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EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND

POVERTY OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
-W asking ton, D.0 .

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room

1318, New Senate Office Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson ( chairman

of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Nelson, Kennedy, Cranston, Hughes, Stevenson,

Schweiker, Javits, and Senator Packwood.
Committee staff members present: William R. Bechtel, staff di-

rector; Richard Johnson, subcommittee staff counsel; John Scales,

minority counsel, and William Spring, professional staff member.

Senator NELSON. This morning, we will begin our hearings on bill

5.31, the Emergency Employment Act of 1971.
Senator Javits and I, along with 32 other Senators of both parties,

introduced the legislation on January 26. We plan to move it through

the committee process and to the Senate floor just as rapidly as possible.

(The text of the bill follows:)

(1)
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92n CONGRESS
lar &snort S.31

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JANUARY 25, 19/71

Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. BATH, Mr. BELLMON, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. BYRD Of
West Virginia, Mr. CASE, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. JACKSON,
Mr. JAVITS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MATHIAS,
Mr. MONDALE, Mr. MONTOYA, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. PEARSON, Mr. PILL, Mr.
PERCY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. STEVENSON, Mr.
TUNNEY, and Mr. WILLIAMS) introduced the following bill; which was
read twice and referred to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

A BILL
To provide during times of high unemployment for programs

of public service employment for unemployed persons, to

assist States and local communities in providing needed public

services, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Emergency Employment

4 Act of 1971".

5 STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

6 SEC. 2. The Congress finds and declares that-

7 (1) there are great unfilled public needs in such

II
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2

1 fields as environmental quality, health care, housing and

neighborhood improvement, recreation, education, pub-

3 lic safety, maintenance of streets, parks, and other pub-

4 lie facilities, rural development, transportation, beauti-

5 fication, conservation, and other fields of human better-

6 ment and public improvement;

7 (2) to meet the urgent need for greater public

8 services and the equally urgent need for public service

9 employment which will provide meaningful jobs for

10 unemployed or underemployed persons, it is necessary

11 to devote resources to public service employment and

12 related training and manpower services;

13 (3) times of high unemployment severely limit the

14 work opportunities available to low-income persons,

15 especially those from socioeconomic backgrounds gener-

16 ally associated with substantial unemployment;

17 (4) expanded work opportunities must keep pace

18 with the increased number of entrants in the labor force,

19 including the many young people who are entering the

20 labor force, persons who have recently been separated

21 from military service, and older persons who ftsire to

22 enter or reenter the labor force;

23 (5) many of the persons who have become unem-

24 ployed as a result of technological changes and shifts in

25 the pattern of Federal expenditures, as in the defense,
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3

aerospace, and construction industries, could usefully

be employed in providing needed public services; and

(6) providing resources for public service employ-

ment during an economic slowdown can help as an

economic stabilizer both to ease the impact of unem-

ployment for the affected individuals and to reduce

the pressures which tend to generate further unemploy-

ment.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Labor shall enter into arrange-

ments with eligible applicants in accordance with the pro-

visions of this Act in order to make financial assistance avail-

able in times of high unemployment to public and private

nonprofit agencies and institutions for the purpose of provid-

ing employment for unemployed and underemployed persons

in jobs providing needed public services, and training and

manpower services related to such employment which are

otherwise unavailable.

AUTHORIZATION

SEC. 4. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated for

each fiscal year prior to July 1, 1973, such amounts as the

Congress may determine to be necessary for carrying out this

Act.

(b) For the purpose of providing financial assistance for

any fiscal year under this Act to enable eligible applicants to
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1 carry out public service employment programs, the Secretary

2 is authorized, out of funds appropriated to carry out this Act,

3

4
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8
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to obligate expenditures equal to the sum of the amounts de-

termined in accordance with the following clauses:

(1) $500,000,000 when the Secretary determines

that the rate of national unemployment (seasonally

adjusted) equals or exceeds 4+ per centum for three

consecutive months prior to any such determination,

but no more than one determination may be made under

this clause in any given twelve-month period; and

(2) $100,000,000 for each increment of one-half of

1 per centum by which the Secretary determines that

the average rate of national unemployment (seasonally

adjusted) for three consecutive months prior to any such

determination exceeds the rate specified in clause (1) ,

not to exceed an aggregate total under this clause of

$250,000,000 in the first twelve-month period after

enactment or $500,000,000 in any given twelve-month

period thereafter.

(c) No further obligation of funds may be made under

subsection (b) subsequent to a determination by the Secre-

tary that the rate of national unemployment (seasonally

adjusted) has receded below 4+ per centum for three con-

secutive months.

(d) Whenever the Secretary makes any determination
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5

required by subsection (b) or (c) , he shall promptly notify

the Congress and shall publish such determination in the

Federal Register. At such time, the Secretary shall recom-

mend to the Congress any further steps he deems appropriate.

ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS

SEC. 5. For the purpose of entering into arrangements

with the Secretary to carry out public service employment

programs under this Act, eligible applicants shall be—

( 1) States;

(2) cities, counties, and other units of general local

government; and

(3) public and private nonprofit agencies and in-

stitutions (including local service companies and public

service agencies and institutions of the Federal Gov-

ernment) .

APPLICATIONS

SEC. 6. (a) Financial assistance under this Act may be

provided by the Secretary for any fiscal year only pursuant

to an application which is submitted by an eligible applicant

and which is approved by, the Secretary in accordance with

the provisions of this Act. Any such application shall set forth

a public service employment program designed to provide

employment and, where appropriate, training and manpower

services related to such employment which are otherwise

unavailable, in times of high unemployment, for unem-
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1 ployed and underemployed persons in jobs providing needed

2 public services in such fields as environmental quality, health

3 care, public safety, education, transportation, recreation,

4 maintenance of parks, streets, and other public facilities, solid

5 waste removal, pollution control, housing and neighborhood

6 improvements, rural development, conservation, beautifica-

7 tion, and other fields of human betterment and community

8 improvement.

9 (b) An application for financial assistance for a public

10 service employment program under this Act shall include

11 provisions setting forth-

12

13

14

15
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20
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22
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24

25

(1) assurances that the activities and services for

which assistance is sought under this Act will be admin-

istered by or under the supervision of the applicant,

identifying any agency or agencies designated to carry

out such activities or services under such supervision;

(2) a description of the area to be served by such

programs, and a plan for effectively serving on an equi-

table basis the significant segments of the population to

be served, including data indicating the number of poten-

tial eligible participants and their income and employ-

ment status;

(3) assurances that special consideration will be

given to the filling of jobs which provide sufficient pros-

pects for advancement or suitable continued employment
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1 by providing complementary training and manpower

2 services designed to (A) promote the advancement of

3 participants to employment or training opportunities

4 suitable to the individuals involved, whether in the

5 public or private sector of the economy, (B) provide

6 participants with skills for which there is an anticipated

7 high demand; or (C) provide participants with self-

8 development skills, but nothing contained in this para-

9 graph shall be construed to preclude persons or programs

10 for whom the foregoing goals are not feasible or appro-

11 priate;

12 (4) assurances that, to the extent feasible, public

13 service jobs shall be provided in occupational fields

14 which are most likely to expand within the public or

15 private sector as the unemployment rate recedes;

16 (5) assurances that due consideration be given to

17 persons who have participated in manpower training

18 programs for whom employment opportunities would

19 not be otherwise immediately available;

20 (6) a description of the methods to be used to

21 recruit, select, and orient participants, including specific

22 eligibility criteria, and programs to prepare the partici-

23 pants for their job responsibilities;

24 (7) a description of unmet public service needs and

25 a statement of priorities among such needs;
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1 (8) description of jobs to be filled, a listing of the

2 major kinds of work to be performed and skills to be

3 acquired, and the approximate duration for which par-

4 ticipants would be assigned to such jobs;

5 (9) the wages or salaries to be paid participants

6 and a comparison with the prevailing wages in the area

7 for similar work;

8 (10) where appropriate, the education, training, and

9 supportive services (including counseling and health care

10 services) which complement the work performed;

11 (11) the planning for and training of supervisory

12 personnel in working with participants;

13 (12) a description of career opportunities and job

14 advancement potentialities for participants;

15 (13) procedures for periodic reviews by an appro-

16 priate agency of the status of each person employed in a

17 public service job under this Act; and procedures pur-

18 suant to which, in the event that any such participant

19 and the reviewing agency find that the participant's cur-

90 rent employment situation will not provide sufficient

21 prospects for advancement or suitable continued employ-

22 ment, maximum efforts shall be made to locate employ-

23 ment or training opportunities providing such prospects,

24 and the participant shall be offered appropriate assistance
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9

in securing placement in the opportunity which he

2 chooses after appropriate counseling;

3 (14) assurances that agencies and institutions to

4 whom financial assistance will be made available under

5 this Act will undertake analysis of job descriptions and a

6 reevaluation of skill requirements at all levels of employ-

7 ment, including civil service requirements and practices

8 relating thereto, in accordance with regulations promul-

9 gated by the Secretary;

10 (15) assurances that the applicant will, where ap-

11 propriate, maintain or provide linkages with upgrading

12 and other manpower programs for the purpose of (A)

13 providing those persons employed in public service

14 jobs under this Act who want to pursue work with

15 the employer, in the same or similar work, with oppor-

16 tunities to do so and to find permanent, upwardly mobile

17 careers in that field; and (B) providing those persons

18 so employed who do not wish to pursue permanent

19 careers in such field, with opportunities to seek, prepare

20 themselves for, and obtain work in other fields;

21 (16) assurances that all persons employed there-

22 under, other than necessary technical, supervisory, and

23 administrative personnel, will be selected from among

24 unemployed or underemployed persons;



11

2

4

5

6

7

10

( 17 ) ways in which the program shall, to the maxi-

mum extent feasible, contribute to the elimination of arti-

ficial barriers to employment and occupational advance-

ment, including civil service requirements which restrict

employment opportunities for the disadvantaged; and

(18) such other assurances, arrangements, and con-

ditions, consistent with the provisions of this Act, as

8 the Secretary deems necessary, in accordance with such

9 regulations as he shall prescribe.

10 APPROVAL OF APPLICATION

11" SEC. 7. An application, or modification or amendment

12 thereof, for financial assistance under this Act may be ap-

13 proved only if the Secretary determines that-

14 ( 1 ) the application meets the requirements set forth

15 in this Act;

16 (2) the approval request for funds does not exceed

17 80 per centum of the cost of carrying out the program

18 proposed in such application, unless the Secretary de-

19 termines that special circumstances or other provisions

20 of law warrant the waiver of this requirement;

21 (3) an opportunity has been provided to the com-

22 munity action agency in the area to be served to sub-

23 mit comments with respect to the application to the

24 applicant and to the Secretary;

25 (4) an opportunity has been provided to officials

58-148 0 - 71 - 2
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11

1 of the appropriate units of general local government to

2 submit comments with respect to the application to the

3 applicant and to the Secretary; and

4 (5) an opportunity has been provided to the Gov-

5 ernor of the State to submit comments with respect to the

6 application to the applicant and to the Secretary.

7 APPORTIONMENT

8 SEC. 8. The Secretary shall apportion funds made avail-

9 able pursuant to this Act among States and local areas within

10 each State on an equitable basis, and to the extent practicable

11 such funds shall be apportioned in proportion to the unem-

12 ployment in each such area.

13 TRAINING AND MANPOWER SERVICES

14 SEC. 9. For the purpose of providing training and man-

15 power services for persons employed in public service em-

16 ployment programs assisted under this Act, the Secretary is

17 authorized to utilize, in addition to any funds otherwise avail-

18 able under federally supported manpower programs, not to

19 exceed 15 per centum of the amounts available for carrying

20 out this Act.

21 SPECIAL PROVISIONS

22 SEC. 10. (a) The Secretary shall not provide financial

23 assistance for any program or activity under this Act unless

24 he determines, in accordance with such regulations as he

25 shall prescribe, that—
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(1) the program will result in an increase in em-

ployment opportunities over those which would other-

wise be available and will not result in the displacement

of currently employed workers (including partial dis-

placement such as a reduction in the hours of nonover-

time work of wages or employment benefits) , and will

not impair existing contracts for services or result in the

substitution of Federal for other funds in connection with

work that would otherwise be performed;

(2) persons employed in public service jobs under

this Act shall be paid wages which shall not be lower

than whichever is the highest of (A) the minimum wage

which would be applicable to the employment under the

Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, if sec-

tion 6 (a) (1) of such Act applied to the participant and

if he were not exempt under section 13 thereof, (B) the

State or local minimum wage for the most nearly com-

parable covered employment, or (C) the prevailing

rates of pay in the same labor market area for persons

employed in similar public occupations;

(3) all persons employed in public service jobs

under this Act will be assured of workman's compensa-

tion, retirement, health insurance, unemployment insur-

ance, and other benefits at the same levels and to the

same extent as other employees of the employer and
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13

1 to working conditions and promotional opportunities

2 neither more nor less favorable than such other em-

3 ployees enjoy;

4 (4) the provisions of section 2 (a) (3) of Public

5 Law 89-286 (relating to health and safety conditions)

6 shall apply to such program or activity;

7 (5) the program will, to the maximum extent

8 feasible, contribute to the occupational development or

9 upward mobility of individual participants; and

10 (6) every participant shall be advised, prior to
11 entering upon employment, of his rights and benefits
12 in connection with such employment.

13 (h) For programs which provide work and training

14 related to physical improvements, special consideration shall
15 be given to those improvements which will be substantially

16 used by low-income persons and families or which will

17 contribute substantially to amenities or facilities in urban

18 or rural areas having high concentrations or proportions of

19 low-income persons and families.
20 (c) All laborers and mechanics employed by contractors
21 or subcontractors in any construction, alteration, or repair

22 including painting and decorating of projects, buildings, and
23

works which are federally assisted under this Act, shall be
24 paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on sim-
25

ilar construction in the locality as determined by the Secre-
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tary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as

amended (40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5) . The Secretary of

Labor shall have, with respect to such labor standards, the

authority and functions set forth in Reorganization Plan

Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267) and

section 2 of the Act of June 1, 1934, as amended (48 Stat.

948, as amended; 40 U.S.C. 276 (c) ) .

(d) Where a labor organization represents employees

who are engaged in similar work in the same labor market

area to that proposed to be performed under any program

for which an application is being developed for submission

under this Act, such organization shall be notified and afforded

a reasonable period of time in which to make comments to

the applicant and to the Secretary.

(e) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations to assure

that programs under this Act have adequate internal admin-

istrative controls, accounting requirements, personnel stand-

ards, evaluation procedures, and other policies as may be

necessary to promote the effective use of funds.

(f) The Secretary may make such grants, contracts, or

agreements, establish such procedures, policies, rules, and

regulations, and make such payments, in installments and

in advance or by way of reimbursement, or otherwise allo-

cate or expend funds made available under this Act, as he

may deem necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act,
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1 including (without regard to the provisions of section 4774

2 (d) of title 10, United States Code) expenditures for con-

3 struction, repairs, and capital improvements, and including

4 necessary adjustments in payments on account of overpay-

5 ments or underpayments. The Secretary may also withhold

6 funds otherwise payable under this Act in order to recover

7 any amounts expended in the current or immediately prior

8 fiscal year in violation of any provision of this Act or any

9 term or condition of assistance under this Act.

10 (g) Acceptance of family planning services provided to

11. participants shall be voluntary on the part of the individual to

12 whom such services are offered and shall not be prerequisite

13 to eligibility for or receipt of any benefit under the program.

14 (h) The Secretary shall not provide financial assistance

15 for any program under this Act unless he determines, in ac-

16 cordance with regulations which he shall prescribe, that

17 periodic reports will be submitted to him containing data de-
18 signed to enable the Secretary and the Congress to measure

19 the relative and, where programs can be compared appro-
20 priately, comparative effectiveness of the programs authorized

21 under this Act and other federally supported manpower pro-
22 grams. Such data shall include information on-
23 (1) characteristics of participants including age, sex,
24 race, health, education level, and previous wage and elm:
25 ployment experience;
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1 (2) duration in employment situations, including

2 information on the duration of employment of program

3 participants for at least a year following the termination

4 of participation in federally assisted programs and corn-

parable information on other employees or trainees of

6 participating employers; and

7 (3) total dollar cost per participant, including break-

8 down between wages, training, and supportive services,

9 and administrative costs.

io The Secretary shall compile such information on a State,

ii regional, and national basis.

12 (i). The Secretary shall not provide financial assistance

13 for any program under this Act unless the grant, contract,

14 or agreement with respect thereto specifically provides that

15 no person with responsibilities in the operation of such pro-

16 gram will discriminate with respect to any program partici-

17 pant or any applicant for participation in such program be-

18 cause of race, creed, color, national origin, sex, political

19 affiliation, or beliefs.

20 (j) The Secretary shall not provide financial assistance

21 for any program under this Act which involves political

22 activities; and neither the program, the funds provided there-

23 for, nor personnel employed in the administration thereof,

24 shall be, in any way or to any extent, engaged in the conduct
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1 of political activities in contravention of chapter 15 of title 5,

2 United States Code.

3 (k) The Secretary shall not provide financial assistance

4 for any program under this Act unless he determines that

5 participants in the program will not be employed on the con-

6 struction, operation, or maintenance of so much of any facil-

7 ity as is used or to be used for sectarian instruction or as a

8 place for religious worship.

9 SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SECRETARY

10 SEC. 11. As the rate of unemployment approaches the

11 objective of section 4 (c) , the Secretary shall establish pro-

12 cedures to assure that maximum efforts will be made to

13 locate employment or training opportunities not supported

14 under this Act for each person employed in a public service

15 job under this Act and that, on the basis of a review as

16 described in section 6 (b) (13) , the participant shall be

17 offered appropriate assistance in securing placement in the

18 opportunity which he chooses after appropriate counseling.

19 SPECIAL REPORT

20 SEC. 12. The Secretary shall transmit at least annually

21 a detailed report setting forth the activities conducted under

22 this Act, including information on the extent to which par-

23 ticipants in such activities subsequently secure and retain

24 public or private employment or participate in training or

25 employability development programs.
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DEFINITIONS

SEC. 13. As used in this Act, the term—

(1) "Secretary" means the Secretary of Labor.

(2) "State" includes the District of Columbia, the

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,

Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the

Pacific Islands.

(3) "health care" includes, but is not limited to,

preventive and clinical medical treatment, family plan-

ning services, nutrition services, and appropriate psychi-

atric, psychological, and prosthetic services.

(4) "city" means an incorporated municipality

having general governmental powers.

(5) "local service company" means a community

development corporation or other corporation, partner-

ship, or other business entity organized to operate a com-

munity service manpower program or component thereof

and owned or operated in substantial part by unemployed

or low-income residents of the area to be served.

EFFECTIVE DATE

SEC. 14. This Act shall be effective upon enactment and

the determinations to be made under section 4 (b) shall take

into account the rate of unemployment for a period of three

consecutive months even though all or part of such period

may have occurred prior to the enactment of this Act.
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Senator NELSON. We intend to hold another public hearing on
Wednesday of next week, February 17.
We are very proud this morning to welcome to the hearing the dis-

tinguished mayors of 16 of the Nation's largest cities.
The strong support already registered for this bill testifies to the

critical level of unemployment and the financial squeeze facing the
Nation's cities during the present recession.
We do not offer the bill which is before us today as any panacea.

There are now some 5,400,000 Americans unemployed. Unemployment
has now averaged 6 percent for 3 months. Under the provisions of this
bill, that level of unemployment would authorize the release of $750
million, enough for aproximately 150,000 public service jobs.
The Kerner Commission recommended the creation of 1 million

public service employment jobs back in 1968, at a time when about half
as many people were unemployed.
We make no claim that 150,000 jobs will solve the crisis of unem-

ployment. But, on the other hand, we cannot sit by and do nothing
merely because of the difficulty in passing legislation bold enough to
meet the problem.
Furthermore, the jobs in this bill are temporary. In the Employ-

ment and Manpower Act of 1970, which the President vetoed last
December 16, the Congress provided for a permanent public service
employment program.
That bill also contained carefully worked out machinery that would

have turned two-thirds of manpower funds over to mayors and Gov-
ernors for local planning and administration of our presently dis-
organized manpower programs.
The bill before us today has been carefully tailored to eliminate the

controversial provisions of the Employment and Manpower Act of
1970, in the hopes that the Congress and the administration can move
quickly and in a bipartisan spirit to do something immediately about
the unemployment crisis.
The Emergency Employment Act of 1971 is based on the "trigger"

concept, originally proposed by the administration in its Manpower
Training Act introduced in August 1969.
At that time, the administration proposed an automatic appropria-

tion of $200 million for manpower training programs whenever un-
employment climbed over 4.5 percent for 3 months.

Secretary Shultz argued at that time that the "countercyclical"
effect of such an automatic appropriation would be helpful in the
event of a downturn in the business cycle. Although the funds trig-
gered in the administration's original bill were not earmarked for
public service employment, Labor Department spokesmen assured us
they could be used for that purpose. ( A similar concept is included in
the administration's proposed new Manpower Revenue Sharing Act
of 1971.)
In his veto message last December 16, the President criticized the

concept of permanent public service employment. But he added:.
Transitional and short-term public service employment can be a useful com-

ponent of the nation's manpower policies.

That is precisely the component which this bill would provide. We
are offering a bipartisan bill which consists almost entirely of features
which have been endorsed in the past by the administration.
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Many of the sponsors of this bill still recognize the need for a
continuous, on-going system of public service employment, to fight
chronic unemployment in our cities and depressed rural areas and to
raise the quality of public services.
For many of our citizens the only sector of the economy with an

expanding supply of jobs at decent rates of pay is the public sector.
We all know, moreover, that the fiscal crisis in our cities, although
made much worse by the current depression, has been with us for a
long time and will continue even if national unemployment should
fall below 41/2 percent.
What we have done in this bill is to select those parts of the Em-

ployment and Manpower Act of 1970 that we believe can command
broad bipartisan support so that Congress can act at once. We intendlater this year to reconsider the permanent public service employment
concept, closely integrated with manpower training reform, as rep-
resented in the bill which was vetoed last December.
It has been suggested that revenue sharing will at some future

time provide our cities and States with funds which will enable them
to expand public services. We are certainly aware of the financial crisis
which had led to the demand for revenue sharing. We have no desire
to prejudge the revenue-sharing proposals. We realize it will be some
months before the bills are considered.
But the fact we must face is that no form of revenue sharing is go-

ing to be approved within the next few months, and the crisis in serv-
ices and jobs is now. Congress must respond to that crisis now. It can-
not duck its responsibility by talking about possible solutions 1, 2, or 3
years away.
Let me briefly describe the emergency employment bill.
When national unemployment has averaged 4.5 percent for 3 months,

the bill would authorize $500 million to be appropriated to pay 80
percent of the cost of a public service employment program.
An additional $100 million would be authorized for each one-half-

of-1-percent increase in unemployment to a maximum of $1 billion at
7 percent unemployment.
The first year ceiling on authorization would be $750 million.
Public service employment is very broadly defined in the bill. Ex-

amples of jobs include police and fire protection, sanitation, trans-
portation, recreation, education, conservation, housing, and mainte-
nance work.
The Secretary of Labor would administer the program. He would

apportion the funds among States and cities in an equitable manner,
taking into account the level of unemployment.
In addition to mayors and Governors, other public agencies, and

nonprofit private agencies would be eligible applicants for the funds.
Up to 15 percent of the funds would be available for training and

manpower services for persons employed in public service programs.
I understand that Senator ,Tavits of New York has a brief state-

ment he would like to make.
Senator JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I will make mine brief, too.
Mr. Chairman, the presence of so many distinguished mayors of

great cities this morning—a most unusual and indeed historic event—
is testimony to the fact that our cities are not only in trouble, but that
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they are at a crisis point at which all municipal services could collapse,

with not only inconvenience to local citizens, who live in the city but

with the gravest danger to the public health and safety. I hope very

much that the next time we send a bill to the President he will see it in

that light, and I think that is the reason why the mayors are here as

they are.
Now, Mr. Chairman, the figures have been given, very adequately

publicly and by our chairman.
I wish to express my deep appreciation on behalf of my State, and,

personally, to my colleagues who have joined in this bill, .and to our

chairman, who has taken the initiative in proposing this with me, and

has given us such an immediate hearing. I have great confidence that

he is right about the fact that our committee will see it our way.
Mr. Chairman, the tradeoff between unemployment and inflation is

just not working out well. Certainly for the next 2 years, the admin-

istration, itself, contemplates high levels of unemployment, that is,

through most of the fiscal year 1972. While we have what the Presi-

dent calls a full employment budget, it is recognized that that is going
to come at the end, if it does at all, not at the beginning of the period.
Mr. Chairman, I believe, therefore, that the times cry out for action

by the Congress, in a special bill of this character, with limited dura-
tion, under what I consider to be excellent conditions to make it tem-
porary and to fit it into manpower training when we deal with man-
power training, as we will later in the year.
Mr. Chairman, I am joining with the Chair, because I believe the

administration should ultimately support this measure, for the fol-
lowing reasons:

First, the trigger concept, to which the Chair has already referred,
was first proposed by the administration, advanced by me and the
other minority members of this committee, and, as incorporated in our
judgment in a new bill, deserves the support of the administration.
Second, a public service employment program, which is based upon

high unemployment, is more in keeping with the philosophy of this
administration. For, while it rejected the permanent public service em-
ployment program formulated under the act the President vetoed, the
President said in his veto message, and I quote:

Transitional and short term public service employment can be a useful com-
ponent of the nation's manpower policies—

and this bill proposed exactly that idea.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, this is not only transitional and short term,

but as to the individuals involved, it incorporates a number of the pro-
visions which the minority has contended for, to encourage movements
to regular employment, even before the trigger is turned off.
For all these reasons, I am hopeful the administration will support

this measure ultimately. In view of the fact that it is emergency and
short term, its passage will not discharge us from the obligation to
respond in the long term, to the needs of individuals for some security
base of employment following training, and for the needs of the cities
and States for increased assistance to expand public services, through
permanent, comprehensive legislation.
But, Mr. Chairman, the writing is on the wall, and it is clear that

these long term proposals must await this emergency action, and so I
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hope very much that for the sake of the millions who are involved—
as reflected by the mayors who are here—we will not only act and act
promptly, but the result of our work will be approved by the President.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The prepared statement of Senator Javits follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JACOB K. JAVITS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, as joint sponsor of the Emergency Employment Act of 1971,
and the ranking minority member of the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, I am pleased that the subcommittee has chosen to consider this measure at
an early date and I am pleased, too, that we will have the benefit of the counsel
and experience of Mayor Lindsay and the other distinguished mayors and their
representatives that appear before us today in respect to this proposal as it re-
lates to the urgent needs of the cities.
I look forward to your testimony. Before we proceed let me indicate my reasons

for joining in this proposal and why I hope that the administraton as well as
others who are expert on this matter will see fit to work with us to architect a
bill and to support it.
We now face a national unemployment rate of 6 percent for the months of

December and January—the highest mark in 9 years—with the burden of that
rate—like that of inflation—falling on all socioeconomic groups in our society.
The situation is most tragic and unsettling in the poverty neighborhoods of

the Nation where, according to the Department of Labor statistics released on
January 24, 1971, the jobless rate during 1970 averaged 7.6 percent, up from 5.5
percent in 1969. Most serious are the facts that the average yearly rate for teen-
age residents of poor neighborhoods increased from 19.9 percent over last year
to 24, that the rate for blacks among this group rose from 27.9 percent to 35.8
percent, and for white youths similarly situated from 13.8 percent to 16.3 per-
cent.
At the current time, the situation is even more incendiary than these yearly

aVerages suggest; for the trend is even disquieting. For the last quarter of last
year the jobless rate among all teenagers was 27.8 percent—compared with 17.4percent in the last quarter of 1969; the rate among white teenagers was 18.8
percent—compared with 11 percent at the end of 1969 and the rate among black
teenagers was 42.4 percent—or almost half—compared with 26.7 percent in the
last quarter of 1969.
But our concern is not limited to teenagers, nor to the big cities, not merely to

the disadvantaged. The unemployment rate among persons 55 years and older
in January 1971 approached twice the rate for January 1970. In Nassau and
Suffolk Counties in New York, unemployment has averaged 5.7 percent and in
these and other areas throughout the country persons employed in the defense,
aerospace, and construction industries have found themselves without work.
Under the bill funds may be used to provide public service employment for

unemployed and underemployed persons not just the disadvantaged—although
those in poverty are of great concern.
Approximately one year ago, when the Joint Economic Committee, of which

I am a member, began its annual hearings on the state of the economy, we de-
bated the point at which the unemployment rate—then at 3.9 percent—should
be regarded as unacceptable.
We have now clearly burst the bounds of acceptability of unemployment by

practically everyone's estimate and it is time to alleviate, to the maximum extent
fiscally possible, the individual hardships which these levels occasion.
As the President himself noted in the State of the Union Message of January

23, ". . . we have paid a price in increased unemployment."
Mr. Chairman, expert opinion suggests that we will continue to pay that

price for some time to come. For, while economic indicators are pointing up-
wards, we are dealing here with employment, not business activity, and ex-
perience with business recessions has shown that unemployment usually reaches
it highest point after the economy has started its recovery. In other words, in
the absence of a vigorous and swiftly implemented manpower program such as
this, unemployment can be expected to rise in the coming months.
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On this point, Dr. Walter W. Heller, Regents Professor of Economics at the
University of Minnesota and former Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisors, said in testimony before the Joint Economic Committee on February 1:

" . . . there is no reason to believe we will have anything but a gradual im-
provement in the unemployment picture, and indeed my fear is that if we
don't expand faster than about a three percent rate this year, which is a
standard forecast outside of government, that that unemployment rate which
we have now may still rise and it may be early 1972 before we find the unem-
ployment rate getting down below five and a half percent."
The recent Economic Report of the President indicates that the Administra-

tion's own best hopes are to set a path that will reduce the unemployment rate

to "the 41/2 percent zone" by the second quarter of 1972.
Thus the Administration itself contemplates that high levels of unemployment

will persist through most of fiscal year 1972. And yet, while the fiscal 1972 budget
is described as a "full employment" budget—and may have such an effect in
terms of total federal spending—the manpower portion of the budget would
not increase significantly the number of additional training and employment
opportunities to be made available during that year of expected continued
hardship.
The Department of Labor has requested $2,928,000,000 for that fiscal year

for a total of 1,094,300 training and employment opportunities. While this
represents an increase of $212,800,000 over the current fiscal year, it will in-

crease opportunities by only 49,600—against a target group of almost 10 million
even in times of "full" employment. Indeed the total number of opportunities

requested for fiscal 1972 is only 114,700 more than for fiscal year 1970, when
national unemployment was under the 4.5 percent benchmark. Most unfor-

tunately no increases have been requested for the programs that represent

public service employment type of efforts under current manpower law. Public
sector on the job training, the Mainstream program, and the Neighborhood

Youth Corps out-of-school program would all be funded at levels providing the
same number of opportunities as in this current fiscal year 1971. Next summer's

Neighborhood Youth Corps program—which will be funded under the fiscal 1971

budget—will receive an appropriation $34.6 million short of last summer's level.

The Administration hopes nevertheless to maintain the same number of oppor-

tunities as last summer—approximately 414,000—by requiring local governments

to pay twenty percent rather than ten percent of the costs or by shortening the

program from the usual ten to eight weeks.
The proposed legislation could—and I say "could" because it is authorizing

legislation—provide 150,000 jobs if it were triggered during the first 12-month

period after enactment and 200,000 jobs if triggered in the second 12-month

period, subject to ceilings of $750,000,000 and $1,000,000,000, respectively. These

ceilings would be hit at a 3-month average rate of 4.8 percent and 7 percent,

respectively.
Accordingly, even if the maximum authorized amount is appropriated and

unemployment rates reach levels triggering application of these funds, less than

one-twelfth of those unemployed can be covered.
The trigger is further designed so that no further obligation of funds may be

made in the event that the rate of national unemployment subsequently recedes

below 41/2 percent for three consecutive months, so that it is possible that even if

the ceilings are hit, the actual obligations may be much less.
Mr. Chairman, ironically, while we face serious unemployment, we urgently

need personnel to implement out new commitments to save our physical environ-

ment and to satisfy our unmet obligations to redeem our social environment.

According to a 1965 0E0 study, 4.3 million new jobs could be filled in public

service if Government were to fulfill its obligations in these activities. A 1968

study by the Upjohn Institute projects that in 130 cities with a population of
100,000 or more there are 280,000 such unfilled slots in those cities alone.
Here is work crying to be done and there are persons to fill these jobs if funds

could be made available.
Mr. Chairman, I shall now indicate why I hope that the Administration will

see fit ultimately to support a measure along these lines.
First, the trigger concept here employed was first proposed by the Administra-

tion and advanced by minority members of concerned committees of the Congress.
The Administration's Manpower Training Act of 1969—which I introduced in

the Senate on August 12, 1969—provided for an automatic appropriation of 10
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percent of all manpower funds—triggering approximately $200,000—in the event
of national unemployment in excess of 4.5 percent for 3 consecutive months for
manpower training and related services. During executive sessions on manpower
training legislation last year, I submitted a number of amendments increasing the
amounts to be available and making it clear that funds made so available could
be used for public service employment as well as for training. A refined trigger
provision was contained in the Employment and Manpower Act passed by both
Houses of the Congress late last year, but regrettably vetoed by the President.
The minority members of the Joint Economic Committee—which included Sen-

ators Miller, Jordan, Percy, and myself—recommended, on March 25, 1970, that
the Administration consider a limited number of public sector jobs as well as
training to deal with rising unemployment.
And, since that recommendation, we have seen unemployment rise from 4.4

percent to the current 6 percent—an increase of more than one and a half full
percentage points.
Second, a public service employment program dependent upon high unemploy-

ment is more in keeping with the philosophy of the Administration. While reject-
ing the permanent public service employment program as formulated under the
Employment and Manpower Act the President stated in his veto message of
December 14, 1970: "Transitional and short-term public service employment can
be a useful component of the nation's manpower policies . . ."
The public service employment created by this legislative proposal is trans-

tional and short term in at least three respects:
We authorize appropriations only for fiscal years prior to July 1, 1974—a

period of approximately two years. Under the Employment and Manpower
Act, public service employment programs would have been authorized from
fiscal year 1971 through fiscal year 1974—a period of four years.

Moreover, it is transitional and short term as a program within that period
because it is tied to—and will exist subject to—national unemployment levels.

If the Administration meets its own goal of reaching the 41/2 percent range
by the second quarter of 1972, then it is possible that the trigger would not
come on a second time or, in any event, that the actual amounts available or
obligations would be substantially below the $1,000,000,000 ceiling.

Finally, it is transitional and short term as to the individuals involved be-
cause of a number of provisions to encourage movement to "regular" employ-
ment even before the trigger is turned off. For example, section 6(b) (13) re-
quires procedures for periodic reviews of the status of each person employed
in a public service job under the act and maximum efforts to locate other em-
ployment or training opportunities. The parallel provision in the Employment
and Manpower Act required only an annual review. Moreover, the bill contains
a number of provisions—many of which I and other members of the minority
originally included by amendment in the Employment and Manpower Act—
requiring that the public sector job be accompanied by related training and
that it contribute to occupational mobility. The proposed Emergency Employ-
ment Act also contains a provision which I included to require that participants
be placed in occupations where job opportunities will most likely expand if
unemployment subsides. Moreover, the Secretary of Labor is required under
our proposal to establish procedures to locate employment or training opportun-
ities for participants as the rate of unemployment declines.
Mr. Chairman, this is an emergency and a short term measure. Its passage will

not discharge us from the obligation to respond in the long terms to the needs
of individuals for employment and to the needs of cities and states for in-
creased funds to expand public services through permanent and comprehensive
legislation. If immediate action on a reform of the nation's manpower training
program and action on a permanent public service employment program, revenue
sharing and on welfare reform could be expected, then this proposal might
not be necessary.
But the writing is on the wall and it is clear that these long-term proposals

will not receive full consideration and •action, at the earliest, until later this
year.
We must, in the interim, take a significant step that can alleviate the hard-

ship for many hundreds of thousands of people and indicate to the millions of
others—the majority of whom it will be fiscally impossible to cover even under
this proposal—that the Congress has begun to respond to their needs.
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(A report furnished by the Department of Labor follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR-FUNDS REQUESTED IN PRESIDENT'S BUDGE
T, FISCAL YEAR 1972

[Dollar amounts in millions, enrollments in actual]

Item 1970 1971 1972
Change,

1971 to 1972

Administration of manpower programs $72.2 $77.9 $86. 0 +$8. 1

Training:
Private sector on-the-job training $223. 2 $260. 7 $260. 5 -$. 2

Enrollment opportunities 133, 600 136, 900 136, 900

Public sector on-the-job training $95.9 $126. 8 $125. 8 -$1.0

Enrollment opportunities 41, 300 66, 800 66, 800

Institutional training-Regular $315.5 $327.6 $324.9 -$2. 7

Enrollment opportunities 141, 400 148, 600 146, 600 -2,000

Institutional training-Job Corps $158.2 $156.2 $196.1 +$39.9

Enrollment opportunities 20, 400 23, 100 26, 200 +3, 100

In-school work support-In school $59.2 $59. 1 $69.8 +$10. 7

Enrollment opportunities 97, 100 94, 700 94, 700

In-school work support-Summer $200.4 $165.7 $165.7

Enrollment opportunities 413, 100 414, 200 414, 200

Post-school work support $149. 0 $165. 8 $165. 8

Enrollment opportunities 52, 700 48, 900 48, 900

Work incentive $85. 8 $60. 1 $197. 0 +$136. 9

Enrollment opportunities 1 80, 000 1 111, 500 1 160, 000 +48,500

Special targeting $187.3 $177.9 $172.8 -$5. 1

Computerized job placement $9. 7 $22. 3 $22.3  

Program support $51. 7 $55.4 $61. 6 +$6. 2

Federal benefit payments to unemployed Federal
workers, ex-servicemen, and persons displaced under
Trade Adjustment Act $187.9 $317. 1 $274. 5 -$42. 6

Administration of unemployment compensation and
employent service administration $665. 8 $743.4 $806. 0 +$62. 6

Subtotal, manpower programs $2, 461. 8 $2, 716. 0 $2, 928. 8 +$212. 8

Enrollment opportunities_  979, 600 1, 044, 700 1, 094, 300 +49,600

Labor-Management Services Administration $13. 1 $18. 1 $21.8 +$3. 7

Workplace Standards Administration 42.5 58.6 77.9 +19.2

Federal Workmen's Compensation benefits I 81. 5 I 84. 0 90. 0 +6. 0

Bureau of Labor Statistics 24. 7 28.0 33. 6 +5.5

Bureau of International Labor Affairs, Office of the
Solicitor, and general support 14.9 20.4 20.5 +. 1

Subtotal, other programs 176.7 209.1 243. 8 +34.7

Total, operating funds 2,638. 5 2,925.1 3,172.6 +247.5

Source of funds:
Department of Labor:

Federal funds 1,092.2 2,123.3 2,154.7 +31.4

Trust funds 687.2 767.4 806.0 +38.6

Office of Economic Opportunity 752.7  
Department of Health, Education and Welfare 85.8 60.1 197.0 +136.9

1 Represent program levels.

Note: Figures may not add due to rounding and nonprogram items.

Senator NELSON. Thank you, Senator Javits.
Does anybody else have a statement?
Senator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to just extend a

word of welcome to the mayor of the city of Boston, Mayor White.
Mr. Chairman, despite the reflex optimism of some of the economic

advisers of the President, the Nation's economy is stagnating and un-

employment has reached crisis proportions.
In 1970, for the first time in 12 years, industrial production declined,

for the first time in 12 years, the total value of goods and services in
the society also declined. That is clear evidence of an economic malaise
whose twin symptoms are inflation and high unemployment.
And when 5.4 million workers are unable to find jobs, when the un-

employment rate hovers at 6 percent and when some inner city neigh-
borhoods have more than 40 percent of their young men out of work,
then that malaise has reached epidemic proportions.
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In my own State of Massachusetts, six of our major labor market
areas show substantial unemployment and three are over 7 percent:
New Bedford, 9.5 percent; Lowell, 8.9 percent; and Lawrence-Haver-
hill, 7.7 percent. These statistics do not tell the entire story. Unemploy-
ment can strip a man of dignity and self-respect and it can make him
begin to lose faith in the future. The institutions of society must
respond to that condition and they must respond effectively. The Con-
gress last session acted responsibly. It passed the comprehensive Em-
ployment and Training Opportunities Act of 1970 which not only
provided a permanent public service employment program but also
provided for a very necessary reform of our manpower programs. Yet
despite the overpowering economic evidence of the need for this pro-
gram and in the face of endorsements from every major State and local
government association, the President vetoed the bill. In my opinion
that veto was totally unjustified. It has meant that thousands of jobs
which would have been created still are not available to ease the unem-
ployment situation. It also has meant that any effort to present com-
prehensive legislation in this Congress would delay relief for the grow-
ing number of unemployed for many months to come.
For that reason, without putting aside the long-term goal of es-

tablishing a permanent public employment program we have con-
centrated on sponsoring the Emergency Employment Act of 1971.
This is an emergency measure to provide immediate assistance to the
Nation's unemployed and I would share the hope of the chairman
that this measure could be passed within 90 days.
And I would certainly hope that the President would recognize

the reality of 5.4 million jobless workers and would add his endorse-
ment to that of the bipartisan group of 34 Senators who have co-
sponsored this bill.
The Emergency Employment Act of 1971, provides for a trigger

hooked to the unemployment rate. Whenever unemployment hits 41/2
percent or higher for 3 consecutive months, the bill extends a $500
million authorization to the Secretary of Labor. For each one-half
of 1 percent above the 41/2-percent mark, an additional $100 million
would be made available. The yearly limit would be a total of $1 bil-
lion with some 15 percent available for training and manpower pur-
poses.
These funds would be available to enable States, cities, counties,

public and nonprofit agencies to hire unemployed workers to fill exist-
ing needs in hospitals, in schools, in nursing homes, and in parks and
recreation activities.
These are areas where the National Commission on Technology,

Automation and Economic Progress estimated that 5.4 million po-
tential jobs existed. The Kerner Commission stated 3 years ago that
1 million jobs could be created in the public service sector of our
economy.
Both studies emphasized that these jobs are vital to the Nation's

ability to resolve health, enivronment, and educational problems. They
would be "must-work," not "make-work."
At the current level of 6-percent unemployment, this bill would

enable the Secretary of Labor to expend $700 million in the creation
of 200,000 jobs.
Thus the bill meets the three objections of the administration. First,

it is not a permanent program since it is linked to unemployment

58-148 0 - 71 - 3
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rising above 41/2 percent. Therefore it does not have the permanent
character which was so objectionable to the President in the man-
power bill he vetoed in December.
Second, as the bill passed last session it contains protections to

insure that the funds expended by the Secretary of Labor are used
to enable States, cities, counties, and nonprofit agencies to fill vitally
needed jobs. We need more teaching aids in our schools, health aids
in our clinics and community aids in our police departments. We need
them now, and this bill will enable State ancl local governmental units
to hire them.

Finally, the President objected to the illusionary fear that un-
trained men and women would be put into dead-end jobs that would
bold out no hope for permanent positions. However, the bill that was
passed last year provided for training programs and the measure
before this subcommittee today explicitly provides up to 15 percent
for training purposes.
We have heard much about revenue sharing lately. I believe that

the kind of revenue sharing contained in this bill—direct assistance
to meet a specific problem—is of vital importance. We have already
delayed relief to the Nation's jobless for too long. It is time to act.
Senator NELSON. We will now receive a statement from the senior

Senator from the State of Washington, Hon. Warren G. Magnuson,
whose interest and counsel we regard very highly.

STATEMENT BY HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

In the last 2 years the Nation's economy has declined ' from the
prosperity of the sixties to the recession of the seventies. But while
the nation's economy was declining into recession, Washington State's
economy was plummeting into depression. While national unemploy-
ment rose from about 4 percent in 1968 to 6 percent at the end of 1970,
Washington State's unemployment skyrocketed from 4.3 percent to
10.1 percent—higher than the national average during the Great De-
pression of the 1930's.
As Chairman Nelson noted on January 26th in introducing the

Emergency Employment Act being considered here, the three largest
cities in my State face a desperate unemployment crisis. At the time
of that speech, unemployment in Seattle was 10.6 percent, in Spokane
it was 9.9 percent, and in Tacoma it was 7.1 percent. In addition to
these major urban centers, another 16 communities were listed as
areas of persistent unemployment.
Continuing to multiply, unemployment now extends from Puget

Sound in the west to Spokane in the east. It affects nearly every
commercial activity, community, and household. White collar and
blue collar, young and old workers are all present in the unemploy-
ment lines.

They're in the food stamp lines as well. Nearly 80,000 food stamp
recipients in Seattle and surrounding King County make that county,
according to a recent Wall Street Journal article, the food stamp
capitol of the Nation. Another 165,000 citizens throughout the rest
of the State buy their groceries these days with stamps rather than
cash.
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In December 82,012 men and women were collecting unemployment
benefits—including 7,000 persons categorized as professional and
managerial personnel. Speaking of this group, a recent study made
by the University of Washington said: Once they "embodied the
American dream and now they find themselves in the middle of a
nightmare."
Older men and women who 2 years ago were planning for retire-

ment in 1980 are now worrying about tomorrow and the next day.
As one Washington man told the New York Times, "I'm 55, and I've
built up 13 years of experience at a particular management job. It's
pretty hard to sell that. You just don't run out on the market at my
age and have people grab you up. I'm not proud. I'll take something
which pays a lot less than I'm used to, but those in my age bracket
are really worried. We're too young to get much benefit from the
retirement plan and too old to get another job. We're really caught in
the middle."
But even the younger man with a variety of skills can't find work.

The National Observer told recently of a former Boeing assembly line
employee who has also at one time or another worked as an electrician,
plumber, carpenter, sheet-metal worker, auto mechanic, aircraft
mechanic, postal clerk, and skilled construction worker. Despite that
background the only job he can find today is in Vietnam or Korea
as an aircraft mechanic. "You can't take your family with you over
there," he said, "but I just don't know—maybe I'll just have to spend
a year overseas, and things will get better around here."
Parents who once had bright hopes for their children now find

themselves without the resources to make those hopes come true. A
37-year-old unemployed Seattle illustrator, the mother of a college-
age daughter, told a New York Times reporter: "I'm buying a house
now, and we can probably squeeze through on that with our savings,
but my daughter might have to quit college and we're really going to
have to tighten our belts."
Among the young fortunate enough to have finished college, many

must be wondering if it was worth the effort. Last summer the gradu-
ating class at the University of Washington found a job market with-
out room for 8 percent of its members who were engineers, 15 percent
who were business majors, and 20 percent who were teachers. And, of
course, jobs are even fewer and farther between for the young man
or woman without a B.A., especially if he or she is black. Nearly all
700 1970 graduates of two predominately black high schools in Seattle
still hadn't found permanent employment in December-6 months
after graduation.
As bleak as the current picture is the future promises no early

improvement. In his budget message to the State legislature this year,
Washington's Governor warned that the net decline in total annual
average employment during fiscal year 1971 will be 47,100. With that
decrease, of course, will come an increase in unemployment. The Gov-
ernor announced that economic forecasts showed unemployment in
the State climbing to a projected yearly average of 9.7 percent this
year and 10.2 percent in 1972. And if the President closes the Hanford
reactors, as he apparently intends to do, the State will lose several
thousand more jobs. The past 2 years have been disastrous and the
future looks worse.
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"My husband is a laid-off Boeing employee and has no hope for
the future," wrote one of my constituents recently, "someone, some-
where is going to have to do something about the economy of Wash-
ington State." And another wrote: "Can't you do something to make
more jobs? We want work, not welfare, please help us and others in
our boat."
The boat has just about sunk. Congress and the administration

must begin immediately to take steps which will bring economic re-
covery. Early passage of the Emergency Employment Act of 1971
by the Congress and its swift implementation by the President would
be a major stride toward economic recovery in my State and through-
out the Nation. And as has been noted time and time again, not only
will the creation of public service jobs put people back to work but it
will also get this country started down the road toward eventual
solution of so many of the great problems now confronting us. A
nation that can spend billions to rocket men to the moon, can also
surely spend $1 billion to bring down skyrocketing unemployment by
putting men to work solving some of our problems on earth.
Washington State officials have determined that they could put

more than 9,000 men and women back to work—almost immediately—
on jobs which need doing. Furthermore, at least as many—if not sev-
eral thousand more—are needed by the cities, towns, and counties to
tackle their problems.
The State government desperately requires at least 150 highly

skilled professionals and technicians in its efforts to clean up the en-
vironment. Planners, data processors, instrument technicians, sani-
tarians, chemists, biologists, oceanographers, engineers, and data proc-
essing modelers are all needed at a time when 7,000 managerial and
professional workers are out of work.
The State department of parks and recreation could meaningfully

employ at least 1,050 persons to work in erosion control programs or
serve as recreation planners, plumbers aids, painters aids, brick-
masons aids, clerks, and maintenance personnel. The public schools
could use 4,500 persons as teacher aids, administrative interns, clerks,
and supportive personnel. The State public assistance office could
easily utilize 2,400 people as caseworker aids, financial eligibility
workers, food stamp workers, and in clerical positions. Six hundred
and seventy persons could be used as counselors, hospital attendants,
and clerks in the States institutions and in its vocational rehabilitation
program. The department of natural resources could use 1,050 persons
and the game department needs another 60 persons to work in its fish
hatcheries and game farms.
In his state of the Union message, the President said the American

people "will not—and should not—continue to tolerate the gap be-
tween promise and performance in government." To every American
willing and able to work an important part of the American dream
has always been the promise of an opportunity to work today for a
better tomorrow. And when Congress passed the Employment Act of
1946 it established the Government's responsibility to assure—in one
way or another—performance on that promise.
The Emergency Employment Act of 1971 would give thousands of

unemployed Americans the opportunity to work today for a better
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tomorrow for not only their families but also for their communities.
By enacting this bill into law, the Congress and the administration
will be shouldering the responsibility provided 25 years ago in the
Employment Act. And, in doing so we will also have taken an impor-
tant step toward closing what the President has called "the gap be-
tween promise and performance in government."

PANEL OF MEMBERS OF THE U.S., CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE

Senator NELSON. The committee welcomes your presence this morn-
ing, gentlemen, and we welcome your advice and counsel about the
problems representing your cities, of which you are the most knowl-
edgeable in this country, and we particularly welcome your comments
on this specific piece of emergency legislation pending before the
committee.
Now I would call upon Mayor John Lindsay, former distinguished

Member of the Congress, as chairman of the Legislative Committee of
the U.S. Conference of Mayors.
I understand, Mayor, that you intend to present your colleagues,

and your statement.
The radio and TV people have asked that as each mayor speaks,

would he please take one of the microphones, so that the recording
equipment can record his remarks.
I understand the Senator from Pennsylvania wishes to introduce

his mayor.
Senator SCHWEIKER. Thank you very much, Mn. Chairman.
I want to welcome Mayor Tate from my home area of Philadelphia

to the committee to testify. I want to say we are very pleased to have
you, Mayor, before our committee, as well as Mayor Flaherty, from
Pittsburgh, who is expected to be here shortly. I appreciate the op-
portunity of having two Pennsylvania mayors on at the same time, be-
cause I think they will very well reinforce what John Lindsay and
the rest are going to say, in outlining the job needs of major cities and
the dire straits our cities are in.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Well, Senator I would have introduced the mayor

of Milwaukee, but he is so well known I didn't think it was necessary
to do so.

Senator CRANSTON. The same holds true for the great mayor of San
Francisco, Mr. Alioto.
Senator NELSON. Mayor Lindsay.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN LINDSAY, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF NEW
YORK, N.Y., CHAIRMAN OF THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE OF
THE CONFERENCE

Mayor LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, members of the Senate Committee
on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty, we mayors appreciate this
invitation to appear before you. We thank you for it, and we regard it
as important, and a new breakthrough.
May I just introduce the mayors who are here.



32

The president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors is James Tate, of
Philadelphia, who will speak shortly, and the other mayors who are
here, in alphabetical order, are:
Mr. Joseph Alioto, from San Francisco;
Mayor Frank Burke, of Louisville;
Mayor Thomas D'Alesandro, of Baltimore;
Mayor Richard Daley, of Chicago;
Mayor John Driggs, of Phoenix;
Mayor Peter Flaherty, of Pittsburgh, who is en route but his plane

is late;
Mayor Kenneth Gibson, of Newark, is represented by Mr. Harry

Wheeler, who is director of manpower of Newark;
Mayor Roman Gribbs, and Mayor Sam Massell, of Detroit and At-

lanta, respectively, are here, but they are momentarily testifying be-
fore the Senate Committee on Public Works, and they will be here
very shortly;
Mayor Harry Haskell, of Wilmington; '
Mayor Henry Maier of Milwaukee; Mayor Wesley Uhlman of

Seattle; and Mayor Kevin White of Boston.
The only member of the legislative committee of the U.S. Con-ference of Mayors who could not be in Washington today is Mayor

Stokes of Cleveland.
Now, Mr. Chairman, the 16 mayors who serve on the legislative

committee represent virtually every region of the nation.
During the current session of the Congress, we will be the action

arm of more than 500 mayors, representing the U.S. Conference of
Mayors and, today, we are taking the unprecedented step of testifying
en masse, in order to dramatize our deep sense of urgency about the
legislation that is before you.
No problem is more damaging to our cities than unemployment.

Unemployment strikes our tax base, increases welfare rolls, cripples
retail sales. In each of our cities, rising unemployment levels have
begun a disastrous spiral of economic decline. Even worse, unemploy-
ment strikes the spirit of our cities, by depriving tens of thousands
of able-bodied workers of their jobs, and turning their hours of
production into days of idleness.
This problem is symbolic of the severe economic troubles facing all

of our cities. 'We are each suffering from national economic pressures,
that only the Federal Government can counter. Therefore, it is the
clear responsibility of Washington to take decisive action to ease the
fiscal peril of our Nation's cities.
Three years ago, the Kerner Commission emphasized the need for

a massive national public service employment program; 2 years
later, when Congress passed the Manpower Act of 1970, we thought
relief was in sight. The President's veto of that bill came as a shock
to all of the mayors here.
For my own city, that bill would have meant 8,000 public servicer--jobs—jobs that would have meant work instead of welfare for thou-

sands of people. We are, therefore, grateful to have this opportunity
to testify in behalf of 500 mayors across the Nation in support of the
Emergency Employment Act of 1971, which has been sponsored by
the distinguished chairman of this committee, Senator Nelson, and
by New York's senior Senator, Senator Javits.
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Each member of this legislative committee, Mr. Chairman, is pre-
pared to make a brief statement and answer your questions on the
problems of our representative cities.
With your permission, I would like first to introduce Mayor James

Tate of Philadelphia, who is the president of the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, who will state the official position of the Nation's mayors on
public service employment, and he will be followed by Mayor Wesley
Uhlman of Seattle, who will testify on the special legislation before
your committee.
Senator NELSON. Mayor Tate, would you take the microphone ?

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES H. J. TATE, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
PHILADELPHIA, PA.

Mayor TATE. Thank you, Mayor Lindsay, Mr. Chairman, the mem-
bers of this distinguished committee.
As president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, which consists of

cities of at least 30,000 population and all of our State capitals,
throughout the country, regardless of size, I am here to express, on
behalf of the mayors of our Nation, our grave concern over the unem-
ployment crisis that we are experiencing throughout the country.
In the depression years of 1933 and later, some of us here today re-

call those days when the banks were closed, breadlines were long, our
people were jobless, and the Nation was desperate. At that time, a
group of mayors formed an emergency organization that called itself
the U.S. Conference of Mayors. That group of mayors had nowhere
to turn but to the Federal Capital, to Washington, D.C., and so they
met with President Franklin D. Roosevelt, who provided the leader-
ship and backed up his words with tools for action, enabling our
citizens to pull this country from the wretched level to which it had
fallen.
We come here today to report to you, the Federal Congress, to the

administration, and, indeed, to the Nation, that the unemployment
crisis we are experiencing in our cities across America is really criti-
cal. The situation is not as bad as it was in 1933—we haven't reached
that point yet—but it is bleak, and it is worsening each day.
As Mayor Uhlman of Seattle will point out later, when the na-

tional rate of unemployment was below 4 percent, many central cities
experienced a local rate of 6 percent or higher. So, without the great
depression, without the economic downturns of today and of years
past, we mayors have lived close by to jobless Americans, disadvan-
taged, and without hope.
To secure jobs for these Americans, leaders of the conference and

the National League of Cities met in an emergency session in Wash-
ington with our interested groups to call for an emergency jobs pro-
crrim in 1967. That meeting led to the formation of the urban cooli-e,
tion on whose first steering committee Mayor Lindsay, here today,
and I, as president of the National League of Cities, were honored to
serve.

Later in 1967, we worked with former Senator Joseph Clark—a for-
mer mayor of Philadelphia—and Senator Javits in their effort toward
the passage of the Emergency Employment Act of 1967. Unfortu-
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nately, we lost that important legislation in the fall of 1967 by a very
small number of votes.
We were back before this very subcommittee in April of 1968. At

that time, we were represented by Mayor Walsh of Syracuse, New
York, and Mayor Thomas D'Alesandro of Baltimore, who is to my
left, with us today, who called for a 4-year public jobs program, creat-
ing at that time 2.4 million jobs.
At the annual meetings of the U.S. Conference of Mayors in Chi-

cago in 1968 and again in Pittsburgh in 1969, the conference urged
the Federal Congress to give priority to the enactment of a substan-
tial public jobs program.
Mr. Chairman, we have done more than present our testimony and

pass resolutions from time to time.
Last year, some of us participated in extensive hearings that you

conducted throughout the Nation to gather evidence on this crucial
unemployment problem. In an effort to alert the country to what was
really going on, both the league and the conference sponsored seminars
throughout the country to enable the mayors to coordinate and better
use the manpower training and job programs we now have.
Perhaps more important, the league and the conference have spent

much of their recent legislative efforts in encouraging the passage of
manpower legislation containing a massive public service employment
program through both Houses of the Congress. The outcome was, with-
out question, most unfortunate and indeed disastrous—a Presidential
veto when our national unemployment rate was, as they say now, 6.2
percent and even much higher in our central cities.
Mr. Chairman, we would hope that public employment legislation

does not become a partisan question. The previous administration did
not support the concept of public service employment, just as the
present administration does not fully endorse the concept of this
program.
We do not come here today to engage in partisan questions or poli-

tics. We come here today a bipartisan group of mayors, concerned
about a problem which is very close to us, urging the Members of the
Congress on both sides of the aisle, and particularly this committee and
the administration itself, to lift the question of decent jobs and decent
incomes of men, women, and children in our cities above partisan
considerations.

This is a national priority that must be dealt with effectively, and
it must be dealt with now.
Almost 4 years have passed since Mayor Lindsay and I first met

here to help the Urban Coalition attain its first priority: emergency
employment legislation. And now, 4 years later, we still have no law.
But things are different now. The national unemployment picture now
is as dim as the picture in many of our central cities back in those
days.
Almost 38 years have passed since that group of mayors met with

President Franklin D. Roosevelt to ask his help in those grave times.
In this year of 1971, the desperation of the millions of unemployed

is to some degree, as it was in 1933. Where do we go? What do we
have to say to convince this Nation that every man and woman in
America who wants to work should be provided a job?
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Our fate, gentlemen, is in your hands and in the hands of our
President.
We have been disappointed, we are dismayed, but we are not with-

out hope.
We do hope that our appearance in this manner, today, this unified

manner—it has been a long time since so many mayors appeared in
one committee room on any one subject— will convince you and the
Congress, and the President, too, who must serve all the people, that
legislation providing jobs for the people, the hard-core unemployed
and those so recently dispossessed of substantial jobs with substantial
wages—is absolutely necessary if our cities and, indeed, our Nation,
is to survive in these times.
Thank you.
(The prepared statement of Mayor Tate follows:)
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STATEMENT OF

MAYOR JAMES H. J. TATE
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA

PRESIDENT OF THE U. S. CONFERENCE:OF MAYORS
BEFORE THE

SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT,
MANPOWER AND POVERTY

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THIS DISTINGUISHED SUBCOMMITTEE--AS

PRESIDENT OF THE U. S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, CONSISTING OF CITIES OF

AT LEAST 30,000 POPULATION AND ALL OF OUR STATE CAPITOLS, REGARDLESS

OF SIZE, I AM HERE TODAY TO EXPRESS, ON BEHALF OF THE MAYORS THROUGH-

OUT OUR NATION, OUR GRAVE CONCERN OVER THE UNEMPLOYMENT CRISIS WE ARE

EXPERIENCING THROUGHOUT THIS LAND.

IN THE DEPRESSION YEAR OF I933---somE OF US HERE TODAY RECALL

THOSE DAYS WHEN BANKS WERE CLOSED, BREADLINES WERE LONG, OUR PEOPLE

WERE JOBLESS AND THE NATION WAS DESPERATE, A GROUP OF MAYORS FORMED

AN EMERGENCY ORGANIZATION---THE U. S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, THAT

GROUP OF MAYORS HAD NOWHERE TO TURN BUT TO WASHINGTON, AND SO THEY

MET WITH PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT WHO PROVIDED THE COURAGE AND THE LEADER-

SHIP AND BACKED UP HIS WORDS WITH THE TOOLS FOR ACTION, ENABLING OUR

CITIZENS TO PULL THIS COUNTRY FROM THE WRETCHED LEVEL TO WHICH IT HAD

FALLEN.

WE COME HERE TODAY TO REPORT TO YOU, THE CONGRESS, TO THE ADMINI-

STRATION AND INDEED THE NATION, THAT THE UNEMPLOYMENT CRISIS WE ARE

EXPERIENCING IN OUR CITIES ACROSS AMERICA IS CRIT'ICAL. THE SITUATION

IS NOT AS BAD AS IT WAS IN 1933, BUT IT IS BLEAK AND IT IS WORSENING

EACH DAY.
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As MAYOR UHLMAN WILL POINT OUT LATER, WHEN THE NATIONAL RATE OF

UNEMPLOYMENT WAS BELOW 11. PERCENT, MANY CENTRAL CITIES EXPERIENCED A

LOCAL RATE OF 6 PERCENT OR HIGHER, SO, WITHOUT THE GREAT DEPRESSION,

AND WITHOUT THE ECONOMIC DOWNTURNS OF TODAY AND OF YEARS PAST, WE MAY-

ORS HAVE LIVED CLOSE TO JOBLESS AMERICANS, DISADVANTAGED AND WITHOUT

HOPE. To SECURE JOBS FOR THESE AMERICANS/ LEADERS OF THE CONFERENCE

AND THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES MET IN AN EMERGENCY SESSION IN WASH-

INGTON WITH OTHER INTERESTED GROUPS TO CALL FOR AN EMERGENCY JOBS

PROGRAM IN 1967. THAT MEETING LED TO THE FORMATION OF THE URBAN

COALITION ON WHO'S FIRST STEERING COMMITTEE MAYOR LINDSAY, HERE TO-

DAY, AND I, AS PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, WERE HON-

ORED TO SERVE.

LATER IN 1967, WE WORKED WITH FORMER SENATOR JOSEPH CLARK--A

FORMER MAYOR OF PHILADELPHIA --AND SENATOR JAVITS IN THEIR EFFORT

TOWARD THE PASSAGE OF THE EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1967, UNFOR-

TUNATELY, WE LOST THAT IMPORTANT LEGISLATION IN THE FALL OF 1967 BY

A VERY SMALL NUMBER OF VOTES. WE WERE BACK BEFORE THIS VERY SUBCOM-

MITTEE IN APRIL OF 1968, REPRESENTED BY MAYOR WALSH OF SYRACUSE AND

MAYOR THOMAS DIALESANDRO OF BALTIMORE, WITH US TODAY, WHO CALLED

FOR A FOUR YEAR PUBLIC JOBS PROGRAM CREATING 2.4 MILLION JOBS.

AT THE ANNUAL MEETINGS OF THE U. S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS IN

CHICAGO IN 1968 AND IN PITTSBURGH IN 1969, THE CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
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URGED CONGRESS TO GIVE THE PROPER PRIORITY TO THE ENACTMENT OF A SUB-

STANTIAL PUBLIC JOBS PROGRAM.

MR. CHAIRMAN, WE HAVE DONE MORE THAN PRESENT OUR TESTIMONY AND

PASS RESOLUTIONS, LAST YEAR, SOME OF US PARTICIPATED IN EXTENSIVE

HEARINGS THAT YOU CONDUCTED THROUGHOUT THE NATION TO GATHER EVIDENCE

ON THIS CRUCIAL UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM, BOTH THE LEAGUE AND THE CON-

FERENCE SPONSORED SEMINARS THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY TO ENABLE MAYORS TO

COORDINATE AND BETTER USE THE MANPOWER TRAINING AND JOB PROGRAMS WE

NOW HAVE. AND PERHAPS MORE IMPORTANT, THE LEAGUE AND THE CONFERENCE

HAVE SPENT MUCH OF THEIR RECENT LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS IN ENCOURAGING

THE PASSAGE OF MANnWER LEGISLATION CONTAINING A MASSIVE PUBLIC SER-

VICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM THROUGH BOTH HOUSES OF THE CONGRESS, THE OUT-

COME WAS WITHOUT QUESTION MOST UNFORTUNATE---A PRESIDENTIAL VETO WHEN

OUR NATIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATE WAS, AS THEY SAY NOW, 6.2 PERCENT,AND

EVEN MUCH HIGHER IN OUR CENTRAL CITIES.

MR. CHAIRMAN, WE WOULD HOPE THAT PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT LEGISLATION

DOES NOT BECOME A PARTISAN QUESTION. THE PREVIOUS ADMINISTRATION DID

NOT SUPPORT THE CONCEPT OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT. JUST AS THE PRE-

SENT ADMINISTRATION DOES NOT FULLY ENDORSE THE CONCEPT OF THIS PRO-

GRAM, WE DO NOT COME HERE TODAY TO ENGAGE IN PARTISAN QUESTIONS OR

POLITICS, WE HAVE COME HERE TODA', A BI-PARTISAW,GROUP OF MAYORS,
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CONCERNED ABOUT A PROBLEM VERY CLOSE TO US, URGING THE MEMBERS OF

CONGRESS ON BOTH SIDES OF THE AISLE, AND THE ADMINISTRATION TO LIFT

THE QUESTION OF DECENT JOBS AND DECENT INCOMES OF MEN, WOMEN AND

CHILDREN IN OUR CITIES ABOVE PARTISAN CONSIDERATIONS, THIS IS A NAT-

IONAL PRIORITY THAT MUST BE DEALT WITH EFFECTIVELY AND IT MUST BE

DEALT WITH NOW.

ALMOST FOUR YEARS HAVE PASSED SINCE MAYOR LINDSAY AND I FIRST

MET HERE TO HELP THE URBAN COALITION ATTAIN ITS FIRST PRIORITY---

EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT LEGISLATION. FOUR YEARS LATER,NE HAVE NO LAW.

BUT THINGS ARE DIFFERNT NOW. THE NATIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT

PICTURE NOW IS AS DIM AS THE PICTURE IN MANY OF OUR CENTRAL CITIES

BACK THEN.

ALMOST THIRTY-EIGHT YEARS HAVE PASSED SINCE THAT GROUP OF MAY-

ORS MET WITH PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT TO ASK HIS HELP IN THOSE GRAVE

TIMES. IN 1971, THE DESPERATION OF THE MILLIONS UNEMPLOYED IS TO

SOME DEGREE AS IT WAS IN 1933, BUT WHERE DO WE GO? WHAT DO WE HAVE

TO SAY TO CONVINCE THIS NATION THAT EVERY MAN IN AMERICA WHO WANTS

TO WORK SHOULD BE PROVIDED A JOB? OUR FAITH, GENTLEMEN, IS IN YOU

AND IN OUR PRESIDENT, WE HAVE BEEN DISAPPOINTED, WE ARE DISMAYED
7

---BUT WE ARE NOT WITHOUT HOPE.
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HOPE THAT OUF: APPEARANCE HERE TODAY IN THIS UNIFIED MANNER--
AND IT HAS BEEN A LONG TIME SINCE SO MANY MAYORS APPEARED IN ONE COM-
MITTEE ROOM ON ANY SCHECT---'4ILL CONVINCE YOU AND OTHER MEMBERS OF
CONGRESS, AND THE PRESIDENT, I/O MUST SERVE A,LL THE PEOPLE. THAT LEG-
ISLATION PROVIDING JUS FOR THE PEOPLE---THE HARD-CORE UNEMPLOYED AND
THOSE SO RECENTLY DISPOSSESSED OF SUBSTANTIAL JOBS WITH SUBSTANTIAL
WAGES---IS ABSOLUTELY. NECESSARY IF OUR CITIES AND, INDEED, OUR NATION
IS TO SURVIVE,

THANK YOU.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor Tate. I certainly agree with
you, and I know the committee does, that the problem of the cities is a
bipartisan problem, and the solution must be a bipartisan solution.
I might point out that the manpower bill, with the public service
feature, did pass the Senate in a bipartisan fashion by a vote of 68 to 6.
Mayor Uhlman.

STATEMENT OF HON. WESLEY C. UHLMAN, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
SEATTLE, WASH.

Mayor UHLMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and mem-
bers of the committee.
The single most important issue facing our Nation today is the

accelerating number of unemployed Americans. The glorious Ameri-
can dream has become a harsh nightmare for millions of Americans.
We are appearing today on behalf of the National League of Cities—

U.S. Conference of Mayors, to emphasize again that the situation now
facing us is no longer isolated to a few cities—nor is the problem lim-
ited to central cities where large numbers of the hardcore unemployed
have become concentrated.
While this Nation marked time, the general level of unemployment

has risen at a steady pace—foreboding hardships and difficult days
ahead. The time for broad, national action to reverse this trend has
passed us by. Action is needed now—not in makework projects—but in
meaningful, well-conceived public service jobs.
I quote a very old Chinese proverb, which states that:

If you give a man a fish, it will feed him for a day. But, teach a man to fish and
he will feed himself and his family for a lifetime.

We are here today to discuss the fulfillment of this proverb.
During the last 2 years, this country has experienced a dramatic

increase in the number of people unemployed. This has been the result
of a conscious shifting of national priorities and policies aimed at
reducing the rate of inflation.

Unfortunately, for many of us the cure has been much worse than
the disease.
•These policies have made thousands of Americans jobless for the

first time in their lives. Unable to find other forms of employment,
they have exhausted their resources, and now face bleak and uncertain
futures.
The real costs of the war against inflation, however, cannot be

measured with statistics. They are, in fact, engraved with tragedy and
desperation in the minds and lives of each unemployed man and his
-family. This is a price that this Nation—the wealthiest in the world—
need not and should not pay.
Walter Heller has stated, "In 1968, any administration would have

applied the brakes to our racing economy." But this, I submit, this
administration, knowing the implications of those decisions, took no
steps to mediate their impact. Much could have and should have been
done to cushion the consequences of these actions.
Why did we not have a job-training program?
Why did we not have a family assistance program?
Why did we not have an expanded public service employment

program?
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These would have braced those people displaced by arbitrary govern-
mental decisions.
We are all aware of the crisis before us today. Superimposed on the

hardcore unemployed, we now have an additional layer of highly
skilled unemployed people throughout this Nation. No major city has
been immune from the economic and social costs of rising unemploy-
ment. The picture throughout the country is bleak, indeed.
In Newark, N.J., the unemployment rate is 11.1 percent; and 15,000

people are out of work. Another 35,000 are underemployed. For black
and Spanish-speaking youth, between 16 and 25, the unemployment
rate exceeds 30 percent.
In Baltimore, the unemployment rate today is nearly 7 percent, and

in some inner-city neighborhoods it approaches 40 percent. Every
electronics firm in the Baltimore area has laid off workers. In space-
and defense-related industries, there has been a decline by 11,600 jobs
during the past year. Baltimore could use at least 3,000 additional city
employees to provide badly needed services. Professionals, many with
graduate degrees, are coming into city hall today looking for work.
But, without financial help, there is no way the city can hire these
people.
In Cleveland, the unemployment rate jumped from 3.8 percent in

September to 4.6 percent in November. And, in the inner city, pockets
of unemployment range from 15 to 20 percent. The city is faced with a
serious revenue crisis and has been forced to layoff 1,000 city em-
ployees.
In Philadelphia, as in many other cities, unemployment rates for the

metropolitan area fail to reflect the intensity of need within the center
city. Estimates indicate that unemployment is in excess of 30 percent
for inner-city youth. The city is experiencing increasing difficulty in
placing hardcore, disadvantaged youth who have completed manpower
training programs. Private employers, participating in the JOBS
program, are unable to honor their commitments and are being forced
to layoff regular employees.
In San Francisco, unemployment is high for the city as a whole, but

it is rampant in the ghetto areas. It is draining vital talent and, in
some of the city's Chinese, Spanish and black neighborhoods, there are
as many as 35 percent unemployed.
But it is not only in the Nation's largest cities that the current eco-

nomic situation is taking its toll.
In 1970, the average rate of unemployment for the Portland, Oreg.

metropolitan area was 5.6 percent, or 26,100 people out of work. Com-
pare this with the 1969 average of 3.5 percent, or 16,000 people out of
work. Additional layoffs and cutbacks are forecast for 1971.
Wichita, Kans. is suffering from a serious decline in its aircraft

industry. Today, only 59 percent of the workers employed a year agoare working in that industry. The unemployment rate of the Wichita
metropolitan area's 10.1 percent, or 16,800 people. Approximately
3,000 .of these are unemployed physicists, engineers, and scientists;8,772 jobs must be created in Wichita just to reduce the current unem-
ployment rate to the national level.
The extent and impact of the present economic slump is nowheremore obvious than in Seattle, the city where I now serve as mayor.
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Metropolitan Seattle is unquestionably the hardest hit in the entire
country.
During 1970, the adjusted unemployment rate in the Seattle SMSA

rose from 5 percent in January to 12.4 percent in December, an in-
crease of 150 percent, representing the highest rate of unemployment
in the country and third in the actual number of people unemployed,
behind only New York and Los Angeles, which are communities 10
times our size.
In human terms, our area has 75,000 people out of work; 102,000

food stamps, and 188,000 people on some form of public assistance.
I would hasten to point out that these figures, for the first time in the
history of our community, represent professionals, craftsmen, tech-
nicians, returning servicemen, and a host of other well-trained people
who once constituted the body of people in middle America, the so-
called silent majority, behind only New York and Los Angeles, com-
munities 10 times our size.
An engineer with a wife and three children who has been laid off

from Boeing for more than 9 months must now be included in our
definition of disadvantaged Americans. This is a man who has a swim-
ming pool in his backyard, who has never known unemployment or
food stamps. He is not looking for a handout or charity, but simply a
decent, honorable manner to provide for his family.
During the Christmas season, Seattle saw former Boeing engineers

playing Santa Claus in department stores, driving trucks, carrying
mail, and a host of other jobs, but even these jobs are now gone.
And, worst of all, there is nowhere else in our country for him to

go. His skills are simply not in demand. Unemployment insurance,
while extremely helpful to large numbers of people, is too limited in
its ability to relieve the economic needs of the people.
During December, unemployment insurance claims in Seattle totaled

43,400; but 231,491 people had already exhausted the regular benefits,
and another 6,000 had used up their extended benefits with no further
relief in sight.

Clearly, what is needed now is a program that will provide some
temporary relief within a framework that will produce beneficial re-
sults for the community as a whole. Mr. Jerome Rosow, in a recent
article in Saturday Review, sees our alternatives as limited between
make-work and product-oriented employment.
In my judgment, this is a short-sighted analysis. People across

this Nation are demanding an increased level of services at the local
level that could be satisfied with additional manpower. This approach
addresses itself to the immediate problem of putting people back to
work.
In other communities like Seattle, where the unemployed represent

highly skilled professionals, the opportunity exists to put these talents
to work on the pressing problems of urban areas. This approach has
both immediate and long-range implications.
What is needed now, and the subject matter of this hearing today,

is the mechanism to accomplish both of these tasks.
During the last session, the Congress saw and understood the prob-

lems and the opportunities presented by this serious economic situa-

58-148 0 - 71 - 4
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tion. It responded with massive manpower legislation. We commend
your subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, for the prominent role it played
in the passage of that act. Unfortunately, the President by his veto of
that legislation turned this Nation's back on the unemployed.
We now face an intensified problem with no relief in sight for the

thousands of people presently unemployed and the thousands yet to
be unemployed. The situation is now critical. The administration's
assessment of the unemployment situation was simply incorrect. A
program that will both put people to work and tap this presently
unused talent resource is both a sound undertaking and one we are
obligated to undertake.
It is now time for the Federal Government to launch a massive

job creation program that will provide badly needed public services
while responding to the unemployment and training needs of the hard-
core unemployed. We support you in your effort to obtain emergency
legislation and, at the same time, issue a warning that we must have
a national program consisting of permanent jobs.
In addition, there must be provisions in any legislation which will

insure uninterrupted program operations. Local governments must
be funded directly with the authority to effectively provide and co-
ordinate all manpower training programs which create jobs and pro-
vide service to its citizens.
We must have a clear and guaranteed formula for allocation of

funds to local units of Government based on local unemployment con-
ditions. In view of the fact that many cities are already on the brink
of financial disaster, and the costs of even the most basic services have
become increasingly difficult to meet, any public service job program
must be fully funded by the Federal Government.
In Seattle, as in most cities of this Nation, decreasing tax revenues

and increasing costs have forced me to freeze almost all city hiring.
We have cut back on the number of days our recreation program is
operated; we have reduced the maintenance of streets, parks, and
other facilities; and we have cut back on health and drug programs.
We now actually employ fewer persons than we did 1 year ago when
I took_office.
If there is any doubt that cities can effectively use public 'employ-

ment programs, I invite you to come to Seattle. On the basis of a
recent experience that we have had, we are convinced that this ap-
proach makes sense and will work.
On Labor Day, 1970, Secretary Hodgson announced a $25 million

program designed to provide some relief for areas hardest hit byrising unemployment. Funneled through the States to local jurisdic-tions, this program, the employment supplement program (ESP),provided employment for enrollees in public and private nonprofit
agencies for 16 weeks at $2 an hour.
Our original estimate indicated that the $4 million allocated toKing-Snohomish Counties, of which Seattle is a part, would providefor 3,000 jobs. Within 45 days, we had 5,284 commitments for jobslots from 200 different agencies. If there had been a local staff so-liciting these jobs, the figures would have been much higher. Obvi-ously, the requests have far outstripped the funds available.
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The kinds of jobs being filled include not only a number of laboring
jobs, but also a large number of skilled and technical positions.
The department of public assistance is using ESP workers to

expand food stamp programs and work on their growing welfare case-
loads. The department of employment security is using people to
service their expanded employment insurance claims load. Police de-
partments, school districts, Federal agencies, and others are all using
ESP workers.
We, for example have a former Boeing physicist now working for

our Seattle Health Department, at $2 an hour.
We have found that with the skilled work force in Seattle, we can

put people to work on such urban problems as health services, waste
disposal, law enforcement, and many other fields.
At this point, all of the 3,000 job slots have been filled. There has

been very little problem with the persons in the program. Termina-
tions are almost nonexistent. The unemployed people in this program
are proving that they are anxious to work and will work if given
the opportunity. Since its inception, the program has been a success
story in the city of Seattle.
We can only conclude from this experience that many meaningful

work opportunities do exist in the public sector. This program has
not been a major make-work project—it has been a chance for the un-
employed to do meaningful work in a meaningful way. It has given
people on-the-job training and kept them off public assistance.,
Our experience in Seattle shows what can be done and is, indeed, an

example of a public service employment program which works. Other
cities could follow our example, if given the opportunity.
In short, and in conclusion, gentlemen, the time for public serv-

ice employment is long overdue. Mr. Chairman, people want to
work. I urge in the strongest terms possible that this legislation be
approved by your committee and passed by Congress. I would ask
that the administration support it and get this country moving again.
It is time now to stop using the Nation's resources to merely hand
out to the unemployed and disadvantaged their daily portion of fish,
or, worse yet, to ignore time. It is time now to provide them with
the opportunity to provide for themselves and feed themselves for
a lifetime.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony.
( Further information supplied by Mayor Uhlman follows:)
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NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES

UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

For release: 10:00 AM Contact: Ted Drury
Monday, February 8, 1971 293-7350

MAYORS URGE PUBLIC SERVICE JOBS LEGISLATION

WASHINGTON, D.C., Feb. 8--Emergency legislation provid-

ing public service jobs to combat growing unemployment was urged

today by the Legislative Action Committee of the U. S. Conference

of Mayors.

The Committee, composed of the mayors of 16 major cities,

appeared before the Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and

Poverty on behalf of the U. S. Conference of Mayors and the National

League of Cities.

Citing the rise in unemployment rates in cities through-

out the country, the mayors emphasized the need for public service

job legislation to meet the needs of both the hard-core unemployed

and the many workers made jobless by the downturn in the national

economy.

Their testimony reaffirmed the position taken by the U.S.

Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities during the

past four years at their annual meetings. The two organizations

have called for Congressional and Administration support for a

public service employment program to meet the pressing need for

additional services in the cities and to provide jobs for the un-

employed.
-more-

1612 K STREET, NORTHWEST WASHINGTON, D. C.. 20006 TELEPHONE (202) 293-7300
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The Committee members appeared before the Senate Sub-

committee at a 10:00 AM hearing on the Emergency Employment Act in

Room 1318 of the New Senate Office Building. The bill was intro-

duced by Senator Gaylord Nelson (Dem.-Wis.), chairman of the Sub-

committee, and Senator Jacob Javits (Rep.-N.Y.) with 32 additional

Senators as cosponsors.

Mayor Wesley C. Uhlman of Seattle served as the principal

spokesman for the Committee. Also appearing were Nayor John V.

Lindsay of New York, chairman of the Committee, and other members

of the Committee. These included Mayor James H. J. Tate,

Philadelphia, USCM President; Mayor Richard J. Daley, Chicago; Mayor

Joseph L. Alioto, San Francisco; Mayor Frank Burke, Louisville;

Mayor Thomas J. D'Alesandro, III, Baltimore; Mayor John Driggs,

Phoenix; Mayor Peter F. Flaherty, Pittsburgh; Mayor Kenneth A.

Gibson, Newark; Mayor Roman S. Gribbs, Detroit; Mayor Harry G.

Haskell, Wilmington, Delaware; Mayor Henry W. Maier, Milwaukee,

USCM Vice President; Mayor Sam Massell, Atlanta; Mayor Carl B. Stokes,

Cleveland; Mayor Kevin H. White, Boston.

TO stress their concern that public service jobs legis-

lation be made a priority issue in this session of the 92nd Congress,

the Legislative Action Committee met at 2:30 PM with House Speaker

Albert and Majority Leader Boggs.

The Committee, which was formed last December to focus

national attention on the urgent problems facing the cities, will

meet again on February 11 in San Francisco. It will hold a press

conference there to release the U. S. Conference of Mayors view of

the President's budget as it relates to helping them meet these

problems. In addition, they will present their report to the

nation on the President's far-reaching proposals outlined in the

State of the Union and Budget messages.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor, for your very fine statement.
I think we will proceed so that all the Mayors have an opportunity

to make a statement and, unless there is objection from up here, with-
hold our questions until everybody has had that opportunity; else, we
may very well not finish.
Senator JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I also ask unanimous consent that on

the first go-round, we use the 10-minute rule, so that all members may
have an opportunity.
Senator NELSON. Is there any objection?
We will use the 10-minute rule.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Alioto of San Francisco.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH ALIOTO, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.

Mayor Amorro. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee,
I have a printed statement that I left with you, so, in the interest of
not being repetitive, I won't read it.
Senator NELSON. The statement will be printed in full in the record,

and go ahead.
Mayor AmoTo. Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman, one point I would like to emphasize is that this is not

a matter of just urgency; it is really a matter of emergency, and I
think that it affects a lot more than just the cities. The effect is on
everybody.
There isn't any way any more of isolating the suburbs and the rural

areas from what is happening in the cities; unless those cities are
saved, everybody is going to be affected.
Now, I know we have a lot of people in this country who still think

that the problems of the central city belong to somebody else, and they
remind me, Mr. Chairman, for all the world like some fellow who is
holding a great poker hand in the drawing room of the Titanic.
In 1946, we made an affirmation in something we call the Full Em-

ployment Act, that everybody was entitled to work. Then very
recently, within the last 4 years, we decided that the way we were
going to fight inflation in this country was be deliberately creating
unemployment. And we were told, for example, that we were going
to cut down on 75 percent of Federal building, we were going to cut
down on 75 percent of State building, and the mayors were exhorted
to cut down on 75 percent of their city-oriented building, as well. We
chose to disobey that exhortation, but, unfortunately, it was followed
out at the Federal and State levels, and part of the unemployment
we are dealing with now is a deliberate result of that particular
policy.
There is another feature which I have not included in my written

statement, but I would like to point out. Some of the unemployment
we are dealing with in our cities today, Mr. Chairman, is a direct
result of mandates of the Federal Government. Now, there are man-
dates that we happen to agree with.
For example, you have liberalized a Chinese immigration policy in

the Federal Government, for refugees and others, and we are de-
lighted, and those of us who are sons of immigrants can't object to
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a policy like that. We think it is a good policy, that this country
should always be a kind of beacon light for those who are oppressed
everywhere in the world.

Nevertheless, the result of that immigration policy has been a mas-
sive influx of literally thousands of Chinese, all the way from grand-
father to grandson into chinatowns such as we have in San Fran-
cisco. Nobody speaks English; they intensify an already bad housing
problem, and particularly an already bad unemployment problem.
If we were given the ability under your bill to employ literally

hundreds of translators, so that these folks could be better served in
welfare and education and medical facilities, just that alone would be
a tremendous thing.
In addition to that, you have a Federal policy, and you have se-

lected seven cities, and my city happens to be one of them, where you
are taking North American Indians off reservations and trying to
absorb them and have them assimilated in our cities.
So, almost overnight, we get 15,000 North American Indians, and

you subsidize them for a period of 6 months, and after that, you
thrust them upon the cities. And we have the problems of unemploy-
ment in this area, as well.
You have done the same thing, of course, in liberalizing immigra-

tion policies, and we have no objection to that, with respect to the
Spanish-speaking. So, we now have thousands of Spanish-speaking
in our cities, who don't speak English, and who also intensify the
unemployment problem.
In addition to that, when we are successful in working out certain

programs—for example, we went to the airline companies, very early
in our administration, and tried to tell them that we have provided
a great airport, we are your licensor, in effect, and we want you to
help us with minority employment problems. They responded; they
responded admirably.
For example, TWA worked out a program with us for training

cadets. They set up a cadet school, so that they might go in all phases,
all entry levels of the airline industry. Then this depression came
along that we have had recently, and, as a result of that depression,
that program that we worked on, and that was in effect for 2 years,
had to be scrubbed.,
Now this depression, as I say, was a result of a policy that says

that the way we are going to solve inflation is by deliberately creatingunemployment; therefore, we think that you folks owe us somethingin return for the Federal policies—not necessarily the responsibilityof anybody here, but the Federal policies, nevertheless—which havecreated the very problem we are talking about.
Very recently, we put out an application for 32 streetsweeper jobs;800 people showed up, many of them staying overnight, in order to bein line. This was on a first-come, first-served basis. This is just anexample of the kind of emergency that attends the problem we aretalking about.
All of us believe that competitive capitalism has supplied the higheststandard of living in the world, and what is second is a very, very poorsecond But there is one serious deficiency to competitive capitalism,and this is its inability to supply full employment, and insofar as this
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bill tends to ameliorate the situation we are talking about, it is going
to be a step in solving a problem that may very well spell the ruination
of these cities.
I simply want to say, finally, Mr. Chairman, that these cities have

wounds that really burn, and we do need some relief, and this bill you
are talking about offers us some hope, that we hope will materialize,
into an actual statute and actual jobs in our cities.

Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor Alioto.
(The prepared statement of Mayor Alioto follows:)
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Statement by
TOE HONORABLE :JOSEPH L. ALIOTO

Mayor of the City and County of San Francisco

In support of

SENATOR NELSON'S BILL FOR PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

As Mayor of the City and County of San Francisco, I

strongly. endorse the concept of a Federally-subsidized local 
employ-

ment program in the publle service.. My staff at this time is identi-

fying opportunities for employment in San Francisco under such a
 bill,

if passed, because we feel it offers two things, both urgentl
y needed.

First, for the individual who is currently employed, it-

offers the opportunity to do honest and needed work in the se
rvice

of the public; to keep up his work skills; to maintain his in
come and

to keep up his house payments or his rent, and to meet the gr
ocery

bill; in so doing his wages become an additional support t
o our basic

economy, and so give strength to retailers, service industrie
s, and

even to the very tax base of the City, at the same time that 
his work

gives him a feeling of personal satisfaction.

Second, it offers to the public organization, which is the

City and County of San Francisco, the opportunity to perform functi
ons

and provide services which are urgently needed, but which we are un
able

to include in our basic budget because the burdens on our taxpayers

are such that we can no longer continue to raise the tax rate. It

is true that the cities of this nation face insolvency. It is also

true that our City needs to take bold and imaginative steps to meet

the human needs of its citizens.

Some of the kinds of work we are discussing with 'relation

to this Bill will provide experience to 'the returning Vietnam Veteran

who needs such experience in the civilian world before moving on to

regular employment. Some ,may extend our health services, or our
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mental health services, using individuals from among the unemployed

who have some skills, including the skills of communication. We

urgently need translators in our municipal departments and in our

courts, to serve our residents who speak no English, and the latter

are numbered in the thousands. We hope to find some spots for the •

engineers and the planners who have been displaced by redirection

of our defense effort; our. water, electricity, airport, and trans-

portation systems may offer those opportunities. Our school system

and our recreation system can welcome additional staff to broaden

and strengthen their services. I can see a massive program of

instruction in English language for adults at the neighborhood

level. Our Probation Officers need help - much help. Our own

Civil Service office is badly undermanned and it is examining its

own roles to see what creative use it can make of opportunities for

staffing within the expected rules of this program. There are many

opportunities for more or better services - all needed, and most

leading to jobs which exist either in City work or other employment

in this community.

We in San Francisco are fortunate in that our City and

County has nearly three years of experience in operating manpower

programs funded with Federal money through the Concentrated Employ-

ment Program. We have trained paraprofessionals in a new careers

program to work in our library, schools, social services department

and health department and, after more than two years, more than 70%

of them are still working with us and have completed their two-year

college program. We trained 40 young men from our most disadvantaged

groups as bus drivers, and 36 of the 40 became regular drivers in our

Municipal system after qualifying under the Civil Service system.

Their turnover has been low. We have trained draftsmen, in cooper-
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ation with the Skill Center, and laboratory workers and electronic

data procressing trainees.

In this experience, we have learned the steps which need

to be taken; we have experienced some failures and we have learned

from them. But, because we have had this experience, we know we

can design a Public Service Employment program for San Francisco

which will qualify those enrolled in it to hold jobs in public or

private industry on a competitive basis, as those jobs become

available. We have the experienced staff withwhich to do this

job, and we want to move ahead just as rapidly as possible, in the

belief that this program offers real potential for both the worker

and for our City.

One word of caution should be presented. It is our

understanding that the bill contains, as did the bill vetoed by the

President, provision for 20% local matching of funds, with 80%

Federal funds. If that 20% matching can be a sponsor's contribution

in goods and services, supervision, use of equipment, and similar

"in-kind" items, we are prepared to move ahead with dispatch. If

the requirement were to be written as "20% matching in cash", I

doubt if a City, County or State can be found which could offer more

than a token program. I am at present faced with reducing the pro-

posed budgets from my City departments by very substantial amounts

in order to hold our expenditures to a level which will not bankrupt

the City. I very much doubt that our Board of Supervisors would be

able to authorize cash funds, as much-needed as these services are

acknowledged to be.

Again let me restate my support of the proposed legislation,

with the caution just noted. We know we can offer a responsible pro-

gram in in San'Francisco based on our extensive experience, which is

still continuing. It will be a program meaningful to the workers,

and of utmost importance in helping to meet the needs of our citi-

zens for services.

Gentlemen, thank you for the Opportunity to comment.
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SUGGESTED ADDITIONAL TRAINING OCCUPATIONS 

Priority should be given to job assignments which provide

qualifying experience or lead directly to employment in the City or

with other employers. The following list includes jobs which would

be useful to our citizens; some, however, might be set aside in

favor of others which would lead to job commitments.

In the health field:

Orderlies

Psychiatric Orderlies

Job development staff for the Center for Special
Problems

Bilingual staff for admissions, emergency and
Social Services Departments of the hospitals
and clinics

In Education:

Tutors for ghetto students needing help

Bilingual staff to work with non-English speaking

parents of students

Teacher aides for classes for the foreign-born who

are learning English, or catching up to grade level

in subject matter

Aides in all of the special categories of teaching -

the non-readers, or retarded, or home-bound

In all of city government or multiple departments:

Stenographers and secretaries (starting with persons

with some skill, but needing experience or greater speed)

A helper program for truck and bus mechanics and

machinists designed to teach some actual skill

Staff to permit out-stationing of services (for

example, to reduce the workload pressure on the

Department of Social Services; the Department then,

in turn, could out-station staff in the neighborhoods

to provide convenient service which the downtown

locations do not)

58-148 0 - 71 - 5
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A similar situation exists in the Probation
Departments where neighborhood services would
save carfare and reduce resentment on the part
of probationers who must "report in" weekly

In Law Enforcement and the Courts:

Staff to enlarge the work of the Public Defender's
office

Bilingual staff for the Public Defender's office
and the Courts

Staff to continue the work of the OR bail project
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Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Burke of Louisville, former Member of
Congress.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK BURKE, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF

LOUISVILLE, KY.

Mayor BURKE. As each of the others who speak here today, on
behalf of American cities, I am very grateful for the opportunity,
because what we really are doing is demonstrating to this committee
and to Congress the pervasiveness of the forces which cause so many
Americans who are willing and able to work to be idle.
Those of us who are closest to the problem would like to underline

all of the pernicious social and economic ills which flow from frus-
tration and desperation. I will try to avoid the repetition of statistics
and factors which have been so eloquently spoken on by Mayor Uhl-
man and the others who have preceded me, because in each of these
cities, the situation is different, and, yet, the disease is the same.
The Louisville metropolitan area which, as the committee knows,

includes the most populous parts of southern Indiana, as well as
Kentucky, is, generally speaking, a place of excellent balance in type
of industry. Our people make every product from the heaviest ma-
chinery to the most exotic electrical devices and, yet, those forces
which affect Seattle similarly affect us.
On February 1, 1970, our unemployment rate was 31/2 percent. On

the 1st day of February 1971, that rate had reached 5 percent.
While, as the chairman stated at the outset, the bill S. 31 is not the

total answer, the constructive employment of some numbers of men
and women in needed public employment would make a significant
contribution toward a demonstration that the Congress and, therefore,
the people of the United States, are concerned about these urban
problems.
Whether it is urban or rural, but especially in concentrated areas,

where the percentages are high and the numbers are great, it debili-
tates the economic body, and it so demeans the social spirit of our
people that it aggravates civic ills that break out in all sorts of munic-
ipal spasms.
The bill S. 31 would help the cities, and it would help America

far beyond the collar volume of its authorization, and far beyond
the numbers of people whom it would employ, because we feel that
it would have an effect of removing some of the terrible depression
and frustration which confronts those people who are least able to
bear it.
Mr. Chairman, I know everyone here, and the people on behalf of

all the American cities, will support your bill with every strength we
have got.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mayor.
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Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor D'Alesandro of Baltimore.
Senator NELSON. Mayor.

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS D'ALESANDRO, MAYOR OF THE
CITY OF BALTIMORE, MD.

Mayor D'ALESANDRO. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have no prepared

text, but I would like to register on behalf of the people of Baltimore
an endorsement of Senate bill S. 31.
Now, to me, there doesn't appear to be too much conflict from the

tenor of the remarks made by the representatives of local government
or the great majority of the Members of the Senate.
If I understand you correctly, Mr. Chairman, you said there wereclose to 50 or 60 cosponsors of this emergency bill.
Senator NELSON. Thirty-four, I believe.
Mayor D'ALESANDRO. Thirty-four.
And, while we all endorse the general theme and, in particular,maybe, some of the specifics of the bill, what I would like to try toget across today at the national level is what can we do, back at thelocal level, to have the Congress and the President arrive at a meetingof the minds? Because the past manpower training bill passed, but itwas vetoed, and the veto was sustained, so close to 2 or 21/2 years worthof work went down the drain.
As far as public service is concerned, and the public service jobs areconcerned, in Baltimore, and as far as any big city in the country, weare the depositors for the poor, out of a population of 905,000 people.Of that, 305,000 pay taxes; 187,000 pay taxes on a taxable income of$3,000 and down.
So, I can't concern myself with enlarging any good or solid pro-grams that are in existence down in the streets. In fact, the reverseis true. Not only can I not concern myself with expansion, but to startany new good programs, I am going to have to curtail expenditures. Iam going to have to cut into essential municipal services, just becauseI can't get any help from the general assembly at Annapolis, whichfinds itself in a fiscal bind, and by process of elimination we have tolook to Washington for support.
But what I am afraid of is the comments that were made by MayorTate.
I appeared before a committee back in 1968. We waited 21/2 years,and we came up with a veto.
I, speaking for myself, and I know for a majority of the mayors,would like to be put in a position of what we can do to help you reachthe White House, and arrive at some sort of resolution of this differ-ence that exists.
The administration, early in its term, sponsored a manpower andtraining bill. Where is the variance? What could be done to get a billpassed? To have this go through the same kind of effort, have the billpass overwhelmingly, and face another veto, I think, would be toohard a strain to operate under, and would place us in an even moreaggravated set of circumstances.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor.
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Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Daley of Chicago.
Senator STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, could I be recognized ?
Senator NELSON. Yes, Senator Stevenson.
Senator STEVENSON. I would just like to express a few words of wel-

come to the mayor of Chicago. I know he needs no introduction to this

subcommittee. He enjoys a national reputation as one of the most ex-

traordinarily effective municipal executives of all time. The respect

and the affection of his constituents in Chicago, including the junior

Senator from Illinois, has been attested many times.
Mayor Daley has been elected to the office of mayor of Chicago four

times, and I suspect will soon be elected a fifth time. It gives me a

great deal of pleasure and satisfaction to welcome my old friend,

Richard Daley, and I know that his comments, based on years of ex-

perience as mayor of—I think he would say—the first city of the

country, and years of concern about wasting human resources, will be

of great assistance to this committee.
Senator NELSON. Mayor Daley.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD DALEY, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF

CHICAGO, ILL.

Mayor DALEY. Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, Senator Stevenson.
Distinguished Senators, my colleagues, the mayors of the cities of

our great Nation, as mayor, I am here to comment on Senate bill 31,

which is designed to provide, during times of high unemployment, for

programs of public service, employment for unemployed persons, to

assist States and local communities to provide needed public services,
and for other purposes.

All the mayors of our cities have a direct concern with the problem
of unemployment. Although there are no statutes that fix the respon-
sibility for employment on local government, the fact is that we are
the closest to the people and they look to us for leadership in meeting
problems that directly affect their lives.
Further, the place to meet problems is where the problems are, and

the cities have the greatest numbers of the unemployed.
I believe that there are two aspects to the bill. One is to meet the

problem of unemploying during periods of recession, and the other
is to fill public service needs in such areas as environmental quality,
health care, housing, neighborhood improvement, recreation, educa-
tion and other programs that contribute directly to the betterment of
the community.
I would like to add a third consideration, and that is to provide

maximum opportunity for a job to anyone who has a genuine desire
to work.
In regards to periods of high unemployment, there are questions

that I believe deserve your serious study and consideration.
The requirement that there be in excess of 4.5 percent unemploy-

ment nationally for 3 consecutive months before the bill becomes op-
erable appears to be unrealistic. Even when employment is high na-
tionally, we all know that there can be regional and local areas of
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unemployment. There must be consideration given to cover theseconditions that do not reflect the national percentage.We also recognize that even in those areas where unemploymentmay be under 41/2 percent, the unemployment rate for minority groupsmay be substantially higher.
I know that there is considerable support for the theory of a mobilelabor force—that workers will go from areas of high unemploymentto more prosperous areas. To a great extent, this may be true. How-ever, there are some groups that do not respond to this pressure: theman who is over 45, the person who is unable to move for compellingpersnal reasons, and those who feel uncertain about the consequenceof their move.
The further effect of this mobility is to place a greater burden onthe city that accommodates them when the economic picture changesand there is unemployment. This is one of the reasons for the currentplight of many of our cities.
I am confident, for example, that the city of Seattle will restore itseconomy but it will be in great difficulty in the future if there is anexodus of skilled labor from the city.
I believe that every section of our country should be strong eco-nomically and able to provide opportunity for employment for theirresidents.
I feel that this committee should give consideration to exceptionsto the 4.5 percent formula.
The needs of the cities have become obvious. There is no questionthat cities could hire and efficiently use workers to fill unmet needsin public health, antipollution programs, housing and neighborhoodimprovements, education, public safety, parks, transportation, sanita-tion and other equally important areas.
We now have a situation that, while the private sector is tellingthe unemployed it has no openings there is a great need in the publicsector to hire additional workers for essential services. But there areno local resources with which the cities can hire the additional per-

sonnel.
The opportunity for jobs in the public sector exists at the same time

that the Nation suffers from a 6 percent unemployment rate, with no
assurance that it will not go higher before it declines to the 4.5 percent
level that the President hopes to reach by late 1972.
This unemployment figure includes highly skilled professionalworkers—as my friend from Seattle mentioned--managers, engineers,technicians, the recently returned veteran from Vietnam with skillsacquired in the armed services, as well as the unskilled and inexperi-enced worker who, even with unemployment reduced to a level of 4.5percent, would find it difficult to obtain a job in private industry.Chicago could, and would, hire workers from all skill levels—in-cluding engineers and technicians, to do essential work not now beingdone. But its major thrust would be the hiring of the untrained andinexperienced and, through training, both on the job and in educa-tional institutions, provide them with the skills that will enable themto make a real contribution to the welfare of the city in which theylive.
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At the same time, it will lessen unemployment and provide the

worker with an income for himself and his family, and with self-

respect, and standing in the community.
Obviously, this is not a make-work program. The city will create

entry level jobs in vital departments where inservice training and

accredited education will be used to improve the workers' skills. The

Civil Service Commission will link entry positions to a citywide ca-

reer ladder based on proper task analysis so that employees will know

that opportunities to advance will match their skill development. This

is not new in Chicago. For years, the city has had an education incen-

tive program for all its workers providing for released time and

tuition reimbursement.
Public service employment, to be truly effective, should include a

commitment by the city to upgrade its workers and thereby improve

its services to the community. Certainly this will afford workers an

option of entering private employment as well as being absorbed into

regular government employment as their skills improve.
A survey, just completed by the National Civil Service League, of

departments in the city of Chicago showed that the city could use

more than 30,000 additional workers in expanding services that would

contribute directly to the community.
Typical jobs include engineering technicians, draftsmen, clerk-

typists, health aides, data control operators, and rodent control in-

spectors, as well as positions which do not require specialized skills.

Experience has taught us that even in times of high employment

there are men and women who cannot find a place in private industry.

This is particularly true for those over 45, and these older workers not

only include the unskilled or low-paid but the individual who has

worked in a high-paid job for 10 or 15 years and has been laid off dur-

ing a recession. In many instances, he will not be hired back and he is

finding it extremely difficult to get a job. There also is the young

worker from 18 to 25 without a college education who finds it hard to

get an entry job in private industry. The problem is even more dis-

tressing for members of minority groups.
Public Service Employment should not be just stopgap employ-

ment—make-work jobs in which the worker simply marks time until

the economy improves and unemployment is reduced to some arbitrary

percentage. The employment and service needs are too great for any

such limited program.
Public Service Employment should generate real jobs; jobs in which

the worker can take pride because he knows that he is providing a

needed service; jobs which are not dead end but those where the

worker can see advancement opportunities in permanent employment.

The committee should therefore consider extending the authoriza-

tion for appropriation in section 4(a) beyond July 1, 1973.
If this permanency cannot be assured through legislation, then the

worker should be assured that he will not be dismissed until a suitable

job is made available to him by the federally supported State Employ-

ment Service. Precedent for this already exists in the work incentive

program for those who are in training under the aid-to-families-of-

dependent-children program provided in the Social Security Act.
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In the last analysis, the Public Service Employment concept is notcompromised if the worker, with his newly acquired skills, can con-tinue his career by entering private industry. Government and industrycould achieve no finer partnership than in a program dedicated to suchadvancement of the American worker.
In Chicago, as well as in other cities, we have taken advantage ofevery Federal and State program in the employment field. We havebeen deeply concerned about the returning veteran from Vietnam. Weestablished a special office in the city hall to provide job placementservices for the veteran. We enlisted the aid of the State employmentagency and private employers.
This program was successful and we were able to place more thantwo-thirds of the applicants in good-paying jobs—some in city govern-ment—most in private industry. With the decline of the economy, how-ever, we now are not able to find jobs for returning veterans. And re-cently we have witnessed the bitterness of the veteran who has been laidoff the job which we located and is seeking employment again.Our model cities and urban opportunities program give the highestpriority to job training and employment opportunities.
We also have a program opening the ranks of building trades un-ions to minority members through the Chicago plan which is a co-operative agreement between building contractors, trade unions andminority groups for training and employing minority workers.There is a universal realization that our present welfare systemhas become self-defeating. It appears to me that there is no better wayto rescue able-bodied, employable, but unemployed, men from theirpresent eroding idleness which slowly kills morale and initiative, de-stroys the spirit, and affects the offspring, then to give meaningfulwork at decent wages.
Men and women need work. They need the chance to find themselvesin the world. The opportunity for a meaningful job is the most im-portant fact in maintaining a basic level of dignity in our way of Me.Certainly employment is not a panacea for all of our social problems,but nothing will make a greater contribution toward alleviating suchproblems.
With the modifications I have recommended, I urge the passage ofSenate bill 31.
Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity of appearing

here.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor Daley.
(An attachment to Mayor Daley's statement follows:)
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TEE CEICAGO PL FOR EQUAL OPPORTUNITY, INC.

PROGRESS REPORT .

February 2, 1971

Report on The Chicago Plan's activities since the

inception date.

The total number of persons recruited is 1165.

those recruited the following disposition was made;

CRAFT PRE-APPRENTICES APPRENTICES

Of

JOURNEYMEN

1. Structural Ironworkers 1 2

2. Sheet Metal Workers . . 1 7

3. Cement Masons 5 3 2

4. Glaziers 
0 5 8

5. Carpenters 18 90 16

6. Plasterers 5 11 1 -

7. 1 3.Roofers
S. Painters 5 4

S. Pi-Defitters 56 1 23

10. Electricians 1 60 53

11. Operating Engineers 120 67 4

12. Bricklayers . 1 20 3

13. Asbestos Workers 20 8

14. Boilermakers 1 8

15. Plumbers 43 98

16. Archeticural Ironworkers 10 15

17. Pre-Vocational-GED 140

18. Others* 46

TOTALS ... 420 245 255

* Others refers to trainees placed in training with the Model Cities

Community Maintenance Corporation.
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Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Driggs of Phoenix.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. DRIGGS, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
PHOENIX, ARIZ.

Mayor DRIGGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-
tee.

It is a great pleasure to appear before you in support of this bill.
Our statistics in Phoenix

' 
in Arizona, will stand the test. In Phoenix,

we have had more than a 60-percent increase of unemployment this
last year, the inner city, approximately 20 percent, and we have 10,000
urban Indians in Phoenix, and the unemployment rate there is 50
percent.

Recently, in anticipation of this testimony, I asked my staff to sur-
vey all of the major departments in the city to determine how many
new jobs could be absorbed without increasing programs simply to
maintain the present level of services as expected by the citizens. I
received the report yesterday; in Phoenix, with a population of 600,000,
we could use 800 new positions in meaningful public service careers in
our area.
Another thing that is very important in public service careers is the

career potential. I can't think of any other area where the potential is
greater than in governmental work. There is a matter of opportunity
there. In Phoenix, 70 to 80 percent of our advancements are from
within the organization. We provide opportunity, and there is oppor-
tunity in cities for people who get into these jobs to increase their
education and their opportunities.
Much reference has been made to no dead end jobs. Most cities have

opportunities for job-related education, on-the-job training. One-third
of all of our 5,000 employees are now engaged in outside courses to
improve their potential, and to enhance their advancement.

There has been some concern as to whether cities could effectively
utilize the public service career program because of rigid civil service
procedures. In my opinion, this is not true. A few months ago, we
initiated a pilot public service career program in Phoenix that was
entirely locally funded. Fourteen new trainee classifications were cre-
ated, and, most importantly, civil service rules were modified, and
other civil service changes that would enable easier movement of
trainees into permanent city employment are now being considered,
and we expect them to be changed.
I heartily endorse this program, and we hope that it passes, and

we hope that it will be signed.
Thank you.
(The prepared statement of Mayor Driggs follows:)
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am John Driggs, Mayor of Phoenix, Arizona, and I am pleased to join

the other members of the Legislative Action Committee in enthusiastic support

of the Emergency Employment Act of 1971.

The unemployment rate in Arizona is higher than it has been in over five

years, and it increased by 50% during the past year alone. Twice as many people

as a year ago are receiving unemployment insurance in Arizona. Worst of all,

the unemployment rate in the Inner City of Phoenix is estimated to be between 17%

and 20%, with the rate for over 10,000 urban Indians in Phoenix estimated to be

over 50%.

These statistics show that we in Phoenix share the common need for jobs

that is found throughout the cities in this country. We also share the same need

for improved and expanded city services.

A report prepared in my office last week covering only our major depart-

ments indicated a need for over 800 additional positions. This would not be a

"make work" program to provide people jobs that are meaningless or unneeded,

nor are they jobs for new programs not now undertaken by the City. They are

needed to provide at an adequate level the services expected by our citizens. The

people in these jobs would be doing the things that we would be hiring people to

do right now if we had the money.

They would help us make a more realistic effort to fight Inner City poverty.

They would help us make our public housing more livable, our parks and libraries

more usable to more people, our streets safer and cleaner and our public areas

more attractive. They would also help us maintain our streets, alleys, our

buildings and a variety of electrical, communication and vehicular equipment.
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For example, our citizens have expressed a strong desire for more

recreation leadership, for more hours on over a hundred parks and school play-

grounds all over the City. Similarly, there is much we can do even with untrained

employees in park development and improvement. More employees can help

relieve the workload on our professional librarians in the physical handling of

the books in our library system. People hired under this Act can accomplish

field surveys that we need so much for traffic planning, and bring important maps

and survey data up to date. With the increasing emphasis on ecology, we would

plan to use some new employees on demonstration teams for a variety of clean-up

programs. Finally, we feel that a number of new people can be used in sub-

professional positions, such as assistants to our Public Information Officer.

These are not "frills" pushed upon the public by an ambitious government,

but necessities if we are to maintain the services that our citizens have a right

to expect from their City government.

If enacted and funded, this bill can help Phoenix and many other cities

overcome two of our most pressing problems -- jobs for the unemployed and

adequate City services for the community.

These jobs are not "dead-end" jobs, as is often contended. A man is not

in a dead-end job simply because he is not wearing a white collar, sitting behind

a desk or giving orders. If this were true, close to half of all municipal jobs

would be considered dead-end. The majority of municipal employees began their

careers at a relatively low level. However, because of the variety of jobs in a

City government and the considerable supervisory levels that exist, many

employees are able to advance several times during their careers. For instance,
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in Phoenix 70-80% of all appointments are filled by promotion within the organization.

We recently hired 15 Work Standards Analysts, all from within the organization and

many from the lowest classifications.

These same opportunities would be present for employees hired by a City

under this Act. In addition, most cities provide their employees counseling as

well as incentives for increasing their education. In Phoenix, we pay .80% of job-

related educational costs, and over a third of our employees are presently enrolled

in various courses.

There is sometimes a doubt whether cities could effectively utilize a public

service careers program, because of rigid civil service procedures or unyielding

bureaucracies. In my opinion, this is not true. A few months ago, we initiated a

pilot public services career program in Phoenix that was entirely locally funded.

Fourteen new trainee classifications were created, civil service rules were

modified, and other civil service changes that would enable easier movement of

trainees into permanent City employment are being considered. These classifications

offer a career ladder development opportunity that is limited only by the talent,

interest and drive of the trainee.

This was a small effort, but it demonstrates what we can do, and what we

would be willing to do on a larger scale with funds provided by this Act.

In addition, our most successful employment program in Phoenix has been

the Mainstream Program, which is perhaps the most closely related large-scale

program to public service careers. In this program, 65 enrollees have been

provided work training experience, basic education and an opportunity to move

into other City jobs or jobs in the community. At the same time, they have

accomplished numerous projects in our community parks, desert mountain

regional parks, and mini-parks.

Unfortunately, and over our strong objections, the Regional Office of the

Department of Labor will discontinue this outstanding program in Phoenix April 1.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mayor.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mr. Harry Wheeler for Mayor Gibson, Newark.

STATEMENT OF HARRY WHEELER FOR HON. KENNETH GIBSON,
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF NEWARK, N.J.

Mr. WHEELER. Chairman Nelson, and distinguished members of the
Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty.
Mayor Gibson has asked me to say to you this morning that only a

highly critical problem in the current teachers' strike in the city of
Newark prevented him from being present this morning to testify.
Newark is the largest city in the Nation's most urban State. Thirty

percent of Newark's population is receiving welfare. Newark has the
highest per capita incidence of venereal disease and infant mortality
in the Nation, the highest crime rate, and an anticipated deficit of
$70 million for 1971, which is 43 percent of its operating budget.
Newark's unemployment rate—and you have had this in the

record—is at 11.1 percent. However, Friday of last week, we got a
new figure—a higher figure: 14.5 percent.
Current statistics reveal that 15,000 people in the resident labor

force are presently unemployed. Another 35,000 are either employed
full-time or part-time at a rate of under $3,000 per annum. Still an-
other 17,000 citizens of Newark are being underutilized.

Moreover, one out of every two people in Newark interested in jobs
can't find adequate employment.
Furthermore, the unemployment rate for black males between the

ages of 16 and 25 approaches 30 percent. The unemployment rate for
Spanish-speaking males is an alarming 37 percent.
A striking example of Newark's grave economic crisis is illustrated

dramatically in two recent cases, namely, the bankruptcy petition filed
by Remco, Inc., of Harrison, N.J., and the cessation of operations by
the Ozite Corp. of 139 Longwood Street, Newark, N.J.
Remco is the eighth largest tie manufacturing concern in America.

Its manufacturing plant is located in Harrison, N.J., which is con-
tiguous to Newark. Remco, like most tie manufacturing companies,
suffers from seasonal employment. At the height of the season, Remco
employs as many as 2,000 people—blacks and Spanish-speaking
people—from the greater Newark area, constituting 82 percent of
Remco's work force.

Recently, Remco filed a bankruptcy petition. Prior to filing the peti-
tion, Remco's work force, due to the economic downturn and normal
seasonal layoffs, was between 800 and 1,000 employees. its a result of
the filing of the bankruptcy petition, Remco today is employing about
150 people. This represents a diminution in work force of 1,850 people,
when you consider the seasonal high and between 650 and 850 people,
prior to the bankruptcy petition. 

high,
reduction in work force at

Remco gives some idea of what Newark is facing.
The Ozite Corp.—Recently, Ozite Corp. of Newark, N.J., closed its

doors under an apparent consolidation of operations program. That
is now part of the Ozite plant in Libertyville, Ill. This apparent con-
solidation was responsible for 200 Newark citizens being through out
of work.
These are but two examples of how Newark is being crippled eco-

nomically. The crisis has reached the point where there is a need for a
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declaration of emergency, with a view toward having the Federal
Government take action forthwith to remedy this grace economic
situation.

Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Haskell of Wilmington, former Member of

Congress.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY G. HASKELL, JR., MAYOR OF THE
CITY OF WILMINGTON, DEL.

Mayor HASKELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit a statement
for the record.

Senator NELSON. It will be printed in full in the record.
Mayor HASKELL. My city has got about 80 percent black in the edu-

cational system, and we had the National Guard in our streets in 1968
longer than any other city since the Revolution. And we have problems
that obviously unemployment affects in a major way.
We have dropped in one major company 2,100 employees in the last

year.
In spite of the fact we are 50 percent ahead of any other city in the

country in terms of construction
' 
we still have a major increase, a 500-

percent increase, in unemployed fathers on the welfare lists.
We have 18- to 21-year olds; an increase from 28 to 41 percent in

our general assistance caseload, and I guess the problem is the same as
it is in a lot of the other cities, as you have heard here today.
I am a businessman, outside of being in this job, and it comes a little

hard for me, in a way, to think that the Government has to create jobs,
but when you deal with an old city and its disadvantaged and its prob-
lems, really, when you consider the alternative, having people go on
welfare, and the debilitating effect that that often can have, and the
getting hooked on welfare, that comes with it, if you can create jobs
that can produce meaningful things in the city, in terms of pollution,
ground pollution, or what-all, I think you could really do something
that means a darned sight better answer than trying to have just your
welfare increase and getting into trouble.
I would like to, I would urge emphatically with the rest of the people

here that we have an economic problem in our cities, that we are in
your hands, as I am in the hands of my legislature now for about 25
percent of my budget. I have confidence in their intelligence that an
understanding of our problem will come around, so that they will help
me in my solution.
I think I am probably more optimistic than maybe some of my

colleagues here on that regard, but I have confidence that it is going
to come to pass, but we do have a problem in unemployment, and if you
don't give people the pride in work, in doing something, I don't see
how we are going to solve our problems in the country.
Since taking office, we have reduced our payroll decisively, trying to

do the job on an efficient basis, but now we are in trouble, and we are
down here to help you convince the President, or the Members of the
Senate and the Congress, to try and pass this legislation, and I, along
with the rest of the mayors here, support it in every way, shape, and
form.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mayor.
(The prepared statement of Mayor Haskell follows:)
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STATEMENT OF

THE HONORABLE HARRY G. HASKELL, JR.

MAYOR, WILMINGTON, DELAWARE

TO THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, POVERTY

Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Senators:

I welcome this opportunity to meet with you today and join

my colleagues in presenting the economic situation that faces

our urban centers today. Specifically, I would like to talk

about my city: 'Wilmington, Delaware.

Wilmington is an old Eastern seaboard city. We face daily

the multitude of problems that are evident in every large

metropolitan area. Our school population is almost 80% black,

second only to Washington, D.C. In spite of the fact that'U. S.

News and World Report' showed Wilmington to be almost 50% ahead of

any other city in terms of new construction, we face a situation

that causes a serious degradation risk, a situation that affects

the spirit of our city and the confidence of our citizens, a

situation that is deeply disturbing throughout our country.

Wilmington is an old community with a proud tradition of

inventiveness and resourcefulness. Wilmington's people, its

leadership, public and private, today are determined to turn the

old Wilmington into a model for the nation to show that a city

with the old problems can be made to work. But the employment

situation in the Wilmington area threatens us severely.

Let me speak of one of our largest international corporations

58-148 0 - 71 - 6
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headquartered in Wilmington. This corporation employed almost

34,000 people in the Wilmington area in 1969. This year they

have 2100 fewer employees. They have not been forced to lay

off most of these workers but rather when 2100 employees left

their jobs in 1970, they were not replaced. These are 2100 jobs

that will not be filled - jobs that are critically needed in

Wilmington.

But Wilmington is trying to recover from the riots and

National Guard occupation of 1968. As I said, the public and

private sectors are stimulating the construction business and are

bending every effort to rebuild, and thus provide jobs for our

people.

Still we see the unemployment figures rise one and one half

per cent during the past year. We see in 1970 a 65 per cent rise

in the number of people classified as unemployed for thE purposes

of unemployment compensation. We see the number of persons

receiving welfare benefits in 1970 rising 28 per cent over 1969.

Wilmington finds that young people -- so vital to any area's

growth -- are not finding employments. In 1969, young people

between 18 - 21 made up 28 per cent of the general assistance case-

load while in 1970 they composed 41 per cent of that category. You

have talked about the number of unemployed fathers on the welfare

rolls, we in Wilmington experienced almost a 500 per cent rise in

1970. While our numbers are not significant, the percentage of

increase speaks for itself.

We estimate that the supplemental assessment rate for

unemployment compensation paid by employers will be doubled t4is
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year over 1970.

Wilmington is coming alive. We are making great strides in

all areas of our community. Still, it's absolute l the same

story as it is in any city, we cannot satisfy the needs of our

citizens if they do not have housing, education or a lob. We

cannot build a spirit if the welfare rolls are saturated. We

cannot allow the situation to deteriorate further.

I strongly urge the passage of the Emergency Emp l oyment

Act of 1971.
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Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Maier, of Milwaukee.
Senator NELSON. We are pleased to have Mayor Maier here this

morning, who, I think, next to Mayor Daley, is probably the senior
mayor of 'a major city in America, having served for just about 11
years.
Mayor Maier is a former member of the State legislature with me,

and has been a very creative, intelligent, and popular mayor in the
great city of Milwaukee.
Mayor Maier.

STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY MAIER, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
MILWAUKEE, WIS.

Mayor MAIER. Mr. Chairman, the fact that I would be the senior
mayor of the country, if Mayor Daley retired, was persuasive to Mayor
Daley in keeping him running. [Laughter.]
Mr. Chairman, depending upon whose census estimates you accept,

Milwaukee is the 12th, 11th, or 10th city in population in the United
States. We are relatively certain, however, that we are the eighth in-
dustrial city. We have been blessed with a diversified economy.
But, nevertheless, like the other cities throughout the Nation, and I

think the mayors here have made some very cogent and, occasionally,
like Mayor Alioto, eloquent statements in the situation.
We have felt the impact, too, of a staggering economy. And, al-

though our unemployment rates for the entire Milwaukee area con-
tinue to be below the national average, the number of unemployed
workers in Milwaukee is much greater than it was just a year ago. And
we hope that we can arrest an incipient trend.
In December of 1969, Milwaukee had 19,000 workers out, seeking

employment. In December of 1970, Milwaukee had a little over 30,000
competing for fewer and fewer jobs. The SMSA unemployment rate
for December 1969 stood at 3 percent. The rate a year later stood at
4.6. But SMSA figures are based on a fallacy. They are not representa-
tive, because they do not represent the conditions of the depressed
areas of the central cities, a point which, I think, has been made rather
continuously here this morning.
So, in our depressed areas, the rate is estimated to be two to three

times as much as it is for the SMSA, and this is what we are con-
cerned about.
There is a variable aspect and a section of this bill that is somewhat

hidden. It is related to the dilemma of all the large central cities of
America. For instance, Mr. Chairman, our city again, which has been
a relatively prosperous city, has been in the poverty business long be-
fore the Federal Government ever got here, and in times of relative
affluence, we are spending an estimated $31 million, over, off of local
revenues, the property tax, in our case, for poverty-linked services.
And this is a relationship that ought not to be overlooked when we
consider the particular conditions of the central city.
Now, at that point, of course, it is getting an ever greater concern

to us; during several months of 1970, our unemployment rate reached
9-year highs. And the outlook for the coming year certainly can't be
considered favorable, because all of our indications are that when the
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figures become known for the month of January, our unemployment
rate will have risen. More Milwaukeeans will have to face the hard-
ships of unemployment.
At the same time, Mr. Chairman, we have people looking for jobs

in Milwaukee. We have work which goes undone, because we lack the
money to pay their salaries.
Parenthetically, this is not a reference to our police force.
We have projects in the city government which would improve our

efficiency, but which are left undone, because of our fiscal squeeze,
and I certainly wholeheartedly endorse the efforts of my colleagues,
and the leaders of the U.S. Conference and the National League of
Cities who have made such eloquent appeals in the past for this kind
of legislation, and I endorse the legislation under consideration today
as a means of providing constructive employment and worthwhile
activities to those who are unemployed, and I certainly, as one mayor,
applaud the chairman and the subcommittee for their efforts in this
direction.
(Further information submitted by Mayor Maier follows:)
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February 17, 1971

Senator Gaylord Nelson

Chairman, Subcommittee on

Employment, Manpower and Poverty

New Senate Office Building

Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Nelson:

At the time I testified before your subcom
mittee

in behalf of your emergency manpower legislatio
n on February 8,

I cited the increase in the unemployment rate
 in December of

1970. At that time I did not have the statistics for 
January

of 1971.

Since that time, the figure for January has 
become

available and it indicates even greater cause for
 concern.

The unemployment rate for January 1961 in the four-c
ounty

Milwaukee metropolitan area was 5.3 percent. It is the highest

in ten years.

According to the Wisconsin State Employment Ser
vice,

an additional 3,900 persons were unemployed in Ja
nuary to bring

total unemployment to 33,900 persons.

The increase in the unemployment rate from 4.6 pe
r-

cent in December to 5.3 percent in January is an inc
rease of

15.2 percent. As I stated in my testimony before your com-

mittee, the Milwaukee figures are for the entire metro
politan

area. Estimates are that the unemployment rate in the inne
r

city is considerably higher.
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Senator Gaylord Nelson

Page 2

February 17, 1971

These new figures for January and the continued

high unemployment nationally reinforce the concern expressed

by the Legislative Action Committee of the United States

Conference of Mayors and the Human Resources Committee of

that organization.

If possible, I would like to have these remarks

incorporated in the record of the hearings of your committee.



82

Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor Maier.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Gribbs, Detroit.
Senator NELsoN. Mayor Gribbs.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROMAN GRIBBS, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF

DETROIT, DETROIT, MICH.

Mayor GRIBBS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee:
You will excuse the interruption and departure; I was testifying be-
fore Senator Muskie with Mayor Massell, but this matter is so im-
portant I wanted to express myself very briefly. I appreciate the
opportunity to do so.
The need for is legislation, insofar as our area in Detroit, is well

documented last year, and the situation this year is even worse. Un-
employment has been increasing steadily in the Detroit area. I regret
to say that we rival Seattle in this regard.
Over 150,000 of Detroit's SMSA work force is now unemployed.

That means one out of every eight in the Detroit area. In Detroit
alone, the city alone, last November there were 80,000 that were
unemployed. The unemployment rate in the inner city, for the inner
city poor, is at 24 percent. That is one out of four. Estimates suggest
that almost every other person between 18 and 25 years of age is
unemployed. Detroit's unemployment rate in 1970 was nearly double
what it was in 1969.
Now we see no relief in the near future. Cutbacks in production

have created layoffs in major industries, and as a result, all industries
are affected. And a few days ago one of the major automobile com-
panies was forced to lay off 300 men who had been employed under
a federally funded NAB—JOBS contract.
Now if you consider the employment needs of 4,500 Michigan

veterans returning home each year, the majority of these will be
entering the labor force in the Detroit area, and while jobs are di-
minishing, so then the number of unemployed is steadily increasing.
These people must be provided employment so that they can buy the

basic requirements of life—food and shelter and clothing, to say
nothing about education, which contains the better promise of a
better and richer life.
At the same time, the need for public services, particularly in the

area of health, housing, drug abuse, and enforcement, have substan-
tially increased. Rising unemployment and the decreasing ability of
local government to provide necessary services because of lack of
funds have compounded an already grave situation.
I have unavoidably added to unemployment. In the past year the

city has not had the revenue to fill nearly 2,000 vacant positions in
the city government. In addition, last year I was forced to lay off some
600 city employees.

Despite new taxes and a full range of traditional tax sources—all
levied, I should add, at their maximum legal limit—this fiscal year
we are faced with an operating deficit of $15 million, and next fiscal
year that gap will be $51 million. In other words, next year we need
$50 million of new revenue just to stand still, just to continue existing
services.
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We cannot hope to solve the problems of our unemployed and the
problems of inadequate public services without direct assistance from
the Federal Government. The legislation which you are currently
considering would be a major step in offering us the help we so
desperately need.
In fact, without immediate Federal assistance we not only will be

prevented from progress in the unemployment and public-services
areas, but we will be forced to add to the problem. We will be forced
to reduce public services, and we will be forced to add to the
unemployed.
My people, the people in Detroit, desperately need the jobs that are

under consideration here. For some, it is a matter of survival; for all
it is a matter of human dignity. We need public employment, and we
need it now. We have the jobs. Not dead-end jobs, but jobs in public
safety and sanitation, parks maintenance, and other services. I urge
your favorable action and immediate action on an emergency
unemployment bill.
I thank you for the opportunity to speak, Senator.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mayor.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor White of Boston.

STATEMENT OF HON. KEVIN WHITE, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
BOSTON, MASS.

Mayor WHITE. Senator, I am probably, I think, the last mayor here
to address you, at least in this initial presentation, and an important
one at that, and I thought as I listened to each of my colleagues speak,
when I listened to Mayor A lioto's presentation, and his reminder that
over 20 years ago there was a Federal commitment to full employment,
and to Mayor D'Alesandro's remarks about what we could do beyond
the rhetoric of our own presentations to make what we all seek here
a reality, I don't think any mayor here, and certainly not as mayor of
Boston, could I cite figures as dramatically as those cited by the rep-
resentative of the mayor of Newark, Mayor Gibson.
And Mayor Haskell said that, collectively, our cities are in trouble.

That has to be the understatement of the week. They are dying, and
I think that our individual cries here today is a genuine chorus of
frustration, and not to be too dramatic, but fear, and it is felt by our
constituents, and expressed by us.
I wish, as the last speaker, I could think of one word or just one

phrase that would sum up all that we are endeavoring to say. Of one
thing, I think all of us would agree, and a comment that might not
have been expressed is that the bill is desperately needed, as is your
help in its passage. But time is the scarcest of all commodities for us,
individually and collectively, in a historical sense, and I suppose in a
seasonal one. And I just hope that the concern that this committee
has evidenced in proposing this bill will be contagious. Not only with-
in the national Congress, but in its responsibilities from the President.
I can only say that our words are not exaggerated rhetoric. They are
deep and genuine concerns that have to be met.
(The prepared statement of Mayor White follows:)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. KEVIN WHITE, MAYOR

OF THE CITY OF BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERSNOF THE COMMITTEE:

I am glad to take advantage of this opportunity to join with

colleagues to support the Emergency Employment Act. Without a

shadow of a doubt unemployment has become in the past twelve months

the major domestic problem.

All of a sudden last spring and summer, lay-offs, shorter

work weeks, increased unemployment insurance claims startled the

American people into the realization that jobs and a secure livlihood

no longer were for the asking.

In Boston and in the State of Massachusetts where employment

is widely diversified, the impact of this recession has been often

deeper than the statistics demonstrate.

A few facts will point up the problem:

1. Massachusetts is one of the nine states of the nation

receiving special help from the U. S. Department of Labor. The

State now has an unemployment rate of 5.6%.

2. In the Boston SMSA the rate in December was 4.8% --

up from 3.2% in December of 1969. The city rate tends to be double

these figures.

3. The total weeks claimed for unemployment insurance in the

state rose from 1,392,159 during the first six months of 1969, to

2,522,726 for a comparable period in 1970 -- a rise of 81%.
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It. In the Boston SMSA, manufacturing employment declined

from 290,600 in December, 1969, to 267,000 in December, 1970. This

means 13,600 less jobs -- 13,600 people who were the economic main-

stay of the family without their job.

5. Recognizing the difficulties of interpolating the SMSA

statistics for the pockets of serious unemployment, it is our best

estimate based upon a quick phone check among the agencies in the

City of Boston and the 1966 Department of Labor survey that unemploy-

ment in the center city where blacks and Puerto Ricans live is near

20%.

6, Employment Service personnel report that there are larg

numbers of blue collar and professional level workers looking for

jobs.

7. Training programs devised in times • f prosperity are

finding it increasingly difficult to place their graduates, and

this can spell real frustration.

8. The only bright light in this picture is the unfilled

demand for clerical employees. But these jobs tend to be filled by

women of whom most are not heads of households.

The value of the bill under consideration is clear enough. If

Boston were to receive the same proportion of the total authorized by

the bill for the first year as Boston gets under other manpower

legislation, it would receive around $7.5 million or enough to put

more than 1,000 unemployed persons into useful work for the city.
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At a time when the City of Boston has to cut back city

programs and cut needed services by adopting a no-hire policy, the

prospect of federal monies to perform useful work is Revenue Sharing

with a most immediate impact.

I commend this Committee for its sponsorship of this bill,

and I hope the President will sign it when it becomes law.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor White.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, Mayor Masse11 of Atlanta is also

testifying before Senator Muskie. I understand he will be here shortly.
May I ask consent that Mayor Flaherty of Pittsburgh, who still has

transportation troubles, and Mayor Stokes of Cleveland, who is unable
to leave his city, have permission to place their statements in the record.
Senator NELSON. The record will remain open long enough for their

presentations.
Mayor LINDSAY. I understand that the president of the Conference of

Mayors, Mayor Tate, has a statement he would like to place in the
record.
Mayor TATE. I would not want Senator Schweiker to feel that we

would not have anything on the record for the city of Philadelphia. My
remarks were general in the beginning, so I submit mine for the rec-
ord, sir.
Senator NELSON. Your extemporaneous remarks and your prepared

remarks will be printed in full in an appropriate place in the record.
I want to thank you gentlemen for your persentations, your statis-

tics alone speak compellingly concerning the very serious problem
faced by the major metropolitan areas of this country. I think it would
be correct to say that this committee perhaps understands the problem
better than the members of any other committee in the Congress—
except the comparable committee in the House—because our responsi-
bility is the field of manpower. I agree with the statement made. On
the question of permanent versus temporary employment, Mayor
Daley addressed to himself to that question in some detail, and others
commented on it, and I wish to say I agree with that.
The bill that we did pass had a permanent public service feature

in it. The reason we are considering just this specific proposal at this
time, involving the trigger that was in Senator Javits' bill, is that
we hope to get a bill passed very quickly. We will then at a subsequent
date address ourselves again to the manpower question and the ques-
tion of permanent public service employment. We are well aware
that to take up at this time that would mean that even with the best
of luck, nothing would pass for a good many months.
I am sure I needn't remind those of you who have lived through

that depression era, but I think it is interesting to point out, when
we talk about public service employment, that this country, with a
population slightly more than half of what it has now, a population
of around 125 million, in 1939 was providing 4 million public servicejobs. This program produced many constructive results, over and apartfrom providing employment for people who were in desperate circum-
stance. We are talking about a bill here involving about 150,000 jobs,in a country almost twice as large, with a gross national productseveral times as large as that. To have a comparable bill up for con-sideration now we would have to be talking about somewhere around8 to 10 million public service jobs, rather than 150,000.
So for those who haven't thought of what we have done in the past,when we faced a very critical situation, I think it is worthwhile toconsider that we, on a previous occasion, more than 30 years ago,addressed ourselves to furnishing public service employment in a verymassive way.
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I will defer my further remarks and allow the Senator from New

York to begin the questioning.
Senator JAvrrs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you very much, gentlemen. I am very naturally deeply satis-

fied that my own mayor, Mr. Lindsay—such a gifted person—is taking

such a prominent part in this effort, and I congratulate you all for

helping us.
I would like to address my questions to the panel, and let any mayor

who is moved answer, if he will.
First, I would like to state, gentlemen, that you have asked us, what

can we do? Well, you have just shown us the tip of the iceberg here.
You have testified, very eloquently, and very persuasively. Senators
and Congressmen pay very great attention to their people and most of
their people live in the cities. I would hope that in a manner which is
adapted to your city, you would make the feeling of the people of your
city felt to its legislators in the House and the Senate, in an unmis-
takable way, and that the process of education would continue until
affirmative action is taken on the bill. I hope also that the same aggre-
gate of sentiment will manifest itself to the White House. There is
nothing more persuasive than people—whether it is by meetings in
your city, by hearings, which you conduct as mayor, by the expressions
of view of local organizations and the local citizenry. You know best
how to do it for your city. I hope very much that you will preserve in
this process. It is absolutely essential, I can assure you, to get affirma-
tive action, and in my judgment this bill can be passed. It is a minimal
bill, as Senator Nelson has said, and I am very proud to be associated
with him in this. It can be passed, provided that the people indicate
that this is the priority that they want.

Second, I am very impressed with the testimony from two of the
mayors who come from relatively conservative cities—that is the mayor
of Phoenix and the mayor of Wilmington. I think it is very fair to say
that this impact can be very great, and if either mayor wishes to
comment, I would appreciate it. The fact that cities associated with
relatively conservative representation in the Congress should feel as
strongly as New York or Chicago or Philadelphia, Boston or Detroit,
and so on is, I think, very impressive.
Mayor HASKELL. Well, Senator, I will speak for the State. I hope

that the members of my delegation will support this legislation. I
talked to Caleb Boggs this morning and he indicated to me that he felt
very strongly in favor of this legislation. And I have every confidence
that our people will take a close look at it and support you in your
endeavor.
Senator JAvrrs. Thank you.
Mayor Driggs ?
Mayor DIUGGS. Thank you, Senator Javits.
I appreciate very much your observation, and I reiterate that the

city of Phoenix not only needs this bill, but I am sure that the citizens
will back the efforts of their Representatives in the Congress and in
the Senate to see that this bill is passed and passed quickly.

Senator JAviTs. Now I would appreciate any suggestions the mayors
may have. I have suggested to them a people's effort to impress the
Members of Congress and the President—because the President does
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not have this specifically in his manpower training budget. I ask unani-mous consent that the funds requested, Mr. Chairman, in the Presi-dent's budget, for all manpower training, and impliedly public serviceemployment programs, be made part of my remarks.Senator NELSON. They will be made part of your remarks.Senator JAVITS. Thank you, and this indicates that no such programas we are proposing is contemplated.
Is there anything the mayors would like to suggest to us that we cando to manifest to our colleagues and to the President the overwhelmingpublic demand which I deeply feel exists, so that this legislation canbe enacted and signed into law promptly? I think Mayor Maier's inter-jection that we have a time bomb ticking against us in the cities is anunderstatement, and certainly is completely true.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, Senator Javits, if I could offer justone comment, based on my own city, the notion is often expressed thatthis legislation will represent simply make-work, temporary make-work of a WPA nature, and is therefore inconsistent with present-day

philosophy. Totally incorrect. In New York City we have approxi-
mately 45,000 public service jobs which we fund ourselves, for the
most part, with a scattering of special program assistance in certain
special areas. Forty-five thousand jobs of persons who would other-
wise undoubtedly be on welfare. The city of New York spends cur-
rently $50 million a year of its own money on such employment, and
that employment, largely going to poor people for the most part—but
not all—are in the areas such as sanitation and cleanup, community
foot patrol services to augment police services, educational aides in
public schools, nurses' aides, licensed practical nurses in our hospitals.
We estimate that we could use an additional 50,000 to 75,000 public
service jobs tomorrow morning, if we had the funding in order to do it.
The bill that was vetoed by the President would provide, we esti-

mate for New York City, approximately 8,000 jobs, which as Senator
Javits has pointed out, is minimal. Therefore, and I would like to
conclude that comment by saying that without those public service
jobs that we already have, 45,000 in number, which is small for our
city, we would be in much more serious trouble than we already are.
They are ongoing, necessary jobs, in schools, hospitals, police, sanita-
tion and so on. It is not make-work it is badly needed public service.
I understand, Mr. Chairman, that Mayor Sam Massell of Atlanta

has just come in.
Senator JAVITS. Mr. Chairman may I suggest that unless Mr.

Massell is in a hurry, I only have 2 or 3 minutes of questions left, and
I could finish.
Is that all right with you?
Mayor MASSELL. Surely.
Senator JAVITS. Gentlemen, is there any demurrer by any mayor

who is here to the fact that the cities whom you represent are ready,
willing, and able to use every dollar of this authorization, effectively
and in accordance with the terms of the act?
Is there any demurrer?
I gather there is none.
My last question is the following:
Mr. Chairman, the worst example is Newark—and I think it is to

the great credit of Newark, that Mayor Gibson has been willing to



90

say his is the worst, in order to serve the cause of the American city

and of the overwhelming number of millions of Americans who live

in them. Would any mayor care to comment on the fact that any city,

which is here represented, could go exactly that way, unless we stem

the tide with a measure of this kind, and other similar measures?
Mayor UHLMAN. Senator, I would just comment very briefly.

I think that it is inevitable. I think without question Newark is a

macrocosm where all of us will be at some point in time, and of course,

Newark is a concentration of many of the problems of New York City,

but it really is a question of time.
The city of Seattle has geographically been protected. That pro-

tection has now broken down, for the very mobility of our people

across this great country. So if any of us feel very confident that

somehow or other these problems are going to pass us by in the great

cities of this country, why, it is an illusion that we can't afford.
I would even go one step further. I think it can be very safely

stated, as a truism, that the suburbs are very shortly and soon to see

what we now see. For example, in our city, we have held our crime

rate—as a matter of fact, this is the first time in almost 10 years that

our crime rate has been held, in the part 1 offenses, only one has in-

creased, and over six and a half decreased. But the suburban crime

rate has increased 25 percent in the last year, in the suburban areas

around our city. So even then, we see the same signs appearing on the

horizon for the last bastion of the so-called nonproblem areas, and

that is, the suburban areas. So it is coming. It is as inevitable as it

can be.
Senator NELSON. Thank you.
Senator JAVITS. Well, I want to conclude by saying that if any

mayor has any suggestion to pick up Mayor Alioto's remark about
the competitive capitalist economy, on how we can improve the provi-
sions of the bill relating to the continuity of employment from this
temporary to a more permanent kind, either public or private we would
appreciate it. We have tried to write in the best we know how, and it
resulted from the agreement with the House which was vetoed. So
we have really done the best we could, but if anybody has a better
suggestion, both Senator Nelson and I, I know, would be very inter-
ested.
Thank you.
Senator NELSON. Mayor Masse11 is here. I believe, Mayor, you ap-

peared before our hearings on the manpower bill about a year ago.
Is that correct?
Mayor MASSELL. No; this would have been my immediate prede-

cessor.
Senator NELSON. On legal services, you testified.
Mayor MASSELL. Yes, I did.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAM MASSELL, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
ATLANTA, GA.

Mayor MASSELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Go ahead.
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Mayor MASSELL. Unemployment in the Atlanta area, although not
as critical as in other large urban centers, is rapidly becoming a serious
problem.
During 1970 the average unemployment rate for the Atlanta stand-

ard metropolitan statistical area was 3.2 percent. This figure repre-
sents an unemployed civilian work force of 22,600 out of a total ci-
vilian work force of 706,500.
When these figures are compared to 1969 data, however, they indi-

cate an 18-percent increase in unemployment. Major cutbacks occurred
in the manufacturing sector of the Atlanta labor market, transpor-
tation equipment, textile products and machinery industries were the
hardest hit. Over the entirer year not one manufacturing industry
reported an increase in personnel.
Contract construction, communications, public utilities, and services

also declined during 1970.
Unemployment rates in Atlanta's concentrated employment pro-

gram target areas are three times the rate for the entire Atlanta
SMSA.
And Georgia's Department of Labor estimates that during 1971

there will be approximately 5,000 returning veterans from our armed
services seeking employment in the Atlanta area. In June of 1971
there will be a fresh group of graduating high school seniors and
college students flocking to the Atlanta area from all areas of the State
to add to our already saturated labor pool.
Unmet city department 1971 budget requests indicated a need for

60 professional positions and 225 nonprofessional positions. These
slots do not take into consideration the responsibilities and problems
that the city of Atlanta should be concerned with, but do not have
the financial capacity to undertake.
In the Atlanta SMSA there are five county governments, 15 city

governments in addition to the Atlanta city government. It is reason-
able that each of the governmental administrations have need of per-
sonnel that their local budgets cannot afford.
If a public sector employment bill could be passed then there is no

doubt that the Atlanta area governments could utilize this increased
personnel capacity to handle many of our urban problems. We could
also make major strides in providing much needed employment oppor-
tunities for our increasing labor pool.
Thank you.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor.
I might say that, to follow up on Senator Javits' question, when

the manpower bill was pending last year the U.S. Conference of
Mayors. was very important and very instrumental in supporting this
legislation, as well as mayors all across the Nation. I think that you
gentlemen did have a significant impact, and that accounts for the
fact that the bill passed in our House with a vote of 68 to 6. It was a
bipartisan vote, not only bipartisan but obviously a mix of conserva-
tives and liberals supporting the concept. I am satisfied that with
your vigorous support that we can pass this bill very quickly. That
is the reason for taking this limited aspect to the problem up at this
time.

58-148 0 - 71 -
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And I am sure that Senator Javits agrees that if consideration of
the bill lags, at some stage of the game, we may wish to call you back
again to bring us up to date on the more current situation and to
reemphasize the problem that you gentlemen face in the major cities
across the country.
Senator Schweiker, do you have some questions?
Senator SCHWEIKER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
First I would like to compliment the mayors on very forthright,

very positive statement of need in our cities, and I certainly appre-
ciate, too, the bipartisan spirit that is obvious here, and I think you
have found that Senator Nelson and Senator Javits and the rest of
us on this committee have produced that same bipartisanship in pro-
ducing our legislation.
I am a cosponsor of this bill, as well as the preceding one, that

did not make it, and I am sure that we are going to approach it in
the same way that you gentlemen have approached us.
With that, I would like to ask Mayor Tate, specifically, is there

any one type of public service employment, in your specific city for
which you would envision using this money first? Where would the
greatest impact be, among all the various possible types of public
service jobs in Philadelphia?
Mayor TATE. I am very glad you raised the question, Senator

Schweiker.
I appreciate your personal interest in this, because of your close

proximity to Philadelphia.
We tried a program like this 2 years ago, in fact 3 years ago, at

the time of great distress and in fact even 4 years ago, when we had
what was called a Job Mobile program, where we went out on the
street corners and recruited people for so-called menial jobs like sweep-
ing the streets, collecting the trash, but this has now been compounded
by the serious unemployment problem at many levels, particularly in
the disadvantaged areas, because there they are the first to be affected.
And so that we could use people, in the sanitation department for

the collection of trash, for the sweeping of the streets, we could use
people in a very important department at a professional level, and
what is known as license inspection, for the inspection of properties
and the rehabilitation of housing.
We could certainly use them with great thrust at the public sector

level of our hospitals, where they are very much undermanned, and, of
course, in a very distressing condition financially, in many cases.
As you know, in Philadelphia, in the Philadelphia area, we have

some 31 hospitals, with one very large charity hospital or general
hospital, the Philadelphia General Hospital, which now faces a des-
perate situation with respect to financing.
And this is further again compounded by the fact that our city

government is now opearting on a defict basis, made so because our
city council very wisely took the position that we have taxed to the
ultimate, and where we had hoped to get some assistance through a
new tax structure from the State of Pennsylvania, the possibilities
are not likely of getting additional help.
I suppose that could almost reach every level of public employment

in the Philadelphia area, would go so far as your own county, which
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at one time was supposed to be the richest county in Pennsylvania,
but I know that they are having problems at the courthouse level
now.
But this is, as I said, further compounded by the fact that where

we face this deficit spending, and deficit spending it is, that we are
required in most cases, right along this table, reqiured to invoke what
we call a freeze, where we cannot appoint someone to take the place
of someone who has separated from service, either through death or
because they want a pension, that we cannot reappoint or appoint
someone to take that person's place, so that in some of the very im-
portant departments of the city government today we are 70 to 100
behind.
In the city of Pittsburgh, I was reading a press account today where

even the fire department is some 43 down because of a freeze, because
of lack of money, and some of the fire engines in the city of Pittsburgh
are going out with only three men—that is one driver and two people
to put out the fire—unless they bring other equipment in.
So that I think that there is a real need at the public sector, and

where does a person go when they are unemployed? They go to city
hall. Maybe they will go to your office, maybe they will go to a con-
gressional office, but eventually they wind up in city hall, because that
is the place where they go with all their troubles today.
Senator SCHWEIKER. Now one other question, Mayor Tate, to give

an idea of the relative priority of this legislation.
Of course, you have been working with a number of different Fed-

eral programs, and different Federal grants, and we hear discussed
the general revenue sharing approach, and the special revenue sharing
approach.
The problems that confront you, I realize, are many: How would

you rate the priority of this legislation improving conditions in Phila-
delphia, compared to some of the other things that have been pro-
posed? In other words, where does this specific proposal fit into the
many other programs and also revenue sharing, special revenue shar-
ing and other grants-in-aid programs?
Mayor TATE. I would say it has two priorities. No. 1, to be measured

by time, because it is evident that we need it now. But more than any-
thing else, we have got to convince the President, and I think you can,
that he ought to sign this bill, instead of call it just another WPA
measure. It is not.
Senator SCHWEIKER. I would like to ask Mayor Lindsay if he would

speak to this question.
Mayor LINDSAY. Well, first, this bill is labeled Emergency Employ-

ment Act of 1971. It is an emergency bill for an emergency situation.
It should not be thought of as a substitute for a comprehensive man-
power piece of legislation, which this Conference of Mayors and the
legislative committee strongly endorses.

This, to some people, is sort of a stop-gap legislation. We don't care
what you call it. We need it, because we are in serious trouble.
In respect of revenue sharing, revenue sharing should not be

thought of as a substitute for this, or for anything else. Revenue shar-
ing is the ability of these local governments to stay alive. Without
revenue sharing, or some means by which we can have a more elastic
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tax system to support these increasingly costly municipal services,
basic services—I am not even talking about special unemployment
programs, or special programs to aid the poor, or special programs on
health, which are always a matter of congressional priority and con-
cern, and should be, revenue sharing is designed to keep basic things
going forward.
The effect is that all of us at this table here have costs of municipal

government that are escalating at a minimum of 15 percent each year,
largely through mandated costs beyond our control. Those services
that are now out of control in respect of their costs are for basic serv-
ices that you, your colleagues, and the people that you represent for
many decades in this country take for granted.
We can no longer take it for granted. Revenue sharing is designed

to save those basic services. It is not a substitute for comprehensive
manpower legislation, antipoverty legislation, health care, and all of
the other priorities that this Congress must deal with.

Senator JAVITS. Including the family assistance program?
Mayor LINDSAY. Including family assistance and the junking of the

present welfare system and the substitution of something rational and
reasonable in its place.
Senator SCHWEIKER. Does any other mayor want to respond to this?
Mayor HASKELL. I would just like to say in the terms of the revenue,

you are going up at about 1.5 to the gross national product. The States
go about 1 to 1, and we go down. That means that the money is flow-
ing into the Federal Treasury at a much higher rate, and ours are
going down, and if you take that to its logical conclusion, you are
bound to get in trouble, and we are in that kind of trouble, and we
think that we can manage our cities without categorical grants, better
than somebody can lay up a plan and then have it monitored down
through seven layers of government, and then have that be the de-
cision that is made in the city.
And that is the reason we believe in revenue sharing as a primary,

long-range goal, not to be mixed up with this legislation.
Senator SCHWEIKER. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you.
Senator NELSON. Mayor Lindsay commented briefly on this. Those

who opposed the public service employment in the manpower bill we
considered last year, and I assume those who oppose it now, have re-
peatedly charged that it would be WPA—type, make-work programs.

First I would like to say as one who lived through that depression,
there were a whole lot of very constructive, wonderful programs
under WPA, and it is too bad that so frequently they are referred
to as make-work type programs, but even that aspect that might be
called make-work type programs at least employed people in some
useful work.
Now, my question. Are you satisfied in your own minds from look-

ing at your manpower situation in your cities that you in fact do
have necessary, critically important, constructive public service jobs
within your community that need to be performed and will not be
performed under present circumstances, without some legislation of
this kind?
Mayor DALEY. I think, Mr. Chairman, every mayor here would say

that at the present time, in the cities, not only the large cities but in
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every small city, there is public services that should be performed that
are not being performed, and the only reason they are not being per-
formed is the city has not got the resources with which to do them.
And that is why we are so urgent in asking you and your distin-

guished committee as well as the present administration and the Presi-
dent to look in and see the problem that exists all over America, in
every city.
This is not going to be any additional workload, as I see it, or pur-

posely work jobs being made. We are asking for help to carry on
vitally needed and important city services that we are told, and we
have been told here this morning, in many cities in the United States
have been deferred and rejected and in many instances reduced.
And in our type of a society, we cannot reduce them, in the large

cities, because as all of these mayors know, we have the problems. The
problems come to the large cities—whether it is racial problems,
whether it is language problems, whether it is the fact that people
are not educated, they have a tendency.
And we are trying to do the best we can. The problems were not

created by the mayors, they were not created by the cities. They were
created by a sudden movement of people, and we think we are en-
titled to come to the Federal Government, as we are today, and ask
you for immediate help to help us with ongoing city problems and
programs.
We need more in the way of building inspection. We need more in

the way of rodent control, we need more in the way of better alleys
and better streets in order to have a better city and a better country.
We need more to help in the educational needs. We need more educa-
tional aid.

This is no WPA, and I agree with you. I think if you look all over
this country, there are many fine projects that were put up. There are
libraries, there are buildings, there are bridges and streets to be
cleaned, and many fine things in our society. There were streets that
were paved, there was curbing, there were parks, and there were build-
ings constructed, and parks that are being used today.
And I feel that if this is passed, and passed immediately, every city

in the United States, both large and small, will get the shot in the arm
that they need today. They need help. We need help. We need the re-
sources of the Federal Government to say we are going to do some-
thing about the problems, and they are not only the problems of the
cities. There are people that are involved in these problems.
There are the problems of the people of the city, and we ask you for

help in trying to help us in this emergency, as fast as we can, in order
to try to move all these cities ahead.
This is what we are hoping, Senator, will be done.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mayor Gribbs of Detroit has a comment on your

question.
Mayor GRIBBS. Senator, I could hire 2,600 people today for the city

of Detroit. These are budgeted positions. They are budgeted. Some
2,000 are unfilled. Some 600 were laid off. And these are positions that
go along the whole vertical structure of various services, from an
executive level down to technical, down to laborers' levels.
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These are not positions that we will make up to fill and take hold of
any program. They have been budgeted, and have been cut back. But
with the funds provided and directed toward public service, we can
then put these persons back, so the trees would be trimmed every 8
years, as they should be, or 9, instead of every 13 or 14, now, so that they
are not a hazard. So our santitation cycles should not be cut back from
six times a year to four times a year because of lack of manpower.
It can go back to what should be a reasonable standard for cleanli-

ness and that kind of service that should be provided is not being pro-
vided, to say nothing about new programs that should be provided,
such as drug programs, that take manpower.
So, yes, we have the place, and jobs ready and waiting, positions

ready and waiting.
Mayor ALIOTO. Mr. Chairman, I would like to give you a very

practical answer to it from the standpoint of us on the West Coast.
At the present time,I have before me $100 million worth of requests

from my department heads, all vitally needed governmental services,
that we are going to have to cut out of that budget so as to maintain our
budget at somewhat the same level as last year.
We are caught in the squeeze between rising services, in part de-

manded because of certain national policies, and a practical limit on
property taxes. You just cannot squeeze that property taxpayer any
more.
Because we are caught in that squeeze, I am about to eliminate $100

million of governmental services that are really needed, and yet we
simply cannot go ahead with them, so there is not any doubt that we
are not talking about some kind of a make-work deal.
Mayor UHL1VIAN. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might very specifical-

ly and very briefly answer you.
Senator NELSON. Mayor Uhlman.
Mayor UHLMAN. We have, for example, in the city of Seattle, seven

swimming pools which are now under construction or will be under
construction and completed. We are not going to be opening those
seven swimming pools, because we simply cannot provide the man-
power to operate them. They are going to be sitting there, idle, vacant.

Senator NELSON. You are not going to be able to open the swimming
pools?
Mayor UHLMAN. We are not going to be able to open them.
We are going to be able to open perhaps one or two, on a much de-

layed basis. We will just leave it idle for about 6 months or perhaps a
year.
Another example: We have, as you know, across this country, an

alarming increase in venereal diseases. Certainly a tremendous oppor-
tunity exists for us, in our city, and in all the cities to hire these kinds
of persons that would be available under this kind of a measure, to help
us to combat this in the community, for community workers.
Another very concrete example which we would like to do, if we

had the personnel and manpower to do it, and that, of course, is to go
out into the community in our police-community relations program,
individuals who are in the community would serve as a liaison or com-
munity patrol type persons in the community.
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We could all of us here, I am sure, go on and on with a whole host
and series of specific examples of how we could use, and I would be
happy to submit such a list if this committee desires it.
Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, Mayor Gibson supports fully the

Emergency Employment Act of 1971. However, he does have a con-
cern, and I would like to express it this way: He feels that as im-
portant as this emergency legislation is, he is deeply concerned about
the whole public service careers employment being written into the
permanent comprehensive Manpower Act, and that in no way what is
being done with the emergency bill will that deter or interfere with
writing into the comprehensive Manpower Act for 1971 or 1972 this
very vital section.
He supported it under the comprehensive Manpower Act that was

vetoed, and he still feels certainly, as you do, that this is an important
part of solving the manpower problem in this Nation.
Mayor D'ALESANDRO. Senator, I think it is unfair for the opposi-

tion to this bill to identify it as a make-work measure, and I hope that
the presence of all the mayors here today can kill that aspect of the
opposition, because the jobs are there, in Baltimore, and I am not talk-
ing about the jobs in the Department of Public Works.
When we get outside of the Department of Public Works, when we

get into the courts, our probation officers are handling the highest
workloads in the history of the administration of justice in our city.
We have a municipal hospital, one of the finest in the country, yet

the amount of registered nurses, the amount of nurses aides that are
servicing the various floors

' 
are at a minimum.

We pride ourselves on being the showcase in urban renewal and
housing and redevelopment, yet in the conservation areas we cannot
move beyond the central business district or the little neighborhoods
that serve as a core around it, because of lack of inspectors.
The Civil Service Commission has waiting rolls of competent, eligi-

ble people who can fill the jobs. The work is there. The jobs are there.
And strange as it may seem in the eyes of some people, we at the local
level know what we are doing. We have the plans. We don't have the
financial resources to follow through.

Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mayor.
Is there anybody else?
Mayor BURKE. Mr. Chairman, not to repeat, and, of course, no one

knows what any one city's share of this would be, but I would say that,
knowing the situation simply in health and hospital needs in Louis-
ville, that we could use whatever share of public service employment
our city would get in the field of health and hospitals alone.
As Mayor D'Alesandro, we have pending before our Board of Alder-

men now a proposal to amend the budget of our Public Health and
Hospitals Department, simply to keep it up to standards, and at this
moment we don't know where we are going to get the money.
We can say almost the same thing in the fields of solid waste dis-

posal, and housing, and building inspection, and air pollution control,
and any of the things which are the urgent needs of 1971.
I think your problem would not be, could the cities use the jobs. The

next problem would be, where are you going to put the few you would
get.
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Senator NELSON. I would like to ask another question for any or all
of you to comment on: As you well know, the cities ended up receiving
within their jurisdictions people who migrated there from all over the
United States, whether it was Appalachia or the south or rural Amer-
ica in the north, where the amount of employment on farms has been
dramatically reduced in the last 25 years. The people who came to the
cities came from a different kind of environment, without the skills
that were used in the cities.
I notice in some studies made that, given a cross-section of any group

of poor people in this country, that their aptitude is equal to a cross-
section of people who are from the middle class or any other group in
this country. The problem is the handicap of their circumstances and
their educational background, but the aptitude is there.
We have said to employers in the private sector, "You have a re-

sponsibility to do something about affording an opportunity to that
individual who, under circumstances beyond his control, dropped out
of school or did not get an opportunity for skilled training. You in
this free enterprise system have the responsibility to take a certain
number of these people who have been deprived of opportunity and
join in a program of giving them training and affording them an
opportunity to work, which they would not otherwise get, not because
they don't have the competence and aptitude to do it, but because they
have to have the training first."
However, the largest employer by far in America is the public—the

Federal Government, the State government, the city government, the
county government, the townships—far and away the, largest em-
ployer in this country.
And yet, because of all kinds of circumstances that you are well

aware of, established over the years, we have been effectively denying
poor people an opportunity to participate in public employment, where
the largest employer is, because we have got civil service rules, we
have got this and that.
We attempted to tackle that problem with our public service em-

ployment bill, to give training and do the thing that Mayor Daley
addressed himself to, upgrading their skills, giving them an oppor-
tunity for advancement, and so forth.
It seems to me a very critical matter that the public is denying

those who have had the least opportunity in this country a chance
to participate in the largest employment sector in this country. If
we are going to do something about the problem, we not only have
to provide all the occupational training skills and educational oppor-
tunities for the private sector, we have to open up the public sector.
And the only way we can open it up is affording an opportunity
for service in the public employment service, with the on-the-job
training and educational programs that go with it.
What would your observation be about that problem as I stated it?
Mayor DRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, John Driggs of Phoenix.
I think there is another unique aspect to this public service careers

that needs to be emphasized, and that is, the demonstration factor
that the public sector can show to the private sector, in bringing
some of these hard-core unemployed into service through public serv-
ice careers, demonstrating how the private sector can in effect emulate
this kind of program by some innovations of their own.
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I think that, as I mentioned in my formal remarks, in many cases
civil service rules do need to be modified, and we need to condition, by
the presentation of the need, the public to accept these things.
I think you have seen a demonstration that the jobs are waiting.

There is no question about the statistics, and every city in the country
could provide your committee, within a very short period of time, the
actual statistics you needed, if you need that kind of demonstration.
I think that through this public service program we can build pub-

lic confidence in upgrading the performance of many of our citizens.
Mayor HASKELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I think we

have a terrific breakthrough in an organization that I think you peo-
ple are handling in a separate bill, and that is the OIC. It was origi-
nated by Leon Sullivan in Philadelphia, and I understand, if your bill
goes through, has the possibility of training a million people in a 10-
year period.
This, I think, is a real breakthrough in the technology of how to get

to the disadvantaged, and I think covers the people that you are talk-
ing about. That includes the language disability, and so forth.
I can think of absolutely no organization that could be any better,

or better fitted, to the entrance into public employment as well as pri-
vate employment. I think it can be used in connection with welfare
retraining.
There is a real breakthrough in technology of how to get to the un-

employed, the disadvantaged, in OIC, privately originated, and basic-
ally privately supported. I think if the Government could give that a
real boost, I think probably maybe the most important thing in this
area, far more effective than MDTA, in our experience.
Senator NELSON. Well, I think as everybody knows who is familiar

with the Reverend Leon Sullivan's work, that he is an especially
talented gentleman.
Mayor LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, 3 years ago the Kerner Commission

examined the problem in the core cities, core city areas of about a
couple of dozen cities. They went about this whole problem of em-
ployment, examined all of the available data and standards on the sub-
ject, and the Kerner Commission, which then consisted of a group of
11 persons from the established world of the United States, Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, running the whole spectrum from liberal
to conservative, were of the unanimous view that to solve the problem
in the core city areas, one of the things that was needed was a multi-
pronged attack on the problem of unemployment and underemploy-
ment.
And three things were specifically cited as necessary— all three, not

just one. Public service employment was one. Two, Federal leadership
to provide necessary incentive to the private sector to get on with the
business of hiring and training and keeping and moving upward on
the ladder underemployed persons and minorities.

It was the conclusion of the Commission that you are not going to
do that simply by pleading with the private sector to exercise their
good will and their humanitarian tendencies. Tax credits were urged,
and direct subsidies were urged, in order to provide the necessary Fed-
eral leadership and incentives to get the private sector to move in this
area.
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That is all the more necessary today. The private sector, primarily
motivated by profit, as it is, is nervous, worried, frightened, cutting
back, laying off, and not moving aggressively forward into the social
problems of the communities in which they find themselves—all too
often, according to them unhappily find themselves.
Senator SCHWEIKER. Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Yes.
Senator SCHWEIKER. I would just like to respond to Mayor Haskell

and say that I certainly concur with his assessment of Reverend Sulli-
van's work, and want to point out that this bill would specifically be
able to share OIC's work. They would be used as a training sponsor
and trainee participant in this bill. So it was written that OIC and
Reverend Sullivan could participate in it.
Mayor ULIIMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would have one very brief

comment.
I frankly think the cities across this country have been doing a very,

very poor job in the entire area of civil service reform. I would in-
clude our own city.
The bias, of course is an obvious one. We just underwent a survey

in our own city by the National Civil Service League. I am currently
defending two different lawsuits brought by employee groups in at-
tempted areas of reform.
And I think that you could help us substantially by providing us

with the stick along with the carrot to give us some impetus in the
cities to initiate some long-needed and long-desired civil service
reforms.
Senator NELSON. I was raising the philosophical as well as practical

question of the denial, in effect, of opportunity to the person without
the training, the poor person, to participate in the field of public
employment, where any middle class kid can automatically partici-
pate, simply because he has developed in advance the appropriate
skills to pass the exam. Our bill was aiming at the concept that you
could take a person with adequate aptitude, and give him on-the-job
training as well as off-the-job training.
And I am wondering about your view of the necessity for us of

opening up the public service employment to give opportunity to
those who have been deprived.
Mayor D'ALESANDRO. I could not agree with you more, Senator

Nelson. I think the program is to make employment opportunities
all-inclusive, rather than exclusive, and what Mayor Uhlman was
making reference to is that some of the civil service regulations make
it exclusive, and not to be facetious, but this is a true story.
When I was president of the city council of Baltimore, I sent some-

one who came to the office to seek employment down to the Civil
Service Commission to get a job as a dog catcher, and he was re-
jected because he did not have 3 years' experience chasing dogs. So
I had to certify that I saw him chasing dogs about 5 years before he
got his job.
I don't think you need any on-the-job training for that kind of

employment, but that is how exclusive some of these prerogatives are.
Mayor TATE. Senator, I would like to add to this experience that in

our time of anticipated civil disorder in 1967 or 1968, when we con-
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ducted a Job Mobile program, which was related to some of the
categorical Federal programs, we did find that we were in a position
through some arrangement with the Civil Service Commission to
provide for emergency employment in some sectors in order to allevi-
ate some of the dissents in the community.
And we found out that the first thing that a person wanted was

a check—a check on payday. The second thing they wanted was to be
trained in the kind of work they were doing.
And very fortunately, toward the end of the line, when they had

staying qualities with respect to putting up with that kind of em-
ployment, they wanted to be assimilated in the civil service system.
And thankfully, we were able to obtain those positions, because of
the usual attrition, the fact that they provided a wanted need.
So I think that while first our immediate reaction would be an

attack on the civil service system, with all of its implications and
restrictions. I think that there is great hope that these people can be
assimilated into the system, because it does comply with established
standards.
I would not want to see those who protest to be so loyal to the Civil

Service Commission now start a lobby against this particular legis-
lation because it would affect their particular establishment. I think
it can be assimilated by the usual attrition.
Senator JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I think what you gentlemen have

testified to is critically important in getting the bill passed, because
we have got to satisfy our colleagues that there is an excellent chance
to bring the people into the regular flow of public and private em-
polyment. What Mayor Lindsay has said, and the other mayors, and
yourself, is critically important.
I just wanted to add one figure, and ask one question.
When the Kerner Commission, Mayor Lindsay, made its findings,

it is a fact, is it not, which was 1967, that the nonwhite teenage unem-
ployment rate in the first 6 months of that year was in the 26 percent
range? From what we know now, is it not a fact that it is now at least
a third higher, to wit, in the middle 40-percent range?
Mayor LINDSAY. That is probably correct. It is very hard to get

accurate data on this subject. The Kerner Commission figure is the
best evidence that could be gathered together, and probably is a correct
figure, and the latter figure that you have just quoted is probably
correct, also.
Senator JAvrrs. Now, the other question

' 
Mr. Chairman, that I

would like to ask—as I have been the principal agitator here for that—
is the effect of this bill one way or the other on Neighborhood Youth
Corps employment for summers.
The administration has included in its budget the summer employ-

ment program almost as it was last year, notwithstanding the increased
need.
Now, can the mayors give us some help ?—because we will be fight-

ing this battle again—on the relationship of this bill to the Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps summer employment program.
Mr. WHEELER. Senator, in the city of Newark, funds flowing into

the city to deal with Neighborhood Youth Corps has always been
woefully inadequate, and while we have projected any number of jobs
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beyond what the money that has come into the city, so what it meant
technically is that there were still just a whole host of unemployed
young people, because the money was not there.
Mayor LINDSAY. In New York Neighborhood Youth Corps, the

program has been designed to pick up just a small piece of the slack
that is generated in the summertime.
In summertime we estimate there are 300,000 teenagers out on the

streets who in the winter months are not there, so that is added to the
normal street activity that is year round, and the Neighborhood Youth
Corps program was designed simply as a short-term, two and a half
month program to cover that particular summertime pressure.
There is some relationship, and the Neighborhood Youth Corps is

designed to produce productive work. It is very difficult to take a pro-
gram, however, which is limited to a very small part of the year, and
designed to give jobs to teenagers who normally are supposed to be
in school. A lot of them are not. They are hustling on the streets.
But there is some relationship between the two. A lot of us in the

U.S. Conference of Mayors have been urging for a long time that the
Neighborhood Youth Corps program be converted into a year-round
program, an ongoing program.
Mayor DALEY. I think it should be. I think it is most important,

Senator, if we do have an ongoing program, and anyone that has
worked with the youth program during the summer recognizes the
significance that this kind of a program must continue for 12 months
out of the year, because you do not really accomplish the task if you
just take youngsters when they are out of school, and then, when they
go back in school, not have any continuing program.
And everyone that has worked in them, I think every city here that

has had the youth program recognizes the necessity for a round-the-
year program. We would surely accomplish much more, and we would
do it much better.
Mayor DIALESANDRO. Senator Javits, I would like to have the record

reflect that the National League of Cities and the Conference of Mayors
conducted a study of the absolutely necessary Neighborhood Youth
Corps summertime job slots for the summer of 1971, and put in an
absolute minimum figure of 600,000 slots.
Senator JAVITS. In other words, gentlemen, it works the other way.

You really need to beef up the Neighborhood Youth Corps, as an
addition to the program you are testifying to.
Thank you.
Mayor D'ALESANDRO. That is right.
Senator JAVITS. Would Mayor Tate, as the president, tell us?
Mayor TATE. I agree, sir.
I do want to point out that we have been suffering a steady cutback

from year to year, since we first tooled up for this kind of a program.
Senator JAVITS. Now, that is the Neighborhood Youth Corps?
Mayor TATE. That is right.
Senator JAVITS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Would you comment on this: The budget this year

proposes to increase the local matching funds for Neighborhood Youth
Corps employment from 10 to 20 percent at the local level. What
effect will that have?
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Mayor TATE. Just 10 percent. That is all.
Mayor LINDSAY. There are no matching funds left to the local gov-

ernment. Everybody here is anticipating a giant deficit, with the sure
advent of more layoffs, more library and museum and swimming pool
closings, and all the rest of it.

Senator NELSON. For the record, could you, through the conference
national office, or directly here, supply the statistics on the num-
ber of slots for necessary employment?
I think one of the Mayors mentioned that they had 2,500 authorized

slots that were not being filled.
Mayor TATE. Mayor Gribbs of Detroit.
Senator NELSON. Could each of you supply that for your individual

city for purposes of the hearing record?
( The mayors responded: "Yes.")
Senator NELSON. We would like to have it in the next 2 weeks, if

possible.
Mr. WHEELER. IS that to be sent directly to you, or through the Con-

ference of Mayors?
Senator NELSON. Either way. Maybe have Mr. Gunther check with

our staff.
Mayor TATE. We will send it to you, with a copy to the conference

so they can follow up.
Senator NELSON. I understand that you gentlemen have a luncheon

scheduled at 12:30.
Well, we will stop asking questions, unless you prefer to be late.
Mayor TATE. You don't want us to come back this afternoon, do

you?
Senator NELSON. We may at a later date wish to consult with you

further.
In any event, I am sure that if we can get this bill out of here and

passed, that you will be called upon to appear on the House side,
anyway.
Thank you all very much, gentlemen.
(Whereupon, at 12 :40 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 1971

SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY

OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington,D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 4232,
New Senate Office Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson (chairman of

the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Nelson (presiding), Javits, and Taft.
Committee staff members present: William R. Bechtel, subcommit-

tee staff director, William Spring, professional staff member and John

Scales, minority counsel.
Senator NELSON. Our witnesses this morning are Mr. John Mulroy,

Onondaga County executive, Syracuse, N.Y. Robert FitzPatrick,
chairman, Wayne County board of commissioners, Detroit, Mich. and
Mr. John Spellman, King County executive Seattle, Wash.
Mr. Spellman, I understand that you will be the leadoff witness.

Your statement, and the attached documents, will be printed in full
in the record. You can present your statement in whatever way you
desire.
Senator Magnuson's office advised me that they regretted that Sen-

ator Magnuson couldn't be here to present you to the committee, but
you look like you can get along on your own all right anyhow.
Mr. SPELLMAN. Thank you, Senator.

STATEMENT OF JOHN SPELLMAN, KING COUNTY EXECUTIVE,

SEATTLE, WASH.; ROBERT FITZPATRICK, CHAIRMAN, WAYNE

COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, DETROIT, MICH.; AND JOHN

MULROY, ONONDAGA COUNTY EXECUTIVE, SYRACUSE, N.Y.,

REPRESENTING NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

Mr. SPELLMAN. I would like to introduce my colleagues and explain
what our roles will be this morning.
To my right is Robert Fitzpatrick, who is the chairman of the board

of Wayne County, Mich., and of course, that is where Detroit is
situated. To my far right is John Milroy, who is the elected County
Executive of Onondaga County, Syracuse, N.Y.
Mr. Fitzpatrick and I will speak more or less on behalf of our

individual counties, and County Executive Mulroy will speak on be-
half of the National Association of Counties, in addition to the prob-
lem in his own county.
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Senator NELSON. We appreciate your coming here today, as repre-
sentatives of the National Association of Counties. As you know, we
hope to conclude our hearings in another 10 days or 2 weeks, and start
markup sessions, and we appreciate your coming here to present your
views today.
Mr. SPELLMAN. Senator, I think you have heard some chat—I have

read the previous testimony of your committee—about the problems in
the Seattle-King County area, and that, of course, is where I am from.
I would like to not go over that same ground, about the economic

distress of the area, and the number that are unemployed. I think
those are statistics that I have printed in chart and graph form, which
you will find attached to my testimony.
I would like to talk, rather, about the opportunity in this bill, as I

see it, as a part of the solution to the problem in our area, and po-
tentially to the problem nationwide.
I would, first of all, like to suggest two possible amendments, and

that is, perhaps, presumptuous of me, but nevertheless, I would like
to get them out of the way at the very beginning, if I might.

Senator NELSON. No; as a matter of fact, as I am sure you are aware,
one of the purposes of the hearings is to get the counsel of a variety
of people from around the country, who are knowledgeable about the
problem, and are able to view the bill from their own viewpoint, and
how it will affect them; so any suggestions that you have for amend-
ments, the committee is glad to entertain.
Mr. SPELLMAN. Well, fine, Senator. Thank you.
First, section 4 provides authorization for funding the act nation-

ally when unemployment exceeds 4.5 percent for 3 months.
It is our position that the provision should be amended to provide

national programs on that basis with recognition of special local con-
ditions separately. I would suggest an amendment to fund a local
SMSA, when the unemployment of that area is 50 percent more than
the national average, and no less than 6 percent, no matter what the
national average has dropped to.
I think that, in other words, we have impacted areas, and it is con-

ceivable that the national average will go below 41/2 percent, but I
don't think there is an anticipation that our county average or other
similarly impacted area's average will go down in the near future,
even though the national average would.

Senator NELSON. You are saying that it would be funded in any
area, regardless of the national average, when it is 6 percent or above,
in a local area?
Mr. SPELLMAN. When it is at least 6 percent, and 50 percent above

the national average. A minimum of 6 percent, but it has to be 50 per-
cent above the national average.
The second amendment which I would speak to relates to the dis-

tribution formula for the funds made available in this legislation. I
think the formula as spelled out in the bill actually is just an outline
of what might be a formula. The bill has permissive language, which
allows the Secretary to distribute the funds within the local area,
based upon need.
I think the bill should not make this discretion. I believe that in

fact, the funds should go within a State, to the local area, based on
the proportion of its unemployment to the State's total unemploy-
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ment. In that way, those who have the need, the areas that are im-
pacted, would in fact get the aid.
I think the way the bill is presently written, that the discretion of

the Secretary might well call for spreading the money around, state-
wide, or areawide. For instance, in our area, the Puget Sound region
is badly impacted, and should get its proportionate share, in order
to solve the problem of unemployment.
I think those amendments are quibbles. I approve, our county does,

and I know the National Association of Counties approves highly of
the bill itself, and I did want to get those two quibbles out of the
way. I do think, however, each of them would improve the operation
of the bill in impacted areas.
I have also filed this morning a proposal in outline form. We in

King County have been working in this area of trying to retrain
manpower, trying to take this new type of unemployed person, who is
not merely a disadvantaged person, or a low income person, but in
many cases, particularly in our area, is a highly skilled engineer, tech-
nical person, systems man.
We have been trying to address ourselves to the total problem of

retraining all elements of the population, and we had already drafted
a proposal for the department of labor which we believe this bill
would make operational, and make very effective, and I have attached
that to my statement for the record.
We propose to address the problems foremost in the Nation's mind,

by addressing the problems foremost in the mind of our talent bank.
We propose to employ the skilled, the technically trained, the engi-
neers, the managers, and the system integrators who are unemployed
in our area, to retrain them to work in public employment for 9 months
with a goal of making them ready to seek the emerging jobs in the
environmental and urban problems job market.
We expect these people to be qualified to accept positions with Gov-

ernment agencies and with private industrial concerns in our Nation.
Now this proposal, as we have written it, calls for hiring people,

and training them at the governmental level, and I think if you have
an opportunity to review it, you will see that it includes some motiva-
tion at a very early stage. We feel that people from private industry,
many of them who have skills, are not at all adjusted to just simply
moving into a government job, especially in local government.
So we would propose a system of using the community colleges and

the universities and the present governmental employees to first moti-
vate them to work in the governmental system, to then give them
skills, and perhaps use some of these people in retraining the recent
unemployed in the successive and lower level of skills as they come in.
It is a rather elaborate proposal, but I think it can be funded, under

this bill, which does in fact, provide 15 percent funds for training,
and that is a very strong point of the program.
We want, of course, to preserve the technical talent bank which

we have in our Northwest. If we can't, of course we would be .happy
to see many of these people go to other parts of the country, if they
could find jobs but they can't, at the present time. So it seems logical,
then, that we attempt to retrain them, and bring them into the public
sector.

58-148 0 - 71 - 8
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Now we have heard a lot of reservations, and I am sure you have,
about the transferability of aerospace talents to the emerging prob-
lems of our times—the ecological problems, the environmental crises,
the collapse of the cities. I would submit that the transfer of these
talents to the aforementioned problems can be relatively easy, if it is
planned.
Locally, we have seen Boeing, over the years, retrain engineers from

one discipline to another, where labor shortages required it. Some en-
gineers have been retrained not once but many times, in the course of
their careers.
Let me just illustrate with just a few examples, as to how this has

been done.
Let's look at the unemployed Boeing engineer who for 22 years has

worked on the increasingly more complex problem of hydraulics sys-
tems, which are so critical to today's major jets. He knows more about
fluid flow and the process of purifying fluids than most people in pol-
lution control today.
The transfer of his talents from the small but very complex hy-

draulic system of the jet industry to the large interceptor sewer and
water systems of our urban areas and to the monitor systems and pol-
lution control systems into which they connect, I think, is a short step
in training.

It takes motivation, it takes training, but it is certainly comparable
to the retraining which has gone on in private industry in the Boeing
Co. itself.
The aerospace technician who has worked in the laboratory, pro-

ducing life systems, which support our astronauts on the way to the
moon, for instance—it certainly can't be too great a step to afford him
the opportunity to work on the life systems, the support systems of
the city.
These are men who are expert, have an expertise and a technical

knowledge that has been retrained and trained within the company
in the past, and we feel convinced that these talents can be addressed
to the major environmental and ecological problems that are facing
the cities and the Nation today.
The incredible logistics problems which have been solved by our

now unemployed Boeing workers in our area, for instance, I think,
present an opportunity.
The Boeing plant, 2 years ago, had 100,000 employees, in the Puget

Sound area, and you could travel for a half a day, and go 75 miles
through the various Boeing plants. The systems, the logistics, the fa-
cilities, parking, the transportation, the feeding, disposal of waste,
the heating, the mail systems, the lighting—all of these problems were
addressed and resolved by Boeing people, in a period when they were
building two major new aircraft, the 737 and the 747. And simul-
taneously, they were building two of the largest buildings in the world,
in cubic capacity.
What we are talking about is talent to integrate very complex and

very diversified problems. These talents, I think, are needed now, in
our urban system problems—interrelating problems, coming up with
solutions.



109

It seems to me obvious that we have this incredible number of highly
skilled people, and it is our challenge, and I think an opportunity,
under this bill, to retrain them

' 
and place them initially into public

employment, with the hope that we cannot only find permanent places
for them in public employment, but particularly in the fields of solid
waste, water pollution, oceanography, air pollution, and all of these
things, and also make their talents available to other local govern-
mental agencies, or governmental agencies, and conceivably, and I
think very possibly, make those talents available to new industries
in our area.

Certainly, in the field of oceanographics, I think that is more than
probable, in our county.
I think the problem that we face is a classic problem that has come

about because of change of national priorities. Three years ago, the
State of Washington lead the Nation in growth. It was a period of
labor shortage, and we were importing labor into the area.
Boeing had come up with some dramatic new designs for aircraft,

made possible by breakthroughs in jet engines, and the great Boeing
Co.—and I say the great Boeing Co. advisedly, because indeed, it has
proven its capacity to lick the toughest problems that have existed—
met what was then the market need, and we at the local level, and you
at the national level, applauded Boeing for solving these very difficult
problems at that time.
Unfortunately, the market for jet aircraft, because of the decrease

of commercial and private travel, has dropped down substantially
below what anybody would have anticipated a couple of years ago, and
Boeing has had to do what was inevitable; they have had to cut back
their manpower, back from over 108,000, 14 months ago, to what is now
about 40,000 in the Seattle-King County area.
I think, however, we can view that situation now—we have 17 mil-

lion square feet of vacant plant space in the Seattle area. We have
a large pool of unemployed, many of whom are highly skilled, most

of whom are under 45 years of age, and male—we can put those ele-
ments together, and come up with a program which can serve the area

and the Nation.
I just want to point out with two or three examples which bring

me to this conclusion, which are the human element of this story. I
wouldn't want, for a minute, to leave the impression that our county
is coming back here begging for aid or that we are not going to solve
our own problems.
I am sure we can, but this is as this bill intends; providing assistance

through a period of readjustment, and we are in a traumatic period

of readjustment at the present time. We are in a period where 25,000

people have been fed from food banks, from food collected by the

Neighbors in Need, a church group in our area, in the last month;

25,000 people have had to go to not governmental sources, but just

plain charity sources for food. We have the highest food stamp distri-

bution in the Nation. And at the present time, I think you have heard

about all of our statistics, and I won't go into them any further.
In conclusion, I would say that we face a crisis in our cities. We

have a crisis in the quality of air and water and land pollution. In

our county, we have the technicians, the engineers, the managers, the
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logistics experts and the system integrators, who solve the problem
of getting to the moon, of launching the complex defense system,
who know how to approach complex and difficult problems and to
solve them. I think they are ready to solve these problems of the
future.
The proposal which I have submitted today, together with my testi-

mony, I think, demonstrates that in King County, we are prepared
to implement one possible solution to our local unemployment prob-
lem, and at the same time, to address the national needs.
This bill can be of assistance to us in bringing about a retraining of

unemployed persons, to give them permanent public employment, to
address the environmental and other major problems of our cities and
our Nation. And we support it for that reason, Senator.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Spellman, with attachments,

follows:)
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STATEMENT

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMII1EE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY

UNITED STATESSENATE

on

S. 31 - Emergency Employment Act of 1971

by

JOHN D. SPELLMAN

COUNTY EXECUTIVE

KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

February 17, 1971
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TESTIMONY OF JOHN D. SPELLMAN, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON,

BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY ON S. 31

THE EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971. February 17, 1971, Washington, D. C.

Honorable and Distinguished Members of the Senate:

You have recently heard about the employment problem in our community

and in general about the problems confronting people in the Puget Sound

Area of the State of Washington.

Today it is my intention to supplement the facts submitted and to make

clear to you that the King County government supports the concepts put forth

in Senate bill S. 31 The Emergency Employment Act of 1971, with two minor

exceptions I would like to note at the outset.

First: Section 4 provides authorization for funding the act nationally

when unemployment exceeds 4.5 percent for three months.

It is our position that the provision should be amended to provide national

programs on that basis with recognition of special local conditions separately.

I would suggest an amendment which specifically provides for funding through

the program for local Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas with unemployment

50 percent or higher above the national average, provided the local rate is

above 6 percent.

Second: Section 8 of the bill provides for local allocation on a proportionate

basis within each area of unemployment. But the language is permissive.
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To address the problem we have in the State of Washington, we would suggest

mandatory allocation of the funds which would provide a simple, direct system

of allotment on the basis of the proportionate number of unemployed locally to

the total statewide unemployment. In this manner you can assure the money

reaches the people in the area of greatest need.

We would appreciate your favorable consideration of these two amendments -

quibbles to be sure, but important in perfecting this bill we believe to so

very appropriate to the national concern about which we are convened.

I would like to file with you this morning a copy of a proposal in outline

form, which will be presented by King County to the Department of Labor when

this bill becomes law. We in King County propose to address the problems foremost

in the minds of our nation's citizens by a program which addresses the concerns

foremost in the minds of our great talent bank. We propose to employ the

skilled, the technically trained, the engineers, the managers, the system

integrators unemployed in our community, retrain them to work in Public Service

Employment for nine months with the goal of making them ready to seek the

emerging jobs in the environmental and urban problems job market. We expect

these people to be qualified to accept positions with government agencies and

with the private industrial concerns of our nation.

Before the proposal was finalized we will review it with the locally

unemployed who we seek to assist. We will abide by their advice to modify

it in such a way that the concerns about their future will in part be addressed

to the extent possible.
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We want to preserve the great technical talent bank we have in the

northwest, but we must do so only if we can give them hope and opportunity

through employment. We also recognize the great need in the public sector

for the kind of person now made obsolete by the change in national priorities

which has displaced so many outstanding citizens.

Now we hear reservations constantly voiced about the transferability of

aerospace talents to the emerging technical problems of the seventies --- the

variety of ecological and environmental crises and the city collapse which

some see for our metropolitan areas. I submit that the transfer of talents

is easy, if it is planned. Locally we have seen Boeing retrain engineers

from one discipline to another when labor shortages required, not just once

but several times.

Let me try to illustrate the basic principles which are at the root of

our belief:

- Let's look at the unemployed Boeing engineer who for 22

years worked on the increasingly more complex system of

hydraulics which are so critical to the commercial jet

aircraft of today. He knows more about fluid flow and

processes to purify than most public pollution control

types. The transfer of his talents from the small but

complex systems of an airplane to the large intercepter

sewer and water systems of our urban areas and the

pollution control and monitor systems they hook into is

logically a short step with training.
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- Look at the aerospace technician who worked in the laboratory

and production areas of the space effort to produce life

systems which were required to maintain our astronauts as

they went to the moon. Can it be so great an effort to

afford him the opportunity to apply that great store of

knowledge to the solutions required in maintaining or

restoring life systems in our cities?

- Consider the incredible logistics problems which were

solved by our now unemployed systems and planning staffs

in the aerospace companies. Look at a Boeing plant where

in two years they went to more than 100,000 employees in

the Puget Sound Area with locations which made it possible

to make a round trip tour taking half a day during which

you covered 75 or more miles. System, logistic, facility,

parking, transportation, feeding, disposal of waste, heating,

mail systems, lighting, all of these problems were addressed

and resolved by Boeing people who in that period not only

designed two new aircraft - 737 and 747 - but simutaneously

built the biggest and the third biggest buildings in the world

in cubic area. Those talents to integrate very complex and

very diversified problems are the talents we so desperately

require to apply system integration types to the urban system

problems which are so complex and interrelated that they are
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overwhelming. It seems to me that aerospace skills in this

area can be directed and sensitized to public requirements

to the benefit of all. We have an incredible number of these

people in the local labor pool which we want to involve now for

the benefit of all.

So you can see that we are prepared to apply this program now. We are

prepared to take the funds available and not only employ people but also

assist them to find new and exciting careers in the future of our nation. This

bill can make possible that kind of opportunity.

Gentlemen, the problem which confronts our citizens in the State of

Washington is no classic case of readjustment - rather it is a classic case

of inadequate planning for changed national priorities.

Three years ago Washington State led the nation in growth. It was a

period of labor shortage which was locally precipitated by the phenominal

growth of commercial aviation, and the unprecidented state of the art improvements

represented by the 747, made possible of new jet engine design breakthroughs.

The Great Boeing Company, and let me make clear to you that is not just a

polite phrase for they are a company which has produced great projects which

were only possible because of great contribution and innovation on the part

of people at Boeing - The Great Boeing Company acting in response to the free

enterprise system - joined the competition to meet the market demand. We all

applauded, locally, regionally, at the state level and nationally. The new

models would ensure jobs for our local people and nationally it would help to

bring about an improved position in our balance of payments to which Boeing
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exports have been so crucial.

Now air travel is off, with people in private and commercial areas reducing

their air travel. Our commercial carriers cannot use the added aircraft thought

necessary but three short years ago. The Boeing Company has responded as it

must to maintain itself by reducing employment from more than 100,000 to about

40,000 locally, and the majority of that reduction has occurred in the last

14 months.

Senators, I submit to you that the displacement which has occured in the

Puget Sound Area leaves us with the worst national resource waste in our

nation's history. Talented men and women, superbly trained, highly productive,

with a desire to work and to contribute to the nation's economy, sit idle.

The waste in human and productive terms is incredible.

The stories we could bring to document the human dimension of the problem

can be seen from such simple facts as:

- 25,000 people were fed in the area in the past four months

through the Greater Seattle Council of Churches Food Bank Program.

- In King County, 84,883 added people received food stamps in

December and in the four-county Puget Sound Area the number reached

146,999 verses a year ago when the total was 39,072.

- With 75,000 unemployed in the SMSA and with 47,294 qualified for

insured payments you can guess the frustration and you can imagine

the consequences.
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Gentlemen, in this nation we have a crisis in our cities. We have a

crisis in the quality of air and water and land related to pollution. In

our area we have the technicians, the engineers, the managers, the logistics

experts, the system integrators who solved the problems of getting to the

moon, of launching complex world deployment of our missle system for defense,

who know how to approach complex difficult problems and solve them. They are

ready to solve the problems of the future.

As our proposal demonstrates, we are prepared in King County to implement

one possible solution to the local unemployment problem and at the same time

to address the solutions needed to national problems. This bill can be the

assistance we need to make this program a reality and I earnestly seek your

support for its passage.

Thank you very much.
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PROPOSAL FOR A
KING COUNTY MANPOWER PROGRAM

Objectives: To create a manpower development program which
would pre-train scientific, technical and pro-
fessional personnel from aero-space and related
industries for employment in public sector.

To identify critical areas of need in the public
sector in which such personnel could be employed
on a national, as well as a regional and local,
scale.

To create direct on-the-job training opportunities,
at full salary levels, for one year's transition
experience in new public sector fields.

To'create a manpower pool for deployment to cities,
counties, states and Federal agencies around the
country, and to initiate an employment service for
participants in the program.

To create a parallel program for sub-professional
personnel, displaced from highly skilled technical
positions which may be utilized in the public
sector. Since the potential list of jobs for this
level of personnel may be duplicated in present
civil-service positions, this will'require a
different level of effort and a slightly different
approach.

To round off the employment in the public sector
programs by evolving a new approach to a corres-
ponding effort for low-income people, which would
train entering or trainee classifications for jobs
in corresponding career fields with above categories.

To provide cities, counties, states and Federal
agencies with a high level of personnel, well
trained and endowed with a wide background.
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To enhance the character and capability of local,

state and Federal government services through
improvements in their personnel.

The premise of this program is that King County is eminently

well suited to initiate a personnel program which would provide

employment opportunities to county residents and a trained man-

power pool to all the cities and other agencies in the county

and nearby. With King County as the base, the program could

also be expanded - or even exported - to Pierce and Snohomish

counties. It is visualized that trained personnel could be

offered to other counties and cities, even if they did not

participate directly.

Manpower Development Program

Both nationally and locally there is an increasingly evident

need for manpower programs that deal comprehensively with the

variety of skilled and unskilled people that make up today'ls new

mix of unemployed. The increasing number of highly skilled

people entering the ranks of the unemployed offer an opportunity

to bring relevant skills, backed up with intensive introductory

training, to local government. King County's planning closely

corresponds to the bill now under consideration. Senate Bill 31

proposes that participants in a manpower development program

be given opportunities for public service employment. This
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presents a significant opportunity to train personnel for the

transition from private industry to public employment and

preparation for transfer of skill back to new private employment

opportunities.

King County's plans have already dealt with most of the problems

of implementing such a program. A short course on Public

Administration, a development of understanding of the role of

local and state government and a review of the present technical

competence of local governments would be indicated. In addition,

lecturers from other fields in the university - to be suggested

by a review of the areas of need of local government - could speak

to the latest information available on ecology, water quality,

solid waste disposal and other subjects with particular career

interest. A subtle motivation factor should be induced into

the program, to establish the person's worth to the community.

Care should be exercised that the participants are not so

over-motivated that they feel their talents are a gift of extra-

ordinary merit, laid at the feet of undeserving politicians

and bureaucrats.

Sub-professional Technicians 

A similar program for this level of employment would be set up

with a primary emphasis on task-training, in the selected fields,
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and a lesser degree of education in Public Administration. It

is felt that this is a natural role for the Community College

system. Their prior history indicates that they would

participate. However, a speeding-up of their normal pace may

be necessary.

Low-income Trainees 

A longer education process may be required, although part-time

on-the-job training should be instituted as quickly as possible.

Special counseling services would be utilized, and special

employer assistance in training, job counseling and employee

relations would be offered as integral to the program. The

services of the Community Colleges could be utilized here, as

well.

NOTE: In every category, due to prolonged unemployment, special

services may be required to provide financial counseling and other

assistance. Some preliminary study of the characteristics of

the potential candidates for this program will yield more specific

information about personal needs.

Training Personnel 

It would be most desirable to achieve somethimg of a multiplier
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effect in this program by utilizing personnel from the top

levels to conduct training programs for the other levels at

least partially. They would be selected from graduates of

the first class, or they could be selected for immediate

placement from the ranks of the unemployed.

Selection Procedures 

Manpower program selection procedures are often linked to the

offices of the Washington State Employment Service. It is

important that additional resources supplement, or even surplant

the office in this case because the selection procedure may be

the linchpin to the implementation of the policies of the

program. Selection can be geared to real or perceived needs of

local government, to categories of greatest unemployment, or to

any given goals. Goals must be carefully defined, and the

procedure designed to achieve them. In any case, broader

participation in selection seems to be indicated, including

potential employer groups to the extent possible.

Placement 

A special program to interest public agencies in participating

is needed. These agencies must be well motivated at their

58-148 0 - 71 - 9
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highest political, departmental, administration and working

levels. Efforts should be made to work with personnel staffs,

when necessary, and to enlist the cooperation of city and county

councils. Since local governments would benefit from a subsidy

of salaries for an extended period, there should be no qualms

about participating. It is equally important, however, that

they -utilize these skills to their fullest. To encourage this,

their early participating must be sought, using "advance"

techniques to arouse interest and supply cogent, interesting

information.

Program Conclusion

It is hoped that a large percentage of participants would be

retained by the public agency for which they worked during the

program. However, it is anticipated that some will be placed

in other agencies around the country, if openings are sought

on a systematic basis. Specific contracts can be made through

meetings of NACO, USCOM, NLC, and other organizations for public

officials.

Salary Levels 

Salary levels cannot be determined until DOL guidelines are

developed. They must be competitive with similar positions in

public agencies, and hopefully, should not be too much lower

than previously earned salaries. The provisions of Senate Bill 31

allow for employment of professionals at a rate fitting the

services they perform. This is a key provision that other

proposals have not glealt with.
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JOHN D. SPELLMAN
COUNTY EXECUTIVE

KING COUNTY COURT HOUSE

COUNTY /

SEATTLIC. WASHINGTON 98104 (206) 344-4040

KING COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S OFFICE

UNEMPLOYMENT & PUBLIC ASSISTANCE DATA BASE

Prepared by: Joseph L. McGavick
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INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT - NUMBER OF CLAIMS

SOURCE: WASHINGTON STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA)

PIERCE KITSAP KING-SNO
SMSA* SMSA* SMSA* TOTAL

June 1969 1,772 336 7,112 9,220

July 1,994 396 8,665 10,055

August 2,599 465 11,148 14,212

September 2,811 546 12,702 16,059

October 3,059 638 14,458 18,155

November 3,839 722 17,098 22,659

December 1969 4,274 859 19,491 24,624

January 1970 5,156 - 23,185 -Incomp

February 6,061 - 30,360 -Incomp

March 5,624 30,223 -Incomp

April 6,089 - 33,310 -Incomp

May 6,488 1,270 37,346 45,104

June 6,290 1,154 38,772 46,216

July 6,960 1,380 41,057 49,397

August 7,168 1,303 43,099 51,570

September 7,222 1,524(2095)43,123 51,869

October 6,708 1,338(1992)44,194 52,240

November 6,926 1,467(2149)42,754 51,247

December 1970 7,001 1,438(2068)42,369 50,808

JANUARY 1971 8,057 1,702(2207)47,596 57,355

NOTE: KITSAP ( ) FIGURE INCLUDES FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT DATA
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INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT - RATE

SOURCE: WASHINGTON STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

PIERCE
SMSA*

(SMSA)

KITSAP
SMSA*

KING-SNO
SMSA*

June 1969 2.5% 3.0% 1.6%

July 2.8 3.6 1.9

August 3.6 4.2 2.5

September 3.9 4.8 2.8

October 4.2 5.5 3.2

November 5.3 6.3 3.8

December 1969 5:9 7.4 4.3

January 1970 7.1 5.1

February 8.3 6.7

March 7.7 6.7

April 8.3 - 7.4

May 8.9 10.5 8.3

June 8.6 9.4 8.6

July 9.5 13.2 9.2

August 9.8 12.5 9.6

September 9.8 14.6 (8.4%) 9.6

October 9.2 12.6 (8.0%) 10.0

November 9.5 13.9 (8.6%) 9.6

December 1970 9.6 13.6 (8.3%) 9.6

January 1971 11.2 16.0 (8.9%) 11.0
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CHARACTERISTICS - INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT

SOURCE: WASHINGTON STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

Under 45
45 thru 64
65 and over

Under 45
45 thru 64
65 and over

7-69 7-69 Total
Pierce King-Sno 7-69
SMSA* SMSA*

TOTAL 1,994 8,665 10,659

1,134
567
293

4,281
2,870
1,514

5,415
.3,437
1,807

6-70 6-70
Pierce King-Sno
SMSA* SMSA* 

TOTAL 6,290 38,772

4,081
1,725

484

23,948
12,236
2,588

Total
6-70

45,062

28,029
13,961
3,072

8-70 8-70
Pierce King-Sno
SMSA* SMSA*

Total
8-70

Under 45

TOTAL 7,168

4,911

43,099

27,572

50,267

32,483
45 thru 64 1,836 12,837 14,673
65 and over 421 2,690 3,111

TOTAL 6,710 43,286 49,996

Under 45 4,445 27,526 31,971
45 thru 64 1,842 13,389 15,231
65 and over 423 2,371 2,794

10-70 10-70 TOTAL
rIERCE KING-SNO 10-70
SMSA* SMSA*
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CHARACTERISTICS - INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT

*Standard Metropolitan

SOURCE: WASHINGTON STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

Statistical Area

7-69 7-69 Total
Pierce King-Sno 7-69
SMSA* SMSA*

TOTAL 1,994 8,665 10,659

Male 1,163 4,768 5,931

Female 831 3,897 4,728

6-70 6-70 Total
Pierce King-Sno 6-70
SMSA* SMSA*

TOTAL 6,290 38,772 45,062

Male 4,439 25,034 29,473

Female 1,851 13,738 15,589

8-70 8-70 Total
Pierce King-Sno 8-70
SMSA* SMSA*

TOTAL 7,168 43,099 50,267

Male 5,035 29,019 34,054

Female 2,133 14,080 16,213

10-70 10-70 TOTAL
Pierce King-Sno 10-70
SMSA* SMSA*

TOTAL 6,706 43,286 49,992

Male 4,864 29,216 34,080

Female 1,842 14,070 15,912
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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM STATISTICS

SOURCE: WASH. STATE DEPT. OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
BLUEBOOK TABLES

King
County
-Persons-

Kitsap
County

-Persons-

Pierce
County
-Persons-

Snohomish
County
-Persons-

Total
Persons

April 1969 20,497 1,924 11,017 5,634 39,072

April 1970 68,648 3,594 21,985 14,355 108,582

May 66,756 3,744 22,510 16,659 109,669

June
u 67,894 4,063 23,864 17,239 113,060

July 66,356 4,468 25,045 16,356 112,225

August
September 75,003 5,083 29,323 18,783 128,192

October 78,115 5,336 30,832 19,663 133,946

November 81,250 5,572 31,886 21,037 139,745

December 1970 84,883 5,833 32,996 23,287 146,999

King Kitsap Pierce Snohomish Total
County County County County Dollar
Dollar Dollar Dollar Dollar Value
Value Value Value Value

April 1969 $ 417,844 $ 38,088 $224,529 $112,636 $ 793,097

April 1970 1,768,116 89,811 548,016 357,698 2,763,641
May 1,714,600 94,080 566,907 415,139 2,790,726

June 1,741,850 101,154 605,092 424,788 2,872,884

July 1,766,492 113,096 670,743 426,768 2,977,099

August
September 1,944,892 128,106 743,976 468,674 3,285,648

October 2,034,727 137,040 787,392 491,608 3,450,767

November 2,126,011 143,152 810,820 525,494 3,605,477
December 1970 2,203,029 149,393 844,589 582,426 3,779,437



147

Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Spellman.
Mr. SPELLMAN. I would like to have the chairman of the Wayne

County Board, Mr. FitzPatrick, testify, Senator.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Thank you very much.

. I am Robert E. FitzPatrick, chairman of the Board of Commis-
sioners of Wayne County, Mich., which includes the city of Detroit.
I am grateful. for the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee
which is considering the Emergency Employment Act. Senators Nel-
son and Javits, and the 32 other Senators who are cosponsors of this
legislation have offered a sound solution to a grave problem.
We, in the Nation's third most populous county, need this legisla-

tion, and we need it desperately. The gravity of the unemployment
crisis in Wayne County cannot be overemphasized. Only 10 days ago,
the mayor of Detroit, our county seat, appeared before your subcom-
mittee to plead for adoption of the Emergency Employment Act.
Mayor Gribbs reported that unemployment in Detroit, which contains
57 percent of Wayne County's population of some 2,643,000 people,
stood at 12.5 percent.
He reported that one out of every eight Detroiters was out of work.

Tn the short 10 days since then, the figures have been revised upwards.
Unemployment in Detroit has risen to 13.5 percent. The Michigan
Employment Security Commission also reports an increase in the
jobless rate for our three-county Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area. The figure stood at 7.2 percent when the mayor was here.
It now stands at 8.3 percent.
Senator NELSON. This change is in what period ?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Ten days.
Senator NELSON. Well, this is a new computation monthly ?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes, it was. This is the worst since the depths

of a major recession a decade ago, Senator. The latest figure for the
entire State of Michigan is even worse, 8.7 percent at the end of
January, compared with 7.8 percent a month earlier.
Nearly 150,000 workers are unemployed in our Standard Metro-

politan Statistical Area. Wayne County, including the city of De-
troit, has 64 percent of the area's population, but an estimated 80
percent of the unemployment in the area. This is because most of our
area's lower income and minority population, who have been hit hard-
est by unemployment, reside in Detroit and Wayne County. It is esti-
mated that one of every four workers unemployed is a minority
inner-city resident.
Worse yet, the estimates indicate that nearly half of the black youth

in the 16-to-22 age range are looking for work. Speaking bluntly, this
situation is a powder keg that must be defused.
Many of the unemployed are young, people who have never held

jobs and, therefore, cannot draw unemployment compensation. Many
older workers have been idle so long that their unemployment bene-
fits are exhausted. Today in Wayne County, 204,000 persons are re-
ceiving some form of welfare assistance—not the permanently dis-
pbled and the blind. The bill for general relief and aid to dependent
children will amount to nearly $100 million in Wayne County this
year.
Others have pointed out to your subcommittee that it is not only

the unskilled and minorities who are being victimized by economic
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forces beyond their control. In our area, we have 40-year-old en-
gineers who are out of work for the first time in their lives. We have
hundreds of skilled draftsmen who haven't been able to work in their
trade for many months. We have growing numbers of career Govern-
ment employees who are idle.
. Unemployment in Detroit and Greater Wayne County has doubled
in the short span of 1 year. Hundreds of thousands of willing, able
workers are crying out for a chance to support themselves and their
families by their own labor. S. 31, the Emergency Employment Act
of 1971, would give them that chance. And it would do much more.
It would give local governments the opportunity to reverse the steady
deterioration of public services which has resulted from much the
same economic forces that have caused the present unemployment
crisis.
Wayne County government, for example, has approximately 60.0

jobs vacant because the money to fill them is not available. Paradoxi-
cally, greater numbers of qualified people are apply for county jobs
than in many years, due to the job shortage in the private sector. To
make matters worse, Wayne County faces a potential deficit .of $10
million this fiscal year, due to the rising cost of goods and services. In
the light of such a deficit, the county would be hard pressed to avoid
laying off employees let alone filling already vacant positions. .
The city of Detroit has had to lay off some 600 employees within

the last year, in spite of the fact that 2,000 city positions are vacant
because of the city's dire financial crisis.
I am sure that the bleak picture I have drawn of the crisis in Wayne

County reflects the situation in most or all the other large urban areas
of the Nation. The jobs are there, but local governments have exhausted
all their normal revenue sources and do not have the wherewithal to
fill the vacancies. The Emergency Employment Act would provide the
revenue to fill at least some of the vacancies. As a result, unemployment
would be reduced and vital public services would be improved.
In terms of specific observations, allow me to suggest that the legisla-

tion be kept broad enough to allow local governments to have flexi-
bility 

is 
determining which jobs should be filled. Each local govern-

ment s in the best position to determine its own priorities. In Wayne
County, for example, our juvenile court is one of the departments

iwhich s severely understaffed. So is our jail, our health department,
our prosecuting attorney's office, our courts, and our school for retarded
children.
Every county department is short staffed because of our budget

crisis. The county legislative body, the board of commissioners, there-
fore, are in the best position of anyone to evaluate the overall needs
of the county agencies and to determine priorities. Other counties and
other cities may have priority needs different from ours. The broad
categories set forth in the legislation—health, recreation, public
safety, education, conservation, and beautification—provide a work-
able framework for the program. But I believe it would be unfortunate
if the legislation were to be made any more restrictive.
The Congress is to be commended for the leadership it exercised in

passing a similar act last year. As we all know, the bill was vetoed
by the President on the grounds that the unemployed would be placed
in dead-end jobs. Let me point out in passing that, in Detroit, thou-



149

sands of our citizens enjoy the cultural riches of libraries built under
the Works Progress Administration. Many Detroiters walk on side-
walks constructed under the WPA.
. In view of the fact that unemployment has doubled in Wayne County
in the last year, we urge the administration to reappraise the merits of
the Emergency Employment Act. We have the jobs. They are not dead-
end jobs. We could fill hundreds of vacancies in practically any job
category tomorrow, from hospital attendants and recreation leaders to
sheriff's deputies, drug counselors, computer programmers, drafts-
men, lawyers, social workers, and public health officers. The list is
practically endless.
We have entry-level jobs and jobs that demand years of training and

experience. We also have a civil service merit system that guarantees
that every employee has an equal opportunity for advancement, re-
gardless of the level at which he enters county service. Therefore, if
the program were not renewed after fiscal year 1973, I am confident
that many who had entered county service under the program would,
by then, have won permanent jobs on their own merits.
Looking beyond Wayne County's own situation, I would suggest

that the question of job permanence is not the main issue, in any event.
We are faced with an employment crisis which, we certainly hope, is
only temporary. In the long run, this Nation must control inflation
and generate employment of all who are willing and able to work.
In dealing with the immediate crisis at hand, we in Wayne County,

Mich., government believe the Congress would be taking a giant step
forward by passing the Emergency Employment Act.
Thank you for the opportunity of appearing before you.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mr. FitzPatrick.
Senator NELSON. Mr. Mulroy.
Mr. MuLao-Y. Mr. Chairman and Senator Taft, my name is John H.

Mulroy, and I am here today representing the National Association of
Counties and its 22,000 members, to support Senate bill 31, the Emer-
gency Employment Act of 1971.

Senator NELSON. Let me say, Mr. Mulroy, as you know, Senator
Javits is the senior minority member of the committee and he notified
this office that he probably couldn't get here, so he will be here late,
and extends his regrets.
Mr. MITLROY. Yes, sir; I have had the message. Thank you.
I am presently the elected county executive of Onondaga County,

N.Y., a position which I have held since 1962. Onondaga is in central
upstate New York, is the sixth largest county in the State, has a popu-
lation of 473,000 people, and contains the city of Syracuse. .

It is also my privilege to have served on the board of directors of
the National Association of Counties since 1965.
And I would like for a moment to introduce to you, from the audi-

ence, a fellow New Yorker, Mr. Henry Parry, who is chairman of the
Orange County legislature. Mr. Parry.
Mr. PARRY. Good morning, Senator.
Senator NELSON. Mr. Parry.
Mr. MULROY. Mr. Parry's county is located just north of New York

City, and I am sure that he could tell a story here, too, today, along
these same lines.
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My purpose in coming here today is to impress upon the members
of the subcommittee the grave concern felt by the 3,049 counties in the
United States regarding the accelerating number of unemployed
Americans. The unemployment crisis is no longer a problem limited to
the central city areas but rather has become manifest in the counties,
large and urban, as well as small and rural. The problem is particu-
larly keen at the local government level where fiscal limitations are
curtailing the local governments' capacities to employ people and pro-
vide public services for an ever-expanding population.
Onondaga County encompasses the city of Syracuse, 15 villages

and 780 square miles of unincorporated area. The population of the
county is 473,000, and these people are becoming increasingly depend-
ent upon the county to supply needed public services including recrea-
tion, police, health, water and sewer service, and education.
The county is the logical area for the performance of areawide

functions resulting in a noticeable trend toward transferring func-
tions from smaller, less viable units of government. In this attempt
to provide an expanding variety of services to the community, county
governments have felt the strong pressures for manpower development.

Greater responsibility is being given to the county for urban de-
velopment, better fire and police protection, recreational facilities,
less crowded schools, and improved health care and medical facilities.
We are becoming involved in environmental programs, including air,
water, and solid waste pollution control.
To illustrate this, I might mention that Onondaga County has

entered into joint ventures with two of our large industrial corpora-
tions in order to abate the pollution of Lake Onondaga, one of the most
polluted bodies of water in the United States. My point is that, if
county services are to expand to meet new growth needs, then financial
support will be essential. We can no longer depend on tho real prop-
erty tax base for this. Public service employment must be developed
in order to allow for improved governmental services at the local
level as well as to meet the unemployment crisis.
The county of Onondaga had an overall unemployment rate of 5.9

percent in November of 1970. Although this figure is not as critical as
that in King County, Wash., or Wayne County, Mich., it is rapidly
increasing and becoming a serious problem. Not included in the 5.9
percent figure are the large number of people who are underemployed.
Eight hundred families, as documented by our welfare department,

are receiving supplemental grants and income to maintain themselves
above the poverty level as defined by the New York State Board of
Social Services. These people, the underemployed, face problems al-
most as severe as the unemployed. For them, there exists little or no
job challenge as training opportunities and potential for career ad-
vancement are almost nonexistent.
My unemployment situation can be thusly stated. Our records indi-

cate that 15,000 people were unemployed in November of 1970. Of
this number, 5,031 were collecting unemployment benefits.
In fact, the characteristics break down to 4,686 whites, 296 blacks,

13 Spanish, and 30 classified as others. Rather more indicative are the
statistics on welfare recipients. In our county, we have a total of
12,880 cases (this includes 15,000 adults and 22,888 children) receiv-
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ing some form of public assistance. Home relief is given to 3,216 fam-
ilies, old age benefits to 1,544, aid to dependent children is distributed
in 17,337 households, 39 people receive blind aid, and 744 are disabled
and supported by the county.
Ow unemployment rate increased greatly from October 1968, when

is was 2.7 percent to November 1970, at which time it jumped to 5.9
percent. However, the causes for these sharp increases are rather evi-
dent. Onondaga County is basically an industrial community, highly
diversified in that 500 companies are located around Syracuse. The 20
largest corporations in the United States have facilities within the
county boundaries. The industry is primarily of three types—ware-
housing, transporation, and food distribution.
Our largest firms include General Electric (heavy military equip-

ment) ; Carrier (air conditioning and heating) ; Allied Chemical;
Bristol Laboratories (pharmaceuticals) ; and General Motors (auto-
mobile components). Our large increase in unemployment between
October 1968 and November 1970, may partially be seen in terms of
these industries. The General Electric Co. which subsidizes one-quarter
of its operations through Federal contracts has released 3,000 people
from its employ in the last year. A new statistic has now entered the
county welfare roles—that of the unemployed white-collar worker.
Our other industries have similarly reacted to the shift in Federal

expenditure priorities. Goods and services for the Federal Government
are no longer needed. And without the need, the production has
dropped in many areas, company profits have slackened, expenditure
cuts have followed, and the end result is employee layoffs—more un-
employment. Many of the industrial layoffs were blue-collar workers,
but for the first time in history, the white-collar worker found him-
self without a job and standing in unemployment lines.
Two problems exist, we are faced with an unemployment crisis and

an employment shortage at the public service level. How fortunate
that there is one solution to both problems—that is to hire the unem-
ployed in public service jobs. This is somewhat of an oversimplifica-
tion. Regretfully, local government is also suffering from the ills of
inflation. County budgets cannot absorb new employees. Onondaga
County has 3,500 employees but carries 450 vacancies. We suffer a
severe personnel shortage.
Our county provides some 26 countywide services including health

programs, welfare, parks, recreation, civil defense, water an sewer
service, sewage treatment, road maintenance and even a community
college. Potential jobs exist in almost every department of our county
government, jobs to provide and expand services which we are being
asked to respond to on a daily basis. These service jobs are not "make-
work" jobs, rather they are a response to the new needs of the com-
munity, and I dare say that each of our 3,049 counties in this country
could cite similar examples.
We at the National Association of Counties would definitely sup-

port a major legislative authority to fill hundreds of public service
employment jobs. We condemn the current level of unemployment
and the curtailing of services to our citizens. It is for this reason that
we endorse generally the Emergency Employment Act of 1971. I need
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more police, health aides and recreation officials in my county and I
feel that Senate bill S. 31 can answer my needs and the needs of many
other county officials.

Senators, this concludes my formal testimony. At this time, I am
hopeful that Mr. Spellman, Mr. FitzPatrick, and myself will be
able to answer any questions you or other members of the subcommit-
tee may have. Let me say that it has been a distinct honor for me to
have been here.
(The information referred to follows:)
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MANPOWER REVI
The Syracuse Labor Area includes
Onondaga, Madison and Oswego Counties.
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EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT

Manufacturing employment increased to
60,100 in December 1970 - a gain of
1,900 over November. This was the
firsttimefactory amploymenthasrisen
since June. The primary reason for
this increase was the return to work
of strikers from General Motors and
Armstrong Cork at the end of November.
Encouragingly, part of the rise was
a moderate increase in machinery
(including electrical) manufacturing
which resulted framtherecall of peo-
ple laid off earlier in the year.

Nonmanufacturingrosevery slightly to
167,100 which was only 200 above No-
vember. There was a seasonal rise in
trade and government which was offset
by reductions in other sectors. Con-
tract construction fell as the weather
turnedcolderwhile transportation em-
ployment was down mainly because of
an airline strike. Service industries
also fell slightly from November to
December.

A strong improvement in the unemploy-
ment picture came about in December
principally because of the ending of
two strikes and the recalls from layoff
of some factory workers. The number
of unemployed fell from 15,900 in No-
vember to 13,200 in December, reducing
the rate of unemployment from 5.9 to
4.9 percent. However, the number of
unemployed in December 1969, one year
ago, was 9,400, for a rate of 3.5
percent.

AREA MANPOWER RESOURCES 

The unemployment statistics for the Syracuse Labor Area continue to reflect a
large reserve of unused manpower. There was a moderate reduction (during Decem-
ber) in the number of job seekers classified in the processing, machine trades
and benchwork occupational categories. This is primarily a reflection of the
recalls by machinery (including electrical) producers. The number of available
job seekers in most other occupational classifications increased. The greatest
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STATE CF NEW YORX
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increases occurred among clerical workers and structural workers. By age group,

job seekers under 24 and between 40 and 44 continued to increase, but at a

slower rate than last month.

AVAILABLE JOB OPPORTUNITIES

The demand for persons in the medical fields continued to outrun the number of
trained and available workers. While the number of openings for insurance sales-
men and domestic workers was high, it remained difficult to fill these positions
because of the income levels, duties and hours involved.

Opportunities for professionals and skilled tradesmen were limited. Electronic

engineers and technicians in particular have been hurt by cutbacks at local

manufacturing firms. Clerical workers have not been able to fill the available
openings because of inexperience and inadequate skills. The lack of adequate

transportation has also been a hindrance to many people in this group, particu-

larly for residents of Madison County.

MANPOWER PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

During December 161 trainees were enrolled invarious programs under the Federal

(MDTA) and State (SMTA) Manpower Training Acts. Of this number, 44 enrolled in
SMTA On-the-Job Training projects in the followingoccupations: Checker II (4),

Nurse Aide (29), Programmer (1), Digital Computer Operator (2), Service Engineer

(2), Refrigeration Unit Repairman (2), Manager Cafeteria (2), Auto Body Repair-

man (1), and Painter, Auto (1).

Three new veterans programs were approved under the on-the-job training provi-

sions of Public Law 90-77 (Post Korean Conflict G.I. Bill) and 7 veterans began

training. Within the Syracuse Labor Area, 148 veterans are currently in train-

ing and 51 completed training in 1970.

One new upgrade training program in auto mechanics was started during the month

of December with 10 trainees enrolled. One section in Auto Mechanic and one

section of Maintenance Mechanic are scheduled to start training in January. At

present, a total of 164 are actively training under upgrading programs in ten

occupations.

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK 

A preliminary look at the unemployment picture for January indicates that total
unemployment should reach 14,500. The projected rate of unemployment will be

between 5.4 and 5.6 percent. Although this represents a substantial increase

over December, it is not unusual for this time of year Construction and trade

will suffer the most severe cutbacks. There will be additional attrition in

manufacturing, but seasonal recovery should begin after February. No major

layoffs are anticipated at this time.

Employment will decline seasonally during January and February. The spring up-

turn should begin to materialize in March. Several local manufacturing firms

have announced plans for expanded production and the outlook for construction

projects is promising.

Vol. II No. 1
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Senator NELSON. Then as I understand it, each and every one of
your counties, you have a need for filling public service slots for serv-
ices that need to be performed in the county, and that they would not,
in your judgment, be classified as dead-end type, make-work jobs?
Mr. SPELLMAN. Senator, at the present time, we have an employ-

ment program, which of course is an emergency program to provide
work for 18 weeks. We have 750 people in our county, and the city
of Seattle has a similar number, who are filling very vital jobs at the
present time, that had not been filled in the past.
Were it possible to make those people in those jobs full-time em-

ployees, we would today. But, we are not really getting down to the
other project which I mentioned, where we can really attack the solid
waste problem, the recycling problem, and the pollution problem, but
even within the existing framework, we have these 750 jobs now,
where we could probably fill twice that many.
Senator NELSON. Is it the same in your county?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes; that would hold true in Wayne County. We

have many professional jobs that have gone wanting, because we
don't have the funds available to us. Our mill levy is set by State
statute. It is never increased, although we are continually mandated
by the State to provide additional services, without increasing the tax
base, and consequently, this legislation would help us out immensely.
Mr. MITLROY. We have the same situation, Senator. An example of

it is, in New York State, the State has put every community, every
local government, under order to abate water pollution. This means the
construction of not only primary but secondary and tertiary sew-
erage treatment works, and the transportation of sewage to the treat-
ment facilities.
In our community alone, within the next 3 years, we will probably

have under contract $100 million worth of sewage treatment facilities.
Now it takes a good number of men to operate these plants and

they have to be trained at all levels, from sewage maintenance me-
chanic up to a treatment plant operator. These are jobs that have been
vacant for years in our county.
We are just not able to obtain the people, and to fund the training

of these people. We are making attempts at it, but it certainly would
be helpful if we had some type of outside help.
Senator NELSON. Well, thank you very much, gentlemen, for taking

time to come here.
Excuse me, Senator Taft, I didn't see you come in.
Senator TAFT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, before I begin to question the witnesses, might I say,

I think this is my first appearance at this subcommittee, and I am very
happy to be a member of it. I would like to inquire as to the chairman's
desire, regarding the timing and so forth, with respect to the question-
ing of witnesses.

Senator NELSON. All the time you want.
Senator TAFT. Thank you. I shall try to be, I might say, reasonable.
I do have some questions, however, gentlemen, that bother me a good

deal, about your testimony, and about the tenor of this legislation.
iLet me put t this way, first, so that we can try to meet it head on.

58-148 0 - 71 - 11
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Each of you has testified as to the absence of sufficient funds to meet

the present requirements of your billets, so to speak, in your county

government, and your local government. You say that there are va-

cancies existing here.
You have two problems: One is a shortage of funds, the other is

unemployment. They may or may not be related. The triggering of

funds in the bill, as you understand it, is one which relates to an un-

employment rate.
What I want to know is, for example, what are you going to do, if

under this bill, financing were provided for 400 or 500 slots already
existing, as I believe Mr. Mulroy just testified in his circumstance,
and these jobs are filled. Presumably, these become civil service em-
ployees, or perhaps not, which is another question on which I would
welcome your comment; but presumably, these billets are filled,. and
then the rate of unemployment naturally goes down, and the bill is
untriggered, eliminating further Federal funds coming in to take
care of these employees.
What would your comments be upon the situation in which you

would then find yourselves? I can see an emergency here, in the nature
of this bill by its very title. The language in it calls for emergency
financing, aimed at unemployment.
It is not aimed primarily, I think, at the problem that I have raised

with regard to vacant slots existing because of insufficient funds, not
because of unemployment. Unemployment should be exactly the op-
posite. The labor market should be full of the kind of skills you need,
if you could merely afford to pay for them.
Would any of you care to comment on that?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We are assuming in Wayne County, if there was

not unemployment, Senator, that there would be additional revenues
to provide the moneys for these jobs, and they are protected by Civil
Service.
Senator TAFT. How would the additional revenues come in?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, ours in Wayne County is by the mill levy.
Senator NELSON. What?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Ours is by the mill levy, in Wayne County.
Senator TAFT. You are assuming that because the employment rate

went up, the millage would go up?
Mr. FITZPA'TRICK. No; I am assuming that we would receive addi-

tional funds, because the State, in turn, would receive additional
funds. The additional revenue would partially come from funds that
are now used to pay for welfare costs and unemployment insurance,
et cetera. We estimated that we would have a $200 million budget in
Wayne County this year, but the revenues are falling far short of
that. Consequently, we won't have that large a budget.
And had we had that projected figure, we would have been able to

employ people presently, where there are vacancies.
Senator TAFT. From what has the fallout in Wayne County re-

sulted from?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, it is generated, I am sure, by the General

Motors strike, and by several strikes that we have had in the State
of Michigan, in addition to the national trend of vast unemployment
throughout the country.
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Senator TAFT. Yes, but in Wayne County, I want to know, what
revenue sources have fallen off that are county revenue sources?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, as I said, we are a creature of the State.

Let me say, Senator, that there is not one health program, in Wayne
County that is fully financed, 100 percent, by the State of Michigan.
If in turn, we received new legislation, which we propose in the

State of Michigan, to get additional revenues, we would have addi-
tional revenues to fill those vacant jobs, and presently, as I said, we
are at 6.07 mills, our local taxation limit. We have no power to tax in
Wayne County.
Senator TAFT. But have the revenues actually fallen off?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. They have in the State of Michigan.
Senator TAFT. And in the county?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, yes, the county is affected by the general

overall picture of the State of Michigan. And I think the Governor is
talking about $183 million deficit or something of that nature, in the
State of Michigan.

Consequently, the State departments then cut back on the reimburse-
ment of local services. That is why we suffer financially.
Senator TAFT. You are assuming in answer to my question, assum-

ing that if unemployment fell off, that State revenues would then in-
crease; thereby, you would be able to take over the financial load of
carrying these additional employees who had been financed under this
bill. Is that correct?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes; and in addition, we have, as I said before,

legislation that would put the onus on the State to pick up some of
these services that we are now providing and paying for. We are
mandated by the State to proyide certain services.

Senator TAFT. And if the unemployment rate goes down, will you be
back here telling us, "That is all right. We do not need any more money
from the Federal Government, where you have been financing all these
employees?"
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We would like to have all the money we could

get from the Federal Government, but I am saying that if the em-
ployment situation were better in the State of Michigan, the reimburse-
ment formula, from the State to county, would be much greater than it
is now.
Consequently, we would be able to supply the funds for these addi-

tional jobs.
Mr. SPELLMAN. Senator, I think I certainly agree with your point,

and we have tried to emphasize not only in this program, but in other
proposals we have made to the Federal Government, and we have
made a number of them in the last 6 or 8 months, that what we are look-
ing for, primarily, is twofold: One, a temporary stopgap measure to
provide for the emergency situation which exists in terms .of unem-
ployment in our area; second, we are looking for some assistance in
EDA funds and otherwise, to diversify our industry and build on
more solid base, but we acknowledge that the Federal Government
not going to solve our problems, and we don't expect them to solve it.
We do hope to get the assistance in this temporary transitionary
period from severe unemployment to average unemployment.
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Senator TAFT. I am concerned because it seems to me that when we
are attacking this employment problem, we are talking about a far
broader problem than you refer to insofar as public service employees.
or vacancies in public service employees are concerned. Yet this
thread ran through the testimony of all of these witnesses here this
morning.
It seems to me that what you should be talking about—in the case

of Washington, we were talking a little bit about this—if you are go-
ing to go ahead with an emergency employment program, is a public
works type of program, not merely picking up the current, everyday
load.
Now if you are going to talk about picking up the current, everyday

load of employees for which there are vacancies today because you
don't have sufficient funds at the local governmental level, this is
something else again about which I would like to ask each of you.
Mr. SPELLMAN. I think that is a separate question.
Senator TAFT. I would like to ask each of you in regard to this what

your position is on the President's revenue-sharing proposal.
Mr. SPELLMAN. First, I completely agree with you. I don't think we

are merely talking about creating new jobs in King County. We are
talking about getting people in a training program, to convert their
skills, so they will be available to other governmental entities (not the
county as such) and the private sector.

Certainly, the proposal which I have submitted this morning en-
visages and requires the private sector to work as a close part of this
team that puts it together.
For instance, in the oceanographic field, we know we have got an

industry building. We have to convert the talent.
Senator TAFT. I have some problems that I want to get back to, with

regard to your particular area.
Mr. SPELLMAN. With regard to revenue sharing, my county, the Na-

tional Association of Counties, is wholeheartedly in support of the
concept, and in support of the concept as announced by the President
in his State of the Union address.

Senator TAFT. Mr. FitzPatrick.
Mr. FITZPA'TRICK. Yes, the concept of revenue sharing, I agree with

it. However, there are many questions in our county, our congressional
delegation, questions whether some of the present ongoing programs
and funds being provided by the Federal Government might not col-
lapse, fold in, and consequently in that transitional phase—
Senator TAFT. What was the other thing?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, specifically, 0E0, which is being reduced

in Wayne County now, and some of these public assistance programs.
Senator TAFT. As I understand it, of course, the category programs

haven't come to us yet from the President. The recommendation has
only been a general one, insofar as the additional $11 billion revenue-
sharing and so-called consolidated or functional grants are concerned,
but presumably the State of Michigan would then have control, or
might well have control, under that kind of approach, over what would
be done, in substituting for say, a program such as 0E0, if that,
indeed, were taken over, under such a program.
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Mr. FITZPATRICK. I would ask, then, if the State of Michigan is the
granting agency, Senator, would there be a direct pass-through of
local units of Government

Senator TAFT. There is provided a direct pass-through to local units
of Government of the $5 billion. Whether or not there would be on the
direct pass-through $11 billion, I can't tell you at the present time. I
do not know.
I would think that the State of Michigan would see to it that there

would be, and I would think that under the general plan, the State
would have the discretion to make that decision.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. As I said, Wayne County has not taken a position

yet. I believe that the majority of County Commissioners believe in
the concept. However, we have to see the complete details of the pro-
gram, before we would take it.
Senator TAFT. I can sympathize with that. All you have presently

is the direct revenue-sharing proposals, and there would be a pass-
through on that. I do not know exactly what amount Wayne County
would pick up, but I think you would probably do very well, because
I imagine your tax effort is relatively high.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes it is.
Senator TAFT. How about Mr. Spellman?
Mr. MULROY. Mulroy, sir.
Senator TAFT. I am sorry, sir.
Mr. MILROY. I, coming from a New York county, a large New York

county, I am totally in favor of the revenue sharing. I have a problem
slightly different than my two colleagues, in the fact that in New York,
the counties pick up slightly less than 30 percent of the welfare load.
Now in my county, the welfare budget has gone from $19 million to

$63 million, in 8 years. In the last 12 months, the number of people
involved in our social services program has gone from 22,000 to 33,000,
an increase of 30 percent.
Now a third of this is being picked up at the local level. And in fact,

many of our counties—Mr. Parry, who I introduced earlier—I believe
his county is at 97 percent of its constitutional tax limit. My county
situation is not nearly so bad, being about 81 percent.
But we see, unless there is some type of revenue sharing, or as an

alternative, a realignment of welfare costs, there will be disaster for
local governments, in New York State, and this generally means the
counties.
The city of New York, and a couple of other cities, do have a welfare

program of their own. But the three big nuts are health, education,
and welfare, and the counties are picking up 50 percent of the cost of
health, about 30 percent in welfare, and about 50 percent in education.
And I am referring to community colleges, here. We do not enter into
the primary and secondary educational field.
But this is our serious concern, when we are talking about Federal

revenue sharing in New York State, of each dollar that comes to the
Federal Government, 11 cents is returned. We have many of these
mandated programs that define service programs and welfare pro-
grams, for instance, that are causing a tremendous burden on these
local governments, across the State.
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And we have this usual problem of not only inmigration to the
State, but also migration from the rural counties into the urban coun-
ties, within the State. And we are deeply concerned with some type of
revenue sharing, and our concern is primarily based on the three large
programs that I mentioned to you.
Senator TAFT. Yes.
Let me ask you specifically, what is the source of the unemployment

figures that you quoted just a few minutes ago?
You mentioned 5,000 as receiving unemployment compensation at

the present time, and 15,000 or better being unemployed at the present
time? What is your source?
Mr. MuLRoy. New York State Department of Labor.
Senator TAFT. Am I correct in understanding the implication is that

some 10,000 of this 15,000 have been out of work for a period more
than exceeding the 26-week unemployment coverage, or whatever
length of time is covered by unemployment in New York?
Mr. MULROY. Exceeding the period. Generally, these people are go-

ing to have to be on some type of welfare program. We noticed a sub-
stantial increase in our welfare load, as I mentioned to you earlier. The
increase is 30.6 percent in 12 months, from November of 1969 to
November of 1970.
This also is caused by six major strikes, within the county. And these

strikes have been settled now, and we are hoping that maybe this wel-
fare and unemployment load will tend to reduce itself, although the
outlook is not bright.
Senator TAFT. Coming back for a moment to Washington, Mr. Spell-

man, and to the problem that I think exists throughout the Nation,
particularly in your situation, is the question of these highly skilled
people. What level of pay are you talking about in providing compen-
sation for these highly skilled people?
Take for example the engineer you described at one point in your

testimony, early in the testimony. What was his level of pay when he
was in private employment?
Mr. SPELLMAN. I don't think there is any question he was in the

$20,000 and up bracket.
Senator TAFT. Are you suggesting that under this program, we

should be picking up people at the $20,000 level?
Mr. SPELLMAN. No; I am not.
Senator TAFT. Do you think we ought to pick up training for a man

who has been at the $20,000 level?
Mr. SPELLMAN. Yes; there is no question about it. That is really the

tremendous problem which we have—a whole new group of unem-
ployed. These are not the average unemployed people, these are the
people who built the community, who built the hospital, you know,
the primary citizens, who probably have a large home, and have large
payments.
Senator TAFT. Let me ask you, what kind of training are you going

to give a man who has been a skilled engineer, who has been making
$29,000 a year? -What are you going to give him, and where are you
going to send him to be trained, and what are you going to pay for it?
Mr. SPELLMAN. That is part of the manpower plans which I sub-

mitted today with my testimony. We are talking about a retraining of
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the aerospace hydraulics engineer, into the hydraulics pollution engi-
neering of the water pollution, sewage, this type of thing.
We are talking about taking their skills and merely turning them

around by retraining and starting them in the public sector. No ques-
tion about it. This legislation would allow us to do that. But by work-
ing very closely with the private sector.

Senator TAFT. At what level of pay in the subsector ?
Mr. SPELLMAN. In the subsector, this bill says at a comparable level

of pay to public employees in a similar job.
Now our proposal, for instance, talks about those engineers getting

about $10,000 or $11,000 a year, despite the fact that they used to get
much higher, in their training period.

Senator TAFT. How do we sit here and say that a man of this sort
ought to be paid at the rate of $10,000 or $12,000, and also presumably
be paid his retraining expense, and at the same time face the problem
that we have four or five other fellows, who are not particularly
skilled, or not nearly so much skilled, for whom we are just not going
to have enough funds under this bill to provide for them?
Mr. SPELLMAN. I think if we deal with the impacted areas of high

unemployment, we do, indeed.
Senator TAFT. You mentioned pollution control. Why isn't the best

answer, insofar as pollution control is concerned, a public works pro-
gram, dealing with pollution control by putting additional funds into
water quality and other facilities of this type, creating jobs in the pri-
vate and public sectors through that type of financing, and then having
the employee pay for his own training, or get his own special training
at the expense of his new employer, with private reimbursement, and
never come under this bill at all?
Why isn't that vastly preferable?
Mr. SPELLMAN. I think it goes hand in hand with this. As a matter

of fact, this bill does refer to the public works sector. I do think,
Senator, however, that there is a lack of state of the art in pollution
control, and we have not devoted the same genius to pollution control
that we have to the aerospace industry, by any means. The average
industry today--
Senator TAFT. Well, I will agree with you on that. I have introduced

several proposals to provide tax credits for the installation of addi-
tional equipment, which is going to provide an incentive to get train-
ing in this area, and provide for better jobs. There are almost un-
limited jobs in this area.
Mr. SPELLMAN. But there is a lack of technicians in the field.
Senator TAFT. I agree with you. And the only way you are going

to get them, from my point of view, is by putting the carrot in front
of the donkey by creating the jobs, creating the demand for the jobs
creating an incentive for people to get the training, rather than put-
ting people at $20,000 a year on the Federal payroll.
Mr. SPELLMAN. Well, I don't disagree. If you are talking about,

subsidizing industry in those fields, it is just another means of achiev-
ing the same goal.

Senator TAFT. Of course, we are now doing that to some extent.
We have already fought 5-year rapid writeoff.
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Mr. SPELLMAN. It is another means of achieving the same goal, but
what we are talking about here is a temporary situation. I want to
emphasize that; I emphasized that before. We are. talking about a
temporary, to tide them over, and if after this period,. we can give
them additional skills, so they can fit into industry, this is a real plus.

Senator JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, would the Senator yield to me just
momentarily
Senator TAFT. Yes.
Senator JAVITS. I just wish to explain that I have other committee

assignments, as the chairman has quite properly stated, but I did come
by for a minute—and I am grateful to Senator Taft for yielding—
to express my satisfaction at a very distinguished county executive
of New York, John Mulroy, of Onondaga County, being present, and
also to note the presence of another county executive from New York,
Lou Mills, of Orange County. I ask unanimous consent that he may
submit a statement for the record, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Without objection.
Senator JAVITS. I come also to assure the witnesses—that this is a bill

in which I have joined with the chairman and that I hope very much
that we can get it passed and made into law. I am very sensitive to the
issues raised by Senator Taft; indeed, this has been the main thrust of
my care respecting this bill—that we have a continuity with respect to
permanent public employment, or private employment, I am satisfied
that we have adequate provisions in the bill for that purpose, and that
it is not simply another form of revenue sharing or grants-in-aid, to
local governmental units.
I hope very much that we can get action, and thank the Chair, and

thank Senator Taft, for allowing me to speak.
Senator TAFT. Mr. Spellman, one other area I would like to come

back to and talk about, as my Government policy relates to something
that I am sure is rather sensitive in your area, and that is the SST. It
happens to be rather sensitive in mine, too.
Mr. SPELLMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator TAFT. Don't you think that if we proceed with development

of the SST, that the prospects for industrial employment in your
area would be very considerably increased?
Mr. SPELLMAN. Well, let me first say, Senator, of course I agree that

the SST would be good for our area, and I would say, parenthetically,
I believe it would be good nationwide, and that if I just might plug in
one other commercial, the cost of phasing out that program will be
almost .as much as the cost of going on with it, at this point.
But in very practical terms 
Senator TAFT. Let me just interject at that point that this is true with

regard to the development phase of the two planes, which are the only
ones we are talking about engineering and financing at this time.
Mr. SPELLMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator TAFT. However, if the engineering tests are successfully

run, and a decision, on the basis of economic judgment at that time, is
made to go ahead with the development of the airplane, then you are
dealing with literally hundreds of thousands of jobs.
Mr. SPELLMAN. We are, indeed.
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Senator TAFT. And if you do not proceed with the development of the
SST, and other nations do proceed with the development of it, you may
be faced with a permanent loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs. Is
this correct?
Mr. SPELLMAN. I don't think there is any question about that, Sen-

ator, and what we are talking about now, for instance, if the program is
killed tomorrow, we are talking about another 4,000 or 5,000 people, who
are presently working in the program, being put out of work in our
area.
Boeing has gone from 108,000 to 40,000 now. They protested, with-

out the development of the SST, going down to about 30,000 em-
ployees by the end of this year. With the loss of the SST, it will be an
additional drop of 4 or 5,000 jobs.
So it is jobs now, but I quite concur with you that the real differ-

ence is after we through the developmental phase. I didn't come here
to testify on that today, but I believe that, to say, just in terms of other
than an investment, to go through the development phase, and find
out what the environmental problems are, if any, and I suspect that
those same engineers who have solved the other problems we have re-
ferred to today can solve those.

Senator TAFT. This is really, I think, very important to note at this
point, in making the kind of decisions we are going to have to be mak-
ing with regard to national priorities. People talk about priorities, in-
sofar as jobs are concerned, and priorities in various programs, par-
ticularly take a look at the SST, then suddenly jump to the conclusion
that we have missed our priority.
I do not agree with that in the least, because the priorities relate di-

rectly back to this question of employment, and seeing the United
States continue to proceed in a field where, without tariff protection,
with the skills and the technical know-how that we have in this coun-
try, we have a jump on the other fellows, if we don't kick it away.
Mr. SPELLMAN. The other thing, Senator, I think the people forget

that the Government is not paying for this airplane. Ultimately, it is
not being paid for by the Government at all. This is how the Boeing
Co. got into the situation it is in today—by going into new programs,
development of major aircraft, and they were not relying on the Gov-
ernment they were not defense planes, or anything else, the 737, 747,
and so forth, and in this program, of course, the Government will be
paid back the funds.
This is an investment in the future of the country, which I think is

most important, and we are not just talking provincially at this point.
Senator TAFT. Let's come back for a moment, Mr. FitzPatrick, to an-

other area, which I think is very directly related to this, and that is
the whole question of the automobile industry, in which, of course,
your State and my State are deeply involved.
There is not any single factor that is affecting employment more

than the whole question of the automobile business, in the Nation, as
it is reflected in the principal areas of its manufacture.
Is there some restraining involved of people that have been in the

automobile industry that you are recommending, or is the problem one
of more or less trying to level off and prevent disruptions in labor
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situations, and other disruptions to the economy in the automobile
business in attacking unemployment in your area on a broad basis?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, I think, Senator, there are many skilled

people who have been laid off in the automobile industry, allied
workers and draftsmen, for instance, and those individuals certainly
could be used on the local governmental level, and as far as the
salary-
Senator TAFT. Do you propose to bring people like that in under

civil service?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes; they would have to be classified by civil

service, and be paid comparably with other people in those classifi-
cations.
Now, it is not that they start at menial wages. They would get

comparable wages for the skills that they have already acquired. In
addition, they would have the opportunity of advancement. And there
isn't an area in county government, in city government, in Detroit,
where those people could be utilized and if they were, many of them,
of course, I assume would stay on in Government.

Senator TAFT. Do you think that they are permanently phased out
of the automobile industry, then?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, I don't know. I don't run one of the auto-

mobile industries, but I am assuming that that uptrend will be some
time before they hire those people back.

Chrysler Corp. showed a $7 million deficit in the first quarter, and
I would assume that it would be some time before they hire those
skilled workers back, if and when they do make a profit for this year.
Senator TAFT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I want to thank the witnesses for their answers.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Thank you, sir.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, gentlemen.
Our next witness is Mr. Weldon Barton, assistant director of legis-

lative services, National Farmers Union.
Mr. Barton, the committee is pleased to have you here today. Your

statement will be printed in full in the record, and you may present
it however you desire.

STATEMENT OF WELDON V. BARTON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF
LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Taft.
I am Weldon Barton, assistant director of legislative services,

National Farmers Union.
The National Farmers Union strongly supports enactment of the

Emergency Employment Act of 1971. We are convinced that the
problem of unemployment in America today has indeed reached
emergency proportions, and we urge favorable action on S. 31 early
in this session of the 92d Congress.
Beyond the macroeconomic argument for jobs to stimulate the

economy, we see at least two other compelling reasons for early
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enactment of the public service employment programs authorized
in S. 31.

First, as the professional polls have indicated consistently over
the past several years, an overwhelming majority of the American
people favor employment over welfare payments as the primary
means of guaranteeing a decent economic livelihood to every Ameri-
can. Second, there are plenty of neglected and unfinished public job
needs in America that are begging to be fulfilled by individuals seek-
ing to work.
In light of the task to be done and the desire of our people to work,

it simply makes good sense to expand public employment opportuni-
ties to all Americans who are able and seeking to work.
Mr. Chairman, in your first day of hearings on S. 31, about 2 weeks

ago, you had an opportunity to hear the urban perspective on unem-
ployment from .big city mayors across the United States. Unemploy-
ment is indeed in large part an urban problem, and many clearly de-
finable public service jobs available in the Nation's cities for
placement of the unemployed. S. 31 can and should be the means of
helping the cities to match up the unemployed with such public service
jobs. Farmers Union fully recognizes and supports the need to meet the
urban dimension of the unemployment problem.
We would urge, however, that acute unemployment and underem-

ployment in rural areas not be glossed over, and lost from sight, in
the rush to meet the urban segment of the problem.
In order to get a somewhat accurate idea of the demand for greater

employment opportunity in rural America, it is necessary to look be-
yond unemployment statistics and in addition consider income and
property figures. The reasons are well known. For one thing, under-
employment—and disguised unemployment—are so prevalent among
farm and other rural people that raw unemployment statistics greatly
underindicate the need for increased work opportunities in rural
areas. Sheer undercounting of the rural unemployed further mini-
mizes the problem. The older unemployed are always undercounted—
partly because, after experiencing the financial and. psychological
strains of many months of job hunting, they often give up and no
longer actively seek employment. And rural America has more than
its proportionate share of senior citizens.

According to recently released Census Bureau figures based upon
the 1970 census, 26.5 percent of the Nation's total population lives in
rural areas. A more than proportionate segment of Americans in pov-
erty live in rural areas, however as of March 1965, 40.9 percent of the
Nation's poverty stricken (13.8 million persons) resided in rural
areas. These rural poor included nearly 3 million families, plus a
million unattached persons.
I have at this point in my prepared statement a table adoptedfro m

the September 1967 Report of the President's Advisory Commission
on Rural Poverty, which summarizes the extent of poverty in rural
and urban areas.
(The table referred to follows:)
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TABLE EXCERPTED FROM THE SEPTEMBER 1967 REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT'S
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON RURAL POVERTY

According to recently-released Census Bureau figures based

upon the 1970 Census, 26.5 percent of the Nation's total popula-

tion lives in rural areas. A more than proportionate segment of

Americans in poverty live in rural areas, however; as cf March 1965,

40.9 percent of the Nation's poverty stricken (13.8 million persons)

resided in rural areas. These rural poor iicluded nearly 3 million

families, plus a million unattached persons.

The following table, taken from the September 1967 Report of

the President's Advisory Commission on Rural Poverty, summarizes

the extent of poverty in rural and urban areas:

Persons in poverty, by rural and urban residence,
March 1965

Item

Persons at all
income levels

Poor Persons

Number

(mil-
lions)

Percent
distri-

bution

Number
(mil-
lions)

Percent
distri-
bution

Percent
poor

United States 189.9 100.0 33.7 100.0 17.7

Total rural 55.3 29.1 13.8 40.9 25.0

Farm 13.3 7.0 3.9 11.6 29.3
Nonfarm 42.0 22.1 9.9 29.4 23.6

Total urban 134.6 70.9 19.9 59.1 14.8

Source: Adapted from Table I, The People Left Behind, Sept. 1967,
P. 3.
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Mr. BARTON. The figures confirm that poverty in America is sub-
stantially a rural phenomenon. And these rural people want work to
pull themselves above the poverty line and toward a better life. They
will accept welfare only as a painful last resort. It would be difficult to
come up with a single person anywhere in rural America who is poor
and who would rather receive welfare to some sort of employment—
public or private—unless the person is physically or psychologically
sick or handicapped.

National Farmers Union, on the basis of our experience in sponsor-
ing the Green Thumb and Green Light public service employment
programs, can assure you that there are plenty of meaningful and
useful work opportunities in rural America for placement of those
seeking work. Over 5,000 individuals have been employed by Green
Thumb and Green Light over the past 5 years. Operating in 17 States
and about 285 counties, Green Thumb and Green Light currently em-
ploy approximately 2,400 persons.
A simple projection of these programs, at their current level of

operation, to all of the 2,000 rural counties in the Nation would yield
about 17,000 placements. If this is expanded to employment models
not covered by Green Thumb-Green Light (teaching aids, hospital
aids, nursing home aids, etc.) and to all age brackets (Green Thumb
employs only the aged) , it is clear that there is no scarcity of useful
work to be done in rural settings.
In sum, rural people who are unemployed or underemployed gen-

erally have a strong desire to work, and useful tasks for them to per-
form are available. To us, this means that the Emergency Employ-
ment Act of 1971 must be drafted so that not only the urban, but also
the 'rural, dimension of the employment problem can be effectively met
under the legislation.
S. 31, in our view

' 
needs to be altered in at least two important re-

spects in order to make it workable in rural America.
First, there should be an explicit declaration in the bill to the effect

that the Secretary of Labor, in awarding contracts, must seek a rea-
sonably balanced approval ratio between urban and rural contract
applications. In determining the proper urban-rural ratio of contracts
to be awarded, the Labor Secretary should be authorized and directed
to use poverty and income statistics—not only raw unemployment sta-
tistics—as indicators of relative need among urban and rural places.
Such a statement of congressional intent—to achieve a proper bal-

ance of financial allocations between rural and urban employment pro-
grams—is, we think, essential to assure that the Department of Labor,
in administering the legislation, does not ignore or unduly under-
emphasize rural needs and requirements.
Second, section 6 of S. 31, which deals with applications for financial

assistance, is in certain respects too demanding to allow approval of
applications for programs that are workable in rural areas.
The problem is that in rural settings, perhaps to a greater extent

than in cities and urban places, work assignments tend to be discon-
tinuous and ad hoc. They tend not to be structured into "job"—in the
sense of a classifiable position into which an individual can be "placed"
for an extended period of time. We have found Farmers Union has
found that a Green Thumb worker, for example, may work on 15 dif-
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ferent projects during the course of a year. Each of these projects
can be highly useful and meaningful.
Indeed, it is because the country or other host agency is able to shift

workers from one task to another as the need arises that it is possible
to avoid holding a worker in a "make-work" situation beyond the time
required for completion of the actual work.

Section 6(b) (8) of S. 31 calls, as part of any application, for "de-
scription of jobs to be filled, a listing of the major kinds of works to
be performed and skills to be acquired, and the approximate duration
for which participants would be assigned to such jobs." We are afraid
that, if in applications you require the detail that is now written,into
this provision, you will be locking applicants such as rural counties
into the necessity of making the actual jobs fit the artificially drawn
applications rather than vice versa.
The result could be not only to make it very difficult for applicants

for rural-based employment programs to secure Federal funding, but
also to force such programs into an operating structure highly detri-
mental to the individual worker.
To avoid this, we urge that more descretion be left to the contractors

to determine day-to-day job and work assignments. For Mainstream
programs, the type of jobs is indicated in contract applications, but
not the specific jobs. This precedent should be followed here. To re-
quire otherwise would, in our view, mean less meaningful work as-
signments and less training, with little actual increase in account-
ability of employment programs to the statutory guidelines.
These two suggestions for change in S. 31 obviously do not exhaust

the changes that might make the legislation more workable to alle-
viate rural poverty and unemployment. We, of course, support any
alterations in wording and detail that are consistent with the need to
render the legislation more applicable to rural settings.
I would recommend finally two further changes in S. 31.
In section 7 (2) , we would urge a 90-10, rather than 80-20, match-

ing formula. This would be one way to ease the strain on State and
local tax sources that has given rise to the President's revenue-sharing
proposals. A requirement that the applicant supply 10 percent of the
funds would, we think, be sufficient to assure the responsibility and the
accountability of contractors.

Finally, we would like to see S. 31 correct some of the bias against
the aged that exists in current manpower programs. According to
figures supplied by the Department of Labor, as of December 1970,
22 percent of the Nation's 4.6 million unemployed were 45 years of age
or older. As of the same month, however, out of a total enrollment of
about 463,000 in manpower programs administered by the Department
of Labor, only about 6 percent were age 45 or over.
Even when youth programs (i.e., Neighborhood Youth Corps and

Job Corps) are excluded, only 10 percent of manpower program en-
rollees were 45 or over.
Perhaps the substance of S. 555—the Older American Community

Service Employment Act introduced by Senator Kennedy and others
on February 2—could be incorporated into S. 31. We recognize the
need to expedite action on S. 31, however, and would not want to
burden the bill with inclusions that could delay its enactment.
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In any event, we wanted to include a statement into the record at
this point, showing the imbalance of current manpower programs
against the aged.
Thank you. This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman,

and I would be happy to respond to any questions that you might
have.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Barton. I think those who have

followed the public service employment field and the history of the
efforts of the Farmers Union and the Green Thumb and Green Light
programs, are well aware of the fact that the Farmers Union has prob-
ably sponsored the most successful public service employment pro-
gram in the country. It has been a highly successful program, afford-
ing opportunities for useful work by those in the 45 age bracket and
older, even reaching as high as employees who are 80 years of age.
And I am one of those who would hope that we would dramatically

expand this aspect of the program, because it has been successful, and
has afforded an opportunity for people who otherwise would end up
on the welfare roles, to work part of the year, in useful, local projects,
under the management of the local community, the county or the town
or the village, or the city, in which the Green Thumb and Green Light
programs have operated.
Do you continue to have increased requests from other communities

and counties for inclusion under the Green Light, Green Thumb
programs?
Mr. BARTON. Yes.
I, of course, don't work directly with the program, but I under-

stand that we have many more requests than can be filled with the
current money that is available under the program; that the counties
in which Green Thumb, Green Light are operating today could triple
the number of people that are working in meaningful useful jobs in
those counties, with no difficulty.
Senator NELSON. Within the counties in which you are already

operating?
Mr. BARTON. That is correct, in addition to the fact that we are only

operating in something like one-seventh of the some 2,000 rural coun-
ties across the Nation, so that there is work there—not only in increas-
ing the jobs in the existing counties where Green Thumb and Green
Light works, but also, of course, as I have said, the program only
operates in a small percentage of the rural counties in the Nation.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Barton.
Questions, Senator Taft?
Senator TAIT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Barton, let me also commend you for the fine work that I know

has been done in the past in trying to attach rural unemployment on
the part of your organization. Let me ask, with regard to this bill
specifically, just a couple of questions.
What kind of jobs and training do you think should be provided for

an attack on rural unemployment under this program?
Mr. BARTON. Well, we feel for one thing that there are a lot of jobs

in the general category of maintenance, maintenance of .road rights-
of-way, maintenance of parks, as opposed to new construction.
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There has been a lot of emphasis in this country, in the last number
of years, on construction, on doing new things, constructing new
houses and so on.
We need to maintain and preserve these things, the parks, the roads,

the housing and so on, and in particular, in this area, we know there
are a lot of jobs that are being filled now, with green thumb-green
light, and additional ones that are available.

Senator TAFT. Do you think this would be effective, even though it
were done, say, on a temporary basis, that merely involved engaging
in a maintenance operation for a limited period—an emergency, as
this bill uses the word in the title? Would this approach be helpful?
Mr. BARTON. Well, Senator, certainly this would be quite helpful,

even if it wasn't continuous. Much of the fixing up of things could
be done, and this might just be an ad hoc, even if it was just a one-shot,
ad hoc operation this could be highly significant.
Senator TAFT. 

operation,
you of the opinion that there are any training

programs that ought to be added to the current, ongoing training pro-
grams
' 
so far as this type of work is concerned?

Mr. BARTON. Your question is whether this would require training?
Senator TAFT. I am asking whether there is a necessity for training

in setting up these types of jobs.
Mr. BARTON. I think generally speaking, there would not be that,

much necessity for training. It is really a question, as we have empha-
sized in our statement, of giving enough discretion and enough flexi-
bility to the host agencies, to the counties and so on, to allow them to
shift the people about, to put them and keep them in meaningful, in a
meaningful work environment, but it is more a question of place-
ment and being able to have discretion in that respect.
I don't think generally speaking, there would be that much need

for advanced training, in the type of jobs that we have in mind, in
rural areas.

Senator TAFT. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
Our next witness is Mr. Cliff Ingram, of Monterey, Tenn.
Mr. Ingram operates a community action agency, the L.B.J. & C.

Community Action Agency in Appalachia, and over the last few
years, Mr. Ingram has become one of the outstanding spokesmen for
the neglected rural areas of America, a member of the board of direc-
tors of the National Association for Community Development, and
has had extensive experience in the planning and operation of the
rural programs.
We are very pleased to have you here today, Mr. Ingram.

STATEMENT OF CLIFFORD INGRAM, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE
L.B.J. & C. DEVELOPMENT CORP., MONTEREY, TENN.

Mr. INGRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Your statement will be printed in full in the rec-

ord, and you may present it however you desire.
Mr. INGRAM. All right, sir.
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The corporation that I work with serves 12 rural counties in middle
Tennessee, through grants from the Department of Labor, 0E0, and
HEW and some local contributions. It was born in August of 1964.
This area is the birthplace of Cordell Hull and Sergeant York. It

is part of the largest ghetto in America—Appalachia.
I would like to share with you a story that expresses my feelings

today. I have an old uncle who was born in this area, not too far away,
and he had a reputation for being quite a linguist in the mountains.
He knew more curse words than anyone else m his village. One day
he was out selling vegetables from his garden. As he drove up a hill
in a residential section the wagon bed in the rear broke and down the
hill rolled his tomatoes, watermelons, cucumbers, corn, and squash.
It was late in the afternoon and there were many residents out on

their lawns. They saw the vegetables rolling down the bill. They saw
my uncle,. A curtain of silence fell—my old uncle bowed to the right,
then to the left and said, "Ladies and gentlemen, I am unequal to the
task."
So I am here today, but I am forced to come—not by you, but by

the plight of the mountaineers living in the upper Cumberland sec-
tion of Tennessee.
Talmadge Polson sank wearily into a chair in my office last Fri-

day. He is 46 years old, has been unemployed since last fall, is on food
stamps and has a pregnant wife who is expecting any moment. She
has not seen a doctor since her pregnancy and will not, because they
have no money to pay a doctor. He begged for a job.
Mr. Polson has been to every county seat town within a radius of

50 miles looking for work and has even been to Employment Security
three times. So far no luck.
He cannot get on welfare for two reasons. First, he does not want on

welfare. He wants to work. Secondly, even if he did want on he could
not get on because he is an able-bodied male living with his wife.
I called the local office of Employment Security located in Cooke-

ville, 15 miles from Monterey, even though I knew he had been there
three times before. I was told that they have in their files 2,100 cur-
rent applications, 600 of whom are veterans, but that they would be
glad to take another application if he would come down.
I looked at him, he stared at me. We agreed "What the hell is the

use." I made calls to various counties where we have outreach work-
ers. Nothing available now, but maybe later.
Last fall we did a survey of the 15-county upper Cumberland de-

velopment district in which we live. Last year we lost over 2,000 jobs,
gained 500, or a net loss of about 1,500. We estimate that there must
be 15,000, like Mr. Polson, in this area out of a total population of
190,000 or an unemployment rate of at least 8 percent if not more.
At the same time we surveyed industry and business, we went to

public institutions and asked this simple question, if we had adequate
Mainstream funds to pay the cost of wages, how many extra people
do you really need. The total figure for the 14-county area was 2,371.
Mr. Chairman, I have a copy of this survey and with your per-

mission will attach it to this report.
Senator NELSON. It will be printed in the record.
Mr. INGRAM. While I was reviewing in my mind the dismal

prospect of a job for Mr. Polson, he interrupted my thinking with,

58-148 0 - 71 - 12
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"I understand you have a Mainstream program—any chance of get-
ting on that ?"
And I responded sadly, "Mr. Poison, I wish there was. We have

80 slots, all filled, with 400 active applications. You can file, but you
will become number 401."
Yesterday, there was a meeting of the CAA directors in the State

of Tennessee, and I talked to some of the directors who run Main-
stream programs. They are in the same predicament, or even worse.
TJpper east Tennessee has five counties. They have 80 slots, and 762
current applications. This can be multiplied, all across the State of
Tennessee where there are Mainstream programs.
The corporation has operated a Mainstream program since July of

1966 with approximately 80 slots each year; 320 heads of households
have been enrolled. Each enrollee had an average of six dependents.
Sixty-one enrollees have been transferred from the program to perma-
nent jobs or about 20 percent. The average educational level, 5.5 years
of schooling; average age 51 years.
The aged poor have had 122 homes repaired, 31 more are under

renovation now. In addition, 12 community centers have been reno-
vated. Extensive repairs have been made on public buildings. Equip-
ment has been built for day-care centers. There is almost an endless
list of the work accomplished by these Mainstream men. Work that
has been recognized publicly by the citizens of our area.
This program covers a five-county area; in addition we have a CEP

program which covers another seven counties. We did have a Main-
stream program in CEP. Now we don't. Let me explain.
During our first period of operation 1968-69, $500,000 was ear-

marked for Mainstream. We used this and in 1970 we were cut back
to $375,400. In 1971 we have been cut to $181,380, and we don't really
have a Mainstream. This is why it must be used as an OJT.
As I understand it all CEP's are rated primarily on the basis of

placements made, whether they be in rural Appalachia or the heart
of Chicago. Before placing a man on Mainstream or training in public
service careers as we now call it, you must have the possibility of a
job opening up. Thus, you cannot place a man in a slot unless at the
end of 2 or 3 months he will be permanently employed in that slot.
This trend prevails in CEPs throughout the Southeastern region.
Last year a cross section of local citizens evaluated our CEP pro-

gram. The group was chaired by the director of research for Tennessee
Tech University of Cookeville. Three different times they recom-
mended a massive Mainstream program for our area. A copy of their
report is attached to this document, with your permission.
We have some recommendations to make for Mainstream programs

or whatever you call it.
1. The guidelines must changed. We have persons in our area walk-

ing the streets looking for jobs who were not poor last year. They
made $10—$12,000, but now they are making nothing.
2. For a man $1.60 an hour may not be enough, who was a middle-

class American but lost his job last year.
3. What about 18-, 19-, 20-, and 21-year olds. We have nothing for

them. Too old for NYC; too young for Mainstream. This is true of
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most of your veterans, you see, because most of these men are returnees
from the present war.

4. Heads of households are important. Many women fall into this
classification in our area.

5. Training moneys are needed so that some may work 3 or 4 days
a week and go to school 1 or 2 days.
6. Funding must be available on 100-percent basis for it will be

impossible for some poor rural counties to raise matching funds. Some
in kind up to 10 percent might be available.
7. Capital outlays are important. Our small rural counties have a

desperate need for funds to construct buildings.
8. We don't need it tomorrow. We need it now. Why in God's name

must the many Mr. Polson's beg for jobs in a Nation like this ?
Now I don't think it is a political question, Mr. Chairman, I don't

think it is a social question. I think it is a moral question. That is we
have a responsibility to provide a man with a job, as a society, if he
can't find one.
The only thing I could do for this man, I did make arrangements

for a doctor to go by and see his wife.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The information referred to follows:)
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REPORT OF THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE

TENNESSEE RURAL CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

The Tennessee Rural Concentrated Employment Program (TRCEP evaluation

committee is composed of eleven persons representing a cross-section of

local people from the seven county area served by TRCEP. The evaluation

committee was approved by the Advisory Board - May- 21,-1970, upon recommendation

of the TRCEP director.

The evaluation committee has held eight meetings including the

organizational meeting June 30, 1970. Dui-4.ng this two-month period,

committee members have visited the Pre-Vocational centers and other sites

where enrollees have been placed for training and employment. Each

committee member has attempted to determine, through-infoLmal discussion,

the attitudes of lay citizens, enrollees, and employers toward TRCEP.

All segments of TRCEP have supported and cooperated with the

evaluation committee. The Central Records Unit and the Monitoring and

Training Unit have furrushed statistical data. A secretary has been

available at each open meeting to record the minutes and distribute copies

of these documents to each committee member and the administrative staff.

It was ,irtually impossible for a committee of lay citizens to become

acquainted with a complex program such as TRCEP in two months and submit a

comprehensive written report. The committee does, however, believe that it

has acquired some knowledge about the strengths and weaknesses of the

various components of the program and has attempted to summarize its

findings. These comments represent subjective judgements based on

statistical data, written reports, and oral reports available to the
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committee. The committee decided, at the beginning, not to become

involved with the fiscal component of the program.

aurpose 

The purpose of the evaluation committee, as outlined by the NRCEP

director, was to study, review and evaluate the performance of

Tennessee Rural Concentrated Employment Program relative to past accomplishments

based on standards stated in the Department of Labor contract. Its

further purpose was to recommend procedures in accomplishing future

projections.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Operations Manual prepared- by- TRCEP states that the"Tennessee

Rural Concentrated Employment Program's major objective is to provide

employment and substantial expansion of employment and work — training

experience for disadvantaged resideats of a seven county target area . . .

To coordinate State and Federal manpower efforts to Make an impact on the

total economic conditions of the target area. To link together and

administer manpower development and employment services, secure and utilize

cooperative efforts of industry, community organizations, private and public

agencies, pTovide employment placement assistance- to some 1,050 unemployed

and underemployed disadvantaged residents of the target area, and to prepare

through training components and CEP service and place in meaningful

employment 529 residents of the target area."

The evaluation committee endorses the basic objectives of the

program and realizes the difficulties involved in working withdisadvantaged

persons who have experienced very little success- in employment and other

life experieuces. These difficulties have been compounded-during-recent



182

months by a decline in the local and national economy. This decline

and the resulting decrease in training and employment opportunities

further emphasize the need to place disadvantaged persons in extended

training programs especially designed to give them marketable skills.

The committee seriously questions the long-range impact of any

program, such as TRCEP, that is funded on a year-to-year basis. It is

also concerned about the duplication of effort by TRCEP and Employment

Security in On-The-Job Training (OJT). TRCEP has coordinating respon-

sibilities related to other autonomous governmental agencies, such as

Employment Security, Manpower Development and Training, and vocational-

technical schools.

RECOMMENDATION: It is imperative that a program of the
magnitude of TRCEP be planned on a long-range basis.
These plans should include educational training activities
provided by existing agencies, previously mentioned, as
well as counseling and basic education opportunities.
Duplication of services provided 12/ other agencies should 
be avoided.

Despite the objectives stated for each component of the program,

the committee surmises, to some degree, that the general public, mrollees,

representatives of private industries, public agencies, and some staff

members view TCEP as another "giveaway program."

RECOMMENDATION: The positive aspects of this program should
be emphasized and communicated to these groups. A greater
effort should be made to channel activities toward productive
employment and/or training without the stigma associated
with "giveaway programs."

Many disadvantaged persons will not be interested in, or capable of,

benefiting from extended educational programs.
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RECOMMENDATION: These persons should be provided with a
public works program designed to physically improve public
facilities and allow the participants to maintain their
dignity as they contribute to the appearance of the local
commtnity. This type of program must include capital outlay
funds as well as funds for program operation. Teams of painters,
carpenters, et cetera, may be formed to develop skills in
each activity. The public works program should be-combined with
a basic education program for enrollees interested in acquiting
additional basic education skills.

The first group of enrollees expected to secure special training

under the Manpower Development Training ACT (MDTA). A subsequent ruling

by the U. S. Department of Labor restricted these classes to heads of

households and youth. Therefore, many enrollees developed high expectations

for additional training and upgraded positions, and these expectations

were not met.

Some enrollees, nevertheless', have benefited from MDTA classes,

job placement, and other services provided brTRCEP. Individual cases

of success and failure have been presented to the evaluation committee.

The committee was impressed with the dedication of the administrative

staff in its efforts to meet the objectives of the program. The committee

also recognizes that these staff members must have empathy for- and be

dedicated to working with disadvantaged people*,-Inst—many jobs includedin

the various programs, theoretically • at- least,•require specialized training

if staff members are to work effectively with disadvantaged persons.
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The Operations Manual provides- a iist- of job duties for each

staff position. The original proposal outlines the training. requirements

and work experiences for each position, although the late funding and lack

of long-range plans made it.difficult to secure personnel' who met all of

the requirements.

RECOMMENDATION: The committee recommends that serious
consideration be given to defining the specific skills

needed in each staff position and the establishment of
procedures whereby in-service training or other specialized
training can be made available. as. needed. When- new- personnel

or replacements are employed, they should meet the criteria
outlined in the TRCEP Proposal.

Table 1 provides a statistical summary of the number of persons

that each component expected to serve during the TRCEP. '70 program

and the current status of each component. The economic decline is

reflected in low percentages for OJT, Job Entry, and Mainstream.

A special effort is being made to fill the remaining. slots for Mainstream.

The number of OJT placements and the number.of- persons moving into Job

Entry will fall below the expected. goal: .All- other- components are

expected to reach their anticipated goals.
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TABLE I

A & 0 PLANNED '70 TOTAL 92
Month Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.
Planned-to-Date 220 364 523 660 768 858 927 927
Actual-to-Date 104 205 394 488 589 708 800 863
Variation + or - -116 -159 -129 -172 -179 -150 -127 -64
Percentage 47% 56% 75% 74% 77% 83% 86% ,721

PRE-VOC PLANNED '70 TOTAL 500
Month Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.
Planned-to-Date 100 170 240 330 350 425 500 500
Actual-to-Date 0 33 74 163 200 240 298 385
Variation + or - -100 -137 -166 -167 -150 -185 -202 -115
Percentage 00% 19% 31% 49% 57% 56% 50% 77%

MAINSTREAM PLANNED '70 TOTAL 1
Month Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.
Planned-to-Date 25 95 95 128 155 185 190 195
Actual-to-Date 0 18 18 4o 82 102 107 121
Variation + or - -35 -77 -77 -88 -73 -83 -83 -74
Percentage 00% 19% 19% 31% 53% 55% 56% 62%

OJT PLANNED '70 TOTAL 20
Month Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.
Planned-to-Date 0 41 82 97 144 191 205 205
Actual-to-Date 0 3 4 75 85 106 134 142
Variation + or - -33 -78 -42 -59 -85 -71 -63
Percentage 00% 07% 05% 57% 59% 55% 65% 68%

PSCD PLANNED '70 TOTAL 60
Month Jan. Feb. Mar.

,
Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.

Planned-f —Date 5 lo 25 30 45 55 60 60
Actual-to-Date 0 19 19 41 54 60 63 64
Variation + or - -5 +9

..,
-6 +11 +9 +5 +3 +4

Percentage 00% 190% 76% 136% 120% 109% 105% 106%

N '70 TOTAL 52
Month Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.
Planned-to-Cate R 28 57 88 140 205 278 341
Actual-to-Date 3 7 28 54 25 125 154 183
Variation + or - -5 ,21 -29 -34 45 -80 -124 -158
Percentage 38% 25% 49% 61% 69% 61% 55% 54%
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EMPLOY,,MN7 S7CTIRI;PY - MANPOWER SERVICE PACKAGE

Statement of Purpose 

The Tennessee Department of Employment Security Subcontract

provides for all the services included in the Manpower Services

Package. These are:

-Outreach
-Intake
-Orientation
-Assessment and Counseling
-Coaching
-Referral to Employability Development Services,

including training
-Referral to Supportive Services
-Job Development
-Placement
-Intensive Follow-Up

The Employability Development Teams will recruit enrollees and

officially enroll them in CEP. They will assess each enrollee's

skills and desires and provide tests and orientation to prepare

enrollees for employment. In addition, they will refer the enrollees to

appropriate programs or training necessary to reach stated employment

goals, monitor enrollee's progress in CEP, develop jobs, and place

enrollees in suitable jobs. When enrollees are placed ih jobs, adequate

follow-through is provided.

Comments 

Six (6) ED teams of seven (7) members eacb are responsible for

providing the services outlined in the statement of purpose. These

teams were handicapped in their efforts by problems created by and/or

related to late funding and contract negotiations.
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An Employability Development Plan (ED Plan) was developed for each

enrollee during his assessment and orientation period, which usually

lasted from three (3) days to two (2) weeks. The appropriateness of the

ED Plan and the extent to which each enrollee progressed toward his goals

appeared to be partly a function of the ED Team to which the enrollee was

assigned. Enrollees did not always seem to understand the procedure and

did not think that they had participated in developing the ED Plan.

Some enrollees reported that they were terminated from the program

when they refused the first job, while others indicated that they were

interviewed for more than one job before they accepted employment. One

enrollee who completed Pre-Voc training was placed in holding and was

not contacted for four weeks.

RECOMMENDATION: Although the ED Plan document has been

revised during this evaluation period, there still exists

an obvious need to provide each enrollee with a summary

of his ED Plan. ED Teams should work toward improved

communications with enrollees and develop plans for making

frequent follow-up contacts while enrollees are in

holding. Frequent personal contact by appropriate ED Team

members appears to be essential. Written procedures to follow

must be developed and adhered to if the ED Teams are to

improve their service to enrollees.
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PRE-VOCATIONAL

Pre-Vocational training will be conducted in three centers located

at North Springs, Bangham and Smithville. With these three locations,

we will serve the seven-county TRCEP area, taking referrals from the six

Employment Security teams. Pre-Vocational expects to handle approximately

525 enrollees. Of this number, approximately 75g, will go on to additional

training: MDTA, ORAU, OJT and Work Experience programs. Pre-Vocational

training will be a bridge that will permit all of those of low performance

and ability to be able to take advantage of this additional training. .

Pre-Voc training will be an effective means wherein an enrollee can develop

appropriate work habits, and most importantly, experience a change in

attitude from the negative to the positive. The enrollees will be able to

take advantage of basic education without hostility, which they often

'feel toward traditional learning methods. Pre-Voc training will be concen-

trated into three areas: basic skills, basic education and attitudinal

changes. The primary function of Pre-Voc training will be to implement

the Employability Plan as received from the ED teams; however, this plan

will be subject to change with the consent of the ED Team leader on the

recommendation of the Pre-Vocational Center Manager.

Comments 

The basic education program appears to be the brightest spot in the

Pre-Voc component. From the last of March to August 31, 1970, thrity-one

(31) enrollees prepared for and took the GED Test. Twenty of the enrollees

passed the examination.
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Committee members, staff members, and enrollees expressed concern

over the lack of supplies, materials, and equipment available for the

Pre-Voc component. Some sewing machines on loan from local factories

and tools and equipment provided by instructors have been utilized in

an effort to meet the basic skills needs of the enrollees.

RECOMMENDATION: If this phase of the program is to continue,
additional materials and equipment should be available at
each center, or arrangements must be made for work in basic
skills to take place at the vocational-technical schools
located in Crossville, Livingston, McMinnville, and Hartsville.
Stipends and travel allowances should be provided to enrollees
desiring to attend adult basic education and vocational-
technical courses. Vocational-technical schools should be
encouraged to develop courses geared to the educational level
of enrollees. The quantity and quality of materials need to
be improved for the basic education program.

The attitudinal change segment of Pre-Voc training is difficult

to evaluate. Although improvement in the attitudes of workers is the

responsibility of all members of the staff, the description of job

duties in the Operations Manual does not include statements related to

attitudinal change.

RECOMMENDATION: Definite guidelines for attitudinal change
should be provided for the Pre-Voc staff. This will enable
them to make personal ability evaluations in this area and
better determine when assistance from professional persons
is needed. The specific behavioral changes desired in
enrollees should be defined and measured.
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ON-THE-JOB TRAINING

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of On-The-Job Training (OJT) is to train disadvantaged

enrollees who otherwise would not have been employed in private industry,

and to upgrade the underemployed so that they may have continued progress

within the company where they are now employed.

Comments 

On-The-Job Training is provided through a subcontract with the

Stones River Economic Opportunity Commission, Inc., of Murfreesboro,

Tennessee. This phase of the program is designed to encourage and

expand the involvement of private industry in manpower training activities

for the disadvantaged through a weekly Payment to industry, usually

t25.00 Per week, for each enrollee. Contracts are written for a period of

twenty-six (26) weeks for new jobs and a period of eighteen (18) weeks

for upgrading employees. An examination of the contract form suggests

that the employer is being paid to provide regular training that the

company would ordinarily provide for new employees and for upgrading

employees. The primary difference is that the company would probably

not otherwise be hirng disadvantaged persons, and the stipend pays

for low-productivity during the training period.

OJT did not get underway until the final days in March, 1070.

Industry is reluctant to employ the disadvantaged because of high

absenteeism, a high dropout rate, and limited skills. Job opportunities

have declined or stablized in the seven-county area. Regular workers

with good work histories have been laid off and are seeking employment

at the same time the job developer is attempting to get industry to employ

disadvantaged persons with less desirable work records.

RECOMMENDATION: The duplication of effort in OJT by
TRCEP and Employment Security described on page 3 must
be avoided. Personnel desiring OJT placement shnuld he
assigned to Employment Security for placement. Should
Placement attempts be unsuccessrul, enrollees maw he
referred back to ED Teams for reassignment. The committee
is unanimous in that it does not anitcipate an increase
in OJT opportunities until the economy is improved.
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OPERATION MAINSTREAM

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this component is to provide placement for the

chronically unemployed and disadvantaged workers. This individual,

because of age, work experinece, education and training background will

be unlikely to obtain employment without the aid of actual work

training experience and will benefit least from other training in the

.TRCEP program.

Comments 

Operation Mainstream basically operates as an employer of last

resort and is not structured to function as a training program. At

the present time, a person is limited to two (2) years of service in

the program.

RECOMMENDATION: The committee believes that a work supervisor

should be provided to be with each group of workers at all

times. Workers should be divided into skill groups to increase

productivity and improve training opportunities. If these

workers are to remain employed, a Permanent Program, carefully

planned and executed, must be developed. This type of

plan will require capital outlay funds and operational funds

not currently available if the program is to have a significant

impact on local communities where work is performed.

Enrollees should be strongly encouraged to participate in

adult basic education classes. The committee recommends

that special vocational classes be organized at vocational-

technical schools.
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PUBLIC SERVICE CAREERS

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this arm of the component is to place the enrollees,

both male and female, who are trainable and who will be able to become

productive workers and wage earners, but due to their age, previous

work experience, and training are not attractive to Private industry

for employment with the Public Agencies of the area. A contract for

employment will be entered into with the public agency for a period

of weeks depending on the type of employment. During this neriod of

time, this component will pay the wages of the trainee and provide

benefits and supportive services of the CEP Program, with the agency

furnishing actual on-the-job training. Upon completion of the training,

the enrollee will enter into permanent employment with the agency in

the job for which he is trained. Upon completion of training, the

individual will be referred to an ED Team for Job Entry and follow-through.

Comments 

The Public Service Careers Development (PSCD) component functions

as an OJT program for public employees. PSCD has been well received

by public agencies with limited resources.

RECOMMENDATION: This program must be developed on a long-range basis to provide employment for persons with marginal
skills and to help public agencies improve their service.In view of present downward economic trends, the committeerecommends that Operation Mainstream and PSCD be combined 
into a public works prosram. Additional money could be
provided by redirecting money from other comnonents of
this program and utilizing funds available to communityaction agencies. Duplication of effort, in the area to beserved, must be avoided.
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SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Statement of Purpose 

The Supportive Service component of Tennessee Rural Concentrated

Employment Program is responsible for all enrollee services which

will enhance the enrollee's chances of employment. These include a

complete medical examination at t12.50 and other medical services if

necessary, day care for children at t2.27 per day, legal services,

relocation if needed, and referrals to both public and private agencies.

Prior to placing children in the Day Care Program, the Supporti_ve

Services Manager should check the residence and the person in whose care

the children will be placed to be sure they will have proper care.

The location and the person selected to care for the children will be

mutually acceptable to the Supportive Services Manager and the Parent.

Thus the Supportive Service component must provide the enrollee

with those services which will make him gainfully employable.

Comments 

The legal services phase of Supportive Services has not developed

as expected. A shortage of funds and trained personnel has limited the

ability of Supportive Services to provide legal services.

RECOMMENDATION: The committee believes that the Supportive

Services component is necessary to the TRCEP program and

should be continued. The program for next year should include

funds and personnel to provide legal services.
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Central Records Unit

The Central Records Unit (CRU)--the Central Records Unit in TRCEP is

the administrative unit responsible for collecting and processing all data

pertaining to the program, aggregating this data and generating all reports

required to meet the information needs of the CEP operations and management

personnel in the local, regional, and national offices. It is the office

through which all information flows.

The Central Records Unit functions under the Associate Director of

TRCEP. The director of CRU is Geraldine Card, telephone number 526-9565.

Brenda Johnson, Secretary II, is assigned to work in Central Records Unit

in the afternoons. In addition, Drucilla Roberts, Coordinator of Reporting,

is assigned to Central Records Unit Tuesdays, ,Tednesdays, and Thursdays

to collect data. In the field three Statisticians II are assigned to the

three pre-vocational centers; namely, Betty Baker, Bangham, phone number

526-3316; Janie Sircey, North Springs, phone number 621-3356; Sandra Puckett,

Smithville, phone number 597-7386. The statisticians in the field are

under the direction of Jim Warren, Director of Monitoring and Training.

However, they serve a dual role in summarizing statistical data and re-

porting same to both the Central Records Unit and the office of Monitoring

and Training.

Comments 

The Central Records Unit staff is responsible for coordinating a

program which serves a wide geographic area. Subcontracting the various

components of the program to other agencies creates communications
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prob1eths. This makes it difficult to monitor and find solutions to

problems as soon as they develop. Members of the Central staff stated

that they had trouble keeping program emphasis on the enrollee and his

problems. The Central staff has conducted in-service training sessions

designed to improve the abilities of personnel involved in the TRCEP.

The evaluation committee discussed the physical appearance of the

office space provided for the Central staff and concluded that better

lighting and painting was needed to improve the work environment.

RECOMMENDATION: The Central staff should intensify its
efforts to improve communications procedures. In-service
traiWmg should be continued with special emphasis on helping
each staff member understand his role in working with
enrollees.

CEP CENTRAL

Objectives: 

A. Assist in the advancement of the general educational level of the
program recipients.

B. Assist in the development of job opportlinities throughout the several
communities.

C. Assist in the improvement of general health of the community.

D. Assist in the general economic advancement of program recipients
and the community at large.

E. Support and pursue the stability and integrity of the family elements.

F. Provide for a brighter future and outlook as derived from the
obtectives of the total program.

Comments 

The Central Records Unit and Monitoring and Training share the

information provided by three statisticians assigned to the Pre-Vocational

centers. Although the Central Records Unit staff has experienced

-difficulty in acquiring complete information, a reporting system which
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meets the reporting criteria established by the U. S. Department of Labor

has been evolved.

RECOMMENDATION: The rentrell weeoz•I Unit staff and the
Monitoring and Training sta: should seek additional ways
to analyze existing data in an effort to provide eadh .
component with additional inforthation aoout ,nrollees,
especially the Characteristics and abilities of enrollees.



197

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. It is imperative that a program of the magnitude of TRCEP
be planned on a long-range basis. These plans should include
educational training activities provided by existing agencies, previously
mentioned, as well as counseling and basic education opportunities.
Duplication, of services provided lz other agencies should be avoided.

2. The positive aspects of this program should be emphasized
and communicated to the general public, enrollees, private industries,
public agencies and some staff members . A greater effort should be
made to channel activities toward productive employment and/or
training without the stigma associated with "giveaway programs."

3. Many disadvantaged persons will not be interested in, or capable
of, benefiting from extended educational programs, but should .be provided
with a public works program designed to physically improve public
facilities and allow the participants to maintain their dignity as they
contribute to the appearance of the local community. This type of
program must Include capital outlay funds as well as funds for program
operation. Teams of painters, carpenters, et cetera, may be formed to
develop skills in each activity. The public works program should be
combined with a basic education program for enrollees interested in
acquiring additional basic education skills.

4. The committee recommends that serious consideration be given to .
defining the specific skills needed in each staff position and the
establishment of procedures whereby .in-service training or other.
'specialized training can be made .available as needed. When new per-
sonnel or replacements are employed, they should meet the criteria
outlined in the TRCEPproposal.

5. Although the Employability Development Plan document has been
revised during this evaluation period, there still exists an obvious
need to provide each enrollee with a summary of his ED plan. ED teams
should work toward improved communications with enrollees and develop
plans for making frequent follow-up contacts while enrollees are in
holding. Frequent personal contact by appropriate ED team members
appears,to be essential. Written procedures to follow must be
developed andadhered to if the ED teams are to improve their
service to enrollees.
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6. If the Pre-vocational phase of the program is to continue,
additional materials and equipment should be available at each
center, or arrangements must be made for work in basic skills to take
place at the vocational-technical schools located in Crossville,
Livingston, McMinnville, and Hartsville. Stipends and travel allow-
ances should be provided to enrollees desiring to attend adult
basic education and vocational-technical courses. Vocational-technical
schools should be encouraged to develop courses geared to the
educational level of enrollees. The quantity and quality of materials
need to be improved for the basic education program.

7. Definite guidelines for attitudinal change should be
provided for the Pre-Voc staff. This will enable them to make
personal ability evaluations in this area and better determine when
assistance from professional persons is needed. The specific
behavioral changes desired in enrollees should be defined and measured.

8. The duplication of effort in OJT by TRCEP and Employment
Security described on Page 3 must be avoided. Personnel desiring
OJT placement should be assigned to Employment Security for place-
ment. Should placement attempts be unsuccessful, enrollees may be
referred back to ED teams for reassignment. The committee is
unanimous in that it does not anticipate an increase in OJT opportun-
ities until the economy is improved.

9. The committee believes that a work supervisor should be Pro-
vided to be with each group of Mainstream workers at all times.
Workers should be divided into skill groups to increase productivity
and improve training opportunities. If these workers are to remain
employed, a permanent program, carefully planned and executed, must
be developed. This type of plan will require capital outlay funds
and operational funds not currently available if the program is to
have a significant impact on local communities where work is performed.
Enrollees should be strongly encouraged to participate in adult
basic education classes. The committee recommends that special
vocational classes be organized at vocational-technical schools.

10. The Public Service Careers Program must be developed on a
long-range basis to provide employment for persons with marginal skills.
and to help public agencies improve their service. In view of present_
downward economic trends, the committee recommends that Operation 
Mainstream and PSCD be combined into a public works program. Additional
money could be provided by redirecting money from other components of
this program and utilizing funds available to community action agencies.
Duplication of effort, in the area to be served, must be avoided.
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11. The committee believes that the Supportive Services component
is necessary to the TRCEP program and should be continued. The Program
for next year should include funds and personnel to provide legal services.

12. The Central staff should intensify its efforts to improve
communications in the CRU procedures. In-service training should be

continued with special emphasis on helping each staff member understand

his role in working with enrollees.

13. The Central Records Unit staff and the Monitoring and Training
staff should seek additional ways to analyze existing data in an effort

to provide each component with additional information about enrollees,

especially the characteristics and abilities of enrollees.

1
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GLOSSARY 

CENTRAL RECORDS UNIT (CRU), the office through which all information flows,
is the administrative unit that compiles and summarizes data in
statistical form and generates reports pertaining to TRCEP.

CORDELL HULL ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY CORP. (CHEOC) is a community action agency
that operates programs under tie Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 that
are designed to have an impact on causes of poverty in communities in
a specified area. CHEOC has subcontracted to operate Operation Mainstream
and Public Service Careers Development.

EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT TEAMS (ED Teams) recruit and continuously work
with enrollees to determine acceptable employment and training programs
and assist with placement and follow-through. The teams, a part of
Employment Security, include interviewers, counselors, and job coaches.

EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN (ED Plan) is designed by ED Teams to fit an
enrollee's individual needs, including any training activities and
Supportive Services that may be needed to make him job ready.

EMPLOYMENT SECURITY (ES) a state employment service, provides the Manpower
Service Package for TRCEP through a subcontract.

FOLLOW-THROUGH is a function that determines status and progress of each
enrollee for three months following Job Entry.

GENERAL EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (GED) describes a general educational
development course which prepares students to take a test for the
equivalent of a high school diploma.

JOB COMPLETION is a term used to designate the status of an enrollee after
he has successfully completed a thirty-day Job Entry period. After
thirty days the enrollee is terminated, and follow-through activities begin.

JOB ENTRY is the point when an enrollee enters regular unsubsidized employ-
ment, thus beginning the Job Entry period.

LIVINGSTON BYRDSTOWN, JAMESTOWN AND COOKEVILLE DEVELOPMENT CORP. (LBJ & C)
one of the oldest rural community action agencies, is prime sponsor
of TRCEP. This community action agency operates programs under the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 that are designed to have an impact on
causes of poverty in communities in a specified area.

MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING ACT OF 1962 (MDTA) authorizes the
Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
to conduct various skill and related training programs throughout the
country.
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Glossary

MANPOWER SERVICE PACKAGE, provided by ES through subcontract, is responsible
for recruiting and orienting enrollees, assisting in training and placement
of enrollees, and conducting follow-through.

MONITORING AND TRAINING (  M & T) monitors each component and compares actual
performance with planned goals. M & T also recommends and conducts staff
training.

NON-PROGRAM RELATED HOLDING is the status of an enrollee who is inactive for
reasons other than Program or Job Entry. He may have a need for Supportive
Services, Vocational Rehabilitation services, or extensive support ser-
vices such as casework counseling, or he may have been placed in a Penal
institution or be too ill to participate.

OAK RIDGE ASSOCIATED UNIVERSITIES TRAINING AND TECHNOLOGY (ORAU-TAT) is a
coordinated effort of the Associated Universities and Union Carbide
Company to provide multi-occupational training under MDTA. Approximately
46 enrollees a year receive six months skill training in machining,
physical testing, drafting and welding.

ON-THE-JOB TRAINING (OJT) encourages industry to train disadvantaged persons
who otherwise would not have been employed or would not have made pro-
gress within the company by paying a weekly stipend to industry for each
enrollee being trained.

OPERATION MAINSTREAM-PUBLIC SERVICE CAREERS DEVELOPMENT (OMS-PSCD) provides
work experience to habitually unemployed, disadvantaged workers, who
because of their age, work experience, education, and training background
would be least likely to obtain employment without the aid of actual
work training experience and who will benefit least from other training
in TRCEP. This program is a combination of 60% Mainstream and 40% PSCD.

OPERATIONS MANUAL, required by Manpower Order 14-69, is the basic guidance
system of day-by-day TRCEP operations. The manual was developed by the
staff and may be amended as the need arises.

PRE-VOCATIONAL TRAINING (Pre-Voc) provides up to twelve weeks training for
enrollees of low performance and ability in areas of basic education,
and attitudes to prepare them for further skilled training. Basic
education deals with three levels, the functionally illiterate, the
average enrollee of 5th to 8th grade functioning, and those who can
prepare for the GED test.

PROGRAM RELATED HOLDING is the status of an enrollee waiting for an opening
in one of the program categories.

STONES RIVER ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION, INC.(SRFOC) is a community
action agency that operates programs under the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 that are designed to have an impact on causes of poverty in
communities in a specified area. SREOC is subcontracted to operate OJT
for TRCEP.
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Glossary

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (SS), the component responsible for services that aid the
enrollee's chance of employment, includes the provision of medical
examinations, day care for children, transportation, and legal services.

TENNESSEE RURAL CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (TRCEP) is a program designed
to coordinate and concentrate various federal manpower resources to
provide employment assistance to unemployed and underemployed disadvantaged
residents of Clay, DeKalb, Jackson, Macon, Putnam, Smith, and Warren Counties.

TERMINATIONS are of three types:

1. Completed Job Entry Period includes those individuals who have
completed the Job Entry Period by remaining on the same fully
unsubsidized job for a period of 30 days.

2. Dropout includes throse enrollees who terminate from the program
without good cause for one of the following reasons:

a. Termination from the program for administrative reason,
such as "dangerous conduct."

b. Termination for refusal to participate in the program.

c. Termination from the program because the individual cannot
be located within a period of two weeks although several
attempts to locate him have been made.

3. OTHER is the category that includes all those terminating from
the program for reasons other than those mentioned in 1 and 2
above and indicates separation with good cause.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Ingram.
What was the total in 14 counties of jobs that you could fulfill

under Mainstream?
Mr. INGRAM. 2,371, sir. There is an attachment in the back of the

report you have, that is attachment No. 1.
Senator NELSON. Are these broken down as to types?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir; the type jobs, by county, and the number.

That is your first. It is at the top of the page of job classifications.
Senator NELSON. And all of these are for jobs that you would con-

sider necessary, important public service jobs?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir.
Senator NELSON. In those counties?
Mr. INGRAM. We went to the various directors of public institutions,

and asked them, what jobs, you know, did they have a real need, that
needed to be filled, if they had the money, just to pay the salaries?
Now not for capital outlay. Just money to pay for that salary. And
these are the answers they gave us.
Senator NELSON. What is the average Mainstream employee enrollee

getting in those 14 counties?
Mr. INGRAM. $1.60 an hour, sir.
Senator NELSON. And what is the maximum per year? Isn't there

a maximum that they can earn in a year, in the Mainstream program?
Mr. INGRAM. No; just straight $1.60 an hour.
Senator NELSON. Then these are employed year round?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir.
Senator NELSON. And do they stay on that job, or do you replace

them after a certain period of time?
Mr. INGRAM. Each year, sir; and it is a difficult task, we review each

slot, each man. You see, we have 80 employed; as I say, we have 400
current applications. With the staff and with the local advisory com-
mittee, we review that man. You see, our standard is simply this: That
the men who need it the worst ought to have the job. And sometimes,
we turn them over.
For instance, I remember one case last year, one man who had two

children, who had finished high school, had been on the program for
2 years. We had another man with eight children, all small. He was
replaced. He came into my office, and said, "I understand why I was
replaced. My children are now through school. But I have a wife, and
I have myself."
He said, "I don't have any job. I don't know how we are going to

live." He said, "I am not mad at you, because the man who got my job
had eight children."
But we go through this process every year. Now some of the men

have been on 2 or 3 years, because of their need, and the families they
have.

Senator NELSON. Would all or most of those who are employed re-
quire welfare assistance, if not employed by Mainstream?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir; but they can't get on welfare. You know,

here is an able-bodied man, under the laws of Tennessee, who is living
in the house; the only way he can get on welfare is to desert his family.
Then they can go on welfare.
Senator NELSON. What about the dependent children? Can't they

receive?
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Mr. INGRAM. Not as long as there is an able-bodied man in the house.
Senator NELSON. That's the law of Tennessee?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes.
Senator NELSON. Thank you.
Do you have any questions, Senator Taft?
Senator TAFT. Yes; thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I gather, then, you do not have aid to dependent children in the

unemployment program in Tennessee?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir; if there is ADC, but that is where the

wife-
Senator TAFT. I am referring to aid to parents of dependent chil-

dren, of the unemployed, which is another program under ADC.
Mr. INGRAM. No, sir.
Senator TAFT. Some States do not have it. I gather Tennessee does

not have it?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir. I misunderstood you. Yes, sir.
Senator TAFT. I just wanted to confirm it.
You mentioned, Mr. Ingram, that you had lost 2,000 jobs in the area.
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir.
Senator TAFT. What were the industries, et cetera?
Mr. INGRAM. I have tlierp listed, sir.
Senator TAFT. In which those losses occurred?
Mr. INGRAM. They are listed, sir, in the attachment, if you will turn

over to the next page, the job classification sheet, you will see new in-
dustries and closed industries. We list them by name.
Senator TAFT. I am sorry. Where is that? Which attachment?
Mr. INGRAM. It is the first attachment, the first page is job classifica-

tion, and now the second page, at the top, you will see listed "New
industries."
Senator TAFT. Yes.
Mr. INGRAM. "Number of employees. Closed industries, number of

employees," sir, and that gives you a list of the new industries and the
number employed, a list of the industries closed, and the number
discharged.
Senator TAFT. What was Spartan Industries?
Mr. INGRAM. Garment. •
Senator TAFT. Many of these, I see, are trade, are service-type jobs.

Are they not? The only one that really seems to be major, insofar as
manufacturing is concerned, is Spartan Industries.
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir; and Old Hickory Manufacturer, that is at the

top of the second page, went bankrupt. That was a cabinet shop.
Senator TAFT. A what?
Mr. INGRAM. A cabinet shop, a woodworking, cabinet shop.
Senator TAFT. And you lost an electronics company?
Mr. INGRAM. We don't have any electronics.
Senator TAFT. YOU 10St PAC.
Mr. INGRAM. Oh, yes, that is right. Yes.
Senator TAFT. How did that come about? Do you know?
Mr. INGRAM. No, sir; I do not.
Senator TAFT. Cannon Electric? I don't know what that was. Was

that a manufacturing company?
Mr. INGRAM. Cannon? I don't see where you are talking about.
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Senator TAFT. That is on the fourth page or fifth page of the table,
at the top, under jobs lost.
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir. That was an electric company that manufac-

tured some electrical equipment.
Senator TAFT. And the major new jobs coming in were White County

Industries. That is on the first page, an increase of 55 jobs, and Mills
Bros. Hat Co., providing 250 jobs.
Those seem to be the principal ones entering in?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir.
Senator TAFT. To what do you attribute the loss of jobs in the area?

Just general economic conditions in the area?
Mr. INGRAM. As far as I know, sir, yes.
Senator TAFT. Do you think training programs, additional training

programs, financed by this legislation, should it pass, would be of
assistance, or not?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir. I feel that when you put a man—well, we put

a man in school, a man on Mainstream, he is in school, 1 day a week,
and he works 4 days. We are trying to institute a program to train him
in many facets of the building trades, so that well, he knows something
about plumbing, he knows something about wiring.
He is not going to be a skilled man, sir. He knows something about

masonry. To give him, so that if there is an opening, he can become
somebody's helper.

Senator TAFT. Are there any openings in the building trades down
there?
Mr. INGRAM. Not right now. Hopefully, there will be some, you

know, when the weather breaks. There will be some public housing
projects built.
Senator TAFT. Do you think that increased public service jobs would

be any solution to this problem? You mentioned going around and
talking about vacancies that exist in county institutions and the like.
Do you think that this is a permanent solution to this type of prob-

lem?
Mr. INGRAM. Well, I am not sure it is a permanent solution, sir, but

there is an understaffing of all of our institutions in the area. There
is a need for additional personnel. Obviously, they can't absorb all of
the unemployment.
Senator TAFT. Do you think the Federal Government ought to

come in on a permanent basis and support those employees?
Mr. INGRAM. Well, I don't know how it ought to be done, sir. I don't

profess to be that intelligent.
My concern is this: I think that we as a society, if a man can't find

a job, have a moral responsibility to see that he finds a job some-
where.
Senator TAFT. Well, I think that we all have that feeling, I am sure,

that we ought to have a society in which that is true. We are just try-
ing to figure out how best to approach this problem.
I wonder if the county job situation you describe, as I suggested

earlier, really is not a matter that relates not so much to unemployment,
but miller, to providing adequate finances for our State and local gov-
ernments, so that they can still fill jobs if they are necessary to be filled,
but it seems to me the unemployment problem is a lot broader, and
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unfortunately, much more difficult than the problem of public service
employment.
Mr. INGRAM. That is right. I agree.
Senator TAFT. It is the general economy that we are talking about,

to which we have to turn our attention.
Mr. INGRAM. Yes.
Senator TAFT. Is there a need for additional sizable public works

in the area you are talking about?
Mr. INGRAM. Yes sir.
Senator TAFT. Do you feel that there is any prospect of a sizable

increase in public works in the area?
Mr. INGRAM. I don't—with the tax situation as it is, and the econ-

omy and the revenue that the counties and the cities receive, unless
they receive outside assistance.
There is also a need for a complete revision of the tax structure in

our area. We are blessed or cursed with a lot of absentee landlords
who don't pay much taxes. And there is some effort going on in this
direction to revise the tax structure in the area.
But unless there is some sort of outside assistance, I don't see that

the counties, in the immediate future, will be able to involve them-
selves in much construction of buildings.

Senator TAFT. Has that area gotten any assistance under the Ap-
palachian program?
Mr. INGRAM. Some some.
Senator TAFT. What type?
Mr. INGRAM. They have some assistance with construction of some

physical facilities, such as sewerage, water supply districts, and this
sort of thing. They have had a little. I know that Jamestown got some
help, sir. This is one of the towns in our area.
This is handled by the economic development district. We have

worked with them, supplying them with information. I do know
there has been some along this line.
Senator TAFT. Thank you. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Ingram.
Next Tuesday at 10 a.m., the Secretary of Labor will appear on the

same bill.
(Whereupon, at 11:57 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, February 23, 1971.)



EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND POVERTY,

OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:35 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room
3110, New Senate Office Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Nelson (presiding) , Schweiker, Javits, and Taft.
Committee staff members present: William R. Bechtel, Subcom-

mittee Staff Director, William Spring, professional staff member; and
John Scales, minority counsel.
Senator NELSON. This morning the Subcommittee on Employment,

Manpower and Poverty continues hearings on the Emergency Employ-
ment Act of 1971, S. 31.
On Monday, February 8, we heard from some 14 mayors of large

American cities. Last Wednesday representatives of the National As-
sociation of Counties testified. This morning we are privileged to
have the distinguished Secretary of Labor, Mr. James Hodgson. To-
morrow a number of Congressmen and Governors will testify, tomor-
row's hearing will conclude the subcommittee's consideration of the
legislation. We hope to go quickly into markup sessions and to move
the bill to the Senate floor.
The bill is designed to meet an emergency situation. We are facing

a 10-year high in the rate of unemployment. Unemployment in the
inner cities and in our poor rural areas has been at a catastrophic
level even when national levels of unemployment were as low as 3.8
percent.
During the present period of unusually high unemployment, we

feel it is a national responsibility to provide additional funds for
emergency public service employment programs. The bill is based on
the trigger concept proposed by the administration as part of its
Manpower Training Act back in 1969. At that time the administration
suggested that a substantial automatic addition to manpower funds
during times of high unemployment would be useful. The idea was
refined by Senator Javits and included as one small part of the Em-
ployment and Manpower Act which Congress passed last December.
At that time the administration objected to a permanent public service
employment program.
Mr. Secretary, the committee is very pleased to have you here today

and I apologize for being delayed. The majority leader called a con-
ference of the Democratic Members yesterday afternoon. I appreciate

(207)
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your courtesy in changing the time of your appearance and apologize
for the 10-minute delay in getting here.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES D. HODGSON, SECRETARY OF LABOR,
ACCOMPANIED BY MALCOLM R. LOVELL, JR., ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR MANPOWER

Secretary HODGSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I assure you we were
not unduly inconvenienced by the delay.
Senator NELSON. Your statement will be printed in full in the rec-

ord. Feel free to present it however you wish. If you wish to elaborate
at any time on your statement, just go ahead and do so. If you wish
to ask Mr. Lovell to speak, we would be pleased to hear him.

Secretary HODGSON. I was going to say I have with me this morning
Assistant Secretary Lovell, the Assistant Secretary for Manpower in
the Department. I will, if I may, read from my statement, and then
we will proceed with the questioning following that reading.
This is the first time since I became Secretary of Labor that I have

had the pleasure of testifying on manpower legislation before this
subcommittee. I hope that today will open a period of direct discus-
sions leading to early agreement on far-reaching reform of the Na-
tion's manpower program effort. We think the time for that reform
has arrived.
I appear today to present the administration's views on S. 31, the

Emergency Employment Act of 1971. In proposing this bill last month,
Mr. Chairman you noted it was being introduced at a time when the
rate of national unemployement had reached 6 percent. This situation
calls, you noted, for action.
I agree that action is needed. In his state of the Union address the

President proposed a bold, broad program for action to quicken the
pace of the economy and make comprehensive reforms for more effec-
tive Government. This program is addressed to immediate needs. But
equally important, when placed into a legislative framework and en-
acted, it will bring permanent—and long overdue—reforms in employ-
ment, job training and income support programs.
It is in the context of this comprehensive program of action and

reform that we respond to the specific proposals of the Emergency
Employment Act of 1971.
The President has proposed a four-pronged effort for more jobs,

better incomes, and expanded public services.
First, a full employment Federal budget, calling for $229 billion

in Federal expenditures, over $11 billion more than anticipated re-
ceipts.
Second, general revenue sharing, which in its first full year will

provide $5 billion in unrestricted funds to State and local govern-
ments, which may be used among other things to provide new jobs
for the unemployed and expand needed public services.
Third, a $4 billion welfare reform measure. which will assure all

poor families of a basic level of support, and include a significant
amount for utilizing public service jobs as a device for getting people
off welfare rolls.
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And fourth, a manpower revenue sharing proposal which the Presi-
dent will transmit shortly to the Congress. With an anticipated $2
billion available for the first full year this bill would provide State
and local governments with the broadest, discretion in using manpower
funds for needed job training and employment activities, including
public service employment.
I shall discuss in turn each of these major initiatives of the

President.
BASIC FISCAL AND MONETARY POLICIES

The best "job creation" program is a healthy economy. No singe
legislative proposal or categorical Federal program can approach in
overall employment generation a farsighted, well-planned series of
national fiscal and monetary policies.
When this administration took office it was faced with hard deci-

sions—and it made them.
At that time the Nation was already gripped by rising inflation.

These last 2 years we have paid for earlier excesses. During the first
half of 1969, the Consumer Price Index rose at an annual rate of 6.4
percent. Inflation ate away at the wages, salaries, savings, pensions of
tens of millions of Americans.

Inflation cooling has been started by a series of hard budget choices
and a tighter money supply. Though the effects have not been as quick
or as deep as we would have liked, over the last 6 months of 1970, the
annual rate of increase in the Consumer Price Index has dipped below
5 percent. Wholesale prices, which usually move before the prices
consumers 

i 
pay, have slowed down even more, from a 5.3-percent an-

nual rate n the first half of 1969 to a 2.1-percent annual rate in the
second half of 1970. We expect the fires of inflation will continue to
cool.
The cooling in demand, plus the transition stemming from shifts in

national priorities has been accompanied by an increase in unemploy-
ment. But the prospects for an improvement this year are good. We
now project that the unemployment rate will fall off markedly as the
pace of the economy quickens. A major instrument in this economic
resurgence is the President's fiscal year 1972 budget. Coupled with
more flexible monetary policies, a full employment budget in fiscal
year 1972 should stimulate our economy to provide several million
additional jobs by July 1972. The target is to reduce the number of
jobless workers by over 1 million over the next 18 months, as these
new public and private jobs absorb both currently unemployed and
new workers.

Certainly in terms of overall impact the Government's fiscal and
monetary policies must be viewed as the most important single step
which can be taken to help unemployed men and women return to
satisfying, self-sustaining jobs. Eight out of 10 jobs are in the private
sector, so stimulation of growth in this sector is the key to substantial
job growth.
Beyond the massive impact on job creation of these policies, the

President's 'other three proposals would provide hundreds of millions
of dollars for new job creation.
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GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

Two weeks ago the President submitted his General Revenue Shar-
ing Act. It is now before the Congress. Effective January 1, 1972, this
new proposal would provide $5 billion in unrestricted funds to State
and local governments during its first full year. How these funds
would be used shall be left to the discretion of State and local govern-
ments. If only normal proportionate spending occurred by States and
cities, at least 50 percent of this money would be spent on employ-
ment costs. Given the constant pressure on State and local govern-
ment to expand public services, an even larger part of such shared
general revenues might be devoted to expanding public services and
thus create vast numbers of new jobs. If State and local governments
chose to put a traditional portion of this new revenue into such efforts,
this could readily create several hundred thousand new public sector
jobs. And they would be regular payroll jobs to meet needs determined
by cities and States.

WELFARE REFORM

In August 1969 the President submitted his family assistance plan.
It was—and is—the most important social legislation proposed in 30
years. Passage of welfare reform legislation is a primary challenge to
action for the 92d Congress.
I do not intend to describe all the features of the President's welfare

proposals now. The members of this committee are well aware of the
issues involved and the crucial importance of this legislation.
However, in the waning days of the previous Congress, the adminis-

tration agreed to support the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment earmark-
ing $150 million of existing funds for public service employment for
welfare recipients for whom other suitable employment could not be
found. We shall expand upon that commitment within the context
of welfare reform. The administration will shortly submit to the
House Ways and Means Committee new amendments, including the
authorization of a substantial number of public service jobs for wel-
fare recipients.
The President's welfare reform proposals are an integral part of

the effort to meet human needs and to move people off welfare rolls
into the world of work. Under current legislative authority we are pro-
jecting a fiscal year 1972 budget of $197 million for 154,000 training
opportunities in the welfare area—up from outlays of $123 million and
average enrollment of 111,500 in fiscal year 1971. With enactment of
welfare reform legislation proposed by the President, which I most
earnestly urge this Congress to accomplish, we would expand this ef-
fort significantly.

MANPOWER REVENUE-SHARING ACT

Finally, within a few days the President will send to Congress his
proposed manpower revenue-sharing bill. This far-reaching proposal
is a major part of the "special revenue sharing" concept which the
President enunciated in his state of the Union address last month.
This bill will likely be referred to this subcommittee for action. I

hope that we can work together to move it forward into law quickly.
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The final provisions of the bill are not complete. Thus, I cannot give
you this morning more than a brief indication of its general provisions.
The basic principle of the manpower revenue-sharing bill is that

State and local governments should have broad authority to carry out
manpower programs shaped to their State and local needs. This con-
cept was first set forth by the President in August 1969, and, in some
measure, was endorsed by both Houses of Congress last year. Indeed
the bill builds upon a number of the basic features of manpower legis-
lation considered in the 91st Congress.

Consistent with the President's concept of special revenue sharing,
these funds would be made available subject to only the most basic
and essential conditions such as the need to assure accountability to
the general public and to the Congress over the shared use of Federal
tax revenues.
The bill will replace the Manpower Development and Training Act

and the manpower provisions of the Economic Opportunity Act. An
anticipated $2 billion will be available for the first full year. The major
portion of this amount would be distributed by formula among the
States and major units of local government.
These State and local governments shall have broad discretion as to

the uses of shared revenues. They must, of course, be used for "man-
power programs." However, such a manpower revenue-sharing bill
will provide opportunities for locally established public service em-
ployment of the nature already endorsed by the administration. Public
service employment will be subject to the minimum number of condi-
tions and limitations consistent with the spirit of revenue sharing.
The role and extent of public service employment within any State
or local area's total manpower effort will be determined by eligible
State and local governments.
This bill will build on the groundwork laid over the last 2 years.

It is another—and crucial—element of the administration's broad
strategy to reform our Federal system and revitalize our economic
activity.
Thus, overall, we are proposing these things:
A fiscal and monetary strategy which is expected to yield several

millions of additional jobs over the next 18 months; general revenue
sharing, which will likely generate hundreds of thousands of new jobs
providing essential State and local government services; welfare re-
form, which, as a part of its total impact, would support a significant
number of new job and job training efforts for welfare recipients; and
manpower revenue sharing, where State and local governments will
be given considerable discretion in balancing public service employ-
ment with other manpower program needs within available resources.
How do the provisions of S. 31—the Emergency Employment Act

of 1971—relate to these far-reaching proposals?
S. 31 would authorize the creation of public service jobs over the

next 21/), years. Its statutory authority would expire July 1, 1973.
When the national unemployment rate has equalled or exceeded 4.5
Percent for 3 consecutive months, appropriated funds would be re-
leased for public services employment. The amount would be de-
termined by the extent to which the actual unemployment rate exceeded
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the trigger level. Up to $750 million could be triggered in the current
fiscal year and $1 billion each in fiscal year 1972 and fiscal year 1973.
To administer the program the Secretary would enter into direct con-
tracts with a wide range of State and local governments and private,
nonprofit agencies.

Against the broad reforms proposed by the President the adminis-
tration can only view S. 31 as another categorical, well-intentioned but
piecemeal addition to our manpower programs where there is already
a long demonstrated need for total overhaul. Moreover, it is question-
able that $750 million could be effectively utilized in what remains of
this fiscal year. Also, given political realities, one must question
whether a program of such magnitudes could be ended by either fall-
ing unemployment rates or impending statutory expiration.
The administration cannot support a separate public service em-

ployment program which is not an integral part of manpower reform,
welfare reform, and revenue sharing. We are, in fact, obliged to op-
pose it.
We believe that the Emergency Employment Act of 1971 will

detract from the effort to achieve lasting reforms. Rather than tem-
porary legislation I would hope we could join together to support
permanent reforms which provide State and local governments with
sustained resources to meet their communities' employment and job
training needs—and in so doing better meet the needs of the Nation.
I would urge your prompt consideration and approval of the man-

power revenue-sharing proposals, which shall be submitted very soon,
and seek your support of the other major elements of the President's
program.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
When will the President's special message on manpower come?
Secretary HODGSON. I noticed that in your opening observations to

this committee hearing, you seemed to have some impression that it
would be several months before this bill would be transmitted. That is
not the case.
It will be here within about 2 weeks. Maybe well within 2 weeks.
Senator NELSON. It seems to me we have several problems here.
First, as you know, what we have taken here is the pub] ic service

employment concept accepted by the administration itself. The Presi-
dent stated as one of his reasons for vetoing the comprehensive re-
form, the most comprehensive manpower reform bill in the history of
the country, that there were permanent public service employment pro-
visions in it.
So now we have embraced the President's temporary public service

employment provisions, and yet the administration opposes that, be-
cause it isn't part of a bigger bill.

Secretary HODGSON. Well, you bring up what is the first and most
obvious concern that we had in developing our response to S. 31. You
have, and I suppose it is flattering to say this, taken cognizance of sev-
eral of our objectives, the triggering mechanisms, to some degree at
least, the kinds of public service employment which would be desira-
ble, and the temporary aspect of such employment.
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So these provisions are present in your bill, and they have to betaken into consideration. As I sat the other evening trying to thinkhow you must react to our current position, it seems to me that youwould find yourself thinking that you have come to play ball in ourcourt and we have moved the court.
Senator NELSON. That is a better way than I could express it.Secretary HODGSON. To some extent I have to admit that that istrue, you see, because we have moved on to what might be called amacro-objective in. manpower programing tied to general revenuesharing. We are thinking of not just a mere change or simple revisionof the traditional approach, but a real major change—a whole concep-tual change.
This is an integral part of the President's program and we are soldon it. We want to drive forward with it and we don't want to be de-terred by other approaches.
Senator NELSON. You weren't Secretary at the time and none of myremarks about the history of this are intended to reflect on anybodypersonally. But just let me give you the history so that you see it fromthe legislator's standpoint.
Secretary Shultz, for whom I have great respect as a dedicated, ablepublic servant, a very fine man, and I consider him a personal friend,came to me in November of 1969 and said:
The administration is most anxious to get a comprehensive manpower reformbill passed. Would you proceed to conduct hearings on the administration pro-posal at an early date.

I undertook to do just that. The first delay we had on the bill wasthat the Secretary himself, because of something that arose, could notappear at the first hearings we scheduled, so we rescheduled it at theearliest date the Secretary could appear.
Then we proceeded with hearings that involved traveling to San

Francisco, Los Angeles, Corpus Christi, Cleveland, and Milwaukee for23 days of hearings, including those here. When we started, I said to
the Secretary and to Mr. Weber that we were going to hear from wit-
nesses, and any time you wish to come in and respond or answer any
testimony that is given, you will be given the opportunity.
That was our position all of the way through, and, in fact, the Secre-

tary or Mr. Weber came back repeatedly. We had any number of per-
sonal conferences that went on over a period of time. In the midst of
this herculean effort that our committee was putting forth, somebody
wrote a speech for the President attacking the Congress for not acting
on legislation and specifically citing the manpower bill.
I was working my head off on the bill. So were Senator Javits and

other members, conducting hearings as fast as we could. I know .that
speech was written for the President by somebody who either .didn't
know what he was talking about or didn't care and wanted to give the
President a nice line to attack the Congress.
Then we moved into markup. Several times we were delayed because

we couldn't get enough minority members to have a caucus. :That is
well documented. Then several times we were delayed again—yes,
Senator Schweiker, you and Senator Javits were regular attenders—
then several times the minority members, as we were marking up,
couldn't take, or didn't wish to take a position on some specific pro-
posal until they found out the administration position.
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And it would sometimes, to the frustration of the whole committee,
including the minority, take a week to get an answer from the admin-

istration on a specific proposal.
In the midst of all this somebody wrote a speech for the President

again attacking us for delaying the manpower bill. Now, none of the

delays came from me. I was ready, available, prepared, working as

hard as I could.
No. 2, the delays didn't amount to anything anyway. As a matter

of fact, I think in the history of my 22 years in public service, I

never saw such a comprehensive bill put together so rapidly and se-

cure such diverse support from the League of Cities, the mayors, coun-

ties, Governors, and every manpower expert in the country that I

know of said it was a great comprehensive manpower reform.
I didn't respond to either of those attacks, because I knew that they

were written for the President and he wasn't aware of what the facts

were.
We passed the bill on the floor with just six dissenting votes in our

House. We passed a similar bill in the House of Representatives. We
went to conference. We were in conference for a week. We brought
the conference report out, we adopted it.
I then wrote a letter to George Shultz saying if there is any con-

sideration of vetoing the bill—and I had heard some rumors to that
effect—I would appreciate it very much if we could have an oppor-
tunity from the congressional side to present our case.
I don't think the case was ever put to the President; that is, our

case.
Now, I know they are busy over there, but we gave you a bill in

which every major particular asked for by the administration was in
the bill. We put the responsibility back to local prime sponsors, State
prime sponsors, yet the President vetoed it and in his veto statement
he objected to the public service part because it was permanent or
could be permanent, and indicated they were some kind of WPA-type
jobs.

Well, quite frankly I have been in the manpower business here long
enough to know the difference. If there are any -WPA-type jobs, and
I don't call them that, it is in the President's family assistance plan,
where it is temporary employment. They run them in and out of slots
for 3 or 4 or 5 months.
Whereas the jobs in the permanent bill were jobs which every mayor

in this country says we need to perform—real public service jobs. So
now you come back and say you have got another comprehensive
plan. I don't know what in heaven's name it could be.
But I am concerned about asking my committee and myself, to put

in another 10 months passing a bill, writing to the White House again
and saying, will you hear our viewpoints before you act, if you are
going to veto it, and then have the bill vetoed, with no notice to the
chairman on the House side, no notice to me, no notice to our commit-
tee, no consideration for the effort we put in at the request of the
administration.
If it were my bill, my idea. I would still think after that much work,

that the administration would at least hear our view. But since it was
the request of the administration, I think that is pretty shoddy treat-
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ment and I think it is very difficult for the administration to take the
position that the Congress is not cooperating, when I never saw such
cooperation before in my life, bipartisan.
The bill was vetoed on grounds that I think, if the President knew

what was in the bill, I think he would be embarrassed by the words
that were put in his mouth. The veto doesn't stand up at all in my
judgment. Mr. Secretary, we put the power in the Secretary's hands,
the final plenary power to say to a prime sponsor "Your manpower
plan is no good and I won't take it."
He had the power not to accept any public service employment if he

wanted to. He could say from looking at your city, your State, I don't
think that is a good plan for you, and we refuse to accept it. So the
total power was in the hands of the Secretary. The argument regard-
ing public service employment doesn't really seem to me to hold very
much water, because the Secretary could control that.
The public service employment program had to be reviewed each

year. We gave the Governor the right to comment on every prime
sponsor's plan in a community of 75,000 or more.
I don't know what more we can do. Now, you say you want us to

go that route again. I say how in good faith can we proceed here if
we are going to face the same thing at the end of the trail?
It took me 10 months of hard work to finally understand all of the

parts of the bill, so I don't expect the President just to pick it up right
away. But are we going to go that route again and at the end of all
of this work, after passing both Houses, the conference committee
which went on for a week and then have the bill vetoed without con-
sideration.
This is a problem. What do we do about that?
Secretary HODGSON. Well, I sympathize with your distress. All of

us know from experience there is nothing less satisfying than hard
work with no fruition.
I am a little surprised to find evidence here that you didn't realize

that the administration had trouble with your concepts toward the
latter part of the working out of the bill. I know I personally set
down in a letter six issues that I thought were problems in connection
with the bill and mailed the letter to every member of this committee.
Senator NELSON. That was when we were in conference with the

House.
Secretary HODGSON. That is right. And it didn't seem to have any

effect. So, at least from my standpoint, you were well aware of the
concerns we had with the bill and you knew that we were more
closely attuned to what had been done on the House side. Therefore, we
don't think that it really should have come as a surprise that the recep-
tion your bill received from the administration was less than favorable. .
But, believe me, we are very serious about this program that I have

outlined here to you this morning. It is not a diversion. It is not an
attempt to move people away from concentrating on manpower legis-
lation. It is actually to get them to concentrate on it, to concentrate on
what we believe now is the most useful and appropriate approach.
I am a little hampered by not being able to outline the full scope

and details of the manpower proposal here this morning, because it
is not in final form. But, it is close to completion. It will be here very,
very soon, and much sooner I guess than you had envisioned it might be.
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Senator NELSON. Well, I can't tell, of course, much about the

language, but I would hope that the administration is not going to

just recommend that we hand the money over to the States, th!it. we

abolish all current manpower programs and hand the States $2 billion,

and say, run a manpower program.
It has been my feeling for a long time you can't have 10,000 prime

sponsors operating programs out of Washington. We all agree on

that. I think what the administration forgets is that a complicated

legislative proposal that involves all of the groups this involves—

not only the beneficiaries of a program but local governments, State

governments, the Federal Government and concerned citizens across

.America—trying to put together something that all units of govern-

ment from the grassroots back home to the Congress of the United
States can agree on is a very tough business.
If you had told me in the beginning that we could have done it

without having powerful opposition from either State governments or
local governments or county governments or mayors, or the League
of Cities, or the black community, or the Puerto Rican community, the
Mexican-American community, or the labor movement or somebody
else, I would have said that is a package that can't be put together.
We put it together. We put it together. That meant we had to

compromise. We put together a package with the most unified sup-
port nationwide on a manpower program involving all of these prime
sponsors, States and local governments, all of the political units
involved.
I don't think it had ever been done before in history. It was a very

delicate proposition. It included, as you know, vocational schools
which had a constituency of their own, it involved all of the employ-
ment services which have powerful political positions of their own,
and none of them were perfectly happy.
We put together something that I don't think can be put together

again quickly. And if it can, it will take another year. If I am going
to work on it another year, I am not going to do it unless I know
when we get done we have a chance to make the case for it to the
President.
I hope we are not put in an embarrassing position saying we are

going to hand over $2 billion because I don't think that would work.
This last bill would have required all the concerned groups right

at the local level—mayors, vocational schools, the CAP's and the
school system, manpower people, employment services—to get to-
gether at the local level, the way it should be done, and write up
a manpower plan. It says this is the manpower plan that will do
the most good for our community in this community. They are re-
quired to sit down and all elements have to be involved.
They are required to review it annually. It is required to be sub-

mitted to the Governor so the Governor can comment on it. It is re-
quired to pass the. muster of the Secretary who can reject it. That
puts the responsibility at the local level to come up with something.
And it gives the authority to the Secretary to say that is a bad plan
which I think he needs to have.
Now, if that were instituted and went on for 2, 3 or 4 years, the

local governments will develop an expertise and an experience in a
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practical way. If at that stage we are going to say all right, no strings
attached, here is the money, run your own show, it might make sense.
But to do it before they have developed the critical mass of expertise
at the local level would be a big mistake.
Maybe that is not what the President is going to propose.
Secretary HODGSON. There certainly will not be the many con-

straints which you have described the series of steps and measures and
clearances and approvals that are characteristic of the current ar-
rangement. And I sense here that if you really feel less strongly about
making significant changes, then perhaps we do have a distinct dif-
ference of opinion, because we want to increase substantially local
responsibility and local flexibility. This will be done within a well-
defined concept of manpower, so that State and local efforts must
meet manpower purposes. But within that financial local and
State governments will respond to their own needs.
I think there may be a difference in judgment between us as to

what are the capabilities of the localities in regard to their capacity
to undertake this type of program activity. We have a feeling that
they have that kind of capacity. They have the knowledge of the local
needs, and they have a capacity for responding to them. That is where
we are going to place the primary responsibility.
We will, of course, retain a certain amount of funds at the Federal

level for national initiatives, for exploratory and experimental activi-
ties, and that kind of program which is complementary to local efforts.
But as far as the spending of money that we actually turn over to the
States and cities there will be broad latitude for them to do that on
their own, and there will be latitude to use it for public service employ-
ment.

Senator NELSON. Well, I suppose it is not very fruitful to get into
the details of a proposal that I haven't seen yet.

Secretary HODGSON. No; it is not final yet. I agree.
Senator NELSON. There is no way that I can think of that you could

have more flexibility at the local level than in the manpower bill
we passed, except that we did reserve the right to the Secretary to ap-
prove or disapprove a manpower plan.
The purpose of that was to protect the Federal dollar against what

may very clearly be a ridiculous useless manpower plan. That is all
that was for. But the total responsibility in the bill, total responsibil-
ity for developing the manpower plan was totally within the local
prime sponsor.
Nothing would come to them from the Secretary. Nothing would

come from the Congress. They would just set down and work up their
own plan. So I don't see how you could have it more flexible unless
you are going to say there will be no control, even if they come up with
a very bad plan.
The expertise is there, on the local level, but the experience is not. I

think the concept of requiring them to involve everybody who has
some responsibility in the field—from vocational school to employ-
ment service to mayor to the CAPs, to all groups—is something that
just ought to be automatic. We guaranteed it in the bill.
Sure, the time will come when you can drop all of that too, because

in the long pull I agree with what I take to be your position, that the
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local units of Government, and the people at the local level can better

discover, evaluate and solve their problems than we can here from
Washington.
Even though we have got some lousy State governments and lousy

city governments and lousy county governments, in the long pull that

is better than leaving it up to the Federal Government to try to man-
age something that they are incompetent to manage in the first place,

just because of distance, size and all of the rest.
So I agree with that. But I wanted you to understand that it is very

hard to ask this committee to do another year's work and then get

vetoed.
Secretary HODGSON. I believe we did respond. I will try do verify

this and submit the letter for the record.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASH I NGTON, D.C. 20503

January 2, 1971

Honorable Gaylord Nelson
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on

Employment, Manpower and Poverty
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your letter in support of the Employment and
Manpower Act. The positive features of the bill, which you
describe, were carefully weighed against the undesirable ones,
and the views of many concerned agencies and organizations;
including the Department of Labor, were considered before the
final decision was made.

It is true that some of the objectives of the President's man-
power message would have been met by this bill: it would have '-
consolidated major programs in the Department of Labor, and it
would have decentralized administration to States and local.
communities. Sut these accomplishments were not accompanied
by other basic reforms which are so necessary, such as the
decategorization of program authorities. Moreover, the bill
included public service employment provisions which would not
have ensured that persons enrolled in such programs were pro-
vided adequate opportunities to move into unsubsidized employ-

ment.

I can understand the difficulties that will be encountered in
considering a new manpower proposal next year, even!bUilding on
the hearings and other work of the last year. Hoc/ever, I know
you agree that there is an urgent need for manpower reform, and
reconsideration of the kinds of proposals made by the President.
I would hope that the Congress will be able to reconcile the

.problems on the legislative-side with the serious manpower
problems of the country.

Sincerely yours,

(Signed) George P. Shultz

Director

58-148 0 - 71 - 15
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Secretary HODGSON. With regard to your comments about continued
Federal approval, the fact of Federal control too often significantly

conditions and also slows down whatever actions are necessary at the
local level. We must begin speeding up and tailoring the Federal sup-

port as best we can (to respond to how the cities and States feel it
should be tailored for their own local needs. That is the triumph of

this new special revenue sharing concept.
There are unquestionably going to be mistakes made, but they will

be made locally, and not on a nationwide basis. State and local gov-
ernments will learn. People can learn from each other's mistakes.
Manpower programs in this Nation are realtively new overall, at

the Federal, State, and local level. We have all been learning together.
There is not that much concentrated expertise in any one place. There
is some experience to build on. There is experience in the Federal Gov-
ernment to build on. But it is not all in one place.

Senator NELSON. Let me ask you something about the public service
side. As you know, we drafted this Emergency Employment Act based
upon the proposal developed by the administration and Senator Javits.
Here is what the mayors put to us. We desperately need employees
to perform necessary jobs—not WPA make-work-type jobs, which I
never considered them to be. There were many nice hospitals and
schools and projects built by the WPA, so I hate to see anybody run
it down. But the cities have desperately needed slots that are not being
filled.
The mayors have laid off people. They say we need them right now,

we need the public services performed. And we had a serious in-
ternal employment problem within the city. It has some explosiveness
in it that I needn't describe to you or anybody here. You are more
aware of it perhaps than I am. So they say we desperately need it now
and we can place these people in the constructive public service jobs
right now. And the manpower bill, whatever the president proposes,
you and I know no matter how hard we work, and I will put in all
of the work that is necessary, we are still talking about a year
before we get a bill passed and signed by the President.
You are talking about a good many months after that before the

program really gets implemented, before the checks are written to
send back to .the municipalities, however you do it. In the meantime
they have critical unemployment problems and they are in testifying
before us desperately asking for this emergency bill now.
Don't you think that under those circumstances, for temporary pur-

poses, that this is a sound measure? You expressed a concern that what
is temporay might become permanent. Well, the Congress would have
to renew the authorization for it to become permanent. If we have
another plan of action that is acceptable Congress is not going to o
do that.
I might point out, too, that several times the administration spokes-

men have said to me we are worried about these things becoming
permanent.
In 1939, in a country with a little more than half the number of

people we have now, we had 4 million people in public service jobs, 4
million. It did a great thing for the country. But that is 4 million. We
are only asking for 150,000 in a country with some 80 million more
people.
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Those jobs did not become permanent. They performed a very im-
portant function. That is what the mayors are saying to us.

Secretary HODGSON. The mayors have a real problem all right. But
I would think, Senator, even this bill, S. 31, will take some time to
go through the congressional machinery. This is not something that
will happen in the next 5 minutes.
The administration's manpower bill that will be submitted will have

so many features and measures building upon what has gone before, it
doesn't seem to us that it could take all of the time that you had to take
before to go through, as you say, the vast balancing mechanisms or
problems that you had to resolve there.
So we are not nearly as pessimistic about the amount of time re-

quired for the legislation process. We think that both S. 31 will take
some time and the administration's bill should take some time. There-
fore, why not put our time and energies on the latter. That is about
our approach to the problem of the possibly limited amount of time
available for manpower legislation.
Senator NELSON. Senator Javits has some questions and I have a

call from the majority leader. Would you take over, Senator Javits.
Senator JAVITS (presiding pro tempore). Mr. Secretary, as I see it

now, you are facing us with a question of concept. The trigger concept
in Senator Nelson's and my proposal of course answers a good deal of
what was worrying the administration about permanent public serv-
ice employment. But, if you pass this money on to the States and
cities they can put in the very kind of a public service employment
program that the administration said it did not want including what
it called the dead end program. They are not going to be stopped from
doing it.
The real difference is therefore, shall we get something which will

be immediately available and what the mayors testify is a great emer-
gency, and we feel is a serious emergency, especially in view of the un-
employment situation, or shall we wait until some aspect of special
revenue sharing gets passed? Could you tell us, Mr. Secretary,
whether, if we pass a bill very much like the one which is before us,
the President will again veto it?

Secretary HODGSON. I would think there are strong possibilities that
he would.
Senator JAVITS. Is that based on any time estimate by the adminis-

tration as to when they can produce with the cooperation of the Con-
gress a special revenue-sharing measure which will fill this gap?

Secretary HODGSON. It is based, as you say, on a concept of a two-
pronged approach to the current economic situation. First, the util-
ization of Government devices to produce expansion of the economy,
which will be the major force to reduce unemployment in the Nation.
As the Senator pointed out, it is a very modest number of jobs we are
talking about under S. 31. We must do more than just provide jobs for
a modest number. And we must do it where the jobs are—namely—in
the private sector. So that is the basic area we plan to emphasize. And
it is the reason for the President's new expansionary budget and his
other expansionary measures. That, then, is one part of the picture.
The other part of the picture would be the congressionally enacted

measures in revenue sharing, coupled with some handling of our exist-
ing manpower programs in the interim until new programs are effec-
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tive. We would hope those would become effective very soon. But, in
the meantime, we are increasing our manpower budget, and we are
spending some of that money in areas that are related to public em-
ployment, with which you are familiar, including programs such as
public service careers, neighborhood youth corps, and Operation Main-
stream.
However, of primary concern to us at this time is assuring that

no piece of temporary—what I have described here as piecemeal—
legislation delays, or gets in the way of, or provides an opportunity
for deferring consideration of revenue sharing. More particularly the
special revenue sharing manpower bill must not be delayed. We would
hope 

in 
it could go forward rather rapidly, building on our experi-

ence n previous legislative efforts.
Senator JAVITS. It is a fact, is it not, that the program which you

would submit to the Congress would not prevent any State, city or
county from puting into effect a public service employment program
which would be contrary to the very point the administration has
made here, that such employment should only be transitory?

Secretary HODGSON. Transitional employment would be, as currently
conceived, an authorized used of funds under the special revenue-
sharing proposal.
Senator JAVITS. It would be transitional. In other words, are we

to anticipate that it could be conditioned upon its being transitional,
or will the localities be free to do whatever they please?

Secretary HODGSON. Well, I am a little bit at a loss to be able to
respond specifically as to just how we will accomplish this. It may be
accomplished, Senator, through definition of what constitutes a man-
power program. But in any event, there will be some way of accom-
plishing that objective.

Senator JAVITS. Now, in view of the fact that the administration it-
self has been responsible for this 41/2 percent trigger, don't. you think
that there is certainly an obligation on the part of the administration
to tell us why, if we now give them employment with their own
trigger, they reject it?
Secretary HODGSON. Well, the trigger is not the reason for rejecting

it, sir. The trigger, as you say, was something the administration
originally proposed. We think the trigger is a useful mechanism. We
used it in the Unemployment Insurance Act. And no doubt in the up-
coming piece of manpower legislation we will incorporate the trigger
concept again. So we are not rejecting that concept as such.
Senator JAviTs. But the concept of the trigger, Mr. Secretary, was

based on the fact that when you exceeded 41/2 percent unemployment
for 3 consecutive months you were in some kind of emergency, some
kind of trouble. And we are giving you an emergency measure. Your
measure is going to take time, without any question. I do not see how
it can possibly be consummated even in this particular session of the
92d Congress perhaps.
Why isn't that a proper argument? You say 41/2 percent unemploy-

ment or more is so serious as.to require special attention. We now have
6 percent unemployment. We offer you some thousands of jobs to try
to break that somewhat, and you say no, we are sorry, we would rather
take a nice long time and do special revenue sharing.
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Secretary HODGSON. Well, it looks like it might be a conflict, but
it is not, Senator. First of all, the original trigger was not for the
purpose of producing solely public employment jobs; it was for any
kind of manpower activities, training, market service activities, and
other provisions. Second, we are accomplishing the same thing with
our next budget by increasing it by 10 percent. It is not in the
trigger form because we do not have manpower legislation for it;
it is done by appropriation. There is an increase of 10 percent. So we
are really accomplishing the same thing, and going along with
the basic idea.
Senator JAVITS. Well, from the appearance of the summer youth

jobs, which is one of the things you referred to you are going to try
to make last year's money fit only by reducing the number of hours
worked, et cetera. Isn't it true that the 10 percent, that inflation has
eaten that up already? Incidentally, we have just released today a
letter we sent the Vice President and 12 Senators, including Senator
Nelson, pointing out that now is the time to increase that program.
Mr. LOVELL. Of course there is some effect on inflation, Senator. The

appropriation estimate for fiscal 1972 is for about $200 million more
than in fiscal year 1971. So that is more than a 10-percent increase
actually, because we are at $1.6 billion now. A 10-percent increase
would be $160 million. We are going to about $200 million. So I think
it is a real increase.
Senator JAVITS. The total amount of the increase in manpower

training opportunities is $49,600. Is that right?
Mr. LOVELL. The total number of jobs?
Senator JAVITS. According to the figures we got from you the slots

are increased from a million forty-four thousand to a million ninety-
four thousand.
Mr. LOVELL. Senator, I believe the slots are increased by about

60,000 to 65,000 for this summer.
Senator JAVITS. That is not very appreciable, especially as you

are 25 percent over the trigger.
Mr. LOVELL. I think when you look at the total number of slots

from year to year you have to be careful not to compare apples and
oranges. The slots are very different in nature. We are concentrating
more money in programs such as Operation Mainstream and in the
STEP program, which are in effect job creation efforts. We have com-
mitted probably $100 million to those two programs in this fiscal year,
and depending on economic conditions, we will try to be sensitive to
job creation in fiscal 1972. We program as it is needed.

Senator JAVITS. Mr. Secretary, what would you say if we wrote
into this legislation a provision that it may be superseded at any time
by this special revenue-sharing measure or some diminution on the
local level to manpower training programs when and if they are
financed by special revenue sharing? Then we could act immediately
on this public service employment, but it would phase out immedi-
ately if we did what the administration wants to recommend. Of
course we could write that in the bill when it came up. In other words,
there is nothing inconsistent between the two. Right now there is
nothing along this line that is appreciable.
So we say OK, give us something and we will phase it out as soon

as we do something else.
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Secretary HODGSON. I wish you would take a look at our bill first
before we start using this as an interim measure. We are seriously con-
cerned that the Emergency Employment Act or any other interim
measure would have the effect of making less vital, less important,
less urgent, the enactment of our manpower bill, which we will have
before you shortly. From your standpoint, that may seem like it is
not as sensitive a position as we might possibly take. But it is most
important to us, and we simply do not want to do anything to detract
attention from these major proposals, particularly from the man-
power revenue-sharing reform proposal that we will be putting
forward.

Senator JAVITS. I am just looking here at the testimony of Secretary
Shultz given in 1969 before this subcommittee, which emphasized at
that time the importance of this trigger, and that unemployment
would be serious, really serious, if you got over 41/2 percent. But I
gather from what you say that you do not feel quite that strongly
about it, or the Department does not right now.

Secretary HODGSON. No, the effect of the trigger would be to make
10 percent more money available. We are not only by action outside of
the manpower bill proposing a 10-percent increase, we are proposing
more than this. We are not only proposing $160 million, we are pro-
posing close to $200 million more. So we are accomplishing the objec-
tive of the trigger. If there was a manpower bill in effect to do it that
way, that would be fine. There is not, so we are going to do it another
way, that is all.
Senator JAVITS. You do not need any other legislative authority for

this increase? 
Secretary HODGSON. The $200 million we are proposing is in our

regular appropriations request.
Senator JAVITS. The plea we are making to you is to increase the

summer jobs—to take account of the existing situation both in terms
of the hours worked and in terms of the additional number of slots
which the mayors and we feel are so urgently needed by $144 million.
Now, is that going to be taken into account when you submit your
special revenue sharing bill?

Secretary HODGSON. Well, since this is something that concerns you
and have talked to the mayors about bringing to our attention, we
will take a careful look at such a request Senator. But we have not
seen it yet. As you say, you just sent it down. I have no indication of
what is in it.
Senator JAVITS. Without fencing around, Mr. Secretary, what you

are really asking us to do is to take a look at your bill, which you
promise us within 2 weeks, and see if what we should not do is get off
this track and get on that track.

Secretary HODGSON. Exactly, and quickly.
Senator JAVITS. And is it fair to say that you are giving us also a

correlative commitment that if we do that you will, if your bill drags,
give just as responsible and serious consideration to our approach? I
just have the deep concern, Mr. Secretary, that this business of special
revenue sharing is going to take real time and that this first install-
ment is not going to be considered as a specialized application for
manpower, but is going to be considered the issue, the bone of con-
tention; it is the first one and the fight will be staged around that,
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and it is going to take months. I hesitate to say this, but I am very
concerned whether we can even get it out this session.

Secretary HODGSON. Well, Senator, in your usual deft way you have
outlined a program or a concept that has the smell of sweet reason-
ableness. We are so passionately committed to the need for our concept
and for what is behind it that we want to pursue it. We are deeply
committed not only to the manpower revenue sharing itself, but also
manpower as part of a larger macroconcept of effective government in
this country.
What we will do if our proposal meets, as you say, more than the

objections we anticipate is difficult to say. I will just have to reserve
judgment for that time.

Senator JAVITS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON (presiding) . On the question of the time schedule,

have you considered this problem of delay? I think Senator Javits
is correct, it will certainly take a considerable amount of time to con-
duct hearings in both houses and to pass a bill and get a markup. I
think we moved expeditiously and met a very early time schedule by
starting in November 1969, and finishing the bill in August last year,
something like that.
But we have this other problem, we have the expiration of the 0E0

authorization in June—the Economic Opportunity Act. Senator
Javits has put in an extension of the bill. I will also have one. That is
going to have to be heard and acted on before expiration. So your
revenue sharing will have to come after that in any event. So in addi-
tion to the problem of considering the revenue-sharing proposal,
getting it passed, however many months that takes, it will still have
to come behind the 0E0.
So we are talking here about a temporary public service employ-

ment program which will terminate under the authorization in July
of 1973 or the last day of June 1973. That is about as soon as we could
get any revenue sharing act I suppose into effect anyway.

Secretary FIODGSON. We would hope you could get it into effect at
the start of next year. In the meantime we are proposing increases in
our manpower budget to accommodate for increased needs. That is
why I say we have proposed this $200 million increase.
Senator NELSON. How much?
Secretary HODGSON. $200 million.
Mr. LOVELL. That is conservative.
Secretary HODGSON. Yes; that will be minimal.
Senator NELSON. I am a little puzzled about that. In the 1971 man-

power budget it was $1,517,462,000. On February 3 the administration
submitted its manpower budget request, February 3 this year,and that
is $1,565,326,000. That is just $50 million above the 1971 budget.
How do you reconcile that?
Secretary HODGSON. I will let the expert on budgetary matters, Mr.

Lovell, answer that.
Mr. LOVELL. I am not sure the expert is right. We are proposing $2

billion for the first full year. Now, for the first hal f it will be only
$200 million. It will be about one-sixth or one-eighth of the amount,
for the first half of the year.

Senator NELSON. You are talking about fiscal 1973?
Mr. LOVELL. No, fiscal 1972.
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Senator NELSON. Fiscal 1972—this is the President's budget for
fiscal 1972, $1,565 million.
Mr. LOVELL. Sir, we are assuming in our budget the passage of

special revenue sharing.
Secretary HODGSON. With an effective date of January 1, 1972.
Mr. LOVELL. It would go into effect January 1. That is the assump-

tion. In addition to that, you will notice we are expanding the WIN
budget by about $70 million over 1971.
Senator NELSON. The which?
Secretary HODGSON. The WIN ( work incentive program) budget, a

program that is under the Social Security Act. We are dealing with
much the same clientele in training programs under the Social Secur-
ity Act, MDTA and EOA. The WIN program now has about 109,000
people enrolled. About 70 percent of the people we served under the
MDTA and EOA legislation are people that would be served under
WIN-type programs after enactment of the President's welfare re-
form proposals. In terms of manpower programs, we look at them
together.

Secretary HODGSON. I have a feeling, Senator, that you are puzzled
about some of the figures we are discussing in fragmentary fashion
here. If you like, we will put together a more orderly approach to this
that we can put in front of you, so you will see the concept we have
in mind.

Senator NELSON. I think the committee would appreciate that. You
are right, I am confused.
Secretary HODGSON. We haven't done much to eliminate it, I realize.
Senator NELSON. I was a little puzzled about Mr. Lovell's statement

about adding to the Mainstream program?
Mr. LOVELL. I said we were putting more money into Mainstream this

year taking it from some of the other public service programs, and
putting it into Mainstream.
Senator NELSON. Again then, the budget here is confusing because

Mainstream did once have $41 million, last year, fiscal 1971, $38.8
million. And in your February 3 budget, $38.8 million. Are you talking
about something additional, on top of that?
Mr. LOVELL. It has gone from S38 million to about $60 million and

that includes the title I—E programs.
Senator NELSON. What is I—E ?
Mr. LOVELL. That was added to the Economic Opportunity Act, it

is a Mainstream type program.
Senator NELSON. Is this the new career program?
Mr. LOVELL. That is part of it. Part of it has gone into new careers,

and part of it has gone into Operation Mainstream.
Secretary HODGSON. If that is the question, title I—E is now just

new careers.
Mr. LOVELL. New careers is part of the I—B and I—E programs.
Senator NELSON. You say adding to Mainstream—you are not talk-

ing about using Mainstream money for the concentrated employment
program?
Mr. LOVELL. No, sir, we are putting more money in Operation Main-

stream.
This year there will be about $60 million in Operation Mainstream.
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Senator NELSON: Again we have to wait for the President's proposal,
but you aren't anticipating then that you will wipe out all categorical
programs that are of that type?
Mr. LOVELL. The sponsors would have their choice of what to do.
Secretary HODGSON. We are anticipating eliminating specific re-

quirements for a number of programs. We would no longer have
the requirement that certain programs exist or that they exist in their
present form.
It merely changes who shall decide on the continuance of those

programs. And it means that cities and States will have that decision
to make. That is the concept that we are currently considering. But
as I say, we should really wait to talk definitively until the manpower
message and the bill comes up.
Senator JAVITS. Would the Senator yield at this point?
Senator NELSON. Yes.
Senator JAVITS. You said something about Mainstream. I have your

budget breakdown here, just submitted this morning. It says Opera-
tion Mainstream, 1970, $51 million; 1971, 38.8; 1972, 38.8. I don't see
where it is going up.
Mr. LOVELL. What we have done is to reprogram money from the

public sector on-the-job training category into Operation Mainstream.
Also, as part of this effort, we took $28 million and used it in States
where unemployment was very high in the local areas. We let them
choose the kind of manpower effort that they wanted, that they felt
was most important.
Secretary HODGSON. This reprograming that the Assistant Secre-

tary talks about is an effort by the Manpower Administration to keep
its activities and its program relevant to the needs of the times. So
there has been considerable reprograming during this last year.
And this is just one instance.
Senator JAVITS. But the total sum is the same, 1971, 165.8; 1972,

165.8. So you are taking it out of something else if you say you are
putting it in Operation Mainstream, directly or indirectly. The only
thing I see here that has shown an increase over 1971 at all is State,
county, and local government grants-in-aid.
And that is compensated by the fact you eliminated the STEP

program.
Mr. LOVELL. We have just been talking in terms of the kinds of

public service programs that we are running currently in 1971.
Senator JAVITS. But it is as broad as it is long. The fact is your

overall program is no greater than it was. You have shifted around
within it. The fact is we feel the overall program has to be greater
with a 6-percent unemployment. Isn't that the real issue between us?

Secretary HODGSON. And evidently you are also proposing that as
one of the bases of your proposal in this letter to the Vice President?

Senator JAviTs. Right.
Mr. LOVELL. Yes, I think that is true, Senator. I think you are sug-

gesting more money be spent than the Administration. I think that is
true. However, as the Secretary mentioned earlier, let us organize
this material and submit it in the record.
Senator JAVITS. Right. No matter how you slice it, you have got

to come out with more money or you are not adding to the total stock
of jobs.
(The information referred to follows:)
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR MANPOWER

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20210

MARS 1971
Honorable Gaylord Nelson
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower and Poverty

United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Lear Mr. Chairman:

The Secretary and I appreciate very much the opportunity we had
February 23rd to present the Administration's views on S. 31, the
Emergency Employment Act of 1971.

During the course of the hearing some confusion arose about the
Manpower Administration's FY 1972 budget request. The confusion
centered principally on size of the overall training budget and
funds available for Operation Mainstream in FY 1972.

During the hearing I stated that an additional $200 million for manpower
programs had been requested in the FY 1972 budget. In effect, this
would have an impact equivalent to what might have occurred had the
Administration's Manpower Training Act become effective in FY 1972.

One reason for the ensuing confusion is that there are two contexts
in which approximately $200 million could be viewed as being added to the
FY 1972 budget for manpower programs.

First, in his budget request the President indicated that the proposed
manpower special revenue sharing bill would be allocated $2 billion for
the first full year of operation after January 1, 1972 (its proposed
effective date). Enactment would be the occasion for a request for an
additional $217 million for the remainder of FY 1972, as indicated by
the following table:
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Table I -- FY 1972 Manpower Budget Under Special Revenue Sharing*
(in millions of dollars)

Manpower Training Services (BOA - MDTA) $1,565 ($1,565)

Additional Amounts for Revenue Sharing
Fiscal Year 1972-half year 217

(Full Year) (435)

Total, Fiscal Year 1972 $1,782

(Total, First Pill Year) ($2,000)

*Source: Special Analysis, FY 1972 (p. 136)

Second, even under current legislative authority there will be an increase

of almost $200 million available for DOL-administeied manpower training

programs in FY 1972 as compared with FY 1971. The Labor Department's

basic sources for manpower training program appropriations are the BOA

and MDTA (whose programs have been consolidated under the general heading

of "Manpower Training Services" in Fiscal Year 1972 budget materials) and

Title IV, Part C of the Social Security Act which provides funds for the

Work Incentive (WIN) program. Budget and program planning for these two

activities are generally carried out in a coordinated manner within the

Department of Labor. As the following table demonstrates, the combined

increase for these programs in FY 1972 under existing authority totals

$185 million:

Table II -- Manpower Training Services and WIN

(in millions of dollars)

Manpower Trng.
Services

Work Incentive
(WIN Program)

Total Manpower
Training Programs

FY 1971 $1,517 $64) $1,577
FY 1972 1,565 1,762

Increase $ $137 $ 185
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With regard to the increase in funds for Operation Mainstream, I indicated
that its program level had risen to approximately $60 million. The
Manpower Administration's budget request indicates that Operation Main-
stream would be funded at the same level in FY 1972 as in FY 1971 (i.e.,
$38.8 million).

However, in the second half of FY 1971, in response to the requirements of
Title I-E of the Economic Opportunity Act (which became effective in FY 70)
and as one of a number of adjustments to make manpower programs more
responsive to changing economic conditions, we contemplate making available
an additional $10 million for Operation Mainstream projects from the
$126.8 million originally programmed for "Public Sector On-the-Job Training".
In addition, $5.9 million in Operation Mainstream-type projects are funded
through the Concentrated Employment Program and are conceptually a part of
overall Operation Mainstream activity. Thus, in FY 1971 Operation Mainstream
projects should receive about $54.7 million, if our proposals are approved
by the Office of Management and Budget and the Appropriations committees.

If economic conditions warrant such action, we anticipate that in FY 1972
through similar adjustments in funding levels we shall be able to continue
to support Operation Mainstream at approximately that level.

I hope that this information will clarify our discussion of last Tuesday
on these points.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFIal OF ThE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR MANPOWER

WASHINGTON, D.0 20210

MAR 5 197i

Honorable Jacob K. Javits
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Javits:

The Secretary and I appreciate very much the opportunity we had
February 23rd to present the Administration's views on S. 31, the
Emergency Employment Act of 1971.

During the course of the hearing some confusion arose about the
Manpower Administration's FY 1972 budget request.. The confusion
centered principally on size of the overall training budget and
funds available for Operation Ailinstream in FY 1972.

During the hearing I stated that on additional $200 million for
manpower programs had been requested in the FY 1972 budget. In
effect, this would have an impact equivalent to what might have
occurred had the Administration's Manpower Training Act became
effective in FY 1972.

On reason for the ensuing confusion is that there are two contexts
in which approximately $200 million could be viewed as being added
to the FY 1972 budget for manpower programs..

First, in his budget request the President indicated that the proposed
manpower special revenue sharing bill would be allocated $2 billion
for the first full year of operation after January 1, 1972 (its
proposed effective date). Enactment would be the occasion for a
request for an additional $217 million for the remainder of FY 1972,
as indicated by the following table:

Table I -- FY 1972 Manpower Budget Under Special Revenue Sharing*
(in millions of dollars)

Manpower Training Services (EOA - MDTA) $1,565 (4565)
Additional Amounts for Revenue Sharing

Fiscal Year 1972-half year 217
(Full Year) (435) 

Total, Fiscal Year 1972 $1,782
(Total, First Full Year) ($2,000)

*Source: Special Analysis, FY 1972 (p. 136)
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Second, even under current legislative authority there will be an
increase of almost $200 million available for DOL-administered
manpower training programs in FY 1972 as compared with FY 1971.
The Labor Department's basic sources for manpower training program
appropriations are the EOA and MDTA (whose programs have been
consolidated under the general heading of "Manpower Training
Services" in Fiscal Year 1972 budget materials) and Title IV, Part
C of the Special Security Act which provides funds for the Work
Incentive (WIN) program. Budget and program planning for these
two activities are generally carried out in a coordinated manner
within the Department of Labor. As the following table demonstrates,
the combined increase for these programs in FY 1972 under existing
authority totals $135 million:

Table IT-- Manpower Training Services and WIN
(in millions of dollars)

Manpower Trag.
Services

Work Incentive Total Manpower
(WIN Program) Training Prgrams

FY 1971 $1,517 $ 62 $1,577
FY 1972 _1L56.11 197 1 762

•
Increase: $ 48 $137 $ 185

With regard to the increase in funds for Operation Mainstream, I
indicated that its program level had risen to approximately $60
million. The Manpower Administration's budget request indicates
that Operation Mainstream would be funded at the same level in
FY 1972 as in FY 1971 (i.e., $38.8 million).

However, in the second half of FY 1971, in response to the require-
ments of Title I-E of the Economic Opportunity Act (which became
effective in FY 70) and as one of a number of adjustment to make
manpower programs more responsive to changing economic conditions,
we contemplate making available an additional $10 million for
Operation Mainstream projects from the $126.8 million originally
programmed for "Public Sector On-the-Job Training". In addition,
$5.9 million in Operation Mainstream-type projects are funded
through the Concentrated Employment Program and are conceptually
a part of overall Operation Mainstream activity. Thus, in 1971
Operation Mainstream projects should receive about $54.7 million,
if c,ar proposals are approved by the Office of Management and
Budget and the Appropriations committee.

If economic conditions warrant such action, we anticipate that in
FY 1972 through similar adjustments in funding levels we shall be
able to continue to support Operation Mainstream at approximately
that level.

I hope that this information will clarify our discussion of last
Tuesday on these points.

Sincerely,

MftLCOLM R. LOVELL, JR.
Assistant Secretary for Manpower
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Senator NELSON. We have a newspaper clipping quoting Mayor John
Driggs of Phoenix.
Mayor John Driggs confirmed today that there is no hope of continued Federal

funding of Phoenix Operation Mainstream. Phoenix was notified earlier by the
Department of Labor that Mainstream would be terminated. Driggs made the
report on his return from a meeting of the Legislative Action Committee of the
U.S. Conference of Mayors in San Francisco. The city of Phoenix was notified
by the Department of Labor that funds for the manpower program would be
terminated as of April 1st.

We are getting reports like this from all around the country.
Mr. LOVELL. I would be interested in seeing these reports which you

have been receiving from all around the country, Senator.
Senator NELSON. We had testimony last week from Tennessee, I

believe it was. They cut way back there.
Mr. LOVELL. I think in this specific case the regional manpower

administrator, to whom we give quite a bit of authority in terms of
the allocation of resources, transferred funds to some of the rural areas
which seemed to be in greater need.
What we have been doing is looking at programs where they have

not been utilizing all of their money. Strange as it may seem there are
a number of programs where the sponsors have not been able to get
moving, and use the money in such a way that the services are rendered.
We have been deobligating that money. We are taking it away and

putting it in areas where we thought it could be used more quickly
and more effectively. We have already done that with some $28 million
that had been obligated. Areas were not spending it, they were not
using it effectively, and we deobligated it and obligated it elsewhere.
We have that same kind of problem, frankly, in our MDTA insti-

tutional programs. We have some money that is not being used. It is
tied up, and the training institutions are holding on to it for future
use. We are doing everything we can to break loose some of that money,
so that it results in people getting services now.
I think that could be the problem.
Senator NELSON. But that doesn't square with Mr. Ingraham's testi-

mony which I don't know whether you read last week, a very able
and dedicated man from Monterey, Tenn. This is all rural. He is
operator of manpower programs in 12 counties in rural Tennessee—
Last year we lost over 2,000 jobs and gained 500,

this is in private employment—
or a net loss of about 1,500. We estimate there must be 15,000 who can't find
work in this area.
At the same time we surveyed industry and business and public institutions

and asked them if we had an adequate Mainstream fund to pay the cost of
wages, how many extra people do you really need. The total figure was 2,371.
We have 80 slots, all filled, with 400 active applicants.
During 1968-69, we had $500,000 earmarked for Mainstream; in 1970 it was

cut to $375,400; in 1971 we have been cut to $181,380.

Now if you are reallocating, you are reallocating from as poverty
stricken and unemployed an area as you can find.

Secretary HODGSON. In fact, Senator, we are not prepared to talk
about individual locations around the country and what goes on there
and why something happened there.
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If there is any place we can help you, or give some reasons for the
action that was taken, we will be glad to get it for you. But I certainly
am not prepared to justify actions in particular localities of the coun-
try today.

All we can give you is the overview. This is what Mr. Lovell was
trying to do when he said that what we have been attempting to do
during the last year, as economic circumstances have changed, is to
make the flow of our available resources meet the economic conditions
of the time as best we can.
In doing that, we have moved funds from one program to another,

from areas where they weren't being used to areas where they could
be used, and this is all part of making our manpower effort meaning-
ful to the needs of the times.
I am sure that for every place we have satisfied with what we have

done, there are several that probably are not satisfied, because the
needs are great, and a lot of people have a feeling that their needs
are beyond what we can supply resources for.
But we will give you data on Mainstream in Tennessee and on any

other locations if you want specific observations.
(The information referred to follows:)
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DATA ON OPERATION MAINSTREAM IN TENNESSEE

Mr. Clifford Ingram of the L. B. J. and C. Development Corporation, Mont
erey,

Tennessee, in his testimony before the subcommittee on February 17, 1971,

indicated that the Operation Mainstream program was being reduced by the

Department of Labor in areas of Tennessee.

The records of the Department of Labor's regional office, which has

responsibility for Tennessee, provide the following data for EPA

Title I-B Operation Mainstream programs.

Entire State Of Tennessee:

Fiscal Year Entollment Opportunities Funds 

1969 440 $1,588,010

1970 440 1,704,430

1971 490 1,670,520

The Mainstream program in Tennessee is a rural poverty area program.

Funds and enrollment opportunities increased in FY 1971. No funds

have been reprogrammed from rural Tennessee.

The L. B. J. anl C. Development Corporation, Monterey, Tennessee:

Fiscal Year Enrollment Opportunities Funds 

1969 80 $321,690

1970 30 312,640

1971 80 306,800

The FY 1971 funds together with unexpended prior year funds permitted

continuation of the project without a reduction in services.

Enrollment opportunities in the twelve counties served by the

L. B. J. and C. Development Corporation have remained constant

although the funds were somewhat reduced.

22per East Tennessee:

j,iscal Year Enrollment Opportunities Funds

1969 81 $290,740

1970 81 304,930

1971 81 310,620

The Upper East Tennessee Mainstream project was originally a component

of a CEP. It was separated from the CLP but continues to operate

witheut any reduction in authorized enrollment or funds.

In addition to the Title I-B program, 375 Operation Mainstream enroll-

ments were funded under Title I-E in both fiscal years 1970 and 1971 in

Tennessee. Less money was provided foe those enrollments in FY 1971

($525,600) than in FY 1970 ($712,500) because of the availability with-

in the projects of unused 1970 funds at the time of the FY 1971 re-

fund;ng. The counties served by the Title 1-C program did not include

those of Upper 1;ast Tennessee or those served by the L. B. J. and C.

Dev6.opment Corporation.

58-148 0 - 71 - 16
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Senator NELSON. Well, I do not expect you to carry this around in
your head, but if you would provide the answer, we would appreciate
it. Here is a case of high unemployment. I understood Mr. Lovell's
statement to be we were taking money from where they were not using
it, surplus, could not use it, which is fine if they cannot. But this cer-
tainly is not a case like that. And I know of other cases very similar
to this. We would be glad to have a response to it. But do I take it that
it is the administration's position there will not be any of the experi-
mental programs of this kind under the new manpower program?

Secretary HODGSON. No, under the new Manpower bill, there will be
retained a certain amount of money at the Federal level for various
kinds of limited activity. We are putting in shape now the kinds of
these activities and the level of funding. But there will be some oppor-
tunity for national initiative programs.

Senator NELSON. I am sure you appreciate that Mainstream is not a
national program in the sense that it is being operated equally around
the country. It is only being used in a few places. And the concept of
the bill was, since I drafted it, I think I can speak about the concept,
was that you would give an opportunity for employment to chronically
unemployed, needy citizens.
Well, I think it remains uncontradicted that it has been the one pro-

gram in the whole poverty field that has yet to receive its first criticism
that I know of. It was the one project that State and local officials such
as Governor Faubus would fly up to testify that it was a great program
and he wanted it continued. At the time, we were having difficulty get-
ting support from conservatives for manpower programs. It has been
run as the President likes to see things run—at the local level.
I drafted the legislation 6 years ago and insisted it be administered

by the local counties, towns, villages, cities, and local organizations,
and it has been remarkably successful. It has taken people who other-
wise would be on relief and put them into work projects which have
been very successful all over the country. If you go into any Main-
stream area in America—I have been in several—that is the one pro-
gram that people at the local level say is great, it is the one program
that does something in terms of income maintenance for elder citizens.
I would hate to think that it was the concept of the administration

that they were going to dispose of it. You say you will give the money
to the local government and let them decide. That really will not work.
Some of these Mainstream programs extend over a 23-county area. And
they are not quite the same, they are not a major manpower program.
It is just quite a different animal. But we have learned a lot from it.
The fact of the matter is I look forward myself to someday when the
Federal Government will fund this kind of a program, nationwide in
very .single State. Among the many tragedies of our country, the poor,
deprived, those who have not had an opportunity for education, high
unemployment among all groups, one of the greatest tragedies we have
not paid much attention to is the elder citizen who cannot get a job,
who wants to work and can work.
And we have people in the program as old as 81 years of age; I

think we have one 85 that I know of in my State. And I watched him
work. And they only need to get in enough work each year for a few
hundred dollars, which is good for their health, and which keeps them
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from going onto relief, and which gives them the feeling, correctly,
that they are useful, contributing citizens in their community. And I
think we cannot go on forever ignoring the elder citizen who is not
seeking a full-time job, but who is trying to live on modest retirement,
who for his own mental health, physical health, needs something to do
and the community needs his contribution. And I think the program
ought to be expanded dramatically.
As a matter of fact, it has been supported by every manpower ex-

pert that I know of. So I would hate to see a bill come that aims at
eliminating all of these kinds of programs. I will right off the bat
oppose that.
Secretary HODGSON. As you point out, Senator, it is a popular pro-

gram in the localities where it exists. But, under our manpower bill,
I think the locally popular program is the one that will be locally con-
tinued. And probably the concept will be expanded if special revenue
sharing goes into effect, because the programs that prove out locally
are the ones the local people will emphasize. So it may be that local
acceptance of this program and concern for this group of workers will
actually work to the advantage of this group and to this kind of pro-
(tram under the revenue sharing.

Senator NELSON. Well, I guess I better not ask more questions about
a bill I have not seen yet. We will await it to see it. I just think per-
sonally no matter how hard we work at it you are being very opti-
mistic about the deadline for passage.
Secretary HODGSON. I will loin with you to work on it.
Senator NELSON. Considering that we have the 0E0 legislation to

go through ahead of it. That is why I feel that a temporary public
service employment, authorized until July 1973, would be a very use-
ful approach and most helpful to the areas of the most intense unem-
ployment for which we have no other substitute program at this
stage. And in many ways I think you can say that it does not cost any
money, because it is all coming from the taxpayers. If they are not
working, they are on relief. And why not give them the dignity and
give the cities the benefit of their services for this period of time while
we are gearing up to change the whole Manpower concept? That is
my feeling about it. Maybe I cannot get it passed, but I want you to
know I will work hard on it. You will probably be working just as
hard on the other end.

Well, thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary HODGSON. Thank you.
(The following information was subsequently supplied for the

record.)
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON

MAR - 9 1971

Honorable Gaylord Nelson
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment
Manpower and Poverty

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. chairman

This is is response to your ropiest for my view en S. 31, a bill
entitled the "'emergency Employmeat Act of 1971." This bill would
provide for. public service employment program, triggered by a
national unemployment rate of 4.5 percent, existing over a cos-
vocative three month period. Upon a determination by the Secretary
of Labor that this had occurred, the Secretary would be authorized
to make funds available for public service employmeat programs
conducted by States, cities and other Local governmental units,
and public and private nonprofit agencies or institutions.

The bill authorises the appropriation of enough funds to make $500
million available when the 4.5 percent level is reached; and to
make $100 million available for each sessAmalf percent increment
over that level. The mesdames funds available would be $250 mil-
lion above the initial $500 million level during the first year
after enactment, and $500 million over the initial level in sub-
sequent years.

The purpose of the bill is to combat the present high unemployment
rates and to provide, at the same time, for the conduct of neces-
sary and desirable goveramental services. I agree with these aims,
but I believe the programs proposed by President Nixon stead a
greeter choice to fulfill them than does S. 31.

As you will recall, I discussed the President's proposals in some
detail when I appeared before your Sabconmittee on February 23,
1971. Without going over the seas ground again, I would like to
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emphasise exectly what these programs ace. Specifically, the
?resit has proposed:

(1) a fell employment budget of $229 billies in Federal 01100*.
iturse;

(2) a general mosso* Sharing measure which b its first toll year
of **erotica would provide $5 billion in unrestricted food, to
Stets sod local goveraments. Funds which may, amomg other thisgs,
be used to provide new Ohs for the unemployed sod ma expansion
of needed public service/4

(3) awalters reform =assure which will amours all families a basic
Level of support and will provide a sigmificent public service
employment progrow, authorising 200,000 public service opportunities
durtmg its first year in operation; and

(4) a manpower revenue sharing proposal asking $2 billion available
in its first full year of operation -- one-third higher then current
levels -- and providing Stets and local governments with the broadest
discretion in using nmopower foods for training and employment ac-
tivities, including public service employment.

These programs will provide an impertmot stimulus to the aconorr,
but, more importantly, will open up significant employment copper-
tomato* for parsed* who might not otherwise have had such a
chance. They viii, in addition, tie public service employment
to mempower training, enabling those persons who participate to
obtain the help and experience necessary to become competitive im
the job market.

The difficulty with S. 31 is that it merely provides another cat.-
gorical addition to existing =empower programs, severely limiting
the flexibility necessary to dent with various types of situations.
Therefore, I cannot support it. I would hope that instead of deal.
Log with piecemeal legislation we could move quickly towards the
permanent, long-range reforms the President has proposed; reforms
eedsb will provide opportunity for persons who cam* otherwise
obtain employment and oaks government operate mere efficiently amd
more effectively for the people as a whole.

The Office of ?amassment and Budget advisee that enactment of S. 31
would not be in accord with the program of the President.

Sincerely,

AV .7 D Hodf='on

Secretary of Labor





EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY

OF THE COMMITTEE OF LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 4200,
New Senate Office Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

- - Present: Senators Nelson and Schweiker.
Committee staff members present: William R. Bechtel, subcommit-

tee staff director; Richard Johnson, subcommittee counsel; William
Spring, professional staff member; and John Scales, minority counsel.
Senator NELSON. The Subcommittee on Manpower, Employment,

and Poverty will continue its hearings on S. 31, Emergency Employ-
ment Act of 1971.
We are privileged to have with us this morning Congressman Louis

Stokes of Ohio and Congressman Ron Dellums of California.
I understand, Congressman Stokes, you have a formal statement to

open with.

STATEMENTS OF HON. LOUIS STOKES OF OHIO, HON. RON DELLIUMS
OF CALIFORNIA, AND HON. PARREN MITCHELL OF MARYLAND,
REPRESENTATIVES IN CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. STOKES. Yes, we have, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Is it a joint statement of the two of you?
Mr. STOKES. I appear here this morning as spokesman for the "Black

Congressional Caucus" of the other body, and accompanying me of
course is Mr. Ronald Dellums, Member of Congress from the State of
California, also a member of that caucus, who will make additional
remarks.
Senator NELSON. And the remarks you are making are on behalf of

the caucus?
Mr. STOKES. That is correct.
Senator NELSON. Congressman, you statement will be printed in full

in the record. You may present it however you desire. If you wish to
depart from it to make any additions, feel free to do so. Congressman
Dellums, feel free to make any additions you desire as we go along.
Mr. STOKES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, we appreciate the op-

portunity to come before you to share our collective thoughts on a situ-
ation which is of critical importance to our constituents, our cities,
and our Nation. We speak, of course, of unemployment.

(241)
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There is no problem that is more damaging and of more urgent
concern than joblessness. It cuts across all other social ills. Without
dignified and rewarding employment our people have neither the
will to confront other domestic issues nor the means to overcome them.
In each of our central city areas it is reducing our tax base, curtailing
retail markets, increasing the already overwhelming welfare costs,
and driving more skilled workers to the suburbs.
Yet these crippling external effects of joblessness will probably

bring less permanent harm to our cities than the cumulative psychologi-
cal impact it has on the people who reside there. Specifically, it fertil-
izes the popular theory that the city stands as a dying, anachronistic
phenomenon, destined to live out its last few decades in poverty, hope-
lessness, and despair. It thus cuts deeply into the heart of that sense
of community spirit and responsibility which must form the basis
for future civic improvements.
Few who have bothered to analyze the situation will deny either

the scope or the gravity of the current employment crisis. National
unemployment is now above 6 percent. But a recent Department of
Labor study of employment patterns for the final quarter of 1970
clearly indicates that this national figure, upsetting though it may be,
is much lower than those for the communities which we represent.
While national joblessness during that period averaged 5.4 percent,

the level for urban poverty neighborhoods was 8.5 percent. As usual,
blacks and other minorities fared the worst, experiencing a 10.3-per-
cent rate. For the 16-19-year-old black males, a group containing
many of the most embittered and angry members of our society, the
figure was an incredible 42.2 percent, up over 50 percent from the
comparable 1969 rate.

Jobless numbers from our own congressional districts and for black
service veterans are equally enraging.

Senator NELSON. May I ask a question at that point? In the age
group, 16 to 19, what percentage of those are out of school? Are some
of them in school?
Mr. STOKES. The figure which I have just quoted to you, Mr. Chair-

man, was taken from the Department of Labor—Bureau of the De-
partment of Labor Statistics. Those figures did not indicate whether
they were in or out of school. We do have that 
Senator NELSON. My staff advises me that by definition they have

to be out of school and looking for work to be included in the Labor
Department statistics.
Mr. STOKES. Very good. Thank you.
In Detroit the unemployment rate for several inner-city neighbor-

hoods is put at 25 percent. Similar areas in Cleveland are estimated at
20 percent; sectors of Baltimore at close to 40 percent. These are only
examples. Similarly gruesome figures could be quoted for other cities.
They differ only in degree.
Black veterans returning from the war in Vietnam have also be-

come victims of the joblessness/discrimination spiral. The unemploy-
ment rate for all returning veterans is a sad 6.7 percent, for white
returnees, 6.2 percent. But if you are a typical black veteran without
a high school diploma you leave the country's service facing almost a
1 in 5 chance, 18.5 percent, that you will not find work opportunity.
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There can be little doubt that these statistics reflect a desparate
need for a job creation program of some nature. Before reaching our
analysis of the specific measure in question, however, we wish to add
a few comments on the figures we have just related.

Initially we would remind the committee that grim as the unem-
ployment statistics may be, they probably indicate a much lower un-
employment rate than actually exists. Definitional changes by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics over the past few years, especially one
counting manpower training program enrolless as employed, have
added at least 1 million persons to the paper work force that may not
be a part of the real work force.
Also, the jobless totals do not show the hundreds of thousands of

persons who have lost all hope of every getting a job, and thus have
slipped out of the Bureau's definition of unemployed. If anyone doubts
that such a large group exists, we are here to confirm that it does. A
large number of these economic pariahs are black, and many live in
the areas we repersent.
Also there are million of other blacks and other minorities who

have jobs and are therefore classified as employed, but who neverthe-
less remain at the foot of the economic ladder. For example, an October
1969 Department of Labor reported showed one-fifth of the employed
adults in New York City poverty areas working as semiskilled opera-
tives, laborers, or domestics.
Senator NELSON. Do you mean one-fifth? Your paper says three-

fifths.
Mr. STOKES. I am sorry.
It is three-fifths. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman.
Since many of these jobs are not protected by minimum wage, this

meant many of these families were earning less than $65 per week. A
June 1970 survey in Detroit found similar results, with 25 percent
of all inner-city families grossing under $3,500 per year.
We would further point out to the committee that the alarming 6.2

percent national unemployment average is nothing new to black com-
munities across the country. In 1967 when the national rate was at
the full employment figure of 3.2 percent, the rate for black males
was still 9.3 percent. Indeed a 6.2-percent unemployment average
would be a cause for celebration in most of the communities we repre-
sent. With jobs, as with drugs, no problem existed in the eyes of
white America until the miseries of the ghetto began creeping upon
their own communities. Now the situation is alarming. It has always
been alarming for us.
Turning now to the legislation in question, the black congressional

caucus unanimously believes that a Federal emergency public service
employment program can play a role in eradicating some of the glar-
ing social and economic ills which we have just discussed. We recognize
that the assistance local communities could glean from such a program
would be limited. At best, it can provide only about 150,000 jobs. A.
larger, permanent, more comprehensive program must follow. Never-
theless, we feel that it is a necessary first step to the economic rebirth
of our central cities.

Hopefully we have demonstrated the need for such a program in
the labor market, particularly in the minority labor market. That
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need is equaled by the needs presently being felt for manpower by
the municipal governments in the cities we represent. This desperate
situation was well articulated to the committee by the distinguished
mayors of 16 major cities in their testimony on February 8.
Our local governments must find added resources if they are to con-

tinue to perform the essential services they have traditionally pro-
vided to urban residents. Let there be no mistake—the jobs which are
needed by these governments are the very antithesis of the make-work
variety which President implied they would be when vetoing the
Manpower Act of 1970. The city of Detroit, for example, was forced
to lay off more than 600 city employees during the past year, and now
has 2,600 vacancies at city hall. There is no money to fill them. Sim-
ilarly, in Cleveland, Mayor Carl B. Stokes has had to drop more than
1,000 employees from his payroll in the past 3 months, with no bottom
in sight.
A survey of Mayor Stokes' cabinet last week reveals what this has

done to municipal services in Cleveland. Department heads were asked
how many men they would need tomorrow to restore their services to
an acceptable level. The answers were: Community development, 25;
recreation, 600; port authority, 20; public safety, 200; utilities, 50;
service, 200; and human resources, 25. There are 1,120 jobs in just
one city government which must be filled before that government can
even begin to think of expanding existing services.
And the need is not limited to urban centers in the North and West.

In the South the new political awareness of blacks made possible by
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 has brought black chief officials to
many small communities in that sector of our country. They too share
the woes of fiscal desperation. The plight of Mayor Charles Evers in
Fayette, Miss., is well known to all of us, and his experiences are only
an example of scores of similar communities. Nor are the problems
isolated in municipalities with black leadership. The recent decision
by the U.S. Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals requiring equalization of
municipal services will force white southern city officials to either add
new services in black neighborhoods or cut back services in white
neighborhoods. For most of these officials the former choice is an
economic impossibility, the latter a political impossibility. They also
will need outside economic assistance.
Now in view of this deep nationwide need for both jobs and serv-

ices, we find the administration's negative position on public service
employment both Cruel and perplexing. In December the President
vetoed the Manpower Act because of the public service section, then in
January he announced that revenue sharing to save State and local
governments from fiscal disaster was his No. 1 domestic priority. Who,
we must ask, is kidding whom? Where does the President think muni-
cipal governments are going to spend their Federal windfalls if not
for the manpower they do not have to meet the minimal level of city
services?

This bill is revenue sharing, and revenue sharing of the most grave-
ly needed kind. We can only hope that the President will recognize
this simple fact when he has the opportunity to pass on this current
measure.
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We were a little disappointed in reading this morning that the testi-
mony of the President's representative before this committee yester-
day indicated that he opposes this particular bill.

Before closing, we do have three amendments to S. 31 which we feel
will be necessary to insure its proper administration. The first involves
the 4.5-percent trigger level. Many economists regard the figure as a
reasonable one, marking a rate that is acceptable assuming relatively
stable prices and industrial growth. But as the statistics we have of-
fered earlier indicate, the national average fails to reflect the pockets
of much higher joblessness in the disadvantaged areas of our urban
communities, as well as higher rates among minorities all across the
country. Thus we believe that if the goals of this legislation are to be
properly achieved, the national average cannot b° the sole criterion
for triggering its provisions. Accordingly, we would suggest that sec-
tion 4(b) (1) of the act be amended to read:

. . . determination, or when for any city, or part of a city, as defined and de-
termined by the Secretary, the unemployment rate equals or exceeds 9 per-

cent. . .

The same qualification should be applied to section 4 (c) .
The other two suggestions we would offer relate to section 6 of the

bill which sets forth the assurances local proposals must offer to qual-
ify for emenrgency funds. Now we have no quarrel with those require-
ments that are delineated. We do feel, however, that more assurances
need to be written into section 6 if unemployed minorities are to share
proportionally in the fruits of this measure.

Specifically, we would propose section 6(b) (15) be strengthened to
require the recipient institution to either positively demonstrate a his-
tory of nondiscriminatory hiring or to set forth a workable and accept-
able affirmative action program, including outreach, which in the Sec-
retary's determination will lead to the elimination of past inequities.
In the same vein we see little reason to except technical, supervisory,

and administrative personnel from the requirement that all persons
hired under the act be either unemployed or underemployed. We fear
this will result in the usual pattern of whites in the better paying posi-
tions while minority workers again are relegated to the low-paying,
dead end slots. Of course, we realize that occasionally technical and ad-
ministrative personnel will have to be sought among those already
employed. Consequently, we recommend that the provision be amended
to read:
. . . assurances that all persons employed thereunder, including, when possible,

necessary technical, supervisory, and administrative personnel, will be selected
from unemployed or underemployed persons.

This concludes our testimony. We would be pleased to answer any
questions the committee might have.
Thank you.
I yield at this time to my colleague, Mr. Dellums, for additional

remarks.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Congressman.
I think that is a fine statement. The issues you raised, particularly

about the trigger, were raised in previous testimony, and I think
they are meritorious. The staff is examining that part of the bill
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to see if there is some acceptable formula that can be adopted. You
may very well have a situation in which some city has catastrophic un-
employment rates such as, say, Seattle today, and yet the national rate
is under 41/2 percent so you do nothing about that problem there. This
could be true in any part of the country.
I certainly agree with you that we need to move toward a per-

manent public service employment program.
The reason we are proceeding with this bill is that this was the

one part of the bill—that is, the temporary public service employ-
ment part—that the President himself endorsed in the manpower bill
that was introduced by Senator Javits of our committee and was
in fact part of the administration's Manpower Training Act with a
41/2-percent trigger. I would hope we can aim toward a permanent
program.
Let me just raise one question to see if either of you have a com-

ment on it. I think the statistics document the grave need for addi-
tional employees in the public service sector to perform necessary
public service work. Not make work, as you pointed out in your
statement.
The thing we haven't addressed ourselves to—and should—is this

question. We have taken—the Congress, the President, the Gover-
nors—the position that private employers have a moral obligation to
seek out and train and offer employment to those who are disadvan-
taged, either because of lack of training, lack of education or lack
of opportunity.
Some employers have done a pretty good job, although the de-

pression in the labor market just about wipes out that effort be-
cause there isn't any way for an employer who is laying off employees
to start hiring new employees.
The one question we haven't addressed ourselves to is the respon-

sibility of the biggest employer in America, which is the public em-
ployer, at the city, State and local level. The public sector employs
more people than any other single employer.
While we are saying that the private employer has an obligation

to train and afford opportunity to the disadvantaged, we are in fact
denying a similar opportunity in the public sector to the disadvan-
taged all over this country because we have a whole lot of rules about
how you qualify. You can be a very talented person, but you may not
have had enough training or educational background to pass a civil
service test.

It seems to me we have to take, at some stage, a good, hard look at
what the biggest employer in America is doing and what obligation
the public employer has toward opening up opportunities in the larg-
est single field of employment in this country to those who are dis-
advantaged.
Do you have any comment to make on that aspect of the problem?
Mr. STOKES. I would like to yield to my colleague, Ron Dellums.
Prior to doing that I would like to introduce another colleague and

a member of the black congressional caucus, Congressman Parren
Mitchell from the State of Maryland.' 
At this time I would yield to Mr. Dellums.
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would

like very much to respond to your question but with your consent I
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would like to respond within the framework of the present S. 31. I
think section 6 addresses itself to your question and I have some
specific recommendations I would like to make and at the same time
at least raise other questions about this measure.
Senator NELSON. Go ahead.
Mr. DELLUMS. First of all, I join with my colleagues in the joint

statement presented to you by Congressman Stokes. Now, I would
like to make an additional response.
One, as a one-time poverty statistic, two, having been a profes-

sional in the early days of juvenile delinquency programs, prototype
programs funded by Ford Foundation prior to the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act, having worked in the early days of the EOA, having
been a director of a CEP program, having worked with virtually
every CAP west of the Mississippi, having worked in 35 States of
the 'United States with CAP agencies, manpower programs, model
cities and for the past 21/2 years having worked as a senior consultant
in manpower, in those 35 States. I would like to make some program-
matic responses to this legislation and also to address the broader
question of how this legislation does or does not fit into the whole
need for a comprehensive approach to manpower programs.

First of all, according to the information available, this legislation
attempts to serve 150,000 people on $500 million—mathematically this
works out to $3,333 per individual per year—and to suggest that that
is not enough in any way to help an individual get himself 

Senator NELSON. $3,300, you mean.
Mr. DELLUMS. $3,300, yes. Per individual per year.
First I would like to suggest that that is not enough to help anyone

get out of poverty and that the funds are pitched essentially at the
minimum wage level. That would mean there would be no funds avail-
able for training or manpower services—or for that matter for any-
thing other than at the barest level.

Since the bill itself requires that the minimum wage or prevailing
wage—whichever is highest—will be paid to the individual in the
program, we cannot assume that in no case will prevailing wage not
be higher than minimum wage. Therefore there is not enough money,
I would suggest, to pay salaries or any other services.
The sum of $3,270 per year is the amount one person would earn

working at the rate of $1.60 per hour 40 hours a week for a full year.
This is $60 less than the maximum amount if we use the figure 150,000
for $500 million.
If the prevailing wage at any point is higher—for example, in

rehab and construction—the prevailing wage would be higher than
the minimum wage and could not be paid although the bill requires
payment of minimum or prevailing wage, whichever is the highest.
Now, if we make the assumption that in the first year there would

be a phase-in by the Department of Labor, we have to then assume
that after the first year—and that this legislation at some level has
to be perceived as continuing legislation on the assumption that high
unemployment is going to continue for a while—in the second year,
with people being in the full year program, even if they are different,
all the slots would be filled.
On that basis, there would be no money to pay for anything except

the minimum wage. If there is to be any opportunity for upgrading



248

it must provide for these costs within the Department for monitoring
and evaluation. Funds must also be made available for some effort to
break through civil service barriers.
Many things are required under this bill. However, I would suggest

there are no provisions for funds for these other requirements to be
performed under the act. The 150,000 figure is totally unrealistic and
dishonest. Recognizing the tendency of the Department of Labor to
take Congress literally, even if we move people in and out on a phase-
in basis—whether or not they should be moved in or out—whatever
the Department of Labor would do, it certainly will handle 150,000
people.
If we have a commitment to anything other than leaf raking, and

even if we have leaf raking in this program, we must have some
supervision and we have not provided any money in the bill for
administrative costs.
Now I would suggest that $5,000 per person, paying the individual

on an average of $4,000 per year and allowing at least $1,000 per
individual for training, supervision, support services, is an absolute
minimum that should be allowed for this program.
To quickly summarize what I am suggesting is that if you use

the 150,000 figure for the $500 million, your act essentially says that
you will pay either minimum wage or prevailing wage, whichever is
the highest. I believe you don't have any money to pay anything other
than the minimum wage and certainly there are no resources to pay
for any additional services if we are committed to upgrading, if we
are committed to training, support services, etc.
I think this is an issue that has to be dealt with. My $5,000 figure,

using $4,000 as an average for the person and a minimum of $1,000
for administrative support services, training and other upgrading
commitments, is an absolute minimum.
Even though our unemployment rate is extremely high, I think the

150,000 figure is unrealistic on its face and has to be adjusted down
or more funds must be allocated for the program.
I know there has been some testimony on the triggering mechanism

and some have stated that perhaps the triggering mechanism we pro-
pose may be a little too complicated. I am not sure. But I would like
to give you another alternative for your perusal. I want to deal with
the 41/2 percent.
I would place it on a regional basis where the unemployment rate

for a given region is 0.5 percent or more above the national average,
that region would share a portion—I would suggest 25 to 50 percent—
of the amount allocated to other regions where unemployment rate is
0.5 or more percent below the national average. The allocation of funds
within a region should be allocated strictly on the basis of the percent
above or below the national average—same as above.
For example, if a suburban area is 0.5 percent below the national

average and the central city is a percent above the national average,
then 25 to 50 percent of the funds potentially allocated to the suburban
area which has the lower unemployment rate than the national aver-
age, would go to the central city with 0.5 more percent above the
average.
What I am saying here is that the money must get to where it is

most desperately needed. As it is now, the funds are supposed to go
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to the areas which have the most serious problems but the bill in no
way requires that it be done and decisionmaking is left to the Secre-
tary alone.
Based on the allocation of eligible applicants, it could even mean

that funds could go to States and cities with virtually no unemploy-
ment. There is no requirement that funds be allocated specifically to
States or cities, because public and private nonprofit agencies and
institutions are just as eligible.
Now that takes us to a very critical question: the issue of prime

sponsorship. We often talk about coordination. We often talk about
cooperative coordination. We do have created by Executive order—
the cooperative area manpower planning system.
I have seen some horrendous examples of what is called coopera-

tive coordination where a multiplicity of agencies meet and staple to-
gether their individual statements of intent for the coming year, and
the only coordination is the stapling process itself.

Essentially what we have is each agency protecting its own prerog-
atives. Each agency does its own outreach, its own intake, its own re-
cruitment, its own selection. Yet there is no coordination so that in-
dividuals can be referred from one agency to another.
Thus we find tremendous duplication, overlap, and redtape. I sug-

gest that if we are committed to the concept of cooperative coordina-
tion, it has not and will not work, unless there is a mandatory require-
ment that agencies come together above and beyond their own agency
prerogatives, in order to get the job done.
If there is commitment to the comprehensive manpower planning

concept, and once we clearly understand there is no agency in this
country capable of amassing the necessary funds to put its own com-
prehensive manpower program together, then this bill must address
the question of prime sponsorship, because someone at the local level
has to be charged with the responsibility of seeing to it, that this piece
of legislation is tied into the on-going manpower resources at the com-
munity level. Otherwise what I see here is another system built on top
of several other systems, a tremendous waste of resources, redtape,
duplication, overlap, and what you end up with is no coordination
whatsoever.
So, I think in section 5 of this act that the committee should address

itself to the prime sponsorship issue.
The Department of Labor is saying that perhaps it will enact

CWTP. I think it is already 3 years overdue. The Congress by legis-
lative mandate stated that all title 1(b) programs shall be coordinated
under one prime sponsor and that was supposed to be done way back
in either July of 1968 or 1969. It has never been implemented.
There was some effort to engage in CWTP all over the country. Ap-

proximately 95 to 98 percent of the selected prime sponsors were CAP
agencies, and I think you and I probably understand the reason why
CWTP never went into existence. I think that issue needs to be ad-
dressed in section No. 5.
In section 6 ( a) training and manpower services are declared to be

used where or when appropriate. However, there is no designation of
who is to determine when it is appropriate. I make the assumption that
it is appropriate anywhere if there is to be any guarantee of permanent
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civil service opportunities for people who move into these jobs to be
able to qualify for permanent civil service status.
I think that issue at least needs to be pinned down as specifically as

possible in section 6(a). In section 6(3) (a) :
Promote the advancement of participants in employment and training oppor-
tunities suitable to the individual involved whether in the public or private
sector of this economy.

I think that the bill should state very specifically, Mr. Chairman,
about the individual in the position, and maybe this begins to address
the earlier question you made.
I think section 6(3) (a) should state very specifically that the indi-

vidual in the position will be assisted to qualify for permanent civil
service positions and not just loosely for public or private jobs.
I think there is a basic notion that we have in manpower

' 
that an

agency is more than capable of training for its own needs. When we
use loose language that agencies will train for some other public or
private agency, what ultimately will happen is that that agency will
not address itself to hiring the participants of this program into its
own civil service and make jobs permanent for those persons who have
been placed in the agency under this act.
Now, I want to go into that in another way, addressing the question

of permanency and preferential criteria in another section of the act.
In section 6(13), and I quote, "Procedures for periodic review by ap-
propriate agency," the manpower bill provided for a system where the
individual had the right to appeal directly to the Secretary, to have a
review of their opportunities for upgrading and their opportunities
for training.
There was a specific qualification in that legislation which protected

the right of the individual. If you turn over the review process ex-
clusively to a—
Senator NELSON. You are referring to the manpower bill we passed

last year?
Congressman DELLums. Yes. I'm sorry. From now on I will address

it as the comprehensive manpower bill.
If you turn over the review process exclusively to an "appropriate

agency," that agency can end up being the employment service or the
mayor's office, and in no way provide the communities the opportunity
for self-protection or for coming together as a community in an advo-
cacy role. Take for example MA 1268 and the idea of the right of par-
ticipants to organize within the program. Although the Department
of Labor enacted these regulations, they never activated them. My
point is that this section does not provide sufficient protection for the
individual.
If some agency is to review, then I think you have to require the

protection of the individual's right to appeal. What I am saying here
is that if you give the right of periodic review to an "appropriate
agency," then I think at the same time you have to—as ;you did in the
comprehensive manpower bill—protect the individual right to appeal.
That is not in this present bill. It is in the Manpower Act as it

was passed by the House and the Senate. MA 1268 requires that the
planning, evaluation, and monitoring of programs must have a com-
mittee of the participants themselves to review the programs, for
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them to have the opportunity of planning new programs and a specific
appeal mechanism first at the local level and next, to the Department
of Labor. So that you not only have the local political agencies in-
volved but you also have some protection for the local community
and the local participants.
Here I would opt for MA 1268. It was developed by the Depart-

ment of Labor, and unfortunately it was never enacted—at least vir-
tually never enacted.
Now, I want to turn to section 7.2 which deals with matching funds.

Eighty percent of the funding cost of the program is picked up by
the Federal Government; 20 percent by the State or local community.
Anyone who has ever dealt with these type programs knows full well
that the 20-percent figure is totally meaningless. It doesn't add any
money to the program; what it does add is in-kind" contribution-
14 desks in a backroom or a few hours service of some supervisor or
director who has no awareness, no understanding, or perhaps not
even any direct involvement in the program itself.
We are not talking about dollars. We are talking about in-kind serv-

ices. What we do is place a tremendous burden upon these programs
to scramble, to come up with a 20-percent matching figure that only
means something that already existed there. We are not talking about
any additional revenues. If we admit that the cities and the States are
either broke, busted, or certainly at best, badly bent, then what can be
the justification or the rationale for asking for such a high matching
rate—a 20-percent matching level—when we know it won't produce
$1 in any kind of additional revenue.
If we are trying to help State and local communities, I think we

should address the issue realistically. I am saying that the proposed
matching-funds requirement is totally unrealistic. If we are going to
do it, we might as well do it 100 percent. Otherwise, we are not giving
anything to the State or local communities, and we are certainly not
helping the cities as typified in the presentation by my colleague,
Congressman Stokes, when he gave you a specific example concerning
Mayor Stokes of Cleveland.
In section 8 on the question of apportionment of funds, it says:
Funds shall be apportioned in proportion to the unemployment in each area.
But it adds:
To the extent practicable.

I would rather go back to the 1/2-percent double-triggering
mechanism that I explained to you earlier, rather than this kind of
nebulous statement "to the extent practicable." In addition, allocation
should be tied as specifically as possible to the prime sponsorship. There
shouldn't be any loose change sprinkled around, and allocation very
definitely has to be in proportion to unemployment. It should be very
tightly set up, not just on an equitable basis to be determined by the
Secretary.
I think there should be much tighter language. Maybe in light of the

double-triggering mechanism—if we take into consideration a very
specific response on prime sponsorship under section 8—we can come
up with some more specific language than "to the extent practicable"
putting the decision in the hands of the Secretary.

58-148 0 - 71 - 17
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In section 8, 9(d) deals with the possibility of the Department of
Labor making 15-percent cuts in present manpower programs to add
additional revenue.
If there is any validity to the categorical programs at all, I say they

should not be cut. If there is no validity to the categorical programs,
I think we should get rid of them.
I raise this question: Is the Department of Labor, if given the

power, likely to cut 15 percent out of the Employment Service? I
would suggest not.
The cut will probably come out of categorical programs. So I say

that if there is any validity to the categorical programs, and certainly
if they are working, and we already know they are grossly under-
funded, it is ridiculous to slash away at them. Why cut 15 percent out
of programs which work and are unfunded? Why give this decision-
making to the Secretary of Labor without giving any consideration to
local planning and local input, so that any determination as to which
programs should be cut will be a planned consideration?
We keep saying to local communities, we keep saying to States and

regions: Plan, coordinate. Then, suddenly we come back with a piece
of legislation that willy-nilly says, without any planning, you have the
option to cut. I think if you are committed to categorical programs, if
there is any validity to them then they shouldn't be cut because they
are already grossly underfunded. If there are going to be any cuts, let
local communities, let local involvement vis-a-vis a plan, make deter-
minations where the cuts might come. I certainly don't see the Depart-
ment of Labor making any cuts from BES.

Section 10(h) says that the Secretary should compile certain kinds
of programmatic information and it states specifically under this sec-
tion that the Secretary shall compile certain program information on
a State, regional, and national basis. I think you must include the local
level. Otherwise, the figures obscure what is happening program-
matically, program by program. There becomes no way to determine
whether any protection exists for individuals participating in the
program, whether there is any commitment to upgrading, or even
what levels of intent really are there.
The State is much too broad a base in order to accumulate appropri-

ate programmatic statistics so that we can make intelligent consider-
ations as to whether the program works or not. I suggest that the
Secretary should be required to provide data on all major cities if not
ual participant in the program with the' exception of one: seniority.

Seniority within the civil-service system that the individual is
individual. I think this again comes back to a point that the chairman
raised. There are a tremendous number of protections for the individ-
ual participant in the program with the exception of one: seniority.

Seniority within the civil-service system that the individual is
placed has not been dealt with at all in this bill. What rights does the
individual have to seniority. Does it begin to build at any level in
the program? Does it start anywhere? There is no statement of
methodology as to how the person becomes permanent in the job.
There is no statement as to prior rights of the individual who is placed
in a civil service job, whether or not he has any preference for the job
when it opens up.
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Now, I think very specifically, to your question, Mr. Chairman, we
clearly realize there are significant barriers to employment on the part
of the disadvantaged. Race still is a major barrier. Language still is
a major barrier. Culture still is a major barrier, et cetera.
If we are committed to any degree of permanency in this program,

then I think we have to raise the question of prior rights and pref-
erences. Do we say that 6 months or 9 months or a year in the program
gives people some credits to permanent jobs? Do we say that there
should be some performance criteria which allows the person to go
Into .full-time employment? Because if we opt back to the pre-civil-
service mechanism, you are perfectly correct.
Most people who go into public employment via this program will

end up outside the civil service mechanism. It would be some effort to
counsel them generally into some other area of public or private em-
ployment. And I am saying that some specific civil service mechanism
indicating where the individual is placed should be required.
It seems to me, if we are going to break through the whole civil serv-

ice mechanism for the disadvantaged and racial minorities, that there
has to be some methodology by which you say some longevity vis-a-vis
this program and some performance criteria allows the person to get
into the job around the barriers of the test and other criteria which
historically have excluded racial minorities and other disadvantaged
persons.
Let me wrap up by saying this: If the specific question were raised,

should this bill be passed, my response to you would be yes. We obvi-
ously have high unemployment. We obviously desperately need some
instruments. But I would like to deal within a broader context. Until
we address ourselves to the $2 billion madness within the field of man-
power which we presently have, we are falling into the same trap of
dealing with symptoms and effects and not basic causes. We are only
adding additional legislation in an area with massive legislation that
we have not corrected as yet.
So if we are going to pass this piece of legislation—hopefully with

the kind of corrections and considerations that we tried to give you
this morning—immediately you have to opt for either a serious con-
sideration of revenue sharing vis-a-vis manpower, or go back to what
was done 2 months ago and to pass a comprehensive manpower act
which ties this public service agency concept right into it. .
Otherwise, all we have done is to add another piece of legislation, to

build another system outside of several other systems, and that means
duplication of every cost, duplication of outreach, intake, recruitment
and counseling:. Duplication of agencies going out to do their own
recruitment, bringing in their own people, and you get a mad scramble
for warm bodies in various programs.
If we look at the Neighborhood Youth Corps out of school across the

country, we started off very specifically saying this is not a training
program. We said it is a prevocational program. It would provide. some
opportunities for young people to move them into more sophisticated
forms of training. But if you look very specifically—and sometimes
the States don't really tell us the story—but where I have worked as
an administrator and consultant, I say to you very specifically that
there have been virtually no Neighborhood Youth Corps graduates
moving into MDTA training, although we talk about it all the time.
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It's that kind of absurdity that we have to address. One-half billion
dollars for this program, without dealing with the $2 billion already
out there, only adds to the madness more tremendous redtape, dupli-
cation, and overlap.
I am committed to comprehensive manpower. We have to make

some sense out of manpower legislation. We have to find some way
of bringing additional revenue into the manpower field to deal with
the extraordinary unemployment problems we have in this country.

We have to make some sense out of the money we are already spending
because it's totally and grossly inadequately spent at this moment
in time.
Two months ago you made a commitment. The act you passed wasn't

perfect but it was the best possible compromise that the House and the
Senate could make. Given the present _economy only God in his in-
finite wisdom will understand why the President chose to veto that
legislation.
Now we can pass this act directed specifically to the President to

veto and in the presidential elections we will have a political issue.
But I am sayingqhe people in this country can't wait for political
issues. The people in this country desperately need employment. Peo-
ple in this country, the 40 percent of America who are blue collar em-
ployees earning between $5,000 and $10,000 a year and who are in
fact in the ranks of the working poor, deperately need upgrading.
Hundreds of thousands of people in America are locked into menial
jobs. Millions of people locked out of employment
To solely pass this act as a political act will in no way address those

concerns. So I am saying: Pass the act and move rapidly to either
consider revenue sharing vis-a-vis manpower or perhaps—where I am
most comfortable—go back to a comprehensive manpower act that
ties this act right in so that we have coordination, we have one planning
mechanism, and we can start to make some sense out of the muddled
area of mimpoy.er.
I thing that! it's extremely important—extraordinarily important—

when we do these kinds of things, I think it becomes a very specific
statement to the American people that we are committed not only to
those who are underemployed and disadvantaged and to the racial
minorities, but we are also saying that we are committed to the mil-
lions of people who are already working, black, white, brown, red,
or yellow, who desperately need additional income to break themselves
out of the vicious cycle of poverty and minimal wages in this country.
That concludes my testimony. I thank you very much for your

time.
Senator NELSON. Thank you for your eloquent and thoughtful state-

ment. Quite obviously you have a very deep understanding of the man-
power problem that confronts the country.
Every major criticism you make of this bill I made myself, perhaps

not quite so eloquently but just so we have it in the right setting, I
agree with what you said. I agree that we need a comprehensive man-
power bill. But, as you know, the title of this bill is the Emergency
Employment Act of 1971, with an expiration date of the last lily of
June 1973.
Our objective here is a very, very limited one. The Kerner Commis-

sion, as you know, recommended about 3 years ago that over a 3-year
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period, we hire a million people in public service employment. This is
15 percent of that, one-sixth, so we are barely touching the problem, as
suggested by the Kerner Commission, 3 years or more after they sug-
gested it.
.So I am certainly mindful, and I know all the members of the com-

mittee are mindful, of the limitations of this emergency public service
employment proposal. We will get back to the comprehensive bill of
some kind or another later this spring.

It seemed to us we ought to be able to have very brief hearings on
this and immediately pass this bill so that there would be not only some
basic assistance but some encouragement to the people who need jobs
and to the mayors, Governors, and county officials around the country
that we are at least moving in the right direction.
We were advised yesterday that the administration may very well

take quite a negative view even of this limited act, and that the Presi-
dent will recommend a comprehensive manpower proposal within the
next 2 weeks.
What it will be, I have no notion, but we will get to the question of

some basic reforms, whether it is some kind of tax sharing as the ad-
ministration seems to be talking about or the manpower bill concept
that we dealt with and passed last year will remain to be decided by
the committee and by the Congress.
So I agree with everything you say about the bill but just have to

see it as a very limited concept which is not a complete answer to me
but a very modest and minor step.
Mr. DELLUMS. Yes; I concur with your judgment and concur with

your strategy. Obviously this is desperately needed ;, 80 percent of the
present labor force is in the private sector. Figures indicate that over
the next 10 years 80 percent of the jobs in the private sector will be
expanding at the rate of 20 percent but that 20 percent of the jobs
in the public sector will be expanding at the rate of 8Q percent. There
will be a massive expansion in the field of public service:and I think that
this bill does begin to address itself to that. I think the concept is
vitally important, necessary, and urgent at this moment and I concur
with your strategy to come back with a comprehensive bill.
When I hit this very hard I am trying to say hopefully to those

who must make the decision: once you choose to pass this bill, we must
not play political games because the reality of unemployment is very
real out in the communities and the people are desperately in need.
I think for the administration to come back so that we grind out

for the next 18 months a political issue in no way deals with the in-
terest of the American people. I concur with your strategy and hope
you pass the bill and I hope there will be some consideration to the
recommendations we made as a joint body of the black caucus and,
hopefully, statements that I made, as a result of my experiences—
some of them good and many not so good—in the field of manpower
over the past 8 or 10 years.
Senator NELSON. Senator Schweiker ?
Senator SCHWEIKER. I just want to comment on a few aspects. I

really don't have any questions. I am deeply shocked by the presen-
tation of the black congressional caucus when they say that the De-
partment of Labor unemployment figure for the final quarter of 1970
was 42.2 percent in a 16- to 19-year-old black male group. I think this is
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very alarming. It is very disturbing to me, and it certainly is cause
for action in the field, including this limited bill as well as local
programs.
As a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, I am con-

cerned when we see that the black veteran without a high school
diploma, after leaving the service of his country, faces an 18-percent
chance of not finding a work opportunity. I think these are very
serious indictments of the present situation.
I think the situation calls for national action, and I feel that you

gentlemen did us a service by presenting these facts and figures to
us here this morning.
Mr. STOKES. Thank you very much.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much,- gentleman, a very fine

presentation.
Our next witness is the Honorable John Gilligan, Governor of

Ohio.
Governor Gilligan, the committee is very pleased to have you

appear here today. You have a formal statement, Governor ?

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN GILLIGAN, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE
OF OHIO; ALSO DAVID SWEET, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
VELOPMENT

Governor GILLIGAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do, and I would like to
present Mr. David Sweet who is director of our department of devel-
opment and who has responsibility in the field of economic develop-
ment in the State of Ohio under my administration.
I was very pleased to have had the opportunity of hearing some

of the comments of the two distinguished Congressmen who preceded
me to this table, especially since one of them, Congressman Louis
Stokes, is from my own State and represents a district in Cleveland—
one of the cities I intend to talk about this morning.
I would like to thank you for this opportunity to testify before the

committee on S. 31, the Emergency Employment Act of 1971. I need
not remind the chairman and other distinguished members of this
committee of the unemployment crisis facing the Nation.
As you, Mr. Chairman, so vividly pointed out in your statement on

the floor of the Senate when you introduced this bill, four and a half
million Americans are out of work, a 9-year high. For the Nation's
youth and for those in our innercities, unemployment has reached
positively catastrophic levels.
Ohio has suffered with the rest of the Nation.
In January 1970, Ohio's average monthly unemployment rate was

3.4 percent. By December the monthly average had jumped to 4.7
percent.
In several of our larger counties the rates long ago passed anything

resembling acceptable levels. In the Toledo area, for instances, un-
employment is above the 5-percent level. In Lorain it is at 5.5 per-
cent. The Springfield area shows an unemployment rate of more than
5.5 percent.
Mr. Chairman, for some areas in Ohio the problem is even worse.

In many of these areas the unemployment rate for 1970 was triple
that of the State average. For instance, in the inner-city areas of both
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Cleveland and Toledo the unemployment rates were 15 percent or
higher for 1970. The inner-city areas of Columbus, Cincinnati and
Youngstown all showed unemployment rates of higher than 10 per-
cent.
I would add at this point that even these gloomy statistics are

deceptive. They do not paint the whole picture that confronts us in
Ohio. People are dropping off the unemployment rolls, having ex-
hausted their benefits. They are not counted. Many inner-city youth,
many young people who have never been part of the work force, and
have never been employed, cannot find jobs. They are not counted in
this statement summary.
The same picture appears in female employment and minority group

employment, where people have been working part time in industries
not covered by unemployment compensation. When they can no longer
find work, they are not counted in these statistical tables.
Some of our more rural counties, particularly in Ohio Appalachia,

have unemployment rates more than double that of the State as a
whole. That, again, does not yet begin to paint the true picture.
Mr. Chairman, we in Ohio feel the need for Federal legislation

to deal with these present critical needs. No city, no county, no State
has the resources to deal with this problem. In Ohio the city of Cleve-
land has had to cut back its own work force by some 1,000 people
because it was unable to obtain sufficient revenue to keep them.
At the present time the city is considering dismissing another 1,000

people from the work force for the same reason.
And I would remind the committee that the problems posed by the

present disastrous levels of unemployment stem directly from policies
initiated by the Federal Government.
The Nixon administration, as is widely known throughout the coun-

try, has deliberately used fiscal and monetary policy at the Federal
level to slow the economy down in an effort to stop inflation. It has
accomplished the former goal without achieving the latter. Since in-
erased unemployment is therefore no accident, at the result of delib-
erate Federal policy, I think the Federal Government, which has the
resources for dealing with this problem, also has the basic responsi-
bility for solving
I was, therefore, deeply disappointed when the President vetoed

the Emergency Employment Act of 1970. While I accept the Pres-
ident's right to disagree with certain sections of the bill, I believe the
veto of the entire program worsened at a critical time an unemploy-
ment crisis for he bears a large share of the responsibility.
In introducing S. 31 this year, Senator Nelson told the Senate that

he and Senator Javits had taken into consideration the President's
objections and written the bill to avoid a confrontation on the issues
of public service jobs and manpower reforms. I wholeheartedly con-
cur in their decisions to let those controversial issues be worked out in
future months and I wholeheartedly concur with their statements that
the present crisis cannot wait for a resolution of those issues that will
only come much later this year. Jobs are needed now, in Ohio and all
over the United States.
The time we have remaining to deal with this question is very short.

We are going to be confronted this spring, in my judgment, with a
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crisis of major dimensions if we have,not, acted to turn this employ-
ment picture around.
When our schools let out this spring, and when we add literally

thousands of young people who cannot fifid employment to the present
unemployment list—the throngs of idle people in our inner-cities, we
are going to create a very disastrous situation indeed.
Mr. Chairman, I believe the provisions of S. 31 to be prudent and

reasonable while still striking at the root of the problem—the rapidly
rising need for jobs for millions of unemployed Americans.
The bill provides for the appropriation of funds to provide public

service jobs only when the national rate of unemployment surpasses
4.5 percent for 3 consecutive months and it includes a provision that
all persons hired under the bill undergo periodically an employment
possibility review so that as many as possible may be transferred to
the private sector as the unemployment rate slips below 4.5 percent.
I think it is time that all of us be confronted with this basic fact

of economic life. We have work of all kinds that needs doing in every
community in the country today. It is not being done because it has
to be done by the public sector. We have to learn that if we are going
to live in the kind of Nation we want to live in, in the kind of cities we
want to live in, we are going to have to employ permanently far more
people in the public sector than we have employed hitherto.
S. 31 is a stopgap measure, meant to deal with an emergency situa-

tion, yet I hope that it will be a prelude to the general recognition in
this country that spending and employment in the public sector are
going to have to increase dramatically in the years just ahead, not only
to keep our people employed but also to do the kind of work that needs
doing throughout the Nation.
The bill also specifies that employment be made available in such

fields as environmental protection, health care, education, transporta-
tion, development and maintenance of parks, solid waste removal,
housing and neighborhood improvement, and rural development and
conservation—again, all the fields in which we need work done and
in which we presently cannot employ the manpower because we lack
the resources at the State and local levels to do the job.
Mr. Chairman, there is no need to argue the need for useful work

in these areas. As but one example, there is at present in Ohio and
indeed throughout the Nation a severe shortage of manpower in the
field of health care. We need not fear then that this program will
become a make-work program.
Every member of the public would benefit from the jobs made

available by this bill. In sum, this bill would match the critical need
for jobs with the vital necessity of work in the public sector.
Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the members of this committee

to report this bill favorably to the Senate and I further urge its
swift passage by that body.
I will continue in my capacity as Governor of Ohio to work for

its passage—for the benefit of all our people and particularly for
the benefit of millions of Americans who have already waited far too
long for our response to their plight.
Senator NELSON. Governor, the committee is very appreciative of

your taking the time to come here and present your statement today.
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They are very useful contributions to the hearings we are conduct-
ing and I would hope we will be able to get a bill out of this committee
in a reasonably short period of time.
Thank you very much.
Governor GILLIGAN. You are quite welcome, sir.
Senator NELSON. Our next witness is the Honorable John West,

Governor of South Carolina.
Governor West, your Honor, the committee is very pleased to have

you here today to present your views.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. WEST, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF
SOUTH CAROLINA, ALSO JAMES E. CLYBURN, ASSISTANT TO THE
GOVERNOR FOR HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

Governor WEST. I am delighted to have the opportunity, sir. We
have a formal statement that we will file or have .filed with the com-
mittee, and with your permission I thought I would just briefly and
informally summarize it.
Senator NELSON. All right, your statement will be printed in full

in the record along with your extemporaneous remarks.
Governor WEST. I am here to testify in support of this bill for

several reasons, I suppose primarily because it offers some immediate
aid to South Carolina in a situation that we find ourselves in.
I might say by way of background I am probably the junior

Governor of the United States having been in office less than 2
months now, only about 30-odd days, but we are faced with a real
crisis in South Carolina relating directly to our textile problem.
Because of the import situation we have had 17,000 jobs eliminated
in our industrial community in the last year.
Without some relief from the Congress—and this Senate did pass

a bill last year, but it has not been enacted, there has been disagree-
ment, and that of course is another matter—but the point is, without
some textile import relief quota we are going to have an accelera-
tion of the unemployment in South Carolina in the textile field.
Over 50 percent of our manufacturing jobs are textile or textile

oriented and they employ large numbers of semiskilled and rela-
tively unskilled persons. There has been some testimony I heard, while
waiting, about the black involvement, and this also is a part of
our situation in South Carolina.
The textile community has provided the basic opportunity for ad-

ditional employment of black individuals. In fact, in the last 5 years
over 40 percent of our new hirings in the textile industry have been
black and today our present ratio of employment in the textile area
is almost the same as our proportion of blacks to whites in overall
population. So when we face a textile unemployment problem or a
layoff problem, we also face a subsidiary problem that this deprives
many of our blacks of the only feasible opportunity for employment
that they have had or will have, so there is another related unemploy-
ment. problem that faces us in South Carolina in some areas, a rela-
tively high defense-oriented type employment.
Some say it is because of our late beloved Congressman Mendel

Rivers, Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, but of
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course I would prefer to think that we have that defense-oriented
employment because of the natural advantages we have in South
Carolina and that Congressman Rivers' unfortunate death will not
affect that, but rather if it is—
Senator NELSON. You would agree he was a natural -advantage

also.
Governor WEST. He was certainly an asset and a very great man,

but I would prefer to think that the unemployment which is being,
and perhaps will be increasingly created, will be because of a lessen-
ing of our involvement in the Vietnam war rather than any political
favoritism or lack of it that might have resulted from the late Con-
gressman!s position. But the fact is that we will have in my judgment
pockets of unemployment of a critical nature because of this factor.
Now I find the bill which your committee is sponsoring to be ex-

citing because of two things—it can help us with some programs and
help us with people. Now the program involvement is basically the
type of activity, the type of public works which presumably would
be forthcoming if the bill is enacted, would help us considerably. For
example, South Carolina is still basically a rural-oriented State. We
have started a program of industrial development that has been most
successful, but we want to avoid the problems of the metropolitan
areas—the inner city decay—and so on, and we want rural-oriented
industries.
Our industrial development program is taking now the thrust of

putting industry in the basic rural areas. A necessary part of that pro-
gram is such things as water systems, sewage disposal plants, all of
which I visualize could well be consistent with the objectives of this
bill. If we can get assistance right now, we do not have the funds in
many instances or the capacity to develop our rural areas by providing
the basic tools which are water and sewage.
So I like the general thrust of this proposed legislation in that it

would be consistent with what we think is a necessary preparation for
better employment opportunities for all of Our people in South Caro- ,
lina, avoiding some of the pitfalls that the more industrialized areas
have experienced in years past. Secondly, not only would we be able
to help people who are temporarily unemployed because of situations
such as defense cutbacks and textile import problems, but we also
could offer initial employment opportunity to the rather large group
in our State who are basically illiterate, untrained, and who will have
no real employment opportunity or have it diminished especially in
view of the deteriorating textile situation. This would provide an ini-
tial entry into the job field for them.
Now in considering the bill we would like very much to stick to the

philosophy that this would be a temporary employment opportunity
which would help control the peaks and valleys as to the general em-
ployment system, but also give to those who otherwise would not have
it, a chance to become working members of society and we would utilize
this as a means to give them new skills as well as a certain amount of
self-confidence.
That is why we think that the bill should be structured so as to pro-

vide at least the option for the State administering the program under
existing administrative organization. We would not like to see a sepa-
rate administrative organization insofar as the program is concerned
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in South Carolina. We have, we think, a rather strong program, man-
power program, administering our MDT programs and so on, and we
would like to see the State have the responsibility for administering
the programs within its existing administrative structure and that way
we can prevent the opportunities from becoming fragmented. We can
keep them consistent with our State plan and we believe serve a real
need for our State.

Basically that is our position, Mr. Chairman. If you have any ques-
tions we will be happy to try to respond.
I have with me Mr. Clyburn, who is my assistant for human resource

development, who, of course, is quite interested and quite knowledge-
able about this.
Senator NELSON. Do your cities have the same kind of problem in

terms of the mayors being unable to fill positions for needed public
service jobs that have been testified to by witnesses from other cities?
Governor WEST. Yes. Not as acutely perhaps as in the larger cities.

You see, we have no city of 200,000 and have only three of those that
are over 100,000, I would say, but certainly the problem does exist but
not as acutely as elsewhere.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Governor. We appreciate

your testimony. The minority counsel had a question.
Mr. SCALES. Governor, Senator Javits suggested there might be

included in this legislation a provision that a governmental sponsor
of the emergency program might as a condition of the receipt of funds
give some assurances that when the trigger goes off and the funds no
longer become available under this program, there might be an at-
tempt to work the participants into any slots generated by revenue
sharing.
Governor WEST. That is a novel approach. I feel that it would prob-

ably be difficult by legislative act to make such a provision really work-
able. There may be some way that it could be done. I would rather
think, as we state in our prepared testimony, that we would look upon
this strictly as a temporary stopgap employment measure and that the
responsibility would be squarely upon the State not only to seek other
employment opportunities but also to provide the necessary skills
and training which would make those employment opportunities
meaningful.
That is the pledge that we on the State level would make. If we are

given this program we would not use it as a make-work sort of a
thing, but we will actively train, motivate hopefully, counsel these
persons and get them into the mainstream of the private sector as
soon as possible, and we think we can do that. Any legislative mandate
such as Senator Javits proposes certainly would be consistent with
our intentions. Again I question perhaps the administrative problems
that might result from 
Mr. SCALES. Governor, if not a mandate, couldn't it be said though

that there may be an opportunity if revenue sharing goes through at
a $5 billion level, as jobs are created, to pay particular attention to
those persons who are in the previous 
Governor WEST. Well, of course the question, when you talk about

revenue sharing, are you talking about the $5 billion or the $11
billion?
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Mr. SCALES. I am talking about the $5 billion.
Governor WEST. It is my understanding that the theory of the $5

billion general revenue sharing, which I support wholeheartedly, is
that it would go unrestricted to State legislatures. If that is true, then

iit would be increasingly difficult to tie n a legislative mandate that
would really insure that the persons employed in this program would
be otherwise—well, just for example, the teachers of South Carolina
held a 1-day strike, unfortunately, last week in one of our major dis-
tricts to emphasize the need for increasing teacher pay. I must admit
that I have held out to them that if we get revenue sharing we will
use substantial parts of that or perhaps all of it within certain limits
to help our educational effort including teacher pay.
So again, unless there were some definite restrictions written into

the law, and again I question, despite that I suspect that you may
have a part in drafting such a proposal, and I would not say it could
not be done, but from a State administrative standpoint I just think
it would create all sorts of problems. That is, on your general $5 bil-
lion. Now when you get to your categorical grants I think you have
perhaps more fruitful areas where you might put some restrictions
in. But again you are really into a rather difficult field there, I think.
Mr. SCALES. Thank you.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Governor.
(The prepared statement of Governor West follows:)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. WEST, GOVERNOR

OF OHIO

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing before this

subcommittee and discussing means by which this nation can address

itself to the special manpower problems it now faces. The objec-

tives of the legislation now under consideration cannot be ques-

tioned. At a time when our nation's unemployment rate is rising

far above acceptable levels, there is no more important undertaking

of the federal government than the easing of this situation, whether

through fiscal policy, or direct frontal attacks such as this on

unemployment itself. It is also appropriate that the new thrust

of this employment program be aimed toward public service, and

that projects authorized carry a high priority need in the areas

concerned.

If I may, I should like to make some general observations

about Public Service Employment, and then I should like to direct

some specific remarks to the matter of administering the program.

South Carolina is a state which lost some 16,000 jobs in the textile

industry alone last year, due in large part to two factors: the
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general economic slowdown in the nation, and (2) the special

problem of rising textile imports which seriously jeopardize the

future of the domestic industry. We therefore are a state which

has felt an additional jolt from the present economic slowdown,

and we would hope that Washington's attempts to ease our prob-

lems would take on many aspects, including policy changes with

regard to imports as well as new programs such as you are dis-

cussing today.

It would be my further suggestion that in structuring

the priorities for this employment program, primary consideration

be given to public projects which would have the effect of sti-

mulating economic growth in underdeveloped areas. In the State

of South Carolina, we would welcome particularly the development

of federal projects under this program which would provide water

and sewerage systems in many of our rural counties which are now

suffering severe financial problems- In many cases, the develop-

ment of such systems could provide the catalyst which would

reverTe the area's economic decline, and make it a prime area

for economic development. Thus, Public Service Employment could

serve the dual role of aiding the economically-deprived

individuals, as well as the economically-underdeveloped areas.

Of primary concern to South Carolina, however, is the

means by which funds would be administered below the federal level.
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It is my hope that sufficient flexibility would be built into

the funding procedure so that states would have reasonable

discretion to make use of existing programs and structures where

possible. Any provision which would require the creation of a

new administrative entity at the state or local level would, in

my opinion, lead to a serious waste of funds as well as needless

duplication and overlap of efforts at these levels. By the same

token, I would discourage any approach which would not require

a high degree of administrative coordination at the state level

for all projects coming into a state.

It is important to recognize that any program designed

to serve as a "crash" approach to unemployment is, by its very

nature, transitional and temporary. But by the same token, un-

less it provides permanent avenues of opportunity, its effec-

tiveness will be limited only to that period during which it is

funded. It is therefore highly desirable that we look beyond

the immediate employment benefits and project development, and

determine whether the structure of the pirogram will permit its

participants to become more permanently employed, better trained,

and more likely to pursue a meaningful career. For many persons

entering this program, it may be their initial opportunity for

employment. In South Carolina in particular, we would hope that

we could reach the unskilled, the many thousands of illiterates,
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and many others who have become locked in what we have come to

call the poverty cycle. Their involvement in this pastime should

be more than simply therapy for idle hands.

Unless this program is so structured at the state level

to flow in with existing manpower and training programs, then we

seriously restrict the long-range benefits to be realized from

it. Unless the potential participant can look beyond the im-

mediate public project and move into opportunities for advance-

ment and further training, then this program becomes nothing

more than a blind alley.

Public Service Employment should, and must be, people-

oriented. As such, it must address itself basically to two

major groups: those who have been temporarily displaced from

their jobs by economic conditions and require retraining, and

(2) those who have never had regular meaningful employment, and

require heavy educational and job-training input in addition to

their specific job under the program.

It is my specific recommendation that states such as

South Carolina which have a strong manpower development program

at the state level, be permitted to administer the Public Service

Employment programs through their existing manpower structure.
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Such an approach, I feel, would have the following

1. Administrative costs for the startup and imple-

mentation of the program would be greatly reduced;

2. Inasmuch as a program to ease extreme unemployment

should, by its very nature, be a temporary or transitional one,

the economic dislocation at the conclusion of the program would

be considerably eased if program participants were a part of an

ongoing state or federal program;

3. Strong coordination with existing manpower develop-

ment programs would facilitate the job training aspect of the

Public Service Employment program;

4. Participants in the Public Service Employment program

would have greater lateral and vertical mobility within the struc-

ture of the existing manpower development programs, thus providing

greater long-range career opportunities for program participants;

5. The overall cost of the training aspect of the PSE

program would be reduced if it were administered through existing

manpower programs, thus freeing more of the new PSE monies for

specific project activity.

58-148 0 - 71 - 18
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6. Strong coordination at the state level could provide

a more orderly approach to setting funding priorities for projects

within the state, thus permitting the state to determine projects

which could stimulate maximum economic growth within target areas.

My remarks are, of course, oriented to the special

situation which exists in South Carolina, and the special role

which we would hope this program would play. I do not necessarily

recommend that our approach would be universally and acceptable.

Like all states, we have special problems which we consider to be

of a priority nature, and our manpower problems have special

characteristics. Any program designed to improve employment op-

portunities for those now unemployed must be designed with these

special characteristics in mind. We must reach and motivate those

who are illiterate, those who may have physical and mental handi-

caps. We must provide employment opportunities for mothers who

are breadwinners, and develop a coordinated Day Care system to

extend opportunities to these individuals. Public Service

Employment can be a major vehicle in achieving these goals, but

it should be considered in the context of our total approach to

manpower needs.

It is for that reason that I strongly recommend that

any approach to Public Service Employment be strongly coordinated

at the state level with other ongoing programs, and be made a part
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of such programs where administratively feasible. Such an arrange-

ment is not only efficient, it also provides a built-in means of

developing project priorities with state and local agencies in

whose areas the PSE projects would be carried out. It further

reduces the possibility that program funds under this legislation

would be absorbed in non-priority items, or diverted into local

projects which do not fit into a comprehensive state set of

priorities.

Thank You.
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Senator NELSON. Our next witness is the Honorable Governor
Sargent, Governor of Massachusetts.
Governor, I didn't anticipate I was going to have an opportunity to

visit with you twice today in the same morning but I welcome it.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS W. SARGENT, GOVERNOR OF THE
STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Governor SARGENT. I appreciate very much being here. I apologize
for being on your neck twice today. I want to say again thank you for
the two cups of coffee I had in your office this morning.

Senator NELSON. We appreciate your presence very much. You have
a prepared statement?
Governor SARGENT. I have a brief prepared statement and I can

submit it for the record. I might just say that I am here as part of the
Governors Conference and I appreciate very much the chance to make
a brief statement today. Ordinarily I wouldn't have the opportunity
perhaps of appearing before you.
Senator NELSON. Your statement will be printed in full in the record.

You may present it as you desire. If you wish to elaborate at any
point, feel free to do so.
Governor SARGENT. Thank you very much. I am pleased to offer

testimony today on behalf of the Emergency Employment Act of
1971. I support this bill for reasons that are both clear and compelling.

Massachusetts, like the rest of the Nation, has been strongly affected
by the decline in the economy. In December over 159,000 people were
unemployed in Massachusetts. That is 6.5 percent of our work force
and an increase of over 59 percent of those unemployed in Decem-
ber 1969.
Defense spending in Massachusetts has decreased 20 percent from

1969, a loss of $350 million. These cutbacks alone have put 20,000 peo-
ple out of work, and would probably result in a further loss of 25,000
jobs in the next 2 years. People who can't find work need assistance.
Last year I signed into effect legislation that extended the period of
unemployment compensation from 30 to 39 weeks, but this is not
enough.
Of the 29,289 individuals who have received these benefits, over

9,000 people have exhausted them and have been forced now to apply
for welfare. At the same time, however, the need for the vital public
services that government offers is growing rapidly, often beyond the
ability of the State and local governments to provide.
There was a recognition among concerned officials and the general

public that our past technological advancements in productivity, are
in many instances, now actually threatening our survival. Public serv-
ices must be expanded to meet some of the problems like tho§e presented
by pollution, for examp4e, which is of great concern to you, Mr. Chair-
man, developing an effective system of transportation, and providing
new housing and better housing, and ensuring quality health care to
all.
I am supporting S. 31 because I believe that we are faced with a

situation that is particularly acute at this time; the economy has forced
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many people—from the skilled scientists to the high school dropout—to become unemployed. The demand for more and new kinds of publicservices to protect the quality of life is imperative.
Thus we have a situation in which there are people who need jobs,on the one hand, and public needs which require people, on the other.The Emergency Employment Act provides a constructive approachto this situation. Expanding employment in the public sector means

that individuals don't have to accept the demeaning and insufficient
assistance of public welfare. Instead, their skills can be put to use
improving the public services for the good of everyone.
By contributing to society, rather than draining its fiscal resources

through welfare, we can assist in the recovery of our economy and the
types of skills and technologies developed through public service em-
ployment are an incentive for the growth of private business and in-
dustry in these areas as well.
I do, however, have several comments regarding specific aspects

of S. 31, which I would hope you might consider. One of the objectives
of the bill is to act very quickly. I think implementation of the bill
would be facilitated in fact if it provided for simultaneous review of
proposals prior to submitting them to the Department of Labor. Re-
quiring review by community action agencies and local and State gov-
ernments encourage an exchange of information which can strengthen
the quality of proposals.
This process should not become time consuming. Simultaneous re-

view, within a 10-day time period, would allow revisions to be made
where' necessary without a prolonged delay. A noteworthy aspect of
the bill is the provision that State and local units of government, and
the public and private nonprofit agencies can all submit proposals for
employment.
Unemployment and the needs for public services, however, are fre-

quently not a localized problem. I would suggest that a provision be
made for reasonable proposals to be submitted. In this way, scarce
fiscal resources and facilities can be combined, overlapping avoided
and valuable time saved.
The need for employment and the types of public services required

such as the effective transportation system, are often regional prob-
lems. As such, they may best respond to a reasonable approach.
A final point I would like to make concerns the figure of 41/2 percent

unemployment, a national average, unemployment above which trig-
gers the release of the funds in S. 31 for employment. The national
unemployment rate is the aggregate of local unemployment rates
which may be far more severe. While the current national average of
unemployment is 6 percent, the average in Massachusetts is 6.5 percent.
And within areas of our State unemployment exceeds 12 percent.
Two major labor market areas have suffered unemployment ex-

ceeding 9 percent. I urge, therefore, that a means be developed to in-
sure that regions with the severest unemployment receive the larger
share of the funds available. This determination should include analy-
sis of the numbers of people unemployed, not just merely the percent
of unemployed.
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I would like to conclude by urging for prompt action passage of this
Emergency Employment Act. As one who has made a career of pub-
lic service, I am aware of the needs, perhaps more aware than some,
of expanded public services. Today, more than ever before, public
service employment offers opportunities to meet, and solve, some of the
problems of our society but inflation has limited the ability of govern-
ment to do so; economic decline has caused high unemployment.
I support the objectives of the Emergency Employment Act. I

support them strongly. Of course, it's not a cure-all. We all recognize
this. But it's a constructive approach to reconciling these two prob-
lems by providing meaningful employment that would be of benefit
to our society as a whole.
I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to break

into your list of witnesses and have this opportunity to make this brief
statement.

Senator NELSON. The committee appreciates very much your com-
ing. As I recall it, you supported the comprehensive Manpower Act.
that was passed last year and vetoed, as I recall.
Governor SARGENT. I didn't actually appear in person but we sup-

ported the concept, yes.
Senator NELSON. As you know, this really is a small part of that act

as an emergency measure and we in the committee recognize that it's
a very modest step in the direction of meeting a small part of the
problem. Your State's own unemployment rate doesn't recite any
specifics about some of your major cities. I take it that some of them
are—you may have parts of those with a much higher employment
rate than is indicated statewide.
Governor SARGENT. Very serious in a number of cities. I think you

have been to our State many times. You perhaps know that for in-
stance in the New Bedford-Fall River area it's very serious. In the
Lawrence area it's very serious. These are cities that have been relying
on the textile and shoe industries that are going out. They have like-
wise been involved in defense industries that are being cut back. They
are extremely serious at the present time.
Senator NELsoN. I understand from your statement that in the

cutback in defense spending, it involved 350 million in the cutback last
year in Massachusetts alone.
Governor SARGENT. I believe that was the statement.
Senator NELSON. That reflects about 20,000 jobs, I understand?
Governor SARGENT. I am not certain of the figures. I think that is

correct. We can check that for you and correct it in the record, Mr.
Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, Governor, for taking time

to come here this morning.
Senator Schweiker ?
Senator SCHWEIKER. No questions.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
Governor SARGENT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
(The prepared statement of Governor Sargent follows:)
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TESTIMONY OF GOVERNOR FRANCIS W. SARGENT BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOM4II1EE ON

EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND POVERTY, IN FAVOR OF S 31, EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT

ACT OF 1971

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to offer testimony today on behalf of the Emergency Employment

Act of 1971. I support this bill for reasons that are clear and compelling.

Massachusetts, like the rest of the Nation, has been strongly affected

by the decline in the economy. In December, over 159,000 people were

unemployed in Massachusetts. That is 6.5% of our work force, and an increase

of over 59% of those unemployed in December, 1969.

Defense spending in Massachusetts has decreased 20% from 1969 - a loss of

$350 million. These cutbacks alone have put 20,000 people out of work, and

will probably result in a further loss of 25,000 jobs in the next two years.

People who cannot find work need assistance. Last year I signed into

effect legislation that extended the period of unemployment compensation from

30 to 39 weeks. It is not enough. Of the 29,289 individuals who have

receiN,ed these benefits, over 9,000 people have exhausted them, and have

been forced to apply for welfare.

At the same time, however, the need for the vital public services that

government offers is growing rapidly, often beyond the ability of state and

local governments to provide. There is a recognition among concerned public

officials and the general public that our past technological advancements and

productivity are, in many instances, now threatening our survival. Public

services must be expanded to meet some of the problems, like those presented

by pollution, to develop an effective system of transportation, to provide

new and better housing, and to ensure quality health care to all.
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I am supporting S.31 because I believe we are faced with a situation

that is particularly acute at this time. The economy has forced many

people - from the skilled scientist to the high school drop out - to become

unemployed. The demand for more and new kinds of public services to protect

the quality of life is imperative.

Thus we have a situation in which there are people who need jobs on

the one hand, and public needs which require people on the other.

The Emergency Employment Act provides a constructive approach to this

situation. Expanding employment in the public sector means that individuals

do not have to accept the demeaning and insufficient assistance of welfare.

. Instead, their skills can be put to use improving public services. By

contributing to society, rather than draining its fiscal resources through

welfare, we can assist in the recovery of our economy. And the types of

skills and technologies developed through public service employment are an

Incentive for the growth of private business and industry in these areas as

well.

I do, however, have several comments regarding specific aspects of S. :1,

which I hope you will consider. One of the objectives of this bill is to act

quickly. I think implementation of the bill would be facilitated if it

provided for simultaneous review of proposals prior to submitting them to

the Department of Labor. Requiring review by Community Action Agencies, and

local and state governments encourages an exchange of information which can

strengthen the quality of proposals. This process shold not become time-

consuming. Simultaneous review, within a ten-day time period, would allow

revisions to be made where necessary, without a prolonged delay.
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A noteworthy aspect of the bill is the provision that state and local

units of government, and public and private non-profit agencies can all submit

proposals for employment. Unemployment and the need for public services,

however, are frequently not a localized problem. I would suggest that a

provision be made for regional proposals to be submitted. In this way,

scarce fiscal resources and facilities can be combined, overlapping avoided,

and valuable time saved. The need for employment and the types of public

services required, such as an effective transportation system, are often

regional problems. As such, they may best respond to a regional approach.

A final point I would like to make concerns the figure of 41% unemployment,

a national average, unemployment above which triggers the release of the funds

in S. 31 for employment. The national unemployment rate is the aggregate of

local unemployment rates which may be far more severe. While the current

national average of unemployed is 6% the average in Massachusetts is 6.5%.

And,within areas of the state unemployment exceeds 12%. Two major labor

market areas have suffered unemployment exceeding 9%. I urge therefore, that

a means be developed to ensure that regions with the severest unemployment

receive a larger share of the funds available. This determination should

include analysis of the numbers of people unemployed, not just the ELE cent

unemployed.

I would like to conclude by urging for the prompt passage of the Emergency

Employment Act. As one who has made a career of public service, I am aware of

the needs for expanded public services. Today, more than ever before, public

service employment offers opportunities to meet, and solve, some of the problems

of our society. But - inflation has limited the ability of government to do so;

58-148 0 - 71 - 19
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economic decline has caused high unemployment. I support the objectives

of the Emergency Employment Act. Of course, it is not a cureall, but it

is a constructive approach to reconciling these two problems by providing

meaningful employment that would be of benefit to our society as a whole.
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Senator NELSON. Is Governor Shapp here? I understand that Sena-
tor Phil Hart of Michigan is available to make a statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. PHILIP HART, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF MICHIGAN

Senator HART. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: May I
file for the record a rather brief statement which I have prepared in
support of your legislation, of which I am a cosponsor?

Senator NELSON. Your statement may be printed in full in the record.
Senator HART. Because I have an obligation to get to the Senate

floor, let me make just three points, each of them more fully discussed
in the memorandum I have filed.
To use the currently accepted bipartisan phrase, let's not set up a lot

of promises and then fail to deliver. Isn't there a great danger that we
are kidding ourselves to think that any administration, any admin-
istration is going to come in and ask for the appropriation projecting
a possible 6 percent unemployment figure as the justification for it?
How likely are we to get any kind of solid commitment to do more

than simply talk about this? Where is the money going to be? Let's be
very honest with ourselves. What the bill does not do is authorize the
Secretary to obligate when the rate reaches the specified level. It au-
thorizes him to oblifrate only out of the amounts that have been pre-
viously appropriated.
I hope the administration currently is right when it predicts an un-

employment rate of 4.5. But we will need public service employment
if they are wrong, and I am afraid that they will be wrong and that we
will not have the appropriation to finance the program when the fi-
nancing is needed. This isn't an insoluble problem but it just takes
some tough talk to ourselves about what we really should do.
On the second point, although it is suicide to be critical of compre-

hensive planning, I wonder if we haven't in section 6(b) (2) been a
little too all-inclusive in that the preliminary study would prevent a
quick start in situations we are all familiar with.
A local hospital, for example. For a long time they needed more

nurses' aides. They have been unable to pay them. There are unem-
ployed people right in the neighborhood who are ready to do the job.
Why should there have to be a fancy study in order to do that? Why
couldn't the local manpower agency run in with a letter and say "go"
and let them get the money and the plan started?
Last, Mr. Chairman, along with you and many others, I have been

concerned with cushioning unemployment resulting from military
spending cuts. None of us want to use the Pentagon as a modern
WPA but we do have an obligation to ease the transition whenever
we can convince ourselves we can afford to cut armaments.
I think this bill, with some slight modifications could be the vehicle

that would provide the transition opportunity that all of us are seek-
ing. However, unless we amend it, the difficulty is that the Secretary
has to find a certain rate of unemployment nationally before this
program is triggered.
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Could we not conceive of some local trigger where the Secretary
finds a substantial impact on local employment caused by the cut in
Federal military spending in that locality?
Some of the money we can save by trimming back on the Pentagon

very appropriately could be used for the more socially desirable pur-
pose of funding that kind of transition. I think this bill might very
well offer us that kind of opportunity.
If any of these suggestions have any merit, I would be glad to work

with any of your staff in an attempt to develop that kind of language.
Senator NELSON. Congressman Dellums, who testified an hour

ago raised the same point on the 41/2 percent trigger and allocations
of funds to local areas which may have a high unemployment whereas
the national average might well be below 41/2 percent.
It raises a serious problem that the committee staff is exploring now,

which was raised by a witness last week also, and I think it is a very

important point.
Do you have any questions?
Senator SCHWEIKER. NO.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
Senator HART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Governor Shapp didn't appear yet. He also had

an appointment with the Finance Committee so the record will remain

open for the printing in the record of any statement that Governor

app presents.
Senator NELSON. At this point in the hearing I order printed all

statements of those who could not attend and other pertinent ma-

terial submitted for the record.
(The information referred to follows:)
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American Federation of STATE, COUNTY, and MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES • AFL-CIO

1155 FIFTEENTH STREET, NW/WASHINGTON, D. C. 20005

TELEPHONE 202/223-4460

March 2, 1971

Senator Gaylord Nelson, Chairman
Senate Subcommittee on Employment,

Manpower, and Poverty
Senate Office Building
Washington D. C. 20510

Dear 'Senator Nelson:

We are pleased to submit for the record a state-
ment on behalf of S.31, the Emergency Employment
Act of 1971.

Our Union, representing 500,000 state, county,
and municipal employees, fully supports this
legislation and urges its immediate enactment.
A nationwide program of public service employ-
ment, as proposed in S.31, is essential if we are
to effectively attack rising and persistent un-
employment in our urban labor markets and to
provide state and local governments with the funds
they need to finance vital public services.

Thank you for this opportunity to present our
views on this important legislation. If you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Enclosure

Sincer

Paul J. Minarchenko
Legislative Representative
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STATEMENT BY THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY

AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, AFL-CIO

SUBMITTED TO THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT,

MANPOWER AND POVERTY - ON BEHALF OF S.31,

THE EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971

March 2, 1971

The American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees,

AFL-CIO, is the largest union in the public employee field, with
500,000 workers at the state and local government level. Our
interest in the Emergency Employment Act is therefore twofold:
(1) we support a program which can be translated directly into
vitally needed public employment on a priority basis -- as a "here
and now" attack on persistent joblessness in urban labor markets;
and (2) we support S.31 as a realistic means of channeling monies
to the cities which will assure the furnishing of services either
threatened with curtailment or already cut back as the result of
municipal budget crises.

The issue for our communities is not just money, it is viability.
The very survival of our federal system is threatened when some
cities are near bankruptcy and others are unable to provide public

services effectively.

Our union and its municipal employee members are not idle
bystanders in the urban crisis. Our members live with the problems,
as well as work with them.

Inadequate financing for public services means that important
jobs don't get done -- and it is our members who know how badly the
job needs doing and who are kept from getting the job done.

Layoffs of city employees and threats of layoffs are spreading.
Some of the talk is politically motivated, but much of it is for
real.

Even more critical is the number of cities that have initiated
"job freezes," not filling vacancies left by resignation and re-
tirement. This means less service at a time when the demand for
services is soaring and the quality of life is sagging.
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Our union is aware of the financial pressure placed upon
municipal governments by municipal employee wage increases. We
do not deny that they are among the factors increasing the total
cost to government of doing business. We are also aware that it
is inaccurate to cite wage hikes as the reason for the financial
plight.

Wages are not an increased factor in municipal budgets, nation-
wide. As a percentage of revenue, state and local government
payrolls are virtually unchanged from 1965. In fact, they are a
little bit less. In 1965, payrolls were 55.1 per cent of state and
local government revenue. In 1969, that figure dropped to 55 per
cent.

Secondly, wages for public employees have for years lagged
behind those for workers in business and industry, even though the
nature of work and the skills required are identical in many cases.
In an inflationary economic cycle such as that we are now experiencing,
this lack of wage comparability adds to the problems of municipal
employers in trying to keep a wage scale that is fair and competitive,
a wage scale that will enable cities to keep good quality personnel.

The taxation straitjacket of the cities is the single most
important barrier to adequate financing of local government. It
would be unwise to get so caught up in trying to end-run the problem
via federal and state aid that the problem itself is forgotten.

Unlike companies that can increase prices along with wages to
preserve profit margins, government must often increase taxes to
meet its increased cost in wages -- and tax hikes are slower and
more unlikely than price hikes in the business sector. Consequently,
public workers are asked by government employers to accept less than
what is required to match rising costs or to close the gap between
private and public sector wages.

Thousands of public employees have been told their jobs are
jeopardized because of this financial crunch on state, county, and
municipal governments.

We have great concern for what has happened already, but we
are even more concerned about what we see on the horizon. For while
the impact of the war in Southeast Asia on the economy has already
been substantial and severe, it will probably be much greater over
the next five-year period as the backlog of financial needs -- many
of which have been deferred to this point -- come home to roost.

Continued frustration of long-term municipal borrowing and
unrealized capital expenditure plans would probably force higher
taxes, which are self-destructive in the central cities. It
would also destroy the all-important planning capability of local
governments.

A
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Additionally, the year-to-year increase in grants-in-aid from

the Federal government to the states and localities is estimated to

be a great deal less in the 1970-75 period than it has been in the

1965-70 period. The average annual increase from 1965 through

1969 was about 17 per cent. It is expected to average only about

11 per cent over the coming five years.*

Thus it is clear we face even greater difficulties in the next

five years. The relationship of the war to these difficulties is

very real and very great. Even if the war were to miraculously end

today, and even if new federal or state assistance was forthcoming,

the damage of the last five years could not be fully repaired.

Many scars are permanent.

The financial plight of the cities overall -- with or without

the impact of the war's expense upon it -- however, does not need

further documentation before this Committee. The real question for

many of our cities is what do they do right now. They have to keep

on giving service; they have to pay decent wages. The money to do

those things -- pick up the .garbage, clean up sewage, fix up parks,

repair roads -- the money is just not available in a few cities

right now and it appears that other communities will join the parade.

We therefore find it difficult to debate long-range solutions,

such as revenue sharing, at a time when some cities are literally

fighting to pay their bills.

The Emergency Employment Act of 1971 (S.31) represents a first

significant step toward providing an immediate, substantial and

flexible Federal response to meet the emergency situations that are

occurring increasingly in the cities. Our union wholeheartedly

endorses S.31. Clearly this Bill is not the whole answer -- but

it has the overriding advantage of providing funds to create public

service jobs immediately, with a minimum of administrative delay.

AFSCME condemns the posture of the Nixon Administration, not

only in vetoing the Employment and Manpower Act of 1970, in part

because of its public service employment provisions -- but in attempt-

ing to blunt the will of Congress by threatening yet a second veto,

as was disclosed by Labor Secretary James Hodgson in his testimony

of February 23 on the present Bill. In all too characteristic

fashion, the President presents a facade of concern for the millions

now without work, but uses the power of the White House to undercut

Congressional attempts to build a solid and workable structure

behind that facade.

To the man or woman making the rounds of employment offices

in search of work, a pious reminder from the Administration of the

need for permanent reform in state and local government revenue

resources sounds like more bureaucratic baloney. The question which

3.31 effectively confronts is what the 92nd Congress will do now,

in the next months, to create a meaningful job opportunity for that

man or woman -- while the machinery for more permanent reform and

restructuring of state and local revenue sources is being blueprinted

and developed.

*Eliot Morss, Urban Institute
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As members of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee,
you are well aware of the breadth and incidence of joblessness
today -- 40 of the 150 major labor areas in this country (those
labor markets having a central city with a population of 50,000
or more) have an unemployment rate of six per cent or better, the
highest such total since March of 1964. Alarming as this kind of
aggregate statistic may be, the rate at which unemployment has been
mounting in our cities during the last year lends even greater
urgency to the adoption of S.31.

Insured unemployment, i.e., those workers currently collecting
benefits under state unemployment compensation programs (normally
about 70% of total unemployment in a community) has increased from
January 1970 to January 1971 by 74% in Los Angeles, 117% in Anaheim,
and 48% in San Francisco, in the State of California; by 87% in
Denver; by 92% in Chicago; by 271% in Minneapolis; by 158% in
Cleveland; 55% in Cincinnati, and 217% in Dayton, Ohio; by 85%
in Buffalo, 38% in New York City, and 106% in Rochester, New York;
by 64% in Boston, 126% in Lawrence, and 85% in Springfield, Massa-
chusetts.

The testimony of the various mayors, county officials, and
governors who have appeared before this Subcommittee, eloquently
documented the fiscal bind in which many states and virtually every
major city are now caught -- in substantial part because of the
slump in economic activity reflected in these unemployment
statistics.

The Administration's counter-ploy to S.31 -- the creation of
200,000 public service jobs for welfare recipients, proposed as a
"sweetener" to its welfare-reform package -- is not responsive to
the broad-based objectives of the Emergency Employment Act. We
support, of course, the creation of viable job opportunities for
those on public assistance who are physically capable and whose
family circumstances will permit the undertaking of full-time
employment -- but such persons are a pitifully small proportion of
the sick, the aged, the disabled, the mothers with small children
who constitute the great numbers of welare clients.

The Administration's proposal is, in reality, a cynical appeal
to the stereotype of the welfare recipient as a shiftless drone
living off porkchops at the taxpayer's expense. To tie a public
service employment program to the Administration's moralistic
approach to welfare reform is to ignore the hard facts of urban
joblessness today.

What is needed is a direct channeling of funds into those
cities and states where services are in short supply because money
is limited -- to establish meaningful employment for job-seeking

A



284

workers, with an appropriate training component where necessary --
and with effective consultation with, and involvement of established
public employee organizations. The Emergency Employment Act of
1971 meets this objective and our Union urges the speedy enactment
of this legislation by the 92nd Congress.

or
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Jatiood SoPtd cltastes Aapagement(ihsociatioo
1145 NINETEENTH STREET. N. W. • SUITE 214 • WASHINGTON. O. C. 20036

TELEPHONE 202 659-4032

HAROLD GERSHOWI.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

March 5, 1971

The Honorable Gaylord Nelson
Chairman
Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
U. S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am writing with regard to S. 31, the emergency employment legislation
now being considered by your Subcommittee. This legislation is of great
interest to the numerous companies, many of which are small businesses,
in the solid wastes management industry, as well as to the public officials,
engineers, manufacturers and members of the academic community that our
Association represents.

We support the objectives of the "public service" employment legislation.
We agree that the public sector can serve a vital function in bringing the
unemployed back into the economy through employment and training programs.
We are concerned, however, that public employment legislation, if not
carefully designed and implemented, could have the totally unanticipated
and undesired effect of causing unemployment in the private sector.

Solid waste collection and disposal is a large and rapidly expanding
industry. Responsible private companies handle the great majority of
refuse from commercial and industrial establishments and multiple-family
housing units. They also handle, it is estimated, oNer a third of the
country's single family dwellings. In most of the larger cities, public
sanitation departments are also actively engaged in refuse collection,
principally from single-family residences. Typically, where public and
private facilities are found in the same city, they serve different but
often contiguous areas.

The private sector is undergoing considerable growth in order to meet the
needs of a growing population for waste removal. It can and will provide

,a substantial area of employment and training opportunity for the unemployed
and disadvantaged. Its efforts, however, could be badly undermined by
shortsighted expansion of refuse collection capacity in the public sector
through the use of federal subsidy under the pending legislation. Public
sanitation departments should and will appear as an obvious recipient of
funds with which to hire more employees, bigger crews, etc.
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In the short run, expanded payrolls in the public sector of
 our field

may seem fully consistent with the purposes and limitations
 of the pro-

posed law. But when the unemployment level subsides and the flow of

federal dollars also subsides, we must consider what lon
g-term implica-

tions this expansion may have. In the waste removal field, it might

logically compel the public sanitation departments to sprea
d their

operations over much wider areas in order to generate the r
evenue to

pay for their expanded payrolls once Federal monies were 
withdrawn. Under

such circumstances unemployment in the public sector would 
merely be

traded for unemployment in the private sector.

We recognize the efforts already made in the drafting of S.
 31 to ensure

that federal funds will not be used in such a manner to dis
place "currently

employed workers" (Section 10(a)(1)), and that special conside
ration will

be given to jobs "which are most likely to expand within th
e public or

prviate sector as the unemployment rate recedes. ." (Sectio
n 6(b)(4)).

Still we feel that not enough attention has been given to the 
kind of

displacement that could occur so easily in an industry such 
as ours which

already shares a large part of its field with the public secto
r. We hope

that your Subcommittee will make it unmistakably clear in its 
report and

other legislative history on the emergency employment bill tha
t such long-

term adverse results are to be anticipated and must be avoided.

We respectfully request that this letter be included in the recor
d of your

current hearings and that the final legislation and report reflec
t the

Subcommittee's desire to avoid the long-term problems discussed a
bove.

I appreciate your consideration of these views and I trust that y
ou or

yout Subcommittee staff will not hesitate to call upon us if we c
an be

of any assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Harold Gershowitz
Executive Director

HG:jh
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LAW OFFICES

LINDA K. LEE

1700 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N. W.

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

February 17, 1971

Mr. William Spring
Professional Staff Member
Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty

Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
359 Old Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C.

Dear Bill:

Attached is the statement of the National

Recreation and Park Association on S. 31. We would be

grateful if it could be included in the hearing record

as we discussed last week.

Please call me if you have any questions or

if you need additional copies of the NRPA recommendations

attached to the statement.

With best regards,

Linda K. Lee

Enclosure ( as stated)

TELEF'HONE
(202) 296-8056
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Statement of the National Recreation and Park Association
Before the Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty,

of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, February 1971

Mr. Chairman, The National Recreation and Park Association

very much appreciates this opportunity to present our views

on S. 31, the legislation before you, and on the question of

federal funding for public service employment.

As you know, we strongly supported the public service

provisions of the 1970 Act and shared your disappointment

when the legislation enacted by the Congress was disapproved

by the President. As an association composed of more than

30,000 professional and lay leaders in the park and recreation

field, we are acutely aware of the need for expanded year-

round programs for our nation's young people, particularly

those in our cities. We are equally concerned about the

development of career opportunities in the park and recreation

field. We hope, therefore, that the legislation before you,

while entitled the Emergency Employment Act of 1971, will

contain within it before final passage, clear legislative

history indicating that the urgent needs both for employment

and for leisure programs are not restricted to the summer months,

and should not be used solely as instruments of social control.

On February 8 and 9, in response to the concerns of our

membership, NRPA convened here in Washington more than 90 local

park and recreation directors to discuss summer programs for

r-
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Summer 1971 and for the years to come. Last year, as many

of you are aware, local park and recreation program directors

were not notified until July 1 that funds would be available.

They were then directed to have plans developed by July 8

and programs operational by July 15. Not only is this type

of programming inefficient, it came too late for adequate

leadership and manpower development to deliver the services

properly.

Thus far, we have no indication that funding for Summer 1971

will be any different. It is for this reason that our group

divided its recommendations into short and long-term packages.

We would be grateful if the recommendations of the group,

hammered out after weeks of correspondence and two days of

intense discussion, be included in full in the Subcommittee

record. NRPA is convinced that park and recreation activities

must be an integral part of any public service employment and

we are pleased to note that recreation has specifically been

included in S. 31 as it was in the 1970 proposal.

Mr. Chairman, it was merely by coincidence that our

meeting with local park and recreation directors occurred on

the day that the President sent his environmental message

to the Congress. In that message, as you know, he called for

an expanded program of "parks to the people" and increased

funding for such a program. We support that program, but in

a letter to the President accompanying our overall recommendations,

i
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we stated the following:

The "legacy of parks" you proposed must

consist not only of physical facilities but

of people: people inspired to become career

professionals in the park and recreation

field, people whose needs for community

participation and individual achievement can

be fulfilled, people who find new pride in
their neighborhoods.

We would like to think, Mr. Chairman, that S. 31 is

a bill for people. We share your concern about the high, and

in many cities, rising level of unemployment. We believe

that the concept of the legislation before you can achieve

two major goals: the provision of new career opportunities

for the unemployed, and the provision through them of re-

creational services that can improve the quality of life in

our cities and give some of their most disadvantaged residents

a new pride and hope for the future.

Attachment (1)
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1700 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
223-3030

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION 

Public Park and Recreation Prwams for the Disadvantaged 

General Policy 

1. Legislation should be enacted as soon as possible providing funds
directly to agencies of political subdivisions directly responsible
for park and recreation functions to expand their existing programs,
implement new programs, and provide services and career opportunities
for disadvantaged residents. We recognize that the most immediate
need for park and recreation programs is among the disadvantaged
urban residents, but we emphasize that the need exists for all
citizens.

2. A single federal agency should be responsible for: the coordination
and selection of local political subdivisions and the determination

of their levels of funding: the negotiation of contracts with those
subdivisions: the approval of grants/plans; the allocation of
resources; the provision of funds, technical assistance, research,
evaluation and education; the drafting of appropriate legislation,

with input from local park and recreation authorities; for continued
program support: the dissemination of research products; the provision

of available surplus federal lands, supplies and equipment; and fiscal
management.

3. Park and recreation authorities will submit a program indicating their
present level of service and proposed levels, indicating how their resources

and those of the federal government can be combined to achieve general

program goals -- expansion of existing and implementing new programs,
services, career opportunities for the disadvantaged, and opportunities
for community involvement.

4. Proposed programs shall include:

a. Project description

b. Number of disadvantaged to be served

c. Timetable for implementation

d. Number of job slots and titles

*e. Budget summaries indicating the utilization of local and

federal funds

* Local park and recreation authorities will receive cash credit for

in-kind services; i.e., operating costs (personnel services, supplies

equipment, maintenance), local resource contributions.)

f. Additional equipment needed to carry out the project.

58-148 0 - 71 - 20
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National Recreation and Park Association

Public Park and Recreation Programs for the Disadvantaged

General Policy_ Page 2

5. Program planning will reflect local goals and priorities -- and the

needs and preferences of the local residents.

6. National, and where appropriate, regional, state and local advisory

committees composed of park and recreation professionals and lay

citizens shall be established to provide the resources and expertise

to the federal administrative agencies to upgrade the quality of

park and recreation programs and services, leadership, facilities,

research, evaluation, and comprehensive planning.

These committees shall:

a. Support and encourage multiple-resource use in providing

programs and services.

b. Encourage the inclusion of park and recreation planning

as a part of the planning process at all levels of

government.

c. Identify methods of integrating existing park and recrea-

tion services into human service programs; i.e., manpower,

housing, health, education, social services, transporta-

tion and law enforcement.

7. To accomplish these goals, some suggested guidelines are presented for

Executive consideration:

a. A funding formula based on the number of disadvantaged residents

in an urban area.

b. Prompt indication to local political subdivisions of the level of

funding they can expect so that programs can reflect the proper

utilization of resources.

c. Local proposals must be submitted by the prescribed date.

d. Fifty (50%) per cent of the political subdivision's allocation
should accompany approval of the local program and completion

of contract agreements.

e. The balance of the contract should be reimbursable on submission

of monthly vouchers.

8. Federal funds will only be used to expand existing or to implement new

programs, services, and jobs. Local political subdivisions must main-

tain their level of effort.

9. Grant appropriations will be based on the number of residents whose

income falls within the current federal poverty guidelines.
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National Recreation and Park Association
Public Park and Recreation Programs for the Disadvantaged

General Policy Page 3

10. Should a change in projected federal funding levels occur, local
political subdivisions will be given prompt advance notification.

11. Federal audit procedures should coordinate as closely as possible

with existing practices of local political subdivisions.
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National Recreation and Park Association Recommendations:

Public Park and Recreation Programs for the Disadvantaged 

Summer 1971 

Program Goal -

NRPA Purpose -

The expansion of existing and the initiation of new

park and recreation programs, services, and job

opportunities for urban residents by local park

and recreation departments. While there is im-

mediate need for park and recreation programs for

the disadvantaged, this need is also community-

wide, year-round and continuous.

To indicate how federal resources can be utilized

more effectively when coordinated with local park

and recreation department resources in implement-

ing the summer 1971 program.

Suggested Guidelines - 1. The following federal administrative actions

should be completed by March 1, 1971.

a. Approval of a supplementary appropriation

for the program.

b. Establishment of a single, federal adminis-

trative agency for program and fiscal man-

agement.

c. Selection of cities, determination of fund-

ing levels, and prompt notification.

d. Program duration--May 15 to Sept. 30, 1971.

2. The local administrative authority and prime •

sponsor and recipient of funds shall be the local

park and recreation department.

3. Funds should be made available as soon as

possible to local political subdivisions for the

development of coordinated programs.

4. Local political subdivisions will submit pro-

grams indicating how park and recreation department

resources and those of other public and non-profit

organizations will be coordinated with federal

resources to provide the required services.

Work programs will include:

a. Project descriptions.

b. Number of disadvantaged to be served.

c. Number of job slots ana titles.

d. Timetable for implementation.
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Funding -

Evaluation -

Purpose:

Guidelines:

e. Project operators.

f. Budget summaries.

5. Program planning will reflect local goals and

priorities.

6. Program will be submitted to the federal admin-

istrative agency by April 15, 1971, in order that

it MA, receive approval not later than May 1, 1971.

7. Contract negotiations should be completed not

later than May 15, 1971.

8. Local political subdivisions may begin program

implementation upon federal approval with employee

selection, orientation, training, planning, etc.

9. A national advisory committee of recreation

professionals shall be established to provide the

single federal authority with resources and exper-

tise for program management.

10. All federal agency facilities and equipment

should be made readily available for local use.

1. Fifty (50%) per cent of the local political sub-

division's allocation will accompany contract auth-

orization--the balance is reimbursable on submission

of vouchers.

2. Allowable costs shall include operating costs

(personnel services, supplies, equipment, mainten-

ance), transportation and meals.

3. The federal procurement act will be waived to

allow local political subdivisions to use equipment

in on-going recreation programs.

To retrieve and analyze data on project and fiscal

management from the program to make recommendations

about continuing, modifying or terminating federal

or local projects.

1. Evaluation will be conducted by an organization

with demonstrated capability in park and recreation

evaluation.

2. Local park and recreation departments shall be

included in the evaluation process.

3. All data should be collected by Nov. 1, 1971, and

the final report made available to the participating

authorities by Dec. 15, 1971.
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Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers
International Union

ANTHONY MAZZOCCH1, DIRECTOR

CITIZENSHIP-LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT

Eggrailw-

March 5, 1971

Mr. William R. Bechtel, Staff Director

Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

359 Old Senate Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear. Mr. Bechtel:

Enclosed is a copy of my statement on S. 31,

Emergency Employment Act of 1971, which I would like

to have included in the permanent record of the hearings.

Enc.

Sincerely yours,

1126- 16TH STREET, N. W.

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

PHONE: 223-2188

(7-1
Anthony Mazzocchi, Director

Citizenship-Legislative Department



297

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY MAZZOCCHI, CITIZENSHIP-LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR
OIL, CHEMICAL AND ATOMIC WORKERS INTERNATIONAL UNION

BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
ON S. 31, "EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1971"

March 5, 1971

Unemployment has become the major concern of American workers. More than

6.6 percent of the work force cannot find work. The remainder of the work force is under

constant fear of layoffs and plant shutdowns. Most of the men and women who are now

losing their jobs will never work again at their current wage level. Many will never work again.

The Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union is deeply disturbed by

recent trends in the job market. The statistics on unemployment have reached alarming

proportions - 5,400,000 men and women are unable to find work. And these official counts

always understate the problem because they do not include several categories of unemployed:

people who have given up looking for work, people who have never worked before and are

just entering the labor market, housewives, and people on welfare. If all these people were

Included, the official unemployment figure would be much higher than 6.6 percent.

At this time, unemployment is high amongst workers at all skills levels. The rates

for engineers, technicians and other white collar workers are at unprecedented levels.

However, if the present recession continues, we will see a reduction in the rate amongst highly

skilled workers and an increase in the rate amongst semi-skilled and unskilled blue collar

workers. This is because of the "trickle down" effect of unemployment in the labor market --

when labor is in abundance, employers will prefer to hire workers with more skills and years

of schooling even if the jobs do not require the use of those skills. During the Great De-

pression it was not uncommon to see men and women holding doctoral degrees working as sales

clerks in Macy's. We are seeing this process begin now, as highly trained people are being

forced to accept lower level jobs. Thus the full impact of the recession falls upon working

class men and women who are laid off as their plants slow down production and who are the

last ones to be hired for new jobs. Even if the unemployment rate does not increase during

the next year, the rate for blue collar workers will go up substantially.

The present state of the job market cannot be dismissed as a temporary recession which

will correct itself as the economy shifts from wartime to peacetime production. Although the

present crisis is a "national emergency" by any definition of that term, unemployment will
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continue to be a problem for workers for a long time to come. This is because of certain

structural changes in the economy that have taken place during the last decade. The rise of

the multi-national corporation and with it, new patterns in world trade, is threatening to

undermine much domestic manufacturing employment. With U. S. multi-nationals producing

an estimated $200 billion worth of goods overseas every year in countries with substantially

lower wage rates and living standards, American workers are being rendered uncompetitive

in the world labor market. Every time a U. S. corporation shifts its production to overseas,

the jobs are exported and workers are laid off at home.

Another factor that continues to pose a threat to American jobs is rapid technological

change. Automation, though often an index of progress, also changes or destroys the job

market for many traditional types of employment. At this moment, coal miners are being

replaced by Push-Button Miner machines, Southern farm laborers are being replaced by

mechanical cotton pickers and type-controlled machine tools are doing the work of highly

sldlled mechanics.

These developments indicate that high unemployment rates will be a persistant problem

for the next decade. Therefore, we urge Congress to pass legislation that will not only ease

the present crisis, but will also contain an automatic mechanism to deal with unemployment

whenever it becomes severe.

The concept of public service job-creation programs, as contained in the Emergency

Employment Act of 1971, S. 31, is the only solution to the plague of unemployment. Un-

employment compensation never replaces 100% of the pay check. And for men and women

who suffer long duration unemployment, the welfare system has been proven time and time

again inadequate to meet human needs. Even if unemployment compensation and welfare

were federalized and their benefit levels were raised, no cash income could compensate

for the degradation and boredom of being out of work. There is no doubt that earned income

is much more valuable than the same amount of "gift income" -- both to the individual who

receives it and to the economy as a whole.

Private industry has proven that it cannot provide employment for all Americans who

want to work. In the 25 years that have elapsed since the Second World War, only once, in

1953, has the unemployment rate fallen below 3.0%. The average unemployment rate over

the last 25 years has been 4.7%. These rates make a pitiful comparison with the unemployment
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rates of other advanced industrial countries. The table below presents unemployMAnt rates

for the 1960's for the U. S., Japan, and five European countries.

Unemployment Rates Adjusted to U.S. Definitions

Year United
States

France Great
Britain

Italy Japan Sweden Webt
Gerr_

1960 5.5 2.5 2.0 4.3 1.7 a/ .S

1961 6.7 1.9 1.9 3.7 1.5 1.5 .5

1962 5.5 1.8 2.8 3.2 1.3 1.5 .4

1963 5.7 2.1 3.5 2.7 1.3 1.7 .5

1964 5.2 1.6 2.5 3.0 1.2 1.5 .3

1965 4.5 b /2.0- 2.2 4.0 1.2 1.2 .1

1966
1967

3.8
3.8

2. - b/lb/
2.7-

2.4
3.8

4.3
3.8

1.4
1.3

1.6
2.1

.3
1.0

1968 3.6 3.2- 
13/ 3.7 3.8 1.2 2.2 I .2

1969 3.5 2.8- b/ 3.7 3.7 1.1 1.9

a/ not available
b/ preliminary

SOURCE: Bureau of Labor Statistics

It is interesting to note that in no year in the 1960's did the unemployment rates in France,

Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Sweden, or West Germany, even approach the U. S. average.

The failure of the private sector to provide employment for the domestic labor force

stems from many factors. In their efforts to reduce costs and maximize profits, corporations

are forced to automate production processes and often to relocate plants overseas. The

effect of these actions is that profits stay high, while workers suffer the consequences.

The solution to the problem of unemployment is not to be found in massive retraining

programs, because the problem is not fundamentally a shortage of skills. Labor at all

skills levels is suffering during the current recession. Retraining affects the supply side of

the labor market, but the figures show that the supply of all types of labor is overabundant

at this time. The problem in the market lies on the demand side of the equation. Jobs

simply must be created -- and they must be created in the public sector because there is no

incentive for the private sector to do it.

Public service employment should not be construed as "make-work" or "dead-end jobs."

Public services are the deepest need for our society. In the areas of health care, education,

public transportation, and sanitation our record has been dismal. Furthermore, we are

becoming increasingly aware that somebody is going to have to start meeting the environ-

mental crisis that technology has wrought. In addition to the more traditional types of public

4



300

servants, we need a whole new army of health and environmental inspectors, scientists, and

consumer agencies to guard the public interest. City and state governments do not have the

revenue to hire and train enough people to meet the country's pressing need for public services.

It is up to the Federal Government to make these services available.

Two studies done for the government during the Johnson administration called for the

creation of massive public service employment programs. A study done by the Commission

on Technology, Automation, and Economic Progress (1966) calls for 5.3 million new jobs to

be created in the following fields:

Field
Number of jobs

(millions)

Medical institutions and health services  1.2

Educational institutions  1.1

National beautification  1.3

Welfare and home care  0.7

Public protection  0.35

Urban renewal and sanitation  0.65

5.3

Another study done for 0E0 in 1965 called for 4.3 million jobs in the public sector

distributed as follows:

Public service group
Number of jobs
(millions)

Health, including hospitals and mental health  1.355

Education  2.017

Day care  0.014

Recreation and beautification  0.136

Libraries  0.063

Public welfare  0.065

Probation and parole  0.016

Institutions for dependent and
delinquent children  0.039

Public works  0.150

Police and fire  0.050

Prisons  0.024

Defense  *0.350

4.3

It is the role of government to provide those goods and services which the public needs

and that cannot or are not being provided by the private sector. The increasing complexity of

our society has necessitated more and more public services. These services can and must

be provided by workers who are temporarily or permanently unemployed.

A large-scale public service employment program would have an impact upon the job

market in the private sector as well. The general tightening of the labor market would give
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increased job security to workers who are at present under continual anxiety for their jobs.

Public service jobs will also affect wage rates for jobs in the private sector. For that reason,

It is imperative that any emergency employment legislation specify that jobs created under

the program pay at least the Federal minimum wage. Without that provision, the unemployed

may be used as a cheap labor pool which would ultimately depress wages throughout the

whole economy.

The Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union is committed to the goal

of full employment. We feel that S. 31, Emergency Employment Act of 1971, is a necessary

first step toward solving the recessionary tendencies in the U. S. economy. However, we

feel that it is only a first step. The automatic trigger for public service jobs to be created

when unemployment goes above 4.5% must eventually be moved up. Four and a half percent

unemployment is no target for the most industrialized and wealthiest nation in the world.

Ultimately unemployment must be reduced to a fraction of a percent. The U. S. government

must guarantee every man and woman a job.
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FELIX S COHEN (1032-1•53)

NAM EARPELNAN

ARTHUR LAZARUS. JR.

RICHARD SCHIFFER

DANIEL M. SINGER

MILTON El 

JOEL R. ICI 

RICHARD 10.1111AIRTMAN

PETER D. ENRENHAR

DAVID E.•IREN.AUM

STEPHEN P. GOLDMAN

S. •0110 DEAN

MATTITEW S. WATSON

JAM. BAIL! NEOFF

ALFRED •. BERGNER

STEVEN D. NEWSURG-RINN

HAROLD P. GREEN

COuNSEL

STRASSER, SPIEGELBERG, FRIED, FRANK & KAMPELMAN

1700 K STREET, NORTHWEST

WASHINGTON, D C. 20006

202 - 296-3300

CABLE -STERIC WASHINGTON, D. C.'.

TELEX 44033S

The Honorable Gaylord Nelson
Room 404
Old Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Senator Nelson:

March 4, 1971

Re: S. 31

NEW TORE OIFICE

STRASSER. SPIEGEL•ERO. FRIED 14 'MAJ.

1E0 BROADWAY

NEW YORE. N Y 10005

ZIE - 964-11500

We are writing on behalf of the following Indian tribes represented by
this firm: the Oglala Sioux Tribe of South Dakota, the Nez Perce Tribe of
Idaho, the Pueblo of Laguna in New Mexico, the Metlakatla Indian Community
of Alaska, the Hualapai Tribe, the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community
and the San Carlos Apache Tribe of Arizona.

On the Indian reservations occupied by all of these tribes, massive un-
employment is the most serious and pervasive economic and social problem.
The programs which S. 31 would authorize go directly to the heart of one of the
major causes of such unemployment, the lack of skills and mobility necessary
to move into job opportunities generally available to other Americans. Each of
these reservations also has a desperate need for such public improvement pro-
jects as are described in Section 2 (1) of the bill.

The above-mentioned tribes support S. 31 and urge that it be enacted
with the minor modifications necessary to insure Indian reservation participation
in the program on an equitable basis.
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The changes required consist of insertion of the phrase "including
Indian tribes" at the end of clause (2) of section 5, and insertion of ", in-
cluding Indian reservations, " after the words "local areas" in the second
line of section 8.

The first amendment is necessary because of the self-governing status
of Indian tribes as guaranteed by Federal law, 25 U.S.C. §476 and 25 U.S.C.
§1321 (a) and (c). The second amendment is intended to insure that Indian
reservations, the geographic unit of Indian tribal government, will be given
the same status as are geographic areas of non-Indian governments in allo-
cating funds under the program.

Indian tribes throughout the United States will be very grateful for your
assistance on this matter. If you have any questions, or wish any additional
information, please do not hesitate to call upon us.

Sincerely,

,/

S. Bobo Dean
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AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS

NXIICUTIVN COUNCIL

0R05011 PARANY

',INDENT

LAN. KIRKLAND

MOIVARY-Tft.WRER

JOSEPH CURRAN M. A. HUTCHESON JOSEPH D. KEENAN

JACOB S. POTOESKY A. PHILIP RANDOLPA RICHARD F. WALSH

LEE W. MINTON JOSEPH A. BEIRNE JAMES A. SUFFRIDGE

KARL F. FELLER PETER T. SCHOEMANN PAUL HALL

I. W. ABEL DAVID SULLIVAN HUNTER P. WHARTON

PAUL JENNINGS WILLIAM POLLOCK MAX GREENBERG

JOHN H. LYONS A. F. GROSPIRON MATTHEW GUINAN

C. L DENNIS PETER BOMMARITO PETER FOSCO

THOMAS W. GLEASON JOHN F. GRINER CHARLES LUNA

FREDERICK O'NEAL FLOYD E. SMITH LOUIS STULBERG

JERRY WURF & FRANK RAFTERY ALEXANDER J. ROMAN

Honorable Gaylord Nelson
United States Senate
Washington, D. C.

"4111119."

February 22, 1971

815 SIXTEENTH STREET, N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

(2021 293-5000

Dear Senator:

The enclosed statement on "Public Service Employment" 
was

adopted by the AFL-CIO Executive Council on February 18, 19
71.

I thought you might be interested in this statement.

Sincerely,

Andrew J. Biem (ler, Director

DEPARTMENT OF LEGISLATION

Enclosure
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Statement by the AFL-CIO Executive Council

on

Public Service Employment 

Bal Harbour, Florida
February 18, 1971

A large-scale federal effort to create public service jobs
is needed without delay to provide work for the unemployed, bolster
the sagging economy and make available public services that would
otherwise not be provided.

The AFL-CIO urges the Congress to immediately enact a
nationwide public service employment program -- with sufficient
federal funds to state and local government agencies and private
non-profit organizations to create at least 500,000 productive jobsthis year, for the unemployed and seriously under-employed. Thisprogram should offer these public service employees a ladder for
upgrading and job improvement.

Adoption of such legislation would help to meet two ofAmerica's pressing needs. It would create useful jobs for theunemployed and seriously under-employed. It would also providebadly needed services in parks, schools, health care, recreational
centers, libraries, public safety agencies, pollution control,
conservation, public buildings and similar institutions in the
government and private non-profit sectors of the economy.

Indeed, a job-creation program, along these general lines,could already be working, if it weren't for a presidential veto
of the Manpower-Public Service Employment Bill in the closing
days of 1970.

The veto was outrageous. It represented a shocking disregard
for the plight of the unemployed as well as a denial of the pressing
problems of state and local governments in providing needed
services.

Studies for the Urban Coalition and the tripartite National
Commission on Technology, Automation and Economic Progress have
documented the existence of a huge job potential -- as great as
5 million -- in providing needed public services. These services
to the public are not now available, because the state and local
government agencies lack sufficient funds.

People hired under such a program would not displace those
presently employed. They would be filling job vacancies which
would not otherwise be filled. They would be adding to the
nation's total employed workforce and expanding the nation's
investment in public services.
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There can be no doubt about the urgent 
need for job creation.

Over five million Americans are out of w
ork -- an increase of 2.3

million in two years. And the prospects for substantial improve-

ment in the near future are not good.

In fact, the tragic unemployment situation
 is far greater

and more serious in human terms than the gov
ernment's monthly

statistics indicate. According to the Labor Department, 11.7

million Americans were unemployed at some ti
me during 1969, the

most recent information on the unemploymen
t-impact on people.

About 2.6 million were without work for 15
 weeks or more. And

during the past 12 months of increasing unem
ployment, the figures

are certainly considerably greater.

The creation of 500,000 public service jobs this
 year will

not, in itself, solve the country's unemployme
nt problem. However,

its beneficial effects would multiply. Newly-hired workers and

their families would spend their earnings, add
ing to sales, pro-

duction and employment.

The dollar-cost of such a program will be offset b
y savings

in welfare costs, the tax payments of employed wor
kers and the

social benefits generated by the productive empl
oyment of other-

wise idle workers in expanding needed services to th
e public.

The job-potential exists. The unemployed are ready to go to

work. All that is lacking is a federal program, with adequ
ate

funds.

The facts demand immediate action.

Senator NELSON. That will conclude our hearings.
(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the hearing was concluded.)
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