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ion we can only avoid further devalua
tions by bringing our fiscal policies more
in line with world expectations.

We cannot exist in an economic vac
uum. This year's staggering trade deficit
of more than $2 billion only helps punc
tuate our reliance on world opinion and
confidence in our economy.

In short, we are facing an election year
in which the temptation to spend will
surely increase, but where our ability to
spend will be determined largely by an
economy showing only mixed signs of
recovery and a world marketplace which
may place severe pressures on us for
domestic economic reform.

It seems necessary, then, that we face
this situation with a "no nonsense" atti
tude. Two weeks ago, I placed in the
RECORD an article from the Washington
Post, indicating that the President might
ask Congress for a spending ceiling. The
following day, the budget message in
cluded a request for such a ceiling.

Today, I am asking that we act now,
early in the session, to pass this bill
which would bind both the executive
and Congress to an airtight ceiling on
outlay&-expenditures plus net lending.

There are no exceptions. In several
previous attempts, Congress has tried to
limit spending, but excluded the so-called
uncontrollable elements of the budget-
interest payments, unemployment bene
fits, social security and veterans benefits,
and so forth. Funds for the Vietnam war
were also exempted from the 1968 and
1970 legislative measures.

But this is a bill which plugs those
holes. Since total Federal spending effects
total Federal borrowing, we must take
the bit in our teeth and pass the only
workable legislation which will keep the
lid on all of our spending.

I am not completely convinced that
our trading partners embrace the full
employment method of budgeting. Many
see only another U.S. deficit running at
$36.1 billion in Federal funds, $25.5 under
the unified calculation. It is these per
ceived deficits which will continue to
place pressure on the dollar and force
interest rates back up.

Nevertheless, I have asked that we
adopt the administration's figure of
$246.3 billion, confident that the "water"
which is included in every budget will
be enough to soak up any unexpected
increases in "uncontrollables." However,
I would be happy if the Senate would
accept a lower figure.

Mr. President, I heartily concur with
the distinguished majority leader's con
cern for our runaway spending. It is up
to Congress to impose a statutory limit
early in this session so that we may
appropliate funds in full knowledge of
the goal we have set for ourselves and
the administration.

I welcomed Mr. MANSFIELD'S support
last November, when, without adminis
tration's support, I came within seven
votes of having a similar measure passed.
I am hopeful that now, with endorsement
from the White House, I can gamer
bipartisian support for a measure which
clearly is in the Nation's best interest.

1\11'. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the RECORD
at this paint.

CXVIII--171-Part 3

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

s. 3123
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States Of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
expenditures and net lending during the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1973. under the
Budget of the United States Government
shall not exceed $246.300,000,000.

(b) The President shall, notWithstanding
the provisions of any other law. reserve from
expenditure and net lending, from appro
priations or other obligational authority
heretofore or hereafter made available, such
amounts as may be necessary to effectuate
the prOVisions of subsection (a).

(c) In the administration of any program
as to whlch-

(1) the amount of expenditures is lim
ited pursuant to subsection (a), and

(2) the allocation, grant. apportionment,
or other distribution of funds among re
cipients is reqUired to be determined by ap
plication of a formula Involving the amount
appropriated or otherwise made available for
distribution,
the amount available for expenditure (as
determined by the president) shall be SUb
stituted for the amount appropriated or
otherwise made available In the application
of the formula.

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia
(for Mr. JACKSON and Mr.

MAGNUSON) :
S. 3125. A bill to amend the Soil Con

servation and Domestic Allotment Act,
as amended, to provide for a Columbia
Snake-Palouse program. Referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I may
be permitted to submit a statement on
behalf of the distinguished Senator from
Washington (Mr. JACKSON) as well as
introducing a bill on behalf of the Sen
ator from Washington (Mr. JACKSON)
and his colleague, Mr. MAGNUSON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BENTSEN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JACKSON

Senator Magnuson and I introduce thiB
legislation today to help solve a major soil
erosion problem in the Pacific Northwest.

The legislation permits the Department of
AgriCUlture to enter Into special soil con
servation contracts with farmers and land
owners In the Columbla-Snake-Palouse re
gion. The farmers In this region, which covers
a 46-county area in Washington, Oregon
and Idaho, are suffering mll110ns of dollars
of losses In damage to crops as well as enor
mous amounts of irreplaca.ble topsoil washing
down to the sea each year.

This conservation and environmental pro
gram Is similar to one now in operation In
the Great Plains area. It is designed to bring
the severe water and wind erosion of the
area's farm land under control, while sub
stantially reducing sedimentation and pollu
tion of the air and water.

Soil erosion In the area. has damaged do
mestic water supplles, adversely atrected fish
and wlldllfe, diminished the value of recre
ational developments and caused more ex
pensive road maintenance.

We belleve that legiSlation Is necessary to
help cope with these problems as well as help
ing to minimize the direct losses to farmers
in the form of crop dama.ge and soil eroded
by wind and water.

We Join our colleagues in the House, who
have Introduced similar legislation. in urging
prompt action on this blli.

By Mr. MONDALE:
S. 3127. A bill to amend title XVIII of

the Social Security Act to eliminate the
monthly premium requirements for indi
viduals covered under the supplemen
tary medical insurance program estab
lished by part B of such title. Referred
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, today
I am introducing with Senators HUM
PHREY, MCGOVERN, STAFFORD, McGEE,
PELL, HART, RANDOLPH, INOUYE, MON
TOYA, and HUGHES a bill to eliminate the
medicare part B premium. This pre
mium is now paid by more than 19 mil
lion of our elderly citizens. Ninety-six
percent of all those who are eligible for
medicare hospitalization also pay the
premium for supplementary medical in
surance.

The part B premium is a terrible bur
den for many of our elderly citizens.
Since 1967, the premium has gone from
$3 per individual per month to $5.60 per
month per indiVidual. And if nothing is
done about it, the premium will con
tinue to rise. We are all aware of the
rapid increase 1n medical costs, and if
the premium is not eliminated, month by
month our elderly will be forced to pick
up a share of these rapidly rising cost&
$5.60 a month may not seem like much to
most Americans, but to many of the el
derly it is a high and cruel monthly
charge. For many of them, it means the
difference between being able to buy a
new pair of shoes or going another year
or two with the old shoes. One of my
constituents has recently written me that
she has not had a new pair of shoes in
10 years, or a new dress in four-25.3
percent of the elderly are poor and this
percentage of poor is twice our national
average.

It is a national disgrace compounded
by the fact that we ask these old people
to laYout almost $6 a month from their
meager incomes for this medical insur
anCe program.

The average social security benefit is
only $120 a month, so that for the aver
age social security beneficiary the elim
ination of the part B premium is the
equivalent of almost a 5-percent raise
in social security benefits. The premium
payments which they save will be im
mediately available to them for their
use.

I am in favor of raising social security
benefits, not only by eliminating this
premium, but by voting a larger benefit
increase than the 5 percent suggested
in H.R. 1. But the elimination of the
premium will be an important step in
the right direction.

The elimination of the premium will
not eliminate completely doctor bills and
related fees which so burden our elderly.
Supplementary medical insurance still
will include a heavy deductible charge.

Medical expenses which are not cov
ered by supplementary medical insur
ance because of the deductible features,
cost the elderly more than $1 billion per
year. And these charges will continue to
fall on the elderly even if the premium
is eliminated. In fact, H.R. 1 calls for an
increase in a deductible which is now
$50 to $60, and it includes a provision for
a 20-percent coinsurance feature.

I think these dedtrotlbles should be
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eliminated also, but at the very least we
must eliminate the premium.

Many people have asked me how Iin
tend to finance the elimination of the
premium. At present, the elderly pay 50
percent of the costs of supplementary
medical insurance through the premiwn.
The other 50 percent is paid from gen
eral revenues. My bill shifts the entire
cost of the supplementary medical in
surance program to general revenues.

I was pleased by the President's an
nouncement In the state of the Union
message that he would support the elim
Ination of the part B premium. However,
I was disappointed to see in his budget
that he intends to shift the $1.4 billion
cost of eliminating the premium to the
payroll tax. This is an important differ
ence between his proposal and my bill.

Mr. President, in my opinion It would
be grossly unfair to shift the cost of
eliminating the premiwn to the payroll
tax. Our elderly citizens do not want to
burden their working children unfairly
by shifting the burden of this premium
to the payroll tax. The costs of treating
our elderly fairly should be borne by
general revenues and by all the taxpay
ers.

Everyone knows that the payroll tax,
unlike the income tax and the corpora
tion tax, is regressive, falling particu
larly heavily on the salaried working
man.

Capital gains, interest payments and
other income sources which the salaried
workingman rarely enjoys, are not
touched by the payroll tax.

We recognized in 1967 that 50 percent
of the costs of supplementary medical
insurance should be borne equitably by
all American taxpayers. It would be a
step backward to now ask only Ameri
cans with salary income to finance the
elimination of the premium.

Mr. President, shifting the cost of
eliminating the part B premium to the
payroll tax would require a very steep
rise in that tax. Estimates are that fi
nancingelimination of the part B premi
um through the payroll tax would add
0.25-.0.3 percent to both the employee's
and the employer's tax. The 1972 tax
would jump from an already high 5.2 per
cent to about 5.3 percent. In 1973, the
rates would be 5.95 percent for both the
employee and the employer.

If on the other hand, the cost is paid
by ~n increase in the payroll earnings
base, rather than an increase in the tax
rate, this would be fairer. But not as fair
as shifting the cost to general revenues.
Any method of financing which does not
recognize the payroll tax as less pro
gressive than financing from general
revenue will be a step backward from
the position taken in 1967.

We need to eliminate the part B pre
mium. We need to improve the situation
of our elderlY in many other ways also.
Prescription drugs should be covered by
medicare. Medicare deductibles should
be reduced and eliminated. But we
shOUld not try to finance all or even
most of these improvements by taxing
only the American workingman or wom
an through the payroll tax. Payroll taxes
are increasing too fast while the more
progressivelncorrietax and corporation
taxes have aetmi.lly..been falling. If we

do not quickly come to recognize the
danger in increasing the payroll tax, the
American worker, who alone pays the
payroll tax, is going to become an op
ponent of a better break for the elderly.

The Wall Street Journal has joined
many otheu; recently in recognizing the
alarming trend in uur tax policy. :Pro
gressive taxes are being reduced while
payroll taxes are increasing. Moreover,
there is talk of instituting a regressive
sales tax at a national level. Call it what
you like, a tax on the value added is a
sales tax and it will hurt the poor and
working-class people while the wealthy
will be spared. The part B premium
should be eliminated but this necessary
and humane step should be financed by
progressive taxes which are paid by
everyone.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed at this point in the
REeoHD.

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

S. 3127
Be it enacted by the Senate (lIld HOlLse

01 Representatives 01 the United States 01
America in Congress amended, That (a) sec
tion 1831 of the Social Security Act Is amcnd
ed to read as follows:

"Sec. 1831. There Is hereby establlshed an
Insurance program to provide medical insur
anco benefit.> in accordance with the provi
sions of this part for individuals 65 years of
age or over who are covered under part A or
who elect to enroll undcr such program. to
be financed from funds appropriated by the
}<'edcral Government."

(b) Section 1837 of such Act Is amended to
read as follows:

"SEC. 1837. (a) Any individual who, for the
month of JUly 1972, or any succeeding month,
is covered by the hospital insurance program
established by part A shall also be covered
by the program established 1;ly thls part.

.. (b) Any indiVidual who Is not covered by
thc program established by this part for the
month of July 1972, or any succeeding month,
by reason of the provisions of subsection (a) ,
shall, If he is eligible under section 1836 to
enroll In the program established by this
part, secure coverage by enrolling therefor In
~;uch manner and within such time period,
which shall not be later than the month fol
lowing the month in which such individual
applies for enrollmcnt under such program,
as the Secretary shall by regulations pre
scrlbc."

(c) Sections 1837, 1838, 1839, 1840, and
1843 of such Act are repealed.

(d) Section 1844 of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

"SEC. 18401. There are authorized to be ap
propriated from time to time, out of any
moneys In the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, to the Federal Supplementary Medi
cal Insurance Trust Fund, such sums as may
be nccessary to assure that there wll1 be, at
a1l times, sufficient moneys in such Fund to
make prompt payment of benefits provided
under this part and the administrative ex
penses thereunder, nnd a tiler wise assure that
any other financial obligations of such fund
can promptly be met."

SEC. 2. The amendments and repeals made
by the fir5t section of thl3 Act sha1l be effec
tivc on and after July I, 1972.

By Mr. KENNEDY:
S. 3129. A bill to authorize the estab

lishment of the Longfellow National His
toric Site in Cambridge, Mass., and for
other purposes. Referred to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

THE LONGFELLOW HISTORIO SITE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
introducing legislation today to estab
lish the Longfellow National Historic
Site in Cambridge, Mass. This legisla
tion provides that the Secretary of In
terior may acquire the home of Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow at 105 Brattle
Street in Cambridge for establishment
as the Longfellow National Historic Site.

The Longfellow home is not only an
outstanding example of colonial archi
tecture, but it served as George Wash
ington's headquarters in 1775 and 1776
and was the home of the poet, Henry
Wadswort.h Longfellow, from 1837 to
1882. It is only fitting that this home be
preserved in public ownership for the
benefit and inspiration of all the citi
zens of the United States.

We are Indeed fortuante that through
the centuries the Longfellow home has
been maintained with great care and de
spite some alterations the structure re
mains intact architecturally and is In a
state of good repair. Those members of
the community who realized long ago
that they were In possession of a great
national historic resource determined to
keep the home In excellent condi~ion for
generations to come. And for this we Can
only feel a very deep gratitude.

In July 1775, the Longfellow home be
came George Washington's headquarters
for 10 months during the seige of Boston.
Longfellow's association with the house
began in 1837 when he rented a room
there. In 1843 Henry Wadsworth Long
fellow and his bride were given the home
as a wedding present and enjoyed life
there until 1882. Portions of some of
Longfellow's greatest works were writ
ten here: "The Courtship of Miles Stand
ish," "Evangeline," "Hiawatha," and the
"Skeleton in Armor," The buildings,
grounds, and furnishings including some
priceless art objects have remained es
sentially as they were when Longfellow
lived and wrote there.

I am happy to Introduce today this
legislation to establish this beautiful
home as a national historic site. I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu
sion of my remarks the text of this bill
be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 3129
Be it enacted by the Senate and House at

Representatives 01 the United states at
America in Congress assembled, That in order
to preserve in public ownership for the
benellt and Inspiration of the people of the
United States, a site of national historical
significance containing a dwelllng which ls
an outstanding example of colonial archi
tecture and which served as George Wash
ington's headquarters during the siege of
Boston in 1775-1776, and from 1837 to 1882
as the home of Henry Wadsworth Longfel
low, the Secretary of the Interior Is au
thorized to acquire by donation the fee simple
title to the real property and Improvements
thereon, together with furnishings and other
personal property, situated at and known as
105 Brattle street, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
for establishment as the LongfellOW National
Historic Site.

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Interior Is fur
ther authorized to accept the donation of not
less than $200,000. and such other sums of
money as may be tendered from time to time
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