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only can save mUllons of dollars In Govern
ment operations but also Improve the health
and safety of people. She has received nu
merous national commendations and cita
tions; among many other honors are medals
for accompllshments in information sciences
from universities in Finland and Sweden.
both awarded in 1969.

Dr. Davis was born In SharpsvUle. Pa., and
graduated from American University in 1950.
She earned her MA In 1952 and her PhD in
1955. both from the University of Maryland.
She is married to Benjarnln F. Lohr, Comdr.
USN(Ret.}. who Is Vice President. Kelly
Scientific Corporation. and they llve in SUver
Spring. Md.
MRS. MARY HARROVER FERGUSON, COMPTROLLER.

OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCH, AND SPECIAL
ASSISTANT (FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT) TO
THE AsSISTANT SECRETARY FOR RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE
NAVY
Mary Harrover Ferguson is a financial

management expert who during the past 16
years has developed and administered a
financial system which has provided re
sources vital to the Navy's research and
development program. With a dual respon
siblllty as Comptroller, Offlce of Naval Re
search. and Special Assistant (Financial
Management) to the Assistant Secretary of
the Navy for Research and Development, she
deals not only with complex financial issues
but also with high-level scientific, mllltary,
and polltical personnel who regularly ask
for her counsel on those issues.

Mrs. Ferguson provides the perfect-and
rare-example of a complete career in the
Federal civil service, having started at grade
1 in 1933 with the Depression-born Farm
Credit Administration and progressed stead
ily upward, through several different agen
cies, to her present grade 17. In 1947 she
came to the newly created Offlce of Naval
Research as a bUdget analyst. advanced to
BUdget Offlcer and then to Assistant Comp
troller for BUdget and Reports, was ap
pointed Deputy ONR Comptroller In 1968,
and Comptroller In May 1971. She is In
voived in all aspects of financial manage
ment of the Navy-wide Research. Develop
ment, Test and Evaluation Program. with
authority for commitment in the declsion
making process at all levels. Under her di
rection a staff of 67 analysts. accountants.
ADP systems analysts and programmers, and
support personnel, administer an appropri
ation of well over $2 bU110n annually, dis
tributed among 13 admlnlsteringofflces, to
support RDT&E efforts performed by con
tract with colleges and industrial organiza
tions and by 45 RDT&E Navy laboratories,
test ranges, and installations.

Mrs. Ferguson has received repeated
awards and commendations from the Navy
Department. and last year was named
"Woman of the Year" by the American Soci
ety of Mllltary Comptrollers. She is con
stantly engaged In a wide variety of pro
fessional and community activities. A native
of Manassas, Va., she has an AA degree in
business administration from George Wash
i:gton University (1961), and 11ves in Alex
andria, Va. Her husband, John A. Ferguson,
Capt. USN (Ret.). Is branch manager of
Investors Financial Services at Landmark
Shopping Center, Alexandria, Va. She has
two sons (by her first marriage) and five
grandchildren.

DR. RUTH MANDEVILLE LEVERTON. SCIENCE AD
VISOR (NUTRITION), OFFICE OF THE ADMINIS
TRATOR, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTUllE
Ruth Mandeville Leverton, Ph.D., Is a sci

entist In the field of nutrition whose re
search and appraisals of .research have con
tributed significantly to adequate diets and
a more satisfying stsndard of Hving in this
country and worldwide. She has been instru-

mental in prOViding information for plannIng
consumer education programs, for analyzing
the demand for agricultural products, and
for determining the food poIlcies of the De
partment cf Agriculture.

Before entering the Federal service, Dr.
Leverton spent 20 years in teaching nutri
tion, at the University of Nebraska and later
at Oklahoma State University. She joined the
AgriCUltural Research Service in 1957 as As
sistant Director of the Human Nutrition Re
search Division, and progressed rapidly
through positions of Increasing responsibillty
in the Service. In 1970 she was appointed
Science Advisor for Nutrition in the Office of
the Administrator, at the equivalent of grade
17. Here she occupies a key position In the
mob1llzatlon of the Department's scientific
resources for the worldWide War on Hunger.
She directs the expansion of research to pro
vide nutritional knowledge urgently needed
in developing countries, and adVises on nutri
tional reqUirements for foods for distribution
In such countries and In domestic programs
for needy families and the school lunch pro~

gram. She was involved in the most extensive
survey of food consumption and dietary levels
ever attempted in this country, and first one
to yield data on both individual and family
eating habits.

Dr. Leverton is Internationally known. not
only as a scientist, but as an author, lec
turer. and educator. She has represented the
United States at four Biennial Conferences of
the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization, and at a great many interna
tional nutrition conferences. She serves on
numerous national committees, and has pUb
lished more than 70 reports of original scien
tific research and two widely used books on
nutrition. Her many honors include the Bor
den Award, which she received twice, and an
honorary D.Sc. degree from the University of
Nebraska. She was born in Minneapolis,
Minn., and received her B.S degree in 1928
from the University of Nebraska, her MS In
1932 from the University of Arlzona,and her
PhD in 1937 from the University of Chicago.
She IIves in Washington. D.C.

DR. PATRICIA ANN MCCREEDY, PUBLIC HEALTH
PHYSICIAN. PROJECT MANAGER OF VILLAGE
HEALTH PROGRAM, VIENTIANE, LAOS, AGENCY
FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Patricia Ann McCreedy, M.D., Is a pUbllc

health physician who has major responsibil
ity for the VUlage Health Program of the
Agency for International Development, at
Vientiane, Laos. In this program, which as
sists the Royal Lao Government by extending
medlcal and cllnical services to remote rural
areas, Dr. McCreedy has been directly and In
directly responsible for operational aspects of
keeping an average of 176 rural dispensaries
staffed and supplled with medicines; for op
eration and stafflng of eight hospitals With a
total capacity of 614 in-patients and operat
ing at a level of 343,686 patient-visits per
year; and for the training of nurses. sani
tarians, and other paramedical personnel,
many of whom are llliterate a.t the outset,
to staff these Installations. She makes all nec
ecessary personal Inspections, Including in
stallations surrounded by North Vietnamese
armed forces. Since many of these areas are
accessible only by air, she travels for hours
daUy In single-engine aircraft, often In dan
gerous weather, over mountaln ranges and
across jungles. and shares the Ufe and homes
of simple Villagers In remote, enemy-encir
cled, malarial areas. Because of her detailed
knowledge of these places and people, she
has made valuable contributions to the Gov
ernmel).t's knOWledge and understanding of
the refugee probleIIIS in Laos, and also of the
narcotics problem.

Dr. McCreedy was born in St. Louis, Mo.,
graduated from Loyola University in 1947.
and earned her M.D. degree at the LoUisiana
StRte University School of Medicine 1n 1951.
Following several years in private practice In

Martngoum,I4., she served two years as Pub
11c Health Offlcer in American Samoa, a.nd'in
1964 went to x.aosas Project Manager of the
Village Health Program. She 15 also manager
of the PopUlation and Family Planning Proj
ect "there, and Contract Representative for
the Operation Brotherhood Activity. Dr.
McCreedy and her husband, Dr. Charles L.
Weldon, senior oflicer at the A.I.D. Vientiane
mission, often work as a team. They have
three children, ada ,ghter 19 and two sons 17
and 15. Their home when in this country Is
In Biloxi, Miss.

DAY CARE-CHTI..D DEVELOPMENT
Mr. MONDALE." Mr. President, two

very perceptive articles' on day care
child development recently appeared in
local papers. Several weeks ago the
Washington Post had a very insightful
column by Alice Rivlin entitled "Day
Care:Policy Questions for an Expensive
Program," In this article Dr. Rivlin looks
behind the "spurious" arguments. that
have unfortunately characterized a good
bit of the debate over this issue and fo
cuses on the real policy questions in
volved. She concludes for example:

The principal effect of a large-scale day
care program would probably not be to in
crease the proportion" of mothers who are
working; rather It would be to broaden the
range of child care arrangement avallable to
mothers who have already decided to work.

The second article to which I refer is
a column entitled "Need for Day Care
Bill Is Urgent," written by Marquis
Childs, and published in yesterday's Bal
timore Sun.

Mr. Childs summarizes concisely the
needs for developmental day care, the
tremendous opportunity a program like
this could provide to millions of families
and children, and the purposes of the
child care bill I have introduced with
Senator NELSON.

Both articles ignore the heated rhet
oric and scare tactics which regrettably
surround the passage and the veto of last
year's child development bill and help us
to focus on the real issues involved.

I ask unanimous consent that these
two perceptive columns appear at the
close of my remarks and commend them
to the" attention of the Senate.

Mr. President I would also like to have
printed at the close of my remarks a
copy of a Minnesota poll concerning day
care which appeared in the Minneapolis
Tribune on Sunday, February 27, 1972.
The poll, entitled "63 Percent Say Day
Care Centers Good for Children," reflects
the opinion of a majority of a cross sec
tion of Minnesotans and I suspect a ma
jority of a cross section of Americans as
well, that quality day care centers for
children whose mothers are working in
volves far more advantages than disad
vantages.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
(From the Mlnneapolls Tribune, Feb. 27,

1972]
:MINNESOTA POLL: 63 PERCENT SAY DAY-CARE

CENTERS GOOD FOR CHILDREN
"Day-care centers give a child a chance to

become involved with other children," said a
27-year-old Glencoe woman. "They also offer
learning expe:rience, especially for children
that'wouldn't get this at home,"
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But, on th:eotherhand, she also feels they

have the disadvantage of "not having a one
to"one relationship that a mother and child
might hav~ at home,"

After weighing both the advantages and
disadvantages, she says that day-care centers
do more gOod tllaJ:l hl,U"lll for a child.

Her responses were typical of the 600 men
and women interviewed in a statewide Min
neapolis Tribune: Minnesota Poll survey in
mid-January..

Socialization, . supervisIon . and education
are the advantages cited. most often whUe
the feeling that day';care· centers can't re
place a mother is a disadvantage mentioned
often.

Over-all, 63 percent of all people Inter
viewed belleve day-care centers do more good
for a child while 19 percent feel they do more
harm. Three percent quallfied their answers
and 15 percent were undecided.

More women (69 percent) than men (56
percent) said day-care centers do more good
tlian harm for a child.

Interviewers led off the series of questions
on day-care centers with:

"Day-care· centers are places where moth
ers can leave their children for care and su
pervision while they work away from home.
What advantages, If any, do you think day
care centers offer for a child?"

Thirty-nine percent said a child would ben
efit by being with, and learning from, other
children.

Twenty-two percent said children receive
good care or are well-supervised and 17 per
cent feel there are educational values, includ
ing acces.s to faclllties they would not have
at home.

ThIrteen percent said the centers provide
consistent surroundings for children, must
meet standards, or are better than "just any
babysitter" if it IS necessary for a mother to
work.

Seventeen percent said there are no ad
vantages to day-care centers or that mothers
should be at home with the child.

To get at the other side, interviewers
asked:

"What disadvantages, it any, do you think
day-care centers have for a child?

The dIsadvantage given most often (by 27
percent) is· that· day-care centers can't re
place a mother, the child misses out on a
one-to-one relationship, or thai; the mother's
love is replaced by impersonal care.

The results of the Minnee.polls Tribune's
Minnesota Poll are based on personal In-the
home interviews with 600 men and women
18 years· of age or older. Respondents are

. selected by probablllty sampling procedures
and interviewed by a staff of 110 trained in
terviewers. The Minnesota Poll was estab
lished in 1944 as a pUblic service.

NEED FOR DAY-CARE BILL Is URGENT
(By Marquis Childs)

WASHINGTON.-With the thousands of
words sp11led in the Florida primary about
busing, not a single word was uttered about
the only frontal attack on the tragic defi
ciencies in American education. Having ad
vertised earlier his opposition to busing,
President Nixon's newest proposal comes
with III grace against the background of
what he did In December.

Last year the Congress passed by sizable
majorities a measure meant to enlarge the
opportunities for .children liVing below the
poverty line in ghettos, in Appalachia, and
In the Southwest, with "condemned for lite"
written across their condition.

Head start, the program designed to try to
correct the balance for those of the very
young who are deprived of a fair chance to
begin on the mark at school age, was to be
greatly expanded;

But, most important, the bill proVided for
a great Increase in day-care centers for chil
dren from homes where both parents go out

to work or where the mother is the sole pro
vider.

Extensive hearings held by Senator Wal
ter Mondale, the sponsor of the blll, showed
that there were perhaps· 700,000 places in
day-care centers that could be considered
adequate While the need was for at least
5,000,000.

Toward the end of the last session of Con
gress, President Nixon vetoed the blll with a
message that, as a presidential state paper,
reads like a demagogic campaign speech.
This, said the President, was an effort to im
pose the commune system and break up the
family pattern. He conveniently ignored the
fact that his own welfare reform measure
would force many mothers to go into the la
bor market even though they may have pre
school children.

What especla:lly dismayed the sponsors was
that they believed they had the sanction of
the Secretary of Health, Education and Wel
fare, Elllot L. Richardson. As they reconstruct
it, Mr. Richardson was overruled by John D.
Ehrllchman, who performs somewhat the
same function for domestic affairs as does
Henry Kissinger for foreign polley.

Belatedly, Mr. RiChardson wrote a letter
protesting the failure to clue the states into
the program.

By seven votes the Senate falled of the
two-thirds necessary to override the veto.
Now, Senator Mondale with Senator Gaylord
Nelson has a new child care-Head Start pro
posal modified to meet some of the objec
tions. More authority is given the states, and
the authorization is cut from $2 billion to
$1.5 bUlion. The hope Is not only that it will
be passed but that with these changes the
President will sign It.

A recent survey by the National Council
of Jewish Women found eXisting day-care
services woefully deficlent in both qUality
and quantity. Many centers were described
as hardly better than concentration camps
for helpless children. In one center children
were strapped into high chairs appQrently
in a stupor.

About this mass neglect, this callous in
difference. there can be no illusions. It is the
seedbed In the rising generation for crime,
violence, disease, unemployment, the whole
roster of ills tha.t so sorely beset this amuent
nation.

Those who today work with the young who
are crippled in mind or body by the terrible
distortions of contemporary llte can appre
ciate what this heritage must mean. They
function often under severe handicaps with
little money or public support.

Of the many institutions around the coun·
try working with deeply disturbed children,
one here in Washington, the Groome Child
Guldance Center, Is outstanding. The sJow,
painful rebuilding of young lives, helping to
overcome what is the reward of doctors and
teachers. So great Is the demand that not
surprisingly they feel they are dipping out
the ocean with a teaspoon.

They know so well the consequences of
mass neglect; shunting the very young from
squalld and empty homes onto the streets,
where they will be educated In violence and
the escapism of drugs. Short of a frontal at
tack, such as the Mondale-Nelson bill pro
poses; the harvest of broken lives Will grow
in the years to come.

"SPURIOUS" ARGUMENT OVER WHETHER l\foTH
ERS SHOULD WORK-DAY CARE: POLICY
QUESTIONS FOR AN ExPENSIVE PROGRAM

(By Allee M. Rlvlin)
If you want to start an argument at a bar·

ing party-and you are tired of busing and
Vietnam-try day care. Just ask a few people
whether they think the federal government
shOUld proVide day care for children of work·
ing mothers, and In no time your friends
will be on the verge of heaving ash trays
at each other.

Unfortunately, they will probably be argu
Ing about a spurious issue-the issue of
whether or not mothers shOUld work. The ar
gument may sound as though: (1) mothers
don't work now, (2) the reason they don't is
that the government does not prOVide day
care, (3) if there were a government day care
program, many more mothers would loove
home, drop their kids in day care centers and
go to work, (4) the gut issue is whether this
would be good or not.

But out In the real world mothers have
not been sitting around waiting for public
officials to make up their minds about day
care programs. Millions of mothers are work
ing now--even those with very small chil
dren.

According to a Labor Department study by
Elizabeth Waldman and Katherine Gover,
about ha:lf the mothers of school-age children
were in the labor force in March 1970, Il.S

were about a third of those with preschool
children. Some worked part-time, but the
majority had fUll-time jobs. Moreover. since
many mothers work only part of the year,
the proportion with some work history dur
ing the previous year was even higher than
the proportion In the labor force at Q given
moment. Among wives living with their hus
bands, 44 per cent of those With children
under 6 and 58 per cent of those with chil
dren of school age worked some time during
the year. The percentages would be even
higher If they Included the increasing num
ber of separated or divorced women bringing
up children on their own.

Among black mothers, working outside the
home is even more usual-and this is not
just because a larger proportion of black
women are family heads. Among black moth
ers living with their husbands, 64 percent
Of those With preschool children and 73
per cent of those with school-age children
worked some time during the year.

Clearly we are dealing with a cultura.
phenomenon-not just oddball behavior.
More than 26 million children have mothers
in the labor force (up 10 million In a decade)
and 6 milllon of them are under 6 years old.
That's a lot of kids.

There are many theories about why moth
ers are entering the job market. although
most of the explanations seem as likely to
be manifestations of the phenomenon as
causes of It. First, with a falling birth rate,
increasing numbers of mothers have two
or three children rather than four or more.
A IIlother of two not only has less housework
to do than a mother of six, she finds it easier
and less expensive to arrange for someone
else to care for her children while she works.
Moreover, a mother of two knows there are
likely to be many years ahead when her
children no longer need her. She may decide
to keep working when her Children are young,
so she will not have to start at the bottom
of the job ladder when the kids grow up,
Second, convenience foods, wash and wear
fabrics and labor-saving appliances have
made It less necessary for mothers to stay
home for reasons other than child care and
at the same time have increased the family's
need for cash income to pay for all these
wondrous things. Third, with the mechani
zation of industry and the growth of services,
fewer jobs require physical strength and
more are open to women. Fourth, notions of
"women's place" are shifting. Although at
titudes may not be changing fast enough to
suit the leaders of women's llb, the bellef
that women should be l1i.dividuals with llves
of their own, not just wives and mothers. is
clearly gaining ground fast. especially among
the young. And finally, kindergarten and
nursery sChool are increasingly seen as de
sirable experiences for children even it their
mothers do not work. The SUburban mother
whose 4-year-old is home all day may even
feel guilty about it.

Since a:ll these forces seem likely to con
tinue operating In the same direction, there
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wlli probably be an increasing proportion of
mothers in the labor force whether the fed
eral government embarks on a large-scale
day care program or not. By the end of the
decade, the non-working mother could find
herself odd-woman-out.

More government-financed day care would
doubtless accelerate the movement of moth
ers into the labor force, and enable some
women to. shift from part-time to full-time
work. It might help some mothers now on
welfare to move into the labor force, al
though it should be remembered that many
of these mothers need more than day care to
help them get steady work at good wages.
They need education, training, work expe
rience, and job opportunities.

Nevertheless, "the principal effect of a
large-scale day care program would prob
ably not be to increase the proportion of
mothers Who are working; rather it would
be to broaden the range of child care ar
rangement available to mothers who have al
ready decided to work."

To many people the word "day care" nec
essarily suggests a day care center-an in
stitution taking care of a large number of
children at once. But most working mothers
do not use day care centers. They drop the
kid at mother's, or maybe mother lives with
them. They use relatives, neighbors, sitters,
borders. They give the child a key and leave
him on his own. Or they find another mother
who is staying home anyway and is willing
to look after two or three more children be
sides her own for a relatively modest fee.
Some of these arrangements are good for
children and some are dreadful-but that is
also true for mothers.

A recent survey showed that day care cen
ters (defined as faclllties for more than six
children) enrolled only a little over a half a
m1llion children in 1970-less than 10 per
cent of the preschoolers with working moth
ers. Some of these centers are run for profit
and others by nonprofit groups that often
receive a government subsidy for caring for
low-income children. The profit-seeking cen
ters charge $10 to 20 a week per child and
vary from good to abysmal.

The nonprofit centers usually have more
staff and offer a rich educational program
and, sometimes, health services and other
benefits. The nonprofits spend about three
times as much per child, on the average, but
only a small part comes from parents. They
usually restrict enrollment to children from
poor or very poor famllles and have long
waiting lists.

The result is a rather erratic two-class
system in which some poor children (those
fortunate enough to get into the subsidized
centers) get better quality care than is avail
able to families with somewhat higher in
comes. The working mother with income
slightly above the poverty line has the worst
deal of all-unless she has a competent rela
tive to turn to for free care. She earns too
much to get her child into a subsidized cen
ter, but not enough to pay much for care.
She does not even benefit appreciably from
the newly liberalized income tax deductions
for child care expenses. These benefits go
mainly to people in higher tax brackets.

The important policy issue is not whether
mothers should work-if they want to they
Will-but whether the pubIlc should take on
new responsiblllties for the well-being of
children. Traditionally there has been little
public concern for children until they reach
school age and even then pubIlc responsi
bility has been Ilmited to school hours. What
happens to the preschool child or the school
age child after school hours has been con
sidered a family responsiblllty, unless. the
chUd was badly abused 'or ran afoul of the
law. But this laissez-!aiTe attitude is now
under attack, not only from women's lib
spokesmen who believe that the public
should prOVide day care so that mothers can
make an easier choice bet\\'een staying home
and going to work, but by those who believe

the public has a responsibll1ty to enhance
the development and capab1l1ties of chil
dren as much as possible and that this can
best be done by reaching them at a very
early age.

The last argument combines fairly well es
tablished facts with an attractive but stlll
unimproved hypothesis. The wIdely acknowl.
edged facts are that children develop intel
lectual skills and ca.pac1tles at a rapid . rate
in the first five years of life (especially the
first three); that children _from deorlved
homes get less stimUlation and early educa
tion and start school with smaller vocabu
laries, fewer learning skills, lower IQ's than
middle-class children; and that some experi
mental programs have succeeded in narrow
ing these disparities significantly-at least
for a while. Unfortunately, the gains made
by children even In the most successful
early childhood education programs appear
to fade out when the special programs end
and the children are plunged back into the
stultifying atmosphere of regular poverty
area schools. The unproved hypothesis is
that more compl'ehensive and sustained ef
forts to reach children earlier and longer
through parent-education, improved nutri
tion, early treatment of health handicaps,
and a variety of part-day and full-day educa
tion programs--could make a permanent dif
ference in their lives and bUild up a momen
tum that would carryon into the public
schools.

The reason it is such a hard polley prob
lem is that the potential cost could be very
high. A really excellent fUll-day schOOl pro
gram that provides enough staff to give chil
dren individual attention, plenty of space,
play equipment, educational activities and
routine medical attention costs at least
$1,800 a year per chlId. Part-day actiVities
cost less, but not a lot less. There are about
three mlll10n preschoolers in poor fammes
so a comprehensive preschool program for
poverty children could cost $3-4 blllion even
if they did not all participate. But the real
rub is that it would be polltically impOSSible
-and certainly unconscionable--to restrict
such a program to the poor. Children from
famll1es with incomes of $8,000 or even
$12,000· are not getting that kind of care now
and their famiUes could no·t afford to pay
for it. A substantial subsidy, say $1,000 per
chlld, to this group could cost several more
blllions.

A lot of us would rather have good pre
schools than a new nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier, but that is not I1kely to be the
choice we get. In the real world of poUties
the choice is more I1kely to be between
spending substantial sums in early chlld
hood programs and spending them on im
proving junior high schools, providing col
lege scholarships or easing the pl1ght of the
aged poor. If you can get your friends argu
ing about these hard choices-rather than
about whether mothers should worlto--you
will at least have moved them off a spurious
issue and onto a really serious and d1mcult
one.

THREATENED DOCK STRIKE

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, once again
we are being threatened by a dock strike
on both coasts of our Nation.

Such a strike would be disastrous not
only for the shippers or for business in
general, but it would be a severe blow to
the average American.

Union leaders are threatening to be
their dictatorial worst because they have
failed to win the full amount of the in
flationary wage increase they exacted on
the west coast.

These threats are causing concern even
among legislators and journalists who in
the past have contended with great con
sistency that labor can do no wrong.

lIAr. President, one of the journalists in
Milton Viorst. whoSe column appeared
Monday in the Evening Star. I ask unan
imous consent that the column be re
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection. the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as 'follows:
[FrQm the Washington Star, Mar. 20, 1972)

RIGHT To STRIKE HAS ITS LIMITS

(By Milton Viorst)
The prospect of resumption of the West

Coast dock strike--the consequence of the
Pay Board's compromise finding on a labor
management wage settlement-raises im
portant questions about the future of union
power in American society.

First, it poses the problem of whether the
labor movement is to be allowed to destroy
the effectiveness of the administration's pro
gram of wage-price restraints, which on the
whole has been working rather weIl.

Harry Bridges, president of the West Coast
International Longshoremen's and Ware
housemen's Union, had threatened to strike
if "as much as one cent" was lopped off the
settlement which the union negotiated in
dependently with the shippers. George
Meany, president of the AFL-CIO, has said
he would support Bridges right down the
picket line.

In fact, the Pay Board reduced the original
settlement from 21 percent to 15 percent,
which is a far cry from the 5.5 percent target
it had establlshed for wage raises. Obviously.
the Pay Board was not indifferent to the
longshoremen's threats, even if it did not
capitUlate completely.

Yet it is clear that if the longshoremen,
by going on strike, force a larger settlement,
then none of the Pay Board's decisions wUl
be worth the press releases they're written
on-and President NiXon's wage-price pro
gram wlll be shattered.

Because of the impact on overall economic
pollcy at a critical time, then, the prospect
of a walkout raises a second, even more
fundamental question: Whether unions have
an inherent right to strike Whenever it might
suit their fancy.

There certainly was a time .when I would
have answered with an unequivocal ·"yes."
Those were the days when unions were fight
ing tor their existence-against the hostlllty
not only of employers, but usually of gov
ernment and the courts. The left never
doubted that the union was always right.

But the great labor struggles ot the past
the Homestead strike, the United Auto Work
ers against Ford, John L. Lewis and the coal
miners-represent a purer day of the union
movement. As often as not these days, labor
disputes are waged not so much against em
ployers, but against the publ1c and, often,
against nonunion labor.

The current dock dispute is a good exam
ple. Both sides are going through a charade
of who should benefit most from a reduction
of some 30 percent-thanks to new technolo
gy-in the handl1ng costs of cargo.

Obviously, it occurs to neither side to re
duce prices.

Instead, the two sides make angry faces at
each other and wind up with a sweetheart
contract in which, labor gets the wages it
wants and management sets the prices it
chooses. In such circumstances, it's hard to
get emotional over labor's.cause.

Yet Meany insists that labor has a consti
tutional right to go out on strike, nowith
standing economic polley and the Pay Board
It is curious how the Constitution becomes
the last refuge of the economic royaliSts,
no less so because the barons today are from
labor as much as from management

For myself, I have looked in vain through
the Constitution for the right to strike. It
seems clear that workers ·have the right to
seek to coerce employers by a common refUS
al to WOrk.


