN FINANCING ACT OF 1975

I. MAIN FEATURES

A, Establishes a matching system of par-
tial public financing for House and Senate
primary and general elections, Small private
contributions are matched by Treasury pay-
ments on a 1 for 1 basis.after an initial
threshold qualifying amount is raised in
small private contributions, The financing
of both primary and general elections is
modeled after the Presidentiai Primary pub-
lic financing provisions of present law
{Chapter 96 of Subtitle H of the Internal
Revenue Code). Funding for the Congres-
sional matching payments will come from the
existing §1 Check-off Pund, and the pro-
gram will be administered by the Federal
Election Commission.

IO, PRIMARY ELECTIONS

A, House—Candidates must ralse $10,000
in amounts of #8100 or lesa from private con-
tributions to be eligible for matching, after
which the gqualifying amount and each addi-
tional contribution of 100 or less is matched
by the Treasury on a 1 for 1 basis. Spend-
ing cellings are the same s in existing law,
with a maximum Treasury payment of one-
half of the ceiling. For s of this 50%
Himitation, the extra 20% which present law
allows for fundraising is not included in the
spending ceiling. Assuming a‘10% infiation
factof, this means a maximum Treasury
payment of $38,500 (one-half of $77,000),

B. Senate—Candidates must ralse 3¢ times
the voting age population (VAP) of the
State, but not less than $10,000, in contribu-
tlons of $100 or less In order to be eligible
for matching. After that, the qualifying
amount and each additional contributlon of
$100 or less 18 matched 1 for 1. Same spending
ceilings as existing law, with maximum
Treasury payments of one-half of the celling
(not including the extra 209 for fundrais-
ing). This means a mazimum Treasury
matching payment ranging from 856,000 in
the smallest states to $837,824 in California,
the largest state (assuming a 107 increase
for Inflation.)

» Additional spending allowed for fundraising in primary and general elections is 20 percent of

intrease over 1974,

Senate candidat
Tin

£3,

For purposes of 1976

IIT. GENERAL ELBCTION

A. Eligibliity for matching payments—
Same requirements for establishing eligi-
bility for matching payments as In the pri-
maries. However, a candidate must ralse the
threshold qualifying smourt only ence. If
the qualifying amount s raised In the pri-
mary, therefore, contributions of $160 or less
for the general electlon will continue to be
matched on & 1 for 1 basis with no further
requirements.

B. Matching payment cellings—The match-
ing payment ceilings are again one-half of
the present spending cellings, calculated
without the extra 20%
Benate candidates,
spending ceilings under existing law are
higher—12¢ times the VAP with a minimum
of $150,000 ves. B¢ times the VAP and a
$100,000 minimum for the primaries. This
results in a maximum Treasury matching

payment io the general election ran from
$82.500 in the smallest states to $956,736 in
California (assuming a 10% Inflation factor).

IV, FONDING

A, Funded out of the $1 Chetk-of—Funds
for congressional public financing would
come from the existing 81 Check-off, with no
authorization for supplemental sppropria-
tions. If the amount in the §1 Check-off
Fund Is not sufficient, the $1 Check-off could
be Increased to $2. Comgressional electlions
would receive fourth priority for these funds,
after party conventions, the Prestdential gen-
eral election, and Presidential primaries,
Funds are to be distributed to Congressional
candidates on an eguitable basls, taking into
account the order in which candidate cer-
tifications are recelved.

B, Cost—REstimated at 874 miilien eyery
two years, divided as follows:

{In miilions of dollars]|
Senate House
EYDNBHRE oo st i aaiiocts L 28
General elections._________._.__ 10 9
ot s e s 19 55

V. OTHER PROVISIONS

A, Cash contributions may be matched —
Cash contributions are eliglble for match-
ing #f they are properly certified and if ade-
quate records are kept showing the date and
amount of each cash contribution and the

full name and mailing address of the con-
tributor,

ganeral election, National and State
candidate. (Chart assumes a 10-percent inflation factor.)

rr%a:l.inn:. center chart assumes a 10-percent inflation Lactor as teasonable estimate for average
:f

- i Sin | election, State and National &3 each can spend, on behalt of each party nomines,
by VAP, or $100,000, whichever is greater, = gomera g Sy PAE o o0, o :‘ 3
assumas 8 10-parcenat inflation factor.) -

! 1o States with single congressional district, candidates for House subjest to same limits as

narty organizations can each spend 310,000 on hh‘lr'_or

B. Contributions must be from State resi-
dents—Only contributions from residents of
the State in which the House and Senate
election 1s held are eligible for ma A

C. Timing of matching payments—Contsi-
butions received after January 1 of the year
moeedingt.heyearo{thneloeuonmeugl-
ble for matching, but matching payments
may not begin before January 1 of election
year. Contributions received after the date of
the election may not be matched, Once the
candidate ralses the required threshold
amount in small contributions, the Federal
Election Commission has 10 days to certify
the candidate's eligibility for matching pay-
ments. The Secretary of the Treasury then
has another 10 days to make the payments
for which the candidate is eligible.

D. Primary and general elections treated
separately—The $100 limit on contributions
that may be matched spplies separately to
primary and general elections, so that a sin-
gle contributor may make & matchable 8100
contribution for the primary, and another
one of 8100 for the general. For this pur-
pose, separate accounts must be kept for the
primary and general election. However, If g
candidate does not use all the funds raised
privately and the Treasury matching pay-
ments In the pi , unused funds may be
carried over and used in the general election,
ls:;l:i;&ct to the general election spending

E. Audits and repayments—The Federal
Election Commission is required to conduct
& detalled post-election sudit and obtain re-
payments when necessary.

F. Criminal penaities—There are severe
criminal penalties for exceeding the spend-
ing limits, and for unlawful use of payments,
false statements to the Federal Election
com:mn, and kickbacks and illegal pay-

Q. Effective date—the provisions of the bill
apply to elections held after January 1, 1978,
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TREASURY STUDY SHOWS “TAX
EXPENDITURES” [BENEFIT
WEALTHY MOST
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, a

Treasury study prepared at my request

shows that the benefits from most “tax

expenditures'—preferential tax provi-
sions Intended to encourage or reward
specific  activities—are concentrated
heavily on taxpayers with the highest
incomes.

Of the $58 billion In fiscal year 1974

tax expenditures, over 23 percent went
to individuals with incomes of over $50,-
000, who make up only 1.2 percent of all
taxpayers.

The 160,000 taxpayers with incomes of
$100,000 or more received an average of
$45,662 each In tax rellef from the 57 tax
expenditures on the Treasury list, while
the 9.9 million taxpayers earning be-
tween $15,000 and $20,000 saved an aver-
age of only $901 apiece, and those from
$10,000 to $15,000 saved only $556 each.

Tax expenditures are defined by the
new Congressional Budget Act as the rev-
enue losses attributable to Federal tax
provisions—

* * * which allow a special excluslon, ex-
emptlon or deduction from gross Income or
which provide a speclal credit, a preferential
rate of tax, or a deferral of tax labllity.

The Senate Budget Committee, on
which I serve, is required by the new law:

To request and evaluate continuing studles
of tax expenditures, to devise methods of co-
ordinating tax expenditures, policles and
programs with direct budget outlays, and to
report the results of such studies to the Sen-
ate on a recurring basis,

The 57 tax expenditures on the Treas-
ury list include the special tax treatment
of capital gains, $6.7 billion; the tax
exemption for state and local bond In-
terest, $1.1 billion; excess depreciation
deductions, $700 million; the 'nvestment
tax credit, $880 million; deductions for
home mortgage interest, $4.9 billion;
property taxes, $4.1 billion; and medical
expenses, $2.1 billion; and a variety of
other provisions.

Many of the larger expenditures are
very heavily concentrated in the higher
income brackets. Over 88 percent of the
$1.1 billion in tax relief going to individ-
uals from tax-exempt State and local
bonds goes to people with incomes over
$50,000.

Over 62 percent of the $6.7 billion tax
expenditure from the special tax treat-
ment of capital gains goes to the 1.2 per-
cent of taxpayers with incomes over $50,-
000, and over 47 percent goes to those
with incomes over $100,000.

THE TAX EXPENDITURE COMNCEPT

Mr. President, there is a good deal of
misunderstanding about the concept of
tax expenditures.

The concept is based on the assump-
tion that the maln purpose of an income
tax system Is simply to raise revenue, and
that all taxpayers and all forms of in-
come should, as nearly as possible, be
treated alike. There are, of course, broad
exceptions to this rule, such as the pro-
gressive rate structure and the provi-
sions which take into account differing
family sizes, but these are considered
part of the basic structure of our income
tex system.

Senate

However, when the Government seeks
to use the tax system for other, more
limited, purposes—to encourage oil drill-
ing, exports, business investment, home
building, and so forth—by giving pref-
erential tax treatment to those who en-
gage in those activities, it is in effect sub-
sidizing them with money that must be
made up by higher tax collections from
others.

The practical effect is the same as if
the Government took a portion of its tax
revenues and made a direct grant to
those who engage in the activities the
Government wants to encourage or
reward.

But instead of collecting the money
from all taxpayers and granting it back
to some taxpayers, it allows the favored
taxpayers to keep the money and make
it up by collecting more from everyone
else,

These tax expenditures are thus a
form of Government soending or sub-
sidv, and they should pe evaluated on
the same basis as other forms of Gov-
ernment spending.

Calling these speclsi tax provisions
expenditures does not make them either
good or bad. It is meant to be a neutral
term, and it is intended only to require
us to begin looking at these tax sub-
sidies in the same way we look at other
Federal spending programs. Thelr prac-
tical effect is the same, and they should
be judged by the same standards.

Many tax expenditures serve a legiti-
mate purpose and they should be con-
tinued. Others need to be examined to
see whether they can be restructured so
that their benefits are distributed more
broadly and equitably. In still other
cases, & direct expenditure, loan or guar-
antee program might work better than a
tax expenditure, and we should consider
substituting one for the other. And
finally, some tax expenditures serve no
defensible purpose at all, and should be
abolished.

The new budget process will enable
the Congress to review and analyze these
tax expenditures in the same way we
look at other Federal spending programs,
so that we can make certain they are
serving the purposes for which they were
intended efficiently and at the lowest
possible cost.

CONCENTRATION IN HIGHER BRACKETS

The concentration of tax expenditure
benefits in the higher income brackets is
one of the important reasons these pro-
visions must be examined with great
care. If the Federal Government is, in
effect, going to be spending money to
support or reward certain activities, we
must determine whether it makes sense
to do so under a system which provides
the highest benefits to those with the
highest Incomes.

One reason why most tax expenditures
provide more relief to those with higher
incomes, is that they exclude or exempt
from taxation Income which would
otherwise be taxed at a taxpayer's high-
est marginal rate. As a result, the tax
benefit from a provision increases as a
taxpayer’s highest marginal tax bracket
increases. For a taxpayer In the lowest,
14-percent bracket—making around $5,-
000 & year—each $100 deduction, exclu-
sion or exemption is worth only $14 in
reduced taxes. But for someone in the
highest, 70-percent bracket—making
over $200,000 & year—each $100 deduc-
tion, exclusion or exemption is worth $70
in reduced taxes.

This problem could be avoided by

changing deductions or exemptions iuto
credits. Unlike a deduction, a credit is
subtracted directly from the tax other-
wise due, so it is worth the same amount
in tax savings to all taxpayers, no matter
what marginal tax bracket they are in.
A $100 credit would save everyone $100
in taxes, rather than saving the rich $70
and the poor $14.

I have proposed, for example, that
taxpayers be given the choice of taking
a $200 credit for themselves and each
dependent, instead of the present $750
personal exemption. This $200 optional
credit would be worth more in tax sav-
ings than the $750 exemption to almost
all families earning $20,000 or less.

The Senate approved this $200 op-
tional credit earlier this year as part of
the Tax Reduction Act, but it was
dropped in conference and replaced by a
$X) credit which may be taken in addi-
tion to the $750 exemption.

e use of a credit rather than a de-
ducthon could well be extended to other
areas, such as the provisions dealing
with home mortgage interest and prop-
erty taxes, If properly structured, the
credit could result in greater tax savings
than the present deductions for the
great majority of taxpayers.

Mr. President, I would like to express
my thanks to the Treasury Department,
and especially to Assistant BSecretary
Frederic W. Hickman and his staff, for
their work on this tax expenditure study.

These estimates are difficult to make,
and the Treasury had many other de-
mands that had to be met at the same
time this work was being done.
MODIFICATIONS IN TREASURY LIST

One item is omitted from the Treas
list of tax expenditures which has been
included on other lists—the maximum
tax on earned income.

The maximum tax is estimated to cost
$330 million in fiscal year 1974, and was
included in the list of tax expenditures
prepared by the staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation—
JCIRT—for the Senate and House
Budget Committees.

The maximum tax was instituted in
the 19690 Tax Reform Act, and limits the
maximum marginal tax rate on earned
income—wages, salaries, and so forth—
to 50 percent, as compared to the maxi-
mum marginal rate on all other income
of 70 percent.

Another item—untaxed capital gains
at death—was included in the Treasury
list at my request, but the $700 million
cost attributed to it is far below the $5
billion cost estimated by the staff of the
JCIRT.

The reason is that the Treasury as-
sumes a specific limited form of taxation
of these gains, and estimates the cost of
this provision as merely the revenue gain
that would result from this limited form
of taxation,



This is not the way the cost of other
tax expenditure items is estimated. The
$6.7 billion cost of other capital gains,
for example, represents the difference be-

;s -
tween taxing these gains as ordinary in-
come, and the present favorable treat- ~
ment. If the capital gains at death item
is measured on this same basis, the cost
for fiscal vear 1974 comes to $5 billion.
The staff of the JCIRT is in the proc-
ess of preparing a breakdown of the max-
imum tax and the capital gains at death
items by adjusted gross income class, but
this information is not available as yet,
I ask unanimous consent that tables
showing a complete breakdown of indi-
vidual tax expenditures by adjusted gross
income class be reprinted in the Recorp
at the conclusion of my remarks.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it is so ordered.
(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. MONDALE. This information was
supplied by the Treasury. The tables also
show the following additional informa-
tion, which was prepared by my office:
First. The aggregate total of all 57 tax
expenditures, broken down by AGI class,
along with the percentage of the total
going to each AGI class, and to AGI seg-
ments (0-$10,000, $10-$20,000, $20-§50,-
000 and $50,000 and over) ;
Second. The percentage distribution of
edch tax expenditure by AGI segment
(0-$10,000, $10,000-$20,000, $20,000-$50,-
000 and $50,000 and over) 3
EXHIBIT 1
ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF TAX EXPENDITURES OF INDIVIDUALS BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS, FISCAL YEAR 1974
Total tax
Niibarad i Percent of taxable returns cmudlur;:u!? Percontage distribution
umber ol
Adjusted gross income class returns ! (thousands) By income class By segment (millions) By income class By segment
16,6
' “  um .
8,273 2,351
11, 428 4,403
15, 952 38.5 8, 875 30.6
9, 856 8, 881
9, 006 13.4 17,414 20.9
655 1.2 116 2.1
160 , 306
66, 966 100.0 8,175 100.0
i Calendar 1974, Fiscal year 1974 figures are not avaulable.
[Doliar amounts in millions]
of benefits of certai Capital
certain
"dhmmmm mmuuwu'!nmm&':ﬁnm
ances (]
e Tlot Cusy ‘an MY T TR N oo e
rces x
Adjusted gross income class personnel pensions nm: citizons wu: m uuu: segment
w @ (&3] (&) (6]
= 0 .= 1 = 66.1 15 .= 4.9 10 .= n.e 10 .. 317
R B ™ ges o y b= B
0 1 18 0. : B 8 3 %o - et
ﬁ%"u‘ilsm_“ > W3 w1 2.1 i 158 115003 3L9 105 7
B0 & 0000 A 5 7.7 = 1Y Mo T Bl A e 21
= | . —4 . anad ——— ——
mm: s?d?ﬁo -] 4.2 " ] S §oa 89 annd e | 129
ﬁ&,@ and over ] Qe i B s | IR N
Yol oons = 0. ig0.0 - J— 100.0 | [ 100.0 b80 .... 100.0 520 ... 100.0
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[Dollar amount in millions]
Exclusion of
privately
Exclusion of financed Exclusion of
Exclusion of premiums s::l;h— Exclusion of capital
© premiums on accident mentary employer gain on
mg Percentage and acciden- Percentage  unemploy- Percentage  furnished Percentage house sales  Percentan:
] . lite distribution  tal death distribution ment distribulion  meals and  distribution Ifage 65 distnibution
Adjusted gross income class insurance by segment  insurance by segment benefils by segment logding by segment or over by segment
@n (28) (29) (30) (31
16.9 » 17.5 . 40.0 | 1 — 17.1 0.0
$1 . s
2 5l ... |
K, | ey 17 ...
45.6 9 45.0 e 60.0 3. M6 20.0
S 1 | 39 ...
27.9 1= 21.5 ol == 50 ... 28.6 20.0
9.6 S e 10.0 ¥ S 12 ... 9.7 40.0
M52 e L | P
Total_. = . 680 _ 100.0 L I 100.0 Baa 100.0 15 .. 100.0 100.0
|Dollar amounts in millions] L
Ems; of
P iadard Exclusion
deduction of
over Percentage Additional Percentage Additional Percentage Retire- P, lage 1 P lage E i
minimum distribution  examption dislribotion  exemption distribution ment distribution  disability distribution of Percentage
standard by for the by  for age 65 by income by compensa- h¥ veterans  distribution
Adjusted gross income class deduction segment blind segment or over segment cradit segment tion segmen pensions by segment
(32) (33) (34) 3% (36) (an
0 10 $3, 6.2 L o 4.7 . 7 - 48 3 1 6L ... 100.0
$3,000 $1 95 . 8 _. [ e
35,000 I 185 . 22 ... "o
$7,000 3 268 . 0 . |7 R
$10,000 79.1 - 1 333 196 . 26,3 9. 28.0 w2 ...
£15,000 = 106 . [ i RS
$20,000 1.1 2., 13.3 211 . 18.3 10 . 10,0 n.___
$50,000 s - | et 6.7 56 . 1.1 1. 1Le 16 ____
$100,000 and over. L 26 L ¥iss
100.0 15::.- 0.0 1,15 ..__° 100.0 100 . 100.0 485 ... 100.0
|Doller amount in miltions]
Deduclion of
nonbusiness
te and
local taxes
Credits and Exclusion (other than
- .‘Mmhn > gnctusiw A of Imn;e on owner- —
Exclusion rcentage ‘ercentage  of interest Percentage  earned in  Percenlags oo rcentage
of Gl bill distribution contri- distribution on State and  distribution U5, distribution homes and Giwihlzutign
Adjusted gross income class by segment butions by segment  local debl by segment possessions by segment  gasoline) by segment
(38) (39) (40) *n (42)
8.2 ¥ s 0,08 T fl o 4.4
- B L 3
. e $ B5/ oo
1 * 23 ...
9.0 2 5 i 60.0 661 FLI)
2 2 1,016
54 3 9.3 2 40.0 2,98 a7
.69 : NP 88.2 B e 1,063 _._. 26.8
- = - el 93’ —
100.0 o ._._.. 100.0 - J— 1000 6,955 ... 100.0
[Dollar amounts in millions]
recia-
non
D%Or:eh» buildings
on (other than Capital
hn:rs?n“ Percents, hourﬂ.:g Percen Percentage Percentage (other hﬂli:‘ Percentage
en
in excess oq' dlstrihn:- in excess  distribu- distribu- distribu- farming distribu-
ﬂuli_ﬁl tion of straight tion h!y Investment tion h{ Dividend tion :? ~ and tion by
Adjusted gross income class ine  segm line  segmen credit  segment  exclusion  segme timber) segment
[¢E)] (44) (45) (45) (47)
SE___ . 10.4 “m, 9 13.2 15.0 57
0. '
21 il
g_._ 213 214 3.3 g.-- 21.5 9.5
1280 .1 34.1 34,1 134700 4.9 18.5
80.... 34,1 3.6 20,5 j 1 o 15.6 Lk 66.3
48.... 13.... 3,109,
Total....c 5., 100.0 20.... 100.0 1000 320.... 100.0 6,150.... 100.0
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tion and Percentage percentage

develop- distribution

Percantage
over cost  distribution

certain  Percenlage
timber distribution

[Dollar amounts in millions}
; i c:'pi!:l D.d::;ﬁlnn Ht;using
E i ns treat- of non-
M:::mﬁg Excess of -y ment of rehabilita-

tion 5-year Percent

state Percentage age
gasoline distribution  amortiza- diﬂﬂbuugn

Adjusted gross income class ment costs by segment  depletion by segment income by segment taxes by segment ) tion by segment
(6) M . ) (9) ) (10)
() to $3, .2 50 6.9 12.7 12.6 A0
$3,000 §1.
00 2
glh,ouo 10 22 2.5 13.1 2.7 a7 8.0
2,000 18 23.8 2.9 18.2 .5 12.0
m’noo 135 488 56.1 56.4 A2 . 76.0
ﬁghm and Over. ... 6 ...
80 ... 100.0 100.0 ,100.0 100.0 100.0
[Dollar amounts in millions]
Exclusion
of employer
contribu-
Parental tions to
personal Deduction Deduclion medical
“ht!musli:}u Percentage g:rm:’pt;on: P 4 :t:t::“tl‘; Percentage bl Percentage insurgar:: Percenta,
8 - Perce udent Percenta ns er emiu @
ships and  distribution age 19 distrihnuo“h educational distribution care  distribution tn‘g medicsl lhuihutlg
Adjusted gross income class fellowships by segment  and over by segment institutions bysegment  expenses by segment care by segmant
(1) 12) (3) (14) (15)
%6 ... 68.7 ol 5~ 2.3 Y i 0.8 P 17.0 $26 ... 17.5
39 . 8. T s 51 - [ G
43 38 ... : ¢ I d e 131 ...
4 ____ 100 IR | R - e
31 . 25.6 ) L1 . - 6.5 8 - 7.0 662 ___. 4.8
19 . 129 ___ 20 ... 82 Lais 655 ..
i 5.6 51 s 1.3 64 ... 18.0 18, 6.1 - S #8.1
. 13 iae 14.4 o TR 74.6 | 3o 198 ... 9.6
LI -1 § N 200 ... 0.. 88 __..
195 _ 655 _. 100.0 855 ... 100.0 230 ... 100.0 2,940 ... 100.0
[Dollar amounts in millions]
Exclusion
Exclusion Exclusion of social
of social of social security Exclusion
secur mrltr of railroad
Deduction Percentage  disabil Percentage 0ASl Percentage for d:gcnd- Percentage retirement  Percentage
distribution  insurance distribution benefits distribution  enis and distribution system  distribution
Adjusted gross income class expenses by segme benefits by segment foraged by segment  survivors by segment benefits by segment
(16) an 18) a9 (20)
"o 19.7 b 2 . 70,6 70.4 i 70.7 70.
% oy | e R
1 b - - 60 ...
264 N 1 SRS
! - 40.3 ;| I 18.7 18,6 85 ... 18.3 8.8
576 .. - e TR
634 ... 2. W 8.5 8.5 s 8.5 8.1
4 S 10.2 [ S 21 2.6 L 24 25
yj S | A S | pE
i B A s 100.0 235 . 100.0 2,530 __.. 100.0 40 ... 100.0 160 ... 100.0
[0ollar amounts in miltions)
Net exclusion of
o v s
Exclusion of
ENin (Iaiier TIPSR vt Percentage A~ (S
xclusion Percentsge ment insur- men pul S i
of sick  distribution ance distribution compenss- distribution sssistance distribution  Employer distribution  employed - distribution
Adjusted gross income class pay by segment benefits by segment tion benefits by segment benefits - by segment plans by Segment and others by segment
@) (@2) (23) @) . (25) 26)
01083 2.3 $50 ... 7.1 3.5  $30.... 1000  $15 ... 9.7 13
$3,000 80 ... W 50 ...
$5,000 1, perd) 10 ...
$7,000 B 290 ....
$10,000 . 9.4 3.5 . 790 .... 3.2 7.4
$15,000 t o 990 ...
$20,000 to 22.4 200 ... 18,0 18,2 h 1,740 ... 36.3 46,5
£50,000 & 20 - 57 58 W ) Tty 16.8 4.8
$100,000 and over. 10 ..... s e
256 one 100.0 1,050 .... 100.0 520 .... 100.0 ) B 100.0 4,79% ... 100.0 100.0
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’ [DoNar amount in millions]
Deduction ! Doductm:
o o
Exclusion Deferral mortgage &mpurty
of interest  Percentage  of capital Percentage interest Percentage xes on P t Deducti Pi 1
on life distribution gain  distribution  on owner- distribution owner distribution of distribution
. Insurance by on home b eccupied by  occupied :¥ casualty
Adjusted gross income class savings segment sales umen% homes segment homes segme losses segment
0 to $3,000. .. s = 30 19.7 51 1.1 » 6.8 1 7.7 . 9.8
000 to $5,000. 60 7 $13 4 33
,000 to $7,000. 90 9 52 b6 1
,000 to $10,000. . e 120 19 265 221 18
5 . 200 26.1 2 4.9 8% 4.5 583 54 3.6
L s e 170 47 1,133 m 33.3 42
420 29.6 98 8.4 2,078 42.7 1,74 3.7 74 29.0
195 24,6 21 12.5 38 9.1 407 15.3 M 2.5
158 n 95 213 6
OB eee, LA 100.0 255 1000 480  100.0 4,060 000 25 1009
[Dollar amounts in millions]
Additional items for Senator Mondale
Deduction of v ro
charitabla Deaferral of
coiitribu- income of
tions Deduction of Untaxed controlled Asset
{other Percentage . intereston Percentage capital Percentage foreign Percentage  deprecia-  Percentage
than for distribution  consumer distribution galns al  distribution torpora-  distribution tion  distribution
Adjusted gross income class education) by segment credit by segment death1 by segment tions by segment range by segment
1.3 6.8 Slg S 11.4 : s 13.3
18 220 $5 20
¥ ... - S
26.0 41.5 Wi 19.1 11 9.0
[V 10 ....
32.7 2.7 [T hEa] 2.1 3% .. .3
3.0 9.0 N2 . 4.7 66.7 . T 33.3
180 ... 10 ..
1000 2,435 ... 100.0 00 ... 100.0 100.0 105 100.0

1 Carryover of basis to heirs. (Effect alter 10 yrs, Assumes heirs have lower marginal rates.)
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By Mr. MONDALE (for himself
and Mr. HUMPHREY) :

8. 1866. A bill to amend the Federal
Crop Insurance Act to extend crop in-
surance coverage under such act to all
areas of the United States and to all
agricultural commodities, and for other
purposes. Referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
today introducing a bill to amend the
Federal Crop Insurance Act. The pur-
pose of my proposal is to provide for
the expansion of the crop insurance pro-
gram by lifting the current ceiling on
appropriations for the administrative
costs of the program, by providing for
Federal sharing in the cost of the pre-
miums, and by providing an expleit
congressional directive for extenslon of
the program on an economiecally sound
basis to all countles and major agricul-
tural commodities in the United States.

In 1938, the Federal Crop Insurance
Corporation was created to offer protec-
tion to farmers from losses caused by
natural hazards such as insect and wild-
life damage, plant diseases, fire, drought,
flood, wind, and other weather condi-
tions. Although coverage has gradually
been extended so that it nmow includes
26 different crops, still fewer than half
the counties in the country are able to
participate in the program, and not all
crops are insured in all locations.

Escalating production costs, high
interest rates, and a shortage of credit
in many rural areas have in the past few
years greatly magnified the need for ex-
panded all-risk erop insurance.

In just the last 2 years farm produc-
tion costs have increased by 35 percent—
more than the traditional rate of infla-
tion for the entire decade. At the same
time, the latest quotations of prices re-
ceived by farmers for many commodi-

ties are substantially below the level
they were at 6 months ago. Thus the
farmer is facing enormous risks as a re-
sult of market forces alone, much less
if his crops were ruined by disease or
disastrous weather.

Although the need for Federal crop
insurance has increased dramatically in
recent years, participation in the pro-
gram has come to a virtual standstill.
For 1875 it is estimated that 219,300 con-
tracts will be signed by the Federal Crop
Insurance Corporation with participat-
ing farmers. This is below the level of
participation in 1973. The number of
crops eligible for crop insurance pro-
tection is the same today as it was in
1870. And despite existing authority for
expansion of the program to up to 150
countles each year, no new countlies are
projected for inclusion in the program in
1976; only 25 were added last year; and
fewer than half that number in 1973.

As a result farmers in many parts of
the country are forced to operate without
Federal crop insurance protection. The
State of Minnesota has a relatively high
rate of particlpation compared with
other States, yet only 60 of Minnesota's
87 counties are fully eligible for Federal
crop insurance on specifled crops.

There are a number of reasons why the
crop insurance program has been so slow
to expand during the 1970's. Some of
them are purely administrative while
others are the result of provisions in the
law that have had the unintentional ef-
fect of restricting participation.

For example, there is a statutory limi-
tation on administrative costs to carry
out the program. At the time that the
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Crop Insurance Corporation was first
established, a limit of $12 milllon for
administrtaive expenses to be pald out
of appropriations was adequate. Now,
three decades later it is unreasonable
to leave the ceiling unchanged.
Contrary to the original intent of the
Congress when it created the Corpora-
tion, administrative costs above the $12
million limit are now coming out of the
premiums paid by farmers, depleting
the capital stock of the Corporation and
preventing an expansion of coverage.

During fiscal 1973, $3.6 million in ad-

ministrative costs were charged to pre-
mimum income, compared with $2.8 mil-
lion the year before. By flscal 1974, $4.6
million came out of the premiums paid,
and in the coming fiscal year this figure
is expected to jump to $6.76 miilion.
With this continued and accelerating
drain on the Corporation’s capital stock,,
it is no small wonder that the program
has not been able to expand to meet the
current needs of farmers.

One provision of the bill I am intro-
ducing today would strike the outdated
$12 milllon limit on administrative costs.

"It would authorize such sums as are nec-

essary to cover these expenses on a truly
nationwide and comprehensive crop in-
SUrance program.

A second provision would direct the
Corporation to pay 50 percent of the
premium costs of the crop insurance
issued to farmer under the Federal Crop
Insurance Act. Throughout the history
of the Corporation, farmers have tradi-
tionally paid 100 percent of the preml-
ums; and with the exception of limited
funds for administration, the program
has been entirely self-supporting. Never-
theless, the cost to farmers, especlally
those In the high risk areas, can be ex-
tremely high—approaching 30 percent
of the farmers cost of production. In
these same high-risk areas, the degree of
coverage is usually far below that In
other parts of the country—in certain
cases as low as 40 percent of the farmer’s
average yleld. The result is that agri-
cultural producers who most need pro-
tection are forced to pay 10 times the
premium rate to receive approximately
half the coverage of those in the lower-
risk counties.

Federal sharing in the premium costs
would not eliminate the requirements
that farmers who generally obtain pay-
ment in the form of indemnities from
the Corporation more often than others
must pay more to obtain insurance. How-
ever, it would reduce the tremendous
burden on individual operators that can
be prohibitive for a family farmer who
happens to live in a high-risk area.

The concept of Federal cost sharing in
premiums payments for protection
against natural disasters is not a new
idea. The national flood insurance pro-
gram incorporates substantial Federal
assistance to defer premium costs for
participating businesses and homeowners
in flood prone areas. That program re-
quires participating communities to
abide by good land use practices, just as
farmers in the crop insurance program
are required to use sound agricultural
methods. There is no compensation for
losses where- the producer himself is at
fault. But where his crops are destroyed
hy weather or some other natural calam-
fty, the farmer would have a better
chance of receiving help through the
Corporation if the Federal Government
agrees to assume a share of the risk.

o e

The third section of my proposal would
direct the administration to extend crop
insurance on an economically sound
basis to all counties and to all agricul-
tural commodities.

This provision is intended to overcome
the administrative inertia that has char-
acterized the crop insurance program
during the past 7 years. In the past when
asked to comment on whether a truly
nationwide crop Iinsurance program
would be desirable, the administration
has argued that it would be too expen-
sive, that it would not be economically
feasible, and that it would ruin the exist-
ing crop insurance program in other
parts of the country.

The most recent estimate I have seen
on the cost of extending the crop insur-
ance program throughout the country
is approximately $50 milllon. Of course,
the legislation I offer today does not
envision that the transition can be ac-
complished overnight. Thus, the near-
term cost would be considerably lower
than the $50 million figure. But even
this total cost—which would not be in-
curred for several years—is a very small
price to pay for greater stability in the
Nation's food and fiber industry. When
farmers are being asked to risk tens of

billlons in advance expenses for food
production, I believe $50 million is an
extremely modest price for the Federal
Government to pay te help assure that
our producers do not lose their entire
investment if naturel hazards destroy
thelir crops.

The administration is this year pro-
posing that the Federal Crop Insurance
Act be amended so that crop insurance
programs on wheat, cotton, corn, grain
sorghum, and barley would be extended
nationwide. I find a certain irony in this
proposal considering an administration
statement as recent as June 26, 1973,
which stated:

Historically, the Corporation has experl-
enced poor insurance results when a& broad
rapld expansion, even of existing commodi-
ties, s undertaken.

The real objective of the administra-
tion's proposal can be seen in the testi-
mony of Melvin Peterson, Manager of
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation,
before the House Appropriations Com-
mittee earlier this yean Mr. Peterson
states:

The avallability of these crop insurance
programs nationwide will obviate the need
for disaster assistance as provided for in the
1973 Farm Act.

In other words, the farmer is being
asked to give up the minimal disaster
payment program in the 1973 farm bill—
a program designed to serve as & supple-
ment, not a replacement, for crop insur-
ance—for an expanded crop insurance
program that the administration itself
believes cannot be made to work proper-
ly for some years,

I think the crop insurance program is
fundamentally a sound and extremely
useful means of offering protection to
farmers ‘against disasters at minimum
cost to the U.B. Treasury. Nevertheless,
there are weaknesses and deficiencies
in the current program, a number of
which I have mentioned earlier in this
statement. Before there is any discus-
sion of doing away with the disaster pay-
ments clause in the farm bill, it is essen-
tial that we first correct these problems
and then consider whether the farmer
is recelving the level of protection he
needs and deserves. The very worst step



we could take would be to abolish the
disaster payments program before the
reform and liberalization of crop insur-
ance has been accomplished, leaving
the farmer to the perils of nature as well
as the hazards of the marketplace.

In a sense the Nation's food produc-
tion system, that is, our system of fam-
ily farmers, is the most vital element in
our national economy. As we have seen
in the past 2 years, consumers not only
in America but also throughout the
world suffer when there is instability in
our agricultural economy.

It is time that we as a nation realized
that there is no substitute for Federal
farm policies and programs that encour-
age greater stability in agriculture and
permit the family farmer to produce
the food we need. Federal crop insur-
ance on a comprehensive . nationwide
basis is, in my judgment, one of the most
important elements of a viable, national
food strategy. But that program can
and should be improved, and I am hope-
ful that the Senate Agriculture Commit-
tee will give careful and positive consid-
eration to the suggestions I am offering
today.

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

There being no objection, the bill was
fc:urgered to be printed in the REcorp, as

ollows:

B. 1956

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembdled, That (a)
sectlon 508(a) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act, as amended (7 US.C. 1508(a)), is
amended by striking out the third and
fourth sentences and inserting in lieu there-
of the following: “Subject to the other pro-
visions of this section, beginning with crops
planted for harvest in 1876, crop Insurance
shall be extended on an economically sound
basis to all counties and to all agricultural
commodities."

(b) The sixth and ninth sentences of such
section 508(a) are repealed.

8ec. 2. The Federal Crop Insurance Act,
as amended, {8 further amended by adding
after sectlon 508 a new section as follows:

“FEDERAL PREMIUM PAYMENTS

“Sec. 50BA. Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, the Corporation shall
pay 50 per centum of the premium costs of
the crop Insurance issued to any farmer
under the provisions of this Act."

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 516(a)
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1676(a)), I1s amended by *
striking out "not In excess of $12,000,000",
and by inserting “(including Federal premi-
um payments required by section 50BA of
this Act)" immediately after “cost of the
Corporation”.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 188—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELATIVE
TO NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROLIF-
ERATION

(Referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Joint Commitiee
on Atomic Energy, jointly, by unanimous
consent.)

Mr. MONDALE submitted the follow-
ing resolution:

S. Res. 188

A Senate resolution urging the President
to seek an immediste international mori-
torlum on the transfer to non-nuclear weap-
ons countries of nuclear enrichment and re-
processing equipment and technology to per-
mit time for the negotiation of more effective
safeguards against the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons capablility.

SECTION 1

Whereas the Senate of the Unlted States
ratified the Treaty on the Non-Proliferatlon
of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in recognition of
the devastation associnted with a nuclear war
and of the need to make every effort to avert
the danger of such a war,

Whereas the partles to the Treaty expressed
& common bellef that the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons would serlously increass the
danger of nuclear war;

Whereas the United States and other par-
tles to the Treaty pledged to accept specified
safeguards regarding the transfer to non-
nuclear weapon States of speclal nuclear ma-
terials and facilitles for the processing, use,
or production of such materials;

Whereas recent events, Including the ex-
plosion of a nuclear device by India in 1974,
the development of & uranium enrichment
facllilty by the Republic of South Africa, and
the proposed sales of nuclear enrichment
and reprocessing plants to non-nuclear
weapon States, cast serious dobuts on the
scope and comprehensiveness of existing
safeguards over the prolliferation of nuclear
weapons capability;

Whereas the Senate of the United States is
particularly concerned about the con-
sequences of transactions that could lead to
the production of plutonium and other
special nuclear materials ‘by non-nuclear
weapon States in Latin America, in the Mid-
dle East, and In Asia;

Whereas the Senate belleves that improved
safeguards are urgently needed to prevent
the theft or diversion of plutonium and
other speclal nuclear materials to weapons
manufacture: Now, therefore, be It

Resolved that the Benate of the United
States strongly requests and urges the Presi-
dent to seek through the highest level con-
sultations with other suppllers of nuclear
equipment and technology an immediate
moratorium on the transfer of nuclear en-
richment and reprocessing facilitles and
technology to permit time for the negotia-
tion of an agreement regarding more effec-
tive safeguards to substantially reduce the
risk of diversion or theft of putonium and
other special nuclear materials to military
or other uses that would jeopardize world
peace and security.

SECTION 2

The Secretary of the Senate is directed to
transmit coples of this resolution to the
President of the United States and to the
Secretary of State.

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
today submitting a resolution that is de-
signed to address an urgent issue, that
of nuclear weapons proliferation and the
potential for terrorism as a result of the

transfer of plutonium separation tech-
nology to nonnuclear weapons States.

Leading Members of the Senate, major
newspapers, and scientists and other ex-
perts throughout the United States are
expressing deep and growing concern
over the disclosure of currently pending
commercial transactions involving the
sale of nuclear enrichment and reprocess~
ing facilities to nonnuclear weapons
countries.

Senate

In my judgment, there is no question of
greater importance to the hope of inter-
national peace and security in the nu-
clear era than the consequences of these
sales.

Only a few weeks ago, a 65-nation con-
ference met in Geneva to review the re-
sults of the 5-year-old Nonproliferation
Treaty. The conferees at that meeting
agreed that significantly stronger safe-
guards were required to reduce the risk
of a new and more alarming round of
the nuclear weapons race.

Despite the recommendations of that
Conference, West Germany and France
are reportedly engaged in negotiations
with Latin American and other countries
that threaten to undermine the existing
system of controls on the spread of nu-
clear weapons. These discussions involve
the sale of plants that would permit the
separation of plutonium from the spent
fuel of nuclear reactors.

Until now, the United States and other
suppliers of nuclear technology have sold
reactors abroad, but we have never per-
mitted the sale of the complete nuclear
fuel eycle—including plutonium separa-
tion equipment—to nonnuclear weapons
countries.

There are a number of reasons why
such sales have not been allowed. First,
there is no demonstrated need for such
sales. As the New York Times pointed
eut in an editorial on June 9:

No commercial plutonium separation plant
is now operating in the United States . . . It
would take a 8300 million chemlical reproc-
essing plant serving thirty glant nuclear-
power reactors to achleve the economies of
goale that might make plutonium recyeling
commercially feasible,

And while there is no valid economic
reason for a country like Brazil or Ar-
gentina to acquire plutonium separation
plants, there is a grave danger to world
peace if they should do so. This danger
is twofold: First, that the purchasing
country might divert plutonium from
such plants to develop a bomb; and sec-
ond, that proper safeguards have never
been devised to prevent theft of plu-
tonium from commercial plants by ter-
rorist or eriminal elements.

I do not want to single out Brazil or
Argentina, but thelr case provides a use-
ful example, because both are reportedly
interested in buying plutonium separa-
{ion plants. If either country proceeds in
this direction, as Brazil is now on the
verge of doing, extraordinary pressures
would be placed on the other not only to
follow suit, but to initiate a nuclear
weapons program. Let me explain why.
Nuclear physicists maintain that it is a
very simple matter for almost any coun-
try to build a nuclear bomb; the difficulty
is not in the production of the weapon,
but in obtaining the explosive material—
plutonium.

Supposedly, nonnuclear countries can-
not obtain plutonium for weapons man-
ufacture because nations that have the
technology for plutonium production—
the United States, West Germany,
France, Canada, and others—require
that all plutonium produced as a result
of power generation or research must be
controlled under safeguards preseribed
by the Intermational Atomic Energy
Agency, IAEA.

However, these safeguards are not as
comprehensive as they should be as we
saw in the case of the explosion of a
nuclear device by India in 1974, Further-
more, there is a major loophole in both
the Nonproliferation Treaty and the
IAEA safeguards program regarding the
transfer of technology for plutonium
separation.

Simply put, while Brazil in this n-
stance could not take plutonium from
the operation plant provided by Wes!
Germany to build a nuclear weapon
without violation TAEA safegunvds
there is nothing in the Nonproliferation
Treaty or the current IAEA program o
prevent Brazil from duplicating the ta-
cility provided by Germany and using
the plutonium from the duplicate plant
to build explosive devices.

The loopholes in the treaty are kniows
to both Argentina and Brazil. It eitit
one is in a position to produce pluto-
nium, free of effective international sur-
velllance, the pressures on the other
would be extremely great to obtain the
means to build its own bomb for seli-
defense.

Nor is this danger confined to Brua
and Argentina. Serious questions have
been raised about the nuclear weapons
intentions of South Afriea, Pakistan,
South Korea, and several other nations.
Once Brazil obtains a plutonium separa-
tion plant, it would be extremely difficult
for the United States to argue that South
Korea should not have one as well. Do-
mestic industries that produce nuclear
equipment will furthermore maintain
that a continuation of restrictions on the
part of the United States serves no pur-
pose other than to curb their share ol
the international market.

This is, in part,-the situation that
prompted Senator Risicorr to warn the
other day that—

The global spread of nuclear weapuns I=
on the verge of running out of control,

Even if we assume thatl the intention:
of Brazil or these other countries are
entirely peaceful, and I do not choose
to question the sincerity of their official
statements, there is no way to take back
the technology once it has been trans-
ferred and, as the Portugese example
shows, governments can change quickly,
There is no guarantee that Brazil or
Alrgent.ina might not some day change
also.

I do not wish to be alarmist. But
imagine a world in which the United
States must bulld a system of strategic
defenses that are capable of defending
against not just one or two potential nu-
clear rivals, but nuclear weapons States

in Latin America and around the wori
All of our defense assumptions would
have to be thrown out the window. The
Strategic Arms Limitations Agreemoent:
might be rendered meaningless in tern -
of our national security. These are only
hypothetical risks today, but unless con-
trol is maintained over the availability
and use of plutonium, they could becomie
very real dangers only a few short vear
down the road.

There is a second danger involved in
the sale of plutonium separation equin-
ment that has nothing to do with » de-
cision by the recipient country to build
the bomb. This threat relates to the ex-
traordinary difficulties involved in pre-
venting plutonium from falling into the
hands of eriminals or terrorist groups.

During the past 12 months, there hus
been intense debate in the United State-
over whether Government authorization
should be provided for domestic commer-
cial separation and reprocessing of plu-
tonium. Senator Hart and I joined in
this debate last fall when we wrote to
Dixie Lee Ray, then Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, expressing
strong doubts about the wisdom of mov-
ing ahead with commercial plutonium
recycle.



Plutonium is perhsps ihe most dan-
gerous material known to man. A gquan-
tity the size of a grapefruit could be
fushioned into a relatively crude homb,
capable of threatening any maljor city
in America with widespread destruction
and the death of as many as 100,000 peo-
ple. This massive destructive potential
requires the most rigid safeguards imag-
inable. Safeguards have been devised
for our military programs, but if pluto-
nium were produced on a commercial
basis, the broadest police powers—in-
cluding methods that are totally incon-
sistent with our democratic traditions
and civil liberties—might be required to
deal with a sttuation where even a small
amount of plutonium were discovered to
be missing.

These and other considerations
prompted the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission recently to recommend that com-
mercial separation of plutonium should
not be permitted in the United States for
at least 3 years or until effective and
acceptable safeguards have been devised.

If we in the United States, with three
decades of experience in our military
programs are not confident that suffi-
cient controls can be devised to assure
that commercial plutonium production
will not jeopardize the public safety,
there is every reason to believe that less
experienced countries will encounter
even greater difficulties.

For all of these reasons, I believe that
action is urgently needed to prevent a
headlong rush into commercial or mili-
tary manufacture of plutonium by coun-
tries the world over.

As a first imperative, I believe that
nations which supply nuclear technology
must declare an immediate moratorium
on the transfer of plutonium separation
capability.

Second, I wouid hope that these sup-
pliers could meet among themselves and
WE[_IL nm:ghasin%1 ounftries fo reach
agreement on whether an infernatjonal
safeguards program can be developed

that is adequate to meet the risk and, if
so, to take the steps necessary to imple-
ment such safeguards,

A variety of recommendations have
been offered on methods to improve the
existing JAEA safeguards program. As a
first step, I believe that the Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty should be amended to pre-
vent the acouisition of plutonium sepa-
ration facilities by nonnuclear states, or
at a minimum, to assure that any such
facilities whether acquired directly or
duplicated from equipment purchased
from a nuclear supplying nation would
be subjected to IAEA inspectlon. To allay
fears that countries might divert plu-
tonium from separation plants to weap-
ons manufacture, these facllities might
be regionalized so that rival countries
could help to monitor one another. And
with added responsibilities, increased
funding will obviously be needed if the
IAEA is to carry out an effective verifi-
cation program.

With final action on the West Ger-
many-Brazil transaction scheduled to
take place before the end of this month,
time is rapidly running out.

The President of West Germany, Wal-
ter Scheel is just completing a visit to
Washington. I believe there is no item
of greater concern to United States-Ger-
man relations that the need for deferral
of action on this sale. Therefore, I was
deeply disappointed by reports that
President Ford, in meeting with President
Scheel, did not raise this problem.

A number of Senators, including Sena~
tors RisicorF, PasTOorRE, GLENN, and
others have already spoken out clearly
and forthrightly on this issue. But in
order to express the deep and universal
feeling within the Senate on this matter,
I would hope that the Senate might take
the additional step of acting on the reso-
lution I am submitting today.

This resolution expresses the sense of
the Senate that existing safeguards over
the proliferation of nuclear weapons
capability must be broadened and
strengthened , that in view of the limita-
tions of the present safeguard program
we are especially concerned about the
consequences of the sale of plutonium
separation plants, and that President
Ford should seek through the highest
level consultations with other govern-
ment leaders an immediate moratorium
on such sales until a more effective safe-
guards program can be developed.

To illustrate the urgency of this mat-
ter I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the Recorp an article from this morning’s
Washington Post indicating that—

A spokesman for the Foreign Ministry said
West Germany will go ahead with plans to
sell & large package of nuclesr installations
to Braeil desplte U.S. concern about possible
use for weaponry.

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

NocLran SaLe BTILL oM

Boww,—A spokesman for the Forelgn Min-
{stry sald West Germany will go ahead with
pians to sell a lerge package of nuclear In-
stallations to Brazil despite U.B. concern
about possible use for weaponry. He sald
he was unaware of any American call, as
reported by a State Department official, for
further negotiations on security nmeasures
for the pact, which is to be signed next week.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, as
further evidence of the need for such
action, I ask unanimous consent that an
editorial from the June 16 edition of the
Washington Post be printed in’ the
RECORD,

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

A MEessSAGE Fon PRESIDENT SCHEEL

Today West Germany's President, Walter
Scheel, will arrive in Washington for a couple
of days of talks and ceremony as part of a
etate vislt te this country, Because U.S.-
German relations are fairly stable at the
moment, and because heads of state—as dis-
tinct from heads of government—do not
ordinarily engage in nitty-gritty political
negotiations on such vislts, there is not what
you would call & highly charged agenda of
subjects for the two presidents to dlscusa.
But we think there l= one subject of con-
siderable urgency that Mr. Ford's adminis-
tration should take up with the delegation
from Bonn. It 18 the proposed sale by the
West Germans to Brazll of equipment re-
gulred to produce a nuclear bomb. We think
the terms of that transaction can and must
ba modified,

The key equipment in the West German's
export package is not the power-generating
nuclear reactors which will enable the
Brazilians over time to prdouce cheep elec~
tric energy. Rather it ls the equipment for
reprocessing spent fuel and enriching ura-
nium—neither of which 1s urgent for the
Bragillan caepacity to generate power and
both of which can provide access to weap-
ons-grade fuel. There Is every reason, 1t seems
to us, for the West Germans to reconsider
thelr apparent willingness to include these

, eritical items in the deal. The PBrazillans

have been anything but reassuring about
their intentions with respect to acquiring
nuclear weapons. The West Germans, whose
exports rose last year by 29.2 per cent over
the previcus year and who are running the
largest trade surplus of any industrial coun-
try, can hardly be sald to be in dire need of
overseas sales. And just a couple of weeks
ago In Geneva, the Review Conference of the
parties to the nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty agreed on some actions that. in our
view, should be given a chance to work be-
fore anything so precedent-breaking and
fraught with danger as the West German-
Brazilian transactlon goes into effect,

The natlons at the Ceneva conference
undertook both to strengthen the safeguards
against misuse of transferred nuclear power-
producing equipment and to push for multi-
national fuel coycle facilities that would
make avallabla the benefits the Brazillans
might get from the “extras" the Germans
are willing to provide—but which would also
make the misuse of such “extras" less
possible,

Surely now that the parties to Nonprolif-
eration Treaty—including West Germany—
have bestirred themselves to try to control
the dangers that attend the export of nu-
clear power reactors, 1t would be reckless of
the Federal Republic to go forward with a
bilateral business ararngement that disre-
gards precisely the dangers the conference
was addressing. And this 1s the more so In
view of the fact that the Brazillans do not
require this particular technological plant
in the period of time that it may take to
get the alternative facilitles and the
strengthened safeguards working. There Is
still time for the West Germans to alter
these particular aspects of the deal. We think
President Ford should tell our West German
visitor that It is in the Interest of everyone
concerned that they do so.
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LIFETIME LEARNING

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President, Hunler
College in New York recently dedicated a
promising new venture—the Center for
Research in Human Aging.

In its work, the center will be working
on the assumption that all people require
stimulation and outlets for creativity
throughout their lives—even as they
grow old.

I was privileged to have the opporin-
nity to address a convocation in honor of
the opening of the center. In my re-
marks I explored the concept of “life-
time learning” and what it can mean to
all of us. At that time I also announced
my intention to Introduce a “Lifetime
Learning Act” as an amendment to pend-
ing education legislation.

My personal interest in this subject
was sparked by the development of the
“Minnesota Learning Society,” which is
an effort by a consortium of Minnesota
institutions to develop programs to meet
the education needs and interests of per-
sons of all ages.

Many individuals and organizations
have expressed an interest in this sub-
ject and a willingness to work with us on
such legislaticn. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my remarks be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recirp,
as follows:

BEMARKS oF WarLTeER F. MonpALE, CENTER FOIL
REsEARCH IN HUMAN AGING

I am pleased that you invited me to be
with you tonight at the launching of an.
exclting venture—ihe Center for Research
in Human Aging. For the thing, I do have a
pelfish Interest In the creation of this Center,
As a member of the Senate Special Committee
on Aging, the Finance Committee, and the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee ... Iam
painfully aware of the need for study and
experimentation and research and demon-
stration in the field of sging, We uneed your
thinking, and we heed your sdvice,

The lnterdisclpunu'y lppl‘ﬂuch you are
taking has been particularly fruitful in some
of the other human service areas . . . and the
emphasis you are placing on involvement
of the elderly in developing and operating
their own programs s also aun lmportant
advance,

John F. Kennedy once sald:

“A society's quality and durability can
best he measured by the respect and care
given its elderly citizens.”

We have made tremendous advances in re-
cent years In Improving the life of our older
cltizens:

We have stretched the borders of the life
span of the average American ., . from 479
years for men In 1900 to 69.5 years for men
today; and from 51,1 years for women in 1800
to0 76.8 years today.

We have provided a measure of financial
seeurity to some 28 million old people In this
country through the Social Security system
... and have tried to cushion those benefita
against inflation by requiring them to n-
crease with the cost of living.

Senate

And nearly 22 milllon Americans now can
count on Medicare to help alleviate the heallh
problems of their later years,

We have a long way to go to make these
benefits adequate for the elderly citizens who
are living below the poverty line, There is no
progrum thai has done more for the economic
and psychologieal well being of the elderly
In this country than Social Security. But as
you well know, we are reaching a time when
we must reevaluate the system and reshape
it in 8 way 1hat it will continue to meet the
goals for which it was established.

Ancther area that deserves our most serious
and thorough attention in nursing homes, We
are all famillar with the horror storles . , .
the Senate Speclal Committee on Aging has
done a masterful job of ldentifying abuses.
Now we must turn our attentlon to the posl-
tive side of this . . . how we can lmprove the
care for people who have no choice but to
live in a nursing home . ., and how to open
up slternative forms of care which can help
the elderly to remsain in their own liomes,

And we must continue our efforts to enact
national health lnsurance and other pro-
grams which will free older Americans from
the gnawing worry of where thelr next meal
will come from or how they will pay their
medical bills,

An adequate income and access to health
care are wital . . . but they do not alone
guarantee a full, vseful life for au American
of any age,

I belleve that we also have an obligation
to provide opportunities to make that exist-
ence of Americans of every age meaningful,
We need t0 take a serlous look at the soclo-
logical and psychological aspeota of aging In
our society . . . why It {8 that we so often
fail to provide meaningiul opportunities for
persons who pass that arbitrary barrier of

age 65 . . . (which secms to be creéping ever
closer to 55)
One clear reason that we do nol provide

adequate opportunities is our misconception
of what the elderly can sctually do , . .
our misconceptlon of the state of their
health mental and physical. We all are sub-
ject to the aging process, and we all feel It
and show it to some degree. But the facis
nre:

One study shows that 807% of people 65 and
over say they have vo irouble with stalrs,
washing and bathing, dressing, or going out
of doors,

Half of the elderly Interviewad rafed either
“high" or "medium” in & survey of physical
vigor and endurance.

Many of the elderly who do have these
problems could continue to live at home if
provided with home health services ar othey
supports.

We have seen evidence of this vigor and
desire to be productive In the response to
the few, modest Federal programs that have
been established to meet the need. More
than 120.000 glderly people are providing nec~
essary services to chlldren, to the disabled, to
small business and the community in general
through volunteer programs such as Foster
Grandparents, RSVFP and SCORE. Several
thousand more are working on pari-time
Jobs as a result of the program created under
Title IX of the Older Americans Act, and this
has hardly begun to meet the demand, And
& recent poll by Louls Harrla showed that
204 of persons over 5 who were interviewed
are Involved In some kind of volunteer
work, and that another 109 would be inter-
ested in getting into It.

Our milsconception of the capabilities of
the elderly has often lhuited our vislon and

influenced our publie polivies. As a resuls,
government olten creates programs and pol-
icies which deter . . . rather than encour-
age . . . older people [rom lving o full and
productive life.

I have seen evidence of this in my stady
of what is happening to American families
Over the last year or s0 we've been looking at,
how government pollctes oftc: wienken and
destroy families . . , rather thon provide Lhe
atrength and support they need, Perhaps the
most dramatic example of this in the aren
of aging Is the high-rises we bullt exelusively
for ¢ld people. I don't have to tell you what
8 disaster this idea has been for many, many
old people . . . and for the families who bave
been ot off from them. At the turn of the
century, one Massachusetts study showed
0% of homes contained parents, their chii-
dreu and at least one other adult—a grand-
parent, an aunt or other relative. That fignure
today Is about 49,

James O'T'oole. the author of the fine re-
port on work In America, pointed out in a
hearing before my S8ubcommittes on Children
and Youth that;

"Work, the activity of adulthood, is per-
formed in age-segregated institutions, Re-
tirement, the activity of the aged, occurs
Increasingly in “leisure communities,” cut off
from the rest of the world, both spirttually
anid physically. As a result the segregation
of generations becomes a corollary to the seg-
mentation of lives.”

The atimulation and creativity which arise
from contact between the generations is a
priceless commodity which we cannot afford
to squander . . . 88 {ndividuals or as a #0=~
clety. Rather than cutting the old and young
Off from one snother, we should be en-
couraging meaningful contact between per-
sons of all ages,

We now have rzero population growth at
onhe end of the spectrum . . . and a rapidly
Inpreasing number or older adults at the
cther end. This demands that our perception
of the whole cycle of human life undergo a
radical change. Bernlece Neugarten has
coined a useful phrase—the' 'young old" to
describe what is really a new population
group which deserves our attention. These
are the people between 65 and 76 years old.
As a group, they are getting healthier, and
more educated. Many of them are techni-
cally retired, But they will increasingly de-
mand more options and opportunities for
personal growth and community service,

I am personally exciled and encouraged
by & new mo t which to add
many of these needs we are discussing , , .
the movement toward “lifetime learning.”
This is the Idea that all of us . . . regardless
of age .. . encounter throughout our lives
u serles of changing demands . . . and that we
must shape education in its broadest hense
to help us meet these needs,

At one stage of 1ife, the need may be for
retralning for o new job; at another stage
we may require civie education—how to do
our taxes, how to influence the political
process. And at another time we may re-
yuire education for whatl one distlnguished
educator 1has called “the free self” 11
that part of us and of our time which is not
beholden to & Job or to to ather requirenients
of subsistencs,

I am proud . .. but noi surprised . Lot
one of the fucal polnts for this movement
toward lifetime learning 18 my home state
of Minnesota. Right now an extraordinary
coalition of institutions and individuals is
working to build what it is ealling an "inter-

generational learning soclety.” They have




recelved a little money from the Administra-
tion on Aging to move the idea ahead . ..
but most of the energy has been generated
by committed individuals such as a former
vice president and dean of Gustavus Adol-
phus College, Dan Ferber. One of the reasons

this idea has progressed is that, for the first
time (N mMANY years . . . we seem to have
edueational resources—teachers, dormitories,
Inboratories—which are not being fully used.
These facilities . . . belonging to the Unlver-
sity, others in the public schools or private
colleges . . . have become a focal polnt for
the “learning soclety” In Minnesota.

Here are some of the things that are going
on:

The University is training a corps of per-
sonnel in geriatrics and adulf education for
older persons

Mankato State College has trained volun-
teers to ldentify older people In the communi-
ty and . . . In cooperation with other com-
munity resources . . . help provide them with
services and activities they seek

The College of St. Benedict 18 moving old-
er adults right into the dormitories with
younger students

The St, Paul Aren Technical Voeation In-
stitute is training geriatric assistants for
work In nursing homes

The North Hennepin Community College
has a “senior on Campus’ program

And the Minneapolis Public Schools have
provided facilitles and helped organize 33
clubs providing education and other pro-
grams for senior citizens.

Planners for the “Minnesota Learning So-
ciety” are thinking creatively about the use
of other community resources , , . everything
from department stores and churches to
banks , . . aa sources of information and ed-
ucation for citizens of all ages. And they
have been working closely with many of
of state groups on plans for future coopera-
tiv~ efforts,

A

I will admit that this ldea ls not the ex-
clusive property of Minnesotans, For ex-
ample, France, Germany and Belglum all
provide paid educational leave for workers.
This program is financed through a system
of contributions from both employers and
employess. In Byracuse, New York, there is
an innovative "Regilonal Learning Service'
which helps adults identify their educa-
tional needs and goals, counsels them, and
tdentifies the educational resource which
can be most helpful to them. And you are
probably aware of similar programs that
have not come to my attention,

This s a time of severe economlic pres-
sures. These pressures are being felt by mil~
lions of Americans. We have been constant-
1y aware of them In our work on the new
Senate Budget Committee In the last few
weeks. But I sincerely hope that these pres-
sures will not prevent us from moving ahead
and trylng to act on some promising, hope-
ful ldeas such as the concept of “lifetime
learning."

I hope that somewhere in our massive ed-
ucational establishment in Washington we
can start to develop the capabllity of work~
iIng toward this goal. We have incredible re-
gources in HEW, In the Administration on
Aging, In the National Institute of Educa-
tion, And I Intend to Introduce legislation
soon which would try to focus some of these
resources . . . to encourage some experi-
mentation and some research . . , toward
the growth of our country into a "lifetime
learning soclety.” The bill has not been
drafted yet, and I hope that you will come
to 15 with your ideas on the best way to do
. The concept would be to introduce a
“Lifetime Learning Act” which could become
a part of the extension of major higher ed-
ucation and vocational education legisiation
over the next few months,

My bill will establish a program on life-
time learning which would:

Coordinate existing efforts in this area by
all Pederal agencies; and collect and make
available Information on programs and ac-
tivities in the public and private sectors.

Support research and demonstration pro-
jects designed. to further lifetime learning

Provide support for training teachers to
work with adults; curriculum development;
conversion of facilitles to accommodate
adults; and development and dissemination
of television, cassettes and other media ap-
propriate for aduit education,

Conduet a study of the existing barrlers to
lifetime learning and how they might be
eliminated.

Evaluate existing programs—including
methods of financing—in this country and
abroad and determine whether they can be
used as models.

This Is a modest beginning but I think it
is an important one. Our adjustment to
longer life and greater leisure is not going
to be an easy one ., ., and we owe it to our-
selves to make these added days and months
productive and stimulating for all of us.

In planning for lifetime learning, we must
make a speclal effort to consult with per-
sons of sll ages. As one 90 year old woman
::'rlt!ng In the Washington Post recently put

“Our young people want to be kind to us,
I'm sure. But they don't know what we want
and they don't know how we feel.”

Omne of our most shameful fallures in the
past was our lack of responsiveness to the
needs of old people In our soclety. But they
learned how to make us respond. They have
organized and become one of the most ef-
fectlve political forces we have.

They have organized for us a vision of the
world which we all share. John Martin, Di-
rector of the 1871 White House Conference
on Aging, summed it up well when he sald:

“It should be a world free from fear of
being forgotten, of belng left out, lsolated
and lgnored, unplanned for, unwelcomed
and unneeded. It is a world whose design
calls for vision, for imagination, for innova-
tion, because we don't have to be content
with what we have. In this great and afiluent
country, we can afford to dream dreams .. ."”
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