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of the barrel after gasoline and the lightel'
heating olls are taken from the top.

Time was when residual 011 had little use,
but today this leftover 011 Is used by just
about every major electric utility In the
populous East. The reason Is that It Is either
lower in sulfur or can be made lower In sul
fur than the coal that power companies can
no longer burn because of sulfur restrictions
around the cities.

ELECTRIC RATES DOUBLE

New York's Consolidated Edison Co.
changed over the last of its 120 power boll
ers two months ago to burn residual oil.
Con Ed now buys 140,000 barrels of low SUl
phur 011 every day and expects to buy more
than 200,000 barrels a day by 1973.

The New York utlllty gets Its low-sulfur
011 either by haVing Venezuelan all "de
sulfurized" for 60 cents to a dollar a barrel
or by buying low-sulfur Libyan oil at al
most $4 a barrel.

Whichever way Can Ed buys low-sulfur
011, it has had to pay almost double what
it was paying two years ago and almost three
times what it paid for coal when It could
burn It.

"The outlook for electricity rates has got
to be up because of situations like these,"
says Freeman. "I think electrical rates wlll
double themselves In the next 10 years."

Natural gas prices are already on the rise,
at least partly because gas hasn't been given
close attention by the Nixon administration's
price controllers.

Wellhead prices are up 30 to 40 per cent
in some regions, and people In Industry and
even in the federal government talk openly
about doubUng and tripling of wellhead
prices in the next few years. Even doubUng
would be a boost of $4.4 blllion In revenues
for gas producers alone.

OPTIONS A DECADE AGO

"They talk about doubling and tripling
the price because they say they want to get
consumers to stop using gas, so the country
can conserve gas," says FPC Commissioner
John Carver, Who's leaving the FPC In June.
"They don't think about the market chaos
that would follow a doubling or a trlpUng
In gas prices."

There are those who say that such chaos
could have been avoided, who say that the
United States had options ten or even five
years ago that might have put off the energy
crisis In AmerIca.

America's reliance on foreign oU could
have been at least delayed if the nation had
chosen 10 years ago to explore more aggres
sively for offshore 011. Or developed the Colo
rado oil shale fields. Or gone in with Can
ada on a joint venture to exploit the vast
tar sands in the remote regions of Alberta
province.

The United States might stlll be able to
extract some of the estimated 500 bllllon
barrels of 011: locked up in these deposits,
but whlle the nation has waited to do so
the costs have skyrocketed and conserva
tionists have closed ranks against offshore
exploration and extraction of the Colorado
shale.

"I'd just as soon leave It alone," says In
terior's King Hubbert of the Colorado shale.
"If you want to Imagine one hell of a mess,
Imagine mining that shale and discharging
the add wastes into the Colorado River. I
guarantee you'd klll the river."

The country's had some of the same op
portunities in natural gas, like developing a
process to make synthetic gas from naphtha
or a method of freeing the 300 trillion cubic
feet of gas trapped In solid rock in Wyoming
and Colorado.

ABUNDANCE OF COAL

A program to make "syngas" out of naph
tha has begun in the United States but
It's small and It's based on technology devel
oped in West Germany.

The trouble with the gas stimulation proj-

ect Is that the only way to rock the gas
loose is with 200 (and maybe 400) under
ground nuclear explosions, a solution that's
less acceptable to Americans today than it
was 20 years ago when Project Plowshare was
begun by the Atomic Energy Commission.

Nowhere has the United States been more
remiss about exploiting Its energy options
than in the way It has handled and planned
our use of coal.

Coal is our most abundant resource, there
being two trillion tons of It In American
soil. The energy content of American coal
alone Is 90 per cent of the energy eontent
of all fossll fuels burled In the North Amer
Ican land mass.

Coal Is also the easiest fossil fuel to ex
tract and to use, but despite all Its advan
tages coal Is the one energy source In the
United States whose use Is on the wane.

The main reason Is that coal Is dirty. Coal
burning fouled the all' with 60 per cent of
the 14 mlllion tons of sulfur dioxide dis
charged by U.S. smokestacks last year. Its
only growth market outside of exports has
been the electric power Industry, but laws
against sulfur discharges now threaten that
market.

New York's Con Ed Is a typical former user
of coal. In 1970, Con Ed burned 2.6 million
tons of coal, then in 1971 burned half that.
So far this year, Con Ed burned 140,000 tons
of coal before shutting down its last coal-fired
plant on Staten Island.

"If current trends continue," says Jo
seph Swldler, chairman of the Public Serv
ice Commission of New York State, "then
total coal demand will be down to 370 mlllion
tons by 1980. That's 60 per cent of present
demand."

Such. a debacle could have been forestalled
by foresight. Processes could have been de
veloped to scrub the suifur out of coal fumes
before they reached the top of the smoke
stack. Better yet, a method might have been
devised to turn coal Into ga.s.

One reason these things weren't done Is
that the coal industry never pursued these
goals. The Interior Department's Bureau of
Mines and Office of Coal Research began their
pursuit too late.

Both branches of Interior now have sulfur
scrubbing and coal gasification programs un
der way, but It might be 10 years before
either one Is ready to be commerclallzed. It
might not even be ready then, because In
terior's budget for both programs Is less than
$75 mlllion.

"This isn't enough," said one of Interior's
top officials. "It's going to take $1 blll10n at
least just to get coal gasification going In the
U.S."

RACE AGAINST TIME

The story of what's happened to coal tells
a lot about why there Is an energy crisis In
America today, but as one last footnote to
it all, consider the plight of hydropower and
nuclear power.

There are 52.3 million kllowatts of hydro
electric capaclty In the United States, which
is less than one-third the country's poten
tial. Most of the two-thirds will ~lever be
used, largely because of conservationist oppo
sition.

The Colorado River Is already closed to fu
ture dlll11s by congressional mandate. The
one remaining dam site on the Columbia
River Is blocked by publlc opposltl,m, as are
half a dozen sites on the Snake River and
as many again on the Eel River and Mad
River In northern Callfornia.

Nuclear power Is a somewhat different
story, but even In its infancy is in a race
against time to tap what llttle uranium the
country has to support a viable atomic en
ergy program.

The United States has 50,000 tons of urani
um oxide (raw mineral for fissionable urani
um) In stockpile, and 275,000 tons of
uranium oxide in the ground as proven re
serves.

There are only 20 nuclear power plants
operating in the United States today. There
wlll be 200 plants In use by 1980 and almost
400 by 1990, which means that uranium re
quirements for the next eight years wlll total
200,000 tons and then skyrocket beyond what
is in the ground.

AEC ALTERNATIVES

"Things could come to a slow grldlng halt
unless we could get uranium overseas," says
the Atomic Energy Commlsslon's Robert
Nlnlnger. "Mathematically, we could be taken
out to about 1982 but everything could stop
if none of our alternatives worked:'

The AEC's main alternatives are to buy
Canadian uranium to fiesh out America's own
needs and to speed development of the fast
breeder power reactor, which breeds more nu
clear fuel than it burns.

Beyond that, It has two other alternatives
which are nowhere as neat as the first two.

The AEC has deeided to withdraw 50,000
of the 70,000 tons of raw uranium now in
the national stockplle, enrich it in advance
to fissionable uranium and hold it In abey
ance for emergency needs.

Its other option involves a move It would
nevl;Jrhave risked five years ago. It wlll, l! it
must, remove about one year's supply of fis
slle uranium by taking it right out of our
stockplled atomic weapons, then processing
It Into power-grade uranium.

This might never be done, but If it's nee
essary to buy time the AEC is wllllng to do
so. That's how far the energy crisis in Amer
Ica has taken us.

By Mr. MONDALE:
S. 3512. A bill to amend the Social Se

cUlity Act to provide automatic adjust
ments in benefits. Referred to the Com
mittee on Finance.

THE NEW SOCIAL SECURITY BILL

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in a
few weeks a new social security bill
will be coming from the Committee on
Finance to the Senate fioor. The bill
should be more than an ordinary social
security bill. It must be a major advance
in our effort to provide a decent retire
ment income for elderly Americans.

The changes in social secUl'ity bene
fits now being considered by the Finance
Committee as part of H.R. 1 include im
provements that I support. The most im
portant-automatic adjustments in ben
efit levels in the future when the con
sumer price index rises-I introduced
myself last year. It will protect social se
curity beneficiaries against future infia
tion.

Yet even with this important improve
ment, H.R. 1 falls far short of being a
comprehensive new deal for the elderly.
The most important failure in H.R. 1 is
the fact that President Nixon has pro
posed only a 5-percent benefits increase.
A 5-percent increase will hardly cover the
erosion of benefits that senior citizens
have suffered since the last social security
increase in 1971.

I propose instead to raise benefits by
25 percent across the board. There is
adequate money for this. Social security
experts tell me that a 25-percent increase
is 'possible if only minor changes are
made in the financing proposals sug
gested by Chairman MILLS when he put
forward his proposal for a 2D-percent in
crease. A 25-percent increase could and
should be added to the social security
package.

Mr. President, there is a serious dan
ger that the elderly will be hoodwinked
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is taken. I have a table showing the bene
fit levels I am proposing, and I ask unan
imous consent that it be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

INCREASES IN MINNESOTA SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS
BASED ON MaN DALE PROPOSALS

Average benefit goes from $127.71 to $159.6 under Mondale
proposal.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the 15
part package for the elderly which I ~m
proposing today covers three maJor
areas: social security benefits, medicare,
and property tax relief for senior citi
zens.

The benefit package includes:
A 25 percent increase in benefits

across-the-board.
A $100 minimum monthly benefit.
A cost of living escalator.
An increase from $1,680 to $2,400 in

earnings allowed without loss of bene
fits.

And computation of average monthly
wages to eliminate periods of unemploy
ment or income loss. Benefits should be
based on a retiree's 10 highest earning
years.

Those who are already retired should
not be discriminated against when new
benefits are added. My proposals will in
sure that they benefit from the major
changes in H.R. 1.

Benefits for those already retired
should be recomputed using the age 62
computation point for men as H.R. 1
provides now only for future retirees.

Benefits should be recomputed using
the combined earnings of the hllSband
and wife.

Those already retired should be al
lowed an extra drop-out year for every
15 years of covered employment.

I also propose that several changes be
made in the medicare program.

The medicare part B premium which
in July will rise to $70 a year should be
eliminated and the costs of doing this
should be shifted to general revenues.

The health insurance user-charges
which force the seriously ill to make
heavy payments if they require long hos
pitalization should be eliminated.

The user-fees of the supplementary
medical insurance plan should be elim
inated for the same reason. They hit only
those who are seriously 111.

The user-payment associated with
extended care services also should be
removed.

The horrendous blood deductible,
which requires the elderly to pay for or

out of a large part of the benefit increase
they deserve, and which the country ca.n
afford. This may happen because PreSI
dent Nixon wants to use a large chunk of
the money which should go to .the eld~r~y

to hide his huge budget defiCIts. TIus 15
completely luliair to our senior citizens.

The danger that the elderly and the
working social security taxpayer will be
short-changed again is a real one. The
president of the National Coun?il of Sen
ior Citizens has warned of thIs danger.
He notes that President Nixon has said
that he wants to eliminate the part B
medicare premium, and this is all well
and good. But the President has said that
he wants to shift the entire burden of the
premium-and, indeed, the entir~ $2.8
billion cost of the supplementary msur
ance program-to the payroll tax. This
move alone-if we allow it to get
through-eould cause the elderly to lose
a 6- to 8-percent increase in benefits, and
make the social security taxpayer pay a
much higher tax than he should. It is
the most regressive step possible. It is
the opposite of what the elderly need.

I want our senior citizens to have the
fUll 25-percent increase. In additio!?-, I
am proposing a package of 15 other ll?
provements which will make the socIal
security bill a really fair one.

Mr. President, to grow old and retire
in the United States today is to surrender
rather than gain independence. In 1935,
when the Social Security Act became law,
President Roosevelt regarded it as the
beginning of a "supreme achievement"
of national legislation. Thirty-seven
years later, this Government has not re
deemed that promise. We have not pro
tected the economic trust of senior Amer
icans' we have rather seen their rewards
for l;'bor eroded, and millions of older
citizens have become imprisoned in pov-
erty. .

Almost 25 percent of all Amencans
over 65 live in poverty, as opposed to 12
percent of all other citizens. Nearly half
of all persons over 65 have less than
$1,500 income per year; particularly dis
tressing is the statistic that 60 percent C?f
elderly widows are in poverty, and thIS
figure is 85 percent for nonwhite widows.

Elderly rural residents are particularly
disadvantaged. Approximately 15 per
cent more elderly persons live in poverty
in rural as opposed to other areas. The
rapid advances in medical technology, as
well as adequate medical clinics, social
service centers and housing for the el
derly have not been brought to rural
areas. In both rural and urban areas, the
presence of weakened, lonely, poverty
stricken Americans quietly dying in
wretched surroundings is all too haunt
ingly familiar.

In Minnesota, in 1971, the average so
cial security benefit was only about $128
per month. This means that a worker's
retirement benefit was often hardly 25
percent of what he had been earning
while he worked.

Worse still, 32 percent of retired work
ers in Minnesota receive less than $100
per month from social security. Even a
25-percent increase in benefits would
leave about 20 percent of our retired
workers with benefits below $100 per
month unless the special action I propose

Present benetlt
structure for
retired Minnesota
workers

Under $70.40 _

$70A0. __ . __
$70.50 to $84.90 _
$85 to $99.90.- __
$100 to $119.50.- _
$120 to $139.90-. _
$140 to $159.90 __
$160 to $169.90-. __
$170 to $179.90 _
$180 to $189 _
Over $190.- _

Percentage
of retired

Minnesota
workers Benefits under

receiving Mondale bill

7.7 Increase by as much
as $29.60 per month.

6.9 $100.
7.5 $100 to $106.10.

10.7 $106.30 to $124.90.
14.0 $125 to $149.50.
12.2 $150 to $174.90.
II. 9 $175 to $199.90.
6.0 $200 to $212.40.
6.8 $212.50 to $224.90.
6.9 $225 to $237.40.
9.0 Over $237.50.

replace the first three pints of blood they
use when they are ill, should be elimi
nated.

Out-of-hospital drug costs should be
covered under medicare.

Finally, I am proposing a bill to give
property tax relief to our low-income
elderly. This will help the elderly to
keep their homes which they must often
leave now because of high property taxes.

Mr. President, I now would like to dis
cuss my proposals in greater detail. A 25
percent increase is 5-percent larger than
the one proposed by Mr. MILLS and oth
ers. Actuaries assure me, however, that
such an increase is fiscally completely
safe with only minor changes in Mr.
MILLS' financing proposals. My proposal
includes those small changes.

A 25-percent benefit increase is still
not enormous but it will be an important
step forward. Of the 4.7 million elderlY
who live in poverty, as many as 2 million
will rise above this level with a 25-percent
increase-and my $100 minimum pro
posal will help the others a g!eat ~e8:l.

In proposing that the earnmgs llffil
tation be raised to $2,400 per year, I call
attention to the following" statistics:

In the last 30 years, the average life
expectancy in the United States has risen
from 53 years to 70. At the same time the
mandatory retirement ages in many oc
cupations have been lowered. This has
brought enforced idleness and feelings
of uselessness to millions of our citizens.
In the past 15 years, the percentage of
those between 65 and 70 who were em
ployed dropped from 58 to 34 percent, and
only about 30 percent of social security
recipients have any outside source of
income.

Many retirees Wish to· remain active
by working part time. This often con
tributes to good physical and mental
health, and obviously many retirees need
income supplements. This amendment
would reduce enforced idleness and low
levels of income. It would prevent the
complete loss of the valuable talent and
experience which senior citizens add to
the Nation's productivity.

I propose that we further protect re
tirement incomes by basing benefits on
an individual's 10 highest earning years.
This bases the computation on the posi
tive side of the employment record, over
which an individual has control. Under
present law, benefits are based on aver
age earnings in all years, minus the 5
lowest years. On this basis, benefits are
reduced in cases of declining earnings in
later years, or in cases of reduced wages
of unemployment in a changing indllStry.

To illustrate the workings of this pro
vision: In Minnesota, where we have had
ri~es and declines in the iron ore and
lumber industries, a laborer at the
median wage level would have $168
monthly social security benefits at best.
If he has suffered 5 years of reduced pay
Oi' a year of unemployment late in his
eareer because of changes in his indus
try, he would get only $161, or a 4-per
cent reduction. Under my amendment,
his benefit would be based only on his 10
highest years of earnings, and he would
pay no penalty for wage conditions be
yond his control. He would earn $179 per
month, or 12 percent more than under
present law.
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The high current rate of general un

employment is causing losses in the com
putation of average monthly wages for
those covered by social security among
the 5 million unemployed. It is obvious
that we ought to design methods of com
puting benefits which would protect
social security beneficiaries from such
erosions of their benefit base over which
they have no control.

Other improvements should be made
in H.R. 1 at this time. A major and glar
ing injustice is that some of H.R. l's key
provisions will apply only to future bene
ficiaries unless we take action. Thirteen
million workers who are retired already
will not gain one penny from three pro
visions; 394,000 retired citizens in Min
nesota will be deprived of the equivalent
of all additional 10-percent benefits in
crease which they deserve.

My proposal makes the following
changes so that those already retired
get just treatment in this bill:

First. The age 62 computation point
for men should be used to recompute the
benefits of those already retired. This
provision passed the House last year. It
will give many presently retired people
three additional dropout years and lead
to important benefit increases.

Second. Husbands and wives who are
already retired should have their bene
fits recomputated so that benefit levels
may be based on a combined income up
to the maximum.

Third. Persons already retired should
get an extra dropout year for every 15
:\--ears of caverage as will be the case for
newly retired workers,

Mr. President, if the Congress fails to
pass these fair and equitable changes, a
yawning gulf will open between the mil
lions of Americans already retired and
those who retire in future years.

There is already a serious tendency for
the incomes of olde!' aged retirees to fall
behind those of younger ones. An elderly
citizen who retired in 1955 is 8-percent
worse off now than the average worker
retiring in 1970 because his salary base
upon which benefits are calculated was
lower

The older worker is also less likely to
be able to work to supplement his
meager benefits. His savings are used up.
His medical bills are higher. He is more
likely to be alone without family.

Failure to recompute the benefits of
older retirees as I am proposing will
v.Tiden this gap by 10 percent or perhaps
15 percent. It would be grossly unfair.

Shifting to the medicare area, only
last month I introduced a bill with 17
cosponsors to eliminate the $5.80 part B
medicare premiums. I am reintroducing
this bill today for two reasons. First,
about 20 million participants in the sup
plementary insurance program received
notices in March with their social secu
rity checks of still another increase
scheduled for July 1972. The premiwn
will be $70 a year, almost double what it
was 5 short years ago.

Second, as I said earlier, I am con
cerned that President Nixon intends to
trick the elderly out of the equivalent of
a 6- to 8-percent across-the-board in
crease by shifting the cost of eliminat
ing the premiwn from general revenues
to the payroll tax. My bill would main-

tain a contribution from general revenue
while eliminating the premium.

I also propose to eliminate four ob
noxious medicare user charges which
tax only the ill among the elderly. It is
bad enough to tax the elderly in any
case, but the user charges which are part
of the hospital insurance, supplementary
medical insurance, and extended care
services programs, and the hospital in
surance blood deductible hit only the un
lucky among the elderly-those who
have suffered through a long illness.

Imagine an elderly man lying helpless
in a hospital bed knowing that after GO
days he will have to pay a $17 a day
user charge from the meager savings he
and his wife have put aside. It is incred
ible to me that we have left this feature
in this program for so long.

Participants in the supplementary
medical insurance program pay a 20-per
cent user share of their costs in addition
to a deductible of $50 and medicines.

The elderly in extended care fa.ciltties
pay a one-eighth deductible after the
21st day.

And in addition, all the elderly must
pay blood deductible-a requirement thllit
they pay for or replace the first 3
pints of blood they use. This costs the
elderly from $10 to $16 million a year.

These user-payment features like hos
pital user charges are pitiless provisions
designed to save some people a little
money a,t the expense of the least fortu
nate among the elderly-those who are
sick. They must be eliminated.

Mr. President, I also want to reiterate
my support for providing coverage of out
of-hospital drug costs under medicare.
This reform is long overdue.

Approximately 3.8 million persons
spend more than $100 a year on prescrip
tion drugs alone. Older persons pay 20
percent of all prescription drug costs in
America.

They cannot afford these expenses. We
are all aware that study after study. by
the administration and by the Congress,
has recommended tlul!t medicare assume.
these costs.

I offered an amendment to this effect
in the last Congress, and I joined the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON
TOYA) and other Senators in offering
this amendment last year. I am now pro
posing it again in the hope of getting
speedy action.

Finally, Mr. President, I am reintro
ducing today a measure I suggested last
year, a bill designed to bring property
tax relief to low-income elderly people.
My proposal would allow a credit against
the Federal income tax for that portion
of the property tax that is determined
to be excessive.

As a member of the Special Committee
on Aging, I have been impressed with
the difficulties which older citizens face
in maintaining homeownership. Every
day I receive agonizing letters from older
constituents who are being forced out
of their homes by financial pressures.

For senior citizens, homeownership is
a crucial part of remaining independent.
With increased family mobility, and the
decline in the traditions of the extended
family sharing a large home, older per
sons must hold on to their own dwellings
or face a disastrous choice: move into an

institution or enter a rental housing mar
ket beset by rampant inflation.

About two-thirds of persons aged 62
to 64 own their own homes. But beyond
age 65 homeownersip drops markedly; at
72 years of age, it is 50 percent. Each
year 425,000 older Americans are forced
to give up their homes. As a result, pres
sures are increased for public housing for
the elderly. Moreover, the loss of inde
pendence contributes to declining health
and morale, and loss of dignity, and leads
to greater pressure for other public as
sistance.

The fundamental reason that elderly
people have trouble holding onto their
home is poverty.

The median income for elderly heads
of families in 1969 was $4,800; for unre
lated individuals, it was $1,850.

Over the last decade, people over 65
have fallen further behind in their in
come relative to everyone else. In 1962,
the median income of elderly heads of
families was 50 percent of the median for
those under 65. By 1969, it had fallen to
47 percent. For unrelated individuals the
same ratio went from 47 percent in 1962
to 43 percent in 1969.

Property taxes seriously aggravate the
desperate income situation of older citi
zens. Minnesota has taken steps to re
lieve this burden on older citizens by
providing a State property tax credit
which somewhat reduces the oppressive
effect. Over half the other States have
taken similar action, but in my judg
ment, further relief is necessary.

Federal law now permits taxpayers to
deduct property taxes from their in
comes, but this only helps those who
itemize their deductions. In 1969, of the
6.9 million tax returns filed by persons
65 and over, only 3.3 million itemized
their deductions. Thus, even this small
aid did not reach over half the elderly.

I propose a tax credit of up to $360
against unusually high property taxes or
rent paid on a personal residence. My
proposal is closely modeled after the Wis
consin and Minnesota laws. Property
taxes are considered unusually high if
they exceed a certain percentage of
household income. After determining the
&mount of the tax which is excessive, 75
percent of this excessive part is relieved.

According to my formula, the cutoff
point is $6,000-any elderly persons
earning over this amount would get no
help.

To preserve equity between owners and
renters, I propose to include the latter
it is assumed that 25 percent of the rent
payment is in effect payment for prop
erty taxes.

A major portion of those eligible for
this program do not have incomes high
enough to pay income taxes. For these
older citizens, the property tax relief
would be in the form of a direct cash re
fund rather than a credit against income
tax.

The following table gives the maximwn
property tax that is considered reason
able in the terms of this legislation. Re
lief is provided for 75 percent of the dif
ference between one's property taxes and
the figures in the table. Thus, for a.
household with $2,500 in income and
$200 in property taxes, there would be
a tax credit or refund of $120.
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Maximum justifiable property tax by

household i1U]ome level
Household Income: Tax$1,000 _

$1,500 _
$2,000 $20
$2,500 40
$3,000 60
$4.000 140
$5,000 240
$6.000 360

The cost of my bill is relatively lo\\'.
Narrowing the oil depletion loophole by
cutting the depletion allowance from 22
to 15 percent would raise half of the
money we would need to do this.

Mr. President, this is a large, many
faceted package. But as I said in the be
ginning, I believe that this year we can
make a breakthrough in our treatment
of the aged. I hope that many of these
proposals will be included this year in
an improved new deal for America's
senior citizens.

Mr. President, the 15 measures which
I am proposing are necessary if we are
to make the lives of our parents and
grandparents not just bearable, but
really comfortable and worth living as
they should be. A 25-percent increase
will go far to ease poverty among the
elderly. My medicare proposals will fur
ther lessen the fear of illness leading
to poverty and helplessness. Property tax
relief will keep the elderly in the homes
they have worked for all their lives.
America can afford nothing less.

By Mr. MOSS (by request) :
S. 3513. A bill to amend the Federal

Aviation Act of 1958 to provide a defini
tion for inclusive tour charters and for
other purposes. Referred to the Commit
tee on Commerce.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I am today
introducing, by request, a bill that would
amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958.
I,do this so that full and adequate hear
ings may be held on the issues raised in
these proposed changes. I have been told
that the Aviation Subcommittee of the
Senate Commerce Committee is inter
ested in holding such hearings.

The air carriers scheduling chartered
tours have long felt that the consumer
would benefit if certain restrictions on
the activities of inclusive tour charter
trips were relaxed. This bill makes these
changes. It would also give the CAB new
authority in dealing with foreign na
tions, and would exempt charter carriers
from certain antitrust laws. These pro
visions w111 certainly make substantial
changes in present operations and, there
fore, should be given a full hearing. For
that purpose, I am happy to introduce
this measure, by request.

By Mr. AIKEN:
S.J. Res. 223, A joint resolution to au

thorize the President to designate the
period beginning September 3, 1972 and
ending September 9, 1972, as "National
Machine Tool Week." Referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am in
troducing today a senate Joint Resolu
tion to authorize the President to desig
nate the period beginning September 3,
1972, and ending September 9, 1972, as
"National Machine Tool Week."

The first international machine tool

convention will be held in Chicago on
September 5 to 10. It is the first time
that countries can compare machine
tools under one roof.

By Mr. CHILES:
S.J. Res. 224. A joint resolution to

establish a Joint Select Committee on
National Educational Policy, Referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am today
introducing a joint resolution to estab
lish a Joint Select Committee on Na
tional Educational Policy. In recent
months i·e have all spent a lot of time
and energy talking and debating about
busing. The controversy stemmed from
our efforts to provide equal educational
opportunity for all our schoolchildren.
But soon it seemed there was more con
centration on the transportation of these
children than on what was really the
objective-their quality education. With
in the past several years I think the
American public has become increasingly
aware of the variety of problems involved
in providing a quality education. Inte
gration, as well as problems of financing,
student drug and crime problems, the
need for new techniques in teaching
basic skills such as reading are being
recognized as parts--only fragments of
the total problem of education in our
country. And the more we plod along in
piecemeal style, the more obvious the
need becomes for some coordination
some total planning.

Even a blief analysis of how educa
tion has been handled on the Federal
level makes these facts evident: We
have no national policy; Congress, hav
ing missed earlier opportunities to ex
press legislatively a national education
al policy, the Federal courts have taken
the initiative in establishing an integra
tion policy for our school systems which
has caused tremendous frustration, lack
of coordination, wasted time, energy, and
emotions.

The Select Committee my resolution
would create would be charged with help
ing the Congress and the Nation to state
our policies affirmatively, make choices
that are Wise, and determine an educa
tional policy that is effective. I believe
this would be a positive step toward at
taining the educational quality we are
all stliving for.

I think everyone here is aware of the
fine contribution Senator MONDALE and
his staff on the Select Committee for
Equal Educational Opportunity have
made. Their hard work and creative en
ergies have resulted in substantive leg
islation, a bookshelf of hearings on a
variety of educational issues ranging
from rural education to school financing.
But we must not desert the sturdy foun
dation they have built. We ought not let
the studies, the findings, the testimonies
go unevaluated. The preliminary work
is well underway. What I am advocating
is the necessary followthrough.

As Commissioner of Education, S. P.
Marland stated in his annual report to
Congress:

Education Is toda.y stronger than It has
ever been. Yet It carries a staggering weight
of expectation as the people ask the schools
to become more Involved In solving society's

concrete problems. The schools In a sense are
being asked. to remake our society, as dis
tinct from nurturing it. Many education pro
fesslonals--perhaps all of us at t1mes--th1nk
wlstfully upon simpler days.

We have in the past, attempted to deal
with these various problems as they
arose-on a piecemeal basis, with little
or no thought given to the total educa
tional policy we were forming. But an
increasing awareness has been develop
ing on the part of the American public
as well as on the part of the Congress of
the need for new and better techniques
for handling some of these problems in
education. In the past few years con
siderable interest has been expressed,
both by Members of Congress and major
education associations, in the creation of
a Cabinet Level Department of Educa
tion. This Department would be better
able to administer the wide scope of
education programs which now fall un
der the jurisdiction of a number of dif
ferent agencies and within this Depart
ment would be the facilities for conduct
ing needed research in the field of edu
cation.

I cosponsored the bill, S. 1485, intro
duced by Senator RIBICOFF to establish
a Department of Education last year.
However, as good an idea as this Depart
ment is, it would still be an administra
tive body. not a policymaking body on a
national scale. And the need for greater
emphasis upon a national policy in edu
cation has been voiced by Members of
both parties, educational organizations,
and President Nixon's Commission on
School Finance, among others. I believe
all are agreed on one thing at least: we
need some effective method for giving
sharper focus to the development of a
national educational policy. I quote from
page 6684 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of March 2, 1972:

Congress Is In disarray. We are approach
ing the problem in bits and pieces-by con
stitutional alUendments, or by "antibusing"
add-ons to education legislation. The object
of most of these piecemeal efforts is to delay,
restrain, reverse, or modify court action,
rather than offering an alternative court
action.

Our efforts to provide quality educa
tion to every American school child have
been fragmented in approach. We have
no national policy for the integration of
our edcational system which would en
able States and local school boards to
function effectively and uniformly. We
have no structure for the implementa
tion of a national policy guaranteeing
equal opportunity for quality education
for all students. We have no national
policy on the role of education in the
integration of our society. And it is time
that we had such policy. Before it is too
late, before a national school policy is
set, piecemeal, or by the court alone,
Congress must reassert its initiative and
take the lead in setting out a plan, a
direction.

This is, of course, not to say that the
authority of local school boards will be
set aside. The primary responsibility for
public education shall be left where it
has always best belonged-to local dis
cretion. But the creation of a National
Education Policy would provide the
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