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"The right to ...
dramatize one's view-
point -- including peace-
ful civil disobedience if
one is willing to pay the
price imposed by law ...
must be an accepted and
protected part of American
life. And those who disa-
gree must just learn to
live with this indispensable
right of a free people ...
But I hope you will reject
the effort to impose opinion
by force."

Senator Walter F. Mondale
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SENATE

MONDALE ASKS YOUTH FOR CRITI-
CISM WITH AFFECTION

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the junior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. MoNDALE]
helped to welcome new students to the
University of Minnesota in MinReapolis
earlier this week. I believe his remarks
are worth noting.

Senator MonpALE described a Nation
of opportunity and despair, of power and
impotence, of free criticism and irra-
tional rage, of human rights and grow-
ing racism, of dedication to peace and
immense waste in war, of compassion
frustrated by rigidity and persecution.

He remarked on the growing gap be-
tween what we want and what we are
willing to do, and our disappointing
tendency to seek easy excuses for our
failures.

Then Senator MownpaLE spoke of the
hope so many of us have that the bright,
committed young people of today will
help us to do better. Simply living a de-

cent and humane life is not enough, he =
told them; achieving political power is *
essential. @]

Senator MonpaLE also spoke directly to 9
the questions of protest and violence that o5}

are before us so much today. He said:

The right to demonstrate, protest, picket,

and in other peaceful ways to dramatize one’s
viewpoint—including peaceful civil disobedi-
ence if one is willing to pay the price imposed
by law—ths right must be an accepted and
protected part of American life. And those
few Jaw enforcement officers who disagree
mus; just learn to live with this indispensa-
ble right of a free people. . . .

But there is another tactic I hope you will

reject; that is, the effort to impose opinion

by force. Some will tell you that violence will

more quickly. and effectively achieve your

goals. They tell us that “democracy is in the
streets’”; meaning that issues must be settled
by violent conflict. They would substitute the

“aw of force for the force of law.

Those who resort to such tactics will not
only lose personally but will greatly injure
their cause. Undoubtedly the growing



strength of the right-wing repressive move-
ment in this country is partly attributable
to the violence we have seen.

For I do not believe that a society can be
both free and violent. A free soclety must
maintain itself in love and hope, not hate
and fear.

Mr. President, Senator MoNDALE'S ap-
propriate remarks deserve the attention
of all Senators. I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in the Recorbp.

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

REMARKS OF SENATOR WALTER F, MONDALE AT
THE WELCOME WEEK CoONVOCATION, UNIVER-
SITY OF MINNESOTA, MINN., SEPTEMBER 16,
1968

I am delighted to participate in Welcome
Week, particularly since your theme is “When
no one is aware.” By now you know that you
are welcome; let us pray that you are also
aware.

We always begin speeches like this one by
saying that youth has never been more
needed; the only difference is that right now
it is undeniably true. If there was ever a
generation of American adults who should
feel the need for the help of the young, it is
ours.

What a strange, confused, disoriented, and
in some ways embittered nation this is!
Indeed, we may be on the verge of being two
Nations, as one official report puts it: one
white, one black; separate and unequal,

For most of us—for almost all of us in
this auditorium this morning—this is a Na-
tion of unprecedented wealth, employment,
and opportunity. But for millions of other
Americans this is another nation—impover=
ished, under and unemployed, poorly housed,
ill and undernourished, and, perhaps worst
of all crippled by frustration, despair, and
rage.

We have produced a nation of unparalleled
power, but we have proved our impotence in
our cities and in Vietnam.

We have produced a nation whose devotion
to liberty and justice and free criticism is
both fundamental and historic, and yet we
recently saw, as one analyst put it, “a sudden
convulsion of irrational rage directed by some
of us against others of us, a devastating
tantrim of armed and uniformed adults
against a youthful, helpless, and largely in-
nocent rabble.”

Our nation, proud of its commitment to
human rights, reads public opinion polls
which show one of our top racists building
such a following for President that he could
conceivably become a fundamental force in
setting the future direction of this country.

While we declare our commitment to peace,
more than 27,000 Americans have died in
Vietnam and the cost of the war—mnow near
$30 billion annually—sharply diminishes our
capacity to deal with our human problems
here and abroad.

I believe we have tried for peace and sin-
cerely want peace. But I do not believe we
have been willing to take as great a risk
to achieve a settlement as we once took fo
win the war through escalation.

We are a nation proud of our institutions—
churches, schools, governments, and business,
labor, and other cooperative organizations.
But for all they have done, our institutions
have still too often become, as one of our
chief social critics puts it, an ‘“‘enormous
potential source of arbitrary impersonal
power which folds, bends, spindles, and muti-
lates individuals but keeps IBM cards im-
mgculate.”

We are a nation proud of our compassion—
the story of the good Samaritan is almost
an American folk tale. But we have bulilt
and maintained a deeply entrenched welfare
system that shatters pride and discourages
effort. It provides so little help for so many
that what should be their temporary need
for assistance and hope has become a perma-
nent dependence and despair.

Whether the acknowledged objectives be
decent education, housing, nutrition, health,
or employment, there is a growing gap be-
tween what we want done—what we favor,
the dreams we endorse, the hepes we arouse—
and what we are willing to do. The gulf be-
tween our goals and our willingness to spend
to achieve them has created a political en-
vironment that enables a cri lc to claim:
“The rhetoric of public men .. . abounds
in big ideas with small price tags. Or big ideas
with no price tags at all.”

And, ominously, some are now intensifying
the old attempt to portray the human prob-
lems of this nation as the result of one single,
simple cause: the lazy attitude of the mythi-
cal man who is able, but unwilling, to work.

Since the problem is so simple, so is the
proposed solution: more “law and order”
(whatever that means); a change in attitude
that is free because it requires only an act
of will; a willingness by courts and police
to get tough.

Despite our commitment to heaman im-
provement, we defend Khesanh and abandon
Job Corps camps; we head for the moon while
men cannot afford to commute to work,

We say we oppose violence, and yet we can-
not pass legislation to reduce the toll of
18,000 lives a year lost by gunfire. In the past
five years, the victims have included Presi-
dent Kennedy, Martin Luther King, and a
young man who entered the freshman class
of the Senate with me—Robert Kennedy, a
man who truly did “dream of things that
never were and wonder why not?"”

If I sound disappointed, I am. If I sound
discouraged, I am not.

I am not discouraged for many reasons, but
none is more important than my faith in you
and the other young people of this country.

Many of us hope we are correct when we
say we believe you are different; that some-
thing new is afoot; something qualitatively
different is occurring.

Your generation appears to us to be more
ldealistic, more human, more concerned with
personal honesty and commitment than any
previous generation.

The <quality of personal relationships
seems to concern you more than it did the
activists of my campus days, or than it does
those in my political environment today.

I sense in you a healthy reaction from the
impersorality of the institutions facing you;
I see a strong desire for a society which is
humane,

If this observation is accurate, then I hope
you never grow up. I hope instead that you
are able to infect the rest of us with your
kind of maturity.

Having said this, I must add that I see
some disturbing tendencies among some of
your generation—disturbing in that they are
wasteful,

The first tendency is perhaps best illus-
trated by a long and frustrating conversa-

tion I had in Washington with one of our
nation’s most gifted student leaders. I was
trying to discover what it was that caused
him to believe that existing institutions, par-
ticularly government, could not be reformed.

Finally in despair I asked him what he
thought I could do as a United States Sen-
ator to help. I'll never forget his answer.
He sald, “There isn't much you can do here.”

I believe this comment reflects a belief
that, first of all, it is impossible to reform



the system very much from the top, and
second, that the fundamental problems of
our soriety are those involving person-to-per=
son relationships, which can only be dealt
with at a level closer to the people.

The conglusion seems to he that politics
at the center—particularly in Washington
but also in the state capitols and city halls—
isn't really that important or relevant to the
major concerns of your generation.

One result of that conclusion appears to
be that some of the brightest of your genera-
tion are “opting out’ of the political process.
Many young people organized brilliantly to
change our national life in the area of civil
rights. Many of you organized brilliantly to
change our national policy in the area of
foreign relations. And you have won.

But others now seem to be limiting their
actions to the range of their perceptive
selves.

What bothers me is the fear that the young
may be threatening their high values with
some lousy strategy.

Working out one's identity and trying to
live as a decent human being is a crucial
goal. But I believe that the political system is
such that it cannot forever be ignored; it
must be u:ed, molded, wrenched, or even
fought.

And if you don't make the effort to in-
fluence or capture political power at the
center, then I just don't see how the plan
of simply living a decent and human life
will work.

You won’t be able to climb a hilltop and
enjoy the flowers—or even the grass—be-
cause we will have polluted the air and killed
practically everything that grows.

You won't have a view from that hill, be-
cause we will have blocked it off with bill-
bhoards,

And you won't be left in peace by a hungry
world that we won't help feed.

And the process of dehumanization will
continue as our institutions and our society
pass entirely out of your control.

What I'm saying is this: I'm glad you are
experimenting, both organizationally and
personally, to solve problems in ways more
imaginative than before and on many more
levels than before. I am simply suggesting
that these experiments should not be accom-
panled by rejection of the effective use of
palitical power.

If you accept my suggestion that you are
important to the political process, may I
make a few closing observations about the
toctics and attitudes I believe to be needed.

The right to demonstrate, protest, picket,
end in other peaceful ways to dramatize one's
Viewwpoint—including peaceful civil disobe-
diencg if one is willing to pay the price im-
posed by law—+this right must be an accepted
and protected part of American life. And
those few law enforcement officers who dis-
agree must just learn to live with this indis-
pensable right of a free people. The objective
here is to persuade, to make one’s point of
view more visible and dramatic.

But there is another tactic I hope you
will reject; that is, the effort to impose
opinion by force. Some will tell you that
violence will more quickly and effectively
achieve your goals. They tell us that “de-
mocracy is in the streets”; meaning that
issues must be settled by violent conflict.
They would substitute the law of force for
the force of law.

Those who resort to such tactics will not
only lose personally but will greatly injure
their cause. TUndoubtedly the growing
strength of the right-wing repressive move-
ment in this country is partly attributable
to the violence we have seen.

For I do not believe that a society can
be both free and violent, A free society must
maintain itself in love and hope, not hate
and fear.

Long ago Willlam Butler Yeats described
a declining society in phrases that should
haunt us today:

“Things fly apart; the center cannot hold.

The best lack all conviction, and the worst

are filled with passionate intensity.”

He was describing another time, and an-
other kind of passionate intensity. But his
words are a warming to us now.

Let us turn away from that kind of pas-
sion, and let me close with some final
thoughts about this society. One of the ex-
citing things nbout living now is that John
Gardner, former Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, is living and writing,
too. He must be one of America's great
citizens.

In his commencement address this year
at Cornell University, Gardner reported on
his discovery of a system by which one could
look three centuries ahead and evaluate the
quality of life today by hindsight.

His 23rd century scholars discovered that
in the last third of the 20th century *“the
rage to demolish” American institutions sue-
ceeded “heyond the fondest dreams” of the
“dismantlers."”

Following the destruction of our culture,
“there followed less than a century of chaos
and disorder,” unlike the long dark years of
the Middle Ages.

When society had rebuilt, a study was
commenced to determine what caused the
downfall of civilized society in our time. They
asked: “Why did men turn on their institu-
tions and destroy them in a fit of impa-
tience?”’

They found that our “demands for instant
performance led to instant disillusionment,
for while aspirations leapt ahead, human in-
stitutions remained sluggish—Iless sluggish
1o be sure, than at any previous time in his-
tory, but still inadequately responsive to
human needs.”

The 23rd Century scholars, looking back on
us, made a very telling osbervation, Gardner
reports.

“They pointed out that 20th Century insti-
tutions were caught in a savage crossfire
between uncritical lovers and unloving crit-
ics. On the one side, those who loved their
institutions tended to smother them in
an embrace of death, loving their rigid-
ities more than their promise, shielding
them from life-giving criticism. On the other
side, there arose a breed of critics without
love, skilled in demolition but untutored in
the arts by which human institutions are
nurtured and strengthened and made to
flourish.

“Between the two, the institutions per-
ished.”

And then the scholars concluded some-
thing which I would like to make my con-
clusion, too. I do so as one who has spent
his entire adult life trying to reform our
institutions; one who has been privileged
to be your Attorney General and one of your
Senators; one who belleves with Gardner that
our institutions desperately need reform and
affection,

The scholars decided this:

“. . . where human institutions are con-
cerned, love without criticism brings stagna-
tion, and criticism without love brings de-
struction.”

What we need are loving critics; persons
“sufficlently serious to study their institu-
tions, sufficiently dedicated to become cxpert
in the art of modifying them.”

The 23rd Century scholars discovered that
in our time there were men who tried to
“redesign their own society for continuous
renewal.”

But no one was listening. In words that
fit the theme of Welcome Week, no one was
aware.

May those 23rd century scholars learn in-
stead that you here matched your idealism



with your learning at this great University
and that you not only became aware but
committed yourselves to a lifetime of service
in the cause of ‘‘continuous renewal of hu-
man institutions.”

May they learn that because of you both
the advice of the uncritical lovers leading
to stagnation and that of the unloving critics
leading to destruction, was rejected, and that
in this place at this time we developed a
nation of loving critics who so reformed
human institutions that freedom, hope, op-
portunity, and fulfillment became a reality
for all of our people,

Or, finally, to come back once more to
what it means to be aware in the 20th Cen-
tury, let us work in all our ways—let us
work together above all—so that all of us

might be remembered “simply as (good and
d_ecent men), who saw wrong and tiied to
right it, saw suffering and tried to lheal it,
saw war and tried to stop it,

Welcome to the University of Minnesota.



S8t. Thomas College Speech

This 1s a country of terrible contrasts:
opportunity end despeir;
power and impotence;
free criticism and irrational rage;
humen rights and growing racism;
dedication to peace, and immense waste in war;
compaesion frustrated by rigidity and persecution and hate.

Progress has never been more evident in science, space,
and industry. But the unfinished agenda of soeial change also
confronts our visiom.

The Johnson years have accomplished much. Four hundred pajor
pleces of legislation attest to the vision, wisdom, and unparalleled
leadership of & President who accurately perceived the
American dilemma.

The coantrast between democratic and republican administrations
is stark.

The Republican years brPught the nation a sluggish economy,
general wmemployment, and a legacy of problems of poverty in
cities and rural areas.

In contrast to the Republican years, Democratic administration
has brought double the rise in average living standards and ome-half
the wnemployment rete. Twelve million have been lifted from
poverty, and 2.0 million from substendards to decent shelter.

Net farm income is up 244, vhile it declimed 17% during the Benson years.
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Yet despite thls strong record, despite the legislatiom,
80 much remains to be done. For the problems of poverty,
discrimination, and isolation have yet really to be addressed.

A negro baby borm today, regardless of section of the country
or state has
ysmmunmmuamunwmnamu
baby born the same place the same day;

1/2 the chance of completing high school;

1/3 the chance of completing college;

1/3 the chance of becoming & professional;

Twice the chance of becoming wnemployed;

1/4 the chance of earning $10,000 per year;

Three times the chance of eamning less then $3,000;

A life expectancy five years less;

Prospects of earning only 1/2 as much;

And almost the certainty of living in overcrowded housing
units 56% of which will fail to meet health and safety standards.
Renvhites are less likely to finish public school, and
move likely to attend schools with high dropout rates. 60% of temth
graders in poverty neighborhoods of our fifteen largest cities drop

out before they finish high school.

As early as third grade, the average negro student is cne
year behind whites in verbal achievment. By the twelth grade,
the average negro student is three years behind.
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Chicago's white neighborhoods have 10% more adults
completing high school; a TB rate 1/9 that of mon-vhite
neighborhoods; an infant mortality rate half that of negro areas;
and an incidence of substandard housing less than 2% the ghetoo
amount .

But the gep is not Just between black and vhite. It is between
rich and poor; urban and rurel; old and young; minorities and
majorities as well.

29 million Americans still ddve in poverty, and the numbers
continue to grow.

Urban ghetoos are much of the problem, but rural areass are
importent as well. One in five rural residents 1f poor;

overall joblese rates in rural areas is 10%, and 20% are underemployed.

Four out of five Americans 65 years old and older lack
jobs; vwhile 13% of young Americans still are looking for work.
Unemployment rates in poverty areas are triple the
national average; infant mortality rates are seven times as high.
More than 20 million Americans still live in inadequate
housing...and the tale could continue on.
To those of you who say we are going to fast, I would
say we are not going fast enough. The gaps between black, and
vhite; rich and poor; minority and majority are too great.
And to draw upon Langston Highes, deferrved dreams elither dry up
or explode.
The fact is that the social problems remaining to be xemiwes
resolved are more complex and challenging than those we faced
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before, because we have learned so much from the experiements
of the last four years.
None of us can afford a "stop the worldd, I want to get off”
attitude for that means the world we want will never be achieved.
"Qur society must have the wisdom to reflect and the
fortitude to act,” sald John Gardner.

Ve must reflect on our experience, and act in the realization
of our future respomnsibilities.

To the poor kho have dmme their part by stating their
needs, we cannot now sell out.

We camnot sey "wait" any longer, for they elready have
vaited too long.

Party ideology is important; but so too are poverty problems.

We canmot afford sidewalk superintendents. We need people
vith the motivation and stamina to continue the owwx work of
social reconstruction we have only begun.
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EXPENDITURE FACT SHEET
(1909 estimatyf)
Government income comes, by the dollar
L3¢ from individusl income taxes
22¢ from soecial insurance and retirement
18¢ from corporate income taxes
9¢ from excise taxes
8¢ from other sources

Government dollar is spent

3¢ for national defense of which lli¢ is for Vietnam
20¢ for social insurance and trust funds
11¢ for edueation and other major social programs
L¢ for veterans
3¢ for international affai rs
19¢ for other activities

This means that

We are spending almost fifteen times more defending ourselves

against the world (defense expenditures and related matters)

than we are building it (foreingn and international affairs)
more than

We are spending almest three times as much on defense as

we are on education and other major social programs.

Other faots:

Most of the major increases in budget outlays from 1968-1969
are in defense and related activities ($4.9 billion).

Most of the major decreases in budget ou were in
domestic expneditures (§1.3 billion for HUD).

¥§69 outlays for defense are §79,789 million; 1969 outlays
for the poor --§27.7 billion. 1969 outlays for all health,
labor, and welfare activities are estimated to be 27.6% of
tot:‘.lz ;dpt outlays. Defense expenditures are estimated to
“ L] L]

We spent 2.8% of the total outlays (1969 estimate); 2.5% on
space research and technology; 3.0% on agriculture; 2.5% on
educationy 1.5% on housing and community development; 1.3%
on naturd resources; and 3.9% on veteran benefits and services.

Q@ OTE FROM HOWARD SAMUELS re both public and private expenditure contrasts:

"We spend as much for chewing gum as for model cities...as much for hair
dye as for grants for urban mass transit...as much for pet food as
for food stamps. We spend more on tobacco than government at all levels
spends on higher education. We spend $300 million for costume jewelry
and cuarrel over §10 million for the Teacher Corps."
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Who is responsible for the sWewed priorities?
EXPENDITURE FACT SHEET, Cont'd

While the major increases in the federal budget in recent

years have been for defense, there have been responsible voices
pointing out long lists of non-essential spending, where

cuts could have been made. For example, Senator Clark
detailed that 10.8 billion could be cut from the budget for
defense without prejudicing national security: the ABM antiballistic
missile system; the SAGE bomber defense system; surfarce

to air missiles; manpower; tactical aircraft programs; anti-
submarine carrier forces; attack carrier forces; amphibious
forces fast deployment logistic ships (FDL's); manned

orbiting laboratory.

But the problem is that, while the Senate stands for people as the tope
priority, the House seems to stand for defense.
The House members talk so much of economy. They speak of spending cuts
and keeping expenditures under control. Their actions speak as
loud as their woridd. They are for spending cuts all right--but
in domestic programs helping people. When it comes to defense,
their vision changes.

The fact is that, while the House consistently approves much smaller
appropriations for domestic programs in health, education, welfare,
housing, and community development, they approve more than the

Senate in defense. (Example: this past session, the House
approve & defense appropriation almost$378 million more than the Senate.)

The problem also is related to the difference between authorization
and appropriations.
The gap 1s relatively small between the two for deflense
matters. It is enormous, however, for our domestic programs.

For example: In the first session of this Congress, the gap
between appropriations and authroization for military procurement
and military construction was & small proportion indeed.

$23.5 billion was authorized; 22.2 was appropriated, less than
1% less than the defense people had been authorized to get.

In that very same Congress, to take two domestic examples,

the Food Stamp program was authorized for$i25 million;

vhile the appropriation was $185 million; the mental health
ptograms were authorized for $230 million; but the appropriation
was only $45 million. For the Food Stamp program, this represented
getting em2y a little less than half what had been guthorized.

For The mental health program got only about 1/6th what had
been the intension of the Congressional authorizing committees.

It is also important to note the difference in the direction of the
gap between appropriations and authorizations. While domestic
programs feel the Congressional meat-axe chip away at their funds,
defense programs may find their coffers enriched beyond requests.

For example: In the session of Congress just concluded weeks ago,
military procurement was appropriated almost $6 billion , more than
had been authorized.
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At the same time, feeling the Brunt of that $6 billion dollar
expenditure reduction imposed by Wilbur Mills et. al.,

hsopital construction programs lost $22 million between authorization
and appropriation, and the Elementary and Secondary Educetion

Act programs got only about one third in apporpriations what they
had been authorized.




SUBSIDIES AND PRIORITIES:

MEMORANDUM

h act Fy a wmtﬂ unit involving either (1) a payment;

(2)a remission of charges, or (3) supplying commodities or services
at less than cost or market price, with the intent of getting to market
more goodsat lower cost.

II. s of t S Pro

h l
oonttrmtion; nﬂmming; atonic fuel electricity mt.orl

B, F s: Commodity price support; supplus disposal prograns;
conservation and soil banks; International agreements
C. Tax Benefi S : Depletion allowances;
ersa’ on o ense facilities; concessions to

certain small businesses; liberdized depriciation schedules;

tax credits for plant and machinery modernization; deductions

for certain groups--boerowers, incluing home mortgagors, the elderly,
blindl, and sick,

_ ps: Financing
: sidy to trucking industry;
f:lnlnoing airport oonstruct:lon and air nu’i.pt:l.on ei des;
harbor improvement; protective tariffs; government purchase
restrictions under the Buy American Act; cargo preference.

: : ) : 1h) y
mrlut vd.u.; ma:sumg of u:lmrah and ot.hur ltﬂ‘ugie maerials
silver purchasing

F. Free Gov%mt ?m: Statistical services; weather and other
ce ormation; management and technical assistance
to business, farm groups.
G. Gov ent andLomGtmenstoumrs,
: derd oped areas;

& ]
comnercial nm; houling and urban mml facilities;
certain types of poor people.

H. %%m of above plus welfare categories, veterans;
8 ns
I. Grants in to State and local Covernment: Agriculture, Health,
tion, " se, and ife, conservation activities.
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III. Expenditures for Subsidy programs:

In 1966, net Federal expenditures exceeded $7 billion dollarw.
Of that, §4.7 went to agriculture

1.4 went to business
«6 went to labor
«15 wento homeowners and tenants

To these totals must be added the INDIRECT effect of these federal
expnditures.
For example:

The oil import control cost the federal

only $284,000 to administer in fiscal 1969. BUT refiners
and petrolem producers who receive free "tackets" to import
oil at less than market price get a windfall of over

$350 million. Plus, the public has to spend several
billion dollars more per year for petroleum products than
if imports were permitted at lower prices.

The farm program costs the federal government §i billion
already. But to this must be added the higher retail food
prices for consumers that result.

The merchant ship subsidies cost about $380 million per year.
Byt to this must be added the added cost to the government
of the program that req: ires about half of our exports
financed under foreign aid grants be carried by these higher

price ships.

IV, Goals and es in Pro, )

The goal of subsidy programs in this United States should be to imporve
the status of groups of people or industries where the social payoff exceeds

the social cost to other groups nmot so benefitted.

Too many of our programs faik to do this:

They benefit the already rich to highly at a time when we fail
to provide adequate assistance to the poor:

The social costs to the disadvanteged exceed the benefits to
the few helped.

Examples:

The vast majority of subsidy programs p.to help the "military-

industrial complex--0il interests; defense builders; ship;
alr; and railiroad builders; exporters getting benefit of
protective tariffs, and domestic markets who also benefit from

such tariffs., Numerically, the number of programs helping
those with lower incomes is vastly limited--homeowners; those

with specific disabilities (age, blindness, certain kinds of illness,etc)

We spent, in 1966, 91 times as much on business kides end

special services (mostly for air and sea navigation and maritime operating




gsubgidies) as we did for aides to homeowners and tenants (including
public housing, slum clearance, and urban renewal and administrative

mm)o

We spent more than twice as muech on these business bas subsidies

as we did on subsidies related to employment (mostly unenployment
insurance and employment service offices).

(Re agriculture (mostly the price-support program and payments
under the soil bank program which we know benefit the rich the
most. We spent more than times as much on sish farmers than we
did on the mieh businessmen bed above; more than seven times
as much on farmers as we did on employed persons described above;
mothnt):mtiulumchonmmm“mm
tenants.,

We spent, in 1966, about as much on ship operating subsidies and administration
as we did on all heal th research facility and private hosptial construction
programs, (All of this is net itures by the federal government,

not including the indirect costs).

As the New York Times Editorial puts it:"Subsides need to be carefully
reviewed in the light of clearly articulated priorities.”

Farn price supports stebilize rural areas, it is argued.
Housing grams help stabilize the cities. Is it fair
to sink § billion for the commercial farm operator, and
less than$l00 million for urban remewal.

f
¢
?
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;
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subsidies

to spend more than twice as much ing one samall secotr
of the business economy (air and sea) than it is to help
employees in all parts of the economy?
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Remarlks Of
SENATOR WALTFER F. MONLCALZ

University of Minnesota, Minneapnolis
Friday, October 25, 1973

November 5 is a little more than a week away.

By the measurement of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
it is still about five minutes to midnicsht.

One candidate for President of the United States seems to
be deliberately bvilding a nlatform of hate and distrust.

The past seven months have witnessed the violent destruvction
of two of our finest nolitical leaders -- one black, the other
white,

Another candidate for President of the Unittd States has
gone uvnderground, seeking to capnitalize on fr'stration and an
early popular lead to avoid facing for now the world he must face
soon if he wins,

A year that began with the hone of indenendence and even
some freedom within the Soviet sphere of influence is coming to
a close of desnair in military oppression and strictuvres on the
expression of thought,

A third candidate for President has suffered the most
violent opposition and chastisement from within his own party
in my memory.

November 5 is a little more than a week away.

And I come here to tell you that you must nut your hopes
for the future of America in the hands of Hubert Humphrey, as

I have nut mine there.
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It is hard to believe that four short years ago the
forces of delay and despair seemed to have been rovted from
the American political scene.

It is hard to believe that my first two years in the
United States Senate so short a time ago seered to be a time
for fulfilling the hones of 20 years.

It is hard to remember how much it seemed as if your
generation of Americans might truly be the first in which the
old and the young, the rich and the poor, the black and the
white might share the hopes and the dreams of the American
liberal commitment,

It has been a hard lesson we have all learned. And it is
easy to understand how the Nixons and the Wallaces of this
world might find their pleasure in our Adisappointment.

For we have been vanble to fulfill that commitment, and
some of vs have been unwilling to do it. The gulf between our
g0als and our exnenditures is great enovgh to allow the cry that
"The rhetoric of public men. . . abounds in big ideas with small »
nrice tags. Or big ideas with no nrice tags at all."

But it is still trve that what happens this Flection Day
will make a difference. Tor what we have before us, I believe,
is the auestion of whether we have the courage to keen trying
in spite of our disanpointments -- in spite of our failures,

if that is the way you would rather have it put.
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There is only one candidate for President of the United
States who wants to keep trying. He is Hubert H. Humnhrey.

There is only one candicdate who can accent disappointment
and keen his dreams. He is Hubert H. Humphrey.

I believe it is time for all of us to face some facts
about the Presidency of the United States and the nart it nlays
in making the kind of world we want. FEven though a President
of the United States may be elected by the slimmest plurality,
he sets the nace for the nation during his administration -- by
his leadership, or lack of it; by his optimism, or lack of it!
by his power of nublic nersuasion, or lack of it; by his commit-
ment to human progress -- or lack of it.

The Presidential campaign is a time to judge that pace.
One of these men will be elected President. Only one man will
have the opportunity and the responsibility of helping the
Nation direct its choices as President.

One of the three will choose whether he will try to change
the priorities that will assign $80 billion to defense this
coming year and $28 billion for assistance of all kinds to the
poor.

One of the three will choose whether to try to change the

emphasis that has committed $2.5 million for the Apollo television

camera system and $2 million to enforce open housing.
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One of the three will make the budget proposal that this
year assigns 42.6 per cent of our expenditures to defense
activities and 27.5 per cent to all of our federal health, labor,
and welfare activities.

One of these three men will have more than anyone else in
the world to say about how we shall bring the war in Vietnam
to an end -~ how soon, in what way, under what conditions, for
what purposes.

When that is done, one of these three men will have the
opportunity to direct our use of the $20 billion in funds that
can become available during the next four years.

He will have to answer the question 'What is important?"
And believe me, it is a vital question.

One way to look at what is important is to ask whether we
really want to spend more money in this country for the Apollo
television system than we do to enforce the right of every
American citizen to buy or rent a home anywhere he can afford it.

Another way is to look at the way in which priorities are
assigned by those who pass the authorization and appropriations
bills in our Congress.

In the first session of this 90th Congress, for example,
the Congress authorized $23.5 billion for militiry procurement
and military construction purnoses., To meet these needs, the
Congress then appropriated $22.2 billion. You can look at that

as a billion-dollar cut if you want to, but it is also an appro-
priation at 94 per cent of the authorization.



Moper. cenb-of-the—avthorivation. And the Elementary and Second-

ary Edvcation Act programs received about a third in appropriation
of what has been authorized.

Those aren't isolated examples. They reflect a general
trend. In programs aimed at neople, we are perfectly willing
to sound generous by authorization and act stingy by appropri-
ation. Figures for elementary and secondary education since
1965 show us passing higher and higher authorizations while the
appropriations barely move off the 1955 mark. 1It's a trend that
has to be bucked.

And who is President has a considerable amount to do with
that, If we are going to turn these priorities around we will
need a President who will insist on hard cash for social progress.
We will need a President who will go to the people for support
‘:f these programs because he is dedicated to them.

I don't see that kind of leadership from the Republican
Presidential candidate. And the third candidate has made it only
too clear what the conditions are for his support of any programs

for the needy, and he has told us what's important to him.
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There is only one candidate who is on our side on this issue
of what's important, one candidate who has gone to the people
for support of better education and better homes and more jobs
and a Marshall Plan for the Cities. That is Hubert Humphrey.

He wants these things and is willing to fight to try to get them.

Hubert Humphrey will try to make us pay the bill for a better
life in America. Richard Nixon would rather not mention it.
George Wallace has an altogether different idea of what a better
life is in America.

But that's not the only issue.

We need a President who will choose a strengthened United
Nations over anouher Vietnam,

We need a president who will choose a nuclear non-prolifera-
tion treaty over an international arms race, who will choose an
international disarmament treaty over an anti-ballistic missile
system.

We need a President who will prefer the Peace Corps to the
Central Intelligence Agency as an American ideological presence
overseas.

Only one of these men will have the opportunity to influence
those choices. They will not wait for another decade, just as the
social problems of our nation will not wait for another decade.

I trust Hubert Humphrey to participate in those choices,

and he is the only candidate I trust to do it. That is how it is.
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This world is not zoing to stop to let any of us get off.
There is no game that we can sit out.

There is a saying in the Law: "justice delayed is justice
denied." Of the three candidates, George Wallace would nakedly
deny justice to black people. Richard Nixon has adamently
refused to discuss the subject. He would therefore delay
and in the end deny it.

Only Hubert Humphrey speaks for justice here and now, and
he has not equivocated on this, North or South, in black neigh-
borhoods or blue collar.

I have very grave personal doubts, based on literally
hundreds of conversations with black leaders of every persuasion,
whether this Nation can stand eight years of justice delayed.

If this happens, and I think it will with a Nixon victory, then
this nation will have become so unraveled that no President,
your choice or mine, can hipe to put the pieces back together
again.

It will be a new zame with different rules by the next time,
There is only one thing you can do about change -- try to
influence it in the direction you want. You can't wait for it
to go away. It doesn't. Now becomes then.

That's really all I have to say.

I believe there is a tremendously important choice before
us November 5. I believe it will make a difference to Don Fraser
and Alan Cranston and Harold Hughes and Robert Kastenmeier who

the next President of the United States is.



8w

I believe it will make a difference to Walter Mondale and
to the University of Minnesota and to the people of Minneapolis
and St, Paul, their suburbs, and the surrounding countryside.

I believe it will make a difference to all of you, and I
believe it will male a difference to all the world.

And the only tolerable President of th: United States will
be Hubert Humphrey. And you know it.

He needs the votes of those of you who can vote and the
help of those of you who can help. It comes down in the end

to a choice between hope and despair.

ik iHEEF
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appropriations bills in our Congress.

In the first session of this 90th Congress, for example,
the Congress authorized $23.5 billion for military procurement
and imiltary comstruction pruposes. To meet these needs, the
Congress then appropriated $22.2 billion. You can lock at that as
a billion-dollar cut if you wamnt to, but it is also an appropriation
at 94 per cent of the authorizatiom.

In the second session of the Congress, we-euthesized.$2C00.million

i the elementary and secondary Bducation Act programs received anly
about & third in appropriations of vhat had been authorized.
Yet that exexg very same session of Congress passed an appropriation
seven billion dollars higher for military procurement than had
been authorized.

I think this tells you something about what this Congress
thought was importent.

Those aren't isolated examples. They reflect a general
trend. In programs aimed at people, we are perfectly willing to
sound generous by authorization and act stingy by appropriation.

Figures for elementary and secondary education since 1965 show us passing

higher authorizetions
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