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foreign companies to invest in this country
is to ensur!! that their product line has been
able to achieve successful export penetration.

Considerable comment was made about ob
stacles to investment in U.S. portfolio stocks.
The main thread of these contentions was
that over the years. the United States has put
into effect a number of federal and local
laws and regulations that are obstacles to
foreign investment in U.S. securities.

Each of these measures, going back to the
1930's, was imposed for a reason that was
sound at the time. Over the years laws and
regulations have been added to the U.S. net
work of monetary_and fiscal measures with
out thought to the cumulative effect. Meas
ures have been taken for purely domestic
reasons which discourage foreign investment
in U.S. securities; in addition measures have
been applied to control capital outfiows. This
has been done at the state and local level,
as well as at the Federal level. Among all
the monetary and fiscal measures that dis
courage portfolio investment from abroad,
there was specific mention in Europe of Fed
eral Reserve regulations (notably Regulation
Q), estate taxes on non-residents, the In
terest Equalization Tax, and a range of state
and local taxes on securities trading.

The net effect has been to encourage in
vestment in the securities of countries other
than the United States, to develop financial
centers outside the United States that feed
on U.S. securities, to defiect business from
U.S. securities houses to foreign houses, and
to generally distort capital flows. The speed
with which the Eurodollar and Eurobond
markets developed and the magnitude of
capital in these markets is a sign the dis
tortions are at least partly attributable to
U.S. measures.

A collateral development has been the
growth of unregUlated offshore funds that
feed on U.S. securities and. unfortunately, at
times damage the image of the U.S. securi
ties market or the industry in general. As the
foreign securities trading centers have devel
oped, there has been less efficiency in the
market as a result of artificial fragmentation
of the global market. The investor has to pay
more and. consequently, invests less.

This was the gist of comments made to the
Mission on this relatively neglected issue.
Bearing implications of these comments in
mind, the Report of the President's Commis
sion on Financial Structure and RegUlations
seems to be in the right direction. This also
applies to the concept of the Foreign Port
folio Sales Corporation. Nevertheless, they
represent a piecemeal approaCh that lacks
a central direction.

What would be timely is a comprehensive,
objective examination 'of the statutory and
regulatory maze affecting foreign investment
in U.S. securities. The object would be to de
termine whether monetary and fiscal meas
ures, some imposed decades ago, are still
required or might be eliminated. With re
spe~t to those that it is decided to retain.
further jUdgment could be made whether
they could be simplified. Kept in mind dur
ing such a stUdy would be the effect of port
folio invest,ment on improving the U.S. bal
ance of payments.

It seems reasonable that the reqUirements
of absolute objectivity would dictate a study
by an independent group or commission,
using, where necessary, assistance from the
various government agencies.

11. The United States should maintain and
augment its initiative in bringing about a
thorough reform of the world monetary
system.

There was considerable comment by
European government and business repre
sentatives on the world monetary situation,
particularly with respect to the statements
of President Nixon and Secretary ShUltz at
the September 1972 International Monetary
Fund meeting. All agreed that a new and
flexible system, designed to accommodate the

changing needs of trade and investment, is
urgently needed.

It was noted that the determination ex
pressed at the Fund meeting to restore dollar
convertibll1ty has evidently reassured many
Europeans that the U.S. approach deserves
support.

The principle of invoking sanctions against
countries that fail to adjust their payments
imbalances was generally accepted. However,
it was pointed out by Europeans that the
reqUirement to keep exchange reserves on a
stable basis could launch governments on
new exchange and investment controls poli
cies. References were made to the role of
multinational corporations in this regard.
The effect they can have on international
capital flows could·· cause special controls to
be placed on mUltinationals' capital opera
tions by host country governments.

The Mission made it a point to test Euro
pean reaction to the possibll1ty that the Com
mittee of 20 might not produce recommenda
tions for reform that were acceptable to all
IMF members. As a rUle, there were no ob
jections in principle to a Mission proposal
that another form of high level conference be
organized in which the impetus toward
monetary reform could be carried to consum
mation. This conference should be preceded
by thorough consultations on the rules and
organizational reqUirements of the new sys
tem. These conSUltations should also take
special account of the problems of developing
countries.

FINDING A SUCCESSOR FOR
ROBERT BALL

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, as a
member of the Committee on Finance
and the Special Committee on Aging, I
was very much concerned when it was
announced that President Nixon is will
ing to let Robert Ball resign as Social
Security Commissioner.

Mr. Ball, after all, has headed the
Social Security Administration for 10
years and worked for Social Security
since 1939. He has kept the SSA free from
politics; he has kept it free from scandal;
he has kept it refreshingly free, to a large
degree, from bureaucratic redtape and
unresponsiveness.

I am sure that when Mr. Ball submitted
his letter of resignation last year-as re
quested by the President-he had mixed
feelings. He may have wanted to rest
after 34 years of service and refiect on
the work he and others had performed.
On the other hand, he knew that Con
gress had enacted in 1972 many new re
sponsibilities for SSA, including imple
mentation in 1974 of a new and signifi
cant supplemental security income pro
gram to replace State assistance pro
grams now serving the aged, blind. and
disabled at widely varying levels of
effectiveness.

If ever an administrator should have
been implored to stay and apply his ex
perience and compassion to new chal
lenges, this was the time for such action
by the President. Instead, the President
said that it was all right for Mr. Ball
to go.

That action was regrettable, and I hope
that Mr. Nixon will think long and hard
before he decides on a proposed successor
to Commissioner Ball. In fact, news of
the President's action aroused much
concern about-as Chairman MILLS of
the House Ways and Means Committee
expressed it-a possible administration
desire to "politicalize" Social Security. I

submit several articles and editorials
which voice such sentiments and ask
unanimous consent to have them printed
in the RECORD.

I also would like to add my own per
sonal tribute to Mr. Ball and to express
my disappointment that he will not be on
hand to assist in an official capacity two
Senate committees-the Committee on
Aging and the Committee on Finance-
on which I now serve.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Jan. 8, 1973]
DEFENDER OF THE AGED

In his decade as Social Security Commis
sioner, Robert M. Ball has demonstrated both
administrative competence and social imagi
nation of a high order. He came into the
vast Federal insurance program for protec
tion of the aged and disabled not long
after its establishment in 1937. His subse
quent career entitles him to rank along
side the late Arthur J. Altmeyer, the flrst
head of the Social Security system, as an
official who knew how to translate dreams
into an efficient, corruption-free program.

The distinction of Mr. Ball's service makes
it difficult to understand President Nixon's
decision to speed his departure from Gov
ernment just when massive new administra
tive problems are about to descend on the
system in connection With the Social Secu
rity changes voted by Congress last year. We
share the hope voiced by Chairman Mills
of the House Ways and Means Committee
that the dropping. of Mr. Ball does not sig
nify an Administration desire to "political
ize" Social Security. Perhaps his greatest
contribution was keeping that multi-billion
dollar program totally free from any taint of
politics. .

[From the Port Arthur (Tex.) News, Jan. 15,
19731

WAS BALL DISMISSAL MISTAKE?

President Nixon's dismissal of Robert M.
Ball as commissioner of Social Security raises
some serious questions about how to achieve
and maintain skillful management in the
government bureaucracy.

Since the agency has always been deemed
to be off-limits politicallY, it would be a bad
slip if the President were to name a successor
whose experience suggested he was less a
qualified social insurance expert and more an
out-and-out political appointee.

But. actually, that is the shallow, obvious
aspect of the matter, easy to judge. There is
a deeper issue.

Ball has headed the Social Security Admin
istration for nearly 11 years, and for roughly
an equal time before that he was deputy
commissioner of SSA's predecessor agency.
His entire working career falls within the
social insurance realm.

Does this kind of service make a man go
stale and leave him empty of new ideas?

There Is a school of thought that would
say yes, automatically. The proponents of this
view contend that turnover at the top level
shOUld occur fairly frequently. The argu
ment can be guessed. Change assures regUlar
infusicn of fresh ideas, new energies, flexi
blllty. Men of long tenure, It is suggested,
cannot fill this need.

Yet there is a strong countP.r-argument put
forth steadily in the field of public affairs.
Its core is that there are always men with
a great capacity for self-renewal, continuing
growth, and adaptab1lity to altered circum
stances and problems. Such men not only
can meet new challenges. but have a way of
searching them out.

Does Robert Ball deserve such an accolade
as this? There are a good many men in the
U.S. Congress and many practiced observers



4310 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 15, 197:3
of pUblic service performance who believe he
does.

He has presided over Social Security dur
Ing its transformation for an agency of
modest scale to one of enormous size and
Increasing complexity. and seen It hailed as
the best of bureaucracy. In 1965, he laid over
It the huge framework of the Medicare pro
gram. a task reasonably pictured as one of
the greatest peacetime administrative assign
ments In history. He Is a tireless Innovator
who knows his field as he knows the lines
In his hands.

In 1972, Congress handed SSA new chal
lenges for 1973 and 1974. Everything In the
record suggests Ball was the man above all
to meet them. His expertise is unmatched,
and at 58 his powers and talents seem un
dimmed. He Is a public servant of genuine
distinction. In casting him out. President
Nixon has made a gross error In JUdgment.

[From the Asheville Times. Jan. 6, 1973]
AN UNFORTUNATE NIXON FIRING

President Nixon's shakeup of the federal
bureaucracy perhaps moved a step too far
when he accepted the requested resignation
of Robert Ball as head of the Social Security
Administration. The word out of Washing
ton hints that Ball, who worked his way up
from the civil service ranks and was named
Social Security Administrator by President
John F. Kennedy, had too many close con
tacts In Congress for the liking of the White
House.

l! so, it Is a pity. Robert Ball served with
considerable distinction as head of the vast
Social Security Administration. He was one
of the architects of Secial Security's disability
and Medicare provisions, and received the
Rockefeller Public Service Award for the su
pervision of the vast social insurance pro
gram which now provides benefits to one of
every nine Americans.

Ball can bow out With a very clear con
science. Knowledgeable observers In Wash
Ington rate the Social Security Administra
tion as perhaps the best of all the federal
agencies. There has never been a breath of
scandal connected with It, and the experts
hold that administratively it functions with
a minimum of waste and lost motion. People
who have had occasion to do business with
regional Social Security offices can testify to
the fine courtesy and efficiency of the staff
members.

The nation owes a debt of thanks to Robert
Ball. It's too bad that he had to fall victim
to the Nixon pruning hook.

[From the Washington Star-News, Jan. 15,
1973]

OUSTER AT SOCIAL SECURrry
The word "bureaucrat," like the word

"politician," has gathered a distinctly dep
recatory ring to it. The pUblic has grown
more distrustful of big government, and so
it has become fashionable, even in this town
that lives by big government, to dismiss the
man who works for government as something
of a second-rater.

It is all too bad. For though second-raters.
and third-raters, abound In government. as
they do in private employment, the dis
paragement of the bureaucracy Ignores the
hard-working and the able in government
ranks, and It ignores those relatively few
people who can fairly be called superb public
servants.

Robert M. Ball Is in that last category of
bureaucrat. He will be, at least, until his
successor is named and takes over as com
missioner of Social Security. Whatever both
ersome questions that have arisen about the
legislative principles and the financing of
Social Security, there Is almost universal
agreement that here Is one government pro
gram that works: The computers whirr; the
checks go out; pUblic confidence In the

system remains high. Bob Ball can take
some of the credit for this.

Ball has been with Social Security since
1939, or almost since its inception. He has
been commissioner for the last 10 years,
a period in which the system experienced
a mighty expansion In size, scope and com
plexity. As an administrator, keeping on
top of the legislation, knowing what had to
be done, and doing It In an apolitical way,
Ball rode the expansion tide in admirable
fashion.

All of which brings up the question: Why
did President Nixon accept Ball's pro forma
resignation? Ball, It Is known, wanted to
stay on. And he had reason to stay on. for
In light of 1972 legislation further expand
Ing the system to Include all the nation's
adult welfare programs. Social Security faces
a challenge at least as complex as In the
move eight years ago to establish Medicare
within the system.

What the White House has In mind may
become clearer when Ball's successor is an
nounced. In the meantime, we believe the
burden of proof 15 on the administration to
show that It can come up with someone of
Ball's stature, and someone who will not
politicize this key position. Congressman
Wilbur Mills, whose knowledge of the system
Is unequaled on Capitol Hill, says he'll be
"watChing carefully" the choice of a suc
cessor. That's good to hear. We hope a lot
of other people, In Washington and elseWhere
will do the same.

THE LEGAL SERVICE PROGRAM
AND THE POOR

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, as the
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare and
an advocate for the legal services pro
gram conducted by the Office of Eco
nomic .Opportunity, I wish to express my
profound concern with the conditions
which have resulted in the ouster, on
February 12, of the acting director of the
program, Mr. Ted R. Tetzlaff, who had
served in that capacity for the last year.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar
ticle by Jack Rosenthal entitled "Legal
Services Chief Is Ousted; He Assails
Poverty Office Head" appearing in the
New York Times of February 13, be
printed in the RECORD.

Mr. President, these actions come on
the heels of the administration's pres
entation of its budget for fiscal year
1974, which contains no requests for
funding of the Office of Economic Op
portunity or its programs currently ad
ministered by that office. In the case of
legal services, the budget submission
would provide funding for legal serVices
at the $71.5 million level, only if it is
conducted by a new Legal Service Cor
poration for which the administration
indicates that it plans to submit legis
lation.

Mr. President, these actions give legit
imate cause for concern on the part of
those of us who support the legal serv
ices program, and the concept of a new
Legal Services Corporation.

Mr. President, this is not the first
time that the head of the program has
been either discharged or forced to re
sign-in this administration alone. Mr.
Tetzlaff is the third Director of Acting
Director to leave since 1970.

It is not the first time that the program
itself has been under challenge.

Its history is marked by controversy

and attempts by the Congress or the ex
ecutive branch to restrict the independ
ence of the Legal Services attorneys to
represent their clients-the poor. In
1969, the Congress unsuccessfully at
tempted,through the so-called Murphy
amendment, to give Governors an
absolute veto over legal services pro
grams in their States; this was not re
tained in conference. Just last year in
the Senate, restrictions were tacked onto
H.R. I, the Social Security Amendments
of 1972, but fortunately also dropped in
conference.

Underlying all of these controversies
has been the question of so-called "law
reform" cases, often brought against
State and local government.

But. whatever may be said of previous
controversies, it is certainly true that
the progranl has never been nlore
vulnerable than it is now-while the
future of OEO hangs in balance and we
seek to move the legal services program
to a new corporate home, where its in
dependence, and professionalism and
adequate funding may be more readily
secured. .

To provide safely and responsibly for
that transition will require acts of
domestic statesmanship on the part
of the President himself, as it will neces
sitate the continued support of the or
ganized bar and Members of the Con
gress who have high regard for the exist
ing program, as one of the finest and
most economical actiVities of an effective
antipoverty program, and the concept
of a Legal Services Corporation.

Mr. President, in that spirit I ask that
the following steps be taken:

First. The stability of the existing pro
gram must be maintained by avoiding
all disruption. carrying it out in ac
cordance with the provisions of the cur
rent law. until such time as legislation
is approved by the Congress for its trans
fer to a new corporation. In that con
nection, I have urged the President to
undertake an immediate review of the
situation at OEO and insure that it is
in line with the commitments and poli
cies of the administration under law.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the RECORD
a copy of a telegram that I had sent to
the President on February 13, 1973, urg
ing him to maintain the existing pro
gram, both in its interest and in the in
terest of establishing a new legal serv
ices corporation.

The law which shOUld guide the execu
tive branch now with respect to the le
gal services program is the Economic
Opportunity Act of ·1964, as amended by
the Economic Opportunity Amendmimts
of 1972, signed by the President into law
on Septenlber 19, 1972. .

The anlendments (Public Law 92-424)
provide for a 2-year extension of the
antipoverty program,.through fiscal year
1973, .and specifically .. reserved from
funds appropriated to the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity,$n,5 million for this
fiscal year 1973 and an.equal amount for
next for the legal services program.

Funds for the legal services program at
the reserved level were appropriated for
the currerit fiscal year under Public Law




