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ices to be provided free to all handicapped
individuals as evaluation of rehab1l1tation
potential for up to 18 months duration,
counseling, guidance, referral, placement and
cllent advocacy services, vocational and other
training services and famlly services where
necessary to the adjustment or rehab1l1tation
of a handicapped individual, physical and
mental restoration services, and maintenance
payments during the process of rehab1l1ta
tion; and expands from eXisting law and the
House b111 the scope of vocational and com
prehensive services to include as a discre
tionary service the prOVision of telecommu
nication sensory and other aids and devices;
reqUires the vocational rehabllltation coun
selor or coordinator to develop for each indi
vidual and individualized rehab1l1tation writ
ten program which w111 be reviewed on an
annual basis by the counselor and the client
(or where appropriate, his parent or guard
ian), and wUl contain a statement of long
range rehab1l1tation goais and intermediate
objectives for the individual. Primary empha
sis in the development of this program must
be the determination and achievement of a
vocational rehab1l1tation goal. The decision
that this goal is not possible can only be
made in fUll consultation with the individual
(or his parent or guardian) that such a goal
is not then possible for the individual.

2. Increases the authorization for basic
vocational and comprehensive rehabilitation
services (see separate chart on authorization
levels), and eannarks 15% of all appropria
tions as supplementary funds for the pro
vision of vocational and comprehensive re
hab1l1tation services for a severely handi
capped individual which may be used for that
individual only after the cost of purchase
and provision of such services (inclUding
counsellng) exceeds 200% of the average
cost per individual of the purchase and pro
vision of such.• services for all handicapped
individuals rehab1l1tated in the State in the
preceding fiscal year. In addition, a 10%
limitation is placed on funding under the
basic program from supplementary funds for
the provision of services to individuals who
do not have a vocational goal. This is a major
change from the House bUl which provides
a separate title for services to the severely
handicapped, and emphasized through report
language a priority for the severely handi
capped under the basic program.

3. Contains a new provision of law not
contained in the House bUl which would
limit the amount of money under this Act
spent for alcohol and drug abuse disablllties
by ensuring that either reimbursement was
avallable for such services, or that first-dollar
funding was prOVided by programs which are
designed specifically to prOVide for treatment
and rehabl11tation, prevention or control of
alcoholism. drug addiction, or alcohol or drug
abuse disab1llty; the intent of this provision
Is not to exclude individuals suffering from
such disabl11ties from services, but rather to
tap resources from specific programs which
are responsible for providing such services.
The Senate blll also dlffers from the House
blll by consolidating the provision of evalu
ation of rehabUltation potential for handi
capped individuals contained in section 15
of existing law (title II of the House blll) as
a mandatory basic service under title I, and
eliminates the prOVision of such services for
disadvantaged individuals who do not fit the
basic definition of handicapped Individuais
as contained in the same section. Simllar to
the House blll, the Senate blll consolidates
grants on a population/PCI formula basis
to the States for innovation and expansion
of services to classes of individuals with par
tiCUlarly dl1llcult problems, 50 % of such
funding to be available for State purposes,
and 50% to be used to carry out programs
of Federal priority.

4. Established a new mandatory program of

client advocacy systems within each State
which wlll provide ombudsman to seek to
resolve complaints of clients and client ap
plicants, and authorize the Secretary to carry
out experimental client appeal and review
systems. Neither provision is contained in
existing law or in the House bill.

5. The Senate blll proposes to change the
State allotment formUla for the basic pro
gram (Part B) by distributing all funds up
to the guaranteed FY 1972 level according to
the existing Hm-Burton formula which mag
nifies the weight of per capita income and
distributing the remainder of the appropri
ations on a new formula which weights
more heavlly population. This formula would
prOVide a protection to States with a low
per capita income by guaranteeing them
at least the amount they received in FY
1972, but would more eqUitably distribute
appropriations above the FY 1972 level in or
der to provide greatly needed funds to larger,
more popUlous States for expansion of pro
grams and services. This change is not con
tained in the House blll.

Title II-Special Federal responsibilities
Establishes new authority, simllar to the

House blll, for annual Interest grants for re
habllltation faclllties. for Rehabllltation Cen
ters for severely handicapped deaf indiVidu
als, funds for the estabUshment and opera
tion of centers for Spinal Cord Injury, and
grants for services for individuals SUffering
from end-stage renai disease; for services to
older blind Individuals; an.d prOVides for the
establishment of State Advisory Counclls on
RehabUltation of the Handicapped, a provi
sion not contained in the House blll; pro
vides for an expanded program of grants for
speciai projects and demonstrations includ
ing an expansion of the special grant pro
gram for rehabllltation services for handi
capped migratory or agricultur!li workers and
their famllles, a prOVision slmllar to the
House prOVision; continues authority from
existing law for grants for construction of
rehabilitation faciUties, construction and op
eration of the National Center for Deaf-BUnd
Youths and AdUlts, grants for vocational
training for handicapped indiViduals (in
cluding weekly allowances for maintenance);
expands the size and broadens the authority
of the National Advisory Council on Rehabili
tation of the Handicapped.

Title III-Research and training

1. Consolidates all research and training
authority (to be exercised by the Commis
sioner of Rehabl1l.tation Services Administra
tion through a Division of Research and
Training) in present law In one title simllar
to the House blll; follows the intent of the
House blll to provide greater emphasis on re
search and training relating directly to the
rehabl11tation of handicapped individuals by
providing that all such activities shall be car
ried out and administered by the Commis
sioner of Rehabl11tatlon Services Administra
tion; and further identifies priorities for re
search by prOViding for the establishment
and support of new Rehabllltatlon Research
and Training Centers, the establishment and
support of Rehabilltation Engineering Re
search Centers, grants for spinal cord in
jury research, and grants for international
rehabl11tation research and exchange of per
sonnel and technical assistance.

Title IV-Program and project evaluation
Expands upon similar provisions In the

House blll to provide a Federal program of
program and project evaluation of the impact
and effectiveness of all programs authorized
under the Act, and to determine priorities
for research, demonstration and related ac
tivities; and upon the House provision under
which the Secretary would undertake a com
prehensive stUdy of the role of sheltered

workshops, including a study of wage pay
ments.

Title V-Office tor the handicapped
Establishes an Office for the Handicapped

in the Office of the Secretary to develop a
Federal five-year plan for delivery of services
to handicapped Indivlduais and to coordi
nate, evaluate and review existing Federal
programs for handicapped individuals; and
Incorporates In this Office the function of the
National Information and Resource Center
for the Handicapped contained in the House
bUl to evaluate existing data and information
systems and to develop a coordinated system
of information and data retrieval and dis
semination relating to services, programs
and information for handicapped individuals.

Title VI-Miscellaneous
Provides for agency-wide programs, not

contained in the House bill, of action and
focus on problems of the handicapped, in
cluding the establishment of an Interagen
cy Committee on Handicapped Employees to
ensure the adequacy of hiring, placement
and advance practices in the Federal gov
ernment in relation to handicapped em
ployees and applicants, including the re
qUirement of an affirmative action program
to employ quall1l,ed handicapped employees
by all Federal contractors and of non-dis
crimination by all Federal grantees.
Title VII-Amendments to Randolph Shep

pard Act
Contains amendments to the Randolph

Sheppard Act for the BUnd, which were or
dered reported to the full Committee by the
Subcommittee on the Handicapped in S. 3507
earlier this year (not part of the Rehablllta
tion Act).

By Mr. MONDALE:
S. 3988. A bill to establish a temporary

commission to conduct a comprehensive
study of certain matters relating to the
national security of the United States.
Referred to the Committee on Armed
Services,

A COMMISSION ON NATIONAL SECURITY

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, today,
I am introducing legislation to estab
lish a Commission on National Security.
This Commission would be charged, over
a period of 2 years, with stUdying all
matters it deems relevant to the present
and future national defense of the Unit
ed States; examining the long-term im
plications of all decisions related to the
national defense; and advising both the
President and the Congress on these
matters.

The American people want a strong na
tional defense. But they do not want
and they should not have to pay for
waste and needless escalation in the mil
itary budget.

Beyond this basic consensus, disagree
ments ineVitably arise both over the na
ture of the national security ,and over
the best means of insuring it. Recent
congressional debates on such basic ques
tions as appropriate U.S. troop levels in
Europe and on a variety of weapons sys
tem&-ranging from the ABM to the
Trident program-have dramatized
these differences. Regardless of one's
views on the merits of each of these is
sues, I think most of us can agree that
the assumptions and objectives underly
ing the defense budget and defense plan
ning have often been obscured.

I think we can also agree with former



30684 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 14, 1972
:Budget Director Charles Shultz, who
,once observed that:

The benefits and costs of proposed mUl
1;ary programs cannot be viewed in isolation.
They must be related to and measured
against those other national priorities whlch,
in the context of l1m1ted resources, their
adoption must necessarily sacrifice.

As Mr. Shultz suggests, the national
defense is a major aspect of our national
welfare, and military programs must be
evaluated in that perspective. It has been
·observed that our national security in
terests are best served by efficiency in
the forces we buy; inefficiency will re
quire us to spend more than is neces
sary and will inevitably detract from our
commitm€nts to our children, our cities
and towns, our farms and our natural
environment.

For a significant change in public at
titudes toward our national priorities has
occurred over the past decade. This phe
nomenon is described and discussed in
detail in the excellent report recently
published by the Brookings Institution,
"Setting National Priorities." Into the
early sixties, according to this study, gov
ernment programs were relatively un
complicated activities; and it is only over
the past 10 years that Americans have
reached a widespread consensus, tran
scending party lines, that certain goals
improving the quality of public services,
increasing equality of opportunity, res
cuing the environment, for example--are
properly the concern of the Federal
Government.

This revolution in attitude toward the
role of government has had a major im
pact on the Federal budget. Indeed, if
we survey the pattern of Federal expend
itures over the past 10 years, we find a
shift in emphasis away from defense and
toward domestic needs. Overall, the
budget has increased approximately 130
percent in the 1963-73 period. This fig
ure obscures the fact, however, that
defense spending increased approxi
mately 50 percent, while spending on
domestic programs Illore than tripled.

The rise in Federal expenditures, and
the heavy emphasis on spending for
purely domestic purposes, are both
trends unlikely to be reversed. They oc
cur in conjunction with a third trend
a relatively slower rate of increase in
Federal revenues, the consequence of the
tax policies of the past decade.

Taken together, the tendency of Fed
eral expenditures to out pace revenues
and the growing emphasis on spending
for domestic purposes, have profound
implications for our defense and nation
al security policies.

For now, more than ever before, we
must be efficient in the forces we buy.
Spending for national defense-as well
as spending to meet urgent domestic
needs-must be carefully scrutinized
and justified.

In addition to this increasing demand
on limited Federal resources, issues in
volVing national defense are today more
complex and difficult as a result of re
cent developments of major signifi
cance-such as the successful negotia
tions of a first round of arms limitations
and the reassessments of our policies

toward both the Soviet Union and the
People's Republic of China.

Yet despite the urgent necessity of
avoiding costly errors of judgment, and
despite the increasing complexity of the
problems facing us, the debate on na
tional security issues is regrettablY
clouded with confusion and uncertain
ty. In particular, Congress is too often
in the position of making crucial deci
sions on the basis of inadequate infor
mation-without careful examination of
the in1plications of the decision for fu
ture defense and bUdgetary policies,
without adequate investigation of alter
native proposals, and in isolation from
relevant diplomatic considerations.

It may be tempting in such circum
stances for the Congress automatically to
approve or oppose whatever a particular
administration is seeking in the name of
national security. In doing so, however,
we abdicate our constitutional respon
sibility to provide for the common de
fense.

It is for this reason, Mr. President, that
I urge the creation of a Commission on
National Security. I am not the first to
make this proposal; it was put forth by
James Killian, the former president of
Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
at a hearing of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee in 1969, and again last
year by Francis O. Wilcox, dean of the
Johns Hopkins SAJS, in his book entitled
"Congress, the Executive and Foreign
Policy." I believe the recent SALT agree
ments have given new strength to the
arguments for the commission.

The bill I am introducing establishes
a commission with 15 members-five ap
pointed by the President, five by the
majority leader of the Senate, and five
by the Speaker of the House.

The bill requires that all those ap
pointed to the commission must be
qualified on the basis of their experience
in matters relating to military planning,
budget management and analysis, for
eign affairs, and arms control and dis
armament. It is anticipated that this
commission will consist of seasoned and
experienced individuals from a variety
of backgrounds in the private and public
sectors-persons who, in the course of
their careers, have dealt with problems
involving our national security.

Such individuals, of course, will come
to this commission with divergent views
on the critical issues of national defense.
But, hopefully, those appointed to the
commission will be persons with a recog
nized reputation for fairness, integrity,
balance, and openmindedness-qualities
which will enable them to make their
final judgments and recommendations
on the basis of all the evidence before the
commission. I believe that the reports
submitted by a commission composed of
such individuals will help make the de
bate over national security more rea
soned and more dispassionate.

This Commission would have full ac
cess to classified documents, with the
authority necessary to carry out its re
sponsibilities, including the power of sub
pena. The Commission's existence is
limited to 2 years, and it would be re-

quired to submit an ofiicial report within
that time. An interim report is required
within the first year of the Commission's
existence.

The Commission's mandate is a broad
one. The bill states that the Commis
sion's duty shall be:

To conduct a comprehensive study and in
vestigation of any and all matters it deems
relevant to the present and future national
defense of the United States.

In conducting this study and investi
gation, the Commission will be required
to consider, among other questions--

The nature and magnitude of external
threats to the national security of the
United States and the adequacy of pres
ent and projected military forces to meet
such threats;

The alternative uses of manpower, in
clUding the respective uses of military
and civilian personnel in the Depart
ment of Defense, the relationship of
combat to suppOrt forces, and the role of
reserves in national security planning;

The nature and mission of the strategic
and tactical weapon systems employed,
and of those planned to be employed, by
the United States;

The relationship of defense expendi
tures and programs to arms limitation
agreements ;

The relationship of the military capa
bilities of U.S. allies to the structure of
U.S. forces;

The relationship of foreign militaxy
assistance, including sales, to the na
tional security of the United States;

The reform of the national security
and defense planning process to provide
a longer-range perspective than that im
posed by the annual authorization and
appropriations processes; and

Such other relevant questions of policy
and practice related to the' defense pos
ture of the United States and the na
tional security as the Commission deems
appropriate.

Given this mandate, the Commission
will certainly evaluate those weapons
systems presently the subject of intense
controversy, such as the Trident, the at
tack carrier, and the B-1 bomber. Be
hind each of these systems, however, lies
a complex network of assumptions con
cerning basic security and defense re
quirements, which would also require
careful study. In the case of strategic
offensive planning, for example, the
Commission inquiry would not be lim
ited to the Trident or the B-1, or even
to possible alternatives to these two sys
tems; the Commission should deal with
all aspects of the tripartite deterrent,
including the future of and potential
alternatives to the triad.

The Commission, of course, will have
to do more than simply examine the
merits of particular weapons systems. It
is now clear that major proposals for
new defense expenditures must also be
evaluated in light of existing and future
arms limitation agreements.

Decisions on specific military expendi
turesmay well have a decisive impact on
the success or failure of future arms lim
itations talks. Therefore, it will be ex
tremely important for this Commission
to evaluate such expenditures not just in
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terms of their military utility-but also
in terms of their potential diplomatic
impact.

I believe, as President Nixon believes,
that meaningful arms limitations agree
ments are a crucial aspect of national se
curity. I also believe that there is always
the danger of producing and developing
weapons at the expense of future arms
limitation agreements-a course which
in the long run will mean less rather
than more security.

Another important area for the Com
mission's consideration will involve man
power questions. Manpower costs today
are the single most important factor in
the defense budget, having increased
sharply over the past 5 years. In this
period, average military pay has doubled
and average civilian employees' pay has
increased approximately 50 percent.
Payroll and other personnel costs have
thus risen by $10 billion, while total mili
tary and civilian manpower has declined
by almost 1.5 million.

We are now committed to replacing
the draft with an all-volunteer army,
and this fact has cost and other im
plications which are not yet clear. Com
parability legislation insures that Gov
ernment salaries will keep pace with pay
in the private sector, which will rise at
a modest rate even in the absence of
inflation. As yet, we have no assurance
that even today's better military pay
scales will enable us to meet the pro
jected 2.3 million force level; we may
therefore find that incentive pay in
creases are unavoidable.

This Commission should therefore
monitor the initial experience with an
all-volunteer army and report on its im
plications. In addition, it should investi
gate the critical problems of achieving
force levels and structure that will offer
maximum efficiency in the use of man
power and that will lead to the most ad
vantageous balance of manpower and
weapons systems.

The Commission should also study
ways to provide a longer-range perspec
tive on defense planning than that im
posed by the annual authorization and
appropriations process. Both the execu
tive branch and the congressional com
mittees with jurisdiction over national
security issues must operate under the
constraints of determining annual budg
ets and disposing of a crowded legis
lative calendar. It is particularly diffiCUlt
for the Congress to undertake the broad
er and longer-range studies that lie out
side the scope of pressing legislative
responsibilities. The recent Brookings
study, Setting National Priorities, ob
served:

While every new budget affords at least
some room for the administration and the
Congress to indicate their changing priori
ties, only a perspective that covers a number
of years can 1llwnlnate the really large
changes taking place in the scope and em
phasis of federal activities.

This is certainly true of.defense plan
ning, where the perspective of the annual
budget may obscure or distort long term,
fundamental trends. Hopefully, this
Commission will recomnlend ways to
broaden that perspective.

At the same time, it should be em
phasized that the Commission would in
no sense determine national security and
defense policies. Its recommendations
would not be binding, nor would a com
mission report end the debate over a
variety of national security and defense
questions. Differences of opinion will cer
tainly persist, but I believe the Commis
sion can perform the invaluable service
of helping to sharpen the focus of the
debate. Its work would thus provide a
framework for making defense policies.

No set of issues that we face is more
important to our constituents, yet more
obscured than the questions of how to
defend our country.

National defense is not a partisan is
sue. No one in the Congress or the Execu
tive Branch would Willfully weaken this
country or wantonly underestimate the
dangers abroad in a harsh world. Most of
us are from generations that have seen
the awful price of unpreparedness, from
Pearl Harbor to the bloody retreat to
Pusan.

However, too often, in the name of
national defense, bureaucratic inflght
ing causes waste and a misalloaction of
limited resources, weakening rather than
strengthening the vitality of our Nation's
security. It is because I believe in a strong
and unassaila,ble national defense that
I-along with many of my colleagues
have criticized certain aspects of the
military bUdget in the past.

Defending this country is not the issue.
The issue is the foresight and efficiency
that a government of imperfect men
bring to a task where the cost of im
perfection is so high.

We can do nothing less than apply to
the national security-our Nation's most
impOrtant business-the same standards
of good planning and effective manage
ment that stock holders demand of any
corpOration.

We can demand no less care and
honesty and objectivity in the making
of our military bUdget than each of us
applies to our family budgets.

In national defense, unlike so many
issues that face us, there is no one spe
cial interest, no one region or group
to be served. Our constituency is all
America, and at stake is the future of
our children and the peace of the world.

That is why I think Senators and
Congressmen of both parties should be
able to agree that we need a dispassion
ate and fresh look at where we are going
in national defense. And that is why I
think the next administration, Whatever
its composition, should welcome an inde
pendent and fair analysis of the fateful
choices before it.

Mr. President, I am asking that we
put aside partisanship where the stakes
are too high for anything but the freest
judgment that free men can make.

I therefore propose the creation of this
Commission on National Security as one
means of helping us make decisions on
defense policy· issues which will best
serve the needs of this Nation.
. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

s. 3988
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States 0/
America in Oongress assembled,

ESTABLISH.MENT OF COMMISSION
SECTION 1. There is hereby established a

temporary commission to be known as the
Commission on National Security (herein
after referred to as the "CoInInission").

MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION
SECTION 2. (a) The Commission shall be

composed of fifteen members appointed as
follows-

(1) five to be appointed by the President;
(2) five to be appointed by the Speaker

of the House of Representatives. not more
than two of whom may be from the House
of Representatives and not more than three
of whom may be members of the same pol1t
ical party; and

(3) five to be appointed by the Majority
Leader of the Senate. not more than two of
whom may be from the Senate and not more
than three of whom may be members of the
same pol1tical party.
Persons shall be appointed to the Commis
sion who are qual1fled for appointment by
reason of their experience in matters relat
ing to mll1tary planning, bUdget management
and analysis, foreign affairs, and arms con
trol and disarmament.

(b) The Commission shall elect a chair
man and vice chairInan from among its mem
bers.

(c) Eight members of the Commission
shall constitute a quorum. Any vacancy in
the Commission shall not affeot its powers.
but shall be filled in the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION
SEC. 3. (a) It shall be the duty of the

COInIn1ssion to conduct a comprehensive
stUdy and investigation of any and all mat
ters it deems relevant to the present and
future national defense of the United States.
In conducting such stUdy and investigation
the Commission shall consider-

(1) the nature and magnitude of external
threats to the national security of the United
States and the adequacy of present and pro
jected military forces to meet such threats;

(2) the alternative uses of manpower, in
cluding the respective uses of m1l1tary and
civ1l1an personnel in the Department of De
fense. the relationship of combat to support
forces, and the role of reserves in national
security planning;

(3) the nature and mission of the stra
tegic and tactical weapon systems employed,
and of those planned to be employed. by the
United States;

(4) the relationship of defense expendi
tures and programs to arms I1mitation agree
ments;

(5) the relationship of the mUltary ca
pabUities of U.S. all1es to the structure of
U.5. forces;

(6) the relationship of foreign military
assistance, including sales. to the national
security of the United States'

(7) the reform of the na'tio'ilal security
and defense planning process to proVide a
longer-range perspective than that imposed
by the annual authorization and appropria
tions processes; and

(8) such other relevant questions of policy
and practice related to the defense posture
of the United States and the national se
cUrity as the Commission deems appropriate.

(b) The COInInission shall submit to the
President and the Congress a detailed report
of the resUlts of the stUdy and investigation
conducted by it under this Act not later
than two years after the date of enactment
of this Act, together with such recommenda
tions as it deems appropriate. The COInIn18-
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slon shall sUbmit a.n interim report to the
President and the Congress on the results of
Its study and Investigation not more than
one year atter the date of enactment of this
Act.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

SEC. 4. (a) The Commission or, on the au
thorization of the Commission, any subcom
mittee or member thereof, may, for the pur
pose of carrying out the provisions of this
Act, hold such hearings and sit and act at
such times and places, administer such
oaths, and require, by subpoena or other
Wise, the attendance and testimony of such
Witnesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers,
and documents as the Commission or such
subcommittee or member may deem advisa
ble. SUbpoenas may be Issued under the sig
nature of ~e chairman of the Commission,
of any such subcommittee, or any designated
member, and may be served by any person
designated by such chairman or member.
The provisions of sections 102 through 104
of the Revised Statutes (2U.S.C. 192-194)
shall apply In the case of any failure of any
witness to comply with any subpoena or to
testify when summoned under authority of
this section.

(b) The Commission is authorized to
secure directly from any executive depart
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission,
office, Independent establishment, or Instru
mentality Information, suggestions, esti
mates, and statistics fOr the purposes of this
Act. Each such department, bureau, agency,
board, commission, office, establishment, or
Instrumentality is authorized and directed to
furnish such Information, suggestions, esti
mates, and statistics directly to the Com
mission, upon request made by the chairman
or vice chairman.

(c) The Commission shall establish appro
priate measures to Insure the safeguarding
of all classified Information submitted to or
Inspected by It In carrying out Its duties
under this Act.

COMPENSATION OF COMMISSION

SEC. 5. Each member of the Commission
who Is not otherwise employed by the United
States Government shall receive an amount
equal to the dally rate paid a G8-18 under
the General Schedule contained In section
5332 of title 5, United States Code, (inClud
Ing travel time) during which he Is engaged
In the actual performance of his duties as a
member of the Commission. A member of the
Commission who Is an officer or employee of
the United States Government shall serve
without additional compensation. All mem
bers of the Commission shall be reimbursed
for travel, subsistence, and other necessary
expenses Incurred by them In the perform
ance of their duties.

STAFF OF THE COMMISSION

SEC. 6. (a) The Commission shall have
power to appoint and fix the compensation
of such personnel as it deeIns advisable, with
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments In the
competitive service, and without regard to
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to
class1tication and General Schedule pay rates.

(b) The Commission Is authorized to pro
cure the services of experts and consultants
In accordance with section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code, but at rates not to ex
ceed the dally rate paid a person occupying a
position at G8-18.

EXpmATION OF COMMISSION

SEC. 7. Ninety days after the submission
of its final report to the President and the
Congress the Commission shall cease to exist.

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION

SEC. 8. There are authorized to be appro
priated such SUIns as may be necessary to
earry out the provisions of this Act.

By Mr. BENTSEN (for himself
and Mr. HUMPHREY) :

S.J. Res. 267. A joint resolution pro
viding for a special deficiency payment
to certain wheat farmers. Referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, today
the distinguished Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY) and I introduce a
joint resolution to provide special defi
ciency payments to wheat producers who
will receive less than parity on the do
mestic production of their wheat as a
result of the recent large wheat sales to
the Soviet Union.

Congressman GRAHAM PURCELL, chair
man of the House Agricultural Subcom
mittee on Livestock and Grains is intro
ducing an identical ·resolution in the
House to make this a joint effort. The
House subcommittee began hearings to
day on the impact of these recent sales
011 farmers and others; however. some in
jury is already apparent.

Producers who sold their wheat prior
to any knowledge of the sale to the Soviet
Union were handicapped in making mar
keting decisions. Since the first wheat in
the Nation is harvested beginning as
early as May and continUing into July, a
great deal of production was harvested
before the sale to the Soviet Union was
announced on July 8. Traditionally, most
of this early wheat crop is sold at time
of harvest.

The Agricultural Act of 1970, at the
urging of the Nixon administration, pro
vided that the wheat certificate paid to
farmers on their share of domestic con
sumption would be calculated to reflect
the difference between the average mar
ket price for the first 5 months of the
marketing srear, July I-November 30, and
the parity price as of July 1-$3.02 per
bushel.

The sale of wheat to the Soviet Union
has resulted in increases in the market
price. Everything being equal, such an
increase is good for Wheat producers.
However, since the increase in wheat
market prices will reduce the amount of
the certificate paid to farmers on the do
mestic portion of their Wheat, only those
farmers who sold at or above the 5
months' average market price wlll receive
the parity price of $3.02 per bushel.
Those farmers who sold below the 5
months' average market price will re
ceive less than the parity price by what
ever amount their sale price was below
the 5 months' average market price.
Farmers in Texas, New Mexico, Arizona,
Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, and other
States in the early wheat harvest area
sold wheat at prices below the antici
pated 5 months' average market price
and they will not be able to get parity
price for their production.

The evidence is clear that there was
heavy early selling in these and other
Wheat-producing areas. As of July 31,
only 59.4 million bushels of wheat were
under loan for support price purposes as
against 77.1 million bushels on July 31,
1971, In Kansas, for example, where the
harvest was completed by July 31, 36.8
million bushels were under loans as com
pared to 51.9 mill10n on the same date in
1971.

Let me cite an example of how farm-

ers who sold wheat before the market
prices advanced in respOnse to Soviet
Union wheat sales will lose unless the
current provision of law is changed, as
provided in the resolution I introduced
today. The average market price in July
was $1.32; in August $1.51. It is antici
pated that there wUl be further market
price increases in September, October,
and November which could result in an
average market price during those
months of $1.75. Averaging the prices
for the 5-months brings the market
average for wheat to $1.62 per bushel.

This $1.62 per bushel price under the
1970 Agricultural Act is the point at
which the USDA begins to calculate the
amount of wheat certificate. Since the
parity price was $3.02 on July I, the
wheat certificate paid to producers on
their domestic production will amount
to $1.42 per bushel.

But, it can be clearly seen that these
farmers who sold below the estimated
5 months; average market price of
$1.62 per bushel, would lose the differ
ence between their sales price and the
5 months' average market price. Let
us take the specific case of a Texas farm
er who sold his wheat at $1.32 per bushel.
Since this sales price is below the average
market price of $1.62, he would lose 30
cents per bushel. Instead of receiving the
parity price of $3.02 per bushel, he would
receive only $2.72 per bushel.

Mr. President, the inequity in this situ
ation is apparent. My pOsition simply is
to bring equity in the payment by the
Government to producers who are eligi
ble for wheat certificates. No farmer in
this Nation should be penalized in the
amount of the wheat certificate he re
ceives by his geographic location in the
Nation. .

In summary. the resolution, would au
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to
make special deficiency payments to
wheat producers who sold all or any por
tion of his 1972 crop of wheat for less
than the average price for the first 5
months of the marketing year-July 1
November 30, 1972. The deficiency pay
ment would be calCUlated as I have indi
cated above--the difference between the
average 5 months' market price and the
price the producer received in the sale of
his 1972 crop of wheat.

The effect of the blll would be to assure
that no producer receives less than the
parity price of $3.02 because he was not
unaware of the pending Soviet wheat
agreement which would increase the
market price.

When major U.S. exporters were
caught in a somewhat similar bind in
August of this year a special export sub
sidy payment was administratively ap
proved. If adminiStrative action can be
taken to avoid undue loss by the e:;port
ing companies in a surging market surely
America's wheat growers should receive
similar relief.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A BILL
S. 3827

At the request of Mr. GURNEY, the Sen
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 3827, a bill to
amend the Service Contract Act of 1965


