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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, August 16, 1972

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

See that none render evil for evil, but
ever follow that which is good, both
among yourselves and to all men.—I
Thessalonians 5: 15.

Eternal Father, as we bow in Thy
presence, grant that Thy grace may so
possess our hearts that our words may
be generous, our ways gentle, and our
work gratifying to Thee.

Cleanse us from all unrighteousness
and fill us with Thy spirit that we may
think clearly, speak wisely, and live nobly
as we labor for the good of our country
and for peace in our world.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 2806. An act to authorize appropriations
for additional costs of land acquisition for
the national park system.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (8. 3726)
entitled “An act to extend and amend
the Export Administration Act of 1969
to afford more equal export opportunity,
to establish a Council on International
Economic Policy, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 15097) entitled “An act making
appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agreed to the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 3 to the foregoing bill.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15580) entitled “An act to amend the
District of Columbia Police and Fire-
men's Salary Act of 1958 to increase sal-
aries, and for other purposes.”

AUTHENTICATED
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ADDITIONAL LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

(Mr. BOGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute.)

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to announce to the House that later
in the day a resolution will be called up
suspending the 3-day rule for the con-
sideration of conference reports. This is
necessary in order to consider confer-
ence reports between now and the recess
of the Congress.

A DOUBLE STANDARD FOR GEN-
ERALS AND COAL MINERS?

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, is there a double standard for
generals and coal miners?

There has been some mumbling and
grumbling by certain high administra-
tion officials, including former Secretary
of the Treasury John Connally, that pay-
ments for coal miners’ black lung may
exceed the budget.

The New York Times of August 11 car-
ries a report of the medical record of
retiring Air Force Gen. John D. Lavelle.
It seems that General Lavelle has been
awarded 70 percent disability for emphy-
sema, a heart murmur, and a back prob-
lem. According to the New York Times
account:

A copy of a “pulmonary function study”
performed by Air Force doctors on General
Lavelle April 3, four days before he retired,
showed the vital capacity of his lungs, which
is the total amount of air that can be ex-
haled, to be 101 percent of normal.

A second test was conducted to measure
the amount of air that could be expelled in
one second. The general obtained a rating of
72 on this test.

According to the sixth edition of Harrison's
Principles of Internal Medicine, a score of
69 Is considered normal for a man of General
Lavelle's age. The general’s score on this test
also exceeded the Alr Force's own standard
score of 70, which must be met by pilots
before they can qualify for flight duty.

There are thousands of coal miners
who have pneumoconiosis from the in-
halation of coal dust into their lungs who
cannot collect compensation. The Con-
gress has recognized this problem and
passed a new law in May of this year to
enable many of these disabled miners to
qualify. It is outrageous that the admin-
istration now wants to establish a double
standard for generals and coal miners.
Why should General Lavelle get a fat,
tax-free retirement, claiming he has dis-
abling emphysema while playing tennis
every day, and the coal miner gasping
for breath is told that to pay him would
unbalance the budget?

THE PRESIDENT'S VIEWS ON
GUN CONTROL

(Mr, GUDE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, as the spon-
sor of H.R. 12077, a bill to ban the sale
of domestic Saturday night specials—the
cheap handguns which are widely used in
robberies, murders, and other violent
crimes—I was pleased to note that Presi-
dent Nixon has urged the House of Rep-
resentatives to pass legislation outlawing
these weapons. For the information of
my colleagues and the public I will insert
at this point an article from the Wash-
ington Post of August 11, 1972, on this
matter.

Nixon UrcEs HoUsg To Pass HaNDGUN BiLn

The White House yesterday urged the House
of Representatives to act this year on Senate-
passed legislation to ban the sale of the
cheap, easily concealed guns called “Satur-
day night specials.”

Ronald L. Ziegler, presidential press secre-
tary, did not specifically endorse the meas-
ure approved Wednesday by the Senate but
sald President Nixon “supports ellmination of
Saturday night specials.”

Declining to deal directly with the specifics
of the Senate bill, he sald Mr. Nixon believes
legislation “should be worded in such a way
as not to penalize the many legitimate sports-
men and target shooters.

In a CBS interview, Sen. Edward M. Ken-
nedy (D-Mass), who unsuccessfully sought
to require licensing and registration of gun
owners and certain firearms, said “it defies
reason, it defies rationality” not to do so.

ONE THOUSAND PERCENT BACKING

(Mr, HALL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker. in the momn-
ing mail I received a form letter from
the Democrat nominee for President of
the United States. He suggested that I
give him “my heart and my hand, along
with a $25 campaign contribution.”

Mr. Speaker, I regret that I am unable
to comply with the Senator’s request for
I fear that if by some remote chance he
would be elected, he would not only have
my heart and my hand, but my wallet,
my security, my freedom, and my scalp,
to say nothing of other vital and treas-
ured although vestigal parts of my anat-
omy.

Mr. Speaker, the only reply that I can
make to the Senator is that while I do
not choose to contribute to his campaign,
I can offer him the same kind of “1,000
percent backing” that he gave the junior
Senator from Missouri, who was one of
his eight or 10 choices for vice president.

OUR FAILURE TO PROTECT THE
PUBLIC INTEREST ON THE FED-
ERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, later in
today’s Recorp, I shall discuss in some
detail the failures of the Congress and
the Nixon administration to protect the
public on monetary policy.

Many Americans question how it is
possible for their elected representa-
tives to allow a Federal agency—the Fed-
eral Reserve System—to operate with-
out an audit by the General Accounting
Office and without coming to Congress
for appropriations. The constituents of
Members of this House are asking how
we could allow this agency to continue to
retain Government securities which have
been paid for once by the credit of the
United States.

These bonds—approaching $71 bil-
lion—should be retired and subtracted
from the national debt. Instead, the U.S.
Treasury continues to pay interest to
the tune of $4 billion annually on these
bonds and the Federal Reserve uses this
slush fund to finance its far-flung oper-
ations and to ignore the will of the peo-
ple and their elected representatives.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 1819, RELLOCATION ASSISTANCE

Mr. KLUCZYNSEKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 1819) to
amend the Uniform Relocation Assist-
ance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 to provide for mini-
mum Federal payments after July 1, 1972,

for relocation assistance made available
under federally assisted programs and
for an extension of the effective date of
the act, with House amendments thereto,
insist on the House amendments, and
agree to the conference requested by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Il-
linois? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
KLuczyNsKkI, WricHT, CoLLins of Illinois,
HarsHA, and Don H. CLAUSEN.

CONSIDERATION OF CONFERENCE
REPORTS ON THE SAME DAY
REPORTED

Mr. COLMER. Mr, Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 1094 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. Res, 1094

Resolvec, That during the remainder of
this week it shall be in order to consider
conference reports the same day reported,
notwithstanding the provisions of clause 2,
rule XXVIII.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, when was
CXVIII—1786—Part 22
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permission granted for the filing of this
rule?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman that the resolution

was reported yesterday.

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
CoLMER) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
usual 30 minutes to the able and dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. Smitr), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a guorum is not pres-
ent,

The SPEAKER. Evidently a guorum
is not present.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No, 328]
Edwards. Ala.
Esch
Frelinghuyzen
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Goldwater
Gray

Hagan
Harrington
Harvey
Hawkins
Hébert
Heckler, Mass,
Hopgan

Hull

Jarman
Keith

Kyros
Landrum
Lepgett
Lennon

Lent

McMillan
Michel
Murphy, N.X¥.
Nichols
O'Neill
Passman
Pelly

Pryor, Ark.
Rarick

Reid

Rihodes
Riegle
Rooney, N.Y.
Rousselot
Ryan
Schmitz
Springer
Staggers
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex,
Ollman
Veysey
Waldie

Abourezk
Anderson,
Tenn.
Badillo
Baker
Baring
Betts
Blanton
Carney
Carter
Chamberiain
Clancy
Clark
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Curlin
Davis, Wis.
Dellums
Dennis
Dingell
Dowdy
Dwyer Long, La.
Edmondson McCloskey

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 362
Members have answered to their names,
8 guorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

CONSIDERATION OF CONFERENCE
REPORTS ON THE SAME DAY RE-
PORTED

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. CoLMER), is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I believe
just before the quorum call, I had yielded
the usual 30 minutes to the minority, to
the able and distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. SmitH) ; pending
which, Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
brief time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a sim-
ple resolution providing for a simple
objective, namely, to permit the House
in these 2 or 3 remaining days of the
session prior to our taking a vacation
beginning at the end of this week, to
wit, Friday, to consider conference re-
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ports without having to wait the pre-
requisite number of days required under
the rules of the House and that is all
there is to it. From my point of view, I
always prefer the orderly procedure, but
you cannot eat your cake and have it,
too. We are either going to have to go
through the procedure of waiving the 3-
day rule, or we are going to have to
remain in session past the recess date,
or we are going to have to let these con-
ference reports go over; it is just that
simple.

I yield to my friend from Massachu-
setts (Mr. BURKE) .

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I should
like to ask my good friend, the chairman
of the Rules Committee, if there is any
expectation of that *“fat cat" cattle
baron bill coming in here before we re-
cess as a conference committee report.

Mr, COLMER. I am always happy to
cooperate with my good friend from
Massachusetts, but I am sure he would
not want me to inislead him. I can only
answer that question by simply saying I
have no knowledge whatever on the sub-
ject of what conference reports will be
called up.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I just
wish to point out to my good friend here
that I understand from the rumors that I
hear from the page boys outside—and
that is the most reliable source of infor-
maton one can find around here—that
this “fat cat” cattle baron bill will be
coming in here, and the Members are not
going to have too much of a chance to
read what the conference committee has
done. If that is so, very reluctantly I will
have to oppose the gentleman's motion
here today, because up in the Northeast
section of this country we have hundreds
of people who are losing their jobs in the
tanneries of America as a result of their
closing, because the cattle people of this
country are sending their best hides
overseas and we are getting the lower end
of the barrel.

I do not zee how we in the eastern
part of this country can support this rule
if this is going to take place.

We find the administration, Mr.
Speaker, in two positions. In one position
the Secretary of Commerce is assuring
the hide people that he is taking care of
them; he has got this restriction on a
1971 level; and in the other position we
have got the Secretary of Commerce as-
suring the catile people that they are go-
ing to be taken care of because they are
going to remove the restrictions on ex-
ports.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that we
can act on the gentleman’s motion here
today in a fair and equitable way in view
of the unemployment situation in this
country, and in view of the fact that the
cattle producers of this country are pres-
ently organizing—presently organizing—
great campaign committees; and you and
I know what they want to do. I do not
think we should rush this through, and
I certainly oppose the motion of the gen-
tleman, the chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
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I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the matter was heard in
executive session yesterday in the Rules
Committee. I supported it in the Rules
Committee. I find myself a little bit con-
fused, Mr. Speaker, because I thought we
were trying to expedite the matters
which were, for the most part, noncon~
troversial conference reports.

Now the first thing I am told here fo-
day is that some of the Members ap-
parently have objection to S. 3726, the
Export Administration Act extension,
which I think would probably be the first
measure called up. I think probably the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
Burke) was just talking about that. In
addition to that of course all the mat-
ters that could he brought up are listed
on pages 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 of the calen-
dar. As best I can determine in looking
over them, we could possibly have H.R.
13089, national accelerated reforestation,
that was filed in the House on August 14;
possibly H.R. 15495, military procure-
ment authorization, 1973, if they get the
conference report in, and of course that
is very important. I just mentioned S.
3796, Export Administration Act exten-
sion. Then there could be H.R. 15641,
military construction authorization, 1973,
and that, too, Mr. Speaker, is very im-
portant. Then we have this one which
would be eligible if this resolution passes,
H.R. 15580, District of Columbia police
and firemen salary increases, filed in the
House on August 15.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BUREKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I want to point out to the
gentleman I am not opposed to this res-
olution if we can have the assurance of
the leadership that this export bill is not
going to be taken up before we leave
here.

Mr. SMITH of California. That is
something I have no control over. This
is simply a matter of the individual's
own opinion as to our procedure when
we try to dispose of as much as we can.
The Republicans hope we can get out of
here Friday night so we can have our
convention, so I will leave the situation
up to the individual Members. I am sure
I speak correctly when I say the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. GeraLp R.
Forp), our minority leader, supports this
resolution.

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
let me respond. I do support the resolu-
tion and I do wish to point out there are
certain matters that in my judgment
and in the judgment of others do require
some action prior to when we recess or
adjourn by Friday. I do not think it is an
unreasonable request. Therefore I in-
tend to support the resolution.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr,
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.
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& Mr. Speaker, I have three requests for
me.

I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN).

Mr. BLACEBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this resolution. We have
heard everyone speaking in favor of it
saying, well, we do not need fo observe
all these procedures because we are get-
ting into the closing hours of the session
and we have so much necessary legisla-
tion that must be dealt with. Therefore
we have the kind of resolution which we
are now told is necessary.

Gentlemen, I am reminded of the
words of, I believe, Mr. Justice Holmes,
who was dealing with a lawsuit. A lawyer
brought his case to the Supreme Court.
He said, “Well, I have been thrown out of
court on just a mere technicality, just a
matter of procedure which I failed to
observe in filing my lawsuit. I was maybe
a little bit too late but why should my
client lose his rights because I have
slipped up on a procedural defect?” Jus-
tice Holmes made this observation, that
is as applicable today as it was then, it
seems to me. He said: “Law without form
is chaos.”

I have noticed a tendency in the House
of Representatives during the 6 years I
have been here that when we get into
the closing hours of any session chaos
becomes the order of the day and we
begin to waive such technicalities as
that which suggests all Members should
know what we are voting on before we
vote. Then we find ourselves saddled with
laws we have to explain much later when
we go back to our people.

It has been brought up that we must
have some of these laws or it will create
hardship in the country. If such pro-
cedures are needed, let us deal with them
on a unanimous-consent request basis.
Members of this House are responsible
individuals. If they recognize a genuine
need for some legislation and see that
the country will suffer for some reason,
we are not going to have opposition; but,
we are going to have opposition when we
have controversial matters which should
be explained before they are passed.

I will say to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts that the reason this general
resolution is being sought in advance is
because it is known there will be opposi-
tion when this Export Administration
Act extension is brought up. This is a
typical example of what we find in the
closing hours of Congress. The Banking
and Currency Committee has a bill pro-
viding much needed authority for the
President, which is going to expire
shortly.

The conferees have attached a pro-
vision which the House has rejected:
they have attached a provision to require
the establishment of a council for advis-
ing the President on international eco-
nomic matters.

We debated this matter very thor-
oughly several weeks ago. We pointed out
that there are some 650 councils in ex-
istence now, and it was very questionable
as to why we needed to establish a new
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bureaucracy, with their never-ending re-
quests for funds.

Yes, there is a great deal of controversy
attached to this measure, and the House,
very roughly, I would say, by three out
of four, judging by the voice vote, was
opposed to the establishment of this
council.

But, with the typical conference type
of fashion, the conferees of the House
Banking and Currency Committee have
submitted to the will of the Senate.

Gentlemen, what is involved here is
the integrity of the House of Representa-
tives itself. Is there a need for a House
of Representatives? Do we need to go
through the exercise of debating and
voting on resolutions and amendments
to bills, when every time we go to con-
ference at the other end of the hall we
accept anything the Senate throws in
our direction?

Gentlemen, if this were not a matter
about which I have such strong feelings,
I assure you I would not be here resist-
ing this motion today; but we have to
resist this resolution, to pass the message
through to the Senate and to anybody
else who happens to be in earshot that
the House of Representatives is not go-
ing to be run over roughshod.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the rejection of
this resolution.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. HaLr) .

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I am firmly
in opposition to this resolution. I speak
ag the chairman of the minority Com-
mittee on the Consent Calendar Objec-
tors and also as a member of the Joint
Committee on Continued Congressional
Operations.

This is the kind of a rule that brings
chaos at the end of, or as we approach
the end of any session, or adjournment
sine die, by agreement hetween the two
bodies.

We have tried to cooperate by allowing
long lists of extra unanimous-consent
requests to be brought up during this past
week. Indeed, I will remind the Mem-
bers that we have allowed, by unanimous
consent, an extra day for suspension of
the rules, on the calendar this week.

As the previous speaker said, any
thinking Member will allow these things
in good faith if a need is demon-
strated, but this proposal gives carte
blanche elimination of orderly process
and foretells chaos. Many of us truly do
our homework and read these bills and
reports in advance. This resolution ob-
viously waives all points of order, by def-
inition. There is no opportunity for prior
study. We obviate the 3-day rule for
printing prior to consideration, as de-
veloped by the Joint Commission on the
Reorganization of the Congress.

There must be an undue fear of denial
of unanimous-consent requests.

We would be legislating in the dark on
controversial legislation, to be sure.

There is an available and easy way to
do this. We can do it by a two-thirds vote
under a rule of suspension at any time, if
not granted on a unanimous-consent re-
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quest. This rule, of course, only requires a
simple majority, and therein lies the sub-
terfuge of bringing it about this way.

I repeat it defies the representative
process and will lead to every elected
Member obviating his elected and bound-
en duties, by legislating in the dark.

There is no emergency need for most of
these proposals, If so, that ean be han-
dled, and the legislation should be
covered under a procedure that goes
both ways.

In the old days the Committee on
Rules often ‘“pocketed” legislation that
should not embarrass all of the individ-
ually elected legislators by being brought
prematurely to the floor. So this type of
legislation, to be properly considered and
voted on with a “yea” vote, should be so
constructed and drafted that it would
regulate stopping some of the bad legis-
lation or conferenc reports that need not
come before us as an emergency prior to
the recess, yet open the door for emer-
gency and good reports.

This does neither. It simply opens the
door to a blind, dark alley for legislating
without the Members having an op-
portunity to see what the mansagers on
the part of the House have agreed to, or
how many times we have receded to the
other body.

Mr. Speaker, we are simply putting the
“ring in the nose” of the House of Rep-
resentatives to be led by the other body
in this Congress, and as the people’s rep-
resentatives we should not do it. I recom-
mend a strong vote against House Re-
solution 1094, Mr, Speake:, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Jowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, this “esolu-
tion simply means that the chairman or
someone in charge of a conference report
can walk through any door of the House
with the conference papers in his hand,
obtain recognition of the Speaker, and
without prior notification to anyone else
call the conference report up with no in-
formation in the hands of the Members.
The House then has the opporfunity, on a
sight-unseen basis, to reject or accept the
conference report.

The proponents of this resolution con-
tend it is necessary to expedite the busi-
ness of the House. They ignore the rea-
son why at this late date they feel they
must resort to this kind of drastic action
to expedite the business of the House.
‘Where, for instance, was thc Export Ad-
ministration extension bill until this late
date in this session? The statutory date
expired, I believe, on August 1. Everyone
on the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, including the chairman, knew
the act would expire on August 1. They
knew that weeks and months ago. Where
was the committee that it did not bring
this bill out long ago so that we would not
be confronted with this kind of a situa-
tion on the House floor whereby it is pro-
posed that the rules of the House be
raped in behalf of expedition?

Mr. Speaker, I hope this resolution is
defeated.
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Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. WyLIE) .

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this resolution, which
would waive the 3-day reguirement for
the consideration of conference reports.

It is important to remember that a
conference report often contains very
complex provisions which have been con-
sidered by the other body and not neces-
sarily by this body or previously rejected
by this body.

The 3-day interim period is provided
in the rules of the House for a very,
very important reason, so that the Mem-
bers of this body can consider the sub-
stance of a conference report and be
informed on what is in it.

Now, a resolution of this type is fre-
quently adopted at the end of a session
when there is very little time remaining
before adjournment sine die. That is not
the situation before us today. We will
be back after the recess, and there is still
ample time to consider anything which
is in any of these conference reports
we are trying to rush through today.

Mr. Speaker, I have a feeling that the
real reason for the adoption of this rule
is to rush through the bill to which Con-
gressman BracksurN referred (H.R.
15989), a bill to establish a Council on
International Economic Policy.

The House has receded and concurred
in the Senate amendments to H.R. 15989
as we almost always do in conference
with the other body and the other body
has acted o the conference report al-
ready, which precludes us from doing
anything but voting the conference re-
port up or down. All we can do is say
yes or no. I object to that, especially in
view of the fact that title I of the House
15‘1:)1(11 was overwhelmingly rejected by this

y.
I refer to the remarks of Senator Moxn-
pALE when he presented the conference
report yesterday.

Mr. President, this measure returns from
conference in almost identical form as was
adopted by the Senate some time back.

So what did they do? They adopted
the conference report, of course, by a
voice vote.

I therefore strongly urge defeat of this
resolution so that the House can con-
sider the various conference reports in
a responsible manner and not in haste.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WYLIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to associate myself with the remarks of
the gentleman from Ohio, and commend
the gentleman. As usual he thinks and
speaks well to matters of proved prin-
ciple. Surely every Member of this
House is keenly aware of the fact that
within the rules of the House there is
a technique if the sine die adjournment
has been firmly set, where any reason-
able procedures could be handled in the
terminal 6 days.

Mr, WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his supporting remarks.
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Mr. SMITH of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished minority leader, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Gerarp R.
FoRrD) .

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
let me say as emphatically as I can, and
I think my record bears it out, that I
stand as strongly as anybody in this body
for the rights and the privileges of the
House of Representatives vis-a-vis the
other body. I do not think we have
capitulated. We have lost some, but there
has not been a capitulation. There are
some measures that are in the wings
where I, along with others, will continue
to fight for the views and the decisions
of this body vis-a-vis the other body.

The real problem we are confronted
with today is this one legislative proposal,
the conference report from the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

The gentleman from Georgia and my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio, had
strong feelings, and those strong feelings
against that legislation were in the com-
mittee report when this legislation came
before us, and they were joined in the
supplemental views and the additional
views by the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROUSSELOT) .

Let me say that when that legislation
was before the House, to refresh your
memories, I joined with them to a degree
in opposing one or more amendments, as
I recall, proposed by the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. CuLver). Unfortunately, from
our viewpoint, we lost those amendments
and as a consequence then the choice
was: did we want section 2, or a title IT
that had been amended stricken from
the bill with title I remaining? And the
conscious decision was made by the
House that with the Culver amendment
or amendments that the title should be
stricken,

The gentleman from California, the
gentleman from Ohio, and the gentle-
man from Georgia know that I person-
ally, for whatever impact that had, was
for title II as it came from the commit-
tee. And I add parenthetically a major-
ity of the Members on this side of the
aisle in the committee favored title IT as
it came out of the committee.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. If the gentle-
man will permit me to finish, I will yield
to the gentleman in a moment.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that some
other alternative would be arrived at for
the consideration of this conference re-
port before we recess or adjourn on Fri-
day. I hope that maybe some negotia-
tions might result that would permit the
consideration of this conference report
either tomorrow or Friday. But I do not
want this one issue to becloud the possi-
bility of the consideration prior to Fri-
day of any other conference report or
conference reports that may be essential
to the proper functioning of our Govern-
ment in the 3 weeks while we will be in
recess.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to point out fo the
minority leader the reason I am object-
ing today is not only to protect my right,
but also protect the rights of two of my
colleagues from New England who sit
on the other side of the aisle, the two
gentlemen from New Hampshire who
have strong feelings on this legislation.
I do not think that they would relish it
any more than I would to find this con-
ference committee report coming in here
not knowing what is in the bill and find-
ing their constituencies being left bereft
of any representation as a result of this
hasty action.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. BUREKE of Massachusetts. The
gentlemen from New Hampshire (Mr.
CrLEvELAND and Mr, Wymaxn) have very,
very strong feelings on this legislation,
and I do not think they would relish it
any more than I do to find out that the
hide bill was being rushed through here
in the closing days.

I know, speaking for the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND)
that he would stay here till hell freezes
over to fight this legislation.

And I believe the same is true for the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
WYMAN) .

So I hope that the minority leader will
take into consideration the Members on
his side of the aisle who also have some
real problems in this area.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. Burke) for his remarks. My
colleague Mr. Wyman and I are indeed
dedicated to the fight to protect the shoe
industry and other industries from un-
fair trade. I urge the defeat of this reso-
lution. Three days are little enough time
to consider complex conference reports.
The passage of this resolution would be a
retreat from efforts-to reform congres-
sional procedures.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GERALD F. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. HaLL).

Mr., HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman, my leader, yielding to me.

I do not want to take much of his
time. I think I was in identically the
same position he was in, when we gave
consideration to this bill in the House.
But I think that avoids the issue. The
issue before us now is House Resolution
1094, and not whether we consider the
trade export bill. I happen to be in
favor of that in general, but I can see
why some of the Members would be
against the method by which it is com-
ing up. But, the issue here is whether
we open up all bills and conference re-
ports without a chance to study same.
The fact of the matter, and the thing
that has not been said, is that the trade
export bill including—or without—the
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Export Trade Advisory Council has ex-
pired and is going forward in the Depart-
ment of Commerce and the administra-
tion under the War Powers Act, and they
can survive on that until we get back.
Therefore, this is a poor excuse and a
thinly disguised excuse for the purpose
of waiving all the rules for bringing up
any conference report sight unseen, dur-
ing the balance of the week.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate very much the gen-
tleman yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to associate my-
self with the remarks of the gentleman
from Missouri and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE).

The conferees of both Houses of the
Congress are meeting this afternoon at
2 o’clock on the Office of Economic Op-
portunity Act extention.

‘We could finish that conference report
today. Yet if we adopt this rule, we would
enable that conference report to be
be brought up almost at once.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 more minute to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. So I would
have to say in all honesty to the gentle-
man from Michigan that I would not
want to see us get bogged down on the
export-import question, and lose sight of
the fact that there are other conferences
on other bills and the Members of the
House would be precluded with the adop-
tion of this resolution from knowing
what is in these hills, and I think they
should have that right. I urge rejection
of this resolution.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ore-
gon (Mrs. GREEN).

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me even 3
days does not really give an adequate
amount of time to consider a very com-
plicated and long conference report. I
hesitate to think how much considera-
tion Members could give to various ex-
penditures in a multibillion-dollar bill if
the rule allows the conference report to
be considered the same day it is signed.

I am getting a little bit weary hearing
just about tax reform. We can have all
the tax reform everyone wants, but if we
do not have the time and the opportunity
to exercise some judgment on how all
those tax dollars are spent—we still will
not solve our social problems.

It seems to me the other side of that
coin of “tax reform” is “spending re-
form,” and I wish those who are talking
so much about tax reform would give
equal consideration to spending reform.
Conceding that many Members would
like some reform, how much can one do
without a conference report in advance.

When we had the HEW conference

Mr.
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report, as I recall, it came back from
conference with over $2 billion more
than the original House bill.

When we had the higher education
conference report, some of the highest
figures of the Senate bill and some of
the highest figures in the House bill that
were possible under the rules were ap-
proved by the conferees. So we had the
increased authorization.

Now I suggest that there is another
conference that may be completed today
or tomorrow and that is on the OEO con-
ference report—the war on poverty leg-
islation.

This resolution, as I understand it,
allows the conference report to be con-
sidered the same day it is finished. We
might not even have the opportunity to
read what the conferees recommend.

If I have ever seen any reckless spend-
ing, it is in the OEO program over the
years. This program desperately needs
“spending reform.” I suggest three things
to my colleagues: that perhaps this year
because of the presidential and vice-
presidential races—there just might be
an added interest between now and next
November 7 on the part of constituents
about what has been and is being spent
in OEO. I think I do not need to elabo-
rate. I would suggest that maybe there
will be much closer scrutiny of the OEO
programs from 1964 to now than any of
us imagined prior to Miami and the mini-
convention.

I suggest that everyone who is running
for offices this November ought to have
& right to find out what is in that con-
ference report on the war on poverty be-
fore they are required to vote on it on
the floor of the House. The recent pub-
licized European trave: of 60-some young
recipients of poverty funds is just one of
the countless examples of what I am
talking about in needed “spending re-
form.” Millions or hundreds of millions
wasted in Office of Education or OEO
deprives others of benefits Congress has
promised. Millions wasted or actually
misspent on contracts and grants in
HEW and OEO mean that legitimate
services are not provided. So if we are
interested in some kind of “spending re-
form,” it does seem to me that we ought
not to allow conference reports to come
in and the Members given insufficient
time to study such complicated legisla-
tion and then be expected to give or deny
approval with no opportunity to indicate
priorities or even to know how well the
conferees defended the House position.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding.

I might say this is a good discussion
and probably one that is good for the
soul as well as for the mind. It is not the
first time we have attempted this. We
have attempted it many times in the
past since I have been a Member of Con-
gress, but some of the issues of this
yvear came to the point where we have
had an awakening, a new awakening
as to why Congress should be more re-
sponsible to itself.
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For instance, not too many days ago
this House refused me, as a chairman
of a committee, the right to even go to
conference because I could not in good
conscience commit myself tc a program
preordained by the House. Now we are
talking about taking conference reports
and putting them through without any-
body knowing anything that is in them.
Three days is little enough time.

Just this week the weakness of our
position was shown when we swallowed
the Senate amendment to the disaster
relief bill, which not in any minute meas-
ure of responsibility should have ever
allowed us to say that we counted as a
disaster—as a disaster—the slowing up
of the manufacturing of munitions be-
cause of the SALT talks and tied it to a
bill where no person in this House in
good conscience could really vote against
relief for the flood victims of Pennsyl-
vania and Ohio and Maryland, and other
States. Yet our hands were tied. We had
no say in this House. We have now puft
on record that we consider any move to
cut down the making of munitions to be
a compensable disaster in this country.
The taxpayers are going to have to pay
for that kind of disaster from now on.

‘We should have more time and a bet-
ter undevstanding of what is going on.
I admit that there is a weakness in our
conferences when we go to the Senate.
I have been on many of them.

I have had to take many Senate pro-
visions in order to save some part of what
the House wanted. You cannot under-
stand unless you have served on these
committees and conferences the strength
of the Senate in its peculiar position.
They do not have the same kind of op-
eration we do. One Republican Member
speaks for the whole Republican confer-
ence; one Democratic Member speaks for
the whole Democratic conference. Some-
times it is not even the Member who ex-
presses the Senate position. Our House
conferees speak and fight for each pro-
vision, each to his belief.

This 1s the style that we have to com-
bat, and we should not condemn House
conferees too severely. The Senate re-
instituted into the conference report the
Couneil Commission, and they took away
from the House the right to interrogate
the members of that Commission. We
have the right to interrogate into what
they intended to do and what they were
doing. By taking this conference report
without time to read and study its con-
tents is setting aside all of the House
efforts to eliminate both the Commission
and immunitv:af- ths menherg:fiom e
terrogation. If that is what we are going
to have to buy without debate, without
knowledge, and without argument, I
think it is very much wrong.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BUrxEe),

Mr. BUREKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, one of the House's first orders
of business today appears to be House
Resolution 1094, reported favorably in
record time by the Rules Committee yes-
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terday afternoon making it an order for
the balance of this week to consider con-
ference reports without compliance to
the 3-day rule. :

I know that time is ticking by on this
week. Today is Wednesday and another
convention is almost upon us and beyond
that, election day and various State pri-
maries. There is so much legislation that
remains to be considered by both
Houses—legislation vital to so many peo-
ple that there is an understandable pres-
sure to try to accomplish as much as pos-
sible in the remaining day or two this
week. What I fear most is best exempli-
fied by the resolution before us today—
that there is going to be a rush to
pass legislation willy-nilly in pellmell
fashion without due deliberation. These
days just before conventions and elec-
tion or before an adjournment or a recess
probably have been responsible for more
bad, hastily thought out legislation than
anything else I can think of. We should
be wary of making more mistakes like
this today. :

What this resolution is allowing the
House to do today is to suspend the pro-
visions of the Legislative Reorganization
Act which was designed to prevent legis-
lating in haste without proper time for
due consideration and deliberation by
each and every Member of the House of
the legislation before us. In other words,
we are defeating the very purpose of the
act itself. What was the point in passing
the act if every time the pressure begins
to build up before a recess or an adjourn-
ment, a simple majority can suspend the
rules to railroad through in record time
far-reaching legislation?

Now, if there were some vital bills that
absolutely had to pass before this Con-
gress recesses for the Republican Con-
vention, I would be prepared to consider
such emergency cases on their merit
after listening to a strong argument for
suspending the rules. But, we have not
heard such a plea today. To my under-
standing, there is nothing in the con-
ference stage that is likely to be pre-
sented to us which could not wait an-
other 2 weeks where failure to act pre-
cipitously would imperil the security or
well-being of this Nation. Instead, what
we seem to have is legislation as usual,
routine legislation which could well have
been considered several weeks ago more
calmly, more deliberately. At times I
think there are those who deliberately
schedule controversial conference reports
for rushed sessions such as these last few
days before recess so that the full glare
of publicity and careful study cannot be
focused on the legisiation in question.

I am referring particularly to the con-
ference report which this resolution
seems designed to cover to provide spe-
cial treatment and that is the conference
report on S. 3726, the Equal Export Op-
portunity Act and International Eco-
nomic Policy Act of 1972. This has fto be
one of the most poorly conceived and
drafted bills to come before the House
this session. We were treated to the spec-
tacle of having the bill largely rewritten
on the floor of this House, much of the
rewriting done by members of the com-
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mittee which rushed it through execu-
tive sessions. The statutory creation of
yet another agency in the Federal Gov-
ernment; namely, the Council on Inter-
national Economic Policy, was earefully
considered on the floor of this House just
a few days ago and after considerable
rewriting and restricting and attempts to
make it more responsible to Congress, in-
stead of creating yet another agency in
the White House with no responsibility
to answer to anyone other than the Pres-
ident, the House decided that statutory
recognition was not really necessary and
deleted the whole title from the bill be-
fore it.

What are we treated to in this con-
ference report? We are treated to the
spectacle where the conferees went
ahead and simply receded to the Senate
and put right back into the bill that
which the House rejected—with this
important difference—with no strings
attached and no recognition of the limi-
tations put upon the agency by the
House while the title was still in the bill.
Lately, there has been much controversy
over moves in the House to instruct con-
ferees. I have been unwilling to go along
with such instructions in the past, but
if this is an example of how conferees
protect the interests of the House, then
I am afraid instructing conferees may
well be the wave of the future in this
body.

Gentlemen, we are going to be asked
to approve today, probably on a voice
vote, a conference report that until yes-
terday afternoon was not available to a
single Member of this House unless by
the chairman of the committee in ques-
tion and his close intimates on the com-
mittee. I know, my office tried to get this
report because many of those provisions
are far reaching indeed and are of vital
economic interest to my constituents and
the shoe industry across the country.
However, I was told at every turn the
report was not available. And thus, what
are we treated to today? In this morn-
ing’s REcorp we find spread before us for
the first time four pages of conference
report constituting one of the biggest
cave-ins in recent memory. The whole
atmosphere of secrecy surrounding this
particular conference report, given the
magnitude of the changes and their eco-
nomic implications, can only strike me
as repugnant and legislative railroading
of the worst variety. They are trying to
jam this thing down our throais. My
suspicions are aroused. I detect a dis-
tinet odor which seems to suggest that
the powerful cattle industry and the in-

ternational Iree trade 10ppy wnic romuy
behind the efforts to railroad this thing
through the House today or tomorrow.
At a time when the country’s balance
of payments and trade is at its lowest
point in 100 years, we find statutory rec-
ognition for a council whose instructions
are to protect and improve the earnings
of foreign investments. If this is not giv-
ing official blessing by Congress to the
present unbridled growth and concentra-
tion of economic power in the hands of a
few multinational corporations, I do not
know what it is. Tying employment to
international economic activity where
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there has been floundering for so long
will apparently be another assignment
for the council. Greater freedom of
capital movement, irrespective of its im-
pact on the domestic economy seems to
be the order of the day. In short, I ques-
tion not only the need for yet another
agency but specifically the need for an
agency with these guidelines. What this
country needs now is serious, in-depth
detailed hearings on this country’s trade
policies, not hastily drafted legislation
such as that before us today.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I am con-
vinced the more I read this conference
report that there would be much to be
gained by postponing consideration of the
report in guestion until a later date and
how much harm were to be gained if it
were rushed through this House today or
tomorrow. The issues are of vital impor-
tance and not something to be passed
easually over on a sunny afternoon before
recessing for a convention. I am con-
vinced the Legislative Reorganization
Act had such situations as this in mind
when it was drafted and I, for one, hope
that the House today will not suspend its
provisions to permit such fancy footwork
as contained in this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to take the
2 minutes. I merely want to point out to
this House that in addition to that export
bill that is over there, there are several
other conference committee reports that
could come in here and affect the econ-
omy of your districts. I am only asking
for assurances from the leadership that
the trade export bill will not come in
here in the rush of adjournment for the
week, or recess, so that we have time to
look over what the conference committee
has done. This is not only true of this
particular bill I am interested in, but of
several other bills that are buried in
those conference committees. You could
very well be committing political suicide
by voting for this resolution.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PATMAN) .

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, the Ex-
port Control Act expired August 1. This,
of course, would renew the Export Con-
trol Act. It is not contemplated by the
Banking and Currency Committee to
bring up the conference report until
Thursday afternoon after the antibus-
ing bill has been disposed of even though
this resolution should pass, or Friday
morning, but it is necessary that we dis-
pose of that legislation in some way. I
will just state we do not expect to bring
it up before Thursday afternocon or Fri-
day, even if this rule were to pass.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, actually what the gentleman is
telling the House is that he will not bring
it up’ until after many, many quorum
calls and other calls will be made in the
House before they get to this bill. We
are likely to be here until Saturday mid-
night before the gentleman comes in with
that bill.
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Mr. PATMAN. Thai is a decision for
the gentleman.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. It is not
my decision. It is a decision for many,
many Members here who object to these
steamroller tactics, All we are asking for
is a little bit of fairmess to those of us
who have a problem of unemployment in
our districts so we may be able to look
at this conference report and have a
chance to study it and be able to debate
intelligently.

Mr. PATMAN. It was in the Recorp
vesterday morning. There are no steam-
roller tactics intended or contemplated.
Every Member will be treated fairly.
It is not contemplated to have rollcalls
to filibuster. We are not going to have
rollcalls, so the gentleman is in error on
that.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I assure
the gentleman there will be rollcalls and
quorum calls.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
let me reiterate or clarify in my own
words what I believe the gentleman said,
that if this resolution passes he does not
intend to bring up the conference report
on the export control bill until the con-
clusion of the House action on the anti-
busing legislation, whenever that might
take place.

Mr. PATMAN. That is correct.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such further time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a great
deal of talk about this resolution today.
This is a resolution which I thought was
a very simple matter and it was intended
to achieve one objective. It is a simple
matter. What we must do here is to make
a decision as to whether we are going to
complete our calendar by Friday night or
whether we are not going to complete it
in time for the scheduled recess.

I want to reiterate what I said in the
beginning, This is frankly no skin off my
back and I do not want anybody, even in
spite of my friend, the gentleman from
Massachusetts, who talks about steam-
rolling, to feel that I am steamrolling. I
am merely serving here at the request of
the Speaker, as a chore boy, to bring this
matter to the attention of the House and
let the House decide. Frankly I do not
give a hoorah what decision is made. If
the Members want to stay here until Sat-
urday, if this matter is regarded as being
that important, I will be here Saturday.
We will just go right along, but we have
got to make this decision now as to
whether we are going to waive the 3-day
rule or not.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr., BURKE of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, I never accused my friend, the
gentleman from WMississippi, of steam-
rolling tactics.

In fact, he is the last man in the House
who would be guilty of such action,

Mr. COLMER. I accept that.
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Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, I am
not accusing him, I like my good friend.
He has been the greatest chairman of
the Rules Committee since Judge Smith.
I would not accuse him, because he is
the fairest man in the House.

Mr. COLMER. Before I yield to my
friend from Iowa, I have to respond to
this dubious accolade I just received.

I want to say that I appreciate this
great compliment the gentleman paid
me, particularly since I happen to be the
only chairman of the Rules Committee
since my great friend, that great states-
man, Judge Smith, retired. I appreciate
that.

In response, and in the same spirit,
I would like to say to my friend—and I
hope I do not offend anyone whose name
I might mention—the gentleman from
Massachusetts has been the greatest
campaign manager of any candidate for
the Presidency prior to the Massachu-
setts primary.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I am sorry; there must
be an end to this someplace. We will
finish this later.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to my friend
from Iowa, my great leader, a man whom
I frequently follow.

Mr. GROSS. If we can get this discus-
sion out of politics and back on the track,
I should like to ask if the gentleman is
giving us the official word of the leader-
ship of the House that, unless this reso-
lution is adopted, we will be in session
this coming Saturday and next week. Is
that what the gentleman is saying?

Mr. COLMER. What I am saying to
my friend is that this is my understand-
ing. I am not authorized to speak for the
leadership. It is my understanding that
this matter has to be disposed of before
we recess.

Mr. GROSS. What matter?

Mr. COLMER. The conference report
that the gentleman and so many others
have been talking about here.

Mr. GROSS. I am not limiting my op-~
position to this rule, and it is not limited
to the conference report from the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency. The
chairman of that committee knew that
law would expire on August 1. The chair-
man could have had a bill on the House
floor weeks ago.

I continue to wonder if we are being
threatened that, unless we pass this spe-
cific resolution here today, we will be
kept in session next week. This word I
would like to have from the lips of the
leadership.

Mr. COLMER. That is where the gen-
tleman will have to get it, because I am
ngt authorized to speak for the leader-
ship.

Mr, Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

The dquestion was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
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Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present and
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER, Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 159, nays 223, not voting 50,

as follows:

Abbitt
Adams
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspinall
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Bow
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Camp
Carlson
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Collier
Colmer
Conable
Corman
Culver
Curlin
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Denholm
Downing
Eckhardt
Erlenborn
Esch
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fisher
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fugqua
Garmata

Abernethy
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander

Bingham
Blackburn
Boland
Brademas
Brasco

Bray
Brinkley
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.

[Roll No. 329]

YEAS—1569

Gonzalez
Gray

Gude

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Hicks, Wash.
Howard
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala,
Karth

Kazen

Kee
Kuykendall
Eyl

Latta

Link
McClory
MeCormack
McCulloch
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
Mahon
Martin
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Minshall
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher

NAYS—223

Burke, Mass.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Celler
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collins, Il1.
Collins, Tex.
Conover
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Danlels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Dellenback
Dellums

Pike
Pirnie
Poage
Price, Tex.
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Reuss
Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Roy
Ruppe
Sandman
Saylor
Scherle
Schwengel
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Slkes
Sisk
Smith, Callf.
Smith, Iows
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Teague, Tex.

Thomson, Wis.

Udall
Ullman
Waggonner
Ware
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Dow
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont

Edwards, Calif.

Frenzel

Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hillis
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jacobs
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
EKastenmeier
Keating
Kemp
King
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyros

Landgrebe
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan

McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass

Madden
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Mathilas, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mazzoll
Metcalfe
Mikva
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead
Moss
Murphy, I11,
Myers
Nedzi

Nix

Obey
Patten
Podell

Poff

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Railsback
Rangel
Rees

Reid
Robinson, Va.
Rodino

Roe
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
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Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth

5t Germain
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scheuer
Schneebeli
Scott
Seiberling
Shipley
BSkubitz
Slack
Spence
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Btuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Terry

Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.

Thone
Tlernan
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Wampler
Whalen
Whalley
White
Wiggins
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolff
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—50

Abourezk

Anderson,
Tenn.

Badillo

Baker

Betts

Carney

Carter

Chamberlain

Clancy

Clay

Conte

Davis, Wis.

Dowdy

Dwyer

Edmondson

Edwards, Als.

Frelinghuysen
Gallagher
Hagan
Hansen, Wash,
Harrington
Harvey

Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Hogan

Hull

Keith
Landrum
Leggett
Lennon

Lent

Long, La.
McCloskey

McMillan
Michel
Nichols
O'Neill
Passman
Pelly
Rarick
Rhodes
Riegle
Rooney, N.X.
Rousselot
Ryan
Schmitz
Springer
Btaggers
Veysey
Waldie

So the resolution was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr, Rhodes.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Freling-

huysen.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mrs,

Dwyer.

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin,
Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Conte.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.

Mr. Clay with Mr. Ryan,
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Clancy.
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Keith,

Mr. Lennon with Mr. Betts,

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Harvey.
Mr. Hull with Mr. Baker.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Hogan.
Mr. Harrington with Mrs. Heckler of Mas-

sachusetts.

Mr, Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Lent,

Mr, Abourezk with Mr. Badillo.

Mr, Carney with Mr. Michel.

Mr, Landrum with Mr. Carter.

Mr, Passman with Mr. Riegle.

Mr. McMillan with Mr. Chamberlain,
Mr. Rarick with Mr. Pelly.
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Mr, Long of Louisiana with Mr. Rousselot.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. McCloskey.
Mr. Springer with Mr, Schmitz,

Messrs. JAMES V. STANTON, ROY,
PURCELL, POAGE, SCHERLE, and
ROBERTS changed their votes from
ﬂnay‘l w (lyea.’!

Mrs. GRIFFITHS and Messrs. RO-
DINO, PATTEN, TAYLOR, and SKU-
BITZ changed their votes from “yea” to
unay'u

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on August 14, 1972, the Pres-
ident approved and signed bills of the
House of the following titles:

H.R. 631. An act for the relief of the vil-
lage of River Forest, Ill.;

H.R. 15093. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Housing and Urban
Development; for space, sclence, veterans,
and certain other independent executive
agencles, boards, commissions, corporations,
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 16635. An act to assist elementary
and secondary schools, community agencles,
and other public and nonprofit private agen-
cies to prevent juvenile delinquency, and for
other purposes.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 12652, COMMISSION ON CIVIL
RIGHTS

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table the bill (H.R. 12652) to extend
the life of the Commission on Civil
Rights, to expand the jurisdiction of the
Commission to include discrimination be-
cause of sex, to authorize appropriations
for the Commission, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments there-
to, disagree with the Senate amend-
ments, and request a conference with the
Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs,
CELLER, BROOKS, HUNGATE, McCULLOCH,
and HUTCHINSON.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 3323,
NATIONAL HEART, BLOOD VES-
SEL, LUNG, AND BLOOD ACT OF
1972

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts
(on behalf of Mr. Staccers) filed the fol-
lowing conference report and statement
on the bill (S. 3323) to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to enlarge the
authority of the National Heart and
Lung Institute in order to advance the
national attack against diseases of the
heart and blood vessels, the lungs, and
blood, and for other purposes:
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ConrFereNCE ReporRT (H. REPT. NOo 92-13490)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 3323)
to amend the Public Health Service Act to
enlarge the authority of the National Heart
and Lung Institute in order to advance the
national attack against diseases of the heart
and blood vessels, the lungs, and blood, and
for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from iis disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lleu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the House amendment insert
the following:

SHORT TITLE

Secrron 1. This Act may be cited as the
“National Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung, and
Blood Act of 1972".

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSES

Bec. 2. (a) Congress finds and declares
that—

(1) diseases of the heart and blood vessels
collectively cause more than half of all the
deaths each year in the United States and the
combined effect of the disabilities and deaths
from such diseases is having a major social
and economic impact on the Nation;

(2) elimination of heart and blood vessel
diseases as significant causes of disability and
death could increase the average American’s
life expectancy by about eleven years and
could provide for annual savings to the
economy in lost wages, productivity, and
costs of medical care of more than $30,000,-
000,000 per year;

(3) chronic lung diseases have been gain-
ing steadily in recent years as important
causes of disability and death, with emphy-
sema alone being the fastest rising cause of
death in the United States;

(4) chronic respiratory diseases affect an
estimated ten million Americans, emphysema
an estimated one million, chronic bronchitis
an estimated four million, and asthma an
estimated five million;

(6) thrombosis (the formation of blood
clots in the vessels) may cause, directly or in
combination with other problems, many
deaths and disabilitles from heart disease
and stroke which can now be prevented;

(6) blood and blood products are essential
human resources whose value in saving life
and promoting health cannot be assessed in
terms of dollars;

(7) the provision of prompt and effective
emergency medical services utilizing to the
fullest extent possible advances in trans-
portation and communications and other
electronic systems and speclally trained pro-
fessional and paraprofessional health care
personnel can reduce substantially the num-
ber of fatalities and severe disabilities due to
critical illnesses in connection with heart,
blocd vessel, lung, and blood diseases; and

(8) the greatest potential for advancement
against heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
diseases lles in the National Heart and Lung
Institute, but advancement agalnst such dis-
eases depends not only on the research pro-
grams of that Institute but alsoc on the re-
search programs of other research institutes
of the National Institutes of Health.

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to enlarge
the authority of the National Heart and Lung
Institute in order to advance the national
attack upon heart, blood vessel, lung, and
blood diseases.

HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND BLOOD DISEASE
PROGRAMS

Sec. 3, Part B of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act is amended (1) by redesig-
nating section 413 as section 419A, (2) by re-
designating section 414 as section 418, and
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{3) by adding after section 412 the following
new sections:

“NATIONAL HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND
BLOOD DISEASE PROGRAM

“Sec. 418. (a) The Director of the In-
stitute, with the advice of the Council, shall
develop & plan for a National Heart, Blood
Vessel, Lung, and Blood Disease Program
(hereafter in this part referred to as the
‘Program’) to expand, intensify, and coordi-
nate the activities of the Institute respect-
ing heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood dis-
eases (including its activities under section
412) and shall carry out the Program in ac-
cordance with such plan. The Program shall
be coordinated with the other research in-
stitutes of the National Institutes of Health
to the extent that they have responsibilities
respecting such diseases and shall provide
for—

“(1) investigation into the epidemiology,
etiology, and prevention of all forms and
aspects of heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
diseases, including investigations into the so-
cial, environmental, behavioral, nutritional,
biological, and genetic determinants and in-
fluences involved in the epidemiology, etlol-
ogy, and prevention of such diseases;

“(2) studies and research into the basic
biological processes and mechanisms involved
in the underlying normal and abneormal
heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood phe-
nomena;

“(3) research into the development, trial,
and evaluation of techniques, drugs, and de-
vices (including computers) used in, and ap~
proaches to, the diagnosis, treatment (in-
cluding emergency medical service), and
prevention of heart, blood vessel, lung, and
blood diseases and the rehabilitation of
patients suffering from such diseases;

“(4) establishment of programs that will
focus and apply scientific and technological
efforts involving biological, physical, and en-
gineering sciences to all facets of heart, blood
vessel, lung, and blood diseases with em-
phasis on refinement, development, and
evaluation of technological devices that will
assist, replace, or monitor vital organs and
improve instrumentation for detection, diag-
nogis, and treatment of those diseases;

“(5) establishment of programs for the
conduct and direction of field studies, large-
scale testing and evaluation, and demonstra-
tion of preventive, diagnostic, therapeutic,
and rehabilitative approaches to, and emer-
gency medical services for, such diseases;

*“(6) studies and research into blood dis-
eases and blood, and into the use of blood for
clinical purposes and all aspects of the man-
agement of its resources in this country, in-
cluding the collection, preservation, frac-
tionalization, and distribution of it and its
products;

*“(7) the education and training of scien-
tists, clinicians, and educators, in fields and
specialties (including computer sciences)
requisite to the conduct of programs respect-
ing heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
diseases;

“(8) public and professional education re-
lating to all aspects of such diseases and the
use of blood and blood produects and the
management of blood resources;

“{9) establishment of programs for study
and research into heart, blood vessel, lung,
and blood diseases of children (including
cystic fibrosis, hyaline membrane, and hemo-
lytic and hemophilic diseases) and for the
development and demonstration of diagnos-
tic, treatment, and preventive approaches to
these diseases; and

“(10) establishment of programs for study,
research, development, demonstrations and
evaluation of emergency medical services for
people who become critically i1l in connection
with heart, blood vessel, lung, or blood
diseases, which programs shall include pro-
grams for (A) the training of paraprofes-
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slonals in (1) emergency treatment proce-
dures, and (i1) utilization and operatlion of
emergency medical equipment, (B) the de-
velopment and operation of (1) mobile eriti-
cal care units (including helicopters and
other airborne units where appropriate),
(i1) radio, telecommunications, and other
means of communications, and (iif) elec-
tronic monitoring systems, and (C) the co-
ordination with other community services
and agencies In the joint use of all forms of
emergency vehicles, communications systems,
and other appropriate services.

The Program shall give special emphasis to
the continued development in the Institute
of programs relating to atherosclerosis, hy-
pertension, thrombosis, and congenital ab-
normalities of the blood vessels as causes of
stroke, and to effective coordination of such
programs with related stroke programs In the
National Institute of Neurological Diseases
and Stroke,

“(b) (1) The plan required by subsection
(a) of this section shall (A) be developed
within one hundred and eighty days after
the effective date of this section, (B) be
transmitted to the Congress, and (C) set out
the Institute's staff requirements to carry
out the Program and recommendations for
appropriations for the Program.

“(2) The Director of the Institute shall,
as soon a8 practicable after the end of each
calendar year, prepare in consultation with
the Council and submit to the President for
transmittal to the Congress a report on the
activities, progress, and accomplishments
under the Program during the preceding
calendar year and a plan for the Program
during the next five years.

“(e) In carrying out the Program, the Di-
rector of the Institute, under policies estab-
lished by the Director of the National Insti-
tutes of Health and after consultation with
the Couneil and without regard to any other
provision of this Act, may—

“(1) if authorized by the Council, obtain
(in accordance with section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code, but without regard to
the limitation in such section on the num-
ber of days or the period of such service)
the services of not more than fifty experts
or consultants who have scientific or profes-
slonal qualifications;

"(2) acquire, construct, improve, repalr,
operate, and maintain heart, blood vessel,
lung, and blood disease laboratory, research,
trainlog, and other necessary facilities and
equipment, and related accommodations as
may be necessary, and such other real or per-
sonal property (including patents) as the Di-
rector deems necessary; and acquire, without
regard to the Act of March 3, 1877 (40 US.C.
34), by lease or otherwise, through the Ad-
minisfrator of General Services, bulldings or
parts of buildings in the District of Columbia
or communities located adjacent to the Dis-
trict of Columbia for the use of the Institute
for a period not to exceed ten years; and

“(3) enter into such contracts, leases, co-
operative agreements, or other transaetions,
without regard to sections 3648 and 3700 of
the Revised Statutes of the United States (31
U.8.C. 529,41 U.8.C. §), as may be necessary in
the conduct of his functions, with any public
agency, or with any person, firm, association,
corporation, or educational institution.

“(d) There chall be in the Institute an
Assistant Director for Health Information
Programs who shall be appointed by the Di-
rector of the Institute. The Director of the
Institute, acting through the Assistant Di-
rector for Health Information Programs, shall
conduct a program to provide the public and
the health professions with health informa-
tion with regard to cardiovascular and pul-
monary diseases. In the conduct of such pro-
gram, speclal emphasis shall be placed upon
dissemination of information regarding diet,
exercise, stress, hypertension, cigarette smok-
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ing, weight control, and other factors affect-

ing the prevention of arteriosclerosis and

other cardiovascular diseases and of pulmo-
nary diseases.

“HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND BLOOD DIS=-
EASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL PROGRAMS
“Sec. 414, (a) The Director of the Institute,

under policies established by the Director of
the National Institutes of Health and after
consultation with the Council, shall estab-
lish programs as necessary for cooperation
with other Federal health agencies, State, lo-
cal, and regional public health agencles, and
nonprofit private health agencies in the diag-
nosis, prevention, and treatment (including
the provision of emergency medical services)
of heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood dis-
eases, appropriately emphasizing the pre-
vention, diagnosis, and treatment of such
diseases of children.

*“{b) There is authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this section $25,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $35,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$45,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975.

“NATIONAL REEEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION CEN=-
TERS FOR HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND
BLOOD DISEASES

“Sec. 415. (a)(1) The Director of the In-
stitute may provide for the development of—

“(A) fifieen new centers for basic and clin-
ical research into, tralning in, and demon-
stration of, advanced diagnostic, prevention,
and treatment methods (including methods
of providing emergency medical services) for
heart, blood vessel, and blood diseases;, and

“(B) fifteen new centers for basic and clin-
ical research into, training in, and demon-
stration of, advanced diagnostic, prevention,
and treatment methods (including methods
of providing emergency medical services) for
chronic lung diseases (including bronchitis,
emphysema, asthma, cystic fibrosis, and other
lung diseases of children).

“(2) The centers developed under para-
graph (1) (A) shall, in addition to being
utilized for research, training, and demon-
strations, be utilized for the following pre-
vention programs for cardiovascular dis-

eases;

“(A) Programs to develop improved meth-
ods of detecting individuals with a high risk
of developing cardiovascular disease.

“(B) Programs to develop improved meth-
ods of interventlon against those factors
which cause individuals to have a high risk
of developing such disease.

“(C) Programs to develop health profes-
sions and allied health professions personnel
highly skilled in the prevention of such dis-
ease,

“({D) Programs to develop improved meth-
ods of providing emergency medical services
for persons with such disease.

“(3) Centers developed under this subsec-
tion may be supported under subsection (b)
or under any other applicable provision of
law. The research, training, and demonstra-
tion activities carried out through any such
center may relate to any one or more of the
diseases referred to in paragraph (1) of this
subsection.

“{b) The Director of the Institute, under
policies established by the Director of the
National Institutes of Health and after con-
sultation with the Councl]l, may enter into
cooperative agreements with public or non-
profit private agencles or institutions to pay
all or part of the cost of planning, establish-~
ing, or strengthening, and providing basic
operating support for, existing or new centers
(including centers established under subsec-
tion (a)) for basic or clinical research into,
training in, and demonstration of, advanced
diagnostic, prevention, and treatment meth-
ods for heart, blood vessel, lung, or blood
diseases. Funds pald to centers under co-
operative agreements under this subsection
may be used for—
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“(1) construction, notwithstanding section

“(2) staffing and other basic operating
costs, including such patlent care costs as are
required for research,

“(8) training, including training for allied
health professions personnel, and

‘(4) demonstration purposes.
The aggregate of payments (other than pay-
ments for construction) made to any center
under such an agreement may not exceed
$5,000,000 in any year. Support of a center
under this subsection may be for a period of
not to exceed five years and may be extended
by the Director of the Institute for additional
periods of not more than five years each, after
review of the operations of such center by an
appropriate scientific review group estab-
lished by the Director, As used in this sec-
tion, the term ‘construction’ does not include
the acquisition of land.

‘“INTERAGENCY TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

“SEc. 416. (a) The Secretary shall establish
an Interagency Technical Committee on
Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung and Blood Diseases
and Blood Resources which shall be responsi-
ble for coordinating those aspects of all Fed-
eral health programs and activities relating
to heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood dis-
eases and to blood resources to assure the
adequacy and technical soundness of such
programs and activities and to provide for
the full communication and exchange of in-
formation mnecessary to malntain adequate
coordination of such programs and activities.

“{b)} The Director of the Institute shall
serve as Chairman of the Committee and the
Committee shall include representation from
all Federal departments and agencies whose
programs involve health functions or respon-
sibilities as determined by the Secretary.
“NATIONAL HEART AND LUNG ADVISORY COUNCIL

Sec. 417. (a) There is established In the
Institute a National Heart and Lung Advi-
sory Council to be composed of twenty-three
members as follows:

“(1) The Secretary, the Director of the
National Institutes of Health, the Director of
the Office of Science and Technology, and the
chief medical officer of the Veterans' Admin-
istration (or their designees), and a medical
officer designated by the Secretary of Defense,
shall be ex officio members of the Council.

“(2) Eighteen members appointed by the

Secretary.
Eleven of the appointed members shall be
selected from among the leading medical or
scientific authorities who are skilled in the
sclences relating to diseases of the heart,
blood vessels, lungs, and blood; two of the ap-
pointed members shall be selected from per-
sons enrolled in residency programs provid-
ing training in heart, blood vessel, lung, or
blood diseases; and five of the appointed
members shall be selected from members of
the general public who are leaders in the
fields of fundamental or medical sciences or
in public affairs.

“(b) (1) Each appointed member of the
Council shall be appointed for a term of four
years, except that—

“(A) any member appointed to fill a va-
cancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term; and

“(B) of the members first appointed after
the effective date of this section, five shall be
appointed for a term of four years, five shall
be appointed for a term of three years, five
shall be appointed for a term of two years,
and three shall be appointed for a term of
one year, as designated by the Secretary at
the time of appointment.

Appointed members may serve after the ex-
piration of their terms until their successors
have taken office.

“(2) A vacancy in the Council shall not af-
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fect its activities, and twelve members of
the Council shall constitute a gquorum.

“(3) The Council shall supersede the ex-
isting National Advisory Heart Council ap-
pointed under section 217, and the appointed
members of the National Advisory Heart
Councll serving on the effective date of this
section shall serve as additional members of
the National Heart and Lung Advisory Coun-
cil for the duration of their terms then exist-
ing, or for such shorter time as the Secretary
may prescribe.

“(4) Members of the Council who are not
officers or employees of the United States
shall recelve for each day they are engaged
in the performance of the functions of the
Councill compensation at rates not to exceed
the dally equivalent of the annual rate in
effect for grade GS-18 of the General Sched-
ule, including traveltime; and all members,
while so serving away from their homes or
regular places of business, may be allowed
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu
of subsistence, In the same manner as such
expenses are authorized by section 5703 of
title 5, United States Code, for persons in
the Government service employed intermit-
tently.

“(e) The Secretary (or his designee) shall
be the Chalrman of the Counecil.

“(d) The Director of the Institute shall
(1) designate a member of the staff of the
Institute to act as Executive Secretary of the
Council, and (2) make avallable to the
Councll such staff, information, and other
assistance as It may require to carry out its
functions.

‘““(e) The Councll shall meet at the call
of the Chalrman, but not less often than
four times a year.”

AUTHORIZATION OF APFROFPRIATIONS FOR PART
B OF TITLE IV OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH
SERVICE ACT

Sec. 4. Part B of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following mew section:

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“SEc. 419B. For the purpose of carrying
out this part (other than section 414), there
is authorized to be appropriated 375,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
$425,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974, and $475,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975. Of the sums appro-
priated under this section for any fiscal year,
not less than 15 per centum of such sums
shall be reserved for programs under this
part respecting diseases of the lung and
not less than 15 per centum of such sums
shall be reserved for programs under this
part for programs respecting diseases of the
blood.”

AUTHORITY OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL
HEART AND LUNG INSTITUTE TO APPROVE
GRANTS

Sec. 5. Section 419A of the Public Health
Service Act (as so redesignated by section 3
of this Act) is amended—

(1) by striking out “grants-in-aid” in
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
“except as provided in subsection (c),
grants-in-aid”; and

(2) by adding after subsection (b) the
following new subsection:

“{c) Under procedures approved by the
Director of the National Institutes of
Health, the Director of the National Heart
and Lung Institute may approve grants
under this Act for research and training in
heart, blood wvessel, lung, and blood dis-
eases—

“(1) in amounts not to exceed §35,000
after appropriate review for sclentific merit
but without review and recommendation
by the Council, and

“(2) in amounts exceeding $35,000 after
appropriate review for scientific merit and
recommendation for approval by the coun-
cil.”
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CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO PART B OF TITLE
IV OF THE PUEBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT

SEc. 6. (a) Section 411 of the Public Health
Service Act is amended by striking out “Na-
tional Heart Institute” and inserting in
lieu thereof “National Heart and Lung In-
stitute".

{b) Section 412 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “heart” each place it
occurs (except in the heading) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “heart, blood vessel,
Iung, and blood™;

(2) by striking out “Surgeon General” and
inserting in lieu thereof "Becretary”;

(3) by striking out “National Advisory
Heart Council” and inserting in lieu thereof
“National Heart and Lung Advisory Coun-
cil™;

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (a), (b),
(c), (d), (e), (), and (g) as paragraphs (1),
(2), (3), (4), (5), (8), and (7), respectively;
and

(5) by amending the section heading to
read as follows:

“RESEARCH AND TRAINING IN DISEASES OF THE
HEART, BLOOD VESSELS, LUNG, AND BLOOD"

(c) Bection 418 of such Act (as so rede-
signated by section 3 of this Act) is
amended—

(1) by imserting “(a)"” immediately after
“Sec, 418,” and by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

“(b) (1) The Council shall advise and assist
the Director of the Institute with respect to
the Program established under section 413.
The Council may hold such hearings, take
such testimony, and sit and act at such times
and places, as the Council deems advisable to
investigate programs and activities of the

am.

“(2) The Council shall submit a report
to the President for transmittal to the Con-
gress not later than January 31 of each year
on the progress of the Program toward the
accomplishment of its objectives.”

(2) by striking out “Surgeon General” each
place it occurs (except paragraph (f)) and
inserting in lieu thereof "Secretary”;

(3) by striking out “heart” each place it
occurs and inserting in lleu thereof “heart,
blood vessel, lung, and blood™;

(4) by striking out "Surgeon General” in
paragraph (f) and inserting in lieu thereof
“Secretary, the Director of the National In-
stitutes of Health, and the Director of the
National Heart and Lung Institute”; and

(5) by redesignating paragraphs (a), (b),
(c), (d), (e), and (f) as paragraphs (1),
(2), (8), (4), (5), and (6), respectively.

(d) Section 419A of such Act (as so rede-
signated by section 3 of this Act) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by (A) striking out
“Surgeon General” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Secretary”, and (B) striking out
“heart” and inserting in lieu thereof “heart,
blood vessel, lung, and blood"; and

(2) in subsection (b), by (A) striking out
“The Surgeon General shall recommend to
the Secretary acceptance of conditional gifts,
pursuant to section 501, and inserting in
lieu thereof “The Secretary may, in accord-
ance with section 501, accept conditional
gifts”, and (B) striking out “heart” and in-
gerting in .ieu thereof “heart, blood vessel,
lung, and blood”.

(e) The heading for part B of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“ParT B—NaATIONAL HEART AND LUNG
INSTITUTE"

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER PROVI-
SIONS OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT
Sec. 7. (a) Section 217 of such Act is

amended—

(1) by striking out “the Natic .1 Advisory

Heart Council,” each place it occurs in sub-

section (a);
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(2) by striking out “heart diseases” in
subsection (a) and by striking out “heart,”
in subsection (b).

(b) Sections 301(d) and 301(1) of such
Act are each amended by striking out “Na-
tional Advisory Heart Council” and inserting
in lieu thereof “National Heart and Lung
Advisory Counecil”,

REPORT TO CONGRESS

BEc. B. The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall carry out a review of all
administrative processes under which the
National Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung, and
Blood Disease Program, established under
part B of title IV of the Public Health Service
Act, will operate, including the processes of
advisory council and peer group reviews, in
order to assure the most expeditious accom-
plishment of the objectives of the Program.
Within one year of the date of enactment
of this Act, the Secretary shall submit a re-
port to the Congress of the findings of such
review and the actions taen to facilitate the
conduct of the Program, together with rec-
ommendations for any needed legislative
changes.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Bec. 9. This Act and the amendments made
by this Act shall take effect sixty days after
the date of enactment of this Act or on such
prior date after the date of enactment of this
Act as the President shall prescribe and pub-
lish in the Federal Register.

And the House agree to the same.

HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
Pavr G. ROGERS,
Davip E. SATTERFIELD,
ANCHER NELSEN,
Tim LeEE CARTER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Epwarp M. EENNEDY,

Harnmson A. WiLrmams, Jr.,

GAYLORD NELSON,

Tom EAGLETON,

ALAN CRANSTON,

Harorp E. HUGHES,

CLAIBORNE PELL,

WarTer F. MONDALE,

RICHARD 8. SCHWEIKER,

Jacos K. JavIrs,

PeTER H. DOMINICE,

Bos PACKWOOD,

J. GLENN BEaLL, Jr.,

RoBERT TaFT, Jr.,
Muanagers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 3323)
to amend the Public Health Service Act to
enlarge the authority of the National Heart
and Lung Institute in order to advance the
national attack against diseases of the heart
and blood vessels, the lungs, and blood, and
for other purposes, submit the following joint
statement to the House and the Senate in
explanation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended In
the accompanying conference report:
I.—PINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS OF FURPOSE

(1) In certain instances in the bill and
the amendments to part B of title IV of the
Public Health Service Act, the Senate bill
refers to ‘“cardiovascular and pulmonary
diseases".

In general, the House amendment sub-
stitutes “heart, blood vessel, and lung dis-
eases” for “cardiovascular and pulmonary
diseases".

The conference substitute adopts
terminology of the House amendment.

(2) The Senate bill contains a finding
with regard to utilization of emergency med-
ical services.

the
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The House amendment has no comparable
finding,

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the Senate bill.

(3) The Senate bill contains a finding with
regard to the potential for advancement
against diseases of the heart and blood ves-
sels, the lungs, and blood in the National
Heart and Lung Institute.

The House amendment is the same as the
Senate finding, but also emphasizes the roles
played by other research institutes within
the National Institutes of Health.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.
II.—HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND

DISEASE PROGRAMS

(1) The Senate bill does not require the
National Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung, and
Blood Disease Program to be coordinated
with other relevant programs in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

The House amendment requires the Di-
rector of the Institute to carry out the Pro-
gram in coordination with other relevant
programs within the National Institutes of
Health.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

(2) The Senate bill requires research into
the development, trial, and evaluation of
techniques, drugs, and devices used in, and
approaches to, the diagnosis, prevention, and
treatment of the diseases and includes a
reference to emergency medical services as a
form of treatment.

The House amendment is similar to the
Senate bill, except that it includes a refer-
ence to computers as a type of device and
contains no reference to emergency medical
services,

The conference substitute includes the ref-
erences in the Senate bill and in the House
amendment.

(3) The Senate bill establishes programs
to refine, develop, and evaluate technological
devices and instrumentation for diagnosis,
detection, and treatment of cardiovascular,
pulmonary, and related diseases,

The House amendment has no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the Senate bill, conforming the ter-
mineclogy to the House amendment,

(4) The Senate bill provides for the estab-
lishment of centers for testing, evaluation,
and demonstration of preventive, diagnostic,
therapeutic, and rehabilitative approaches
(including emergency medical services) to
cardiovascular and pulmonary diseases,

The House amendment is similar except
that it does not authorize the establishment
of centers and it contains no reference to
emergency medical services.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment but with a
reference to emergency medical services,

(6) The Senate bill provides for studies and
research into blood diseases such as sickle cell
anemia and hemophilia.

The House amendment is similar to the
Senate bill except that it does not specifical-
1y refer to sickle cell anemia and hemophilia.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment. The con-
ferees gave serious consideration to includ-
ing in the legislation the reference to sickle
cell anemia and hemophilia. The deletion
of such reference in the conference substi-
tute does not in any way exclude the study
of such diseases from the scope of this legis-
lation. In fact, it is the intention of the
conferees that such studies and research in-
clude sickle eell anemia, hemophilia, Cooley's
anemia, and similar diseases of the blood.

(6) The Senate bill provides for the edu-
cation and training of sclentists, clinicians,
and educators in flelds and specialties rele-
vant to programs under this legislation.

BLOOD
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The House amendment is similar to the
Senate bill except that it does not Include
the education of educators, and refers to
computer sciences as a speciality for which
education and training is authorized.

The conference substitute combines the
provision of the Senate bill and the House
amendment.

(7) The Senate bill provides for the estab-
lishment of programs and centers for study
and research with regard to cardiovascular,
pulmonary, and blood diseases of children.

The House amendment provides for the
establishment of only programs for such
study and research.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

(8) The Senate bill provides for programs
for the study, research, development, dem-
onstrations, and evaluation of emergency
medical services for persons who sustain
critical illnesses in connection with heart,
blood vessel, lung, or blood diseases, includ-
ing training and related programs.

The House amendment is similar, except
that it does not provide for the establish-
ment of development and demonstration pro-
grams and contains no reference to training
and related programs.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
visions of the Senate bill.

(9) The House amendment specifies that
the National Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung, and
Blood Disease Program shall give special
emphasis to programs in the National Heart
and Lung Institute dealing with the under-
lying causes of stroke and to coordination
with related programs at the National Insti-
tute of Neurological Diseases and Stroke.

The Senate bill has no comparable pro-
vision.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

(10) The House amendment provides that
the Director of the National Heart and Lung
Institute shall carry out the program in ac-
cordance with policies established by the
Director of the National Institutes of Health.

The Senate bill has no comparable pro-
vision.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

(11) The Senate bill authorizes the Direc-
tor of the National Heart and Lung Institute
to acquire, construct, improve, repair, op-
erate, and maintain cardiovascular and pul-
monary disease centers, laboratories, re-
search, training, and other necessary facili-
ties and equipment.

The House amendment is similar, except
that it does not give authority for centers
and for training facilities and equipment.
In addition, it makes it clear that the au-
thority may be exercised in connection with
blood disease activities.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment, except that
the authority for training facilities and
equipment is included. The conferees intend
that training programs conducted with the
use of facilities and equipment authorized
by this provision are not to be considered
as substitutes for training programs author-
ized by title VII or VIII of the public Health
Service Act.

(12) The Senate bill establishes an Office
of Heart and Lung Health Education within
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

The House amendment requires the Di-
rector of the National Heart and Lung In~
stitute to conduct an information program
for the public and health professions with
regard to cardiovascular and pulmonary dis-
eases.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment, except that
it establishes in the Institute the position
of Assistant Director for Health Informa-
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tion through whom the program authorized
by this provision is to be carried out.

III. HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND BLOOD
DISEASE PREVENTION, AND CONTROL PROGRAMS

(1) The Senate bill includes a reference to
emergency medlcal services as a form of
treatment.

The House amendment does not include
such a reference.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the Senate bill.

(2) The Senate bill provides in a separate
provision for the establishment of 10 model
cardiovascular disease prevention clinics in
the United States for the purpose of—

(1) improving methods of detecting high
risk individuals;

(2) improving methods of intervention
against rizsk factors;
(3) developing

manpower; and

(4) developing improved methods of pro-
viding emergency medical services.

The House amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute contains no
separate provision for the establishment of
such clinies but includes their prevention
functions as an additional specific responsi-
bility for the research, tralning, and dem-
onstration centers authorized by the new
section 415 of the Public Health Bervice Act
(ses item IV infra).

(3) The Senate blll suthorizes appropria-
tions for heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
disease prevention and control programs of
$30 million for fiscal year 1973; $40 million
for fiscal yvear 1974; and $50 million for fiscal
year 1975.

The House amendment authorizes appro-
priations for similar programs of $20 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1973; $30 million for fis-
cal yzar 1974; and $40 million for fiscal year
1975.

The conference substitute authorlzes ap-
propriations for such programs of $25 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1973; $35 million for fis-
cal year 1874; and $45 million for fiscal year
1975.

IV.—NATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION
CENTERS FOR HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND
BLOOD DISEASES

(1) The Senate bill authorizes the de-
velopment of 15 new research, training, and
demonstration centers for advanced diagnosis
and treatment methods for cardlovascular
diseases, and also authorizes the development
of 15 new centers for such activities regard-
ing chromic pulmonary diseases. Emergency
medical services are referred to as a type of
treatment method which may be included in
programs of such centers.

The House amendment 1s similar, except
that the centers may be used for preven-
tion methods and there is no specific refer-
ence to emergency medical services.

The conference substitute combines the
provisions of the Senate bill and the House
amendment.

(2) The House amendment permits such
centers to be utilized in connection with ac-
tivities respecting any of the diseases with
which this legislation is concerned.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

(3) The House amendment makes it clear
that such centers may be used for basic as
well as clinical research.

The Senate bill contalns no comparable
provision,

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

V.—CONSTRUCTION
The House amendment specifically states
that the term “construction” does not in-
clude the acquisition of land.

cardlovascular disease
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"he Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment,
VI—NATIONAL HEART AND LUNG ADVISORY

COUNCIL

(1) The Senate bill establishes a National
Heart and Lung Advisory Council consisting
of 23 members. The Secretary, the Director
of the National Institutes of Health, the
Director of the Office of Science and Tech-
nology, the chief medical officer of the Vet-
erans’ Administration, and a medical officer
designated by the Secretary of Defense are
to be ex officio members of the Council. In
addition there are to be 18 members appoint-
ed by the Secretary. Of the appointed mem-
bers not more than 12 shall be medical or sci-
entific authorities in relevant disciplines and
not more than eight shall be members of the
general public.

The House amendment also establishes
such a Council, except that the Directors of
NIH and OST are not included as ex officio
members and of the appointed members
nine shall be medical or scientific authorities;
two shall be enrolled in relevant residency
programs; and seven shall be members of
the general public and leaders in their fields.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the Senate bill, except that of the
appointed members 11 shall be medical and
sclentific authorities In relevant disciplines;
two shall be enrolled in relevant residency
programs; and five shall be members of the
general public and leaders in their fields.

(2) The Senate bill provides that a quorum
of the Council shall consist of 12 members.

The House amendment provides that a
quorum of the Council shall consist of 11
members.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the Senate bill.

(3) The BSenate bill provides that the
Chairman of the Council shall be appointed
by the Secretary of Health, Eduecation, and
Welfare from among the members of the
Council and shall serve for 2 years.

The House amendment provides that the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
or his designee, shall be Chairman of the
Council.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

(4) The Senate amendment provides that
the Council shall meet at the call of the
Director of the Natlonal Heart and Lung
Institute or the Chairman.

The House amendment provides that the
Council shall meet at the call of the Chair-
man.

The conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision of the House amendment.

VII—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

(1) The Senate bill authorizes appropria-
tion for this legislation (exclusive of section
414) of $400 million for fiscal year 1973; $450
million for fiscal year 1974; and $500 million
for fiscal year 1975.

The House amendment authorizes appro-
priations for this legislation (exclusive of
section 414) of $350 million for fiscal year
1973; $400 million for fiscal year 1974; and
$450 million for fiscal year 1975.

The conference substitute authorizes ap-
propriations for this legislation (exclusive of
section 414) of $375 million for fiscal year
1973; $425 million for fiscal year 1974; and
$475 million for fiscal year 1975.

(2) The Senate bill provides that not less
than 20 percent of the funds annually ap-
propriated under this section shall be re-
served for programs in diseases of the lung
and not less than 20 percent for programs in
diseases of the blood. In addition the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare has
discretionary authority to transfer not more
than 10 percent of the allotted funds from
any program or activity under part B of title
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IV of the Public Health Service Act to any
other program or activity under the same
title.

The House amendment has no comparable
provisions.

The conference substitute provides that of
the funds annually appropriated under this
gection not less than 16 percent shall be re-
served for programs in diseases of the lung
and not less than 15 percent shall be re-
served for programs in diseases of the blood.

HARLEY O. BTAGGERS,
PauL G. ROGERS,
Davip E. SATTERFIELD,
AwncHER NELSEN,
Tim LEE CARTER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Epwarnp M. KENNEDY,
HarrISON A, WrILLiAMS, JT.,
Gayrorp NELSON,
Tom EAGLETON,
ALAN CRANSTON,
HaroLp E. HUGHES,
CLAIBORNE PELL,
WALTER F. MONDALE,
RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER,
Jacos E. JaviTs,
PETER H. DOMINICK,
Boe PACKWOOD,
J. GLENN BEALL, Jr.,
RosBeRT TaFT, Jr.,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2,
UNIFORMED SERVICES HEALTH
PROFESSIONS REVITALIZATION
ACT

Mr. PRICE of Illinois (on behalf of Mr.
Hiserr) filed the following conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
2) to establish a Uniformed Services Uni-
versity of the Health Sciences and to pro-
vide scholarships to selected persons for
education in medicine, dentistry, and
other health professions, and for other
purposes:

ConrFerenNce ReporT (H. REPT. No. 92-1350)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2) to establish a Uniformed Services Uni-
versity of the Health Sciences and to pro-
vide scholarships to selected persons for edu-
cation in medicine, dentistry, and other
health professions, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend-
ment to the text of the bill insert the fol-
lowing:

That this Act may be cited as the "Uniformed
Bervices Health Professions Revitalization
Act of 1972",

Sec. 2. (a) Title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding the following new chap-
ters after chapter 103:

“CHAPTER 104—UNIFORMED SERVICES
UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES

"Sec.

*“2112. Establishment.

“2113. Board of regents.

“2114. Students: selection;
tion.

*“2115. Graduates: limitation on number
electing to perform civilian Federal
duty.

*2116. Reports to Congress.

“2117. Authorization for appropriations.

“§ 2112, Establishment

“(a) There is hereby authorized to be es-
tablished within 25 miles of the District of

status; obliga-
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Columbia a Uniformed Services University of
the Health Sclences (hereinafter referred to
as the 'University’), at a site or sites to be
selected by the Secretary of Defense, with
authority to grant appropriate advanced de-
grees. It shall be s0 organized as to graduate
not less than 100 medical students annually,
with the first class graduating not later than
10 years after the date of the enactment of
this chapter.

“(b) Except as provided in subsection (a),
the numbers of persons to be graduated from
the University shall be prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense.

“{c) The development of the University
may be by such phases as the Secretary of
Defense may prescribe, subject to the require-
ments of subsection (a).

“§ 2113. Board of Regents

“(a) The business of the University shall
be conducted by a Board of Regents (herein-
after referred to as the ‘Board’') with funds
appropriated for and provided by the De-
partment of Defense. The Board shall consist
of—

*“(1) nine persons outstanding in the fields
of health and health education who shall be
appointed from ecivilian life by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate;

*“(2) the Secretary of Defense, or his
designee, who shall be an ex officio member;

“(3) the surgeons general of the uniformed
services, who shall be ex officio members; and

“(4) the person referred to in subsection
(d).

“{b) The term of office of each member of
the Board (other than ex officio members)
ghall be six years except that—

“(1) any member appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring before the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term; and

“(2) the terms of office of the members first
taking office shall expire, as designated by
the President at the time of the appointment,
three at the end of two years, three at the
end of four years, and three at the end of six
years.

“{c) One of the members of the Board
(other than an ex officio member) shall be
designated by the President as Chairman. He
shall be the presiding officer of the Board.

“(d) The Board shall appoint a Dean of
the University (hereinafter referred to as the
‘Dean’) who shall also serve as a nonvoting
ex officio member of the Board.

“(e) Members of the Board (other than
ex officio members) while attending confer-
ences or meetings or while otherwise per-
forming their duties as members shall be
entitled to receive compensation at a rate to
be fixed by the Secretary of Defense, but not
exceeding $100 per diem and shall also be
entitled to receive an allowance for neces-
sary travel expenses while so serving away
from their place of residence.

*(f) The Board, after considering the rec-
ommendations of the Dean, shall obtain the
services of such military and civilian profes-
sors, instructors, and administrative and
other employees as may be necessary to oper-
ate the University. Civilian members of the
faculty and staff shall be employed under
salary schedules and granted retirement and
other related benefits prescribed by the Sec-
retary of Defense so as to place the employ-
ees of the University on a comparable basis
with the employees of fully accredited schools
of the health professions within the vicinity
of the District of Columbia. The Board may
confer academic titles, as appropriate, upon
military and civilian members of the fac-
ulty. The military members of the faculty
shall include a professor of military, naval,
or air sclence as the Board may determine.

‘“(g) The Board is authorized to negotiate
agreements with agencles of the Federal
Government to utilize on a reimbursable
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basis appropriate existing Federal medieal
resources located in or near the District of
Columbia. Under such agreements the facili-
ties concerned will retain their identities
and basic missions, The Board is also author-
ized to negotiate affillation agreements with
an accredited university or universities in or
near the District of Columbia. Such agree-
ments may include provisions for payments
for educational services provided students
participating in Department of Defense edu-
cational programs. The Board may also, sub-
ject to the approval of the Secretary of De-
fense, enter into an agreement under which
the University would become part of a na-
tional university of health sclences should
such an institution be established in the
vicinity of the District of Columbia.

“(h) The Board may establish postdoc-
toral, postgraduate, and technological insti-
tutes.

“{i) The Board shall also establish pro-
grams in continuing medical education for
military members of the health professions
to the end that high standards of health
care may be maintained within the military
medical services.

“§ 2114. Students:
gation

“(a) Students at the University shall be
selected under procedures prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense. In so prescribing, the
Becretary shall consider the recommenda-
tions of the Board. However, selection pro-
cedures prescribed by the Secretary of De-
fense shall emphasize the basic requirement
that students demonstrate sincere motivation
and dedication to a career in the uniformed
services (as defined in section 1072(1) of this
title) .

“(b) Students shall be commissioned of-
ficers of a uniform service as determined un-
der regulations prescribed by the Secretary
of Defense after consulting with the Becre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare. Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, they
shall serve on active duty in pay grade O-1
with full pay and allowances of that grade,
but shall not be counted against any pre-
scribed military strengths. Upon graduation
they shall be appointed in a regular com-
ponent, if qualified, unless they are cov-
ered by section 2115 of this title. Students
who graduate shall be required, except as
provided in section 2115 of this title, to serve
thereafter on active duty under such regula-
tions as the Secretary of Defense or the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
as appropriate, may prescribe for not less
than seven years, unless sooner released. The
service credit exclusions specified in section
2126 of this title shall apply to students cov-
ered by this section.

“(e) A period of time spent in military
intern or residency training shall not be
creditable in satisfying an active duty obli-
gation imposed by this section.

“(d) A member of the program who, un-
der regulations prescribed by the Secretary
of Defense, is dropped from the program for
deficiency in conduct or studies, or for other
reasons, may be required to perform active
duty in an appropriate military capacity in
accordance with the active duty obligation
imposed by this section. In no case shall any
such member be required to serve on active
duty for any period in excess of a period
equal to the period he participated in the
program, except that in no_ case may any
such member be required to serve on active
duty less than one year.

“2115. Graduates: Ilimitation on number
electing to perform civilian Federal
duty

“Not more than 20 percent of the graduates
of any one class at the University may agree
in writing to perform civilian Federal duty
for not less than seven years following the
completion of their professional education in
lien of active duty in a uniformed service.

selection; status; obli-
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Such persons shall be released from active
duty upon the completion of their profes-
sional education. The location and type of
their duty shall be determined by the Sec-
retary of Defense after consultation with the
heads of Federal agencies concerned.

*“§ 2116. Reports to Congress

“The Secretary of Defense shall report pe-
riodically to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices of the Senate and House of Representa-
tives on the feasibility of establishing edu-
cational institutions similar or identical to
the University at any other locations he
deems appropriate. The last such report shall

be submitted by June 30, 1976.

“§ 2117, Authorization for appropriations

““There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated to the Department of Defense for the

planning, construction, development, im-

provement, operation, and maintenance of

the University, and to otherwise accomplish
the purposes of this title, for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 1972, the sum of $15,000,000,
and for each fiscal year thereafter such sum
as may be authorized in the annual military
construction authorization Act for such year.
“Chapter 106—ARMED FORCES HEALTH
PROFESSIONS SCHOLARSHIF FROGRAM

“‘Sec,

“2120. Definitions.

*“2121. Establishment,

“2122. Eligibility for participation.

*2123. Members of the program; active duty
obligation; failure to complete
training; release from program.

“2124. Members of the program; numbers ap-
pointed.

““2125. Members of the program; exclusion
from authorized strengths.

“2126. Members of the program;
credit.

"2127. Contracts for scholarships; payments.

'§ 2120, Definitions
“In this chapter—

service

“(1) *Program’' means the Armed Forces
Health Professions Scholarship program pro-
vided for in this chapter.

“(2) "Member of the program’' means &
person appointed a commissioned officer in
a reserve component of the armed forces who
is enrolled in the Armed Forces Health Pro-
fessions Scholarship program.

“(8) *Course of study’ means education
received at an accredited college, university,
or institution in medicine, dentistry, or other
health profession, leading, respectively, to a
degree related to the health professions as
determined under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of Defense,

“§ 2121. Establishment

“{a) For the purpose of obtaining adequate
numbers of commissioned officers on active
duty who are qualified in the yarlous health
professions, the Secretary of each military
department, under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of Defense, may establish and
maintain a health professions scholarship
program for his department.

“(b) The program shall consist of courses
of study in designated health professions,
with obligatory periods of military training.

“(e) Persons participating in the program
shall be commissioned officers in reserve
components of the armed forces. Members of
the program shall serve on active duty in
pay grade O-] with full pay and allowanaes
of that grade for a period of 45 days during
each yeat ol participation in the program.
They shall be detalled as students at ac-
credited civilian institutions, located in the
United States or Puerto Rico, for the purpose
of acquiring knowledge or training in a desig-
nated health profession. In addition, mem-
bers of the program shall, under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense, re-
ceive military and professional training and
instruction,

*(d) Except when serving on active duty
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pursuant to subsection (¢), a member of the
program shall be entitled to a stipend at the
rate of §400 per month.

“§ 2122. Eligibility for participation

“To be eligible for participation as a mem-
ber of the program, a person must be a citi-
zen of the United States and must—

“{1) be accepted for admission to, or en=-
rolled in, an institution in a course of study,
as that term is defined in section 2120(3) of
this title;

“(2) sign an agreement that unless sooner
separated he will—

“{A) complete the educational phase of the
program;

“(B) accept an appropriate reappointment
or designation within his military service, if
tendered, based upon his health profession,
following satisfactory completion of the pro-
gram;

“(C) participate in the intern program of
his service if selected for such participation;

"(D) participate in the residency program
of his service, if selected, or be released from
active duty for the period required to under-
go civilian residency if selected for such
training; and

“(E) because of his sincere motivation and
dedication to & career in the uniformed serv-
ices, participate in military training while he
is in the program, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Defense; and

“(3) meet the requirements for appoint-
ment as a commissioned officer.

"§ 2123, Members of the program: active duty
obligation; fallure to complete
training; release from program

“(a) A member of the program incurs an
active duty obligation. The amount of his ob-
ligation shall be determined under regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary of Defense,
but those regulations may not provide for a
period of obligation of less than one year
for each year of participation in the program.

“(b) A period of time spent in military in-
tern or residency training shall not be credit-
able in satisfylng an active duty obligation
imposed by this section.

*“(e) A member of the program who, under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
Defense, is dropped from the program for de-
ficiency in conduct or studies, or for other
reasons, may be required to perform active
duty in an appropriate military capacity in
accordance with the active duty obligation
imposed by this section.

“(d) The Secretary of a military depart-
ment, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense, may relieve a member
of the program who is dropped from the
program from any active duty obligation im-
posed by this section, but such relief shall
not relieve him from any military obliga-
tion imposed by any other law.

“(e) Any member of the program relieved
of his active duty obligation under this chap-
ter before the completion of such obligation
may, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense, be assigned to an area
of health manpower shortage designated by
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare for a period equal to the period of ob-
ligation from which he was relieved.

“§ 2124, Members of the program: numbers
appointed

“The number of persons who may be des-
ienated as members of the program for train-

1ng In each health profession shall be as
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense, ex-
cept that the total number of persons so
designated in all of the programs authorized
by this chapter shall not, at any time, exceed
5,000.
*“§2125. Members of the program: exclusion
from authorized strengths
“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, members of the program shall not be
counted against any prescribed military
strengths.
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*“§ 2126. Members of the program: service
credit

“Service performed while a member of the
program shall not be counted—

(1) in determining eligibility for retire-
ment other than by reason of a physical dis-
ability incurred while on active duty as a
member of the program; or

*“{2) in computing years of service credit-
able under section 205, other than subsection
(8)(7) and (8), of title 37.

"'§ 2127, Contracts for scholarships: payments

“(a) The Secretary of Defense may pro-
vide for the payment of all educational ex-
penses incurred by a member of the program,
including tuition, fees, books, and laboratory
expenses. Buch payments, however, shall be
limited to those educational expenses nor-
mally incurred by students at the institution
and in the health profession concerned who
are not members of the program.

“(b) The Secretary of Defense may contract
with an accredited civilian educational in-
stitution for the payment of tuition and
other educational expenses of members of
the program authorized by this chapter.
Payment to such institutions may be made
without regard to section 3648 of the Revised
Statutes (31 U.S.C. 529).

“{c) Payments made under subsection (b)
shall not cover any expenses other than those
covered by subsection (a).

“(d) When the Secretary of Defense de-
termines, under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, that an accredited civilian educational
institution has increased its total enroll-
ment for the sole purpose of accepting mem-
bers of the program covered by this chapter,
he may provide under a contract with such
an institution for additional payments to
cover the portion of the increased costs of
the additional enrollment which are not
covered by the institution's normal tultion
and fees.”

(b) The table of chapters at the beginning
of subtitle A and at the beginning of part
III of such subtitle of title 10, United Btates
Code, are each amended by adding
“104. Uniformed Services University

of Health Sciences

“105. Armed Forces Health Profes-
sions Scholarship Program..

immediately below
103. Senior Reserve Officers’ Train-

2112
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And the Benate agree to the same.
That the Senate recede from its amend-
ment to the title of the bill.
F. Epw. HEBERT,
MeLvIN PRICE,
O. C. FisHER,
CHARLES E. BENNETT,
Lesiie C. ARENDS,
WiLLIaM G. Bray,
Durwarp G. Haryn,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Harry F. Bymp, Jr.,

Hexry M. JACKSON,

LLoYp BENTSEN,

JoHN C. STENNIS,

Wni. SAxsE,

MARGARET SMITH,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY BTATEMENT OF THE CoM-
MirtEs OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and Senate at the conference on the disa-
greeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2),
to establish a Uniformed BSBervices Univer-
sity of the Health Sciences and provide schol-
arships to selected persons for education in
medicine, dentistry, and other health pro-
fessions, submit the following joint state-
ment to the House and the Senate in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
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upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

BACKGROUND

The House of Representatives, on Novem-
ber 3, 1971, by a vote of 351 Yeas to 31 Nays,
passed and sent to the Senate the bill H.R. 2.

The Senate, on June 6, 1972, amended
H.R. 2 by striking all after the enacting
clause and substituting new language in the
form of an amendment.

As a consequence of the Senate action,
there existed a number of major differences
in the House and Senate versions of H.R. 2.
Each of these substantive differences are
identified below, together with an explana-
tion of the action taken thereon in the con-
ference to resolve the differences.

Difference No. I—The Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences

Under the House-passed bill, authority
was provided to establish the university
within a radius of 25 miles of the District
of Columbia. The university would be so
organized as to graduate not less than 100
medical students annually, with the first
class graduating not less than ten years after
enactment, of the legislation.

The Senate amendment deleted authority
for the establishment of a Uniformed Serv-
ices University of the Health Sciences, and
substituted a provision providing for “a
feasibility study” to determine the desira-
bility of establishing such a university as
provided in the House language. The “feasi-
bility study" proposed by the Senate amend-
ment was essentially designed to re-examine
the entire proposal as contained in the
House-passed bill. In accordance with the
Benate language, the study was to be con-
ducted by the Secretary of Defense and the
results reported back to the President and
the Congress not later than one year after
the date of enactment of the Act.

A detailed explanation of the differing
views of the respective legislative bodies on
this issue is avallable in House Report 92-
524 and Senate Report 92-827.

Both the House and Senate conferees were
adamant in supporting the respective posi-
tions of both bodies as regards this very
crucial issue. However, the House conferees.
among other things, pointed out that a feasi-
bility study as recommended by the Senate
would serve no effective purpose since this
subject had been more than adeguately re-
viewed and studied both within and outside
the Department of Defense.

House conferees also called attention to
the strong endorsement for the establish-
ment of a Uniformed Services University of
the Health Sclences provided by the Secre-
tary of Defense. Because of the pertinency
of the Secretary’s views on this subject, and
since they coincide with those of the House
conferees, a partion of his statement is set
out below:

“As ranking member of the Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare Appropriations Com-
mittee and Defense Committee, I jolned with
you in support of the establishment of a
Uniformed Services University of the Health
Bclences. Since leaving the Congress and
taking on the responsibilities as Becretary
of Defense, my personal support for this legls-
lation has been strengthened. The urgent
need still exists for the establishment of a
Uniformed Services Unlversity of the Health

" Sclences to make the military medieal de-
partments producers of physicians and mem-
bers of other health professions rather than
merely large-scale consumers of scarce cate-
gories of health personnel. It would also add
significantly to the total number of members
of the health professions available in the
national medical manpower pool. It would
afford us a means of attracting a significant
number of members of the health professions
into the military depariments. It would also
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greatly assist us in retaining highly qualified
members of the health professions, for we
have concluded that one of the most impor-
tant retention factors for physiclans and
other members of the health professions is
the oppeortunity of functioning in a profes-
sional environment of the highest caliber.
The proposed university would contribute
measurably toward the attainment of that
environment by providing academic teach-
ing positions for military health professionals
and university cooperation in establishing
and monitoring training programs through-
out the military departments. Ultimately, we
would expect that it would result in im-
proved medical care and treatment of all
beneficiaries of our health cere system.

I am still convinced that the establishment
of such an institution will provide the pro-
fessional stimulus to staunch the an-
nual severe losses of military physicians
and other health professionals that we have
experienced in recent years. I personally con-
tinue to believe that it would become the
cornerstone of the foundation we need to
attain an all-velunteer medica! force."

The Senate conferees, on the other hand,
disagreed with the House conferees' views
and questioned the overall philosophy em-
bodled in the principle of establishing a uni-
versity of this type entirely supported by
Federal funds. The SBenate conferees pointed
out their concern over the apparent lack of
any clear consensus in the government and
the health professions as to the need and
deslrability of establishing such a university.

Notwithstanding the strong representations
made by the Senate conferees on this issue,
the Senate conferees ultimately receded from
their position with an amendment which re-
duced the first-year authorization for fund-
ing for design, planning, construction, et
cetera, for the university to $15,000,000 rather
than the $20,000,000 contained in the House-
passed bill, Also the amendment would re-
quire future line item annual authorizations
before appropriations for construction could
be provided in subseguent years.

Difference No. 2—Scholarship program end
benefits

Under the House-passed bill, the Armed
Forces would have been authorized a medical
scholarship training program in the health
professions under which a maximum of 5,000
scholarships, at any one time, would be pro-
vided to enable persons to attend civilian
schools providing training in medical, dental,
and allied health disciplines. Under the House
version of the scholarship program, the full
cost of the student's school tuition and fees
would be paid by the Federal government
and such students would serve on active duty
as reserve officers In Grade O-1 (Second
Lieutenant /Ensign).

The Senate version of the scholarship pro-
gram provided:

A. The full cost of the student’s medical
school tuition and fees be pald by the Fed-
eral government (same as House version).

B. Each student serve on inactive duty as
a Reserve officer in Grade O-1 (2nd Lt./En-
sign) except for 46 days per year when he
would serve on active duty In Grade O-1.

C. Each student receive a monthly stipend
of $400 except when he is on active duty
when he would receive the full pay and al-
lowances of Grade O-1., Under the Senate
version & student with dependents wounld re-
ceive in pay and allowances about $5,285 per
year and one without dependents #5235 (in
addition to medical school tuition and fees).

After considerable discussion, ‘the House
conferees agreed to the Senate version of the
scholarship program with the gualification
that in the event the $400 monthly stipend
would not be adequate to attract the number
and quality of students essential to the pro-
gram, both the House and Senate Committees
on Armed Services will glve serious consider-
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ation to the desirability of increasing this
stipend by appropriate legislation.

The House therefore recedes and accepts
the Senate provisions on this issue.

Difference No. 3—Scholarship student at-
tending a university which either dises-
tablished ROTC or barred armed services’
recruiters from its campus

The House version of HR. 2 contained a
provision which prohibited the detalling of
scholarship students to any institution of
higher learning if that Institution had
adopted a policy which bars recruiting per-
sonnel of any of the Armed Forces from the
premises of that Institution, or if such in-
stitution of higher learning had directed the
disestablishment of Reserve Officer Training
Corps units at the institution despite the
desire of the Armed Forces to continue such
training at the institution.

The Senate version of HR. 2 permitted a
scholarship student to attend such schools.

The House conferees belleve that the
schools in question should not receive any
benefits under this legislation from the De-
partment of Defense either directly or in-
directly in view of the apparent policy of the
institutions to divorce themselves completely
from any affiliation with the Armed Forces
of the United States. However, the Senate
conferees were of the view that adoption of
the House prohibition would have a serious
impact on the Department’s ability to at-
tract the numbers and quality of students
required by the scholarship program. The
Senate conferees pointed out that approxi-
mately 9% of all students now attending
medical schools are in schools which would
be directly affected by this prohibition.
Therefore, they argued that notwithstanding
the merits or demerits of the principle em-
bodied in the House prohibition, they believe
that the overriding urgency of the physician
shortage problem required elimination of the
House prohibition.

The House conferees therefore reluctantly
receded and concurred in the Senate action.
Difference No. 4—Statutory numerical limi-

tations om promotion of medical and

dental officers to general and flag officer
rank

The House version of HR. 2 removed all
the statutory numerical limitations on the
promotion of medical and dental officers to
general and flag officer rank. This action was
taken to provide the Armed Services with ad-
ditional career incentives for medical and
dental officers.

The Senate did not concur in this House
action, although it conceded that increased
promotion opportunity was essential for offi-
cers in the Medical and Dental Corps. The
Senate report therefore requires the Depart-~
ment of Defense to study the question of in-
creased promotion opportunities for medical
and dental officers and to report the findings
of the Department to the responsible legisla-
tive Committees not later than January 1,
1973.

In view of the adamant position of the
Senate counferees on this issue, the House
conferees reluctantly receded with the under-
standing that the respective Committees on
Armed Services would, if necessary, take
early legislative action on this problem short-
ly after the convening of the 93d Congress.
Difference No. 5—Length of Scholarship

program

Under the House version of H. R. 2, the
scholarship program was limited to' courses
of study of not'more than four years’ dura-
tion.

Under the Senate version of H. R. 2, courses
of study could extend to as much as six years’
duration.

The Senate conferees pointed out that re-
cent changes and innovations in medical
training, and medical school curricula, have
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resulted in some courses, for example, requir-~
ing as much as six years for the completion
of training for a medical degree. Therefore,
the Senate conferees urged that the language
be made sufficiently flexible to encompass
these innovations in medical training as well
as others that might occur in future years.
The House concurred with the Senate con-
ferees, and therefore receded without amend-
ment to accept the SBenate provislon in this
regard.
Difference No. 6—Technical changes

The House-Senate conferees also considered
and made several technical changes to both
the House and Senate versions of H. R. 2 in
accordance with recommendations made by
the Department of Defense. None of these
changes are substantive in nature, and there-
fore require no explanation.

During the discussion of the provisions re-
lating to the establishment of the Uniformed
Bervices University of the Health Sciences,
it was the general consensus of the conferees
that the provisions, as written, should re-
main deliberately broad so as to provide the
Secretary of Defense and the Board of Re-
gents, in establishing and administering the
university, sufficient executive authority to
ensure the kind of administrative flexibility
that will be necessary to make this the finest
medical school in the world in the shortest
possible time.

F. Epw. HEBERT,

MeLvIN PRICE,

O. C. FISHER,

CHARLES E, BENNETT,

LEsLIE C. ARENDS,

Winrram G. BRAY,

DurwarD G. HALL,
Managers on the Part of the House.

HarrY F. BYrp, Jr.,

Henry M. JACKSON,

LrLoYp BENTSEN,

JoHN C. STENNIS,

Wn, SAXBE,

MARGARET SMITH,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

DIRECTING SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE TO FURNISH INFORMA-
TION WITH RESPECT TO U.S. OP-
ERATIONS IN NORTH VIETNAM

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
call up House Resolution 1078 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 1078

Resolved, That the Secretary of Defense,
to the extent not incompatible with the pub-
lic interest, is directed to furnish to the
House of Representatives, not later than
seven days following the adoption of this
resolution, the following information with
respect to the American bombing and naval
bombardment of North Vietnam since March
1, 1972:

1. number of sorties flown and types and
tonnage of ordnance used each month;

2. after action reports and bomb damage
assessments, both written and photographic;

3., specific descriptions and photographic
evidence of all damage to (a) the primary
and secondary dike and hydraulic systems
of North Vietnam, and (b) villages and cities
of North Vietnam.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR, PRICE

OF ILLINOIS

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, in
view of the fact that this resolution was
adversely reported by the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services by a rollcall
vote of 27 to 5, I move to lay House Reso-
lution 1078 on the table.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PRICE).

The motion to table was agreed to.

DIRECTING SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE TO FURNISH INFORMA-
TION CONCERNING MILITARY
OPERATIONS IN NORTH VIETNAM

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I call up House Resolution 1079 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 1079

Resolved, That the Secretary of Defense,
to the extent not incompatible with the
public interest, is directed to furnish to the
House of Representatives, not later than
seven days following the adoption of this
resolution:

1. maps showing the location of all known
or suspected prisoner-of-war camps in North
Vietnam;

2. maps showing the location of all bomb-
ing strikes and naval bombardments against
North Vietnam for the period March 1, 1972,
to date;

3. the rules of engagement promulgated
for the bombing of North Vietnam from
March 1, 1972, to date, and a description of
the procedures, policies, and actions taken hy
American Armed Forces for the purpose of
assuring the avoidance of danger to Amer-
ican prisoners of war.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF
ILLINOIS

Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. Speaker, in
view of the fact that this resolution was
ordered adversely reported to the House
on a vole of 31 to 1 by the House Armed
Services Committee, I move to lay House
Resolution 1079 on the table.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PRICE).

The motion to table was agreed to.

A motion fo reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on both motions
to table was laid on the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 16071, PUBLIC WORKS AND
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

Mr, YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 1098 and ask
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 1008

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 16071)
to amend the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Public Works, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. It shall be in order to consider the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Public
Works now printed in the bill as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under
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the five-minute rule, and all points of order
against sections 3 and 5 of said substitute
are hereby waived for failure to comply with
the provisions of clause 4, rule XXI, At the
conclusion of such consideration, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to tha
House with such amendments as may hav>
been adopted, and any Member may deman-
& separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whola
to the bill or to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered n
the bill and amendmcnts thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motionto recommit with or without instruc-
tions,

Mr, YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the distinguished
genfleman from Tennessee (Mr. QuIL-
LEN) pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1098
provides an open rule with 2 hours of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
16071 to amend the Public Works and
Economic Development Act. It shall be in
order to consider the committee substi-
tute as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and, because of reappropria-
tions, points of order are waived against
sections 3 and 5 for failure to comply with
clause 4 of rule XXI.

The purpose of H.R. 16071 is to make
improving amendments to the existing
law and to extend the economic pro-
grams for an additional year—to June
30, 1974,

Changes are made in a number of
areas including: grants and supple-
mentary grants for public facilities, the
public works impact program, business
development, technical assistance, voca-
tional training facilities, coordination,
special impact programs in urban and
rural areas,

A new title is added entitled “Environ-
mental Effects,” which is designed to
provide assistance to individuals who
are unemployed because of Federal ac-
tions to improve the environment.

The moratorium on dedesignation of
ied;;v?elopment areas is extended to June

3 4,

A number of changes are made to im-
prove the administration of the eco-
nomic development program and au-
thorizations for funding these programs
through fiscal year 1974 are included to
provide for their continued operation.

The total authorization in the bill is
$3,177,500,000.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
the rule in order that the legislation may
be considered.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Could the gentleman say upon whose
request the waiver of the points of order
was granted?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. I am not certain,
but I believe the matter came up in ex-
ecutive session, and it was pointed out
that the Parliamentarian indicated that
points of order would have to be waived
to section 3 and section 5, because of
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reappropriations in the authorization
bill. That is my recollection.

Mr. GROSS. Is the genfleman saying
then by way of an answer that the waiver
of points of order to section 3 and section
5 was not requested by the committee but
was requested by the Parliamentarian?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. That is my rec-
ollection, but I am not clear on it. But I
believe it was pointed out by the chair-
man of our committee, the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. CoLmer), that the
Parliamentarian had indicated that
points of order would have to be waived
to section 3 and section 5, or they would
be subject to a point of order.

In any event, though, the motion to
grant the rule did contain a provision
that points of order would be waived to
section 3 and section 5—I do know that.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Certainly; I
would be glad to yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I do not want to be dis-
respectful, but has the Rules Committee
become the handmaiden of the Parlia-
mentarian? I am surprised that, if a
waiver of points of order was necessary,
the committee did not request the waiver.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr., Speaker, the gentleman from

Texas (Mr. Youne) has pointed out the
main provisions in this resolution.
The primary purpose of H.R. 16071 is
to extend the Public Works and Eco-
nomie Development Act for 1 year
through fiscal year 1974. The existing

law authorizes funds through fiscal year
1973. This bill also includes additional
authorization for fiscal year 1973.

The object of the programs authorized
in this bill is to provide Federal assist-
ance to economically depressed areas. In
order to achieve this goal, the hill pro-
vides technieal assistance, public facility
grants, business loans and vocational
training.

One controversial provision in this bill
is in a new title dealing with environ-
mental effects. Section 801 provides as-
sistance to individuals who lose their
jobs as a result of Federal actions to im-
prove the environment, Such individuals
who have worked at least 26 of the 78
preceding weeks in the plant or industry
affected, will be eligible for benefits. The
benefits include, first, unemployment
compensation equal to 60 percent of a
worker’s former weekly wage until he is
reemployed or retires, for a period of up
to 78 weeks, second, temporary mortgage
or rental payment assistance in hardship
cases, and third, moving expenses to a
new job if the worker is unable to find
work in the vicinity of his previous home,
but does find a job elsewhere.

The total of new costs in this bill is
$3,177,500,000, of which $977,500,000 is
for additional funding in fiscal year 1973,
and $2,200,000,000 is for total funding in
fiscal year 1974.

There are no departmental letters in
the Committee report.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
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I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. MADPDEN).

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, this leg-
islation which was reported out of the
Committee on Public Works under the
chairmanship of Congressman JoHN
BraTnik, is probably one of the most
outstanding bills to aid the American
economy that has been presented to the
Congress in many years.

The Rules Committee reported unani-
mously on a rule to consider this bill, It
is a multi-billion deollar public works bill
which will greatly stimulate our economy
and eventually give employment to many
of our unemployed and increase the buy-
ing power of millions of our people
throughout the Nation. It will help the
construction industry, including build-
ing trades, which suffers from an un-
employment rate double the national
average which is now over 6 percent of
the Nation's working force. Chairman
Morcan of the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee yesterday testified before the Rules
Committee that $1,300 billion has been
spent on the military and defense here
and over the globe since World War II—
about $100 billion on foreign aid in the
same period of time. We should now start
spending a small fraction of our taxes on
local problems.

This legislation will also aid in the
urban localities in the construction of
public necessities such as water purifica-
tion plants, sewage treatment systems,
libraries, police stations, community
centers, street lighting, public transpor-
tation and airport {facilities, hospital
construction, warehouses, traffic con-
gestion, and so forth.

This legislation has the support of
business and construction contractors.
Labor organizations have been calling for
an expanding accelerated public works
construction program for several years.

This bill would provide grants for
State and local governments to initiate
and speed up public investment projects
in areas of high unemployment. Ameri-
can workers realize that unemployment
depression and our meost critical eco-
nomic problems stem from inadeguate
public facilities which are much needed
in every metropolitan area throughout
the Nation. Over 100 Members of Con-

ing this legislation for the benefit of our
economic recovery and which should af-
fect our prosperity after the legislation
is enacted and grants are set aside to
the various localities requesting financial
aid for projects.

The accelerated public works program
provides 80 percent construction grants
to local governments in high unemploy-
ment and special impacted areas, These
programs are important as they provide
help on two fronts by assisting local gov-
ernment in building much needed public
works facilities sueh as sewage treatment
plants, transportation, facilities for
health problems and provides immediate
employment to persons in the building
tradea which are about the hardest hit
groups by unemployment,

During the last session of Congress I
was one of the sponsors and supporters
of the legislation known as the “acceler-
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ated public works project” which would
have given the Nation an earlier start to
combat depression and unemployment
but the bill was vetoed by the President.
At that time this bill passed the House
by a vote of 320 to 67. The veto by the
President of this bill created such strong
criticism and opposition that the ad-
ministration reconsidered and cooper-
ated on a more modified bill.

The older Members of Congress vividly
remember the depression in the early
1930’s. I well remember that immedi-
ately previous to the devastating stock
market crash of 1929, corporations, big
pusiness. banks, and so forth, were reap-
ing great benefits; profits, prices were
rising rapidly; and unemployment was
increasing yearly until millions of Amer-
ican workers and their families were
without money to purchase the neces-
sities of life, including adeguate food
supplies. This inflation was the cause
of bringing the Nation into the most dev-
astating economie turmeil, creating dis-
contented elements that were marching
on Washington demanding relief for the
unemployed and the destitute. It was
only through the miraculous cooperation
of big business, Government, and labor
under the leadership of Franklin D.
Roosevelt during the middle and late
1930’s that our Government was saved
from economic destruction.

Today we are reading about the fabu-
lous profits of industry, conglomerates,
business cartels, banks, insurance com-
panies, and so forth, and the same un-
employment scourge is now creeping up
which, if not eurbed, will result in an-
other crash of our economy similar to
the early 1930’s.

This legislation, if enaeted without
crippling amendments, will be the first
major step to restore employment and
keep our factories and industries oper-
afing and return prosperity to the
Nation.

I do hope the Congress will enact this
legislation by a large majority vote and
the President will not repeat his veto
of the last major public works bill which
indirectly helped to create our present
unemployment and economic dilemma.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SIKES).

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I consider it a
very fortunate thing that the House is to
consider this bill. The rule should be
approved, and the bill should be adopted
overwhelmingly. There is a meed
throughout the Nation for sound public
works projects. Obviously, in many com-
munities there is a serious problem of
unemployment. The two will work hand
in glove to give us needed programs and
better economic conditions. They will
help to give employment to skilled people
who particularly need work. We talk
about taking people off welfare; we talk
about substituting work for welfare. This
is a work program for people who are
skilled but who are unable to find work
and whoe want to work. I strongly ap-
prove it.

In other words, Mr. Speaker, we have
before us today the vehicle whereby we
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can come to grips with the growing prob-
lem of unemployment in America.

For a long time we have been hearing
about programs which increase the drain
on public funds for those who refuse to
work, but we have heard far too little
about plans to provide work for those
trained and willing to work. That is the
objeet of the bill now before us.

This is not the first time we have been
down this road, Mr. Speaker. Last June
the President vetoed a similar proposal
which would have provided $2 billion for
an accelerated public works program. As
a result of that veto, public projects
which need building have gone unbuilt
and men who seek work have been denied
that work solely because the Federal
Government did not make the necessary
funds available.

It is a shame—the shame of us all—
that we have allowed so much discussion
of welfare programs for those unwilling
to work while devoting so little time and
attention to the creation of jobs for those
who need and want work.

Sewer systems, water-purification proj-
ects, hospitals, nursing homes, libraries,
schools, public buildings, community
projects, and recreational facilities are
badly needed in this country. No mem-
ber of this body could say there is not
a need in every congressional district
in America for projects such as I have
mentioned. Certainly, few Members of
this body can say there is full employ-
ment in every district.

While the proposal before us today
will not return full employment to our
country, it will go a long way toward

helping those in the brick-and-mortar
trades who have been especially hard
hit by unemployment.

We have heard the fear expressed that
the accelerated public works proposal
now under consideration would create
some kind of WPA monster. I ask, Mr.

Speaker, what was wrong with the
WPA. It provided jobs for people and
badly needed permanent facilities for our
Nation. True, the program was conceived
at a time of great stress in America, but
I suggest it was unemployment that was
the monster, not the program conceived
with which to deal with it.

We face a situation today similar in
many respects. Unemployment continues
to be a problem in many areas of the
Nation while sorely needed public pro-
grams go begging. The Congress should
accept responsibility to provide the means
whereby these two segments of public
need are brought together—the i.eed for
facilities and the need of men for work.

The proposal now before us, frankly,
falls short of what I believe we need in
this regard. But it is a realistic program.
The fiscal year soon will be half gone but
much good can still be accomplished. A
larger program very probably would pro-
duce a presidential veto.

So let us get on with the business of
making available to as many citizens as
possible the opportunity for meaningful,
honest work. What is proposed here to-
day is an expenditure of public funds for
the highest goals, providing jobs and the
construction of needed public works
facilities.
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This is not the time to tarry over de-
tail or be stampeded Into an alley of
fear because a few among us throw up
specters. I repeat, Mr, Speaker, it was
not the WPA which was bad. It was the
situation which required the creation nf
a WPA.

Times have not changed. The Congress
in the 1930's met the challenge and the
Nation recovered from that crisis, Now
we face another crisis and this Congress
must meet that challenge.

I urge approval of the accelerated pub-
lic works proposal now before us so that
Americans can get back to work.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the reso-
Iution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid upon
the table.

SHORESIDE VISITORS' FACILITIES
AT THE U.S.8. “ARIZONA” MEMO-
RIAL

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
immediate consideration of the bill (H.R.
16201) to authorize the Secretary of the
Navy to construct and provide shoreside
facilities for the education and con-
venience of visitors to the U.S.8. Arizona
Memorial at Pearl Harbor and to trans-
fer responsibility for their operation and
maintenance to the National Park Serv-
ice.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

H.R. 16201

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Navy is authorized to pro-
vide for the construction, establishment, and
maintenance of permanent shoreside facili-
ties (inecluding, but not limited to, a theater
and museum) within the Pearl Harbor Naval
Base, Hawall, to provide for the education
and convenience of visitors to the United
States Ship Arizona Memorial.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Navy, after
consultation called for in section 3 hereof,
may include and display in the theater and
museum such personal property, relics, docu-
ments, memorabilia, films, and exhibits as he
deems appropriate to assist visitors to en-
hance their understanding of the history and
American interest in the Pacific Ocean areas,
and to deepen their appreciation of the great
heroism and patriotism of the men who lost
their lives at Pearl Harbor on December 7,
1941, and in the Pacific Ocean areas during
World War II.

SEc. 3. In carrying out his duties under this
Act, Including (but not limited to) the plan-
ning, construction, equipping, and furnishing
of the shoreside facilities, the Secretary of
the Navy is authorized to consult with, seek
the advice and assistance of, and receive and
accept gifts from, any interested individuals,
agencles, groups, or organizations, including
the Pacific War Memorial Commission of the
State of Hawali.

SEc. 4. The Secretary of the Navy is author-
ized to consult and negotiate with the Secre-
tary of the Interior for the transfer of re-
sponsibility to the National Park Service, De-
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partment of Interior, for the maintenance
and operatlon of the shoreside facilities im-
mediately upon completion of their con-
struction.

Bec. 5. There is authorized to be appropri-
ated a sum not to exceed $2,500,000 for the
planning, construction, equipping, and fur-
nishing of the shoreside facilitles authorized
in section 1 hereof.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania, Mr.
Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 16201 is to
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
construct and provide shoreside facilities
for the education and convenience of
visitors to the U.8.8. Arizona Memorial
at Pearl Harbor and to transfer the re-
sponsibility for their operation and main-
tenance to the National Park Service.
H.R. 16201 describes the facilities as in-
cluding, but not limited to, a theater and
museum to provide for the education and
convenience of visitors to the Arizona
Memorial. Additionally, the Secretary of
the Navy may include and display in the
theater and museum such personal prop-
erty, relics, documents, memorabilia,
films, and exhibits as he deems appro-
priate. H.R. 16201 authorizes the sum of
$2,500,000 for the planning, construction,
equipping, and furnishing of the shore-
side facilities. On April 23, 1970 hearings
were conducted at the end of which a
decision was made to defer action pend-
ing further investigation of the operation
and maintenance of the proposed facil-
ities. Hearings were again held in March
1972 and August 1972 on other bills
which were introduced in the 92d Con-
gress which were almost identical to the
ones introduced in the 91st Congress.
The Navy currently provides for visitor
transportation to and from the Arizona
Memorial as well as its regular mainte-
nance at a cost of approximately $95,000
annually. It is estimated that if the facil-
ities described in this bill are erected,
additional funding would be required up-
on completion of the facilities for mainte-
nance and additional personnel salaries.
The total cost is estimated to be about
$162,000 annually. The bill passed by the
committee authorizes the Secretary of
the Navy to construct and negotiate
with the Secretary of the Interior for the
transfer of responsibility to the National
Park Service for the maintenance and
operation of the shoreside facilities
immediately upon the completion of their
construction.

The hearings conducted in the 92d
Congress by this committee were based
upon H.R. 11723 which indicated a clear
intention to charge the Secretary of the
Navy with the responsibility for both
construction and maintenance, as well as
operation, of the facilities. The Depart-
ment of the Navy, on behalf of the De-
partment of Defense, did not recommend
enactment of any bill with that proviso.
The Department of the Interior, in their
report of August 1, 1972, on HR. 11723,
urged deferral of further action until
more study could be conducted jointly
with the Navy. This commiftee, even in
view of the Navy position and the
Department of the Interior paosition,
recommends enactment of H.R. 16201.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, as
one who helped to establish the U.8S.
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Arizona Memorial itself, I rise in support
of H.R. 16201, which would authorize the
construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of much-needed shoreside facili-
ties for the education and convenience of
visitors to the Arizona Memorial at Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii.

Ten years have passed since Congress
authorized the construction of a me-
morial at the site of the U.S.8. Arizona,
“in honor and in commemoration of the
members of the Armed Forces of the
United States who gave their lives to
their country during the attack on Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii, on December 7, 1941."
(Public Law 87-210.)

In 1962, I was a member of the Pacific
War Memorial Commission which was
charged with the responsibility, among
other things, of raising funds for the con-
struction of the memorial in part through
public subscription. The U.S.S. Arizona
Memorial, first opened to the public in
1962, has truly become a national shrine.
Erected over the sunken hull of the
U.8.8. Arizona, the memorial is dedicated
to all those who died in the Pearl Harbor
attack, particularly the 1,177 men killed
from the Arizona itself, most of whose
bodies remain entombed in the ship’s
hull to this day. These brave men hailed
from nearly every State in the Union and
from Guam, the Philippine Islands, and
Canada.

It is not surprising, therefore, to find
that Americans in increasing numbers
are making the pilgrimage to the watery
shrine and spending a few moments in
silent meditation at the gleaming white
monument. More than 4 million visitors,
from every State in the Union, have
taken the short boat trip to the memorial
since it opened. Ten years ago the me-
morial had only 62,000 visitors via Navy
boats. Last year, that figure had risen to
367,816, with an approximately equal
number visiting by commercial four
boats—Dbringing the total to nearly three-
fourths of a million visitors in 1971.

Not only were the visitors impressive
in their increase in numbers, but also in
their diverse geographical origins. Many
foreign countries were represented, pre-
dominantly, and perhaps ironically,
Japan., Moreover, every State had its
share of visitors.

Despite this rapid and staggering in-
crease of visitors, the memorial itself
remains adequate to handle the load.
However, shoreside facilities are pain-
fully inadequate. Perhaps because of the
nature of their visit to Pearl Harbor and
the touch of solemnity associated with
it, visitors to the Arizona Memorial have
been observed patiently waiting in line
for lengthy periods of fime, exposed to
Hawaiian rain as well as sunshine, for
the opportunity to make the short boat
trip from the landing to the memonral.

The growing problem of inadequate
facilities on shore to accommodate the
burgeoning number of visitors led me and
certain cosponsors to introduce the leg-
islation which is now before this body.
H.R. 16201 authorizes $2.5 million for the
construction of a theater, museum, and
other visitor conveniences by the Secre-
tary of the Navy. After completion, these
facilities would be maintained and oper-
ated by the National Park Service.
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The proposed shoreside facilities would
serve as a memorial not only to our fallen
heroes at Pearl Harbor, but also to our
fighting men who spanned the vast
reaches of the Pacific and displayed the
same courage and personal sacrifice as
that of the men who went to their watery
graves on December 7, 1941. It would be
fitting, in this larger context, for the
visitor at Pearl Harbor to gain, first in
the theater-maseum, a meaningful per-
spective of World War II in the Pacific,
and then to proceed to the Arizona Me-
morial, which he will then view with in-
finitely greater understanding and ap-
preciation. A visitor would have the op-
portunity to learn about Pearl Harbor
and the war in the Pacific, just as he does
at other national shrines, such as Valley
Forge, Fort McHenry, the Alamo, Fort
Sumter, and Jettysburg.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 16201 and the re-
lated bills are important legislation, with
impact and significance for all of Amer-
ica and, indeed, the world. Over three
decades have pased since the atack on
Pearl Harbor, making this an appropriate
time to begin this project which, by re-
calling the horrors of war, would serve as
a reminder of the desperate need to
preserve peace.

I strongly urge favorable consideration
of H.R. 16201,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

TO REMOVE RESTRICTIONS FROM
DEED TO COLUMEBIA MILITARY
ACADEMY

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. M.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the bill
(H.R. 16251) to release the conditions in
a deed with respect to certain property
heretofore conveyed by the United States
to the Columbia Military Academy and
its successors.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

H.R. 16251

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Represeniatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
provisions and conditions in the deed of con-
veyance from the Assistant Secretary of War,
dated May 10, 1804, to the Columbia Mili-
tary Academy, and its successors, of record
in book 105, page 495, Register's Office,
Maury County, Tennessee, restricting use of
the property conveyed therein for educa-
tional purposes only, providing for prescrib-
ing of rules and regulations by the Secretary
of War, providing for revision of title to the
United States under specified circumstances
and providing for use for military purposes
on demand of the President, shall be re-
leased and free simple title to the property,
free of such provisions and conditions, shall
vest in the Columbia Military Academy, a
Tennessee corporation, the charter of which
is of record in Charter Book B, page 487 in
such Register's Office, upon payment of $10,~
000 in cash by such Academy to the United
States as provided for in section 2 of Publie
Law 71-529 (46 Stat. 1009-1010).
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Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, the purpose of the bill is to re-
lease the provisions and conditions con-
tained in the deed of conveyance from
the Assistant Secretary of War dated
May 10, 1904, to the Columbia Military
Academy and its successors, of record in
book 105, page 495, Register'’s Office,
Maury County, Tenn., and to vest fee
simple title to the property, free of such
provisions and conditions in the Colum-
bia Military Academy School.

The property involved comprises ap-
proximately 67 acres of land near Colum-
bia in Maury County, Tenn., acquired by
the United States in 1888 for the estab-
lishment of the Columbia Arsenal. The
purchase price of $15,250 was paid by
citizens of Maury County. In 1901 the
arsenal was abandoned,

The act of April 23, 1904 (33 Stat. 296)
authorized and directed the Secretary of
War to convey the Columbia Arsenal
property to “Columbia Military Acad-
emy, an educational corporation orga-
nized under the laws of the State of
Tennessee, and its successors,” with the
proviso that the estate shall continue so
long as the property shall be used for
educational purposes only and in con-
formity with other terms of the act
including the following:

(a) The Secretary of War shall have visi-
tation privileges and the right to prescribe
the military curriculum of the school; upon
Tailure of the school to comply with rules and
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
other terms of the act, the Secretary is
authorized to declare the estate has deter-
mined and the property shall revert to the
United States, in which event the Secretary
of War is authorized to take possession of the
property on behalf of the United States.

{b) The United States shall have the
right to use the property for military pur-
poses at any time upon demand by the
President of the United States.

The above-mentioned deed of convey-
ance to Columbia Military Academy, is-
sued pursuant to this act and described
in the bill, contained these provisions and
terms.

By deed dated April 20, 1905, Columbia
Military Academy conveyed the above-
described property under the same terms
and conditions to the Columbia Military
Academy, a Tennessee corporation, the
charter of which is recorded in Charter
Book B, page 487, Register's Office, Maury
County, Tenn.

The Department of the Army has no
requirement for use of the former Col-
umbia Arsenal property. To the contrary,
authority has existed since 1928 for the
extinguishment of all rights therein re-
served to the United States. By the act
of May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 766), the Sec-
retary of War was authorized to sell to
the Columbia Military Academy all rights
reserved to the United States in the deed
of May 10, 1904, and the act of April 23,
1904, for a consideration not less than
the appraised value of the land alone.
This statute was repealed by the act of
July 3, 1930 (46 Stat. 1009) which sub-
stantially restated the 1928 act, and re-
duced the purchase price to a sum of
$10,000. Due to the school’s financial dif-
ficulties, a sale was never consummated.
However, the authority to sell still exists.

I urge your support for this legislation.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members have 5 days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the two bills just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF STUDENTS AT
STATE MARITIME ACADEMIES
AND COLLEGES AS U.S. NAVAL
RESERVE MIDSHIPMEN

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 16233) to
amend the Maritime Academy Act of
1958 in order to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to appoint students at State
maritime academies and colleges as Re-
serve midshipmen in the United States
Navy, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the reguest of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 18233

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Maritime Academy Act of 1958 (46 US.C.
1381 et seq.) is amended by adding the fol-
lowing new section:

“RESERVE STATUS OF STUDENTS

“Sec. 11, Students appointed to any mari-
time academy or college which is assisted un-
der any provisions of this Act may be ap-
pointed by the Secretary of the Navy as Re-
serve midshipmen in the United States Navy
and may be commissioned as Reserve en-
signs in the United States Navy upon gradua-
tion from the academy or college.”

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of this legislation is to enable the Secre-
tary of the Navy to appoint students en-
rolled at any maritime academy or col-
lege which is assisted under the provi-
sions of the Maritime Academy Act of
1858 as Reserve midshipmen in the U.S.
Navy and to appoint them as Reserve en-
signs in the U.8. Navy upon their gradua-
tion. This would provide equal treatment
for students of the State maritime acad-
emies as that now provided for students
at the U.8. Merchant Marine Academy
at Kings Point, N.Y.

Prior to passage of the most recent
draft law amendments on Septmeber 28,
1871, students enrolled at State maritime
academies - received - drafi —exemption
status. However, the passage of that law
resulted in & change in draft exemption
for 'maritime cadets along with other
college students. The proposed 'legisla-
tion would permit State maritime acad-
emy or college students to affiliate with
the U.S. Naval Reserve as midshipmen
and thus receive' draft exempt status,
thereby permitting them to complete
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their maritime education. Upon gradua-
tion, midshipmen would be commissioned
in the Naval Reserve and given the op-
tion of serving on active duty with the
Navy or sailing on their licenses with the
merchant marine.

There are presently six State maritime
academies receiving assistance under the
Maritime Academy Act of 1958. Five of
these schools supply approximately 350
commissioned officers in the Naval Re-
serve each year.

The schools, their location and average
enrollment are:

Students
Texas Maritime Academy of Texas A. & M.
University, Galveston, Tex
California Maritime Academy, Vallejo,
2.

Maine Maritime

Massachusetts Maritime College,
zards Bay,

State University of New York, State
Maritime College, Fort BSchuyler,
M, i AT 748
Great Lakes Maritime Academy in Michi-

gan: A new school which will not qualify

since baccalaureate degrees are not granted,

These schools under the Maritime
Academy Act of 1958 may receive assist-
ance from the Federal Government for
maintenance and support of the schools
not to exceed §75,000 per grant period
that must be matched by State aid. Stu-
dents enrolled in the schools may receive
up to $600 per academic year for uni-
forms, textbooks, and subsistence.

It is anticipated that approximately
1,000 students from these five schools
will apply and be processed annually if
the legislation is enacted at a minimal
annual cost of approximately $25,000.
The cost will not result in increased
budgetary requirements for the Depart-
ment of Defense.

We urge favorable consideration of this
legislation. Its enactment will enable
young men enrclled in State maritime
academies and colleges to complete their
education without interruption and will
result in increased numbers of well-
qualified officers for the naval and mer-
chant marine services.

Mr. BRAY, Mr. Speaker, for many
years the graduates of the State mari-
time academies in the United States have
made valuable contributions not only to
the merchant marine service but also the
U.S. Navy—particularly during time of
national emergency and war. In June of
1941 the Secretary of the Navy estab-
lished a classification of midshipmen,
Merchant Marine Reserve, which resulted
in the commissioning of many Naval Re-
serve officers with deck and engineering
qualifications who rendered outstanding
service during World War II and during
the Korean conflict. In addition, those
officers who did not serve on active duty
for the Navy were commissioned in the
Naval Reserve and through their service
in the merchant marine established a
splendid record in logistical transporta-
tion at sea around the world.

In the intervening years from 1953
when appointment in the Merchant Ma-
rine Reserve was no longer authorized by
law, the cadets at the State merchant
marine academies served without mili-
tary reserve status. While there were at-

Buz-
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tempts to revive the merchant marine
midshipmen reserve program, the situ-
ation did not become critical until the
draft legislation of 1971, which resulted
in merchant marine cadets along with
other college students losing their de-
ferred status. Accordingly, a number of
bills were introduced in Congress which
would revive the Naval Reserve midship-
men program in the State maritime
academies to duplicate the Naval Reserve
program existing at the U.S. Merchant
Marine Academy at Kings Point, N.Y.
H.R. 16233 is the final product of these
efforts.

At the present time there are five State
merchant marine academies authorized
to grant baccalaureate degrees. Thus,
their students are eligible for the pro-
gram proposed by this legislation where-
by the Secretary of the Navy could ap-
point the undergraduates as midshipmen,
U.S. Naval Reserve and subsequently con-
sider them for appointment by the Presi-
dent as ensign, U.S. Naval Reserve upon
graduation.

The Federal Government shows a con-
tinuing interest in the progress of these
schools and the success of the under-
graduate programs through assistance
rendered under the provisions of the
Maritime Academy Act of 1958. Thus, as
is the case of the Reserve Officers Train-
ing Corps programs, the Federal Govern-
ment has good reason to promote the suc-
cessful completion of the undergraduate
work of all students in these State mari-
time academies. Thus, I urge upon my
:}olleagues their support of this legisla-

on,

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak in support of H.R. 16233.
This bill will exempt State maritime
academy students from the draft, by
amending the Martime Academy Act of
1958 to authorize the Secretary of the
Navy to appoint students of State mari-
time academies as Reserve midshipmen
in the U.S. Navy.

This legislation is urgently needed to
correct an inequity which has arisen with
the elimination of student deferments
under the new selective service law
passed by this Congress las. September,

That change meant that students at
the Maine Maritime Academy and other
State maritime academies lost their
right to deferment from the draft dur-
ing their course of training—a right
which is held by students at the other
service academies, such as the U.S. Naval
Academy at Annapolis and the U.8. Mar-
chant Marine Academy at Kings Point.

Students at the Maine Maritime Acad-
emy and the other academies undergo
the same training and education by the
U.S. Navy as do these other students.

Furthermore, the State maritime acad-
emy student must, as a candition of his
acceptance, sign a contract with the
Maritime Administration stating that he
agrees “At an appropriate time, prior to
my graduation to apply for a commission
as an ‘ensign in the U.S. Naval Reserve
and to accept 'such commission if ten-
dered.” Thus he is in a position similar
to that of the cadet at the U.S. Maritime
Academy at Kings Point, but without the
attendant benefit of being by law exempt
from ‘the draft.
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Since September 1971, my office has
received a number of anxious letters from
Maine Maritime Academy students, and
from their parents, all asking why a man
who has already committed himself to a
course of training in naval science and
a possible service obligation subsequently
should now be made subject to the draft.

They ask why their studies and careers
should be curtailed prematurely to fill a
draft quota, whern it is in the country’s
interest as well as their own that they
complete the course before fulfilling their
military obligation. They ask why they
are treated differently from their peers
at other service academies. They say that
the situation is unjust and must be
changed.

I agree with them, and I am deter-
mined that this problem must be rem-
edied.

It was my own firm belief, as well as a
tenet of national policy, that this coun-
try must maintain a strong merchant
marine. The Maine Maritime Academy
and other State Maritime Academies
have established a solid tradition of
turning out capable and well-trained of-
ficers for our merchant marine fieet. Any-
thing that threatens these academies
threatens that fleet as well, and the loss
of the student draft exemption is a seri-
ous threat to attracting and retaining
able students.

Several months ago, I joined with
Members from affected States and other
interested Members to introduce legisla-
tion specifically exempting State mari-
time academy students from the draft.

I commend the House Armed Services
Committee for acting so swiftly on this
bill, after receiving favorable reports
from the affected Federal agencies.

Now I call on my colleagues in the
House to pass H.R. 16233, so that the in-
equities now suffered by State maritime
academy students will re rectified.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this bill for which I have been
working during the last year. I want to
commend the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and its distinguished chairman as
well as the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Fisuer) for recognizing the need for this
legislation. I also want to thank my
many colleagues who joined in cospon-
soring this measure.

The bill, which would authorize the
Secretary to appoint cadets of the State
maritime academies as midshipmen in
the U.S. Naval Reserve, simply recog-
nized the longstanding contribution that
these institutions have made to the de-
fense of this Nation. In times of war, they
have been quick to respond to the ecall
for more trained men. In the recent Viet-
nam war buildup, these schools increased
their capability at the request of the
Department of Commerce to meet the
need to supply our troops jin Southeast
Asia,

Moreover, the cadets graduating from
these schools go on to serve the Govern-
ment and private industry in the many
martime-related fields such as oceanog-
raphy, the marine sciences, navigation,
and transportation. As efforts are made
to restore America’s merchant fleet to its
proper place in world commerce, more
well-trained officers will be needed.
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The cadets at these schools go through
4 years of rigorous military and maritime
training. They are instructed by active
duty Navy personnel assigned to the
schools. They wear uniforms and are re-
quired to meet all the standards of the
Armed Forces. Also, they participate in
shipboard training ecruises each year.
They differ from cadets at the Federal
Academy in only two areas: They are not
designated midshipmen and they do not
receive a 100-percent subsidy of their
education.

When these men go to sea upon gradu-
ation as required, they are among the
best trained in the Navy or the merchant
marine,

By providing this authorization, these
cadets will be assured that they will be
able to continue their education and
training without interruption by the
draft. Moreover, it will be a recognition
of their close affiliation with the Navy
and their important role in the defense
of this Nation.

This measure will assure a steady flow
of top-grade merchant marine and Naval
Reserve officers from these schools. I
have been closely associated with the
New York State University Maritime
College at Fort Schuyler and can attest
without reservation to the excellence of
their program and Jof the cadets at the
school.

I urge my colleagues to approve the
measure and hope that the other body
will take swift action as well.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I support
H.R. 16233 whick would amend the Mari-
time Academy Act of 1958 to provide
that students at State maritime acade-
mies and colleges may be appointed by
the Secretary of the Navy as Reserve
midshipmen in the U.S. Navy and to
commission them as Reserve ensigns in
the U.S. Navy upon their graduation from
the academy or college. This legislation
is similar to HR 13166 which I intro-
duced earlier this year.

In November 1971, a constituent of
mine brought to my attention and pro-
tested the fact that cadets attending
State maritime academies are eligible for
the draft while cadets attending the U.S.
Merchant Marine Academy at Kings
Point, N.Y., are deferred from being
drafted even though the cadets attend-
ing State maritime academies receive the
same fraining and have the same service
obligations. The Assistant Secretary of
the Navy for Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs, James E. Johnson, has stated:

As cadets in the U.S. Maritime Service, and
as members of a quasi-military organization,
they are requirea to take naval sclence
courses and accept U.S. Naval Reserve Com-
missions upon graduation. They appear,
from the viewpoint of the Navy, to be en-
titled to deferments in much the same man-
ner as midshipmen at the U.S. Merchant
Marine Academy.

This inconsistent and inequitable sit-
uation came about with the passage of
the draft amendments of 1971 to the
Military Selective Service Act of 1967.
Deferral authority for undergraduate
students was restored to the President
and subsequently college deferrals were
not extended. Cadets at State maritime
colleges and academies had been deferred
from induction as college students prior
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to the enactment of 1971 draft amend-
ments.

Mr, Speaker, this legislation, in per-
mitting the Secretary of the Navy to
appoint maritime academy students as
Reserve midshipmen in the U.S. Navy
and to commission them as Reserve en-
signs in the U.S. Navy upon their gradua-
tion from the academy or college, will
restore that lost deferred treatment of
these cadets. They will be treated on an
equal basis with the cadets at the U.S.
Merchant Marine Academy.

It will also help to insure that our

Nation will have an adequate number of
qualified naval officers in those times of
need such as World War II and the
Korean conflict when graduates of these
State maritime academies and colleges
served with distinction both in the Navy
and in our merchant marine fleet.
I urge my colleagues to join with me
in support of this legislation to effec-
tively remedy the inconsistent and in-
equitable selective service treatment of
cadets in State maritime academies and
colleges.

_Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, the legisla-
tion we are about to consider, HR. 16233,
is designed to remedy one of the unfor-
tunate inequities of the Selective Service
System.,

The bill would amend the Maritime Act
of 1968 to authorize students at State
maritime academies to be designated
midshipmen in the U.S. Naval Reserve by
the Secretary of the Navy. Such designa-
tion would confer upon State maritime
students the same status as midshipmen
at the U.8. Merchant Marine Academy at
King's Point, thus entitling them to the
same 1-D classification before the Selec-
tive Service.

Students at State maritime academies
lost their draft deferments when general
student deferments were abolished. These
students go through a 4-year military
training program and are trained by ac-
tive duty Navy personnel. After graduat-
ing, they accept commissions as en-
signs in the U.S. Naval Reserve with
an accompanying service obligation. It
is, therefore, grossly unfair that these
students at State maritime institutions
are subject to the draft, while midship-
men at the Federal Merchant Marine
Academy are deferred.

There are State maritime academies
located in New York, Michigan, Califor-
nia, Texas, Maine, and Massachusetts,
Their cadets are highly trained and qual-
ified individuals and are a very impor-
tant source of naval reserve officers. They
are already serving their country admir-
ably as part of the Naval Reserve; their
eligibility for the draft is unnecessary
and unfair,

I thus urge my colleagues to act favor-
ably on H.R. 16233 and thereby give State
marjtime cadets the consideration thav
well deserve.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
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5 legislative days in which to extend their
remarks on the bill HR. 16233.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas?
There was no objection.

PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resoclve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 16071) to
amend the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 16071, with M.
Srack in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from California (Mr. JoEN-
son) will be recognized for 1 hour and
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. Ham-
MERSCHMIDT) will be recognized for 1
hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. BLATNIK) .

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from California
yielding. He is the House floor manager
for this bill. I think this is an excellent
bill. I want to commend the Members on
both sides of the aisle and I will call on
them later to explain the bill. I compli-
ment them for their contribution in
making possible the bringing of this legis-
lation to the floor. There was nearly
unanimous support for this bill in the full
Public Works Committee, with one minor
exception.

Mr Chairman, amendment of the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act (H.R. 16071) which we are act-
ing upon today, is of vital importance to
the economic well-being of the Nation.

This bill contains a number of much-
needed provisions aimed at speeding re-
covery from the current recession and
at building a sound base for our future
economic growth. Among these provi-
sions are increased funding s uthority for
accelerated public works, new mecha-
nisms for coordinating economic develop-
ment programs, assistance to individuals
who lose their jobs because of Federal en-
vironmental quality standards, and fund-
ing for implementing long-range pro-
grams prepared by the Regional Eco-
nomic Development Commissions.

After passage of HR. 16071, $4 billion
would be authorized for these vital eco-
nomic development programs—$2.2 bil-
lion for fiscal 1973 and $2.2 billion for
fiscal 1974.
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Of the $2.2 billion available for fiscal
1973, $1,222,500,000 is already author-
ized under current law; $977,500,000 is
new money authorized by H.R. 16071.

The entire $2.2 billion authorized for
fiscal 1974 is new money, bringing total
new authorizations in HR. 16071 to
$3,177,500,000.

Included in these new authorizations
is $500 million per fiscal year for fiscal
years 1973 and 1974 for an expanded
accelerated public works program.

On April 22, 1971, the Public Works
Committee brought a large-scale ac-
celerated public works program before
the House. This program, passed by the
Congress, was subsequently vetoed by
the President.

At the time of the veto, the Nation
had approximately five million unem-
ployed—despite the existence of a large
backlog of public works projects in
communities across the land.

Today, well over a year later, the
unemployment picture is virtually un-
changed. We still have almost five mil-
lion unemployed as well as a large back-
log of badly needed public works proj-
ects, such as nursing homes, road im-
provements, public buildings and the
like.

The President’s economic program,
which was supposed to reduce unem-
ployment to 5 percent—an unaccept-
ably high goal—by December 1971 has
not succeeded. In fact, it has been more
than 2 years since unemployment was
below 5 percent.

A small-scale version of our original
accelerated public works program,
which was signed into law, on the other
hand, has operated very well during
the past year, putting thousands of
people to work.

For these reasons, the Public Works
Committee has again brought before the
House a measure which will put people
to work guickly on construction of pub-
lic works projects, utilizing resources
now used for unemployment compensa-
tion and public assistance payments for
gainful employment in constructing
badly needed public facilities.

We are currently spending $1.5 billion
per month for welfare and $500 million
per month for unemployment compensa-
tion. This totals to $24 billion per year—
$18 billion for welfare and $6 billion for
unemployment compensation.

This money—$24 bhillion per year—is
being used to pay people not to work. In
contrast, under H.R. 16071, we could pay
out some of this money to people for per-
forming meaningful work on construc-
tion of all kinds of public facilities in
communities across the Nation.

Under H.R. 16071, we can put people
on the job instead of on the dole.

H.R. 16071 includes a number of
mechanisms for strengthening coordina-
tion among the governmental units
which work to bring about economic de-
velopment in lagging creas.

The bill would help assure that State
economic development programs mesh
with those of sub-State economic devel-
opment districts and local communities,
as well as with those of the multi-State
regional economic development com-
missions. Coordination would be accom-
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plished by a number of mechanisms such
as providing funds for review by States
of development district programs and re-
view by districts of local projects.

Ancther problem dealt with in this bill
is that of unemployment caused by Fed-
eral environmental quality standards
and orders.

Implementation of environmental
quality standards may in some instances
lead to closing of a plant and loss of
employment by workers. This is a severe
burden placed on certain individuals by
the Federal Government, and the Fed-
eral Government has a responsibility to
assist those individuals during the time
of hardship.

For this reason, provisions are in-
cluded in H.R. 16071, to provide unem-
ployment compensation, mortgage or
rental payments, moving expenses and
reemployment assistance for workers
who lost their jobs because of Federal
environmental quality standards and
orders.

H.R. 16071 provides funds for imple-
mentation of plans prepared by the re-
gional commissions created by title V
of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act.

There were five such commissions
formed to foster economic development
in lagging areas of the Nation when the
act was first implemented, and two more
commissions have recently been desig-
nated. Four of the original commissions
have now completed the long-range eco-
nomic development programs required
by the aect. These programs are now
ready to be funded.

It is of vital importance to the entire
Nation, as well as to the people of these
regions, that the long-range programs
now completed be provided with funds
for implementation. Only through such
implementation will the economically
lagging regions served by these commis-
sions be brought into the mainstream of
the Nation’s economy, to the benefit both
of the people of the regions and the en-
tire Nation.

H.R. 16071 is not a panacea for all the
economic ills of the Nation. But the bill
will make a direct and effective attack
on many of our economic problems. Its
acceptance is vital to the best interests
of the Nation.

Mr. LATTA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLATNIK. Now I am pleased to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I want to congratulate him and his
committee for bringing this legislation
forward. I think it is needed as are
some of the revisions.

I take this time just to ask a couple
of questions about some matters dis-
cussed by the gentleman, particularly
planning and construction grants for
sewage treatment and water treatment
facilities in smaller communities.

Yesterday when this matter was be-
fore the Ccmmittee on Rules I raised
this question, and I raise it now so that
the people administering the program
can have no doubt as to what the com-
mittee and this Congress intends this
legislation to accomplish.

I ask the gentleman if it is not his
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intention and the committee’s intention
in this legislation to see to it that plan-
ning money is provided in this bill for
communities and especially the smaller
communities to go forward with their
water and sewage treatment facilities
so that they can attract industry and
provide jobs for their people.

Without planning grants from the
Federal Government, many of these com-
munities cannot go forward with these
needed projects. Technical assistance
certainly includes planning grants.

Mr. BLATNIE. Yes. I have discussed
this with the gentleman, and I believe
he is raising a very valid point.

My interpretation is that technical as-
sistance includes planning and planning
is therefore covered and eligible for
funds. The intent of the law is clear.
I make this statement for the record in
support of the gentleman's position.

I certainly construe planning money to
be equally eligible.

Mr. LATTA. I am certainly pleased
that the chairman has emphasized this
point, as there has been some misinter-
pretations in this regard in the depart-
ment. I have a case in my distriet, which
I pointed out to the chairman and the
committee, where they were giving
priority to what the Department con-
siders “technical assistance” over
planning grants. I find nothing in this
legislation which gives the Department
the authority to do this.

If we are going to keep people in our
small communities and out of our crowd-
ed cities, they will have to have water
and sewer to attract industry to provide
jobs for their people. If they do not have
the finanecial capability to sell bonds to
finance such projects, then we must as-
sist them. I am pleased to hear the chair-
man say that he interprets the law as I
do.

I hope during the amendment stage of
the bill, we could further clarify this
matter so that there can be no misunder-
standing downtown.

Mr. BLATNIK. I can only interpret it
that way, and I strongly support that
position.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I might say that historically we
have assumed technical assistance to in-
clude planning, and that is the law. Let
me refer the gentleman to page 22 of the
report where the gentleman will see in
section 301, subsection (a), that it says:

Such assistance shall include project plan-
ning and feasibility studles, management
and operational assistance, and studies eval-
uating the need of —

And so forth. So this would include
planning within technical assistance.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield a little further, I
would say that that has always been my
interpretation of the law, but apparently
some of the Department are attempting
to give it their own interpretation.

Mr, JONES of Alabama. If the gentle-
men will yield further, I hope that our
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discussion here will dispel any notion
that planning is not included in techni-
cal assistance.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I was
pleased to have an opportunity to co-
sponsor H.R. 16071 and would like at this
time to thank my colleague, Joanw Mc-
Farn, for his interest—and I might say
perseverance—in seeing that the accel-
erated public works impact program re-
mained an active issue—despite last
year's veto by the President. I would also
like to commend my colleague from
Minnesota, Chairman JoEN BLATNIK, for
the good work of the Public Works Com-
mittee in clearing the way for the full
House membership to have the oppor-
tunity to consider increasing the APW
impact program funding and extend its
life for another year.

As a freshman Congressman, I have
had the privilege and opportunity to cast
my vote for and even lend my name to a
number of legislative programs designed
to improve the living conditions in our
rural areas—many of which are eco-
nomically distressed areas. H.R. 16071 is
a bill designed to do just this.

The accelerated public works program
provides 80-percent construction grants
to local governments in high unemploy-
ment “special impact” areas. It makes
possible—in providing these grants—the
building of a much-needed sewage treat-
ment plant, a community center, or a
fire station. The APW program could be
an answer to those mayors and com-
munity leaders who have written,
phoned, or met with me seeking Federal
funds to assist them in providing these
facilities—facilities their limited local
resources cannot provide.

And so, I urge your favorable vote on
H.R. 16071—not only because it provides
a tool to fight the serious unemployment
problem—but because it provides a tool
as well for revitalizing our rural areas—
making them a better place in which to
live,

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I want
to congratulate the gentleman for his
fine cooperation and his unstinting sup-
port of this legislation throughout the
course of the hearings. The gentleman
has been of invaluable help.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLATNIK. I will be pleased to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I would ask the gentleman if there is
anything in the fine print of this bill
that would permit the use of any of the
funds authorized to be used to build a
convention center or a sports arena in
the city of Washington, D.C.?

Mr. BLATNIEK. I would state to the
gentleman from Iowa that there is
nothing whatsoever in the bill even re-
motely related to any convention center
or any arena for sports.

Mr. GROSS. Not even under section
202 of this bill?
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Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield, not onlv
in that section, but in any other section
any more than there is to provide for a
pavilion in Waterloo, Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I beg the gentleman's
pardon?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The gentle-
man from Iowa asked whether or not
there was some hidden language for the
bicentennial celebration in Washington,
or any other place, and I said no, not even
in Waterloo, Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. BLATNIK, I yield further to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I was not
aware that any request had been made
by the people in Waterloo, Iowa, for a
pavilion, and I might add that they do
not crawl on their hands and knees seek-
ing alms as they do in Washington, D.C.

Mr, JONES of Alabama. I might add
that we have had as many requests from
Washington, D.C., in that respect as we
have had from Waterloo, Iowa, and that
is none.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield still further where is the legislation
that would provide for a convention cen-
ter for Washington, D.C. Is that not be-
fore the Committee on Public Works?

Mr. BLATNIK. If I may respond to
the gentleman from Iowa, it is before us,
it is in the Subcommittee on Public
Buildings of the Committee on Public
Works.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr, Jones) would say he stands
corrected, would he not?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. It is not in
this bill.

Mr, GROSS. It is not in this bill, but
it is before the Committee on Public
Works.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I am sure that
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross)
realizes that in the Committee on Public
Works we have numerous requests.

Mr. GROSS. I would hope that the
answer I seem to get from the gentleman,
when he says that not all such requests
are rewarded, is that the so-called con-
vention center in Washington, D.C., will
be accorded a fast rejection.

Mr, JONES of Alabama. I cannot make
any prediction about that, but I am quite
sure that in whatever form the measure
comes before the House, it will be in a
proper form where the gentleman from
Iowa ean fully discuss it.

Mr. BLATNIE. Mr. Chairman, that
concludes my statement.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
16071 as reported by the Committee on
Public Works. Efforts to improve the
Public Works and Economic Development
Act were begun with this session of Con-
gress and the committee has worked dili-
gently, and generally in bipartsan fash-
ion, in determining the need for im-
provements to this legislation. In 15 days
of hearings, 125 witnesses testified in
support of this program and urged its
improvement and increased funding.
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We have before us the product of over
7 months effort aimed at strengthening
this program’s attack on those areas in
our Nation which do not enjoy the same
degree of prosperity being experienced
by other areas in our Nation. This legis-
lation attacks joblessness and low income
with a long-range planned approach
and at the same time provides immediate
useful work through its public works im-
pact program.

PUBLIC WORKS IMPACT PROGRAM

I would like to speak, Mr. Chairman, to
a few of the features this bill would pro-
vide. I have just referred to the public
works impact programs being adminis-
tered under the act. This program was
added in the 1971 amendments to pro-
vide immediate useful work to unem-
ployed and underemployed in areas of
threatened or high unemployment, a con-
centration of low income, or substantial
outmigration. The committee intended
that combined grants and supplementary
grants up to 100 percent of the cost of
a project be expeditiously made avail-
able to such areas.

EDA accepted the challenge that this
program demanded so that by spring of
this year all of the fiscal year 1972 funds
appropriated for this purpose, as well as
the supplemental funds appropriated,
had been totally obligated. From the 203
approved projects under this program,
an estimate of almost 11,000 jobs result-
ed, 76 percent of which were filled by
the unemployed or underemployed in the
area.

I submitted for the Recorp a list of
these projects and the job estimates by
State. This list can be found in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorRp for August 15, 1972,
on pages 28305 through 28309.

In H.R. 16071, the committee expand-
ed the public works impact program by
providing a separate section for its
criteria, administration and authoriza-
tion.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS

Some of the most enthusiastic testi-
mony before our committee dealt with
the success stories of the economic de-
velopment districts. Each of these multi-
county grassroots organizations have
usually managed to pull together within
the framework of a locally organized
board of directors, a cross section of gov-
ernment, business, labor, industry, and
other diverse interests to devote them-
selves to joint planning and program-
ing aimed at developing the economic
potential of an area. The committee was
advised that in some instances adjoining
county officials had not been cooperative
or conversant—with one another—on
matters that vitally affected each area’s
interest in economic growth until they
became board members for an economic
development district.

Since the enactment of this legislation
in 1965, the number of these districts
has grown to the point that today over
100 are designated and funded with the
very real prospect of this figure being
doubled. In fiscal year 1972, $5% million
was funded for administrative and
planning for these districts and the need
is ever growing. That amount represents
a very small investment indeed when
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compared to the economy of proper
planning and the knowledge of what
programs are available to increase eco-
nomie viability and from whom, which
service is performed by the district staff
for each community within its boundary.

The multicounty district concept has
received the approval of and is being uti-
lized by the Departments of Housing and
Urban Development and Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, as well as for pro-
grams under LEAA and OEO. Many
such districts have been designated by
the State in which they are located to
carry out the A-95 review process.

In fact, so widely accepted is this prin-
ciple of local representation that over 40
States have subdivided into sub-State
regions or districts. In addition, almost
100 districts are waiting to be designated
and funded as economic development
districts and would be so designated now
were sufficient funding available.

For these reasons, HR. 16071 would
provide for the first time a separate an-
nual authorization of $20 million for dis-
trict planning and administrative ex-
penses. Under current law, such district
costs are allocated from funding for all
technical assistance and research un-
der the act and the growing success of
the districts has placed an increasing
burden on that appropriation.

In addition, the bill would reduce the
current requirement from two or more
redevelopment areas for the creation of
a district to one redevelopment area. This
would permit greater flexibility in put-
ting together the best combination of
counties in a district. In some cases it
would permit the desirable effect of hav-
ing economic development district
boundaries coterminous with sub-State
regional boundaries. It would further
permit expansion of the district program
and would bring districts to isolated
single redevelopment areas.

When redevelopment areas, designated
as such usually because of high unem-
ployment or low income, make sufficient
economic recovery to be dedesignated,
the success of the program is demon-
strated. However. an adverse side effect
may easily take place. A district which
is struggling to get organized may find
one of its required redevelopment areas
suddenly dedesignated which results in
the termination of the district before it
has had an opportunity to become func-
tional enough to support itself.

To provide for this eventuality, HR.
16071 would permit a designated district
to be eligible for a minimum of 5 years,
the duration of a realistic planning cycle,
for grants for administrative and plan-
ning expenses up to 75 and 100 percent,
respectively, the same rate as provided
under current law.

EDA grant and loan assistance may,
under current law, be made only fo proj-
ects in redevelopment areas or desig-
nated economic growth centers within a
district. Frequently, however, projects
which would be of significant benefit in
alleviating the problems of these needy
areas cannot be undertaken because they
would be located outside the redevelop-
ment area, HR. 16071 would ease such
rigid geographical limitation by provid-
ing that grant and loan assistance may
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be provided to those parts of an economic
development district when such assist-
ance would be of significant direct bene-
fit to a redevelopment area within that
district.

TITLE V REGIONS

H.R. 16071 would expand the funding
for the Regional Action Planning Com-
missions—the so-called title V regions—
to authorize $100 million annually for
fiscal years 1973 and 1974 for each re-
gional commission with an approved plan
and $20 million for each regional com-
mission without an approved plan. Five
of these regional commissions were
designated in 19266—Ozarks, New Eng-
land, Upper Great Lakes, Four Corners,
and Coastal Plains—and two were desig-
nated this year—Old West and Pacific
Northwest. Four of the original five re-
gions have their comprehensive long-
range economic plans approved, and are
eligible for the annual $100 million au-
thorization for fiscal years 1973 and
1974, The other three regions would be
eligible for $20 million annually for fiscal
yvears 1973 and 1974. Upon approval of
the plans of these three regions they
would be eligible for the $100 million
authorization.

The difference in the authorization for
regions lies in the fact that when much
time is invested in preparing and having
approved a region’s blueprint to upgrade
its lagging economic areas, it is then
ready to carry out this plan with the help
of adequate funding. The $100 million au-
thorization appears to be realistic enough
when compared with the appropriation
for the Appalachian region which has, for
the last three fiscal years, exceeded $100
million annually, exclusive of- highway
appropriations. Highway appropriations
alone hiave averaged for the Appalachian
region over the past 3 fiscal years $175
million annually. Title V regions, how-
ever, have averaged over the same period
an appropriation of less than $34 million
annually and that amount to be divided
among all five regions.

Testimony during the committee hear-
ings revealed that the regional commis-
sions desired to fund some portion of ad-
ministrative expenses of the economic
development districts within their bound-
daries in order to better coordinate their
planning activities with those of the re-
gions. It was further revealed that in-
terpretation of the existing law precluded
such regional assistance to districts. To
overcome this objection, H.R, 16071 would
clearly authorize regional commissions to
pay administrative expenses to further
the purposes of this act.

Mr, Chairman, I highly commend the
distinguished acting chairman of our
subcommittee hearings, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. DorN) as well
as our acting chairman today, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. JogNsoN) and,
of course, our chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. BLATNIK) ,

Mr. Chairman, I warn the Members of
this House there is a section—Section
801—that has not yet been discussed
that speaks to unemployment compensa-
tion benefits to people who have been
adversely affected by Federal rulings on
environmental matters as they pertain
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to loss of jobs through plant closings.
I am sure that will be expounded on by
other members of the committee, but I
want to warn the Members that this is
a sleeper. It should not be in this bill for
many reasons. For now I will only state
that I know of no hearings that were
held on that section.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield fto
the ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HARSHA).

Mr. HARSHA. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for yielding.

I want to congratulate the distin-
guished gentleman from Arkansas, the
ranking minority member of the subcom-
mittee and the other members of the mi-
nority, the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. CreEveELAND), and the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. MIZELL)
who participated in the handling of this
bill. I think they have done a really ef-
fective job. They labored for many tedi-
ous hours in marking up the bill and they
have brought forth a bill which I think
represents the consensus of the members
of the Public Works Committee.

To be sure there are provisions in this
bill which do not particularly appeal to
me as part of this legislation. There are
amendments which other members of the
committee wanted to incorporate into the
bill but which were not. Therefore, there
are parts of the bill that do not appeal
to them. But I think the legislation by
and large is an effort to resolve a prob-
lem through a compromise in the best in-
terests of a program that has been highly
successful throughout a number of years,
particularly in the last several years since
it has been administered by Assistant
Secretary Podesta.

For several years now the administra-
tion has been assisting areas which are
in economic decline throughout this
country. They have attempted to aid
these areas through assistance to develop
their capabilities and capital structures
in order that these communities can have
better facilities, and their people better
standards of living so that they can enjoy
some of the good life enjoyed by other
communities in the Nation.

Past experience has shown that
through the investment by the Federal
Government in these programs, many
communities which would not otherwise
have been able to do so, have become
able to construct the necessary water
and sewer lines, industrial parks and
training centers, hospitals and the like,
which will enable them to participate
to some small degree in the economic
progress made by the rest of the coun-
try over the last several years.

I think this has been one of our most
successful Federal programs. It has been
administered wvery successfully by As-
sistant Secretary Podesta and his staff.
This is the sort of program I would term
as a partnership between local govern-
mental officials and the Federal Gov-
ernment because the initiation of any
project must begin at the local level with
local officials who know their problems
and understand them better and who
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are better able to evaluate what they
need to upgrade the economy in their
particular areas. Upon initiation at the
local level, the Federal Government is
ready to consider the needs of the com-
munity. This has been truly a Federal-
local partnership.

Not only will construction of basic
facilities in itself create jobs, but also it
will attract new industry and expansion
of existing industry, which will create ad-
ditional jobs, all of which enables the
citizens in these economically depressed
areas to maintain a better standard of
living, and to participate in growth and
progress in the same fashion as have
other parts of this Nation over the last
several yvears.

One of the main problems we have
noted in this program, in spite of the
success the program has enjoyed, has
been the fact that it has been under-
funded. Sufficient money has not been
available to meet the authorizations
which Congress has made available.

I am not critical of that. I understand
we have a number of priorities and a
number of programs with which we have
to deal.

In this legislation, as I understand it,
what we endeavor to do is not to create
new programs but to implement exist-
ing successful programs and to make
some changes which we feel are called
for under the circumstances, and which
we have learned through experience are
beneficial to the expeditious administra-
tion of this act.

In addition to that, we have provided
for additional funds in order to more
fully and more adequately fund a pro-
gram that has been so successful.

As I said earlier, while I know there
are provisions in this legislation that in
their entirety do not meet the approval
of everyone, this is a consensus measure
which I believe does warrant the sup-
port of the House, and I would urge
the House to adopt this legislation.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I thank the
gentleman for his contribution. I espe-
cially thank him for his outstanding
leadership as the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Public Works.
I agree with his remarks. Economic De-
velopment Administration activities
stemming from legislation developed in
our committee are doing a good job across
our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, one of the members
of the committee on the majority side,
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. Howarp) I believe plans to
further amplify some of the statistics as
to the salutary effects this program has
had and the low cost per job placement
the Economic Development Administra-
tion has been able fo put into effect. I
hope he will bring that up later in the
general debate.

Mr. TEAGUE of California, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, I yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr,
TEAGUE) .

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of H.R.
16071, a bill which will amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
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1965 and authorize the spending of $500
million for each of the next 2 years.

I would like to first commend Chair-
man BraTnix and the Public Works Com-
mittee for their fine work on this needed
legislation.

We are all aware that serious pockets
of unemployment exist within our coun-
try. We are also very well aware that
there are a great many needed public
works projects. Often we have found that
the same cities and communities which
are the “special impact areas" of very
high unemployment are also those in
most need of constructing or rehabili-
tating public facilities such as sewage
treatment plants, storm drains and pub-
lic buildings.

In my own district in southern Cali-
fornia I am very cognizant of this situa-
tion. For example, in Ventura County
the City of San Buenaventura, which has
a disturbing amount of unemployment,
has an admirable plan to renovate a his-
toric and beautiful courthouse which has
been condemned as unsafe. Not only
could this courthouse serve as a fine city
hall for the people of Ventura, but the
process of renovating the building would
employ many citizens and enhance the
local employment situation.

I know that there are many similar
situations to this throughout the United
States. And I believe that this legislation,
by providing $500 million through 80
percent Federal construction grants to
high unemployment areas, will greatly
assist the people of the cities and com-
munities throughout the Nation.

I urge my fellow Congressmen to ap-
prove this measure.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, I yield to
the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. CLEVELAND) .

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 16071 as reported
by the Committee on Public Works. I
have closely followed this legislation
since its inception.

As ranking minority member of the
Economic Development Subcommittee
from its creation until the present Con-
gress when similar duties with the Sub-
committee on Investigations and Over-
sight were assigned to me—economic de-
velopment has been one of my chief in-
terests. This has lead to participation
in hearings held on this legislation both
in Washington and in the field. I have
seen firsthand where badly needed jobs
were created but also watched a “one-
industry town” lose its major employer
down the pollution drain while the
agency stood helplessly by.

I introduced in April of this year, to
correct this latter problem, HR. 14670,
which provides long-term, low-interest
loans to enterprises when an environ-
mental standard or order against such
enterprises would otherwise create job
loss. The major portion of this bill is
included in the legislation before us.

Let me discuss now three aspects of
this bill of special interest to me.

ONE: PUBLIC WORKS IMPACT PROGRAM

When the Public Works and Economic
Development Act was amended last year
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a new program to provide immediate
useful work to the unemployed and un-
deremployed was added. This program,
later referred to as the public works
impact program—PWIP—was a de-
parture from the long-range planned at-
tack on high unemployment and low
income. The funding of basic public
works projects to make a community
attractive to industry and business loans
at an attractive rate of interest are well
known for their success in creating jobs
and in increasing income. Such economic
development can be most effective when
carried out in connection with a locally
agreed upon long-range plan.

But something else was needed. In the
transition period of deescalating military
effort an dthe resulting changing econ-
omy, there is a need for immediately
available jobs. As one answer to this
problem the PWIP program was devised.
For the first time EDA was in the busi-
ness of providing jobs quickly where they
were most needed. This was accomplished
by funding those needed, ready-to-go
public works projects in any area, with-
out regard to political boundaries and
with no requirement for long-range
planning.

The results of the first year's admin-
istration were very encouraging—203
projects in 198 areas generating an esti-
mate of nearly 11,000 jobs, over 8,000 of
which were filled by the unemployed or
underemployed in the problem areas.

The committee in H.R. 16071 created
a new section 107 for PWIP setting
forth ifs ecriteria, its administrative

guidelines and its authorization of $500

million annually for fiscal years 1973
and 1974.
TWO: APPLICATION ASSISTANCE

In my district, as in many of those in
the Nation, a large community may be
regarded as one which has a population
of 10,000. Many of the communities in
my district have little or no staff. They
are unaccustomed to the expertise en-
joyed by their urban cousins whose city
hall staffs include planners, accountants,
attorneys, engineers and other such ex-
perts wise in the ways of applying for
and obtaining Federal assistance, Rarely
do the budgets of these smaller com-
munities permit the hiring of such ex-
perts even when needed to assist in mak-
ing applications. Usually by the time
the smaller communities find out that
some Federal program exists and how
they can apply for such assistance, there
is very little left to apply for.

To eliminate this injustice, I pro-
posed and the committee accepted an
amendment, now in section 5 of the
bill, which provides that EDA may aid
an applicant in applying for its assist-
ance if the applicant does not possess
the expertise nor the ability to obtain
the expertise necessary to perform the
technical aspects of application.

THREE.: ENVIRONMENTAL LOANS

Section 802 appears in this bill as the
result of testimony the Special Subcom-
mittee on Economic Development Pro-
grams heard during its hearings on this
legislation. This testimony revealed that
environmental legislation and regulations
have threatened the closing down of busi-
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nesses with a loss of jobs. Now I am not
here to question the wisdom of environ-
mental standards but to accept the fact
that they exist and may result in future
closings. However, there is no reason
why we cannot protect the environment
and at the same time preserve jobs. If
section 802 works as it should—the pro-
visions of 801 may never have to be used.

Section 802 seeks to preserve both the
environment and jobs. In so doing, it
would benefit, of course, the industrial
plants and commercial establishments
that avail themselves of its benefits. More
important perhaps it would benefit those
who would find themselves jobless if an
environmental order caused a shutdown.
It would benefit those who live in com-
munities that rely for their livelihood on
the economic base provided by one or
more of these enterprises. It would bene-
fit all political entities by maintaining
the tax base which might otherwise be
lost. Finally, it would benefit the United
States and its people by helping to elim-
inate adverse effects upon the environ-
ment.

It would do this by long-term, low-in-
terest loans to those business enterprises
who need them and have been certified
as needing them by the State or a politi-
cal subdivision concerned with economic
development. These loans must be used
to provide for acquiring, constructing, or
altering pollution control facilities. A
pollution control facility must in its turn
be a facility, or equipment used, or a mod-
ification of methods, processes, or opera-
tions where the primary purpose is to
abate or control water or atmospheric
pollution or contamination. It may do
this by removing, altering, recycling or
restoring pollutants.

The Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency must certify
to the Secretary of Commerce that the
pollution control facility is in accordance
with applicable regulations of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and all
other Federal agencies. Before the Ad-
ministrator can do that, he must receive
certification from the State that the fa-
cility is in accordance with State require-
ments.

An authorization for $100 million for
each of fiscal years 1973 and 1974 is pro-
vided. It appears that this would be a
small amount to make available for loans
that must be repaid for the purpose of
saving jobs and keeping our manufac-
turing potential strong.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. JONES).

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, the committee in its deliberations
on this bill took into account the his-
torical experiences we had with the Ac-
celerated Public Works Act which
started in the early part of the 1960’s.
We gained considerable knowledge and
information from observation of ad-
ministrative practices which were en-
gaged in during that period of time.

We also took into consideration the
acts that preceded this, and it is be-
cause of that we bring this legislation
here today for your consideration.

Mr. Chairman, I think that members
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of the Committee on Public Works have
had a considerable length of time to
consider this matter so that they can be
mature in their judgments, not upon a
new subject, but upon an old subject
dealing with a chronic situation which
exists in this country, namely, trying to
deal with unemployment and underem-
ployment.

In writing the bill we ran across prob-
ably the most difficult section of the
bill contained in the committee report
on page 25 in trying to define those
pockets or areas which were geograph-
ically subject to underemployment or
unemployment.

S0 we have wrilten a formula here
which I think is as close as we could pos-
sibly conceive of to utilizing this aid
program so that it will meet the total
requirements of the distressed areas of
our counftry. It has universal applica-
tion throughout the country.

As the genfleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HammerscaMIDT) just stated, in title V
we deal with the various commissions
that were created by law a number of
years ago. Consequently we feel under
the terms and the arrangements and
categories that we have set up here
under this act we come as close to a
total application of our efforts as we
could possibly arrive at.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the mem-
bers of the Committee on Public Works
who have worked diligently and patiently
in understanding the problems that were
required to be surmounted and in put-
ting them into their proper perspective.

I hope all of these differences can he
resolved and we can go out into every
community in the country with this pro-
gram. I do hope the House will give us
in the Committee on Public Works their
approbation and approval through the
adoption of this legislation.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, in order to develop the legis-
lative history on section 4 which is dealt
with on page 25 of the committee report,
where you have an area of substantial
and persistent unemployment which has
existed for a considerably long period of
time, is any population criterion required
of a subdivision of a State, such as a
country or a city, to qualify for assist-
ance?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. No. You will
recall, I say to my friend from New Jer-
sey, when we had the Farbstein amend-
ment up a few years ago we took care of
that question, so that question does not
arise in this bill.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. So where
a municipality has had persistent and
substantial unemployment in excess of 6
percent and which has existed for a
period of maybe 2 or 3 years and it is
further injured by plant closings which
will result in further substantial unem-
ployment, then it could qualify for assist-
ance under the EDA?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Not only a
county, but a subdivision of a commu-
nity within a county could qualify.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. I thank




28376

the gentleman, and I appreciate his
response.

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. I thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Alabama for
yielding. I wholeheartedly support the
pending legislation, H.R. 16071, and urge
its passage.

During the past year the Special Sub-
committee on Economic Development
Programs of the Committee on Public
Works has conducted an extensive eval-
uation of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act. The legislation is now
in its seventh year of operation.

The results of these evaluations have
demonstrated without question that the
programs authorized under this legisla-
tion have been effective in generating
permanent jobs in economically dis-
tressed areas. Both the urban and rural
areas of the State of Illinois have re-
ceived substantial help in the establish-
ment of stable and diversified local econ-
omies. The amendments which are found
in Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act Amendments of 1972 provide
new tools, increased appropriations and
new coordinating mechanisms to help
make a very successful program even
more effective.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. Chairman, in
1961 when John F. Kennedy became
President of the United States, the State
of West Virginia was suffering from its
most severe and most prolonged eco-
nomic recession since the depression of
the 1930's. The January 1961 unemploy-
ment rate had reached a bruising high
of 16.7 percent, and more than 105,000
men and women were looking for jobs in
West Virginia which did not exist.

The Kennedy-Johnson administration
moved rapidly to establish new programs
and enact new laws to begin pumping
economic development and public works
funds into West Virginia and into other
economically depressed areas across the
country.

And so in quick succession, the new
administration proposed and the Con-
gress adopted the Public Works Acceler-
ation Act, the Area Redevelopment Act
and the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act, and later the Public Works
and Economic Development Act. The
purpose of these acts was clear and di-
rect—to create jobs as fast as possible
in a period of extremely high unemploy-
ment; and to stimulate overall economic
development through the construetion of
needed public works such as roads, water
works, libraries, airports, public streets,
community centers, and so forth.

That is why we are here today debat-
ing this absolutely vital extension and
expansion of the Public Works and Eco-~
nomic Development Act—with special
emphasis on $500 million in fiscal year
1973 and $500 million in fiscal year 1974
for special public works programs under
the accelerated public works programs.

We have faced for almost 4 years the
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same rising unemployment rates and
slippage of the American economy which
we saw in the late 1950’s. Today’s na-
tional unemployment of 5.5 million peo-
ple is not something we can look at and
say—as some cold observers have said—
this level of joblessness is “acceptable.”
It may be “acceptable” to some, but it is
clearly not acceptable to the bipartisan
Public Works Committee of Democrats
and Republicans which unanimously
supports $1 billion in the next 2 years
for the accelerated public works section
of this bill.

In my State of West Virginia, this past
January, the unemployment rate again
hit another high of 9.1 percent. As late
as June, there were still 45,500 people
out of work.

In the First Congressional District
which I am privileged to represent, the
U.S. Department of Labor still con-
tinues to designate the labor areas of
Wood, Marshall, Ohio, Tyler and Wetzel
Counties—containing some of the largest
urban centers in the district, including
Wheeling—as areas of substantial or
high unemployment.

This means, as we all know, that the
labor area so designated has had a 6-per-
cent unemployment rate for at least the
preceding calendar year. But in many
labor areas—rural and urban—in West
Virginia, the unemployment rate for
1971 was double the 6-percent rate.

‘We cannot ignore the hardships such
joblessness works on the lives, hopes and
futures of thousands of West Virginia
families and millions of families across
the country.

These are the areas that need jobs.
These are the areas that need quick pub-
lic economic investment. These are the
labor areas along with some 30 others in
West Virginia which will again be eligible
for Federal grants under one of the sev-
eral titles of the act we are extending
and expanding today.

We are asking for $500 million this
year, and $500 million for the next fiscal
year. This is not too much public money
for a disaster—and that is what unem-
ployment is to millions of American
families—a personal and human disaster.
After all, this House yesterday just voted
almost $1.6 billion for victims of flood
disaster. It should show no less sympathy
for those dislocated or driven out of work
by the misguided economic policies of the
past 4 years.

So, I rise in support of this bill. It is an
initiative of the Congress which created
the Economic Development and Public
Works Act of 1965 and has now had 7
years to evaluate its results. The report
accompanying this bill said, in part:

The programs authorized under this legis-
lation have been effective In generating per-
manent jobs in economically distressed areas
and have contributed substantially to the es-~
tablishment of stable and diversified local
economies. The continuation of this tested
legislation is essentlal In order to assist lag-
ging areas so that they may be brought into
the main stream of our Natlon's economie
growth.

I hope that this measure will move
swiftly through both Houses, with bipar-
tisan support to the President for fast
enactment into law. An economy which
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stands still, is going backwards, and we
must all join together to get this coun-
try’'s prosperity moving again.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr., Chairman,
H.R. 16071 merits the overwhelming
approval of this body. The bill is the
product of a carefully wrought com-
promise involving senior members from
both political parties on the Public
Works Committee. As such, it should be
veto-proof, as well as popular on both
sides of the aisle both here and in the
other body. But these days, you cannot
take very much for granted from the
White House, and accordingly I await
with some trepidation the Presidential
decision on this legislation.

Our colleagues, Messrs. BLATNIK and
JoHnsoN, deserve particular praise for
the manner in which they have honed
the conventional public works and spe-
cial “impact” sections of the bill.

In particular, I am pleased to be one
of the cosponsors, with Mr, McFaLL, of
the provisions which, as recommended by
the Public Works Committee, would
authorize $500 million over each of the
next 2 years for the accelerated public
works program,

As I understand it, eligibility for the
special impact assistance would be based
on unemployment within political sub-
divisions ranging downward in size to
individual neighborhoods. This in itself
is a vast improvement over the old APW
effort, which determined eligibility on
the basis of countywide unemployment
rates. Under these criteria, an impov-
erished community in a heavily popu-
lated county such as Los Angeles, could
not qualify because countywide, the jobs
picture was fairly bright.

The McFall-Blatnik approach would
provide the aid, for construction of use-
ful public projects, where it was truly
needed.

I urge Mr. Nixon to accept this bill,
when it is sent to him, as I am sure it
will be in the near future, for his sig-
nature.

The entire Nation stands to benefit
from enactment of H.R. 16071.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to join in support of H.R.
16071.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted that
HR. 16071 has moved so promptly
through the Public Works Committee,
and the Rules Committee, and is before
us for consideration today. I am pleased
also with the bipartisan support for this
legislation within the Public Works Com-
mittee. Almost every member of the
committee has joined in sponsoring this
legislation. To me, this speaks elogquently
of its importance and of the conviction
on the part of the members of the com-
mittee that this legislation should be en-
acted into law without delay.
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Last year, this Congress enacted sim-
ilar legislation authorizing $2 billion over
a period of 2 years for the purpose of ac-
celerated public works programs which
had already been approved for Federal
support through one of the existing Fed-
eral agencies. Unfortunately, this legis-
lation was vetoed by the President. I
regretted this veto, particularly because
this legislation would have meant so
much to the State of Washington and to
the Fourth Congressional District where
unemployment is so very high.

It is common knowledge, Mr. Chair-
man, that Washington State has the
highest unemployment of any of the 48
contiguous States. However, it is not gen-
erally understood that this unemploy-
ment is general throughout the State—
that it is not strictly a phenomenon
caused by cutbacks at the Boeing Air-
craft plant. Unemployment is generally
as high in eastern Washington, 200 miles
away from Seattle, as it is in Seattle.
Many of these unemployed are skilled
craftsmen who are actively seeking em-
ployment. The public works projects
which are available and ready for fund-
ing in the small and medium-sized com-
munities of eastern Washington will easi-
ly consume all the funds that can be
made available under this program, and
as rapidly as they can be made available.

Mr. Chairman, while the accelerated
public works bill was being considered
by the House last year, I conducted con-
ferences in my home district with may-
ors, county commissioners, city man-
agers, and other public officials from

throughout eastern Washington. They
brought with them lists of projects ready
to be funded. Storm drainage systems,
sewer systems, hospitals, bridges, side-

walk improvements, public buildings,
community centers, water purification
plants, water supply systems were all in-
cluded in the list.

All the ingredients for a successful
program are available except for this au-
thorization and subsequenf funding.
There can be no healthier program, ad-
ministered as it will be through existing
agencies such as EDA and the local polit-
ical subdivisions of each State, No addi-
tional bureaucracy will be created. The
programs can commence immediately
and with maximum efficiency. Men and
women who have sought employment
will find it in constructive work. Welfare
and unemployment compensation roles
will be reduced. A sagging economy will
be boosted. Free men and women will
walk with a greater degree of pride.

Mr. Chairman, T atii certain that the
situation I am describing for my district
in eastern Washington can be repeated
in hundreds of otliers across the country.

An accelerated public works program
is no panacea. It will not solve our long-
range problems. It authorizes only $500
million each year for 2 years for accel-
erated public works programs., However,
it is a major and healthy step forward,
and it will help many Americans solve
many of their economic problems in the
least possible time and the most con-
structive way. I urge my colleagues to
support this bill so overwhelmingly that
it will be promptly passed by the other
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body, and signed into law by the Presi-
dent.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from California
(Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN).

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would
like to explain in more detail my views
on the economic growth center concept
that is included in the legislation before
us today.

This provision marks another step
forward in an effort to initiate a com-
prehensive and positive program of de-
centralization of our population in order
to revitalize and diversify the economy
of rural America.

It should be perfectly obvious to any
perceptive observer of American society
that the most significant trend on our
domestic scene in the years since World
War II, has been the abandonment of
rural America. Paradoxically, this aban-
donment has been the source of two
of the major problems our Nation faces
today—the weakness of the rural econ-
omy and the deterioration of our urban
centers.

Unfortunately, most planners have
failed to grasp the cause for these re-
lated problems and their past attempted
solutions have not only failed from a
lack of appreciation of the source of
the problem, but have fueled the growth
and continuation of the problem by add-
ing incentives for many people to con-
tinue to migrate to the cities.

It is for this reason that I have
been working to check and reverse this
trend. The amendment I offered to the
1970 Federal-aid Highway Act was a
major effort in this direction since it
constituted congressional recognition
of the problem, and at the same time,
expressed a commitment to help rural
and urban areas through rural growth
opportunities to reduce and reverse the
migratory trend to the big cities.

This amendment established a pro-
gram of “economic growth center de-
velopment highways"” to inventory and
assist in the development of those roads
which would assist in bringing economic
rejuvenation to rural America. Quite
frankly, I would like to see this program
adopted for all other modes of trans-
portation as well—both public and
private.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration’s goal is simply to provide jobs
by .aiding the construction of worth-
whilé projects that are needed but for
one reason or another could not other-
wise be undertaken.

While the initial jobs in the construc-
tion of an EDA project are important,
it is the new job opportunities that are
created by the project that are most
valuable and vital, For this reason, I
strongly believe the main thrust of
EDA'’s efforts should be to help revitalize
rural areas and smaller communities
which have the potential for growth and
which need economic diversification.

With this background in mind, Mr.
Chairman, it is important to recog-
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nize that the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1972 contains
a version of the Clausen amendment
and will give EDA needed flexibility and
emphasis in joining the effort to ad-
vance a program of planned, orderly
growth in rural America.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may econ-
sume to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MizeLr), a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, and
members of the committee, several of my
colleagues have already outlined the spe-
cifics of these economic development and
public works amendments, which extend
the Economic Development Administra-
tion and the title V commissions for
an additional year and make a number
of improvements in these development
efforts.

I would like to take just a moment, Mr,
Speaker, to commend my colleagues on
the Publie Works Commission for the ex-
cellent work they have done in prepar-
ing this legislation.

It has been my privilege to serve on
this committee during this 92d Congress,
and I have come to appreciate and ad-
mire the great talent of my committee
colleagues in the field of economic
development.

Scores of development projects, plan-
ned and funded through EDA and the
title V commissions, as well as the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission, pro-
vide lasting testimony to the vision and
the wisdom of the Public Works Com-
mittee which has fashioned some of the
most innovative and effective Gov-
ernment programs and structures ever
devised.

The popularity of these programs with-
in the Congress, and among the people
these programs were created to serve,
gives further evidence that the job of
economie development has been a job
well done under the leadership of the
Public Works Committee.

But the amendments also make sev-
eral worthwhile improvements in these
programs, including new flexibility in the
basic and supplementary grant programs
of the Economic Development Admin-
istration.

Also provided is an expansion of loan
and lease guarantee programs for busi-
ness development, an improved technical
assistance service to promote even more
successful development, and a much-im-
proved system of coordination between
Federal agencies and local officials work-
ing in partnership toward responsible
economic development.

In addition, these amendments au-
thorize appropriations for those title V
commissions which have completed their
extensive planning assignments to go
forward with implementation of the
projects proposed in their plans. This
is a giant step forward for these commis-
sions, and I am sure their expanded work
will greatly benefit these affected
regions.

And there are other improvements as
well, which are being discussed in greater
detail by others here today.

I enthusiastically recommend that my
colleagues join me in voting for passage
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of these amendments, in view of the im-
provements I have noted, and in recogni-
tion of the fact that these programs have
succeeded in the past and can be counted
on to succeed in the future.

Witness after witness in our recent
economic development hearings praised
the ingenuity and practicality of our eco-
nomic development efforts, citing speci-
fic examples in which EDA or one of the
title V commissions provided services or
facilities that people in some areas could
only have dreamed about in the past.

A network of roads and industrial
parks, schools and health elinics, sewage
and water treatment facilities, and so
many other essential facilities and serv-
ices, has given people in these designated
areas of economic distress, a whole new
way of life in some cases, and we can be
proud of our part in that success.

Now again, under the skillful leader-
ship of Chairman Brarnik and ranking
member BiiL HarsHA, JoHN HAMMER-
scHMIDT, JiM CLEVELAND, BoB JONES,
Bryan Dorn, HaroLp JoHNsonN, and with
the valuable contribution of expertise
and good advice from many of my other
colleagues on the committee, we have re-
ported what I believe to be a series of
amendments that follow in the best
traditions of the committee’s, and the
Congress' past economic development ef-
forts.

First of all, these amendments extend
the Economic Development Administra-
tion and the title V commissions for an
additional year, through June 30, 1974,
giving local officials assurance that these
excellent programs will be there to as-
sist them for the foreseeable future and
permitting plans to be made accordingly.

But I think it is time we asked the
question, Mr. Chairman, where do we go
from here?

Extension and expansion of these pro-
grams is a step forward, a step in the
right direction, but it does not take us as
far as we should go.

Even with these improvements, we are
still treating the problems of development
in a piecemeal fashion which, while bene-
fitting some areas to a remarkable degree,
leaves others still facing the problems of
economic and social decay, with little or
no hope for improvement.

And it leaves the Nation as a whole
with no plan to correct the current pat-
tern of imbalanced growth, which finds
our central cities suffering from over-
population and all its ills, while rural
areas and small-town America decline
into poverty, isolation, and despair.

I have proposed legislation which

would expand nationwide the proven suc-
cessful formula of planned development
followed by EDA, the title V commissions,
and the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion.

I am convinced this approach will work
as well throughout the Nation as it has
in the multistate regions in which it has
already been tested, and I invite my col-
leagues’ consideration of my proposed
National Development Act of 1972.

I believe, Mr, Chairman, that this is
an idea whose time has come. I believe
the legislation I have proposed can have
a dramatic effect on balancing economic
and population growth in America by
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providing essential public services and
employment opportunities in areas of the
country where those services and oppor-
tunities are in short supply.

My bill would establish a $3 billion
National Development Agency to coordi-
nate the work of a new system of multi-
state regional commissions which would
carry out locally initiated development
programs.

Projects would be concentrated in the
areas of transportation, industrial
growth, manpower training, education,
health, housing, environmental protec-
tion, and planning.

A special impact fund of $1 billion
would be authorized for use exclusively
in rural areas.

By creating new opportunities for jobs,
health and education services, more and
better housing, improved transportation
systems, the attraction of new industry
and protection of the environment, my
bill can help fulfill the promise of a richer
and more rewarding life in areas of the
country where those opportunities do not
now exist.

It is the lack of just these kinds of
opportunities that has caused the mass-
ive outmigration of people to the great
urban centers and the desertion of much
of smalltown and rural America.

Unfortunately, the glowing promise of
opportunity in the major cities has too
often given way to the harsh reality of
despair and poverty and a growing wel-
fare state.

The latest census report showed that
70 percent of the U.S, population—more
than 140 million people—now live on less
than 2 percent of the total land area of
the country.

My legislation would help relieve the
overcrowded conditions in the cities by
encouraging and fostering economic and
social development in less densely popu-
lated regions.

The National Development Agency I
am proposing would be comprised of a
presidentially appointed Administrator
and the States’ cochairmen of the vari-
ous regional commissions throughout the
Nation. Each State cochairman would be
the Governor of one of the States from
each commission, elected by his fellow
Governors.

Each of the regional commissions
would be comprised of a Federal cochair-
man responsible to the Administrator
and representing the Federal Govern-
ment, and the Governors of States with-
in the commission’s venue.

This structure is patterned after the
highly successful Appalachian Regional

Commisslon, which has worked so well
and so effectively for the people of the
Fifth District of North Carolina and for
people throughout the 13-State region.

And heavy emphasis would be given to
the development of projects at the local
level where people are best suited to
know both the needs of the area and the
means of meeting those needs.

My legislation encouraging the estab-
lishment of multicounty local develop-
ment districts to plan and coordinate
development efforts on the local level
just as the Appalachian Commission and
Economic Development Administration
have done with such great results.
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Mr, Chairman, this kind of governmen-
tal structure and this kind of develop-
ment program has worked extremely well
with the Appalachian Commission, EDA,
and the title V commissions, and I believe
it can be applied just as successfully na-
tionwide to develop this Nation and its
great people to their fullest potential.

I invite my colleague’s close consid-
eration of this legislation and solicit
their support for its passage.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I certainly want to compliment the gen-
tleman in the well, Mr. MizeLL, for the
very excellent statement he is making.
And I believe I speak for all of the mem-
bers of the Committee on Public Works
when I state that his leadership in ad-
vancing his rural revitalization and rural
development ideas and concepts has been
extremely beneficial to the Public Works
Committee. And the fact that this is the
gentleman’s first term of service in Con-
gress, I believe the gentleman has gained
the respect of all our colleagues and is
recognized as one of the most construc-
tive, creative and innovative Members
of the House, and our House Public
Works Committee.

I just cannot let this opportunity pass
by and not state on the record my strong
feeling and respect for the gentleman
in the well.

Mr. MIZELL. I certainly thank my
friend, the gentleman from California,
for his comments. Certainly he and I
share something in common since we
both served as county commissioners and
supervisors in local government and no
one is more aware of the problems and of
the needs of the local communities than
my friend, the gentleman from Califor-
nia. I thank the gentleman for his com-
pliment.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. MIZELL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. This is the
reason, in my judgment, that so many
constructive proposals have evolved from
our committee, because of the input from
a number of members that have served
in local government. My friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr, JoHENSON)
served in local government. And there
are a number of other members who, I
believe, have made an exceptional con-
tribution because of previous experience
in State legislatures and local units of
goyernment throughaut tha antire Fed-

eral system.

Mr. MIZELL. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MIZELL, I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman, my friend from Ar-
kansas, the ranking minority member
whose leadership has been invaluable in
bringing this legislation to the House
today.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I associate myself with the remarks
of the distinguished gentleman from
California (Mr. Don H. Crauvsew) in
complimenting the gentleman from
North Carolina for his diligent work in
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the committee. I know he was a most
efficient member of the subcommittee
hearings, which were quite lengthy, and
I want to personally thank him at this
time.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the chairman of the special
subcommittee who held the hearings on
the bill that is before us today, Congress-
man DorN of South Carolina.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the distinguished chairman of the full
committee.

Mr. BLATNIEK. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is one of our hardest workers, a
local and dependable member of the
committee, who for years has been mak-
ing substantial contributions to many
pieces of legislation, beginning with water
pollution 16 years ago, in 1956, the Ap-
palachia program, community facilities,
public works, ARA, and EDA.

The committee last year, I should like
the record to show, had bogged down
with an enormous, monumental water
pollution bill, with the longest hearings of
any bill in 26 years—in a quarter of a
century, We are still in conference on
this bill, and if it were not for the extra
work and the extra time which the gen-
tleman from South Carolina put in as
acting chairman of the Subcommittee on
Economic Development, we would not
have had this economic development bill
up on the floor today.

I want to commend the gentleman and
express my appreciation on behalf of the
full committee.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank my distinguished chairman for
his gracious and kind—overgenerous but
deeply appreciated—remarks. It has been
a great pleasure serving with the chair-
man, a great American, and it has been
a personal pleasure to cooperate and
work with him.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from the great State of New
York, who has been a very diligent, able
member of the committee, and who has
contributed greatly to the deliberations
of the subcommittee and the full com-
mittee. Mr. Chairman, it is with special
pleasure that I yield to the lovely and
distinguished zentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. Aszua).

Mrs. ABZUG. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

I want to join with my chairman (Mr.
BLATNIK) in complimenting the gentle-
man from South Carolina for his very
excellent work in husbanding through
these new amendments to the Economic
Development Act, and I alsp want to
compliment the chairman and other
members of the committee in bringing
this act to the floor.

I am pleased to rise in support of this
bill, of which I am a sponsor. H.R. 16071
will strengthen and broaden the Eco-
nomic Development program, giving
greater recognition to the need for EDA
activity in our urban areas without sacri-
ficing any of the needs of rural areas and
adding flexibility to the grant and loan
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programs administered by the Economic
Development Administration.

There are many excellent features in
this legislation, and I would like to take
just a few minutes to address myself to
three of them.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR BUSINESS
DEVELOPMENT

Under existing law, the Economic De-
velopment Administration has the power
to make loans for capital investment in
land and facilities. The difficulty here is
that money for such a loan must actually
be laid out by the agency and cannot be
utilized for other purposes until it has
been repaid. The bill before us would ex-
pand the authority of EDA in this area
by permitting it to guarantee loans for
capital investment, including loans for
leasehold purposes. Since the money for a
loan which is guaranteed by the agency,
but actually made by a private lender,
does not have to be paid until and unless
there is a default, many more loans will
be possible without a substantial increase
in the appropriation for this purpose.

Furthermore, expanding the guarantee
to leaseholds on property, as well as to
property actually owned by the lender,
permits lenders to rent space rather than
having to buy it. In urban areas, where
space is increasingly limited and expen-
sive, this added flexibility will allow many
enterprises to come into being which
otherwise could not exist.

In addition, authority to increase the
Federal participation in loans would be
inereased from 65 to 75 percent of proj-
ect cost under this bill.

BPECIAL IMPACT AREAS

Section 401(a) (6) of the existing Eco-
nomic Development Act is designed to
assist urban areas on a long-term basis
by establishing permanent employment
for the unemployed. While this provision
and related provisions of existing law ap-
pear to contain adequate working tools
for the job, funding under this section
has been woefully inadequate.

As the report on this bill indicates:

The Committee expects more attention to
be given pockets of high unemployment in
urban areas without sacrificing the limited
funding available to other areas under the
program. No new authorizations are neces-
sary for this purpose since appropriations
under this legislation have been funded
at approximately one-fourth of the amount
suthorized. It is ezpected that appropria-
tions will be inecreased for this purpose.
(Emphasis added.)

The bill itself adds language to sec-
tion 401(a) (6) to clarify the fact that it
is intended to cover urban as well as
rural areas which meet the criteria
enumerated in the section.

With increased funding under section
401(a) (6), EDA can become as effective
in the cities as it has been in our rural
areas. It has often been claimed that the
Federal Government already spends too
much money on the cities compared to
the amount it spends on rural areas.
While it is true that there are many pro-
grams aimed at city problems—from
HUD, from HEW, from the Small Busi-
ness Administration, from the OEO—
their purposes are narrow and quite spe-
cific, and they are rarely coordinated
with one another. None of these pro-
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grams takes an overall view, drawing to-
gether the various elements of a devel-
opment problem and providing aid at
more than one point.

One program builds sewers, another
provides some health care, a third offers
manpower training; often, they work at
cross purposes. Furthermore, many of
our largest cities, including New York,
are often excluded from these programs
because of the intensity of the problems
and the small amount of funding avail-
able. Yet, these so-called high risk
areas are the places that need help the
most.

I hope—and fully expect—that the Ap-
propriations Committee and the Eco-
nomic Development Administration will
take due note of the intent of our com-
mittee to secure full funding under sec-
tion 401(a)(6), so that EDA can get
down to doing the same excellent job for
urban areas that it has been doing thus
far for rural areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The bill before us would add a new title
VIII to the Public Works and Economic
Development Act. Section 801 of that
title would provide for certain assistance
to working people whose jobs are lost due
to the issuance of a Federal environmen-
tal quality standard or order. The work-
ers whose jobs are jeopardized or lost un-
der such circumstances are wholly inno-
cent parties who should not suffer be-
cause environmental regulations are be-
ing enforced. Workers who lost their jobs
under such conditions should be made as
nearly whole as possible, receiving full
salaries, fringe benefits, and accrued pen-
sion rights, as well as necessary retrain-
ing, placement, and relocation assist-
ance.

Under the proposed section 801,
workers who lose their jobs will receive
some unemployment compensation for
a limited period only, plus some assist-
ance for housing and relocation ex-
penses, In contrast to these relatively
meager provisions for workers, section
802 provides for 3 percent loans to busi-
ness for the purchase of pollution
abatement equipment; these loans will
allow the business to remain in the same
location without suffering any loss what-
ever. If businesses will not only suffer no
loss and no inconvenience, but also get
such inexpensive loans, working men
and women who lose their jobs should
not be shortchanged. Section 801 goes
part of the way toward making them
whole, and it should most definitely be
retained in this bill.

I think this is a very equitable way of
realizing the problems of environmental
orders, and I think that this bill is
beneficial to both business and labor,
and to rural and urban areas in this
country. That is why I think that it
should receive the support of all Mem-
bers of the Congress on both sides of the
aisle and from all sections of the
country.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, again I
want to thank the distinguished gentle-
women from New York. She not only
represents ably her own district but also
the urban and depressed rural areas of
the entire Nation with which we are all




28380

concerned. She is fruly an all-American
representative.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington,

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I rise to in-
dicate my very strong support for this
legislation, the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Amendments of 1972.
As a representative of one of the areas
must hard hit by the economic slump—
the Puget Sound region of Washington
State—I believe this job-creating legis-
lation is of vital importance in sparking
economic recovery.

I joined the gentlemen from California
(Mr. McFaLL) in cosponsoring acceler-
ated public works legislation similar to
that contained in this bill. As reported,
H.R. 16071 also includes aid to areas af-
fected by environmental plant shut-
downs.

Congress has repeatedly expressed a
desire for fast unemployment relief
through accelerated public works of
emergency employment programs. But
the White House vetoed last year's ac-
celerated public works bill. The Congress
has responded by decreasing the author-
ization in hopes that the President will
sign this bill. I support the accelerated
public works approach because it gets
jobs and money directly into the local
community fast. There are $200 million in
projects ready to go in the Second Con-
gressional District of Washington State—
if funds become available. Those are
jobs building public facilities such as
water sewer projects, libraries, hospitals,
and nursing homes. We need those jobs
now—not after the lengthy bureaucratic
trickle-down approaches that the ad-
ministration seems to favor—when it
favors aid at all.

The administration’s floating statis-
tics games would make it appear that
unemployment has withered away. How
I wish it were true. The national jobless
statistics are essentially irrelevant in the
Pacific Northwest.

More than 97,000 Washington resi-
dents are hanging on with Federal ex-
tended unemployment benefits. Another
53,000 unemployed workers have ex-
hausted all State and Federal benefits—
except welfare. When soaring food prices
are considered, it is tragically true that
it costs more to be out of work in Wash-
ington State than it did last year.

This bill authorizes $500 million a year
for 2 years to create accelerated public
works jobs through a special impact
program. It would assist communities
through 80 percent matching funds to
build public facilities.

Another portion of HR. 16071 would
aid workers and communities hit by plant
shutdowns resulting from enforcement
of Federal antipollution laws. Under this
bill $100 million in unemployment bene-
fits would be authorized for the laid-off
employees. Benefits could include mort-
gage and rental aid for families facing
foreclosures. Workers could receive 60
percent of former weekly wages for up
to 78 weeks.

The environmental effects section also
authorizes $100 million in low-interest
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loans to aid enterprises that would
otherwise have to shut down. The funds
would go to construct needed pollution
control facilities.

The largest city in the Second Con-
gressional District of Washington,
Everett, now faces the shutdowns of two
aging pulpmills because the corporation
involved felt unable to make large invest-
ments in pollution control facilities.

Approval of section 801 would make
30-year, 3-percent loans available to
build the necessary pollution control
equipment—or at least aid the workers
while the community gets some economic
breathing time to find new jobs.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I believe
this bill is an economic recovery package
that can go a long way to help hard hit
areas. It can create new jobs and offer
long-range help to communities such as
those in the Puget Sound area hard hit
by unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, I extend to the gentle-
man in the well my thanks and com-
mendation.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield to another distin-
guished gentleman from Washington
(Mr. ADAMS).

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I add my
voice to the others in complimenting the
gentleman in the well for bringing this
bill from the subcommittee and particu-
larly for his courtesy to me when I was
testifying, and his courtesy to all of us.

The legislation will be of great assist-
ance to all in our area. We are deeply
grateful for the fact that it is here today
and I am in strong support of H.R.
16071, the Public Works and Economic
Development Act Amendments of 1972.

With nearly 5% million Americans out
of work across the country, it is incum-
bent on the Congress to take concrete
action to stimulate our stagnant economy
and get people back to work. H.R. 16071,
by establishing a public works impact
program and authorizing up to $500 mil-
lion a year through fiscal year 1974 for
areas of substantial unemployment or
with a concentration of low income per-
sons, will provide a major impetus in
this direction.

I was an original cosponsor of public
works acceleration legislation in the 91st
Congress, and cosponsored similar leg-
islation again in the present Congress. I
was very pleased by the overwhelming
support given to the bill when it passed
the House in April of last year by a vote
of 320 to 67. I deplored the President’s
veto of this needed legislation, and con-
gratulate Chairman Brarnixk and the
Public Works Committee for their con-
tinued efforts to focus Federal assistance
on “special impact areas” suffering from
excessive unemployment.

Seattle-King County, the area in
Washington State which I represent, has
been one of the areas hardest hit by the
economic downturn and has suffered an
unemployment rate far in excess of the
national average. I know that there are
a number of job-creating public works
projects that could rapidly be imple-
mented in our area as soon as the neces-
sary financial assistance becomes avail-
able. Such projects would not only create
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jobs where they are needed, but would
provide a basis for stimulation of the
economy by making the area more at-
tractive to further industrial develop-
ment.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in supporting the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act Amendments of
1972.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from the great State of
Washington.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield to the gentleman
from Alaska, a very able and distin-
guished member of the subcommittee.

I might say, Mr. Chairman, I know of
no one who is more diligent, able, and
persistent in representing the great State
of Alaska, where we have so many un-
tapped resources and a great people. I
do want to commend the gentleman be-
cause he is a very valuable member of our
committee.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and I thank
the gentleman for those kind remarks.

It is my pleasure to rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation, of which I am a
cosponsor. I congratulate the gentleman
for the wonderful job he has done in
chairing the many meetings we have had.

Most of us probably regret that we
must all be here again today to vote on
and pass still another public works and
economic development act like H.R.
16071. As a cosponsor of this bill, and of
the bill which passed earlier only to be
vetoed by the President, I can only urge
again that this bill be passed and then
signed into law.

The time since the earlier veto has not
altered the situation, either nationally
or in my own State of Alaska. At the
time the original accelerated public works
act was passed and vetoed, unemploy-
ment in Alaska and nationally stood at
crisis levels, and-was incredibly constant
from month to month. Now, that un-
employment rate is still the same, but I
believe it could have been avoided had
the first bill been signed into law. To-
day, we are giving the President a sec-
ond chance.

Although this bill is somewhat more
modest in its authorizations than the
prior bill, its goal is identical—to create
jobs in areas which serve the public in-
terest. For Alaska, this legislation is es-
sential.

I would call my colleagues’ attention to
the section of this bill which is of great-
est importance to every economically de-
pressed area, which is the provision for
special assistance in “high impact” areas.
Under present circumstances, every area
in the State of Alaska would qualify for
this special assistance, and I can assure
you that it is badly needed.

In conclusion, let me say that, should
this bill be vetoed again, it is my inten-
tion to share in its introduction and pas-
sage still another time. The need for
jobs is crucial, and I continue to believe
that it is at the level of the individual job
that economic recovery must begin.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?




August 16, 1972

Mr. DORN. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to add my voice
in support of this excellent legislation
which has strong bipartisan support on
both sides of the aisle. The State of West
Virginia had an unemployment rate of
6.9 percent in June. There are many
States throughout the Nation which have
areas that will benefit from this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gentle-
man in the well for his leadership. In
addition, the gentleman from California
(Mr. McFaLL), the gentlemar from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Jornson), the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BrarNixk) have
along with many others served as the
chief architects of this legislation.

I do not think the President can again
veto this important and urgently needed
legislation. The unemployment situation
in our country will not permit it.

Every day I receive letters from men
out of work who want to work but the
jobs cannot be found. At the same time,
constituents write wanting to know why,
after years of planning, sewer and water
projects cannot be funded. The highly
successful accelerated public works pro-
gram of the 1960's helped solve both
these problems throughout West Virginia
by putting men to work on jobs that
needed to be done. In the early 1960’s the
local newspapers were full of success
stories about public works projects.
Streets were paved, water and sewer lines
installed, public buildings and hospitals
built, and the jobless employed.

I pointed out last year that the ac-
celerated public works program is clearly
an alternative to revenue sharing in that
it will enable States and municipalities,
as well as public service districts in un-
incorporated rural areas to build badly
needed facilities which they do not have
the financial capacity to afford.

I urge the committee to give over-
whelming approval to this bill today so
that we can soon get underway with solv-
ing the crucial unemployment problem
while proceeding to build needed public
facilities.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from West Virginia because
the gentleman from West Virginia
knows whereof he speaks. He represents
a great section of Appalachia and he is
well aware of what the Appalachian pro-
gram did for the great mountain State
of West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
thank the gentleman from South Car-
olina for his kind remarks.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the very able and distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Education
and Labor, my neighbor and friend, the
gentleman from  Eentucky (Mr.
PERKINS).

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, let me
say to the distinguished gentleman from
South Carolina, the chairman of the
subcommittee (Mr. Dorn), that very few
bills have been brought before this body
to my way of thinking that are as im-
portant as the bill we are presently con-
sidering. From whatever viewpoint we
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look at this great measure, from the
standpoint of the health and welfare of
the people of this Nation this bill stands
out as one of the greatest. When we
think about the thousands of communi-
ties throughout the country that do not
have local resources to maintain ade-
quate water and sanitation lines to
protect the general welfare of the people
in those areas, it becomes clear that this
is one of the greatest health measures
that has passed this Congress for a pe-
riod of years.

Mr. Chairman, I would regret to see
the environmentalists anywhere along
the line without approval of projects
that are sorely needed in the rural areas
of this country, especially in rural Ap-
palachia and in the ghetto sections of
this country and in areas where we have
as high as 18-, 25-, or 30-percent unem-
ployment. I know there have been
holdups in the past which have been
unjustifiable along this line, but it be-
hooves everybody to see that this pro-
gram is carried out in the way intended
by Congress that it be carried out in the
future,

I certainly want to take this opportu-
nity to compliment the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. DORN),
as well as the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. Jones) and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Brarnig) and all the
Members who have played a part in
bringing this important measure for the
benefit of our people before the House,
because without it hundreds of thou-
sands of people would not have adequate
water or sanitation systems such as
those provided for by this legislation.

It is a great bill, I wholeheartedly sup-
port it. I am very pleased that the sub-
committee and the Committee on Public
Works have made the improvements in
this legislation they have made. They are
certainly to be complimented on a great
piece of legislation.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. He is
familiar with unemployment and labor
conditions throughout the Nation. This
is in itself a great recommendation for
the overwhelming passage of this legis-
lation.

Mr. HICKS of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. Hicks).

Mr. HICKS of Washington. I want to
join in the accolades paid to the gentle-
man in the well and to all members of the
Committee on Public Works.

I also want to give an accolade or two
to the distinguished gentleman from
California (Mr. McFaLL) who helped to
spur this legislation along.

As has been noted, several Members
from the State of Washington have ap-
peared here to compliment the gentle-
man for pushing this legislation along.
While it is vitally needed all over the
country, it is especially needed in my
State of Washington, and that is why so
many Members from Washington are so
concerned that this legislation be en-
acted.
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I thank the gentleman very much for
pushing this legislation and, as a cospon-
sor of similiar legslation, I want to say,
Mr. Chairman, last year Congress ap-
proved a $2 billion accelerated public
works bill that in my view would have
provided an important stimulus to our
lagging economy. The money was ear-
marked for local public works projects—
sewers, water purification plants, streets
and sidewalks, storm drainage systems,
et cetera—in areas of chronically high
unemployment, such as the Puget Sound,
and could have been used to finance up
to 100 percent of the construction costs.
In addition to the sorely needed public
facilities, the $2 billion authorized by
Congress would have provided immedi-
ate, useful jobs for the local work force
in these hard-hit communities.

Much to my dismay, however, Presi-
dent Nixon chose to veto this vital legis-
lation. As I understand it, the rationale
behind vhe veto was that the administra-
tion was convinced that prosperity was
just around the corner. In his veto mes-
sage, the President argued that local
public works projects take a long time
to get underway and that the accelerated
public works program would lead to
“marginal, hurriedly planned” projects
with little long-term benefit to the local
community. Although he did not say so
directly, the President implied that the
$2 billion would create only WPA-type
leaf-raking jobhs.

However, the city and county officials
in my district with whom I discussed the
bill advised me that they had numerous
key projects languishing on the drawing
board just waiting to be funded. Such
projects would have created jobs for car-
penters, bricklayers, electricians, plumb-
ers, and other skilled and semiskilled la-
borers. This is not what I consider dead-
end leaf-raking jobs.

As you know, Mr, Chairman, a year has
passed since that veto and the economic
picture has not brightened up much. Na-
tionally, unemployment still hovers
around the 5.5-percent mark—nearly
twice the amount at the beginning of
this administration. In the Puget Sound
region, unemployment is at least twice
the national figure. In Tacoma, for ex-
ample, 13.6 percent of the labor force
was out of work last year at this time.
Today, 12.3 percent are still without jobs.

While prosperity may have arrived in
some areas of the country, the adminis-
tration’s claim has struck a hollow ring
in others, including Puget Sound. Thus,
I was pleased to join with more than 100
of my colleagues from both sides of the
aisle in again sponsoring legislation that
would expand the public works program
to high-unemployment areas. As reported
by the House Public Works Committee,
the legislation before us today—H.R.
16071—authorizes $500 million during
this fiscal year and $500 million in fiscal
year 1974 for high-unemployment area
public works projects.

Mr. Chairman, we are all aware of the
importance of getting men and women
back to work. None of the sponsors of
this bill, myself included, contend that
this legislation will singlehandedly turn
the unemployment picture around. How-
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ever, it is undoubtedly a step that needs
to be taken to achieve a reasonable level
of employment in the depressed areas of
our country.

Mr. DORN. I thank the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield to the distinguished
gentleman from Arkansas, who is famil-
iar with the Ozarks Regional Commis-
sion and economic development in that
area of our great country.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I have cosponsored this legislation and
have joined with this very fine committee
in its work.

Mr. Chairman, this proposal before us
today has the potential for helping this
Nation make meaningful inroads in the
struggle to eradicate a plague which
grows ever more threatening to our peo-
ple—the peril of joblessness. At the same
time, it offers practical solution to the
provision of the public service facilities
which thousands of our municipalities
and counties so desperately need.

The public works program which we
would approve here today would benefit
labor intensive projects. Those men and
women whose minds are skilled in the art
of building for the benefit of their fellow
men would be provided with useful work
to do and from which the whole Nation
will gain,

For more than a decade I have been
increasingly concerned about the need
for expanded economic development de-
signed to bring more of our resources to
bear on the problems of joblessness and
the need for public services. My concern
developed with my involvement in the
civic and economic affairs of the small
town and underdeveloped region in which
I grew up and practiced law. Too often I
saw the young, and not so young, drift
away to the cities in search of jobs to
support themselves and their families.
Too often I saw the bright hopes stirred
by the prospect of a new business or in-
dustry crushed when the decisionmakers
chose to locate elsewhere because of the
lack of public facilities and services.

While its effects are more dramatic
and shocking in heavily urbanized areas,
the destructive effect of unemployment
is no less serious in small towns and
counties. This bill which we consider
here today—this bill which I have sup-
ported as a sponsor since its earliest
days—is written in such a way that all
areas may have a fair and equal oppor-
tunity to benefit from the funds which
it would provide.

Time and again small towns in rural
areas have been shortchanged when
will-intended Government programs are
reduced to administration. A vast ma-
jority of the votes are to be found in
the cities and metropolitan areas. But
are we talking about answering the cries
of the American people with an attempt
to provide permanent solutions, or are
we talking about politics?

Let me read to you excerpts from a
few letters that I have recently received,
which complain about the manner in
which the Emergency Employment Act
of 1971 was administered.
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Judge Earl Storey, of Stone County,
Ark., writes in his letter of September
29, 1971, as follows:

I would like to bring to your attention
that Stone County has been overlooked in
the $1,040,800 funds that Arkansas will re-
ceive under a recently approved emergency
employment law that goes mainly to citles
and counties that have been suffering from
6 per cent or more unemployment for three
recent consecutive months.

It has been called to my attention that
both Searcy and Van Buren Countles were
to share in these funds. It is hard for me
to understand why these counties were ap-
proved and Stone County was not approved.

We have a county population of about
6,800 which is consistent with the above men-
tioned counties. Presently the wunemploy-
ment rate in Stone County stands at approx-
imately 8 per cent.

Judge Leon Cooper, of Izard County,
Ark., reacts in the following manner:

After calling the responsible administra-
tor and being told to “contact your repre-
sentative”, I decided to do just that. My com-
plaint concerns allotment of work slots for
the Emergency Employment Act.

In this area, one Employment Security
Division office services five counties. The rural
people from the outlying counties seldom
slgn up at the ESD office both because of the
distance involved and because they fear a
guestion and answer situation. As a result,
statistics do not accurately reflect the un-
employment rates in counties like Izard. I
am out here every day and I know that the
employment picture is even worse than per-
centages indicate. The rural areas, as usual,
are being neglected and misunderstood.

A neighboring county, where the Employ-
ment Security Division is located, received
eight times as many work slots as Izard.
Granted, their population is more, but they
also have most of the employment oppor-
tunities of this area on their doorstep. They
even had problems filling the slots.

It is disheartening to hear all these ac-
counts of people who won't work, and to
know that it isn't so. If a living wage is
offered, people are desperate for work.

I realize that this program has been del-
egated to the State of Arkansas. However, If
there is any way that you can help call
attention to the constant discrimination be-
ing exercised against rural counties, it needs
doing . . .

The other rural judges in this area also
feel that we have been neglected for too
long. We not only need your assistance, we
need your advice as to what steps to take.

Mayor B. H. Johnson of College City,
Ark., directs his attention to the Arkan-
sas Department of Finance and Admin-
istration, the State agency responsible
for administering the act:

It was good to talk with you by phone this
morning and learn that we may be able to
obtaln assistance under the EEA, Section 6.
As you suggested, I talked with the local Em-
ployment Security Office and was informed
that our current rate of unemployment is
10.7% and the average rate for the past year
was 11.8%.

I do not believe it was the intent of Con-
gress In passing the Act, to exclude any needy
city Just because they are small.

It should be made clear here today that
we, with this bill, remember America's
small towns and low population areas—
they need help too. Should we fail to
solve the problems which have forced the
residents to leave their homes and seek
economic survival in the cities, we will
not solve the frustrating, festering prob-
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lems of overpopulation of our rapidly de
teriorating central cities.

The need in areas like Arkansas’ Firs.
District for aid such as this bill would
provide is undeniable. It was clearly out-
lined in the four hearings on community
development needs which I held in the
First District between August 1971 and
January 1972. The witnesses who ap-
peared identified more than $35 million
worth of public works needs, They were
from a 21-county region. Nineteen of
those counties have been designated as
redevelopment areas. Over the 2-year
period of 1969-70, 18 of the counties had
annual average unemployment rates
which were higher than that for the Na-
tion.

More than half these counties lost
population during the last decade. Ten
of these lost more than 5.5 percent of
the 1960 population. Of the counties with
unemployment levels higher than those
of the Nation, eight lost between 5.5 and
13 percent population. A ninth, which
had unemployment rates of less than
1 percent below the national rate, lost
17 percent of its population between
1960 and 1970.

These figures, Mr. Chairman, provide,
I believe, ample proof of the need for in-
suring that this public works and eco-
nomic development program operates
with strict attention to the needs of the
potential for benefit in the nonmetro-
politan areas. I favor aid for metro-
politan areas, but believe pouring money
into these areas is fruitless unless we
treat the problems of the nonmetro-
politan areas.

I urge my colleagues to join in sup-
porting this bill which offers hope of
future economic development and in-
creased public services to small and large
municipalities—metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas—alike.

Mr. DORN. I thank the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield to the distinguished
gentleman from California, who not only
ably represents the people of the country
but also is particularly concerned with
the unemployed and the underemployed
in the distressed areas of our country.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

1, too, join with many of my colleagues
in applauding the gentleman in the well.

Mr. Chairman, I further rise as a co-
sponsor of this bill along with my dis-
tinguished colleague from the State of
California (Mr. McFaLL). This legisla-
tion is a chance for Congress to regain
the support and respect of the working
people of the Nation. The administra-
tion tells us that unemployment is now
at 5.6 percent or 5.8 percent of the work
force, and on its way down. But, in fact,
there are still many areas—particularly
urban centers—where unemployment is
at least 10 percent or 15 percent of the
work force, perhaps higher. It is impera-
tive that Congress address itself to this
problem.

The administration has not been re-
miss in insuring that certain powerful
and rich factions of our society have been
protected from the current depression.
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What we must do now is provide for
those people who are affected by the
economy at a much more basic and fun-
damental level—for those people whose
loss of employment has made it difficult,
if not impossible, to feed and clothe their
children—with the assurance that they
will not be made to suffer further con-
sequences of the state of the economy.

It is the working class which has made
the major sacrifices which have enabled
us to continue our insane involvement
in Indochina—and I believe this absurd
adventurism is the prime reason for the
depressed state of the economy. It would
be a most cynical act on the part of Con-
gress to further subject the working class
to the economic consequences of war and
militarism, It is necessary that we dem-
onstrate our awareness of the problems
of the working class. I therefore urge,
Mr. Chairman, that the House approve
this bill.

Mr. DORN. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from California for a very splen-
did statement.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr, STUBBLEFIELD) .

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
earlier this year I joined with other
Members in cosponsoring the legislation
to amend the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 in order
to provide immediate useful work for
the unemployed in the eligible areas and
to help these areas to become more con-
ducive to industrial and commercial de-
velopment through the improvement of
their public facilities. I strongly urge
immediate and positive action on the
measure before us.

The accelerated public works program
as recommended in this bill would up-
date portions of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 by
increasing financial assistance fo the
highest unemployment areas designated
as ‘special impact areas” to $500 mil-
lion a year through fiscal year 1974. All
of us agree that unemployment in this
country must be curbed. We recognize
that the problem progressively worsens
each year, the unemployment rate hav-
ing increased from 4.9 percent in 1970 to
at least 6 percent in 1971. Needless to say,
prosperity is not “just around the corner”
if we sit with our arms folded and ignore
this dilemma just hoping that it will go
away.

Mr, Chairman, I agree with my col-
leagues who feel that more Govern-
ment jobs is not the whole answer to the
problem of unemployment in 1972;
nonetheless, it is still a beginning, The
APW impact program legislation is de-
signed to assist communities with 80-
percent matching grants to build public
facilities such as nursing homes, hospi-
tals, libraries, water and sewer lines. This
brings the situation right down to where
all of us live. My own congressional dis-
trict, as that of every other Member
present, needs these public facilities—
g,nbd the people that I represent also need
jobs.

Of all the devices in the arsenal of
public policy designed to cope with un-
employment, a public works program is
the only one that directly and immedi-
ately opens up employment opportuni-
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ties. Such a program draws workers into
gainful employment and frees them
from the bondage of needing to rely on
unemployment compensation and relief.
It maintains their self-respect, pride of
work, and status in a society that con-
tinues to assign to them useful func-
tions. Payments under such a program
are for work done, not for being unem-
ployed. This bill provides immediate
employment to persons in the building
trades, which are among the groups hit
hardest and suffering the most by
unemployment.

Let us be honest with ourselves and
with our constituents, and let us have
courage to pass legislation which will
meet our national needs by providing
jobs, stimulating growth, and making
available necessary public facilities. Let
us face it: Unemployment is bad. The
country needs more public works. Com-
munities do not have resources to build
these public works. More Federal funds
will put men to work and at-the same
time provide needed public facilities.

We just cannot afford to wait any
longer to pass the accelerated public
works legislation. The people in the First
Congressional Distriet of the State of
Kentucky deserve something better than
they have in the way of public works
and employment, and I, for one, am
willing to fight to see that they get it.

Mr. DORN, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, I would not do
justice to this committee if I did not
again thank the distinguished chairman
of the full committee and the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. Jowes) for their
leadership and dedication. I could name
every single member of this committee
who helped make it possible today to
have this very important bill come up on
the floor—an investment in tomorrow.

I wish you could have heard our dis-
tinguished floor leader, the gentleman
from California (Mr. JoaNsSoN) yester-
day before the Committee on Rules when
he so ably pointed out the unemploy-
ment and the underemployment which
exists and the billions and billions of
dollars that we are spending on unem-
ployment compensation and on welfare
because so many of our people do not
have an opportunity to get jobs or have
economic opportunities.

I want to thank my distinguished
minority leader, the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. HaMMeERscHMIDT). I at-
tended, I believe, all of the hearings for
15 days, and I do not recall a single time
when the able gentleman from Arkansas
was not present. He was most cooperative
and diligent in pursuing every aspect of
this legislation.

I want to thank and commend the
gentleman from Arkansas, the members
of the staff on both sides of the aisle,
and the distinguished minority mem-
bers, Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN, Mr. MILLER,
Mr. MizeLr, and all of them. Otherwise
we could not have had this bill up on the
fioor today.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say, also, that
we had 125 witnesses appear before the
committee in a period of 15 days. We
heard from many Governors, some of the
most distinguished Governors in this
country. We heard from many mayors
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and cochairmen of regional commissions.

‘We had our friends, the Indians from
the Four Corners area of the Southwest
who appeared. We had many witnesses,
as I say, and I do not recall a single one
of the 125 witnesses who appeared before
the subcommittee who opposed this legis-
lation. We had representatives of the
Department of Commerce, great and dis-
tinguished witnesses from all through
this Nation.

I want to say that this is a timely bill,
and I want to repeat it is not just an
expenditure of money but an investment
in the future welfare of our country.

This bill has many educational fea-
tures to it—technical education and vo-
cational education. This is also a private
enterprise bill. Private enterprise is the
positive approach. Government cannot
do this job alone. When a business is
profitable people are employed. Employ-
ees then become consumers and taxpay-
ers. There is no other way. This bill pro-
vides for participation of local, State, and
Federal governments and yes, free enter-
prise.

‘We have amended this bill so that a
business can obfain a loan to go into
business in an economically undeveloped
area where there is unemployment and
underemployment. I do not know of any
community in this country, the rural
communities, especially, that have the
money to build the necessary water lines,
the sewage treatment facilities, access
roads, and those things so necessary for
economic development.

Mr. Chairman, I am glad that the dis-
tinguished and able chairman of the
Committee on Education and Labor par-
ticipated in this debate because 1 want
to dwell for a moment on the educational
features in the bill, especially of techni-
cal education.

In my own district I helped dedicate a
technical educational school in the
Coastal Plains Regional Commission
area. This is an investment in the fu-
ture of our country, and one that will
provide more revenue, local, State and
National. Men and women trained for
job opportunity under this act is an
mvestment in stability and national
security.

I know of one plant that came into the
Appalachian region through the Appa-
lachian program which is similar to this
program—and I believe that this pro-
gram will do as the Appalachian program
has done, and I think that is one of the
greatest programs in the history of our
country. But, as I started to say, one
plant came into the Appalachian region
not far from where I live, and now it is
employing 3,000 people today. But, Mr.
Chairman, that plant could not have
come there if the technical education
school, made possible by Appalachian
funds, had not agreed to train 1,000 em-
ployees to work in this particular plant.
The plant came and today 3,000 people
are employed there in a previously un-
deremployed and unemployed area.

May I use this by way of illustration
for the membership of the committee?
‘When I first came to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs there were some argu-
ments about the GI education bill. Some
said it would lead to the Federal Gov-
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ernment participating in education,
would lead to socialism and other things.
We invested $19 billion in the education
of 10 million American men and women,
and already these 10 million American
men and women have paid into the Fed-
eral Treasury over $100 billion in taxes
more than they would have paid had they
not been educated. This does not include
the local and State taxes, the homeown-
erships, philanthropy, better schools,
hospitals, and those things which create
a stable society. And so the educational
features of this bill and aid to local com-~
munities in the field of economic develop-
ment will do the same thing.

That GI bill was the greatest invest-
ment in the future of this country, or of
any other country, ever made in the his-
tory of the world. And I want to recom-
mend to you and commend to you this
bill as a similar type bill that will pro-
vide people with an opportunity to im-
prove themselves in both the ghetto areas
of our country and in the rural areas of
our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I have not received
one single letter—and I was one of the
original supporters of the Appalachian
program—I have not received one single
letter or one single adverse comment
from any citizen on that great program.

Also, Mr. Chairman, I want to com-
mend this Congress for passing the EDA
bill, and the one we have before you to-
day, with the improvements that have
been worked out by my colleagues who
are gathered here today, will do the same
thing for these economically depressed
areas, so that they will become a part
of the mainstream of this Nation. This
is providing for them an opportunity to
help themselves and to bring better
schools, hospitals, and better water sup-
plies and sewage treatment facilities, and
will improve the environment. This, and
I want to repeat this, is an investment
in tomorrow that will pay back to the
people of this country, all of us, tenfold
dividends.

This great legislation not only encom-
passes specific rural redevelopment and
large urban redevelopment areas, it funds
and encourages multistate regional
commissions to foster the development
of economically faltering areas. Mr.
Chairman, these commissions are a vital
part in the continuous economic and so-
cial development of 28 States and untold
hundreds of communities. The commis-
sions are in every geographic section of
this Nation. These commissions are:
Coastal Plains, Four Corners, New Eng-
land, Ozarks, Upper Great Lakes, Old
West, and Pacific Northwest. These com-
missions are required to develop long-
range comprehensive development plans.
The majority of the multistate commis-
sions have completed their plans, and
the committee believes that they should
be funded to solve the problems outlined
in their comprehensive plans. Our bill
provides $100 million annually fo each
commission and $20 million annually for
those commissions still in the planning
process. This initial authorization will
amount to $460 million per year. This
amount will be revised as more commis-
sions are created. Mr, Chairman, poverty,
unemployment, and other pressing prob-
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lems know no State boundaries. The
multistate approach will greatly aid in
reducing unemployment and bolstering
the economy. One State will benefit from
another State's accomplishments which
have been provided by this authorizing
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, economic development
districts and multistate commissions
have fostered new industries, community
facilities, educational institutions, and
even recreational complexes. These tan-
gible manifestations of this legislation
are the backbones of communities. EDA
funded districts have aided in curbing
outmigration from rural areas to the
large deteriorating cities in this country.
These districts have become a catalyst
for the distribution of other federally
funded programs, and greatly assist in
the coordinated planning efforts of their
member communities.

Mr. Chairman, in my own district, the
title V commission, Coastal Plains, has
funded a technical education school and
an extension of the University of South
Carolina. These projects greatly enhance
the community and the surrounding
area. Through the EDA districts, many
important projects in my congressional
district have been funded, providing jobs,
water, education, and the increased in-
put of private capital in underdeveloped
areas. However, my district is not atypi-
cal; thousands of projects have been
funded throughout the Ilength and
breadth of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation concen-
trates on our greatest resource—our peo-
ple. The individual citizen benefits both
economically and socially, and collec-
tively they improve their communities.
This is not utopian legislation, Mr.
Chairman; it is solid, good, economic in-
vestment in the future of our citizens
and in the continued development of our
Nation. I urge my colleagues in the House
to support and pass the Economic Devel-
opment Act Amendments today by an
overwhelming majority.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DORN. I yield to the distinguished
gentleman from California who so ably
assisted us in bringing this bill to the
floor.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from South
Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. Howarp), a member of the
committee,

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr, Chairman, in addi-
tion to its other features, H.R. 16071 ad-
dresses the very important matter of pro-
viding assistance for workers who become
unemployed because of a Federal en-
vironmental standard or order.

In recent years, the Congress has
enacted a number of pieces of legislation
designed to safeguard the quality of our
Nation’s environment.

These environmental

quality laws,
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such as the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act and the Clean Air Act, have ad-
mirable goals. But they may also from
time to time have an unfortunate side
effect—causing job loss for those indi-
viduals who are employed at installations
which are closed or curtailed because of
environmental orders or standards.

When an individual loses his job be-
cause of environmental orders, it is a
clear case of the sacrifice of the interests
of a few for those of many. Justice de-
mands that those few who suffer job loss
be compensated during their period of
hardship, and this is exactly what H.R.
16071 would do.

Section 801 of the bill offers several
kinds of assistance to workers who lose
their jobs because of Federal pollution
control measures, including unemploy-
ment compensation, temporary mort-
gage or rental payment assistance, re-
employment assistance, and where neces-
sary payment of reasonable moving
expenses.

Unemployment compensation pay-
ments under this bill are limited to 60
percent of a worker’s former weekly wage
and are available until the worker is re-
employed or for a period of 78 weeks,
whichever is lesser. To be eligible for this
unemployment compensation, a worker
must have been employed for no less than
26 of the 78 preceding weeks in the plant
or industry affected; and while receiving
compensation under section 801, a worker
will not be entitled to regular State un-
employment compensation payments.
Duplicate benefits are not authorized.

In addition to unemployment compen-
sation payments, section 801 of the bill
authorizes rendering of reemployment
assistance services under other laws and
temporary mortgage or rental assistance
payments.

Mortgage or rental assistance would be
limited to individuals who, as a result of
financial hardship caused by unemploy-
ment, have received notice of mortgage
foreclosure, lease termination or can-
cellation of a contract of sale. Assistance
would be available for the duration of
hardship, but not for more than 1 year.

One of the great tragedies of contem-
porary American life has been the steady
migration in search of work by people
from small- and medium-sized com-
munities and from rural America into big
cities which are already overcrowded,
over-complicated and almost ungovern-
able.

Availability of the assistance offered
under section 801 of this bill—unemploy-
ment compensation, reemployment as-
sistance and mortgage or rental pay-
ments—will cushion the blow while the
worker seeks other employment locally,
and thus will help combat this migration
trend and will contribute to a more bal-
anced distribution of our population.

Workers who become unemployed will
more easily be able to remain in their
local communities while awaiting new
job opportunities and will not be forced
by Federal environmental measures into
immediately leaving their local com-
munities to look for work in the already
congested urban centers. The smaller
communities will be given time in which
to work out their economic problems and
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the large cities will be spared the influx
of yet another wave of unemployed
workers who would have preferred not to
have been forced to move.

Finally, for those persons who cannof
find employment near their homes but
who are able to find work elsewhere,
H.R. 16071 offers payment of actual rea~
sonable moving expenses. It is only
equitable that if Federal policies have
caused loss of a person’s job, the Fed-
eral Government should bear the cost of
that individual’s moving to a new loca-
tion where he can find gainful employ-
ment.

The assistance made available under
section 801 of H.R 16071 to persons who
become unemployed because of Federal
environmental quality standards is a rea-
sonable and well-conceived congressional
response to a problem which arises di-
rectly from implementation of other
congressional policies. The provisions of
section 801 are an essential part of our
efforts to solve environmental problems
without undermining our policies of bal-
anced economic growth.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 16071 and the con-
tinuation of the economic development
programs administered under the Public
Works and Economic Development Act.

These programs are now in their sev-
enth year of operation. They have proven
their capability in creating jobs and up-
lifting the economy of areas in economic
distress.

Only the limited funds available for
these programs have limited their de-
gree of success in stemming unemploy-
ment.

In 1970, extensive evaluations were
made on the effectiveness of these pro-
grams by the Economic Development Ad-
ministration through contracts with out-
side consultants, and our committee con-
ducted its own evaluation. The results of
these evolutions were presented to the
committee at hearings held in September
1970.

For example, in 1970, a total of 274
public works projects that had been com-
pleted for at least 1 year were evaluated
by consultants for the Economic Devel-
opment Administration. These projects
generated the equivalent of 33,486 in-
dustrial, commercial, and supporting jobs
at an average annual salary of $6,500.
The total EDA public works investment
in these projects was $76.5 million. The
Federal Government cost per job aver-
aged $2,290. The Federal Government's
share of the total cost of these projects
was about 61 percent.

This extension will authorize a con-
tinuation of the grant program for public
works and development facilities needed
for economic growth.

Fifty-two business loan projects ap-
proved prior to the fiscal year 1970 were
analyzed by consultants for the Economic
Development Administration. It was esti-
mated that 25,000 direct and indirect
jobs had been located by these business
loans, with an annual payroll of over
$130 million and an average wage per
job of $5,300. The findings indicate that
the agency's cost per job averaged $1,248.
This money is returned t¢ the Govern-
ment with interest.
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Under this bill the public facility loans
and industrial and commercial loan and
guarantee programs are extended at the
existing annual authorization of $170
million.

The findings of the evaluations of the
technical assistance program indicated
that it had helped to initiate a broad
range of business activity in distressed
areas and has provided coordination be-
tween communities in need of aid and
organizations that can furnish various
forms of support and training.

Compare this to what the Government
is paying in welfare and unemployment
compensation and ask which is the bet-
ter investment.

Millions of our fellow citizens are job-
less through no fault of their own, and
hundreds of our communities are teeter-
ing on the brink of economic catastrophe.
This bill is not a handout; it is a helping
hand to neighbors who have nowhere
else to turn. We cannot and we will not
let them down, if only because large-
scale unemployment and the existence
of major pockets of depression threaten
the well-being of the entire Nation.

Mr, Chairman, the results of the Eco-
nomic Development Act have been seen
in my own district in New Jersey.

Recently this program provided funds
for the city of Asbury Park, a city that
is in need, as are many cities through-
out this Nation, in need for improve-
ment and renovation of the Asbury Park
Convention Hall. The results of this
program will be that we in Asbury Park
will be able to get more conventions
located there.

The benefits of this program are not
only the jobs that were created directly
through the improvement of the con-
vention hall, but with the income pro-
<uced by people who come to the area
for these conventions there will be an
improvement in the economy along the
boardwalk and in the hotels, by the em-
ployees in the business community and
by the restaurants and gasoline stations
and a host of other areas and activities.

Mr. Chairman, this is truly a fine piece
of legislation. This Economic Develop~
ment Act, Mr. Chairman, is a profitable
investment of money. It is a productive
investment in America, and it is, finally,
a most humanitarian investment in peo-
ple. I hope that the legislation is ap-
proved.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr, McFaLL).

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, first I
wish to congratulate this great commit-
tee, on which I had the honor of serv-
ing for 7 years of my experience in the
Congress, for doing such a tremendous
job on this piece of legislation. It truly
brought a remarkable bill to the floor,
and I congratulate all of the members.
Especially am I proud of my fellow Cali-
fornians on the committee on this side,
Mr. JounsoN, who is managing the bill,
and Mr. Crausen on the other side, who
is a senior member of the committee, and
the other Californians on the committee
who have assisted their colleagues in
bringing forth this legislation.
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Mr. Chairman, today the American
people find the country in stormy eco-
nomic waters and they are working to
chart this Nation on a course which will
provide a prosperous climate where each
person, who is able, can work and earn
enough income for him and his family
to live decently.

Americans are concerned with im-
proving both the standard and quality of
living in the United States. An essential
key to bringing this about is to do all that
we can to provide for an economy, where-
in all who are able and all who wish to
work, can do so and earn a livable wage.

This is a basic national goal toward
which our efforts must be directed, and
it is for this reason that I rise today in
wholehearted support of the economic
development bill under consideration by
the committee.

Of course there are no simple, one-di-
mensional solutions to curing our Na-
tion’s economic woes. Recent history
demonstrates that the causes and solu-
tions are complex. But the record also
shows that the Congress has led with
action to shore up our sagging national
economy.

Mr, Chairman, many in this Chamber
will recall that it was said that the ad-
ministration did not want and would not
use the tools the Congress provided to
meet emergency economic conditions.
Ironically, it was 1 year ago this week
that the administration did use those
very tools to implement the 90-day wage,
price, and rent freeze.

The Congress a year ago also readily
responded by granting the requested re-
peal of the automatic excise tax as an-
other economic spur.

The Congress was in the lead again
when, in an effort to combat unemploy-
ment, it passed a public service jobs bill,
This move was rejected by the adminis-
tration, but the Congress tried again and
passed the successful public employ-
ment program legislation, which was
signed into law.

The Congress, in short, is valiantly
doing its share in the economic battle
and today’s bill would bring up rein-
forcements to continue the effort to
eliminate unemployment.

Today, Mr. Chairman, there are 2 mil-
lion more people unemployed than when
the present administration took office.
Five and one-quarter million Americans
are unemployed, and the results are
staggering—statistically and in very
real humanitarian terms. We cannot
turn our backs on the fact that com-
bined unemployment and welfare pay-
ments have reached extreme and emer-
gency proportions—exceeding $2 billion
every 30 days, not including food stamps.

The time has come once again to take
positive action, nationwide and espe-
cially for those areas hit hard by high
rates of unemployment.

Accelerated public works impact pro-
gram legislation is one valuable method
of stimulating employment and a valu-
able program for providing local gov-
ernments with needed permanent public
facilities. Accelerated public works im-
pact legislation is providing a program
of investing in people—investing in
America.
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Early in 1970 the handwriting was on
the wall. Unemployment was rapidly
climbing toward 6 percent; 200 Members
of this House joined me in introducing
legislation to revive the accelerated
public works program, which was suc-
cessful in the 1960's as one means to fight
the high unemployment problem.

Though the bill introduced in the 91st
Congress was not passed, the unemploy-
ment problem became more serious. In
the first days of this Congress, 150 Mem-
bers joined me in reintroducing accel-
erated public works legislation. The Pub-
lic Works Committee, which has a great
record for taking responsive action, re-
ported out the bill HR. 5376, which ex-
tended the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act and the Public Works and
Development Act, and incorporated the
APW program. The bill was over-
whelmingly approved by a 320 to 67
House vote and received a solid majority
in the Senate, only to be vetoed by the
President.

To the credit of Chairman JouN BLAT-
ik and the members of the Public Works
Committee, another bill was soon re-
ported which salvaged the APW program
in a scaled-down form. This legislation
again cleared both Houses and was en-
acted into law last year.

During the early days of this session,
more than 100 colleagues joined with me
in cosponsoring legislation to increase
the funding for the APW program to
$475 million this year. Significant sup-
port for the APW impact program was
added with nearly all members of the
Public Works Committee cosponsoring
H.R. 16071.

When testifying before the Public
Works and Economic Development Sub-
committee of the Public Works Commit-
tee, I stated that—

The committee may wish to develop a more
comprehensive bill that would iacrease this
amount and extend the program over several
years.

The bill under consideration today
gives the APW impact program new life
for 2 years and authorizes $500 million
each year.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 16071 is principally
aimed at assisting areas of high unem-
ployment and areas that will suffer eco-
nomic problems resulting from new en-
vironmental legislation that may put
plants out of business, and people out of
work in those plants.

The Public Works Committee recog-
nizes that the Economic Development
Administration is the agency in the Fed-
eral Government which has the best
track record in dealing with such prob-
lems and the committee has authorized
this additional tool and funds in order
that the EDA may expand its valuable
services to communities suffering from
environmental unemployment.

Although there may be questions in the
minds of many here today about some
provisions, I believe that when the total
bill, including the APW impact program,
is thoroughly examined, it will merit
the overwhelming support of the mem-
bership.

The question may also be raised, “Why
APW when the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, in its latest report, shows a
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decrease in the unemployment rate to 5.5
percent, seasonally adjusted?” Last year,
at this time, we saw a similar situation
when the unemployment rate dipped.
The people on Pennsylvania Avenue were
all smiles when the rate dropped, but
heads began to shake when, only weeks
later, the jobless rate again headed to-
ward 6 percent.

Of course, it may very well be true that
the rate of unemployment has leveled off
and will continue to decline. I hope so,
and so does everyone in this Chamber
and across this land of ours. If the rate
continues to fall, however, it will be in
part due to efforts such as the APW
impact program.

Although the APW impact program
does not and cannot totally solve our un-
employment problem, it does comple-
ment the other programs which form a
network of action to improve our econ-
omy.

The PEP program is one example, PEP
has placed thousands of unemployed and
underemployed in public service jobs
across the Nation, but PEP does not assist
building tradesmen and those in the
construction industry, nor the thousands
of allied business and working people.
The APW impact program and H.R.
16071 serve to fill this need and at the
same time assist economicaly hard-hit
communities in building urgently needed
public facilities.

I have seen accelerated public works
used successfully in the 15th District of
California, which I have the privilege
of representing, My district lies in the
heart of one of the richest agricultural
regions in the world, but unemployment
is a serious problem.

The Stockton labor market has been
known for years as an area of persistent
high unemployment and in June had an
unemployment rate of 8.8 percent, sea-
sonally adjusted to 8.4 percent. The
Modesto-Turlock labor market, though
not considered a major labor market, had
an astounding unemployment rate of
11.8 percent, nonseasonally adjusted. The
national rate was 5.5 percent seasonally
adjusted and 6.2 percent, nonseasonally
adjusted. The State of California had a
seasonally adjusted rate of 6.1 percent
and nonseasonally adjusted rate at 6.5
percent.

We in the 15th District of California,
therefore, are particularly aware of the
problems of nigh unemployment and the
resulting spin-off effects in terms of in-
creased welfare costs and less revenue
going into local government than would
be if we had full employment.

So it was that when the last APW leg-
islation was enacted, two projects were
readily approved by the EDA in the 15th
District. One $73,600 grant provided im-
mediate construction jobs for the unem-
ployed and underemployed in Modesto
and assisted the Stanislaus County gov-
ernment in providing needed warehous-
ing space at two locations.

Another $80,000 grant was put to effec-
tive use in Patterson, by helping the city
to remodel the city hall and fire station.

We are working with other cities in the
15th District, which are looking to the
accelerated public works impact program
for needed assistance for similar projects
to benefit local citizens and provide jobs.
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APW impact is a vital program, Mr.
Chairman. APW impact has proven it-
self and should be expanded, extended,
and I urge the passage of HR. 16071.

I also include at this point in the
REcorp, statistics relating to unemploy-
ment compensation and welfare pay-
ments which illustrate the impaect of
these costs:
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Mr. McEAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McFALL. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Utah.

Mr. McKAY. Mr. Chairman, I just rise
at this point to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman in the well.

I have been very pleased to cosponsor
the same legislation in prior instances
with the gentleman from California (Mr.
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McFaLL) and with others. I have been
very pleased to associate with them and
commend those who work so diligently.
This legislation should have been recog-
nized by the present administration some
time earlier. I hope he will now do so.

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman
for his remarks,

Mr, DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McFALL. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I wish to commend the gentleman in the
well for his diligence in assisting the
committee in putting this bill together
and bringing it before this body.

I also want to associate myself with
all of the accolades that have been made
to the membership of the committee.

Mr. Chairman, we are all aware of the
situation in which the American people
find their economy today.

Rising unemployment coupled with in-
flation has cut the economic heart out of
countless communities. More people have
been thrown out of work or rendered un-
deremployed than at any time within
recent memory.

H.R. 16071, the accelerated public
works bill, would raise the level of this
year’s authorization for special impact
area APW assistance to $500 million. As
the Representative of the dynamic and
rapidly industrializing Seventh District
of Georgia, I must rise in support of the
accelerated public works bill.

This bill has a twofold purpose. First,
it is a bill to combat unemployment
through effective stimulation of the con-

struction, building trades and supporting
industries. Second, it will provide public

investment for mneeded community
projects.

At the outset, let me say that I know
that others will participate in this de-
bate, and go into the specifics of this
legislation with regard to its funding and
the mechanics of its eventual implemen-
tation. But let me outline briefly, for the
public’s sake, the meaning of this legis-
lation and the effect which we plan for it.

Not long ago, I received a telephone
call from an unemployed engineer., He
told me that he could understand other
people wanting pay raises and additional
fringe benefits, but the only pay raise he
wanted was from nothing to something,
and the only fringe benefit he wanted
was a job.

I am well aware that the focus of
this bill is on the creation of jobs in the
construction industry. I believe we need
to recognize as well that the new proj-
ects started under this legislation will
have what economists call a “multiplier
effect” on the economy. That is to say
that for every dollar the Government
puts into the direct construction of a
needed sewer or water line it will create
50 many dollars more in jobs and pur-
chasing power for the people in the
areg.

Thus, we will take at least a strong,
first, positive step to meet the problems
associated with unemployment in the
general economy. I might add at this
point that whenever legislators, busi-
nessmen, or economists gather and talk
about that particular economic problem
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or another one, invariably all the pro-
posals for an immediate and specific
remedy, whether it be job retraining or
a tariff, boil down to “we must set all our
actions in the context of a more fully
employed economy.” Mr, Chairman, that
is what this bill intends to do.

Through this legislation I anticipate
substantial across-the-board relief,
which this country has not been able to
gain elsewhere, from unemployment and
its attendant problems, and I anticipate
specific relief for those areas of the coun-
try which have been especially hard hit
by the slowdown in our economy. In
my own district, three counties now
stand to put numbers of persons back
on the job rolls and to build essential
community facilities should this bill be-
come law.

Community facilities to be built under
a new Accelerated Public Works Act in-
clude water purification plants, sewer
lines, and countless other essential
items long proven needed, but too long
neglected. These items of public invest-
ment affect the health, safety and eco-
nomic well-being of every citizen of the
seventh district.

When I say that these projects have
a demonstrated need and that the money
will not be wasted. I would only ask and
remind all of you; How many water pur-
ification plants and new sewer systems
which both enhance our environment and
attract industry have been turned down
by the administration?

Is it necessary for the Economic De-
velopment Administration to return ap-
plications for needed projects to our
communities due to lack of adequate
funds? How many more of these proj-
ects could be built if funds were avail-
able? How many jobs have been lost by
inaction?

Mr. Chairman, all these are the hard,
bedrock reasons why accelerated pub-
lic works is a sound public investment.

I know that I speak for many in this
Chamber today when I convey the feel-
ings of my own constituents. Most dis-
tressing to the EDA designated counties
has been the knowledge that their plight
has been recognized by the Federal Gov-
ernment but that recognition by the Fed-
eral Government until now has carried
with it no funds to combat the problem.
With the passage of this bill, recognition
will no longer be a footnote to the even-
tual economic revival of these and other
areas, but will instead be the first step
in a meaningful program for building and
restoring the economic viability of the
economy, its workers, businesses, and
communities.

Mr. Chairman, I consider the passage
of H.R. 16071, the accelerated public
works bill, a necessity. I hope that the
overwhelming majority of my colleagues
concur,

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I am
in full support of the bill which is before
us after the testimony that has been
given by those who completed the hear-
ings and held the hearings covering 125
witnesses. I think all of us are very fami-
liar with the context of the bill and the
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report that was put out. The bill was out
in time. Everyone had an opportunity to
read it.

Mr. Chairman, we bring to the House
today H.R. 16071 which amends and ex-
tends the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965. This act pro-
vides Federal assistance, in cooperation
with the States, to communities, areas,
and regions in the United States that
have fallen behind our Nation’s main-
stream of economic growth. The purpose
of the act is to assist areas in economic
distress. These are areas, both rural and
urban, suffering from high unemploy-
ment, underemployment, and outmigra-
tion. It is both an urban and rural pro-
gram.

The act stresses the planning process
in developing goals for economic growth
and provides grants for public facilities,
loans and guarantees for business devel-
opment, and technical assistance.

The Special Subcommittee on Eco-
nomic Development Programs of the
Committee on Public Works held exten-
sive hearings on proposals to revise and
extend this act earlier this year. As a re-
sult of the testimony received at these
hearings, HR. 16071 was introduced and
reported favorably with an amendment
by the full committee on August 7.

The bill extends the Public Works and
Economic Development Act for 1 addi-
tional year, through fiscal 1974. It makes
improvements in existing economic de-
velopment programs and provides new
programs of assistance to individuals
and businesses which suffer economic
hardship from imposition of environ-
mental quality standards.

PURPOSE CLAUSE

Section 2 of the bill adds two new
sentences to the purpose clause of the
act to recognize that economic distress
has brought about substantial migration
which is frustrating orderly national
growth and aggravating economic and
social conditions in both rural areas and
central cities, and that orderly growth
should recognize economic disorders.

GRANTS FOR PUEBLIC FACILITIES

Section 3 of the bill amends the act
to improve the public facility grant pro-
gram. The annual authorization of $800
million for the regular public facility
grant and supplementary grant pro-
gram—which provides permanent jobs
through long-term development—is ex-
tended for an additional year through
fiscal year 1974. The maximum Federal
share of total project cost is increased
from 80 to 90 percent, to help the areas
showing the greatest need but unable to
raise the local share.

Also, a separate authorization of $500
million per fiscal year for the fiscal
years 1973 and 1974 is provided for the
public works impact program enacted
into law in August of last year 1971.
This program is designed to provide im-
mediate useful work to the unemployed
in distressed areas on backlog of public
facility projects ready for construction.

One of the principal objections to this
program raised last year was that it
would take too long to get these projects
into the construction stage in order to
have an immediate benefit to the un-
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employed. Experience has demon-
strated the program can get the unem-
ployed to work rapidly. The Economic
Development Administration has done
an excellent job in responding to the in-
tent of the Congress. The guidelines re-
quire that projects are to be under con-
struction within 2% months from the
date of approval.

The initial fiscal 1972 appropriation
and a subsequent supplemental appro-
priation were obligated by the end of
January of this year, and more funds are
badly needed for this emergency job-
creating program.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR BUSINESS
DEVELOPMENT

Section 4 of the bill amends the busi-
ness loan program to add authority to
guarantee up to 90 percent of the out-
standing balance of a loan to a private
borrower and up to 90 percent of the
remaining rental payments under a lease.
Under current law, only working capital
loans may be guaranteed and only then
in connection with direct loan under this

program,

The maximum Federal participation
in direct loans is increased from 65 per-
cent to 75 percent.

These changes will give the Secretary
greater flexibility in assisting businesses
in economically lagging areas and will
increase the overall supply of capital for
such businesses by encouraging partici-
pation of private lending institutions.

The bill extends the annual authoriza-
tion of $170 million for this program for
an additional year, through fiscal 1974.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Section 5 of the bill amends the tech-
nical assistance provisions to permit the
Secretary to assist applicants who are
unable to obtain expertise needed to ap-
ply for economic development assistance
under the act, and to defray up to 100
percent of economic development plan-
ning expenses of Indian tribes.

INTTIAL OPERATING COSTS OF VOCATIONAL

TRAINING FACILITIES

Also authorized are grants of up to 75
percent of the cost of operation of voca-
tional education facilities constructed
with grants under title I of this act.
These grants are available for any 2 years
during the 5-year period beginning with
enactment of this legislation, They are
intended to help ease the period during
which communities make permanent ar-
rangements for funding new vocational
training facilities. Up to $15 million an-
nually may be used for this purpose.

COORDINATION

In sections 5, 6, and 7 of the bill, pro-
vision is made for better coordination of
economic activities of local communities,
economic development distriets, States,
and regional economic development com-
missions. The amendments in the bill
establish better communieation and as-
sistance at each of these levels to insure
continuity in the planning process for
economic growth.

AREA AND DISTRICT ELIGIBILITY

Section 6 of the bill makes a number
of changes in economic development as-
sistance eligibility criteria:

Only one redevelopment area—instead
of two—would be necessary for forma-
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tion of an economic development district.

Assistance to nonredevelopment areas
within development districts would be
permitted if the benefits accrue to rede-
velopment areas within the distriet.

Economic development districts would
be assured of a minimum of 5 years' ad-
ministrative expenses. A new authoriza-
tion of $20 million annually for fiscal
1973 and 1974 is provided for district
planning and administrative expenses.

The moratorium on redesignation of
redevelopment areas is extended until
June 1, 1974.

Areas with population up to 500,000—
rather than the eurrent limit of 250,000—
may be designated as “economic growth
centers.”

Special impact area criteria designed
to reach pockets of economic distress in
urban and rural communities or neigh-
borhoods without regard to political or
other subdivisions or boundaries is re-
defined.

REGIONAL COMMISSIONS

Section T amends the regional plan-
ning commission provisions of the act.

To date, seven regions have been de-
signated by the Secretary of Commerce.
These are Upper Great Lakes, Ozarks,
Four Corners, Coastal Plains, New Eng-
land, Old West, and the Pacific North-
west regions. The Old West Region and
the Pacific Northwest region have been
designated by the Secretary this year.
Except for these new regions, the process
of preparing long range economic de-
velopment plans for each region has been
underway since 1967.

A separate annual authorization of
$100 million is provided for each re-
gional commission that has an overall
economic development plan completed
and approved by the Secretary. Four
such commissions have completed their
plans. A $20 million annual authoriza-
tion is provided for each commission that
has not yet an approved economic plan.
Three such commissions are in this
category.

POWERS OF THE SECRETARY

Section 8 of the bill contains conform-
ing amendments to permit the Secretary
to administer the lease and loan guar-
antee authority made available under
this bill in the same manner as he is
permitted to administer the loan pro-
gram under existing law.

ERVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Section 9 of this bill adds a new title
VIII to the act. This title contains two
sections. The first section provides as-
sistance to individuals who become un-
employed because of Federal actions to
improve the environment. The second
section provides assistance for businesses
to finance the cost of pollution control
facilities when a Federal or State action
to improve the environment would other-
wise close the business and result in job
loss.

The first section of the title authorizes
$100 million to provide assistance to each
individual certified as being unemployed
as a result of an environmental standard
or order. Such individuals would be eli-
gible for unemployment compensation
equal to at least 60 percent of his former
weekly wage for a period not longer than
78 weeks, Mortgage and rental payments
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up to 1 year would be available to such
an individual if he has received notice
of foreclosure or eviction from his resi-
dence.

Reemployment assistance imder exist-
ing laws, as well as moving expenses, are
provided when such individual is unable
to find employment within a reasonable
distance of his residence, but does find
employment beyond that distance.

The second section of title VIII would
authorize $100 million annually for fiscal
1973 and 1974 for long-term, low-interest
loan assistance—30 years, 3 percent—to
businesses to finance the cost of pollution
control facilities when a Federal or State
environmental quality standard or order
would otherwise close the business and
result in job loss.

The total new authorizations in this
bill, designed to assist in the economic
egrowth of this Nation, is $3,177,500,000.
The dreadful impact unemployment has
on the Nation's economy and on the lives
of our citizens is of concern to all of us
regardless of party. This is a small price
to pay to assist in developing our econ-
omy, create jobs, and restore dignity to
many of our unemployed citizens.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, as a coauthor of & companion
bill, I rise in strong support of HR.
16071, a bill designed to provide needed
jobs in areas of high unemployment,

In the first quarter of 1972, unemploy-
ment averaged 5.8 percent. This means
that almost six people of every 100, who
are actively seeking a job, are unsuccess-
ful. This means that approximately 5
million people in our 81-million-person
lagor market are still out looking for a
job.

Of those millions who are out of work,
1,180,000 have been unsuccessfully seek-
ing a job for almost 4 months—3 months
and 3 weeks, to be exact.

What are the results of this high un-
employment rate?

First, obviously, the breadwinner is de-
prived the dignity of bringing home a
paycheck.

Second, his family is denied the secu-
rity of knowing from where the next meal
is coming.

Third, society does not gain from the
fruits of his labor.

Fourth, rather than adding to the
strength of America, the unemployed
drain tax dollars which could be funneled
into education, health care, law enforce-
ment, or into some other important area.
In fact, State unemployment insurance
programs paid an estimated $739.5 mil-
lion in benefits in March 1972.

Mr. Chairman, we must provide jobs
performing wuseful services for those
seeking employment.

The bill before us today would provide
funds to those areas, which have been
particularly hard hit by unemployment,
in order to assist the communities in
building necessary public facilities, such
as nursing homes, hospitals, libraries,
water, and sewer lines.

Our country needs jobs—preferably
jobs in the private sector of a growing,
expanding economy. But when the econ-
omy is not growing or expanding suf-
ficiently, then the Government must as-
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sume the obligation of being the employ-
er of last resort.

Mr. Chairman, I endorse the bill, HR.
16071, and I urge my colleagues to pass
this measure overwhelmingly.

Mrs, GRASSO. Mr, Chairman, the need
is urgent for passage of H.R. 16071. Sec-
tion 107, which deals with the public
works impact program, is of special con-
cern to districts like the Sixth Congres-
sional District which I serve.

Section 107 creates a public works im-
pact program to assist areas of high un-
employment, low-income concentration,
or substantial outmigration. This provi-
sion would authorize $500 million for the
Secretary of Labor to allow payment of
up to 100 percent of the cost of public
works projects to these hard-pressed
areas.

The unemployment situation in Con-
necticut is far above the national aver-
age, In my State, 8.5 percent of the work-
ing force is unemployed. The Sixth Dis-
trict includes all or parts of seven labor
districts, as determined by the State la-
bor department. In only one area is the
unemployment rate below the State aver-
age. In three areas entirely within my
district, the rate is over 11 percent. Bris-
tol has 17.6 percent, New Britain and
Torrington areas each have 1.4 per-
cent.

The situation in these areas remains
critical. The people in my district need
jobs. They want jobs. Furthermore, pre-
liminary figures in my district opinion
poll indicate that a vast majority of those
who returned questionnaires favor in-
creased Federal spending on temporary
public works projects to provide work
opportunity for the unemployed.

As one of the cosponsors of the McFall
accelerated public works bill, I commend
the action of the committee in providing
section 107 in H.R. 16071. Passage of this
legislation would meet two pressing
needs: the creation of badly needed
municipal facilities as well as badly
needed jobs.

Mr. Chairman, Federal employment
in public works should only be a tem-
porary measure in times of emergency.
This emergency situation is and has been
a part of the fabric of life in northwest
Connecticut far too long. I urge passage
of H.R. 16071 so that unemployed people
in my district and throughout the Nation
may soon begin working on needed pub-
lic works projects, in anticipation of that
time when employment in the private
sector may remove the need for such
measures.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the distinguished chairman
of the Public Works Committee along
with his committee members who have
very diligently put together a bill aimed
at the very heart of some of America’s
most crucial problems. A high percent-
age of crime, poverty, poor health, urban
blight, and welfare problems can be
traced directly to one source—lack of
jobs.

I am particularly concerned with the
portion of this bill referred to as the ac-
celerated public works impact program.
Under this program communities across
America would receive $500 million in
each of the next 2 fiscal years to com-
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bat high unemployment and provide
badly needed permanent public facilities.

This bill is not a welfare or “make-
work” proposal. It is a program to put
skilled workers back to work. One of
America’s greatest assets is its reservoir
of skilled workers. Today too many of
these people are sitting idle through no
fault of their own. Every day they are un-
employed our Nation loses the benefit of
their talents. The people I am talking
about are the Nation’s carpenters, brick-
layers, heavy machinery operators, elec-
tricians, and other craftsmen.

Not only will these people get back to
work to support their families and com-
munities, the communities will have new
libraries, police stations, community cen-
ters, storm drainage systems, street
lights, hospitals, water purification
plants, and other similar projects.

Mr. Chairman, there is no question
about the need for such a program. For 3
years now we have been assured that the
unemployment problem has been solved
and that prosperity is on the way. In
July, national unemployment was 5.8
percent, seasonally adjusted to 5.5 per-
cent. There were 5,173,000 persons out of
work. In one county in my congressional
district, unemployment was at 6.8 per-
cent in June. I hardly consider this
“prosperity” and it is difficult to tell these
people that there is no unemployment
problem. Last year the President vetoed
similar legislation after it had been
passed by substantial margins by both
the House and Senate. In the meantime,
such drastic measures as wage-price con-
trols and export embargoes have been in-
stituted.

Meanwhile, the unemployment situa-
tion has not substantially improved. I
think it is time we ceased pretending
that no problem exists. This legislation
will make substantial strides toward im-
proving the unemployment situation and
it has my wholehearted support. I urge
my colleagues to again join with me in
telling the President that we do not ac-
cept a 5.5 percent unemployment rate
and we do not want more than 5 million
Americans and their families to continue
to suffer the economic hardships and
stigma of being unemployed.

Mr, ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of HR. 16071, legislation to
authorize needed funds for fiscal years
1973 and 1974 for programs authorized
under the Public Works and Economic
Development Act.

As we know all too well, the unemploy-
ment rate has continued at untolerably
high levels in this country for better than
2 years, and has, in fact, been well over
5 percent for the past 24 months. Among
many segments of the economy, this rate
is even higher. For example, 14.8 percent
of teenagers were unemployed according
to Department of Labor statistics for
July, 10.9 percent of construction work-
ers, and 7.3 percent of Vietnam veterans.

Mr. Chairman, this unemployment
situation and the drain it represents on
the entire economy, cannot be allowed
to continue. Enactment of H.R. 16071
will demonstrate the sincerity of the Con-
gress to take positive measures to reduce
substantially the unemployment rate and
to offer the dignity of work to many of
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the more than 5 million persons who
are currently unemployed.

Especially important, in my view, are
provisions of H.R, 16071 to increase the
authorization for public works programs
to $500 million yearly for fiscal years
1973 and 1974, The first vear's experi-
ence with the public works impact pro-
gram has indicated highly satisfactory
results, both in job creation and in the
construction on needed public facilities.
In addition, continuation of current au-
thorization levels for accelerated public
works for the next 2 years will help to
provide needed Federal assistance in em-
ployment creation in especially hard-hit
areas. It is my hope that the aims of
this program may be more fully devel-
oped through increased appropriations
to meet the authorization amounts which
have been specified.

In conclusion, I would like once again
to emphasize my belief that support for
the measure now before us represents a
responsible step toward meeting the es-
sential need of our Nation's unem-
ployed—the need for constructive job
opportunities.

Mr. DULSKI, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the pending bill, H.R. 18071.
The need for the legislation is readily
apparent as has been fully detailed in
the committee report and in the explana-
tion by my colleagues.

I was one of the original sponsors of
the accelerated public works impact
program, an integral part of this bill.
As reported, the bill authorizes $500
million for the current year and another
$500 million for fiscal 1974.

I commend the chairman and mem-
bers of the Committee on Public Works
for bringing forward this comprehen-
sive measure to provide for public works
and economic development.

My own area of Buffalo, N.Y., is hard
hit by unemployment and we are by
no means the exception. There are poc-
kets of serious unemployment through-
out the Nation and Federal assistance
is essential.

In New York State we now have an
unemployment rate of 6 percent, slightly
higher than the national average.

In the Buffalo metropolitan area, the
unemployment rate is a whopping 8.2
percent and the outlook is not good. Just
this week, the banner headline in our
evening newspaper was the announce-
ment of another plant closing which will
put another 450 people out of work.

The pending bill contains a number
of changes and improvements in pro-
grams to aid depressed areas. The Com-
mittee on Public Works has done an ex-
cellent job of blending these varied ap-
proaches into a coordinated program.

The accelerated public works impact
program provides 80 percent construc-
tion grants to local governments in high
unemployment “special impact” areas.

This program is important as it pro-
vides help on two fronts by assisting
local governments in building needed
facilities, such as sewage treatment
plants, public structures, and so forth.
It also provides immediate employment
to persons in the building trades, which
are among the groups hardest hit by
unemployment.
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Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 16071
and urge its passage.

Mr, HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, the
bill before us today is much needed.
Thirty thousand unemployed persons in
Maine can attest to that need. So can the
long list of public works projects left un-
done: Storm drainage systems, libraries,
police stations, nursing homes, commu-
nity centers, airport facilities, hospi-
tals, water purification plants, and water
and sewer lines.

This bill, particularly the section au-
thorizing $500 million a year for the ac-
celerated public works impact program,
will effectively pinpoint an attack on job-
lessness.

The proposal will help create addition-
al employment in the construction in-
dustry, including the building trades,
which suffers from an unemployment rate
of approximately 12 percent. Local gov-
ernments would be provided with 80 per-
cent construction grants for needed pub-
lic projects such as storm drainage
systems, libraries, police stations, com-
munity centers, street lights and traffic
signals, airport facilities, hospitals, ware-
houses, water purification plants, and
other similar projects.

There are presently 5 million men and
women unemployed in the United States.
This proposal will not provide jobs for
all these people, but it should help reduce
the unemployment count to a level that
is healthier for the economy.

This kind of program would not only
provide urgently needed jobs, but it would
also make our rural communities more
attractive to outside industry by furnish-
ing necessary public services.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act Amendments of
1972.

At a time when unemployment contin-
ues to skyrocket, this legislation is criti-
cal, Under the public works impact pro-
gram, $500 million would be made avail-
able for each of the next 2 fiscal years
to provide 100-percent Federal matching
funds for areas of high unemployment
and concentrated low income. Under the
environmental effects program, $100 mil-
lion would be authorized to aid those
workers who have lost their jobs through
Federal environmental enforcement. I
believe we have a moral obligation to
assist those who must sacrifice their jobs
to help protect our environment.

Mr. Chairman, each day I receive mail
from constituents who are unemployed
and, following months of searching, are
still unable to find jobs to support their
families. This bill, of which I am proud
to be a cosponsor, will put Congress on
record in favor of the creation of new
employment opportunities. Grants for
public works and development facilities
and for vocational training facilities will
enable our local governments to help de-
velop long-lasting economic improve-
ments and jobs. Furthermore, it allows
us to focus our Federal resources on those
special impact areas, rural and urban,
which are hardest hit by poverty and
unemployment.

The past history of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act demon-
strates that Congress can effectively as-
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sist millions of Americans by funding
permanent jobs in economically dis-
tressed areas in cooperation with State
and local governments.

I urge passage of this vital legislation.

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 16071 which authorizes
a $4.4 billion package for public works
and economic development.

This important legislation contains an
accelerated public works impact pro-
gram which my colleague Jouy McFALL
and I pressed for since March of this
yvear. The bill provides for $500 million
a year through fiscal 1974 for an im-
mediate job creating public works im-
pact effort in areas where unemploy-
ment is significantly above the national
average, as in the eastern parts of my
own district.

The impact program is designed also
to assist these communities with 80-per-
cent matching grants to build publiec fa-
cilities such as nursing homes, hospitals,
libraries, and water and sewer lines.

When we first introduced our acceler-
ated impact program this year, we had
called for an increase of $475 million for
fiscal 1973. I was gratified to see that
the House Public Works Committee ap-
proved an increase of $500 million per
yvear for this and the following year.

In evaluating last year's perform-
ance the committee concluded that the
program had been “successful in creat-
ing jobs and constructing needed fa-
cilities.” Our action today in support of
this program would be based not on fu-
ture promises that it will succeed but

on proven success and performance.
Further, the program has been effec-
tive on two critical fronts, First, it has
helped local governments in building
needed facilities, which drain the tax-

payer's pocketbook. Second, it has
created immediate employment in the
building trades, which are among the
hardest hit unemployed groups in the
country.

Clearly it has been an effective tool
in attacking joblessness and relieving the
unemployment-inflation crisis which has
gripped this country since President
Nixon took office some 4 years ago. Dur-
ing that period of time we have seen the
bankruptcy of this administration’s
trickledown theory which offers billions
of dollars in tax breaks to business in
hopes of creating jobs. This approach
has been a dismal failure.

We have consistently urged the Presi-
dent fto adopt immediately an acceler-
ated public works-public employment
strategy. Last June he responded by
vetoing legislation that would have pro-
vided $2 billion for such a program. In-
stead of creating jobs, he dispatched
Secretary of Labor James Hodgson with
instructions to camouflage our unem-
ployment crisis and proclaim unemploy-
ment as only ‘“the hole in the doughnut.”
Well, for some 5 million workers across
the country, with 600,000 in California
alone, unemployment is indeed a tragic
hole in their lives.

It is our responsibility today to help
overcome that tragedy and create mean-
ingful employment for these workers,
and I urge you to support this job creat-
ing legislation.
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, we have
a great opportunity before us today in
the form of H.R. 16071, the accelerated
public works legislation. The passage of
this bill will increase the impact pro-
gram authorization to $500 million this
fiseal year and extend the program for
another year at a $500 million authori-
zation. I am happy to say I am a co-
sponsor of the bill.

As I am sure my colleagues are aware,
the unadjusted unemployment rate for
the United States in June 1972 was 6.2
percent. In my home State of Michigan,
the unadjusted unemployment rate for
June was a frightening 9.8 percent, and
a total of 370,000 people were unem-
ployed in Michigan. In July of 1072, these
figures rose to 10.7 percent of the labor
force, or 392,000 people in Michigan
were unemployed.

The bill we have before us today is a
step forward in alleviating this serious
problem. New jobs will be created in that
local governments will be assisted in the
building of badly needed facilities, such
as sewage treatment plants, public struc-
tures, et cetera. This will provide imme-
diate help to persons in the building
trades, some of the most affected by
unemployment.

Leaders of organized labor have
strongly supported legislation to increase
funding of accelerated public works pro-
grams to combat unemployment, In-
cluded in this group are Frank Bonadio,
president of the Building and Construc-
tion Trades Department of the AFL-CIO,
and Andrew J. Biemiller, director, De-
partment of Legislation for the AFL-
CIO.

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote
for passage of this much-needed legis-
lation.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 16071, the Public Works
and Economic Development Act. Massive
unemployment continues to plague our
country. The most recent figures of the
Department of Labor show that 5.9 per-
cent of our Nation's workers are without
jobs. The problem in my own State of
Massachusetts is particularly severe, In
January 1970, the unemployment rate of
Massachusetts was 4.4 percent. By Janu-
ary of the following year unemployment
had risen to 7 percent. Preliminary fig-
ures for June of 1972 show that unem-
ployment in Massachusetts has sky-
rocl:eted to a shocking level of 8.3 per-
cent.

In the Boston labor area, which com-
prises T8 cities and towns, including the
communities in my district of Waltham,
Brookline, and Newton, more than
107,000 workers were unemployed as of
June 1972, The Fitchburg-Leominster la-
bor area, also in my district, is burdened
with an unemployment rate of 9.9 per-
cent, with 4,100 people out of work in
the six cities and towns of this area.

These individuals must have jobs. I
am convinced that the legislation before
us today, key provisions of which I spon-
sored months ago, will help meet the
needs of the unemployed in my district,
in Massachusetts, and throughout our
country.

This bill authorizes $800 million for
fiscal 1973 EDA on-going public works
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projects, and the same amount for fiscal
1974. The bill authorizes $500 million for
fiscal 1973, and an identical amount for
fiscal 1974, for critically needed acceler-
ated public works impact programs.
Also authorized is $920 million through
1974 for seven regional commissions
whose work would combat unemploy-
ment, and $100 million or unemploy-
ment compensation, rent and mortgage
payments for workers whose jobs were
lost due to the effects of environmental
protection studies.

The bill also provides that 60 percent
of eligible workers’ former salaries would
be paid to them as unemployment com-
pensation for a period of 78 weeks.

Another key provision of this bill au-
thorizes $100 million through fiscal 1974
for technical asistance to local govern-
ments for administering planning and
feasibility studies including $15 million
for operation of vocational training
facilities.

The bill also redefines special impact
areas as areas which have a large con-
centration of low-income persons, sub-
stantial unemployment, or actual or
threatened unemployment due to closing
or curtailment of a major source of em-
ployment.

Finally, the bill provides for 90-percent
loan guarantees to aid business firms in
redevelopment areas.

Mr. Chairman, I have said many times
before that I do not believe in President
Nixon's so-called frickle down theory.
That discredited theory, which is based
on the faulty assumption that tax give-
aways to large corporations will result in
increased employment, is a proven fail-
ure. The unemployment statistics speak
for themselves.

I believe that the best way to decrease
unemployment quickly is fo provide
grants for local government projects
which will create immediate construction
jobs in areas of high unemployment, and
thus will have highly desirable spin-off
effects in creating new employment
throughout such areas in all local goods
and services businesses.

The accelerated public works provi-
sions of this bill do just that.

Andrew J. Biemiller, the director of the
AFL~CIO Department of Legislation, has
summarized the need for this bill in these
words:

America's workers know full well that
many of our most critical problems stem from
inadequate public facilltles and could be
solved through added public investment pro-
grams and full funding of those that are
already on the books.

I congratulate the Public Works Com-
mittee, its chairman, JoHN BLATNIK, my
colleague Joun McFaLL who has worked
so hard to effect the enactment of this
bill, and our other colleagues who have
joined in sponsoring or advocating this
necessary measure. America’s workers
will thank us if we pass this bill today.

Mr, FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, as a co-
sponsor of the Public Works Acceleration
Act, I want to voice my earnest support
of this bill as the Congress must address
the economic ills of this country. Unem-
ployment is insidious and is destroying
the pride and vigor of millions of Ameri-
cans. We can now count over 5% million
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Americans on the unemployed rolls. Fac-
tories are running at much less than full
capacity. And while these millions of un-
employed Americans are spending idle
and unproductive hours, many of our
communities are stagnating for want of
public services.

This bill will not solve all of the eco-
nomic problems of this country, but it
will contribute to the resolution of these
problems and provide productive em-
ployment to hundreds of thousands of
people whose talents are being wasted.
In my own district public works pro-
grams could provide much needed water
and sewer systems, improved lighting,
and a plethora of other much needed
services. The problems of unemployment
are cyclical and as the unemployment
rolls in a community grow tax revenues
decline, and public services are the first
area to feel the bite. It is time to stop
the emotional rhetoric and the raising of
the specter of WPA projects. This legis-
lation is fiscally sound and will con-
tribute to the unemployment-inflation
malaise which detracts from the lives of
millions of our citizens.

Again this year the committee has
spent long and fruitful hours in ham-
mering out a bill that will greatly stim-
ulate the economy and lessen the psycho-
logieal and physical effects of unemploy-
ment. The response to this legislation
has been overwhelming as is manifested
by the fact that over 100 Members of
this House have cosponsored it. Last
year's measure, of which I was also a
cosponsor, received overwhelming sup-
port when it passed the House.

We recognize the great need for this
legislation as a substitute for Federal
handouts and the dehumanizing aspects
of such relief. We hear from the admin-
istration that employment levels of 4
percent are not feasible as a guideline
for full employment. I am not ready to
accept the fact that we must adjust our
expectations downward so that we can
grandly say that we are at “full employ-
ment.” The unemployment level in this
country is hovering around the 6-percent
level and there is no reason to think that
relief is in sight unless we take affirma-
tive action. The proposal before us today
calls for much needed public services as
a vehicle for providing work for our un-
employed. Not busy work, as some would
suggest, but essential projects utilizing
the talents and skills of thousands of
Americans who have spent dreary
months in enforced idleness. In closing
I would like to commend my distin-
guished colleague from California, Joun
McFarL, for his excellent leadership in
this effort and also the committee for
the excellent bill that is being considered
today, and I urge full support for this
essential legislation.

Mr. O’'NEILL, Mr, Chairman, I rise to-
day in support of HR. 16071, the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
Amendment of 1972 which I have cospon-
sored with my colleague, the Honorable
JonN McFaryr. This bill has but one gen-
eral purpose: to provide much needed
Federal assistance to the economically
distressed areas and regions of our Na-
tion suffering from a high rate of un-
employment. Despite the persistent proc-
lamations of the administration and the
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satyric wit of the Presdent’s Council of
Economie Advisers that this Nation is
experiencing an economic upturn, we can
hardly overlook the some 5 to 5% mil-
lion men and women out of work, unable
to support their families. The legislation
we consider here today has a direct, real
and immediate bearing on these people.

It authorizes the expenditure of $500
million a year through fiscal 1974, rede-
fining special impact areas as both urban
and rural which have a large concentra-
tion of low income persons, substantial
unemployment, or have an actual or
threatened abrupt rise in unemployment
due to closing of main source of employ-
ment. The legislation allows the Secre-
tary of Commerce more flexibility in the
administering of financial assistance for
business development. It provides assist-
ance for States in the preparation of
their overall economic programs, and to
individuals who suffer employment loss
because of Federal action to improve the
environment. In short, this legislation
recognizes that there is high unemploy-
ment now and seeks to put these people
back to work.

Apparently, the administration is more
concerned with matters other than un-
employment. In recent weeks, the admin-
istration has charged this body being
fiseally irresponsible, inflationary and
short-sighted—in regard to health, nu-
trition, education, and unemployment.
In fact, the President has used this rea-
soning to veto several pieces of major do-
mestic legislation: Accelerated public
works, Labor-HEW appropriation and
Office of Economic Opportunity. But, is
it fiscally irresponsible to authorize and
appropriate funds for projects and jobs
when the economic climate is such that
no one is hiring at the blue collar level?
Is it inflationary to ask an unemployed
individual to work and receive just com-
pensation from the Federal Government
so that he can provide for his family?
Is it shortsighted of this Congress to
seek to provide funds to put people to
work? Or do we sit by and let long range
planning forget the unemployed? Do we
act as if the economy cannot operate
beyond 75 percent of its capacity without
intolerable inflation? Do we resign our-
selves to 5-percent unemployment? My
constituents and I think not.

Last month I received an announce-
ment from the Department of Labor for
release on July 31, 1972, which defined
how the administration’s economic up-
swing was affecting Massachusetts and
the country. The city of Boston, Mass.
which ineludes Suffolk County, parts of
Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk, and Plymouth:
Counties, which had been hovering and
plagued by a rate of 6 percent unemploy-
ment must now contend with 7 percent
or more unemployment. Two of the nine
areas designated by the Department of
Labor as “major areas of substantial or
persistent unemployment’—12 percent
unemployment or higher—are located in
my home State.

Further, according to the Department
of Labor, there are now 883 areas classi-
fied as areas of substantial or persistent
unemployment. Parts of all of 421 cities,
650 counties in all States, 31 Indian res-
ervations and the Commonwealth of
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Puerto Rico are classified as sections of
concentrated unemployment or under-
employment. Every State in this Union
has felt the effect of the present 5.5-
percent unemployment rate. The time
has come for solutions. We have seen the
effect of vetoes. Inaction is no longer
tolerable.

Mr. Chairman, the House must act
favorably on this measure which is so
important to unemployed Americans. I
ask my colleagues to direct their atten-
tion to the unemployed people of our Na-
tion who have been forgotten. These peo-
ple are tired of listening to hollow ex-
cuses about the inflationary risk of leg-
islation of this kind.

We have a mandate from the people.
As a coequal branch of Government, Con-
gress can and must act to assist the un-
employed. If we are to be recorded as a
Congress that cares, we must meet the
task before us and give our uneguivocal
support to this desperately needed legis-
lation.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I enthu-
siastically support H.R. 16071, the ac-
celerated public works impact program.
At a time when more than 5 million
Americans are out of work, when count-
less others have given up looking for jobs,
this program makes sense. At a time
when everyone feels the impact of an
economy in disarray, when inflation and
interest rates are too high, this program
can generate stability and help bring
prices back to earth. The gentleman from
California, Congressman McFaLL, and
the distinguished chairman of the House
Public Works Committee, Congressman
BLATNIK, are to be commended for their
vigorous support of this legislation.

Simply put, this program will create
jobs: The one thing the American econ-
omy so desperately needs. For the last
few years, the administration has been
struggling with a variety of approaches
to inflation and a faltering economy.
There have been wage and price con-
trols, stern warnings, and a variety of
gimmicks all designed to help the econ-
omy by helping the top of the heap first.
Some people have called it the “trickle
down” theory of economics, and, it has
not worked very well. Take the invest-
ment tax credit, for example. It was
supposed to encourage industry to ex-
pand, creating more jobs in the process.
The tax credit failed at generating em-
ployment, but it succeeded at generating
additional tax deductions and larger
loopholes.

A year ago, the President vetoed legis-
lation similar to the bill before us to-
day. It was a tragic mistake. The un-
employment rate still is intolerably
high—too many Americans still are out
of work, unable to support their fami-
lies. This program would help, creating
new jobs—not through a series of intri-
cate maneuvers—but directly, giving
communities the financial help they need
to improve and creating new jobs in the
process.

By approving this legislation, how-
ever, we will be doing more than just gen-
erating employment. We will be helping
communities across the counfry improve
themselves and the equality of life for
their residents. With this legislation,
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communities will be able to build hos-
pitals, libraries, sewage treatment fa-
cilities—any number of projects that
they have had to postpone because they
have not had the money. In so many
communities, those kinds of projects are
desperately needed and long overdue.

The accelerated public works impact
program will provide special help in pro-
tecting the environment. It would help
workers who have lost their jobs because
of Federal antipollution orders, but more
importantly, it will give communities
the incentive and the financial ability to
attack pollution through public works.
Chairman Brarnik is familiar with the
pollution of Lake Michigan, much of it
caused by inadequate municipal sewage
treatment facilities. In too many areas,
virtually untreated sewage is being
dumped into lakes and rivers, and they
are choking to death on it. With the
money provided in this legislation, local
communities will be able to build new
sewage treatment facilities and systems—
systems that do not overflow into lakes
and rivers every time there is a storm,
systems that protect the environment in-
stead of destroying it.

Local communities need the kind of
public works this bill provides. Their res-
idents need the employment this bill pro-
vides. The environment needs the protec-
tion this bill provides, With one pro-
gram, we are helping local communities
find the answers to three very serious
problems; not the whole answer, but part
of it. And, given the history of the last
2 years, it is an answer that we must
not reject.

Mr, MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port H.R. 16071, the Public Works and
Economie Development Act Amendments
of 1972. Earlier this year I cosponsored
H.R. 13702 with Congressman McFALL
to establish a job-creating accelerated
public works program.

The recorded rates of unemployment
throughout the country and, in particu-
lar in the State of Connecticut, are at
an unacceptable level. The average na-
tional rate of unemployment for 1971
was 5.9 percent, the highest it has been
since the 1961 recession. In the State of
Connecticut the rate of unemployment
is 9.4 percent—which is higher than
average for that State last year. These
figures only reflect recorded unemploy-
ment—certainly hidden or unrecorded
unemployment, the existence of which
we recognize, would raise these figures
to higher levels if recorded.

The Public Works Acceleration Act of
1971, which Congress passed during the
first session of the 92d Congress to help
alleviate the escalating national unem-
ployment, was unwisely vetoed by the
President. Once again over 5 million un-
employed are looking to us for action
that will help put them back to work
and this bill, providing a 2-year $1 bil-
lion public works construction program,
will do much to accomplish that objec-
tive in areas of greatest need.

I can speak from personal experience
about the value of this proposal. I sup-
ported President Kennedy's Public
Works Acceleration Act of 1962 which
succeeded by this popular and effective
mechanism in hastening economic re-
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covery in areas heavily affected by the
recession of that time. Several commu-
nities of Connecticut’'s Fifth Congres-
sional District, which I represent, bene-
fited greatly from that program. I am
confident that the $1 billion authorized
by this bill for worthwhile and perma-
nent public works projects will also be
spent in providing jobs and programs for
economically depressed areas.

The legislation is designed in part to
increase the financial assistance to the
areas of highest unemployment which
have been designated as ‘“special im-
pact areas.” As was the case in 1962,
expansion of authorizations and pro-
viding 90-percent public works construc-
tion grants develop immediate useful
work in hard-hit communities. Those
municipalities and counties with high
rates of unemployment will be provided
funds to facilitate the construction of
libraries, schools, sewers, water purifica-
tion facilities, sidewalks, and similar
public improvements, to enhance their
attractiveness to new industry without
a resultant drain upon their tax re-
sources. Most importantly, these activi-
ties will reduce the unemployment afflict-
ing that area.

This legislation also provides guar-
antees by the Secretary of Commerce of
up to 90 percent of the outstanding un-
paid balance of a loan or 90 percent of
the remaining rental payments under a
lease for loans or leases made by private
lending institutions to businesses in *re-
development areas” or “‘economic growth
centers.” These guarantees will help to
encourage the investment of private
funds to augment the public funds pro-
vided by this legislation resulting in the
development of new industry and in-
creased permanent employment in these
economically stricken areas.

Assistance for the establishment and
operation of vocational training facili-
ties is also provided by this legislation.
Providing workers with new skills to meet
today’s industrial needs would enable
them to reenter the labor market and
once again become contributing members
of their communities.

This bill responds to the unemploy-
ment problem; it will help put people
back to work; and it will provide perma-
nent and needed capital improvements.

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of this necessary legislation.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 16071, the Public
Works and Economic Development
Amendments of 1972.

Because of the great and varied needs
of my district, I have long been a sup-
porter of economic development pro-
grams which, while seeking to provide
immediate relief for depressed areas,
concurrently draw upon the resources of
their people to assure them long-range
productivity and self-supportiveness.

All of us are aware of the difficulties
we experienced with similar legislation
last year. Congress, last June, enacted
8. 575, the Appalachian and Regional
Development Amendments of 1971, Title
I of that legislation contained emergency
provisions for rapid job creation and al-
located $2 billion for the construction of
a portion of our great backlog of needed
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public facilities. When the President
vetoed the measure, he shattered the
hopes of approximately 420,000 unem-
ployed Americans who would have found
jobs through the accelerated public works
program.

Later efforts to deal with this situation
were largely unsuccessful—in fact, the
level of appropriations last August as
compared with authorizations was the
lowest for public works projects in 7
years. More problems were encountered
toward the end of the year when it be-
came apparent that the language of the
Economic Development Act, stating that
between 25 and 35 percent of moneys ap-
propriated for title I programs be ex-
pended under the accelerated public
works criteria, was inhibiting the devel-
opment of public works impact projects
throughout the country, while the low
level of funding for accelerated public
works projects was destroying the hopes
of those who had expected to secure em-
ployment under the program.

I am, therefore, very pleased to note
that this legislation has separate author-
izations for sections 105 and 107, thereby
permitting the orderly carrying out and
planning of both long range and ac-
celerated public works projects. I am also
extremely pleased that the Secretary’s
authority in the area of financial assist-
ance for business development has been
modified to allow him to guarantee up to
90 percent of the outstanding unpaid bal-
ance of loans and up to 90 percent of re-
maining rental payments under leases
and loans made by private institutions to
lessees and borrowers in redevelopment
areas. This change, I know, will greatly
enhance the level of private investment
in these areas of need.

In New York City and similar urban
areas the lease guarantee authority could
be crucial in the development of vertical
industrial parks in core city areas. That
type of development would bring jobs into
locations where many of the unemployed
live, could assist in eliminating our trans-
portation problems, and could well re-
verse the trend for the abandonment and
disintegration of our cities.

The authority granted under this
measure for operational grants to voca-
tional training facilities was long needed.

So much for the highlights. My prob-
lems with this measure are largely re-
stricted to title VIII, pollution control fa-
cilities, which in my opinion needs
changes to insure workers’ rights. I shall
give my support to clarifying and
strengthening amendments designed to
safeguard the interests of those who lose
their jobs because of the implementation
of Federal environmental quality laws,
whether such rights and interests be in
the area of unemployment compensation
or pension rights. I hope my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle will support
such moves.

However, on the whole, I believe that
the committee has reported out a meas-
ure worthy of support and needed by the
Nation.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
this Nation today faces an unemploy-
ment problem of nagging persistence.
The administration may take pride in the
recent downturn of unemployment to 5.5
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percent, but the fact remains that this
is an unacceptably high rate.

There are more than 2 million more
Americans unemployed than when the
present administration took over 4 years
ago. As many Members of this House
are well aware, there are a large number
of areas in this country where the prob-
lem is far graver than the national pic-
ture indicates. In some areas, in fact, the
problem has assumed depression-like
characteristics. In my own district, the
24th of Illinois, the latest available un-
employment rate for Madison County is
7.1 percent. For St. Clair County it is
even higher at 9.2 percent. The rate for
St. Clair County, high though it is, is
deceptive since this county contains the
city of East St. Louis where the unem-
ployment rate is far worse than the
country as a whole. Furthermore, there
is evidence that the statistics that we
so trustingly use are understated in that
they do not include the underemployed
or those who have left that job market
out of discouragement.

An attempt was made in 1965 to pro-
vide a program of public works to help
areas of serious unemployment. This pro-
gram, embodied in the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, has
produced many good results. However,
over the last few years it has become evi-
dent that not enough was being done to
provide immediate job opportunities for
seriously depressed areas. An afttempt
was made last year by the House Com-
mittee on Public Works to provide such
help with a $2 billion accelerated public
works program. The President, however,
saw this program as leading to “wasteful,
hurriedly planned projects” and gave it
an ill-advised veto. Fortunately, the com-
mittee salvaged a portion of this pro-
gram by amending the act of 1965. How-
ever, only $45 million was made available
in fiscal 1972 for this program, now called
the public works impact program, out
of an authorization of $280 million.

The bill before us today would amend
the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act, extenuing it through fiscal
year 1974, liberalizing certain conditions,
and making numerous other improve-
ments, The most important provisions of
this bill, however, are those affecting
the public works impact program. The
bill recognizes the importance of this pro-
gram by setting it up as a separate pro-
gram with its own $500 million-per-year
authorization rather tharn leaving it as
part of the regular grant program. Thus
the act now has two categories of public
works grants; those designed for long-
term improvement in economic condi-
tions and the impact program, designed
to provide immediate employment.

It should be emphasized that the
grants under the impact pregram are not
for “make work™ or “boondoggle” proj-
ects but are for projects which fulfill
a pressing need in the areas in which
they are to be located as well as provid-
ing “immediate useful work to the un-
employed and underemployed persons in
these areas.” There is also no lack of
worthwhile projects for which to utilize
funds under this program. The National
League of Cities has estimated, for exam-
ple, that from $33 to $37 billion will be
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needed for sewage treatment facilities
alone in communities throughout the
United States during the period 1971-
76. The 24th district alone has at this
time no less than 42 applications for
sewer and water granfs before the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. These and other types of public
works not only create immediate job
opportunities but provide the facilities
which are essential wo attract industry
and business vital to the long-term eco-
nomic growth of such areas as the 24th
district.

As the representative of a district
which is aflicted with high unemploy-
ment, I strongly urge the passage of this
bill. I feel that the concept of the public
works impact program has been ade-
quately tested and that it does create
sorely needed jobs not only in the con-
struction industry but in other sectors
of the economy as well. This bill, if it
becomes law and is adequately funded,
will go a long way toward relieving the
chronic unemployment which plagues
many areas of our Nation.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 16071, the Public Works
and Economic Development Act Amend-
ments of 1972. This legislation has been
formulated with the laudable purpose of
concentrating our Nation's energies to-
ward a solution to our present economic
troubles, particularly with regard to the
continued high level of unemployment.

As a cosponsor of the public works im-
pact section of this bill, I am pleased that
we will have this opportunity to put the
House of Representatives on record once
again in support of America’s millions of
jobless citizens,

Unemployment continues at an un-
acceptably high level. In my own State
of New Jersey, approximately 7 percent
of the work force was unemployed in
June. Nationwide the jobless rate is now
5.5 percent.

The public works program is a proven
method of providing assistance to areas
of high unemployment to create mean-
ingful work for the jobless. Under the
measure before the House today, we will,
overall, authorize $3.18 billion in addi-
tional funds over the next 2 years for a
variety of much needed public works
programs.

Programs authorized by H.R. 16071 in-
clude the public works impact program
under which areas of high unemploy-
ment, concentrated low income, or sub-
stantial outmigration would receive $500
million in each of the next 2 fiscal years
to create new jobs. The program will as-
sist local communities with 80-percent
matching grants to build public facilities
such as hospitals, libraries, water and
sewer lines, municipal buildings, police
stations, and storm drainage systems.

Therefore, the program will have the
dual result of reducing unemployment,
particularly in the hard-hit construction
industry, and providing needed local fa-
cilities without overburdening the local
tax rate.

Another important section of this legis-
lation would establish the environmental
effects program which would provide as-
sistance to individuals who have lost
their jobs as a result of Federal environ-
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mental orders. For those persons who find
themselves threatened with foreclosure
or eviction, temporary mortgage and
rental payments will also be provided.

Mr., Chairman, an expanded public
works program is necessary in order to
break the back of our chronically high
rate of unemployment. There is no such
thing as an *“acceptable level of un-
employment.”” We in the Congress must
continue to seize the initiative to
achieve a truly full employment economy.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, this legis~-
lation has the bipartisan support of the
Committee on Public Works and it merits
the same bipartisan endorsement of the
House because it can help us correct ter-
rible economic injustices that are ram-
pant in many parts of our country today.

Through no fault of their own, nearly
5 million of our fellow citizens are job-
less today and literally hundreds of com-
munities are in danger of becoming ghost
towns for lack of the commerce, industry,
Jjobs, and payrolls they need to stay alive.

These men and women, and their com-
munities, have exhausted their own re-
sources, they are looking to us, their
elected Representatives in Congress, not
for a handout, but for a helping hand to
bring them back into the mainstream of
our national prosperity.

This legislation offers them that help-
ing hand. Conscience dictates that we
must offer our hand because they are our
neighbors, our fellow Americans. Self-
interest demands that we offer it because
the massive unemployment and the ma-
Jjor pockets of depression that exist in our
country today threaten the well-being of
the entire Nation.

We have heard it said that this wealth-
iest Nation on earth cannot afford the
cost of this legislation, on top of all the
other burdens the American taxpayer
has assumed.

But I submit that the distinguished
chairman of the Public Works Commit-
tee, the Honorable JoraN A. BLATNIK,
clearly disposed of that fallacy when he
presented this bill to the Rules Commit-
tee yesterday.

Chairman BLATNIK pointed out that
this measure will not add 1 penny to the
taxpayers’ burden; rather, it will lighten
that burden because it will take workers
off the welfare rolls, off the unemploy-
ment compensation lists, and place them
in productive, revenue-producing jobs.

Today, we are pouring $11%5 billion of
the American taxpayers’ money into wel-
fare and almost one-half billion dollars
into unemployment compensation every
month—a staggering total of $24 billion
& year to support millions of our fellow
citizens in unfortunate idleness.

Every job that this legislation creates—
and it will create many thousands of
jobs—takes a family off the welfare rolls
or a family breadwinner off the unem-
ployment compensation roster, restores
one more American’s dignity, and
strengthens the economic fabric of the
community and the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, commonsense and our
common interest demand the passage of
this legislation by a margin that will
make clear to millions of our less fortu-
nate countrymen our determination to
restore them to the mainstream of
America.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. EEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to sup-
port this essential legislation and to en-
dorse its objectives, which are stated so
clearly in the report of the House Public
Works Committee:

To provide Federal assistance, in coopera-
tion with the States, to the economically dis-
tressed areas and regions of our Nation suf-
fering from a high rate of unemployment and
underemployment, to enable those areas and
regions to help themselves in developing
long lasting economic improvement,

We have had T years of experience
with this legislation, going back to the
passage of the original Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, and
the programs it has made possible have
been effective; they have generated jobs
and payrolls in communities all across
the country where jobs and payrolls were
most urgently needed; they have restored
economic stability and strength to many
depressed areas that had been left be-
hind the general prosperity.

I have seen these programs operate in
my own Fifth District of West Virginia
where, since 1968, we have undertaken
27 self-help projects combining local
funds and local initiative with Federal
funds and the technical assistance of
Federal experts. We have not yet been
brought back into the mainstream of our
Nation's economic growth, but we are
moving in that direction, and the despair
that gripped so many of our communities
not long ago is giving way to hope and
confidence.

Our small communities in West Vir-
ginia and elsewhere across the Nation
have much to offer toward the solution
of the problems of congestion and pol-
lution that plague our major urban cen-
ters today. These communities can offer
many thousands of acres of uncrowded,
unpolluted land, an abundance of hu-
man resources, untapped natural re-
sources, and the will to work for the com-
mon good.

We have an opportunity in this legis-
lation to marshal the strengths of these
song-neglected communities, to stem the
outmigration of their young people, and
to train them for productive futures in
their hometowns.

We have an opportunity to turn these
communities around, to enable them to
plan and build for a brighter tomorrow,
not only for themselves but for all Amer-
ica.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all my colleagues
to support this constructive legislation so
that we can build on the progress already
achieved and keep alive the hope that
has been inspired in so many distressed
communities of our land.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 16071, legislation to ex-
tend and expand the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965. As
an original sponsor of this measure, I
strongly support its objective of helping
people in areas of high unemployment
develop long lasting economic improve-
ment.

The State of Hawaii and other States
will benefit from the provisions of this
legislation designed to stimulate employ-
ment opportunities and improve the eco-
nomic base of poor neighborhoods.

A total of $4.4 billion in economic de-
velopment funds is authorized by the
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bill. The impact of these funds, being
utilized in distressed areas hayving the
greatest need for the influx of new capi-
tal, will be a tremendous lift for the
national economy. It will also provide
thousands of new jobs for those in areas
which have been hit hardest by lagging
growth and other economic adversity.

One of the major features of the bill
is the authorization of $500 million a year
through fiscal year 1974 for the imme-
diate job of creating accelerated public
works impact program in places where
unemployment is significantly above the
national average. We have several areas
in Hawaii which could benefit from the
enactment of this bill.

This impact program is designed to
assist communities with 80 percent
matching grants to build public facilities
such as nursing homes, hospitals, li-
braries, and water and sewer lines.

In addition, the legislation authorizes
$800 million for each of fiscal years 1973
and 1974 in direct and supplementary
grants through the Economic Develop-
ment Administration for long-term de-
velopment and permanent employment
projects in depressed areas; authorizes
$920 million through fiscal year 1974 for
regional development commissions; au-
thorizes $100 million a year for the 2-
year period for long-term, low-interest
rate loans to help industries install pol-
lution control equipment; authorizes $100
million through fiscal year 1974 for un-
employment compensation and rent and
mortgage assistance for workers who lose
Jjobs because of environmental protection
orders; and authorizes $100 million
through fiscal year 1974 in technical aid
to local governments which lack the ex-
pertise to conduct their own adminis-
tration and planning studies.

This important legislation is designed
to help this Nation surmount the eco-
nomic doldrums of the past several years,
and I urge its adoption by the House.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to join my colleagues today
in expressing strong support for the pas-
sage of H.R. 16071, the bill to approve
and expand the accelerated public works
impact program.

If passed into law, this bill will au-
thorize $500 million—through fiscal year
1974—for the creation of urgently
needed public service jobs in local com-
munities which are suffering from ex-
cessive levels of unemployment. Eligible
cities and counties will benefit from par-
ticipation in these programs in two ways.
First of all, the legislation will help high-
unemployment areas to relieve their un-
employment problems by creating jobs
that local communities can no longer
afford to provide. And second, jobs will
be created which will help these locali-
ties to attack some of their most press-
ing problems. Projects which could be
initiated as a result of the passage of
this legislation include the establishment
of badly needed facilities such as hospi-
tals, police stations, libraries, commu-
nity centers, as well as the expansion of
programs to improve water and storm
drainage systems, sewers, and water
purification projects.

Two other important features of this
legislation include an authorization of
$100 million, during the next 2 years, for




August 16, 1972

unemployment compensation to workers
who have lost their jobs as a result of
environmental protection orders, and an
authorization of $15 million to aid local
governments in their operation of voca-
tional training programs.

Mr. Chairman, throughout the last 3
vears, this country has been plagued
with persistently high levels of unem-
ployment. While the Nixon administra-
tion has held firm in its belief that un-
employment is a necessary evil in the
battle to combat inflation, millions of
American men and women have con-
tinued to suffer from the impact of long-
term unemployment. We have seen the
level of unemployment rise sharply from
2.7 million in January 1969, to over 5.1
million as of July 1972.

Congress, in response to this continu-
ing crisis, has been required to assume
the mantle of leadership which has been
so seriously neglected by the present ad-
ministration. We have put forth a va-
riety of programs in an effort to stimu-
late the economy and to provide jobs in
areas of critical importance to commu-
nities across the country.

A little over a year ago, the House and
Senate overwhelmingly approved ac-
celerated public works legislation only to
have it vetoed by President Nixon, who
called it a “deficient approach” to the
unemployment problem. Now, a year

later, the unemployment situation re-
mains at the depressing figure of 5.5 per-
cent and the Nixon administration has
still failed to offer any substantive pro-
grams to deal with the problem.

In his June 29 press conference, Presi-

dent Nixon confessed that he was “not a
bit satisfied” with the unemployment sit-
uation and he stated his intention to “ex-
plore other means to bring the rate of
unemployment down.”

Mr. Chairman, I share President
Nixon’s dissatisfaction. While I am aware
that the problem of reducing the rate of
unemployment is a very difficult one, I
disagree completely with the President’s
premise that it is a problem that will
disappear if we just ignore it long enough.
The past 314 years demonstrate that this
will not work.

Obviously, the accelerated public works
program will not provide a panacea for
all of the problems of our depressed econ-
omy. However, I believe it is a respon-
sible and progressive approach to a prob-
lem that desperately calls for action, not
inaction.

I strongly urge my colleagues to give
this bill the strong support which it de-
serves and I hope that this year the Pres-
ident will choose to reconsider his posi-
tion and approve this eritically important
piece of legislation.

Mr, MAHON, Mr. Chairman, with some
reluctance, I think I must vote against
passage of the pending bill, HR. 16071.
Congress should take appropriate steps
to assist people who suffer economic dis-
location as a result of being thrown out
of work because of the application of
Federal environmental impact orders.

However, as I understand it, no com-
mittee hearings were held on this matter,
which involves nof only unemployment
compensation payments, but also tempo-
rary assistance in the form of mortgage
and rental payments and moving ex-
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penses. I am advised that the types and
conditions of assistance under this par-
ticular bill have not been coordinated and
dovetailed with similar types of assist-
ance available under other programs
such as those involved in trade adjust-
ment economic dislocation assistance.

I just do not believe adequate consid-
eration has been given to this open-
ended, uncoordinated feature of the bill.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, because our colleague, Congress-
man LaAMAr BAKER, is on an official leave
of absence as a delegate from Tennessee
on the resolutions committee of the Re-
publican Party meeting in Miami this
week, he is unable to be here this after-
noon.

However, he worked with us in devel-
oping this legislation and shares our
reservations on certain aspects. Thus, at
this point, I would like to insert his re-
marks on this economic development
legislation:

STaTEMENT oF HowN. LAMar BaKER oN PusLic
Works AND EcoNomic DEVELOPMENT ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1972
Mr. Chairman, by and large, I strongly

support these Public Works and Economic
Development Act Amendments. The Eco-
nomic Development Administration is carry-
ing out its mandate and administering its
programs in a highly commendable manner,
and this legislation to continue and improve
their programs deserves the support of all
of us.

Nevertheless, I must stress my serious res-
ervations, which we also noted in filing our
minority views, regarding section 8 of this
bill which would add a new Title VIII “En-
vironmental Effects” to the Public Works and
Economic Development Act. Sectlon 801
would provide for assistance to working

‘people whose jobs are lost due to the issu-

ance of a federal environmental quality
standard or order. Subsection 801(c) would
provide a federally-pald unemployment com-
pensation benefit based upon 60% of the
worker's former weekly wage without a dollar
limit, and would provide for the payment of
rent or purchase contract or mortgage pay-
ments upon written notice of eviction from
or foreclosure of his prineipal place of resi-
dence, for up to one year.

The examples cited in our minority views
clearly show what a windfall this would be.
Just imagine, a wage earner with two de-
pendents earning four dollars an hour could
receive about $8,000 per year without work-
ing a day. A wage earner earning $20,000 per
year with two dependents would receive ben-
efits equivalent to $17,000—making his ef-
fective income after taxes higher by $640 a
year when he is not working than when he
is working.

I can hardly believe, Mr. Chairman, that
Congress wants to encourage industry to fold
up because their employees and officials can
be amply taken care of under this provision
rather than making the necessary adjust-
ments to accommodate the environmental
needs.

Further, I have very real doubts about the
propriety of using the EDA program to get
into such a major unemployment compen-
sation business. This legislation is just not
the proper place for this type of language.

I agree that EDA funds should be avail-
able to help salvage any business which finds
itself in dire straits because of anti-pollution
activities. However, I firmly believe that if
anyone in any industry, knowingly or other-
wise, contributes to unsafe air and water,
then it is their obligation to clean it up—
American taxpayers across the Nation ought
not to be burdened with problems in one
area.
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Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise at this time to express my strong
support for H.R. 16071, the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1972,

The concept behind this legislation has
proved to be effective since its inception
but its efficacy is matched by the com-
petent handling of the programs by the
officials at the Economic Development
Administration.

These men and women continue to
adopt a construective and helpful atti-
tude that has resulted in our north coast
of California area being able to make
good strides toward meeting our full eco-
nomic potential and diversifying our
economy in a planned, disciplined way.

The First Congressional District I am
privileged to represent in the Congress
has historically been an area of high un-
employment and its reliance on one ma-
jor industry has limited its ability to
fulfill the needs and aspirations of its
residents. Our area marks a true prov-
ing ground for the programs of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration. I
am pleased that a good working relation-
ship has developed between the local peo-
ple and the EDA officials. I know it will
continue and work for the benefit of the
Redwood Empire.

Mryr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 16071, the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
Amendments of 1972. This bill would con-
tinue and expand one of the truly
successful and effective programs we
have in helping economically distressed
areas to help themselves. It is not a one-
shot program having only temporary
benefit, but a long-term endeavor to
make permanent, tangible economic im-
provement possible in those parts of the
country which have lagged behind the
mainstream of national economic devel-
opment. Through long-range planning,
community facility grants and loans,
business grants and loans, and technical
assistance, EDA works with States, area-
wide development districts, and local
communities to create more viable and
diversified local economies and expanded
job opportunities for the unemployed and
underemployed.

During the nearly 2 weeks of hearings
on the 1965 act, as amended, the sub-
committee received considerable testi-
mony reflecting the wide support and
general effectiveness of EDA programs
and suggesting where we might improve
program criteria, guidelines, administra-
tion, and delivery. The refinements and
revisions contained in H.R. 16071 recog-
nize the nature of current economic con-
ditions and the need to maximize the
efficient utilization of program resources.

The bill extends the economic develop-
ment programs to June 30, 1974, and
authorizes $3.18 billion in new funds. Be-
cause of the severe financial problems
facing disadvantaged communities, the
bill allows supplemental grants to work
to reduce the local share of project costs
and decrease their share in the case of
combined grants from 20 to 10 percent.

Under the 1971 amendments to the
act, the public works impact program—
PWIP—was created to provide immedi-
ate useful employment in areas of
threatened or actual unemployment, a
concentration of low income families, or
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substantial outmigration through sup-
plemental grants to 100 percent of a pub-
lic facility project costs.

PWIP has been guite successful in
creating jobs and building badly needed
community faecilities. This is true in our
own 10th Congressional District where
three projects were approved in fiscal
year 1972 with 8¢ percent EDA fundings.
The bill continues PWIP in its special
role and authorizes $1 billion in fiscal
year 1973 and fiscal year 1974, In addi-
tion the bill provides for guaranteed loans
and leases for business development,
technical assistance to local sponsors in
filing applications, upstart grants for the
operation of vocational training facilities,
stronger program coordination at the
Federal, State, and local level, redefini-
tion of special impact areas, continuation
of economic development distriets under
certain circumstances, and a moratorium
of area designation. These revisions are
important and make for a better and
more responsive program.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I wish to take this opportunity to associ-
ate myself fully with the comments of
the distinguished gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. DorN).

At the same time, I want to express my
admiration and appreciation for his ef-
fective leadership in advancing the legis-
lation we are considering today.

His helpful, cooperative, and construc-
tive attitude while serving as chairman
of our Subcommittee on Economic De-
velopment Programs makes it a privilege
to be associated with him in our work on
the Public Works Committee.

The gentleman from South Carolina
is truly a southern gentleman in the
most complimentary sense of the word.
Both the gerieral public and the direct
beneficiaries of EDA programs are deep-
ly in his debt.

Mr, McKAY. Mr, Chairman, I have
cosponsored accelerated public works
bills in both sessions of this Congress. I
‘have done so for a variety of reasons.

First, I believe it is inexcusable to per-
mit widespread unemployment when we
have available the tools to correct the
problem. I need not describe here the
despair that gripes a man who wants to
work but cannot. Nor need I dwell on the
effects of unemployment on his family.
Some of us here today—and I am one—
have been through this agony and most
of us promised in the 1970 election to
use our best efforts to combat unemploy-
ment.

Second, the use of an accelerated pub-
lic works process is a tested and valid
method for dealing with unemployment.
We observed its success in the thirties
and we have seen it work in the sixties
under President Kennedy.

Third, the benefits of the work to be
done will, in the future, forestall unem-
ployment by creating circumstances in
which private enterprise can prosper and
thrive.

Fourth, this particular bill makes goed
use of the efforts we have already made
to identify the areas where unemploy-
ment is severe. The bill compliments
existing programs.
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Fifth, the bill is fiscally responsible.
The amount of money authorized is
reasonable. Moreover, it makes good fiscal
sense for the Government to promote its
construction programs when the produc-
tive capacity of private enterprise is not
being fully used.

All projects to be funded by the bill
would be built sooner or later anyway.
How much better it is to build them now
at lower costs and at a time when the
work generated will be most welcome.

Mr. Chairman, we all want to ayvoid
welfare handouts if we can. But the only
alternative for a humane society is to
assure the opportunity to work for all our
citizens. The bill before the House pro-
vides this opportunity and, at the same
time, it provides needed capital improve-
ments throughout our Nation. The bill
makes good sense and deserves our
support.

Mr. STOKES. Mr, Chairman, I want
to express my full support for H.R. 16071,
the Public Works and Economic Devel-
opment Act Amendments. I cosponsored
accelerated public works legislation both
last year and this year. The bill now be-
fore us provides authorization for vitally
needed public works projects. It would
have the additional benefit of substan-
tially reducing the very serious unem-
ployment which has persisted so leng.

President Nixon has consistently ob-
structed all efforts to reduce unemploy-
ment. He talks of reducing welfare rolls
but his policies keep millions on unem-
ployment rolls. Programs which would
have provided substantial numbers of
jobs have had their funds impounded by
the Office of Management and Budget.
A prime example is the $5600 million ap-
propriated for water and sewer grants
last year. One justification given at that
time was that public works projects take
too long to make an impact on the un-
employment situation. That was one full
year ago. Unemployment is still hover-
ing around six percent nationally and is
far above that in our central cities and
poor rural communities. If the President
had approved the legislation last year, we
could have made some real progress by
now. We must give him that opportunity
again,

Two provisions of this bill are deserv-
ing of special attention. The first is the
authorization of $500 million in fiscal
year 1973 and $500 million in fiscal year
1974 for the public works impact pro-
gram. The entire amount available for
this program—nearly $48 million—was
obligated last year. Grants of up to 100
percent of project cost are available un-
der this program to areas having threat-
ened or actual high unemployment, a
concentration of low income residents, or
substantial out migration. The authori-
zation of $500 million is fully justified,
and I am hopeful that the full amount
will be appropriated.

Finally, the bill deals with the propblem
of loss of employment as a result of en-
vironmental protection orders.

It provides for low interest loans to
enterprises which would otherwise have
to close down because of environmental
regulations. It also provides unemploy-
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ment compensation payments to employ-
ees who lose jobs because of such orders.

The administration’s failure to con-
front the unemployment crisis cannot be
tolerated. We must act to provide jobs for
the more than 5 million jobless people. I
think this bill is an effective approach. I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting both the bill and the necessary
appropriations.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, the high
unemployment rate in fhis country is
creating a desperate situation for many
Americans. Families that once proudly
provided for their own means now find
themselyes without employment and no
income. I have strongly urged for many
years some concerted effort on the part
of Congress to find a way to alleviate
this problem. /

One substantial effort toward this goal
is HR. 16071, introduced by my distin-
guished colleague Joan McFaLL and of
which I am a cosponsor.

H.R. 16071 will increase assistance to
high unemployment “special impact”
areas. The bill will help to create addi-
tional employment in the construction
industry including building trades, which
suffer from an unemployment level far
above the national average. Eight hun-
dred million dollars would be authorized
for the EDA on-going public works pro-
gram, a necessary step to lower unem-
ployment. Funds would also be allocated
to regional and local authorities in order
to insure that the most pressing needs of
any area would receive attention first.
H.R. 16071 would aufhorize $100 million
through 1974 for unemployment com-
pensation for those workers whose jobs
are lost due to environmental protection
studies. This is a major area of concern,
because although it is very important to
safeguard our environment we must also
make certain that no hardships are
created in this effort.

This bill also provides for a 90-percent
loan guarantee to aid business firms in
redevelopment areas. We must insure
that business will have an incentive to
develop in other areas.

I do not contend that more Govern-
ment jobs is the whole answer to the
problem of unemployment, but it would
appear to be at least a part of it. We
must now pinpoint the attack on jobless-
ness in this country. Unemployment has
reached an intolerable level. We can no
longer sit by and watch severe hardship
overtake decent Americans. These are
the same Americans who worked all their
lives, as long as they had a job. They
worked for the benefit of their families.
They worked because they felt that as
long as they were able to, it was their
duty.

H.R. 16071 will help to eliminate some
of this problem. It will provide jobs that
do not now exist, for the many Ameri-
cans who are desperately searching for
work. We must not let these people down.
We must begin the battle against unem-
ployment. It is for these reasons that I
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 16071.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I am
encouraged with our positive action in
regard to H.R. 16071, the Public Works
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and Economic Development Amend-
ments of 1972. Administrative attempts
to cope with the current economic crisis
have been bhasically ineffective to date.
The President’s efforts to check inflation
have resulted in massive unemployment.

This bill, which authorizes specified
appropriations for fiscal years 1973 and
1974, not only extends aid to already ex-
isting public works programs, but also
provides funds for new public works pro-
grams in economically depressed areas.
The benefits from such legislation are
twofold. H.R. 16071 will provide jobs for
scores of unemployed who would other-
wise remain faceless statistics on our un-
employment lists, In addition, a multi-
tude of public necessities will be satisfied.
Public works projects will include the
construction of police stations, libraries,
airport facilities, street lighting and so

on.

Since World War II we have spent
$1,300 billion on our military and defense
programs. In the same period an addi-
tional $100 billion has been authorized
for foreign aid. The time has long been
due for us to furn our attention to the
critical domestic needs of our Nation.
The public works bill on which we have
just acted is a step in that direction.

While favoring the overall nature of
H.R. 16071 I must stand in disagreement
with title VIII, sections 801 and 802. This
amendment provides novel benefits for
those affected by Government measures
geared to the improvement of environ-
mental quality. I have always condened
those actions which improve the environ-
ment when conducted in a responsible
manner. It is inevitable that industries
which eannot adjust to essential stand-
ards will suffer adverse consequences.
Compensation of some sort must be
available but this compensation must be
prudently controlled within funectional
guidelines.

Section 801 would insure that up to 60
percent—but not to exceed $129 per
week—of one’s salary would be guaran-
teed for 78 weeks if that person finds
himself unemployed because of Govern-
ment enforced environmental action.
Other benefits include temporary mort-
gage and rental payments and relocation
assistance. There are problems with this
provision. An employee covered by this
section is given the advantage of 26 addi-
tional weeks of unemployment compen-
sation over the standard 52 weeks with
which others in the same predicament
must be satisfied. There is no reguire-
ment that the recipient be available and
actively seeking employment. There is
a dearth of incentive to find a job which
runs contra to the desired goals of H.R.
16071. There is a strong possibility that
this section will cause duplication of al-
ready existing programs such as trade
adjustment dislocation assistance.

Section 802 provides 30-year, 3-percent
interest loans to enterprises which may
otherwise be forced to close or reduce
the number of their employees as a re-
sult of environmental orders unless they
adjust their pollution generating opera-
tions. This smacks of the same preferen-
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tial treatment given to Lockheed which
so many of us actively opposed. It is fea-
sible that an industry could use this as-
sistance to their advantage and find
themselves in a substantially improved
situation requiring fewer employees with
little or no effort. Many industries should
have taken it upon themselves to adjust
their environmentally damaging pro-
cedures long ago rather than wait for
massive Federal assistance.

There is muech good to be gained from
programs which offer aid to those who
are affected by environmental directives.
But such programs must be given our
closest attention if they are to be truly
meaningful.

H.R. 16071 is a landmark in domestic
legislation. If and when it becomes pub-
lic law it will be a boon to the unem-
ployed. Public oriented projects will be
expanded in a forward attempt to meet
our society’s demands. With direction,
perseverance and responsible administra-
tion the public works and economic de-
velopment amendments which we have
passed will, for the most part, promote
our country’s prosperity.

The CHATRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, pursuant to the
rule, the Clerk will now read the substi-
tute committee amendment printed in
the reported bill as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act Amendments of
1972,

SEc. 2. Section 2 of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting at the end thereof the
following sentence: Congress further declares
that the aforesaid conditions have caused
substantial outmigration from rural to urban
areas frustrating orderly national growth
and aggravating the economic and social con-
ditions of areas of outmigration as well as
central cities, Orderly development of the
Nation's economy should anticipate and
account for dislocation of jobs due to tech-
nological change, shifting trade patterns,
environmental adjustments, and the contin-
uing need to make geographical adaptations
to economic problems.”

Sec. 3. Title I of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 19656 is
amended as follows:

(1) By striking in subsection (a) (1) (D) of
section 101 "a redevelopment” and inserting
in lieu thereof “an'’; and by striking “401(a)
(6)' and Inserting in lieu thereof “107".

(2) By striking in subsection (c¢) of section
101 the number “20"” and inserting in lieu
thereof the number *10",

(3) By striking in subsection (c) of sec-
tion 101 “a redevelopment area designated as
such under section 401(a) (8)" and inserting
in lieu thereof “an area designated as such
under section 107",

(4) By striking in subsection (c) of section
101 the entire sentence beginning with “Not-
withstanding” and ending with “the appli-
cable law.".

(6) By striking in subsection (¢) of sec-
tion 101 the words “, the nature of the proj-
ect to be assisted” and all that follows down
through and including the perlod at the end
of the sentence and inserting in lleu thereof
the following: “and the nature of the project
to be assisted.”,
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(6) By striking in subsection (a) of sec-
tion 102 “In addition to the assistance other-
wise authorized,” and by capitalizing the
word “the" immediately following.

(7) By inserting In section 104 after the
words “pursuant to" the words “section 105
of".

(8) By inserting in section 105 after the
word “title” the words “(except as provided
in section 107)"; by striking in the first
sentence the words “and June 30, 1973.",
and inserting in lieu thereof the words “June
30, 1873, and June 30, 1974.”; by striking in
the third sentence the words “years ending
June 30, 1972, and June 30, 1973," and in-
serting in lieu thereof the words “year end-
ing June 30, 1972,"; by striking in the third
sentence the words "redevelopment” and “as
such'; and by striking in the third sentence
“401(a) (6)" and inserting in lieu thereof
“107".

(9) By adding at the end of such title the
following new section:

“PUBLIC WORKS IMPACT PROGHAM

“Sec. 107. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to designate those communities or neighbor-
hoods (defined without regard to political or
other subdivisions or boundaries) which he
determines have one of the following condi-
tions:

(1) a large concentration of low-income
persons;

“{2) rural areas having substantial out-
migration;

“(3) substantial unemployment; or

“(4) an actual or threatened abrupt rise
of unemployment due to the closing or cur-
tailment of a major source of employment.

No area designated under this section shall
be subject to the requirements of subpara-
graphs (A) and (C) of paragraph (1) of sub-
section (a) of section 101 of this title. No
aren designated under this section shall be
eligible to meet the requirements of section
403(a) (1) (B) of this Act. Each area desig-
nated under this section shall be known as a
public works impact area.

“(b) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants, in accordance with the provisions of
this title, to areas designated under this
section.

“(c) Areas designated under this section
shall be subject to a periodic review of eligi-
bility (but at least annually) and the Secre-
tary shall terminate the designation of any
such area whenever it no longer satisfies the
requirements of this section,

“{d) There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this section not
to exceed $500,000,000 per flscal year for the
ﬂscai years ending June 30, 1973, and June 30,
1974."

Sec. 4. Title II of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1065 is
amended as follows:

(1) By inserting in subsection (c¢) of sec-
tion 201 after the words “and guaranteeing
loans” the words “and lease rentals”; and by
strl'lrcing “1973" and inserting in lieu thereof
“1974",

(2) The catchline for section 202 is
amended by striking the words “LoANs anD
GUARANTEES” and inserting in lleu thereof
the words “FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR BUSI-
NESS DEVELOPMENT”,

(3) By striking all of subsection (a) of
section 202 and inserting in lieu thereof the
Tollowing new subsection:

“Sec. 202. (a) (1) The Secretary is author-
ized to aid in financing, within a redevelop-
ment area, the purchase or development of
land and facilities (including machinery and
equipment) for industrial or commercial
usage, including the construction of new
bulldings, the rehabilitation of abandoned
or unoccupied buildings, and the alteration,
conversion, or enlargement of existing build-
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ings by (A) purchasing evidences If indebt-
edness, (B) making loans (which for pur-
poses of this section shall include participa-
tion in loans), (C) guaranteeing loans made
to private borrowers by private lending in-
stitutions, for any of the purposes referred
to in this paragraph upon application of
such institution and upon such terms and
conditions as the Secretary may prescribe,
except that no such guarantee shall at any
time exceed 20 per centum of the amount of
the outstanding unpaid balance of such loan.

*(2) The Secretary is authorized to aid in
financing any industrial or commercial ac-
tivity within a redevelopment area by (A)
making working capital loans, (B) guaran-
teeing working capital loans made to private
borrowers by private lending institutions
upon application of such institution and
upon such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary may prescribe, except that no such
guarantee shall at any time exceed 80 per
centum of the amount of the outstanding
unpald balance of such loan, (C) guarantee-
ing rental payments of leases, except that no
such guarantee shall exceed 90 per centum
of the remaining rental payments required
by the lease.”.

(4) By inserting in subsection (b)(6) of
section 202 after the word “repayment.” the
following sentence: “No lease guarantee shall
be made unless the Secretary determines that
there is a reasonable assurance of payment of
the rentals required by the lease.".

(6) By striking in subsection (b)(7) of
section 202 the comma after the words “no
loan” and inserting immediately thereafter
the words “or guarantee,”.

(6) By striking in subsection (b)(9) of
section 202 the number “656” and inserting
in lleu thereof the number “75",

Bec. 5. Title III of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 is
amended to read as follows:

(1) By inserting after the second sentence
in subsection (a) of section 301 the follow=
ing: “Such assistance shall include alding
an applicant in applying for assistance under
this Act If such applicant does not possess
the expertise and does not possess the ability
to obtain the expertise necessary to perform
the technical aspects of application.”.

(2) By inserting in subsection (b) of sec-
tion 301 immediately after the word “thereof”
the following: “, except that in the case of a
grant under this subsection to an Indian
tribe the Secretary is authorized to defray up
to 100 per centum of such expenses”,

(3) By striking out in subsection (b) of
section 301 the following: “the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1962,” and inserting In lleu
thereof “title 23, United States Code,”.

(4) By adding new subsections (g) and
(h) to section 301 as follows:

“{g) The Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide assistance under subsection (a) of this
section to any State for the purpose of such
State—

*(1) preparing an overall State economic
development program;

“({2) providing technical assistance by use
of State employees to economic development
districts and proposed districts;

“(3) reviewing overall economic develop-
ment programs prepared by an economic de-
velopment district or a proposed economic
development distriot.

“(h) The Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide assistance under subsection (a) of this
section to economic development districts for
the purpose of such district:

“(1) providing technical assistance (other
than by grant) to local governments within
the district;

“(2) carrying out any review procedure re-
quired pursuant to title IV of the Inter-
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968 if such
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district has been designated as the agency
to conduct such review.”.

(6) Section 302 is redesignated as section
303 and immediately following section 301 a
new section 302 is inserted as follows:

“Sec. 302. In the case of a vocational train-
ing facility constructed with a direct grant
under title I of this Act, the Secretary is
authorized to make grants for the operation
of such facllity. Such grants may be made
for up to T5 per centum of the operating
costs of such facility for any two-year period
during the five-year peériod beginning on
the date of enactment of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act Amendments
of 1972, Not to exceed 15,000,000 per fiscal
year of the funds authorized in section 303
of this title shall be available to carry out
this section.”.

(6) By striking in redesignated section 303
“and June 30, 1973.", and Inserting in lieu
thereof: “June 30, 1973, and June 30, 1974.".

Sec. 6. Title IV of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 19656 is amend-
ed as follows:

(1) By amending section 401(a) (6) to read
as follows:

*(6) those urban and rural communities
or neighborhoods (defined without regard to
political or other subdivisions or boundaries)
which the Secretary determines have one of
the following conditions:

“{A) a large concentration of low-income
persons;

“{B) substantial unemployment; or

“(C) an actual or threatened abrupt rise
of unemployment due to the closing or cur-
tallment of a major source of employment.

No redevelopment area established under
this paragraph shall be eligible to meet the
requirements of section 403(a) (1) (B) of this
Act;”.

(2) By striking in section 403(a) (1) (B)
the words *“two or more redevelopment areas”
and inserting in lieu thereof *“at least one
redevelopment area”.

(3) By amending section 403(a) (1) (D) to
read as follows:

*{D) the proposed district has a district
overall economic development program
which—

(1) includes adequate land use and trans-
portation planning;

“(ii) contalns a specific program for dis-
trict cooperation, self-help, and public in-
vestment;

*(1i1) 1s approved by each aflected State
as consistent with the goals and objectives
of each applicable State plan and any over-
all State economic developmant program;

“(iv) is approved by the Becretary; and

“(v) provides that a copy be furnished to
the apppropriate regional commission estab-
lished under title V of this Act if any part
of such proposed district is within such a
region, or to the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission established under the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 if any
part of such proposed district is within the
Appalachian region;".

(4) By striking out in section 403(a) (2)
(C) “two hundred and fifty thousand™ and
inserting in lieu thereof “five hundred thou-
sand”.

(5) By amending subsections (d), (e), and
(f) of section 403 to read as follows:

“{d) As used in this Act the term—

“(1) ‘economic development district’ re-
fers to any area within the United States
composed of a cooperating redevelopment
area or areas and, where appropriate, desig-
nated economic growth centers and neigh-
boring counties or communities, which has
been designated by the Secretary as an eco-
nomic development district;

“(2) ‘economic growth center' refers to
any area within the United States which
has been identified as an economic growth
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center in an approved district overall eco-
nomic development program and which has
been designated by the Secretary as eligible
for financial assistance under sections 101,
201, and 202 of this Act In accordance with
the provisions of this section: and

“(3) ‘local government' means any city,
county, town, parish, village, or other gen-
eral-purpose political subdivision of a State.

“(e) The Secretary is authorized to provide,
in accordance with the applicable require-
ments of this Act, financial assistance to
those parts of an economic development dis-
trict which are not within a redevelopment
aren when such assistance will be of Elgnifi-
cant direct benefit to a redevelopment area
within such district. Such financial assist-
ance shall be provided in the same manner
and to the same extent as is provided in this
Act for a redevelopment area, except that
nothing in this subsection shall be construed
to permit such parts to receive the increase
in the amount of grant assistance authorized
in paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of this
section.

“(f) In addition to technical assistance
under section 301(a) of this Act, the Secre-
tary is authorized to make grants to an eco-
nomic development district to pay not to ex-
ceed 75 per centum of the administrative ex-
penses, and not to exceed 100 per centum of
planning expenses, of such district. In any
case where the designation of an economic
development district is terminated under
subsectlon (¢) of this section before the ex-
piration of the five-year period which begins
on the date of designation of such district,
grants may be made under this subsection
for such additional time as may be nece:
to insure that such former district will re-
ceive administrative and planning grants
during such five-year period. In determining
the amount of the non-Federal share of such
expenses, the Secretary shall give due con-
sideration of all contributions both in eash
and in kind, fairly evaluated, including but
not limited to space, equipment, and services.
Where practicable, planning grants author-
ized by this subsection shall be used in con-
Junction with other available planning
grants, such as urban planning grants, auth-
orized under the Housing Act of 1054, as
amended, and highway planning and research
grants authorized by title 23, United States
Code, to assure adequate and effective plan-
ning and economical use of funds. For the
purposes of this subsection there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated not to exceed
$20,000,000 per fiscal year for the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1973, and June 30, 1974.",

(6) By striking in subsection (g) of sec-
tion 403 “1873" and inserting in lieu thereof
“1974",

8ec. 7. (a) Title V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1065 is
amended as follows:

(1) By inserting in clause (7) of subsec-
tion 503(a) after the words “other Federal,
State,” the following: “district,”.

(2) By amending section 503 by adding at
Ehe end thereof the following new subsec-

ion:

“(f) Each Commission shall provide for
public participation in the development and
revision of any plan or program developed or
prepared by such Commission.”,

(3) By striking out in the first sentence of
section 505(a) (2) the phrase “and training
programs” and inserting in lleu thereof:
“training programs, and the payment of ad-
ministrative expenses’,

(4) By amending section 505(c) to read
as follows:

“(e) In carrying out subsection (a) (1) and
subsection (&) of this section there may be
expended in any fiscal year out of funds ap-
propriated under authority of section 509(d)
of this title, such sums as are necessary up
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to a maximum of 10 per centum of the funds
appropriated for each regional commission.”

(6) By inserting in section 508(d) *“(1)"
immediately after “(d)".

(6) By striking out in the first sentence
of section 509(d) "“two-fiscal-year period end-
ing June 30, 1973, to be available until ex-
pended, not to exceed $305,000,000." and in-
serting in lleu thereof “fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, to remain avallable until ex-
pended, $152,500,000.".

(7) By striking out in the third sentence
of section 609 (d) "authorization” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “paragraph”.

(8) By adding in section 508(d) at the
end thereof the following:

*“(2) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Becretary to carry out this title,
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and
June 30, 1974, not to exceed £100,000,000 per
fiscal year for each regional commission
which has a comprehensive long-range eco-
nomic plan approved under section 503(a)
(2) of this Act, and not to exceed $20,000,000
per fiscal year for each regional commission
which does not have such an approved
plan.”.

(9) Bectlon 511 is amended to read as
follows:

“Sec, 511. (a) The Secretary shall coordi-
nate his activities in making grants and loans
under titles I and II of this Act and In
providing technical assistance under title III
of this Act, with those of each of the Federal
Cochalrmen under this title, and each Fed-
eral Cochairman shall coordinate his activi-
ties under this title with those of the Sec-
retary in making grants and loans under
titles I and II of this Act and in providing
technical assistance under title III of this
Act,

“(b) Each regional commission shall co-
ordinate its activities under paragraphs (2)
and (7) of subsection (a) of section 503 of
this Act with the economic development dis-
tricts in such region.”

(b) The amendment made by paragraph
(2) of subsection (a) of this section shall
not be construed as affecting the valldity
of any plan or program which has been de-
veloped or revised prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act,

Sec. 8. Title VII of the Publlc Works and
Economic Development Aect of 1965, as
amended, is amended as follows:

(1) Section 701 (4) is amended by insert-
ing immediately after “with loans" the fol-
lowing: “or guarantees”, and by inserting
after “such loans" the following: ', guaran-
tees,”.

(2) Section 701(5) is amended by insert-
ing after “maturity” the following: *“or
term"”; and by Inserting after “any loan' the
following: “or guarantee”; by inserting after
“in such loan"” the following: “, guarantee,”;
and by inserting after “of such loan" the fol-
lowing: *‘, guaranteed obligation,”.

(3) Section 701(6) is amended by insert-
ing after “loans' the following: “or guaran-
tees”.

(4) Section 701(7) is amended by inserting
after “loans"” each of the two places it appears
the following: “or guarantees’.

(6) Section 701(9) is amended by Insert-
ing after “loans” the following: ‘‘or guaran-
tees".

Bec. 9. The Publle Werks and Economic
Development Act of 1965 is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
title:

“TITLE VIII—ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

“Sec. 801. (a) The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency shall on
his own motion or not later than thirty days
from the date he receives a written request
of an employee of an affected plant or indus-
try, or his representative, initiate an inves-
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tigation of any employment loss which re-
sults or may result from the issuance of a
standard or order under the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, the Clean Air Act, or
any other Federal law having for its primary
purpose the improvement of environmental
quality. Such investigation shall be com-
pleted and a report of employment loss sub-
mitted to the Secretary of Labor not later
than the sixtieth day after the date of initia~
tion of investigation. The Secretary of Labor,
upon receipt of such report, shall certify as
unemployed as a result of such standard or
order all employees who are unemployed as a
regult. of such standard or order with respect
to which the Administrator has conducted an
investigation under this subsection. An indi-
vidual to be eligible for certification for as-
sistance under this section shall have had in
the seventy-eight weeks immediately preced-
ing his unemployment at least twenty-six
weeks of employment in the plant or indus-
try affected.

*(b) The Secretary is authorized to provide
to any individual certified as unemployed un-
der subsgection (a) unemployment compen-
sation. Such unemployment compensation
shall equal at least 60 per centum of the indi-
vidual's former weekly wage and shall be
pald so long as such person is unemployed,
or until he retires from the labor force,
whichever period is the lesser, except that no
unemployment compensation shall be paid to
any individual under this subsection for a
period of more than seventy-elght weeks.

“{c¢) The SBecretary is authorized to provide

istance on & temporary basis in the form
of mortgage or rental payments to or on be-
half of an individual certified under this
section as unemployed who, as a result of
financial hardship caused by such unemploy-
ment has received written notice of dispos-
session or eviction from his prineipal place
of residence by reason of foreclosure of any
mortgage or lien, cancellation of any contract
or sale, or termination of any lease, entered
into prior to such unemployment. Such as-
sistance shall be provided for a period not to
exceed one year or for the duration of the
period of financial hardship, whichever is
lesser.

“{d) The Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide reemployment assistance services under
other laws to individuals who are certified
under this section as unemployed.

“(e) The SBecretary is authorized to pay the
actual reasonable moving expenses of any
individual (including his family and his
household eflects) certified under this sec-
tion as unemployed who is unable to find em-
ployment a reasonable distance from his prin-
cipal place of residence at the time of such
unemployment and who finds employment
beyond such distance.

“(f) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated, not to exceed $100,000,000 for carrying
out this section.

“POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES LOANS

“Sec. 802. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to make loans (which for purposes of this
section shall include participation in loans)
to ald in financing any project in the United
States for the acquisition, construction, or
alteration of pollution control facilities (in-
cluding machinery and equipment) for in-
dustrial or commercial usage,

“{b) Financial assistance under this sec-
tion shall be on such terms and conditions
as the Secretary determines, subject, however,
to the following restrictions and limitations:

“(1) Such financial assistance shall not
be extended to assist establishments relo-
cating from one part of the United States
to another or to assist subcontractors whose
purpose is to divest, or whose economic suc-
cess is dependent upon divesting, other con-
tractors or subcontractors of contracts there-
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tofore customarily performed by them; except
that such limitations shall not be construed
to prohibit assistance for the expansion of an
existing business entity through the estab-
lishment of a new branch, affiliate, or subsid-
iary of such entity if the Secretary finds that
the establishment of such branch, affiliate,
or subsidiary will not result in an increase
in unemployment of the area of original lo-
cation or In any other area where such entity
conducts business operations, unless the Sec-
retary has reason to believe that such branch,
affiliate, or subsidiary is being established
with the intention of closing down the op-
erations of the existing business entity in the
area of its original location or in any other
area where it conducts such operations.

"“(2) Such assistance shall be extended
only to applicants both private and public
(including Indian tribes), which have been
approved for such assistance by an agency
or instrumentality of the State or political
subdivision thereof in which the project to
be financed is located, and which agency or
instrumentality is directly concerned with
problems of economic development in such
State or subdivision, and which have been
certified by such agency or instrumentality
as requiring the loan successfully to remain
in operation.

“(3) No loan shall be made unless it is
determined that there is reasonable assur-
ance of repayment.

*(4) Subject to section 701(5) of this Act,
no loan, including renewals or extension
thereof, may be made hereunder for a period
exceeding thirty years.

*(6) Loans made shall bear interest at a
rate determined by the Becretary of the
Treasury but not more than 3 per centum
per annum,

**(6) Loans shall not exceed the aggregate
cost to the applicant (excluding all other
Federal aid in connection with such pollu-
tion control facilities) of acquiring, con-
structing, or altering the pollution control
facility.

“(7) The pollution control facility for
which a loan is requested must be—

“(A) a facllity or equipment used, or

“(B) & modification of methods, processes,
or operations where the primary purpose of
such modification is to abate or control water
or atmospheric pollution or contamination
by removing, altering, recycling, disposing,
or storing of pollutants, contaminants,
wastes, or heat and which—

(1) the State certifying authority having
jurisdiction with respect to such facility has
certified to the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency as having been
acquired, constructed, or altered in conform-
ity with State requirements for abatement
or control of water or atmospheric pollution
or contamination; or

*(11) the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency has certified to
the Secretary—

“(aa) as being in compliance with the ap-
plicable regulations of the Environmental
Protection Agency and of all other Federal
agencies, and

“(bb) as being in furtherance of the gen-
eral policy of the United States of coopera-
tion with the States In the prevention and
abatement of water pollution under the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act, or in the
prevention and abatement of atmospheric
pollution and contamination under the
Clean Air Act.

“(c) As used in this section, the term
‘State certifying authority’ means, in the case
of water pollution, the State water pollution
econtrol agency as defined in the Federal Wa-
ter Pollution Control Act and, in the case
of air pollution, the air pollution control
agency as defined in the Clean Air Act. The
term 'State certifying authority’ includes any
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interstate agency authorized to act in place
of a certifying authority of the State.

“(d) There ia hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated not to exceed $100,000,000 per fis-
cal year for the fiscal years ending June 30,
1973, and Junc 80, 1974, to carry out this
section.”

Sec. 10. Section 2 of the Act of July 6,
1970 (Public Law 91-304) as amended, is
amended by striking out “1972" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “'1974".

Sec. 11, The Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1065, as amended, is
amended by striking the words “economic
development center” wherever they appear
and inserting in lleu thereof ‘‘economic
growth center”; and by striking the words
“asconomic development centers” wherever
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof
“‘sgconomiec growth centers’.

Mr. JOHNSON of California (during
the reading) . Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
be considered as read, printed in the
REecorp, and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WRIGHT

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WRIGHT: Page
38, strike out lines 23 and 24 and insert in
lieu thereof the following: “shall equal 60
per centum of the individual's former weekly
wage or the maximum payable to him under
the unemployment compensation law of the
State in which his employment loss occurs,
whichever is the greater amount, except that
no such individual shall be paid more than
the highest amount of unemployment com-
pensation payable to any individual by any
State under any unemployment compensa-
tion law other than this section. Such un-
employment compensation shall be paid so
long as such individual is.”

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is offered in an effort to
redress what may have been an oversight
in the original drafting of the bill. Some
of the Members have brought to the at-
tention of the committee the fact that, in
our zeal to protect the displaced worker
thrown out of a job because of an en-
vironmental protection standard or
order, we placed no absolute top maxi-
mum on the amount that he could thus
receive. Under the bill as presently draft-
ed, such a dislocated worker would be
entitled, in addition to certain help in
finding another job and help if it is need-
ed on his mortgage payments or his
rental payments, to an amount equal to
60 percent of the wage that he had been
receiving.

It has been pointed out to the com-
mittee that under certain circumstances
it is conceivable that an employee mak-
ing $100,000 a year might be displaced or
thrown out of work and thus under the
terms of the bill be entitled to as high
a payment as 60 percent of $100,000, or
$60,000. This of course was not the intent
of the committee. So in order to redress
that apparent inequity, we offer this
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amendment which I think is eminently
fair.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would
limit the amount of unemployment com=
pensation available to such a displaced
person to 60 percent of his former week-
ly wage or the maximum payable to him
under the unemployment compensation
law of the State in which his unemploy-
ment occurs, whichever of the two is
greater, except that no individual would
be permitted to be paid more than the
highest amount of unemployment com-
pensation payable to any individual by
any State under any unemployment com-
pensation law. So we would by the adop-
tion of this amendment avoid any ques-
tion of duplicate payments. We would
avoid enriching someone unduly. We
would place a reasonable limitation at
the highest level payable by any State
under its own unemployment compensa-
tion laws, and in no event could it be
more than 60 percent of the wage that
the employee was receiving.

The imperatives of environmental pro-
tection, which all of us recognize, will
inevitably dislocate and disaccommodate
some unfortunate Americans. That
seems a necessity in order to accom-
modate the needs of the few to the needs
of the many. But society does, it seems
to me, have the overriding responsibility
then to make those workers as whole as
we reasonably can, so that the workers
do not bear alone the burden of our Na-
tion’s environmental effort.

I think this is a humane approach and
I think it is a reasonable approach and
I think it is a responsible approach. I
urge that this amendment be adopted.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman
from Eentucky.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, in look-
ing at the wording of the gentleman’s
amendment, there is the limitation:

Except that no such individual shall be
paid more than the highest amount of un-
employment compensation payable to any in-
dividual by any State under any unemploy-
ment compensatlon law other than this sec-
tion.

Is the gentleman intending by that
wording to mean any State or by the
State where the unemployed man is los-
ing his job?

Mr. WRIGHT. He would receive the
highest amount paid by the State in
which he was employed or 60 percent of
his former earnings, whichever was
greater, except that in no case could it
exceed the amount paid by the highest
and most generous payment made among
the States.

I am advised that top figure presently
amounts to $129 weekly. That would be
imposed as an absolute top ceiling.

Mr. SNYDER. So if a fellow was in a
State where the normal unemployment
payment would be $65 or $70, something
like that, he could then get 60 percent
of his pay, or up to $129, which I under-
stand is the highest in some other State
many miles away?

Mr. WRIGHT. If I am correctly ad-

August 16, 1972

vised, the highest presently extant
amounts to $129 a week. He could re-
ceive up to that amount, but in no in-
stance could he receive more than 60
percent of his former income.

Mr. SNYDER. So the limitation is the
highest of any of the 50 States, whatever
it might be at the time.

Mr. WRIGHT. Exactly so.

Mr, SNYDER. I have one other ques-
tion. The gentleman says the wording of
this prohibits the *“double dip,” both
compensation here and from the regular
unemployment compensation law. I do
not read it that way. I appreciate the
fact that the gentleman has said it. How-
ever, it looks to me like the wording here
is only a limitation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WRIGHT
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. WRIGHT. If I correctly read the
act and correctly understand the intent
of the Congress, and I believe I do, dupli-
cate payments would not be permitted.
He could not receive one payment from
his own State in unemployment compen-
sation plus an additional payment in the
amount herein authorized. The top total
amount authorized to be available to him
would be the top amount payable by this
statute.

Mr. SNYDER. That is the gentleman’s
interpretation?

- Mr. WRIGHT. That is my interpreta-
on.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. My under-
standing of the purpose of the amend-
ment is that it is offered to answer some
of the questions presented to us, by
Members, during the presentation of the
bill to the Rules Committee, because of a
concern over the lack of a limitation in
this provision.

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman is cor-
rect. I believe it was a proper concern.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky for a par-
liamentary inquiry.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to ask if an amendment to strike the
entire section is in order as a substitute
to this kind of amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will advise
the gentleman that it is not.

Mr. SNYDER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 16071, and
especially as an advocate of the acceler-
ated public works section of this legis-
lation. The rationale underlying this
much needed measure and its mechanics




August 16, 1972

have already been explained to you, and
I will not repeat what was said earlier in
this debate. But I do want to emphasize
that my district in Cleveland, Ohio,
needs—desperately—the economic shot
in the arm that this legislation would
provide. The average annual unemploy-
ment rate for the city of Cleveland in
1971 was 11.8 percent—far above the na-
tional average. Especially hard hit have
been workers in the construction indus-
try who, as you already know, suffer from
an unemployment rate that, across the
Nation, is twice the national average. In
July of this year, the unemployment rate
for carpenters, bricklayers, and others in
that industry, taken as a whole, was 10.9
percent nationally, compared with an
overall unemployment rate of 5.5 percent
for the United States in that same
month. The accelerated public works pro-
gram not only offers a very direct solu-
tion to this problem, but at the same time
it will produce public improvements that
are greatly needéed—water and sewer
plants, airports, hospitals, and other pub-
lic health facilities, to mention some
examples.

Now, as you know, Congress passed an
accelerated public works program last
year which was promptly vetoed by Pres-
ident Nixon. In view of this fact, someé of
us here might hesitate to vote again for
this program—not because we disagree
with it on its merits but out of fear that
the President might veto it a second time.

However, I for one do not share this
fear, and I shall vote yes on this proposi-
tion with full confidence that President
Nixon will come around to signing this
bill. In the first place, of course, this par-
ticular bill is not likely to be as offensive
to Mr. Nixon since we are authorizing
less money to aid the unemployed—$500
million a year for 2 years as opposed to
the $2 billion in l1ast year’s bill. This alone
ought to make it more palatable to the
President.

But, Mr. Chairman, the President is
very likely to find other reasons—posi-
tive reasons—to sign this bill. He is, after
all, a pragmatist, and he has shown an
admirable capacity to tacitly admit his
mistakes and to reverse himself, no mat-
ter how embarassing this might be politi-
cally. There are any number of examples
of reappraisals of this kind by the Pres-
ident that I could cite. For example, he
rejected a bill for public service employ-
ment in 1870 but accepted it when we
submitted it to him again in 1971. He
made a point of renouncing the author-
ity we gave him to impose wage and price
controls, only to seize it last year when
he finally concluded that his own pre-
seription for the economy had been a
failure. He has been a strong ecritic of
deficit spending by Government during
the greater part of his public career, but
now he has submitted to us a series of
deficit budgets, with the definite pros-
pect of more to come. He was one of this
country’s most outspoken and irreconcia-
ble foes of Communist China, but in an
act of high statesmanship, he jettisoned
a great deal of past rhetoric and made an
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historie trip to that country in a quest
for peace.

I submit too, Mr. Chairman, that in
this election year the President has ad-
ditional positive and pragmatic reasons
to approve, rather than again to dis-
approve, an accelerated public works
program. As Hobart Rowen has written
in the Washington Post:

The administration ecannot merely point
out that reducing the rate of unemploy-
ment In today’s society is difficult, It must
do something about it. It must consider
public works—

And as Alice Rivlin, the distinguished
economist, has written:

{The administration was) consciously
holding down total government spending in
order to create slack In the economy and
reduce the inflation. It was not an implaus-
ible policy, although the human costs were
bound to be high, Many economists thought
at the time that it would be worth creat-
ing some unempleyment in order to lower
the rate at which pricws were rising. How-
ever, the policy did not work. Unemployment
rose all right, but the inflation stubbornly
refused to subside.

In short, Mr. Chairman, I truly would
be astounded if President Nixon were
to veto this bill in 1972, If any of us
have any uncertainties on this score, I
think we can shed them and proceed,
as we are doing here, to consider this bill
on its merits alone,

At this time, I would like to call atten-
tion also to certain other provisions of
this bill, which are equally commend-
able, It provides $100 million a year for
2 years for long-term, low-interest loans
to help industries to finance pollution
control eguipment. And it provides $100
million through fiscal 1974 for unemploy-
ment compensation and rent or mort-
gage payment grants to workers who
lose their jobs because of environmental
protection orders.

Mr. Chairman, I heartily recommend
adoption of this bill.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAM-

MERSCHMIDT FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED

BY MR. WRIGHT

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr, Chair-
man, I offer a substitute amendment for
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr. HamM-
MERSCHMIDT for the amendment offered by
Mr, WricHT: Page 38, strike out lines 23 and
24 and insert “shall equal 80 per centum of
the Individual’s former weekly wage or the
maximum payable to him under the unem-
ployment compensation law of the State in
which his employment loss occurs, which-
ever is the greater amount, except that no
such Individual shall be pald more than
the highest amount of unemployment com-
pensation payable to any Individual in his
State under any unemployment compensa-
tion law other than this section. Such un-
employment compensation shall be paid so
long as such individual is".

And on page 30, strike out line 3 and
insert “subsection for a period of more than
62 weeks. Unemployment compénsation paid
under this section shall be in lieu of, and
not in addition to, any unemployment com-
pensation payable by reason of such employ-
ment loss under any other provision of law.”
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Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. WricaT) does not differ a great
deal from his except in one major area,
or perhaps two. It does restrict the
amount of unemployment compensation
payable to any individual to the highest
amount that can be drawn in the State
where he resides, whereas the amend-
ment of the gentléman from Texas, as
I understand it, restricts it only to the
highest amount paid by any State, which
is about $129.

This amendment would further correct
some of the more severe defects in the
reported section of 801 as it now stands.

The bill provides no dollar limits of
payments that can be made, as the gen-
tleman from Texas agreed. His and my
amendment would eliminate that, and tie
payments into the maximum paid in the
individual States. They differ as to an
overall maximum of $129 as set by Mr.
WricHT's suggestion and the maximum.

Another major difference between my
amendment and that of Mr. WricHT's
is that my amendment overcomes the
provision of benefits for 78 weeks, and it
does reduce the time to 52 weeks. This is
done because I see no reason to break
new ground by providing an extra long
period of benefits.

The amendment corrects a defect in
the language by eliminating the words
“at least” from line 23 of page 38, thus
setting the payment at 60 percent. It is
now undefined in the amendment. And
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas also speaks to that section.

It further insures the fact, too, that
you cannot get a double dip, which is
also the intent of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas; the lan-
guage in here just further spells it out.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. As I understand the two
changes the gentleman would make in
the amendment as I have offered would
be, first, that he would limit the total
amount that an individual might draw
to that amount which he would already
be entitled otherwise under the unem-
ployment laws in his State and, second,
that it would limit the length——

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, it limits it to the highest amount
any individual may draw in his State.

Mr. WRIGHT. So that it would give
him some additional benefits, possibly,
over those he has now, but additionally
the gentleman'’s amendment would limit
the payments to 52 weeks rather than 78
weeks, and thus bring it back in con-
formity with the unemployment compen-
sation laws as they presently exist; is that
correct?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. That is
correct.

Mr. WRIGHT. Does the gentleman
from Arkansas not feel that those who
are displaced by reason of Federal action
may be entitled to something a little
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more than the ordinary unemployment
compensation?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I would
point out to the gentleman that this body
has been asked to consider a new concept
in compensation laws without the benefit
of hearings, and there is questionable
jurisdiction in this matter in my opinion.

The existing unemployment compen-
sation law generally provides a standard
of 26 weeks and, as the gentleman knows,
these two have been extended up to two
13-week extensions. In other words, to
52 weeks, and this would be sufficient,
one would think, for a qualified individ-
ual to find some type of gainful employ-
ment.

Much has been made of the fact that
the Trade Expansion Act provides 78
weeks. However, not enough has been
made of the fact it requires, as a con-
dition of those benefits, attendance at a
retraining program.

Without some sort of limitation as to
how an individual spends his time, it is
unreasonable for us to provide for a year
and a half of benefits, benefits which are
exceedingly generous in nature, without
at the same time assuring that the in-
dividual is properly utilizing his time.

Again, I would point out that even the
78 weeks provided for in this section are
not the result of deliberated hearings,
or the result of the expertise of witnesses,
but seem to have been plucked from the
air. The proposed extension seems to
have been plucked from the stratosphere.
And there are additional benefits in here
for moving benefits and for rental and
mortgage payments to the individual
affected.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the last word. I wish to speak
in opposition to the amendment and cer-
tainly to the substitute amendment.

I think there is a lot of confusion in
both of the proposals being presented
here. The fact is that we are dealing with
a very important concept: The burdens
and sacrifices required by an action of
the government taken for the benefit of
all the people should be taken as the re-
sponsibility of all interests in society and
should be shared eauitably by all people
in the society. It is wrong for an action
of government, which in the end seeks to
benefit all of us, to fall disproportion-
ately upon some who are innocent vic-
tims of it.

The purification of the environment is
in the interest of all citizens. Ultimately
all of us will pay for it at some time in
terms of taxes and higher prices. It seems
to me unconscionable to expect that the
working people in this country who stand
to lose the most in the event of a Federal
environmental order, who stand to lose
their jobs permanently—not temporarily,
as happens in the usual circumstances
in which unemployment compensation
is paid—as a result of plant shutdowns
resulting from environmental orders
should bear the entire burden themselves.

It seems to me unconscionable that
anybody here, be he Democrat or Repub-
lican, should request families to make
thg lﬁnd of sacrifices that are here being
asked.
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Many of us in committee, or at least
a good number of us, felt that not only
should there be a provision for 6624
percent of income given to the workers
under the circumstances and some re-
payment for relocation and rent or
mortgage assistance, but that there
should also be some way of repaying the
worker for his fringe benefits, such as
the money that he has paid into his pen-
sion fund which he may also lose in the
event of a plant shutdown due to a gov-
ernmental order respecting the environ-
ment.

There is a misconception here among
the Members of this body who are by
comparing the environmental allowances
for workers being proposed in this bill
with regular unemployment compensa-
tion benefits.

They are two entirely different things;
in the present instance, you are talking
about a man possibly losing his liveli-
hood for an extended period of time
which may go way beyond the 78 weeks
provided here,

I think the Committee on Public
Works showed a great deal of intelligent
conservatism in recognizing that if we
were to clean up our environment, we
would have to find not only a way to
recompense the workers, but also a way
to help business secure the money, at
low interest rates, to put in antipollu-
tion equipment. We provide in the very
next section, I might add, for loans to
business which come out of everybody’s
pockets, including the workers; at a very
low rate, 3 percent, to permit them to
get the kind of equipment that they
need to continue their business.

It is very interesting that some Mem-
bers of this House are prepared to se-
cure and back up business but are seek-
ing to take away from the workers who
have no other remedy, no other means
with which to feed and clothe their
families.

It would be inexcusable for this Con-
gress not to give the kind of compen-
sation that is required for working peo-
ple to continue their livelihood and to
thereby make them allies with us in
efforts to clean up pollution. Otherwise,
we may lead the working people of this
country to feel that it is against their
interest to work with us in cleaning up
pollution. Perhaps that is what the au-
thors of these amendments seek to do.
But if that is so, it is certainly an anti-
social act, and I would call upon the
Members of this body to vote down these
amendments and to go along with the
committee bill, which is really a very
minimal approach toward recognizing
our responsibility to the workers in this
country.

We recognize our responsibility to bus-
iness. Let us be equitable in our recogni-
tion of our responsibility to labor.

Mr. FRENZEL., Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, somehow the last few
speakers, including the gentlewoman
from New York, have been trying to
create the impression that this is the first
time public policy has ever resulted in
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unemployment, and that this new policy
gives us a brand new game to which we
must apply brand new rules.

I think all of us can think of urban
renewal public policy considerations, and
of reconversion public policy considera-
tions. Certainly in this Congress we have
labored through the Lockheed problem.
We can think of many other considera-
tions where certain programs created
certain types of unemployment.

Many highway condemnation programs
have put businesses out of commission
forever.

Mr. Chairman, it is not a new thing lo
have public policy create unemployment.
The committee has done a good thing
in attempting to be honest with the
people of the country by saying we do
have a policy which may create unem-
ployment. That is a plus. That is a first.

Where the committee made its mis-
take, and why we must have this amend-
ment, is because they attempted to super-
impose a new unemployment program
administered by a totally separate
agency rather than an existing agency.
Had they had the foresight to suggest a
program that could fit into the existing
one, carried out by the Secretary of
Labor, we would not have these awful
problems of no limits, no extension, and
all the other rules that we need to
properly administer a program.

The amendments suggested by the
gentleman from Texas and the gentle-
man from Arkansas are illustrative of
the fact that this bill is not ready for
passage in terms of this unemployment
section.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that it is
essential that the amendment be adopted
and it is essential that the substitute be
approved by this House. It would be far
better, I think, if we turned the admin-
istration of this unemployment provision
over to the Secretary of Labor and that
it become a part of our regular unem-
ployment compensation program.

I must say again that I commend the
committee for admitting that unemploy-
ment may result, and for their efforts in
pointing this out, and for attempting to
finance the unemployment in their own
bill.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, we address ourselves to
what is certain to become one of the most
difficult challenges of our particular
time. That is the challenge to reconcile
the demands of a sound ecology with the
demands of a sound economy. I think it
is clearly foreseeable that some of the
things we are demanding in the interest
of environmental protection and purity
will result in some job dislocoations
through no fault of the people thrown
into unemployment.

We have before a conference commit-
tee at the present time the House and
Senate versions of the water pollution
control bill. This will be landmark legis-
lation. Most of us supported it in the
House. All Members in the Senate sup-
ported it. Either version that is adopted,
or whatever compromise we jointly agree
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upon, is going to require that within a
very few years every new source that dis-
charges into the streams of this country
will be required to secure a permit from
the EPA, and that within a very few
yvears every old source that has been dis-
charging must meet the latest best avail-
able technology, with the express pur-
pose ultimately of achieving the goal of
no discharge.

Witnesses appearing before our com-
mittee called attention to the probability
that this may cost hundreds of billions
of dollars. It is inevitable—painful, but
inevitable—that in our zeal to protect
the natural environment of the country
some workers are going to lose their jobs.
Does not the Government owe to those
people a little more than just unemploy-
ment compensation to which they would
be entitled under their States? They
lose their jobs as a result of governmental

decree.

They forfeit and sacrifice their liveli-
hoods for the benefit of all of us, and it
seems to me we ought to bend over back-
ward to be particularly generous on those
occassions where society itself has or-
dered and mandated a situation which
has put these people out of work.

Additionally, we are considering here
another really critical facet of America’s
problem, and that is the massive migra-
tion of people from the small towns,
which this bill addresses itself to help,
into the bigger cities already glutted,
crowded, contaminated, and congested
with overpopulation. If we can be just a
little bit generous to give displaced peo-
ple some time to relocate in that same
small community, maybe we can help
by some small degree to reverse this tide.
If not checked, it will result by 1990 in
80 percent of the American population
living in only four congested megalopoli-
tan areas, one along each of our coasts
on the east and west, one concentrated
around the Great Lakes, and one hud-
dled along the gulf coast. The entirety
of the remainder of the country, consti-
tuting 97 percent of the real estate and
some 2,900 communities, will provide
homes and jobs for only 20 percent of
the American public.

So I say to the Members that we ought
to resolve this question, not with a total
lack of limitation, but with a reasonable
limit sufficient to give the fellow the
benefit of the doubt so that he can look
for another job locally. Let us provide a
cushion so that he will not have to move
in desperation into one of the already
overcrowded cities, thereby accentuat-
ing every problem from pollution to
crime to psychosomatic illness. It seems
fair to me that a humane society, in ask-
ing of these people this sacrifice for the
good of society, should extend this meas-
ure of help to them.

So I urge the Members to vote down
the amendment offered by my dear and
distinguished friend, the gentleman
from Arkansas, and vote instead for my
amendment. I think it is a reasonable
approach, a humane approach, and a fair
approach.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
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rise in support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HamvmMmeErscEMIDT). I also support Mr.
WricHT's amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think that the re-
marks of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WricHT) were eloquent. I think they are
also deserving of an answer. The gentle-
man from Texas said that if we or if the
Government deliberately by a policy put
somebody ouf of work, do we not owe him
Jjust a little bit more than the existing
programs? As the gentleman knows, but
I do not think he made enough of it, in
this legislation which our committee
brought before the House there is a liftle
bit more. As the Members know there is
a little bit more, and for the first time—
at least for the first time in my memory
and my committee experience—we have
offered this little bit more. We have
added help with their rental or mortgage
payments during their unemployment.

The Members know as well as I that
the Committee on Public Works has no
special competence in the area of unem-
ployment compensation. I think while
we have recognized the problem of un-
employment by virtue of these pollution
orders, I do not think we should act as
final arbiters in this area. I think we have
done a good job by calling it to the at-
tention of the House.

There is more to be done. The gentle-
man from Texas is the chairman of the
Oversight Subcommittee of the Public
Works Committee. I want to remind the
gentleman that if we perform our over-
sight properly, some of these orders that
will cause these people to be unemployed
will never be issued or will be issued
more carefully. If the Environmental
Protection Agency acts with a little bit
of brains and commonsense, much of
what we are talking about here may
never come to pass. Before any one of us
becomes too exercised about whether
this section is a be-all or an end-all, or
whether we owe more or less to the work-
ingman, I think we should remind our-
selves that if we pursue our oversight
diligently many of these orders we fear
may not be issued.

Companies should be given time to
meet the new technology and to meet
these pollution problems. In this connec-
tion it should be noted section 802 of this
bill, as the gentleman from Texas knows,
also gives financial assistance to compa-
nies so that they can meet these orders
when and as they are delivered.

I would urge the committee not to be-
come too concerned about the immediate
details of this section. First, if we exer-
cise our oversight properly, these orders
will not come falling down on us like rain
from heaven. They will come when
needed, with some restraint. Second, if
section 802 is properly administered, to
do its job, people will not be put out of
work because we in our wisdom have
provided money for companies affected,
additional assistance so that they can
change their production systems and
meet these pollution orders.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman is mak-
ing the point that there may not be so
many of these orders, and if there are
not the money will not be spent any-
way. Is not what the gentleman really
is saying, “We do not think it is going
to rain as much as you think it is going
to rain; therefore, let us not build the
roof until it rains some more.”

Mr. CLEVELAND. I believe the gen-
tleman would admit that we have not
had too much experience in the unem-
ployment compensation law field. I be-
lieve before we go into that too far
and too heavily we should remember
that there will be other people being
put out of work by Government decree
or action and general legislation may
be the best answer. For example quite
a few people have been put out of work
by the peace policies of this administra-
tion. We are winding down the war, re-
ducing troop levels, and cutting down
on some defense contracts. Should we
not treat workers thus affected the
same?

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. Were the people who were
put out of work because of the stoppage
of work on the SST put out of work be-
cause of environmental considerations
or because of economic considerations?

Mr. CLEVELAND. Well, that is an
interesting question. It was a combina-
tion of both, with the stamp of approval
of this Congress, as I understand it.

Mr. KYL. In other words, there is
some question even as to how this law
would apply with special emphasis on
the environment. As the gentleman in-
dicated, the policies on foreign trade
might result in unemployment of Ameri-
can citizens,

_Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Wright amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
House, there is no doubt in my mind but
that we in the Congress are responsible
for the controversy which exists here to-
day with regard to whether or not there
should be some limitation placed on sec-
tion 801 of this proposed bill.

In my personal opinion, we are more
responsible than anyone else, because we
have with too much haste in times gone
by passed supposedly environmental pro-
tective legislation without giving due
consideration to what the end result of
some of this legislation might be.

Now we find that certain agencies in
the Federal Government, or at least we
lay claim to the fact that certain agen-
cies in the Federal Government—in this
instance specifically the Environmental
Protection Agency—are not administer-
ing the legislation which we passed ac-
cording to congressional intent. This
may or may not be the case.

Certainly we can all agree that people
are being displaced from their regular
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employment because of the administra-~
tion of such legislation by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

I am not one of those people who get
as excited as some others do about pro-
tecting the environment. I admit we
have to do something about it, we must
do everything we can, but we have to do
it with common sense. I do not share the
attitude that some have, that everything
is emotional and we can correct all these
things today. I stand before this House
laying claim to a belief that says we will
never eliminate totally, as some would
say, pollution in this country. We must
however reduce it to a minimum. Some of
those people who speak emotionally over
that subject have not found out yet that
if one takes a bath one pollutes the
water, and if one does not, one pollutes
the air. Sincerely, however, the vast
majority of all Americans want to do all
that can possibly be done to protect the
environment. I share that desire with
them.

However, I will tell you this: We are
in the process going to displace some
people and cause them to lose their jobs
because of the legislation that we already
have passed or in the future do pass.
Now, listen to me, because there is a
parallel to be drawn here.

I have never in my own mind been able
to justify, for example, compensation by
payments to farmers for letting land lie
idle except because of the fact that here,
for example, was a farmer who owned
land and who owned equipment and who
had been farming that land which he
owned with the egquipment which he
owned and who was suddenly told by the
Federal Government, ‘You can no longer
farm your land; you have to do -ome-
thing else.” That farmer is due com-
pensation by the Federal Government.

People are going to lose their jobs be-
cause of acts of the Federal Government,
of the EPA. I think just as farmers are
due some ecompensation, so are these
workers who are displaced because of
Federal legislative action and in tumm
then the action of an executive agency
of the U.S. Government. This being the
case, I think they ought to be com-
pensated.

But the question comes up, how much
are they going to be compensated? We
have a national standard for com-
pensating farmers through the system of
payment for land which cannot by Fed-
eral law be farmed and which lies idle. I
see nothing wrong under these circum-
stances with a uniform standard. Cer-
tainly we have to have some limit. It
could be nothing but an oversight on the
part of the committee that a limitation
was not placed on this section and the
compensation provided by this section in
committee. So the committee comes
along now and wants to limit and limit
severely what an individual is eligible for
in the way of compensation.

I think in this instance the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) 1aakes a
point and makes it well that maybe they
are entitled to just a little bit more than
they would be as insured employees under
workmen’s compensation because they
are losing their jobs purely and solely
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because of the actions of the Federal
Government.

I believe, as we do in urban renewal
and in the uniform Relocation Act for
others who are displaced, that we ought
to compensate them.

I think the formula that Mr, WRIGHT
suggests is fair and equitable. It may be
lenient, but it is because of our inatten-
tion, our not passing good legislation that
the situation exists.

Let us limit it, because limit it we must.
We must not pass section 801 as it is in
this bill now.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr., WAGGONNER. I will be happy to
vield to the gentleman.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Would the
gentleman subject the farmers of
America to the workmen's compensa-
tion laws in the individual States by vir-
tue of Government action?

Mr. WAGGONNER. No. The gentleman
said he would not.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. No. I asked
would you subject the farmers of America
to the workmen's compensation laws?

Mr, WAGGONNER. No, I would not,
because there is no relationship between
a farmer's investment in land and equip-
ment and what as an employee without
an investment he might be eligible to
draw in the form of compensation.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Why would
you subject the workers displaced by ac-
tions of the Federal Government, the
EPA, to the laws of workmen's compensa-
tion when you will not subject the farm-
ers to them?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WaccoN-
NER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
from Louisiana would not do this any
more than he would limit an investor
who loses his property because of the
construction of a Federal project—a
highway, for example, let us say—to
whatever unemployment compensation
would provide, because the employee has
no investment as compared to the em-
ployer. A farmer is both an employer and
an employee. He has an investment in
land and equipment. The owner of a
business, for example, displaced by the
construction of a Federal highway, owns
the building. Would you ignore the mon-
ey that he has invested in that partic-
ular building and not have a uniform re-
location act or assistance program to
compensate him for his loss of that
building?

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. No.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Would you only
compensate him for a weekly wage?

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. No. We are
compensating him in this bill for his
loss, but what we are not compensating
is the worker who is losing a job and
who has to be retrained. The reason why
the amendment as offered and the sub-
stitute are wrong is because they are
following a pattern of compensation ac-
ecording to the workmen’s compensation
laws, and that ought not to be the stand-
ard. The standard was established under
the Trade Act of 1962, which established
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that they should be compensated at a
rate of 66 percent.

Further, the bill originally was in the
committee at 66 percent. It has been re-
duced in committee to 60 percent. It is
now being reduced further here in the
House by action of the substitute, and
if the substitute fails the attempt will
be to pass the Wright amendment by
reducing the rights of the American
workingman further.

Mr. WAGGONNER. But the compen-
sation provided for under the Wright
amendment is more lenient than is pro-
vided for under present unemployment
compensation laws, and it does provide
for a maximum standard because of his
displacement from his employment as a
result of national legislation.

Mr. ERLENBORN., Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not serve on the
committee that reported this bill, and I
am not too familiar with the genesis of
this bill, but I do understand from the
debate that apparently there were no
hearings held, and it seems apparent
from reading section 801 that very little
consideration was given to the drafting
of this legislation before it was included
in the bill.

It appears that the bill before us, sec-
tion 801, as well as the Wright amend-
ment, and as well the Hammerschmidt
amendment, that none of them have any
requirement that a person to be eligible
to receive these benefits be available and
actively seeking employment.

So this is an unheard of provision for
unemployment compensation.

I think that it is obvious that anyone
who receives benefits for being unem-
ployed certainly ought to be available for
employment and actively seeking em-
ployment.

None of the provisions that are now
pending before us in the bill or in the two
amendments so provide.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr, Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is correct, and when the parlia-
mentary situation adjusts itself I intend
to offer a motion to strike the section.

In addition, there is no autaority in
this bill delegated to the Secretary of
Commerce to promulgate regulations
that have to do with who is going to get
these benefits and who cannot.

The gentleman is eminently correct
when he said, as others have said, there
were 125 witnesses and 15 days of hear-
ings, but not one directed at or dealing
with that work of art that we see in this
section. It is something we need to deal
with on some committee that has to deal
with benefits, or some committee that
has some expertise in this particular
area.

I think the gentleman has made a
great contribution by his remarks.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion. I agree with the gentleman that the
committee of jurisdiction that might
know a little better how to draft such
legislation ought to be given the job if it
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is going to be done properly, and that is
the Committee on Ways and Means.

It appears to me the bill before us is
completely deficient. The Wright amend-
ment improves it somewhat, and the
Hammerschmidt amendment is a great
improvement over the Wright amend-
ment. I hope, however, that the Snyder
amendment striking the whole section
will be adopted, so that some proper con-
sideration to this subject may be given.
If we should act on this without giving
the proper consideration then I think we
are not doing the job we are elected to do.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ERLENBORN) says that he has no knowl-
edge or not much knowledge about the
provisions of section 801, but it would
not surprise me if the gentleman does
not have a greater knowledge about what
is in section 801 than many members
of the committee from whence this bill
eminates, because in the Committee on
Education and Labor on which the gen-
tleman serves at least they do deal with
unempleyment compensation legislation,
as of course also does the Committee on
Ways and Means.

I am sure he has heard many refer-
ences and witnesses that speak to this
subject matter in his committee activi-
ties. I have heard none.

Actually, we have had no hearings on
the subject, and I would agree with the
gentleman that the eligibility require-
ments need to be more stringent and im-
proved, as does this entire section. I only
offered my amendment as an improve-
ment to the existing legislation as now
drafted.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I think it
would add to the discussion and to the
legislative history if I were to read from
the act to revise and expand the Fed-~
eral program for relief from the effects
of major disasters that are affecting
many of the areas of the counfry—the
specific section relating to unemployment
assistance; namely, section 240.

This section reads as follows:

Sec. 240, The President is authorized to
provide to any individual unemployed as a
result of a major disaster, such assistance
as he deems appropriate while such individ-
ual is unemployed. Such assistance as the
President shall provide shall not exceed the
maximum amount and the maximum dura-
tion of payment under the unemployment
compensation program of the State in which
the disaster occurred, and the amount of
assistance under this section to any such
individual shall be reduced by any amount
of unemployment compensation or of pri-
vate income protection insurance compensa-
tion available to such individual for such
period of unemployment,

I believe it is to this point that the
amendments have been offered, and it is
for this reason that I support the Ham-
merschmidt amendment.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time be-
cause it seems there has been an im-
pression left before the committee that,
under the substitute amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arkansas, we are
not offering any help to the workingman
who might be put out of work because of
some action by the Government.

I would like for the committee to un-
derstand that, under the substitute
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arkansas, he guarantees a man who
has been put out of a job at least the
maximum unemployment compensation
for 52 weeks within the State in which
he resides—at least the maximum unem-
ployment benefits.

In addition to that, there is the pro-
vision of rent supplement or housing al-
lotment that is in the bill which is esti-
mated to be about 25 percent of a man’s
income.

In addition to this, we have the 3-
percent loan in the legislation for indus-
try that might be confronted with the
problem of either having to renovate or
remodel its plant, or else go out of busi-
ness.

This 3-percent loan is specifically to
provide jobs for the people in the area.
So again the workingman would be the
one to benefit the most under this legis-
lation. So I support the substitute amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas, because of these specific helps
that we have for the workingman. If
the substitute of the gentleman from
Arkansas is not adopted, or the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas, then I intend to support the
motion of the gentleman from Kentucky
to strike section 801. It is new ground,
and I think under the amendment of the
gentleman from Arkansas, or the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas, it is
about as far as we should proceed at this
time without holding hearings before our
committee on this subject.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset I would
say to my colleagues who serve on the
Committee on Public Works that I think
they are to be commended for tackling
this subject and doing something to
ameliorate the economic impact on
workers who are affected by an envi-
ronmental order.

I think we have been tardy, Mr. Chair-
man, in looking at many of the economic
impacts of our environmental program.

I think from the reports that many of
us have examined, reports made by some
of the great consulting firms in the
country for the Department of Commerce
and for EPA, and considering what the
economic impact is going to be and the
closing of industries—we know from
that that many industries in this coun-
try are going to be forced to close be-
cause of their inability to meet environ-
mental standards.

What concerns me, Mr. Chairman,
and on this I would like to direct a
question if I may to my colleague and
dear friend, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. WricHT)—I sense in the argument
for this particular formula of compen-
sation both in your amendment and in
the argument advanced against the
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amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas and by the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. Aszuc) and the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. James V.
StanToN) that in all these arguments
there runs the thread of the argument
that because this is resulting from gov-
ernmental action, there is some need to
go beyond the social philosophy and
concept of unemployment insurance, and
that there should be some additional
compensation.

Tor instance, as the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. ErRLENBORN) pointed out,
there is no requirement to be actively
seeking employment and be available for
employment under this provision.

The argument, as I understood it, ad-
vanced by the gentleman from Texas,
and the others, is that we owe a special
obligation because this results from a
governmental decision or policy.

My question to the gentleman is this:
Does the gentleman apply this to any
area where unemployment may result
from the action of Government? For ex-
ample, in this House we debated the ques-
tion of the supersonic transport. In-
volved in the arguments on the SST was
the question of a possible environmental
impact by the SST. Should we, therefore,
to the employees of Boeing provide a new
form, such as this calls for, of compensa-
tion for unemployment resulting from
that?

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McEWEN. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman would recognize that there
is a clear distinction and a discernible
difference between the Congress decision
on the one hand simply not to continue
production of a given type of aircraft,
and on the other hand an order specifi-
cally directed to a given industry by a
governmental agency which puts people
out of work. I think they are two dif-
ferent kinds of problems. From the
standpoint of equity I would be inclined
to say to the genftleman that perhaps
people are entitled to some additional
consideration wherever they may be af-
fected; but I do believe the gentleman
will recognize that a congressional deci-
sion which is based upon a broad ques-
tion of procurement contracts, and
things of that kind, is different in char-
acter from a specific order emanating
from a governmental agency to close
down a plant.

It seems to me that in this latter cate-
gory we do have a somewhat more direct
responsibility and obligation to those
who are inadvertently displaced and
thrown out of jobs and put into positions
of extreme hardship.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I say
further to the gentleman from Texas
that I appreciate the distinction he is en-
deavoring to make, but I do not think it
was clear in the debate. I think in the
matter of water quality standards, for
example, we have had changes, both by
Federal and by State action, on the clas-
sification of streams where an employee,
and the industry that he works for, might
well think they could continue. Then
there was a further legislative or admin-
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istrative decision to change that stream
classification, resulting in the loss of
jobs.

So I say to the gentleman from Texas
I did not in the debate earlier today, and
I do not now, get the distinction between
the various categories of Government ac-
tion and when and where we should ap-
ply the rule that the Government owes
them additional compensation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr, HAMMER-
scuminT) for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) .

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HaMMER-
scaMInT) there were—ayes 44, noes 56.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERES

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers Mr.
HaMMERSCHMIDT, Mrs, Apzuc, and Messrs.
WriGHT and CLEVELAND,

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 161, noes
209, not voting 62, as follows:

[Roll No. 330]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—161

Ford, Gerald R. Pettis
Forsythe Pirnie
Fountain Poage
Frenzel Poff
Frey Powell
Galifianakis Price, Tex.
Gettys Purcell
Goodling Quie
Gross Quillen
Grover Robinson, Va.
Gubser Robison, N.X.
Gude Rogers
Haley Ruppe
Hall Ruth
Hammer- Sandman
schmidt Satterfield
Hansen, Idaho Scherle
Harsha Schneebeli
Hastings Scott
Heinz Sebelius
Hogan
Hosmer
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Keating

Abbitt
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook

Blackburn
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Camp
Carlson
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg King
Clausen, Euykendall
Don H. Kyl
Clawson, Del  Landrum
Cleveland Latta
Collier Lloyd
Colmer Lujan
Conable MecClory
Conover MecClure
McCollister

Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Ullman

Vander Jagt
Dellenback Ware
Dennis Whalley
Derwinski Whitehurst
Devine Whitten
Dickinson ‘Widnall
Duncan . Wiggins
du Pont Williams
Erlenborn ‘Wilson, Bob
Esch Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Zion

Matsunagn
Mayne

Miller, Ohlo

Eshleman Mills, Ark.

Findley

Fisher

Flowers

Flynt

Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio
Ashley
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Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grifin
Grifiiths
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hathaway
Hawkins Price, Ill.
Hays Pryor, Ark.
Hechler, W. Va. Pucinski
Helstoski Randall
Henderson Rangel
Hicks, Mass. Rees
Hicks, Wash. Reid
Holifield Reuss
Horton Roberts
Howard

Hungate

Ichord

Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell
Caflfery

Obey
O’Hara
O’Konski
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Preyer, N.C.

Carey, N.Y. Jacobs

Celler Johnson, Calif.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Collins, T11.
Conyers
Corman

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eazen

Kee

Kemp
Kluezynski
Koch

Kyros

Link

Long, Md.
M

Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
St Germain
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scheuer
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shipley
Sikes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, ITowa
Staggers
Steed
Steele
Stratton
Stubblefield
SBtuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Whalen
White
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolfl
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron

Cotter
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, 8.0.
de 1a Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Daorn
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Faley
Ford,
William D,
Fraser
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gibbons

McDade
McFall
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass,

Madden
Mathis, Ga.
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcaife

Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Il1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi Young, Tex.
Nix Zablocki
NOT VOTING—62
Abernethy Goldwater Nichols
Abourezk Hagan
Anderson, Hansen, Wash.
Tenn. Harrington
Baker Harvey
Betts Hébert
Blanton Heckler, Mass.
Carney Hillis
arter

C Hull
Chamberlain

Eelth
Clancy Landgrebe
Clay

Leggett
Collins, Tex. Lennon
Conte

Lent
Dantel, Va. Long, La.
Davis, Wis.
Dowdy
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Frelinghuysen
Gallagher

So the substitute amendment was re-
jected.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOW
FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WRIGHT

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I offer a sub-~
stitute amendment for the amendment

offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr, WRIGHT) .

The Clerk read as follows:

Springer
Stanton,

James V.
Stokes
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Veysey
Waldie
Zwach
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Substitute amendment offered by Mr, Dow
for the amendment offered by Mr. WricHT:
On page 39, line 3, immediately after the
word “weeks”, insert the following: “, and no
unemployment compensation pald to any in-
dividual under this subsection shall be in
excess of $231 per week'.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I do not be-
lieve that too many of us are interested
in the fine points of whether a person
who is unemployed under a situation pre-
sented by this bill gets a penny more or
less than the unemployment compensa-
tion that he would normally get. I myself
am not interested in these details. I do
not believe we are going to be penny-
pinchers. I do not think we want to be
niggardly with these people in distress
due to unemployment situations brought
on by environmental causes, but, Mr.
Chairman, I am astounded to find out
that there is a provision in the bill, in
the way this section reads, that anyone,
no matter what their income or their
earnings, may receive up to 60 percent.
Let us consider a person who earns $52,-
000 a year—and that is mentioned in one
of the minority reports here—that per-
son would be entitled to income from the
Government of about $30,000 a year un-
der this plan, and it would be tax free.

Now, for goodness' sake, I think it is
a rank injustice, when we know that in-
come taxes are being paid by widow
women and people who earn income as
low as $2,050.

According to the income tax seale,
these people would have to subsidize some
of our citizens to the tune of $30,000 or
b_ett.er. I must say I think this is atro-
cious.

I always understood that unemploy-
ment compensation was intended to keep
the wolf from the door, and I would be
even a little more generous than that.
But to provide unemployment compen-
sation, tax-free, from the Federal Gov-
ernment to anybody to the tune of
$30,000 a year or better is unconscion-
able. It is really unthinkable, and I must
say I strongly object to that loophole in
the bill.

My amendment is intended only to eli-
minate such largesse. It is a proviso that
anybody who earns more than $20,000 a
year would not receive more than a per-
son who has been earning $20,000. At 60
percent under the bill, it would give him
$12,000. That is what my amendment
would do. That would be the maximum.
I do not think it cuts back anybody
below the level of the maximum unem-
ployment compensation that he could
receive.

Mr, ERLENBORN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOW. I yield to the gentleman
from Ilinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. When the Clerk
read your amendment, I understood it to
say that the maximum benefit would be
$231 per week; is that correct?

Mr. DOW. That is correct.

Mr. ERLENBORN. That would be ap-
proximately $12,000 per year?

Mr. DOW. Yes, it would be.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Tax free?

Mr. DOW. Yes.

Mr. ERLENBORN. And a person re-
ceiving that benefit under this amend-
ment—is it clear that he would not be
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able to get State unemployment com-
pensation at the same time—or might
that be an additional benefit?

Mr. DOW. On that point I would have
to refer to the committee, because I am
merely assuming that the same dollars
that they wrote into the bill would be
available for the purpose of my allow-
ance.

I do not know all the limitations that
exist in the bill, but I do favor limiting
to something like $12,000 which is far
above the average median income in this
country.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. DOW. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Well, if your
amendment is patterned after the com-
mittee bill, there is no prohibition against
receiving State unemployment compen-
sation at the same time you get this
$12,000 per year, and there is no require-
ment that a person getting compensation
be even available for employment, much
less be seeking employment.

I think this ought to be called the
“year and a half paid vacation bill"—
and it is a pretty good paid vacation—
$12,000 a year.

Mr. DOW. I believe the gentleman has
made a good point there. I think he
ought to offer an amendment as to that
duplication. But would not the genfle-
man agree with me; it is better if anyone
is to receive State compensation in ad-
dtion fo this compensation, to limit this
compensation to $12,000 instead of
$30,0007

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New York.

As I understand the amendment, it is
& substitute amendment for the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas, which would raise the possible
payment to someone who became un-
employed under the provisions set forth
in the bill to $102 a week.

The amendment that was accepted by
the committee, as offered by the gentle-
man from Texas, has a ceiling on it of
the highest benefits now paid in any
State, which is $129 a week. This would
just further liberalize the provisions of
the bill, and I strongly oppose it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Dow)
for the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) .

The substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. WricHT).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SNYDER

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SnypEr: Page
37, line 24, strike out all of section 801 be-
ginning on line 24 of page 37 down through
and including Iine 2 on page 40.

Renumber the remaining sections accord-
ingly.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr, Chairman, I rise to
urge the House to delete section 801 of
title IIT from this bill.
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Section 801 would create a new form
of “unemployment compensation” and
related benefits for one special class of
unemployeds, those whose unemployment
is caused by Federal environmental legis-
lation.

The House should know that, although
a total of 125 witnesses appeared during
15 days of hearings on this bill, there
were no hearings on this section 801
which was developed in executive session.
The House is aware that the Committee
on Public Works is not the committee
which handles unemployment compensa-
tion, nor do its members claim expertise
in this area. It would be unprecedented
for the House to pass new “unemploy-
ment compensation” legislation as part
of a public works bill, particularly with-
out the benefit of public hearings and
the expert testimony of those knowledge-
able in this area.

Our Federal-State unemployment
compensation system has been success-
fully operating since the 1930’s. Billions
of dollars in taxes are collected yearly
from employers, and billions of dollars
yearly are paid in benefits to jobless
workers. Every State has its own pro-
gram operating daily. On the whole, this
Federal-State system has enjoyed public
confidence and acceptance.

Basic unemployment compensation
normally provides for 26 weeks of unem-
ployment compensation for those eligible
for such benefits. Under the guidance of
the Ways and Means Committee, recent
changes have been made to extend bene-
fits up to 52 weeks. The Employment Se-
curity Amendments of 1970—Public Law
91-373—provide for a 13-week extension
of the basic 26 weeks when the national
unemployment rate is 4.5 percent or more
for 3 consecutive months or when the un-
employment level in a State averages 4
percent for 13 consecutive weeks and 120
percent of the average rate for the same
period in each of the 2 preceding years.
The Emergency Unemployment Compen-
sation Act of 1971—Public Law 92-224—
recently extended by Public Law 92-329,
provides for another 13 weeks extension
whenever a State’s unemployment
reaches 6.5 percent. It is obvious that, af-
ter due deliberation, our unemployment
compensation laws have been adjusted to
meet current needs. But section 801 of
title VIII, if passed, could undermine this
system, and undermine public confidence
in its fairness.

Section 801 would provide a special
form of so-called Federal unemployment
compensation which would pay workers,
who are found to be unemployed because
of Federal environmental guality laws or
standards, 60 per centum of their former
weekly wages for a year and a half with-
out any dollar limit.

I urge the House to strike section 801
from this bill for the following reasons:

First, it would provide tax-free “unem-
ployment compensation” benefits of
$90,000 in a year and a half to a $100,000-
a-year executive employee. There is no
dollar limit, and the period of payment
is at least 50 percent longer than under
our regular Federal-State unemployment
compensation system.

Second, there is no offset. This section
contains no provision preventing an in-
dividual from collecting both regular un-
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employment compensation and this new
special “unemployment compensation.”
I would point out that the committee
report, on page 10, gives assurances that
“duplication unemployment compensa-
tion payments are not authorized by this
section.” The text of the bill, however,
does not contain any such safegunard—
and I submit that this means we are
treading on pretty treachercus ground.

Third, this section is unfairly diserim-
inatory. A worker unemployed because
of an environmental standard or order
is no more disadvantaged than a worker
unemployed for some other reason. If
this section were passed, then any two
econstituents of any Member of the
House—unemployed constituents with
the same skills living side-by-side in any
city or town—could end up getting vastly
different amounts of unemployment
compensation.

Fourth, this section lacks the most
fundamental safeguards, which could
lead to widespread abuses. There is no
definition of what an “affected plant or
industry” is, nor are there sound and
equitable criteria to determine which in-
dividuals would be eligible for benefits.
For example, the manner in which this
section is drafted would permit an em-
ployer, knowing he would be forced into
curtailing or completely closing his op-
erations due to an environmental order
or standard, to temporarily raise the
wages of his employees for the express
purpose of creating increased benefits for
those who would be eligible under this
section.

Fifth, section 801 completely ignores
the existence of the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act, a law we put on
the books in 1962. One of the principal
purposes of the Manpower Development
and Training Act is to provide assistance
to those persons whose job skills have
been rendered obsolete by dislocations in
the economy arising from a variety of
factors such as automation or other tech-
nical developments, foreign competition,
relocation of industry, shifts in market
demands, and other structural changes
in the economy.

The Secretary of Labor is authorized to
provide a program of testing, counseling,
occupational training, payment of train-
ing allowances and transportation ex-
penses for unemployed persons who can-
not find jobs.

Generally speaking, the training al-
lowances are equal to the amount of the
average weekly gross unemployment
compensation payment provided under
State programs. Trainees with depend-
ents can receive up to $20 extra per week.
Those participating in training programs
can receive payments for up to 104 weeks.

Sixth, as previously noted, the House
is being asked to pass this section al-
though there have been no public hear-
ings which would have brought out the
extraordinary problems that will be cre-
ated by such an unwise program of spe-
cial unemployment compensation bene-
fits.

I generally support the extension and
improvement of the programs adminis-
tered by the Public Works and Economic
Development Act, but section 801 should
be deleted from the bill. We are all deep-
Iy concerned with unemployment. Sec-
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tion 801, however, is the wrong approach,
at the wrong time, in the wrong bill, by
the wrong committee. The provisions of
801 are unwise, unwarranted, and un-
sound. We cannot afford to undermine
public confidence in the fairness and
equity of our unemployment compensa-
tion laws by hastily passing special
benefits for a few, and discriminating un-
fairly against the majority of our un-
employed workers.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
my friend and distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. Chairman, I think we would be
wise to stop now and take a look at the
bill, We have had amendments and sub-
stitute amendments. The committee has
labored long and hard to bring out a
piece of legislation that authorizes $3.5
billion to raise up the social and economic
well being of the people of this country,
particularly those that are unemployed
now.

Someone has said that to be poor and
unemployed is to die a little each day.
If one has never had the experience of
representing a district where there are
coal miners who have to go 300 or 400
or 500 miles from home, commuting back
and forth to see their loved ones on the
weekends, he does not know what it
means to be unemployed.

If this Government and this Congress
through its actions force someone out of
work and forces him to drive hundreds
of miles to find work, surely we are will-
ing to pay him less than $100 per week
for a maximum of 18 months while he
looks for other employment. That is all
section 801 does. It says for a maximum
of 115 years or 18 months we will pay
this unemployed person 60 percent of his
wages and in no event it will exceed—get
this—$129 a week as the maximum paid
in the State of Connecticut.

Under section 801 that the gentleman
from Kentucky would strike, the man can
only draw up to 60 percent of his wages
or in no event more than $129 per
week. Is this too much to expect of a
Government that forces an employee out
of work? Is it too much to give him up
to 18 months to go someplace else and
find a job?

Furthermore, we only authorize for a
2-year period a maximum of $100 mil-
lion in this section.

During the entire history of the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development
Act, since 1965 the Congress has only
seen fit to appropriate some 34 percent
of the amount authorized. On that basis,
if hindsight is any criterion, this section
would allow only $34 million for all the
displaced workers from the entire 50
States over the next 2 years.

I do not believe that is extravagant. I
do not believe it is even realistic. But my
friend from EKentucky would say—*“No,
close the gate on that plant, which may
be producing chemicals, because that is
closed down by reason of EPA regula-
tions. Close down that unemployment of-
fice and give no hope to that unemployed
person who is coming here wanting help
from the Congress to find other work.”

There has been a lot of talk about the
fact that there have been no hearings.
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We do not need hearings to find out that
the unemployed workers are in distress.
We do not need hearings to find out that
this Government has been forcing people
out of work because of the stringent re-
quirements of the EPA.

Go out and talk to the 5 million un-
employed persons. They will tell you that
they want jobs, not relief checks. They
do not want to hold hearings, but they
do want action by the same Government
that forced them out of work.

That is all we would do under section
801.

So I hope we vote down the amendment
and vote up the little pittance of $80 to
$125 - »r week as a maximum in the 50
States and give that man an opportunity
to find another job somewhere. That is
all we ask.

I hope the Members will vote “no” on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY. I am glad to yield to my
friend from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. As my friend from II-
linois knows, under the existing provi-
sions of the trade law, when jobs have
been exported—in other words, when in
an industry employers and employees
have been put out of work by reason
of imports, by reason again of Govern-
ment action in its trade policies—we
have written in relief provisions not alone
for the unemployed who are involved
but indeed for the industries that have
been hurt.

My question to my friend is this:
What basic difference is there between
the man who is out of a job because of
Government trade policies and the man
who is put out of work because of the
EPA or because of ecological laws?

Mr. GRAY. Well, there is a major dif-
ference, Trade, as the gentleman knows,
is a two-way street. I would remind the
gentleman, as an example, that our great
State of Illinois exports far more agri-
cultural commodities than it imports.
So we have to have checks and balances
on our trade policy.

But it is a 100-percent deception of
the American worker when we sit here
and approve legislation which takes his
job away and then we are unwilling to
help him out until he can find a new
job. God only knows where. We are not
dealing with a foreign country. We are
not dealing with reciprocal trade. We
are dealing with the actions of this Con-
gress. That is the major difference.

Mr. Chairman, the EPA act has
brought thousands of new jobs to south-
ern Illinois. It will help other areas of
our country if you will stick with the
committee hill. Thank you.

Mr. ZION. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
favor of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about this
“pittance” which my good friend from
Illinois has talked about.

Let us say, for example, that up in
Baraboo, Wis., a man has a pea cannery,
and he pays himself $60,000 a year. He
has a brother who works at $50,000 a
year, He has a brother-in-law, at $40,000,
and a few other relatives and friends at
$30,000 or $40,000 a year. Then the EPA
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comes down and says, “We are going to
require you to spend a couple of hundred
thousand dollars to keep you from pol-
luting the creek out here.” Then the guy
says, “That seems like an awful lot of
trouble. I will just go out of business.
They will pay 60 percent of my salary.
They are going to pay my rent and going
to pay my mortgage on the homes of all
my relatives and employees. With the tax
bracket I am in, I can make a lot more
money not working than I could if I
stayed here to pick peas for a living.”

We are talking about a “pittance.” This
peapicker will be living pretty high for
not picking peas. The bill as reported
provides for an automatic draw from the
Federal Treasury for the payment of un-
employment compensation benefits.

Mr. GRAY. I know my distinguished
friend is sincere in his remarks, but if
you will read the bill, you will see the
Secretary of Labor is the one to deter-
mine whether or not the jobless worker
has been forced out because of Govern-
ment action and not the owner of the
plant that might feel he could get a big
windfall for his employees. It has to be
determined in conjunction with the Sec-
retary of Labor and the EPA. I doubt
very seriously that the Secretary of Labor
will certify that plant if the person in
charge decides to close it on his own
volition.

Mr. ZION. I say you are talking about
$100 million here to be authorized and
appropriated to carry out section 801.
That figure is absolutely meaningless, be-
cause it says any individual who has lost
his job because of the issuance of a
standard order under Federal environ-
mental laws has a right to such benefits.
There is no way in the bill to limit Fed-
eral expenditures.

I would like to ask the gentlemen who
favor section 801 if they can tell me
within 1 million workers how many will
be put out of work? Within 2 million.

Mr. BLATNIK. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ZION. I am glad to yield to the
chairman.

Mr. BLATNIK. I will respond to the
question.

We called the Council on Environ-
mental Quality. They are the ones who
advise the President, and they released
a report just last week. Their estimate
of total cost for abatement of all pollu-
tion and physical degradation in every
form would be in the area of about $287
billion. We asked them, “How many
plants would you estimate would be
closed,"” and they said in response about
300 plants—about six plants per State.
This is an impossibly low figure. We
asked them how many workers would be
put out of jobs. There was no estimate.

I am in sympathy with section 801. We
thought that, for people who are long-
time employees with definite skills, who
are far different from those who are
thrown out of work for seasonal reasons,
we should have different treatment.

When we have a man 40 years of age,
who is a frained chemist and who
has experience in the aerospace industry,
but who is out on the street because of
Federal environmental laws, why should
the brunt of this be placed on him?
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Mr. ZION. Would the gentleman like
to get his own time to make a speech?

Mr. BLATNIK. You asked a question.

Mr. ZION. I ask the chairman how
many industries came before our com-
mittee and testified. I would say there
was only one industry that was permitted
to testify. The paper industry came be-
fore us. They said under the provisions
of this bill there was no way they could
continue. We asked, “How much would
you have to raise your prices in order to
comply,” and they said 40 or 50 percent.
We asked them, “How high can you go,”
and they said 5 or 6 percent and they
would lose their whole industry to Can-
ada and Sweden.

I would say of the companies per-
mitted to testify that 100 percent of
them will be out of work. It is not just
people trying to earn a living in the
paper industry but the fellow who is in-
volved in cutting the logs and hauling
them to the mill. I would say that we do
not know within $10 billion how much
this will cost. For that reason I say we
should support the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kenftucky.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent (at the request
of Mr. BratNig) Mr. Zion was allowed
to proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr, BLATNIE. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr, ZION. I am pleased to yield.

Mr. BLATNIEK. I do not want to dwell
on the fairness of this provision to skilled
workers. I want to say that we ap-
proached this matter with great care
and much thought.

Mr. ZION. How many industries came
before our committee and testified?

Mr. BLATNIKE. We gave them great
emphasis. We stressed in this bill pre-
ventive action to minimize unemploy-
ment by giving commercial loans at a
low rate of interest to all industries to
enable them to buy this expensive new
pollution contrel equipment so that they
will be able to comply with environmental
standards.

Our first priority is to keep an in-
dustry in business, to keep a company
going. We have provided $200 million in
loans to business at a 3-percent rate of
interest in our bill to accomplish this
purpose. But, when we cannot keep an
industry in business, the employer and
his employees should get some help.

Mr. KYL. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ZION. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. Mr, Chairman, let us take
the case of the SST, where the Congress
decided that we should not put any more
money into that program, and say that
there was a metal worker or a metallur-
gist, and he is unemployed because the
Government stopped the program, the
Labor Secretary determines that he is
either out of a job because of environ-
mental factors or other factors, but it
makes no difference to that man because
he is out of a job, it just makes no dif-
ference to him. I do not know how you
can make it a special kind of case just
because the Secretary of Labor might
make a decision that he was dispossessed
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of his job by the environmental need, or
economics, or trade, or any other factor.
It is completely illogical.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Indiana has again expired.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr: Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ZION. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, there
is something fundamentally wrong with
this legislation. Let me illustrate.

If a man loses his job because of the
closing of a military facility, he is not
covered.

If a man loses his job because he was
working on a project which Congress has
cancelled—such as the S8T—he is not
covered.

If a man loses his job because of a con-
demnation proceeding in connection with
a public works preject, he is not covered.

But if a man loses his job because of
an order of the EPA, he receives special
benefits under this bill.

Why should those ir. the last category
be treated specially? Unemployment is a
personal tragedy. It matters very little to
the man who is broke and out of a job,
why he finds himself in that unfortunate
status. It is the fact of unemployment
that is the problem which requires solu-
tion.

This legislation divides citizens simi-
larly situated into classes for different
treatment without a logical reason for
doing so. Unless amended to correct this
fundamental flaw, it should be defeated.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I move fo strike the requisite num-
ber of words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I regret very much that
this bill comes to the floor in this man-
ner, because very seldom will you find a
bill from the Committee on Public Works
coming to the floor with this much con-
troversy. But there is a reason for it, and
that is because we hooked a section onto
this bill on which we have no expertise,
and on which we have had no hearings.
This section should be opposed for the
following reasons, and that is the inclu-
sion of section 801, which the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. Snyper) has offered,
an amendment to strike. But, first, to
clarify the impression of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. Gray) who said that
there is only $100 million authorization
in this bill. Even so there is no protection
for the Federal Treasury because the
level of expenditures would be completely
uncontrolled as to benefits. Once this
was enacted into law, they would become
a matter of right. We really would be
sort of back-door appropriating through
the authorization of this particular
section.

To further clarify the remarks of my
good friend from Illinois, if I may——

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT., I will yield
to the gentleman from Illinois in just one
moment, but I want to mention one other
thing on which the gentleman may have
the wrong impression, or that was my
understanding from his remarks. That
was where the gentleman indicated that
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$60 or 60 percent of $129—I believe the
gentleman might have stated it both
ways—was the maximum amount a per-
son might draw under the Wright
amendment, as added to this bill.
Actually, the maximum amount that
could be drawn under the existing pro-
vision is $129 per week—not $60—plus
the fringe benefits of mortgage pay-
ments, rent payments, and moving costs.

Also, without a maximum level of
benefits the law could act as a disincen-
tive to the individual’s seeking and ob-
taining alternative employment.

Another point. These provisions have
not been subjected to open testimony
and scrutiny, The opinions of labor, the
opinions of management, the opinions
of the public and Federal officials have
not been heard.

This section does not take into ac-
count existing programs such as the
Manpower Development Training Act,
which also provides relief and assistance
to unemployed workers,

I say that it is a dangerous precedent
to establish because the effects on other
Federal programs and legislation have
not been considered. The same rationale
could be extended to workers suffering
unemployment from defense expenditure
cutbacks, or from foreign or domestic
competition.

There is nothing in the bill requiring
a claimant to be available and actively
seeking employment as a requirement for
receiving benefits.

Unemployment compensation and in-
surance should be a form of social in-
surance., That is not the philosophy of
section 801.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to the
distinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, let me ask a question or two of
the gentleman from Arkansas. Since this
is an open-ended obligation of the Fed-
eral Government, if a decision is made to
close a plant because of environmental
problems, this financial open-end obli-
gation of the Federal Government might
be a deterrent to affirmative pol-
lution control. It might be a deterrent to
any Federal agency to act as they might
otherwise act in closing a facility because
of the pollution problem; is that a fair
observation?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT.
that is a fair evaluation.

I would agree with the gentleman and
we would never really know that for sure
unless we hear witnesses and have proper
hearings and heard testimony.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me ask the
gentleman another question.

The existing law, which this legisla-
tion proposes to extend, is on the books
at the present time. What is the expira-
tion date of the existing law?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I think there
is one more year of authorization time
to go.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, In other
words, this is not critical or essential
legislation at this point because the exist-
ing law is on the statute books.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. It is not
critical. However, we did sit for 15 days

and hear 125 witnesses who testified to

I think
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the need of revising the existing legisla-
tion, but not to section 801. I would say
to the distinguished minority leader, I
think there is a need for expanding
existing EDA authorization. But it is nof
critical,

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, If I may ask
the gentleman one other question.

Has the Committee on Public Works
of the House of Representatives ever
dealt with unemployment compensation
legislation heretofore to your knowledge?

Mr, HAMMERSCHMIDT. To my
knowledge, they have never dealt with
this subject matter. We did in the Dis-
aster Assistance Act get into this matter
of unemployment compensation, but it
is far more restrictive in nature. It con-
siders the States and uses their criteria.
This is far different from what we have
in this bill.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. For these
various reasons, I hope and trust that
this amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kentucky prevails.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Gentlemen, I think this provision in
this bill is a perfect example of another
step toward the erosion of the orderly
legislative process which I have seen
happen in recent years and the invasion
of the proper jurisdiction of committees.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the statement of my distinguished
colleague on the committee and the dis-
tinguished minority leader. But I want
to make one thing perfectly clear to my
colleagues here,

This is not an open-end authoriza-
tion. You cannot read something into
the law that is not here.

I refer you to page 40 of the bill, It
says:

There is authorized to be appropriated,
not to exceed $100 million for carrying out
this section.

Now, how can the gentleman tell the
House or the committee that this is an
open-end authorization when the bill it-
self—and I am holding it before you—
shows “not to exceed $100 million.” That
is point No. 1.

Point No. 2 —

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. If I may
interrupt at this point in order to reply
to the gentleman, I would ask the gen-
tleman, should his district have people
who have been put out of work by an
adverse environmental impact matter
and they were subject to this law, and
there was no money legislated in
their behalf, and then there was no
money in the Federal Treasury—do you
suppose that we would not appropriate
money as a matter of right for those in-
dividuals?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. In that unlikely event, if
the Congress appropriated every dime in
this bill for the full 2-year period that at
the close of the 2-year period, when the
$100 million was spent, that that would
be the end of the program—period, un-
less the Congress came back and reau-
thorized it.

But what is being said here on this
side of the aisle is that this is an open-
end bill before you—this is not so—it is a
closed-end bill.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I agree that
the gentleman is technically correct.

Mr. GRAY. Technically? The bill
speaks for itself.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, let me plead with this
House: First, to try to be consistent; and
second, to try to treat people who are
equally situated equally under the law.

I agree that there is a real justifica-
tion for giving special consideration to
the plight of those people who are put
out of work specifically by Government
action.

I think, Mr. Chairman, we will face
situations where as a result of the En-
vironmental Protection Act people are
put out of work, and I think we have to
address ourselves to that. I think the
committee is to be complimented for at
least trying to address itself to the fact
that these people have a special problem.

I would point out, though, that we have
people also put out of work because of
the closing of a defense plant, and we
do not yet have any special provision for
them. I think we probably should.

Let me point out to the members of
the committee that reported this bill,
and to the Members of this House, that
we as a Congress have faced up to de-
veloping a program to give special at-
tention to the problems of the people
who are put out of work because of
Government action., We have done it in
conjunction with the Trade Agreements
Act. We started it when we entered into
an agreement with Canada on automo-
biles, and we said there may be some
people put out of work as a result of
that, and, therefore, we will make a
special provision. We extended it to the
General Trade Agreements Act so that
if somebody is put out of work because
of the act of our Government in changing
the duties or the protection that various
items have, he can get special benefits.
It seems to me that is on all fours with
what you are trying to do here, but you
are designing a program where the eligi-
bility is entirely different, where the ben-
efits are entirely different, where the
duration of benefits is entirely different.

You provide no coordination, as does
the Adjustment Assistance Act under the
Trade Agreements Act, to coordinate to
program with the present unemployment
compensation system. Why should this
be entirely separate? If you want to do
a little more, why not do it on top of
the unemployment compensation sys-
tem you have? These people are entitled
to unemployment compensation, and
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they are supposed to be paid out of the
fund that has been developed. Why have
something entirely different and not co-
ordinate it? We have programs for the
training of these workers and the adjust-
ment assistance under the Trade Ad-
justment Act is coordinated with that,
and the benefits that you pay under the
Work Training Act are coordinated to
be consistent with what may be paid as
a result of unemployment,

I do not know, frankly, whether a per-
son who goes into training can get dou-
ble benefits, whether he can get benefits
under this special compensation, and
];hen also get benefits under work train-
ing.

What I suggest to the committee—and
I would suggest it to this House—is not
that we ignore the problem of these peo-
ple, but that you adopt the amendment
of the gentleman from Kentucky, that
the committee go back and take a fur-
ther look at this matter, hold hearings,
and try to coordinate it with what is al-
ready being done. If the committee could
find that it also has jurisdiction over
other kinds of unemployment created by
Government action, then those people
could be included. Let us not get just a
complete mess of topsy-turvy programs
where one person, because he is put out
of work by foreign imports gets one kind
of benefit under one kind of an eligibil-
ity system, and then if he is put out of
work by ecology, he gets a different one,
and another one who is put out of work
by the closing of a defense plant gets
something different, whereas their prob-
lem is all the same. The cause of it is
the same.

I plead with you: Let us not make a
mess out of our laws. Let us have some
consistency. Let us be fair. The commit-
tee has time, I am sure, to take this up
separately, and come out with a bill on
that matter.

I assure the gentleman that I will sup-
port the legislation if it has the consist-
ency which I think is required. However,
all you are doing here is adding confusion
to our laws, and where we will end up,
nobody will know.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentlemen from Ohio.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to point out to the distin-
guished senior minority member of the
Ways and Means Committee that when
the committee did consider the original
version of the bill they tried to follow the
Trade Expansion Act at 6625 percent of
compensation, and that position was re-
jected in the committee and in the bill
brought to the floor.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The gen-
tleman is in error if he contends that is
the level in the Trade Adjustment Act. It
is not. I sugeest he read section 1942 of
title XIX—or I will be glad to read it to
the gentleman, but it is not 63 percent. It
is not even 60 percent. It provides an en-
tirely different formula than he suggests.
I will admit it is a complex formula, but
it is not the benefit the gentleman is pro-
viding here or the suggestion that was
turned down by the committee. The eligi-
bility is different. Everything is different.
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There is not one item in this bill that is
comparable to the adjustment assistance
under the Trade Act.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. First of all
I would like to point out that there is no
duplication of benefits under this bill, as
was suggested. There is no duplication
anywhere. That has not been established
but it has been a repeated statement
made by the other side.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I must say I am puzzled
as to how to vote, It seems to me there is
an ethical question here and a practical
question. The ethical question is can we
justify a very substantial handout to in-
dustry, and incidentally a great many of
these industries have been making quite
a great thing out of dumping their poison
into the waters for decades and longer
and making their profits and nobody is
going to ask them to pay for past damage
to the environment. We are proposing a
handout to industry, and yet at the same
time we are taking a very businesslike at-
titude toward the workers who will be
disemployed by these cleanup orders.

Now there is also a practical question.
In my district we have a great deal of
pollution in a great many industries that
ought to be given cleanup orders. There
are 1,200 firms pouring poison every day
into Baltimore Harbor. If we give an or-
der to close down a firm, or put in an
order which they regard as threatening
the firm’s ability to continue, I am con-
cerned that we will have the labor force
of that firm marching on the Congress-
men and protesting to get these antipol-
lution orders stopped. Can we enforce
real antipollution programs unless we do
have something in here that is acceptable
to the workers?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I think we have had consider-
able debate on this particular amend-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the right to object.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I do object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR, JOHNSON OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move that all debate on this
amendment and all amendments there-
to close at 6:10.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from California.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PoaGe) .

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I have no
desire to discuss the merits or demerits
of the proposal. I do congratulate the
committee for recognizing a serious prob-
lem and trying to deal with it. I fear that
the committee has given inadequate con-
sideration to the unemployment section,
but I am happy that the committee has
recognized the obligation of society to
pay for losses incurred in behalf of
society.
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I do want to know on the record, from
the chairman or whoever is acting as
chairman, whether the gentleman con-
siders that this bill includes those who
are put out of employment as a result
of the Federal orders prohibiting the use
of all practical means of destroying
predators in the livestock industry. Will
anybody answer?

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. I am not sure that the
situation the gentleman describes is ex-
pressly covered under the terms of this
bill, but it certainly is possible that such
a situation could be covered. The test of
eligibility set forth in subsection (a) of
this section refers to “any employment
loss” resulting from a standard or order
issued pursuant to certain cited laws “‘or
any other Federal law having for its pri-
mary purpose the improvement of en-
vironmental quality.” If the situation de-
scribed by the gentleman meets that test,
it would be eligible for payments.

Mr. POAGE. Why should it not be?

Mr. WRIGHT. I know of no reason
whatever why it should not be. It is my
general impression that the general an-
nounced purpose of the predator protec-
tion legislation is founded upon environ-
mental considerations.

Mr. POAGE. 1t is intended to conform
the environment to what some people
think it should be; is it not?

Mr, WRIGHT, I agree with the gentle-
man.

Mr. POAGE. And it is a Federal order.
I am glad that the gentleman agrees with
me that these livestock should receive
as favorable treatment as should other
industries.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DENT) .

(By unanimous consent, Messrs, CoL-
LIER and SNyper yielded their time to
Mr, DENT.)

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I will not
take the time I wanted to take awhile
ago to tell the Members about some of
the things we may not be thinking about.

We are not talking about unemploy-
ment compensation. I was in on the first
Unemployment Compensation Act which
was passed in this country. Unemploy-
ment compensation was designed to pick
up between the transitional period when
a person lost his job and went to another
job. It was never intended to be a pay-
ment in lieu of work for jobs which were
not ever to be recreated.

The first breakthrough was in the
Trade Expansion Act, which set aside all
unemployment compensation, when they
knew what was causing the unemploy-
ment. They said in that act, “If you are
out of work because imports have taken
your job, we are going to pay you so much
as a sort of a bonus not to complain. We
will pay you so much a month or a week,
for so many months, in order that you
will have money to live on.”

However, unemployment compensation
is entirely different from the situation
where jobs have been taken away and
will not ever again be recreated.
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Why do not we call it what it is? Let us
give it a name other than unemployment
compensation.

Every State has an unemployment
compensation act. If a person is out of
work for any reason—for trade reasons,
for environmental reasons, for any rea-
son anyone can think of—he can collect
unemployment compensation, the same
as anybody else, for the period of time
which is considered to be correct for the
transitional period required between jobs.

What we are doing now is that we are
setting up in this country a permanent
series of payments for jobs that have
gone and will never come back. This is
not unemployment compensation. This
has nothing to do with what we should
be doing to recognize the injury of job
losses. It is good, and it is needed, but it
is not needed any more for the one group
of workers who are out of work because
of a trade proposition being out of kilter,
or because of an environmental situation.

Environmental expenses should be
paid for by the Government, and they
should be paid for with money that does
not pay interest. They are in the public
domain. They ought to be paid for with
money which is put out and issued
against the project, and returned to the
Government when it is collected in taxes
on a 5- to 10-percent discount, paid back
to the Treasury with no added debt
created.

This was suggested by Henry Ford
when the Muscle Shoals plan was before
the Congress. It was laughed at when he
suggested it, yet if it had been approved
Muscle Shoals would have cost exactly
$33 million instead of the uncounted mil-
lions of dollars when we finally pay for
Muscle Shoals, because we have never
yet paid the interest on the bonds that
we created.

So if we are going to make a law in
this country that makes an effort to do
something about cleaning up the envi-
ronment, ecology, and all of that, that is
in the public domain, it ought to be paid
for without paying interest of any kind
as a reward, because of the fact that we
pass a law that puts them out of
business.

We have no right to put industry out
of business, and persons out of work,
without considering the real loss to them
both and the added burden to everyone
in the Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment must be supported.

In creafing a separate competitive
program to that which we operate
through the Department of Labor, this
committee has contributed to the prolif-
eration of competing agencies in our
Government.

Last week we voted down a bill, or
amended it substantially, because we did
not want to lay on another level of gov-
ernment activity. Here today, because a
committee that does not have jurisdic-
tion over this unemployment program
gave it to a separate agency, we are about
to create another agency level unless we
pass this amendment.
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What about the workers? If it is true,
as the gentleman from Illinois says, that
we have only a $100 million liability,
what do we do for the unemployed per=-
son who comes up for compensation after
the $100 million are gone? All we have
given him is a false hope.

What do we do now that we have given
this program to an agency that has no
authority to establish rules? What do we
do if the Secretary of Labor judges that
a man is not unemployed because of en-
vironmental reasons? There is no appeal
or judicial review because we have not
provided for coordination, or for rule-
making authority.

Not only are we promising to poten-
tial unemployed persons more than that
which this bill can deliver, but we have
also provided an excellent vehicle for
abuse of benefits. There is no rule requir-
ing an active search for work, or even
that a person be available for work.
There is no definition of suitable work.

The committee’s incursion into the
jurisdictional area of unemployed com-
pensation is a disaster. It is a little like a
blacksmith performing brain surgery.
Only by passing the Snyder amendment
can we protect our well-administered
unemployment compensation program. I
urge its passage.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HAMMERSCHMIDT) .

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, In further
response to ¢ie earlier collogiy with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Gray) let
me say that we cannot deceive the peo-
ple of America by leading them to be-
lieve they would be entitled to more bene-
fits under this section, because once this
program becomes law the Congress would
be obliged to have all of those who are
put out of work for environmental rea-
sons collect benefits. Once this program
is started it cannot be stopped, and
therefore I say it is open-ended legisla-
tion, and Congress will have fo legislotz
the money.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PICKLE) .

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, there is
considerable merit to this section. I am
sure we all want to see unemployment
insurance of a certain amount given to a
man thrown out of work through no
fault of his own. That is the basis of
our State unemployment insurance pro-
gram, and I think from my experience
that the program works well. It is a good
Federal-State relationship.

But we are setting up here a new cate-
gory and piling one type of unemploy-
ment on top of another. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) may be
exactly correct, because this is a little
bit different because it may be referring
to jobs that are gone.

However, this section is full and re-
plete in section 801 with inferences to
“unemployment compensation.” We
ought to give further study to this and
try to find an equitable solution but per-
haps not in the form before us at this
point although it has a great deal of
merit and equity to it. I think we can
approach it in a better manner with fur-
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ther study and come out with what would
be considered fair for the unemployed
workers,

I do want to add my support, however,
of the EDA program. We have an excel-
lent program in my State, and are be-
ginning to add some most worthwhile
projects in my district. I commend the
administrators of the program.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GRAY).

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to make two short points in closing.

This bill does not allow any unemploy-
ed person to draw both unemployment
compensation and the benefits provided
by section 801. So let us say this section
should be stricken, These same people
we would give a remedy to in this legisla-
tion will go into an unemployment com-
pensation office and file for benefits and
get paid benefits. This is not going to
cost the taxpayers an additional $100
million. I want to make it very clear.

Second, we are paying out right now
$1.5 billion a month in welfare. We are
paying out $500 million a month, and not
a year in unemployment compensation.
So this is infinitesimal in cost compared
to what we are already paying.

What we are trying to do is give this
fellow a little hope in going some place
and finding a new job. It will not be an
additional $100 million cost.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (MTr.
WRIGHT) .

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I think
it is significant that most of those who
have argued to strike this entire section
have come up and said to you that there
is merit in this idea. They have said that
we do owe these people some consider-
ation, that we ought to do something
about it, but they just do not believe we
have quite got it exaetly right yet.
Therefore, they argue, let us not do any-
thing. That is what they are saying.

That argument, on its face, is illogical.
I cannot swear to you that this is a con-
summate, perfect approach, but it is the
best that the committee could devise. We
have placed a realistic limit on the
amount an individual may receive. We
have properly circumscribed the entitle-
ment and the eligibility. We think it is
the best we can do. We think it is a fair
approach. Perhaps it could be perfected
further. Few laws could meet the test of
immaculate perfection.

But in heaven’s name let us not simply
for fear that it may contain imperfection
cut it out entirely and do nothing. And
that is what you would do if you vote for
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. SnypeEr). You
would strike the entire section. If you
think we owe these displaced people
something, then vote “no” on the amend-
ment.

The CHATRMAN, The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Jounson) to close the debate.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman and members of the commit-
tee: The committee worked its will on
the new title providing for sections 801
and 802. In doing that we gave consider-
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ation to the employee who is going to be
affected by the environmental policy
acts, water pollution, air pollution, and
noise pollution. We provided for indus-
try in section 802 for them to cope with
the mandates of the environmental
agency as it relates to the industrial es-
tablishments,

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr,
Gray) pointed out to you that no em-
ployee can collect double compensation.

There is an amount of $100 million to
cover the compensation of the employees
provided for in section 801, and there is
$200 million that is available to industry
on 30-year loans, and at 3-percent in-
terest.

I think sections 801 and 802 are fully
justified, and I therefore ask that the
amendment be rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. SNYDER) .

The question was taken; and the Chair-
man announced that the noes appeared
to have it.

TELLERE VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. ZION. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. ZION. Mr, Chairman, I demand
tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. SNYDER, GrAY, BLATNIK, and
ZION.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 161, noes
201, not voting 71, as follows:

[Roll No. 8381]
[Recorded Teller Vote]

AYES—161

Dunecan
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Findley
Fisher Mathias, Calif.
Flynt Mayne
Ford, Gerald R. Miller, Ohlo
Forsythe Mills, Ark.
Fountain Montgomery
Frenzel Mpyers
Frey Nelsen
Goldwater Patten
Goodling Pettis
Gross Plckle
Grover Pirnie
Gubser Poage
Gude Pofl
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hastings
Heinz
Hosmer
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Keating
King
Kuykendall
Kyl

h
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lloyd
Lujan

Abbitt
Alexander
Anderson, Il
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Baring
Belcher

McEwen
McEay
McEKevitt
Mallary
Mann
Martin

Be
Blackburn
Bow
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell

Camp
Carlson
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chappell
Clawson, Del
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Crane
Curlin
Davis, Ga.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis

Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Downing

Powell

Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X.
Rogers
Roncalio
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Baylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Scott
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver

McClory
MecClure
MecCollister
McCulloch
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Steed

Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Calilf.
Andrews, Ala,
Annunzio

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byron
Celler
Chisholm
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Collins, I11.
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C,
Delaney
Dellums
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue

Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Galifianakis
Gaydos

Ullman
Vander Jagt
Ware
Whalley
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams

NOES—201

Gettys
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Harsha
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kee
Kemp
Kluczynskl
Koch
Kyros
Link
Long, Md.
MeCormack
McDade
McFall
McEinney
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mailliard
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
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‘Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Fla.
Zion

Zwach

Nedzi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konskl
Patman
FPepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pike
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Roberts
Rodino
Roe
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
5t Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shipley
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Taylor
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Whalen
White
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—T1

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baker
Betts
Blanton
Bray
Byrne, Pa.
Caflery
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clark
Clay
Conte
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dowdy
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards. Ala.

Ford,

William D.
Frelinghuysen
Gallagher
Garmatz
Glalmo

Hagan

Hansen, Wash.

Harrington

Harvey

Hébert

Heckler, Mass.

Hillis

Hull

Keith

Leggett

Lennon

Lent

Long, La.

MecCloskey

McDonald,
Mich.

McMillan

Mahon

Michel

Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mosher
Nichols
O’'Neill
Passman
Pelly
Rallsback
Rarick
Rhodes
Riegle
Rooney, N.Y.
Rousselot
Ryan
Schmitz
Springer
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.
Terry

Thompson, N.J.

Veysey
Waldie
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to join my
colleagues in urging passage of the ac-
celerated public works impact bill, and I
commend the Committee on Public
Works for reporting out this bill, This bill
recognizes the dual need of local com-
munities for waste and sewage treat-
ment facilities, sidewalks, and other
needed permanent public facilities, and
the national need to reduce unemploy-
ment and relieve the unemployment/in-
flation cycle.

Before the recent devastation wrought
by Hurricane Agnes was visited upon t};e
Wyoming Valley, the accelerated public
works impact bill was desperately
needed—unemployment hovered at the
6-percent level with pockets of substan-
tial unemployment in many areas of my
district. The needs of the communities—
sewers, firehouses, and other municipal
buildings, waste treatment plants, and
the scores of other projects which we all
know so well, all of these were needed be-
fore the flood waters rose. And then came
Agnes. Agnes, the greatest civic disaster
in the history of the Republic. They talk
of sudden rises in unemployment rates
to qualify for public works projects—
they talk of substantial unemployment.
On June 22, 1972, the unemployment rate
in Wilkes-Barre, Hazleton, Pa. was 5.8
percent. On June 23, 1972, a Friday
morning after everyone had been to work
the day before, the rate was 33 percent;
33 percent. This is not a short-term prob-
lem either—grossly substantial unem-
ployment will remain in Wilkes-Barre
and the surrounding disaster area unless
all aid possible is brought to bear to re-
lieve these suffering communities.

Mr. Chairman, if I may give a brief
rundown of what has happened to public
facilities in my district:

Borough buildings and city halls dam-
aged or lost in Wilkes-Barre, Kingston,
Plymouth, Forty Fort, Soyersville.

Firehouses damaged by the scores,
police stations wiped out, sidewalks
ripped out in every community in my
district, and bridges and highways de-
stroyed completely by the hundreds.

In one community alone, Kingston, 70
percent of the sewage treatment facilities
and pipelines were rendered inoperable,
with a huge amount still damaged at this
time. I could go on like Tennyson's
brook, but let it suffice to say that this
legislation is needed, it was needed yes-
terday, and if the future of the disaster
areas is to be secured, legislation of this
type is a must.

Mr. Chairman, I will not seek to bur-
den you with statistics and data, which
in themselves reflect the critical need for
the accelerated public works program.
However, I would wish to underscore a
few points. With relation to the domestic
economy: The balanced budget of 1969
has become the expansionary, unbal-
anced budget of 1973; the complete re-
jection of Federal involvement in setting
wage and price ceilings matured into the
implementation of such controls last
August, at a time that some economists
say may have been too late. And finally,
the abhorrency of public works projects
as political “boondoggles’” has come to be
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an approximately $50 million program
for public works concentrated in high
unemployment impact areas.

Even the administration realizes that
while not a permanent solution to the
problem of unemployment, that public
works programs of this type involves a
human investment as relates to skills
and the reducing of State and Federal
expenses in the form of reduced welfare
rolls and shorter lines at the unemploy-
ment offices. The program which has
now been placed before us would accel-
erate public works spending and would
have the attendant benefits by providing
badly needed services to areas of high
unemployment, of training idle man-
power, and reducing spiraling public as-
sistance costs which represent nonpro-
ductive Government expenditures.

The argument with relation to the re-
duction of welfare costs is one of the
most telling in this respect. Since Janu-
ary 1969, welfare costs have almost
doubled as the unemployment rate for
the same period went from 3.5 percent
to 6 percent. In the year 1969, payments
of unemployment compensation totaled
$2.1 billion, while in 1971, the last year
for which figures are available, that fig-
ure soared to $5.7 billion.

The reduction in the unemployment
rate to 5.5 percent last month has been
hailed as the harbinger of good news
concerning the state of the economy and
has led to predictions that the rate will
be reduced to 5 percent by the end of
the year. Assuming that -this is an ac-
complishment to be proud of, which I do
not contend it is, such figures which ex-
press a national average of unemploy-
ment do not speak directly to areas
which may be suffering unemployment
rates twice or three times the national
average. These areas are the locus of
emphasis in the legislation before us.

However, I do not agree that a figure of
5-percent unemployment is a fact of
sound economic policy to be admirably
applauded. Taken in the context of the
net accomplishment regarding the un-
employment figure we still discover that
since January 1969 there has been, as it
stands now, a net increase of 2 percent
unemployed.

‘We need not belabor the need for tak-
ing up the employment slack in this
country, yvet we can neither stress the
need too strongly. Persistent unemploy-
ment has a reverberating effect on every
sector of the economy, on the cost of
living, and even on our Nation's ability to
maintain a sound international fiscal
policy. The APW impact bill is only the
first step in providing a part of the solu-
tion to this complex problem—but it is
a necessary step.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LATTA

Mr. LATTA, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LarTa: Page 28,
line 11, strike out the guotation marks and
the period following such quotation marks
and insert the following: *“The Secretary
shall not establish any system of priorities
for the kinds of assistance authorized by
this section.”

Mr. LATTA, Mr. Chairman, I might
say that this is the amendment alluded
to in general debate,
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The com-
mittee members on this side of the aisle
have reviewed the amendment and we
see no objection to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, this side of the aisle also accepls
the amendment offered by the gentleman
as a constructive amendment.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, I would like
to have an explanation of the amend-
ment even though it has been accepted
by both sides.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment further clarifies the mean-
ing of section 301 of this bill. It is
apparent the intention of the Congress
in this section has been misconstrued by
the Department. The meaning of section
301 is to give equal emphasis to the tech-
nical assistance, planning grants, et
cetera, mentioned in it. The Department
has been using its own priorities in
making these grants, contrary to the
intent of this committee and of Congress
when it pased the original act.

This amendment simply stipulates the
Secretary shall not make such priorities.
This amendment was fully discussed
during general debate.

Does the gentleman from Missouri
have any further questions?

Mr. HALL. No. I appreciate the
gentleman’s explanation. I heard the
general debate. I now know to what the
genfleman refers. But I believe there is
unanimous agreement that a Member
cannot act intelligently without an ex-
planation.

I thank my friend, the gentleman from
Ohio.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. LATTA).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN, If there are no
further amendments to be proposed, the
question is on the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. StAck, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 16071) to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965,
pursuant to House Resolution 1098, he
reported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous gquestion is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute? If

not, the question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on fhe
passage of the bill.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was faken; and there
were—yeas 285, nays 92, not voting 55,
as follows:

[Roll No. 332}
YEAS—286

Flowers
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.

Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hunt

Ichord
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif. Randall
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Andrews, Ala,
Andrews,

Macdonald,
Mass.

Madden

Mailliard

Mann
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll

Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Celler
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Collins, 111,
Conover
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Curlin
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums

Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.¥Y.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Bisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Stephens
Stokes
Btratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey

Abbitt
Anderson, Tl
Archer
Arends

Blackburn
Bow

Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell

Camp
Carlson
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Clawson, Del
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Crane
Dellenback

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baker
Betts
Blanton
Caffery
Carney
Carter
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clay
Conte
Daniel, Va.
Davls, Wis,
Dowdy
Dwyer
Edmondson
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Sullivan
Symington
Talcott

Taylor

Teague, Calif.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan

Udall

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Waggonner
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Vigorito

NAYS—02

Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Findley
Fisher
Flynt

Ford, Gerald R.
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Haley

Hall
Hosmer
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Euykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Lloyd
Long, Md.
McClory
McClure
Mahon
Mallary
Martin

Edwards, Ala.

Frelinghuysen

Gallagher

Hagan

Hansen, Wash.

Harrington

Harvey

Hébert

Heckler, Mass,

Hillis

Hull

Keith

Leggett

Lennon

Lent

Long, La.

McCloskey

McDonald,
Mich.

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced

pairs:

Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Conte.
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Rhodes.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Freling-

huysen.

Wampler
Whalen
‘White
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
‘Wolit
Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Mayne

Mills, Ark.
Montgomery
Poage

Poft

Price, Tex.
Purcell
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers

Ruth
Sandman
Satterfleld
Scherle
Schneebell
Scotf
Sebellus
Smith, Callf.
Snyder
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Ware
Whalley
‘Whitehurst
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Fla.

NOT VOTING—55

McMillan
Michel

Mills, Md.
Nichols
O’'Neill
Passman
Pelly
Rallsback
Rarick
Rhodes
Riegle
Rooney, N.Y,
Rousselot
Ryan
Schmitz
Springer
Teague, Tex.
Veysey
Waldie

the following

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Carter.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Clancy.

Denholm
Dent

Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Dow

Drinan
Dulski
Duncan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eliberg
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fish

Flood

Keating
Kee

Eemp

King
Kluczynskl
Eoch
Kyros
Landrum
Latta

Link
Lujan
MeCollister
McCormack
McCulloch
MecDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McKinney

8t Germain
Sarbanes
Baylor
Scheuer
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes

Mr. Hagan with Mr, Keith.

Mr. Lennon with Mr. Betts.

Mr, Leggett with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Hull with Mr. Chamberlain.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Lent.

Mr. Harrington with Mrs, Heckler of Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. Carney with Mr. Michel.

Mr, Passman with Mr, Hillis.

Mr, McMillan with Mr, Mills of Maryland.

Mr. Rarick with Mr. Pelly.

Mr, Gallagher with Mr. McCloskey.

Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin.,

Mr. Clay with Mr. Ryan.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Mc-
Donald of Michigan,

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mra.
Dwyer.
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Mr. Blanton with Mr. Baker.

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Railsback.
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Riegle.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Rousselot.
Mr. Dowdy with Mr. Schmitz.

Mr. Daniel of Virginia with Mr. Springer.

Mr. DOWNING changed his vote from
“yvea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Further messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Geisler,
one of his secretaries.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed a
joint resolution of the following title, in
which the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

5.J. Res. 260. Joint resolution to delay the
effectiveness of certain amendments to the
interest subsidy provisions of the guaranteed
student loan program in the case of certain
students.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
bill H.R. 16071 and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF THE CONFERENCE REPORT ON
THE BILL S. 3726, EXPORT ADMIN-
ISTRATION ACT AMENDMENT

Mr. COLMER, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 1102, Rept. No. 92—
1361) which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed:

H. Res., 1102

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report on the bill (S. 3728) to
extend and amend the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1969 to afford more egual export
opportunity, to establish a Council on Inter-
national Economic Policy, and for other pur-
poses, the provisions of clause 2, Rule XXVIII
notwithstanding.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1973—VETO MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO.
92-343)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following veto message from the
President of the United States:
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To the House of Representatives:

Today, I must return without my ap-
proval H.R. 15417, the appropriations
bill for the Department of Labor, the De-
partment of Health, Education and Wel-
fare and certain related agencies. Ex-
ceeding my budget recommendations by
$1.8 billion, this bill is a perfect ex-
ample of that kind of reckless Federal
spending that just cannot be done with-
out more taxes or more inflation, both of
which I am determined to avoid.

Moreover, the bill fails to include a
limitation on Federal matching payments
for social services for public assistance
recipients, although such a limitation
was passed by the Senate. Because this
is currently an open-ended program, this
Congressional inaction could require a
later supplemental reaching as high as
$3.5 billion. By increasing the face
amount of the bill on the one hand and
failing to place a limitation on payments
for social services on the other, the Con-
gress has produced a budget overrun
that could exceed $#5 billion.

Inherent in this kind of spending, but
not publicly specified by its sponsors, is
a cut in purchasing power for every
American family. No program has a
higher priority than continued expan-
sion of the purchasing power of all the
people. A

As I said in my special message of July
26: “I do not propose to sit by and
silently watch individual family budgets
destroyed by rising prices and rising tax-
es—the inevitable end to spending of
this magnitude.” Our mounting econom-
ic resurgence is at stake and I mean to
protect it.

We have cut inflation in half, but
spending such as this bill would require
would clearly undermine that progress.

We have reduced Federal income taxes
by 26 percent for a family of four mak-
ing $10,000 a year but spending such as
this would undermine that progress.

We have achieved conditions in which
the purchasing power of the average
production worker with three dependents
has gained four percent in one year, the
best increase since 1964, but spending
such as this would undermine that prog-
ress.

What the Congress has done is to take
my ample and carefully considered 1973
budget proposals and balloon them to
fiscally dangerous dimensions.

This Administration is second to none
in its concern for America’s health, edu-
cation and manpower program needs.
From the very beginning we have con-
sistently proposed and supported desir-
able programs in both the health re-
search and health service areas, and we
will continue to do so. For example, we
proposed—and in November of 1971 I
signed into law—the most comprehen-
sive health manpower legislation in the
Nation's history. This Administration
launched the first separate Federal ef-
fort to combat sickle cell anemia. We
have nearly doubled the Federal com-
mitment to finding a cure for cancer. We
have also proposed fundamental reform
of education and manpower training pro-
grams coupled with recommendations
for major fund allocations for education
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revenue sharing, emergency school as-
sistance and public service jobs.

The failure of the Congress to use
balance and restraint in the framing of
H.R. 15417 has turned it into a big-
spending measure that impairs the Na-
tion’s economic health.

The budget request that I submitted
to the Congress proposed an increase of
$2.1 billion for the HEW programs con-
tained in this bill. That addition permits
substantial expansion over the fiscal year
1972 level while recognizing competing
priorities in other areas and the neces-
sary discipline of keeping total Federal
spending within the limit of full employ-
ment revenues.

The Congress would add to my pro-
posals $1.8 billion in new spending au-
thority. Increases of this magnitude are
clearly excessive and must be revised.

Aside from increasing the face amount
of this bill to unacceptable levels, the
Congress, as I have previously noted,
threatens to bring on a separate fiscal
crisis of a dimension involving billions
of dollars by its continuing inaction with
regard to the social services program of
HEW. Under this program the Federal
Government provides matching funds, on
a three-to-one basis, for social services
provided by the States for past, current
and potential public assistance recipi-
ents.

As I have previously proposed on sev-
eral occasions, the Congress should place
a ceiling on spending for this program
which is now open-ended and not subject
to any effective control by the Federal
Government. But H.R. 15417 does not
contain such a cutoff.

We now provide matching money for
whatever amounts of services the States
choose to provide. Since the authorizing
legislation for the social services pro-
grams is vaguely written, the States have
been able to include services far beyond
what the Congress must have originally
intended.

The result amounts to opening up a
trap-door in the Federal Treasury
through which billions are now flowing
and through which more billions will
pour unless the Congress enacts a spe-
cific limitation.

The rate of increase has been quicken-
ing. From 1970 to 1971, expenditures rose
37 percent. In 1972, they more than
doubled—shooting up to more than $1.9
billion. In 1973, they threaten to more
than double again as State claims ap-
proach $5 billion.

Elementary fiscal responsibility de-
mands that this loophole for unlimited
Federal funds for undefined services must
be closed now. The Congress must har-
ness this multi-billion-dollar runaway
program by enacting a social services
spending ceiling.

I also urge that the Congress, in draw-
ing up a new measure, provide that the
line items in the bill should not, in the
aggregate, exceed my budget request.
This could be accomplished either by re-
vising the recommendations for each of
the items, or by including a general pro-
vision in the bill which would limit spend-
ing to this overall aggregate amount.

I know the usual practice is to repass
such a bill with a slight reduction and
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assume that the second bill will have to
be signed.

Such action would obviously not satisfy
the objections to this measure I have
set forth here.

In returning this measure without my
approval, I again urge the Congress to
join with me to avoid higher taxes, high-
er prices and a resulting cut in purchas-
ing power for the American people by
enacting a general spending ceiling of
$250 billion. That action would get us
away from this Congressional credit-card
approach to Government finances—an
approach that will add up to bad news
for everybody when the eventual and
inevitable bills must be paid.

RiIcHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HoUsE, August 16, 1972.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal, and without objection the
bill and message will be printed as a
House document.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House, on reconsideration, pass the
bill, the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding?

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I shall say
only a few words and then move the
previous guestion.

It is my understanding that the so-
called open-end provision is a matter
under the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Ways and Means, not the Committee
on Appropriations, and that the Ways
and Means Committee has already acted
on this matter in H.R. 1, now pending in
the Senate. In addition, the chairman of
the committee informs me that the Sec-
retary of HEW already has full authority
now to approve or disapprove these plans.

It seems to me that the President has
developed a habit of vetoing bills deal-
ing with health and education. To my
knowledge, this is the second veto of such
a bill, the third veto of a bill dealing with
education, Education anc¢ health are two
of the great problems before this Nation.

I am sorry the President does not
recognize that in his list of priorities. The
issue is quite clear. The Members under-
stand it.

Mr, Speaker, I move the previous gues-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Under the Constitu-
tion, this vote must be determined by
the yeas and nays.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 203, nays 171, answered
“present” 1, not voting 57, as follows:

[Roll No. 333]
YEAS—203

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baring
Barrett

Begich
Bell
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Erooks

Burke, Mass.

Burton

Byrne, Pa.
Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Celler
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clark
Collins, I11.
Corman
Cotter
Culver
Curlin
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza

Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent

Diggs
Dingell
Donchue
Dow

Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Flood
Flowers

William D,
T

Fulton
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gongzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.

Abbitt
Anderson, Ill.
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Belcher
Bennett
Blackburn
Bow

Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell

Camp
Carlson
Cederberg
Chappell
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Coughlin
Crane
Davis, Ga.
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Erlenborn
Eshleman

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Earth
Kastenmelier
Kazen
Kee
EKluczynski
HKoch
Kyros
Link
McCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McFall
McEay
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mills, Ark,
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher

Pucinski
NAYS—171
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frenzel
Prey
Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Haley
Hall

Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Hogan
Hosmer
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Tenn.
Keating
Kemp
King
Euykendall

McCollister
McEwen
McEevitt
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Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Rodino

Roe
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Roybal
St Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shipley
Shriver
Bisk
Black
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steele
Btokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
‘Whalen
‘White
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zwach

McKinney
Mahon
Mallary

Mann

Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne

Miller, Ohio
Minsghall
Mizell
Montgomery
Mosher

Nelsen

Pettis

Pickle

Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥Y.
Rogers
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Eaylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Scott
Sebelius
Shoup
Sikes
Skubitz
Bmith, Calif.
Smith, N.XY.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
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Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman

Waggonner
‘Wampler
Ware
Whalley
Whitehurst
. Whitten
Widnall Young, Fla.
Vander Jagt Wiggins Zion
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Buchanan
NOT VOTING—57
Frelinghuysen Mills, Md.
Gallagher Nichols
Hagan O'Neill
Hansen, Wash. Passman
Harrington Pelly
Harvey Pryor, Ark.
Hébert Rallsback
Heckler, Mass. Rarick
Hillis Rhodes
Hull Riegle
Keith Rooney, N.Y.
Leggett Rousselot
Lennon Ryan
Lent Schmitz
Long, La. Springer
McClogkey Teague, Tex.
McDonald, Ullman
Mich. Veysey
Edmondson McMillan Waldie
Edwards, Ala, Michel

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the veto of the President
was sustained and the bill was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. O’'Neill and Mr. Rooney of New York
for, with Mr. Hébert against.

Mrs., Hansen of Washington and Mr. Ed-
mondson for, with Mr. Passman against.

Mr. Buchanan and Mr, Ullman for, with
Mr, Rhodes against.

Mr. Leggett and Mr. Ryan for, with Mr,
Rarick against.

Mr. Waldie and Mr. Harrington for, with
Mr. Teague of Texas against,

Mr. Carney and Mr. Conte for, with Mr.
Michel against.

Mr. Clay and Mr. Conyers for, with Mr.
Rousselot against.

Mrs, Dwyer and Mr. Abourezk for, with Mr,
Davis of Wisconsin against.

Mr. Hull and Mr. Anderson of Tennessee
for, with Mr. Clancy against.

Mrs. Heckler of Massachusetts and Mr.
Harvey for, with Mr. Edwards of Alabama
against.

Mr. Blanton and Mr. Riegle for, with Mr.
Frelinghuysen against.

Mr. Pryor of Arkansas and Mr. Gallagher
for, with Mr. Baker against,

Mr. McMillan and Mr. McCloskey for, with
Mr. Veysey against.

Mr. Hillis and Mr. Railsback for, with Mr.
Mills of Maryland against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Betts.

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Keith.

Mr. Daniel of Virginia with Mr. Carter.

Mr, Hagan with Mr. Pelly.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. McDonald of Michi-
gan.

Mr. Lennon with Mr. Lent.

Mr, Long of Louisiana with Mr, Schmitz,

Mr. Dowdy with Mr. Springer.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. RHobes). I voted “yea.”
Had he been present, he would have voted
“nay.” Therefore, I withdraw my vote
and vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The message and the
bill, together with the accompanying
papers, are referred to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

The Clerk will notify the Senate of the
action of the House.

Stephens
Stuckey
Talcott
Teague, Calif.

Abernethy
Abourezk
Anderson,
Tenn.
Baker
Betts
Blanton
Caffery
Carney
Carter
Clancy
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Daniel, Va,
Davis, Wis.
Dowdy
Dwyer
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GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN PRO-
GRAM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 92-344)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In recent years, a major source of aid
to students atitending post-secondary
schools has been the Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Program. During the year
ending this past June 30, over 1,000,000
students were able to borrow $1.3 billion
to finance their education. Over 8,000
schools and 20,000 financial institutions
are currently participating.

Support of this program has been bi-
partisan. It was created under the Ad-
ministration of President Johnson, and
it has been expanded and improved by
the present Administration.

However, some provisions of the “Ed-
ucation Amendments of 1972,"” because
of ambiguities in the language of the
legislation, have had an unintended ef-
fect of raising the possibility that many
thousands of students who have bene-
fitted under the subsidized loan portion
of the program in the past may not be
able to obtain the loans they are count-
ing on to return to school this fall.

We are doing everything possible in
the regulations implementing the law to
avoid this result, which was intended
neither by the Administration nor by
the Congress. But uncertainty remains.
Because we are at the peak of the bor-
rowing season under this program, I re-
quest that the Congress enact emergency
legislation that would delay the imple-
mentation of the troublesome section of
the law—specifically that it amend Sec-
tion 132C(1), so that the lenders could
continue to provide loans on the same
basis as they did last year.

This would make it possible for stu-
dents, parents, schools, and lenders to
use a system with which they are all
familiar, and which has served the stu-
dents well. It would make it possible for
students to obtain loans in time to go
to school—which after all is the purpose
of the program.

RicaARD NIXON.

TueE WHITE HoUuse, August 16, 1972.

ADDITION TO LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to announce to the House an
addition to the program for tomorrow
and the balance of the week. We have
added to the program the resolution re-
ported by the Committee on Rules this
afternoon, House Resolution 1102, which
provides for the consideration of the con-
ference report on the bill S. 3726, to ex-
tend and amend the Export Administra-
tion Act.
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REQUEST TO INSERT MATERIAL IN
THE RECORD

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that notwithstanding the
estimated cost of $1,402,50 I may be per-
mitted to revise and extend my own re-
marks and include therein extraneous
material on the subject of important tes-
timony of six witnesses on the subject
of world order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of ¢he gentleman from
Massachusetts?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, would the
gentleman from Massachusetts state the
purpose of his request again?

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, this is the important
testimony of six witnesses on the subject
of world order presented at hearings con-
ducted by The Members of Congress for
Peace Through Law.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. What was the
cost again?

Mr. DRINAN. This was the testimony
given by Norman Couzens and Dr. Rich-
ard Barnett, and four others at hearings
conducted by this bipartisan group en-
titled The Members of the Congress for
Peace Through Law.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. But would the
gentleman from Massachusetts state the
cost again?

Mr. DRINAN. The cost is estimated at
$1,402.50.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
state that numerous requests of the kind
just made by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DriNan) have been made
on both sides of the aisle, and if this prac-
tice is going to be persisted in the Chair
is going to have to respect the rights of
all Members accordingly.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr, HALL. Mr, Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, this week, at
the expense of the taxpayers, there was
one insertion in the Recorp that, by the
most conservative calculation, cost over
$4,050, involving some 31 pages of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Notice has been served in the well of
the House before. I think the Chair is
respecting not only the wishes of the
Members on both sides of the aisle, but
the recent rule of the Committee on
House Administration, where they re-
inculcated and reinstituted the decision
that they would have to make their re-
quests notwithstanding the estimated
expense of printing undue amounts in
the Recorp, and most of it is folderol.
I hope that the Chair will persist in this.
And that is exactly what I meant, and I
serve notice that from now on I per-
sonally will demand that all those cost-
ing excessive amounts not be approved
by unanimous consent.
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The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Missouri, of
course, is within his rights to do so.

RETIREMENT OF HOLLIS R. WIL-
LIAMS, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR
FOR WATERSHEDS, SOIL CONSER-
VATION SERVICE

(Mr. WHITTEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous maftter.)

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I am
sure I express the sentiments of the
membership of the Congress when I
here express regrets at the recent re-
tirement of our good friend, Hollis Wil-
liams,

Hollis, a native of Arkansas, served as
Deputy Administrator for Watersheds in
the Soil Conservation Service of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.

When he came to the day of his re-
tirement, June 30, 1972, Hollis was com-
pleting 38 years of service. Mr. Speaker,
for many of those years, I have had the
honor to serve as chairman of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee handling the ap-
propriations for the Department of Agri-
culture, including the Soil Conservation
Service. In this capacity, I had a won-
derful opportunity to know not only the
value of the program, but the great part
of its success that could be directly at-
tributed to Hollis Williams. As a skilled
technician and outstanding conserva-
tionist, Hollis had and has another won-
derful quality—that is the ability to get
along with the folks in his Department,
with the Members of Congress with
whom he worked, and above all with the
people of the United States who, in the
final analysis, have to cooperate in the
successful completion of soil conserva-
tion work. During his period of service,
I would like to point out that this coun-
try completed over 57 water supply reser-
voirs serving almost 300,000 people; T0
reservoirs providing 4.4 million user days
of recreation; as well as many, many
acres of improved wildlife habitat as-
sociated with these works. Conservation
works are estimated to reduce erosion by
an additional 30 million tons each of the
last 2 years for a total reduction of 170
million tons below what might have been
lost without this work. Drainage systems
have been provided for over 850,000 acres
and irrigation systems for over 200,000
acres so they may continue to produce
the food and fiber this Nation needs.

With that record, you can see why it
is that many of us, including Hollis, take
much time trying to point out to our
friends and neighbors who only recently
discovered the environment that the De-
partment of Agriculture and folks work-
ing with and under Hollis Williams have
been doing something about restoring our
environment through the years.

Mr. Speaker, my friend WiLsur MIiLLs,
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee; Bos Poacg, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture; and many others
have covered many highlights of Hollis"
service. I can say that we know of few
men who have left the Government serv-
ice who will be missed more or who have
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left a greater monument to their service
than Hollis Williams, a monument not
of stone but of use to all who follow,
After all, those who have title to land
today are merely custodians of the land
for the future. If we continue to save
and improve our soil to leave to our chil-
dren and our children’s children a land
rich in natural resources, they will make
it fine, whatever our financial problems,
for they could set up their own financial
system. On the other hand, we could
leave them a worn-out land and all the
money in the world and then there would
be no hope.

For Hollis Williams and his family,
we wish many happy and fruitful years
and hope that he will be able to continue
his fruitful efforts in this vital field of
conservation.

UNIFORM RELOCATION ASSIST-
ANCE AMENDMENTS OF 1872

(Mr. WHITEHURST asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, on
August 7, 1972, the House passed and
sent back to the Senate 8. 1819, the Uni-
form Relocation Assistance Amendments
of 1972, It is vitally important to our
Nation’s cities, and particularly to those
unfortunate persons forced to leave their
homes or businesses because of Federal
programs, that these amendments be

signed into law at the earliest possible

date.

Our cities cannot afford to carry the
financial burden recently imposed on
them by the Uniform Relocation Assist-
ance and Real Property Acquisition Act
of 1970, Public Law 91-646. The very peo-
ple Congress intended to aid, those
forced to relocate, could very well be the
ones most detrimentally affected by any
further delays.

For clarification of the need for these
amendments, I am including at this point
a copy of my testimony before the Sen-
ate and House Public Works Committees
on behalf of amendments I had offered,
H.R. 10903:

Mr. Chairman, thank you for giving me the
opportunity to testify on amending the Uni-
form Relocation Assistance and Real Prop-
erty Aequisition Act of 1970 (PL 81-646) for
the purpose of providing financial relief to
our nation’s cities.

Unless this Committee and the Congress
act quickly, we will all be a party to placing
a heavy financial burden on the cities of this
nation, particularly those that are making
the greatest efforts to improve the conditions
of their urban existence. At the end of this
month, the full effect of the Uniform Reloca-
tion Assistance and Real Property Acquisi-
tion Act of 1970 will begin to be felt.

Prior to the enactment of this law, there
were only two relocation assistance programs
in effect in the federal government, one in
the Department of Transportation and the
other in the Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development. Under the now-repealed
HUD program (Section 114 of the Housing
Act of 1940 as amended dealt with relocation
asslstance and was repealed by PL 81-646), a
tenant could have received up to $1000 to re-
locate, plus $200 moving expenses. A single
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family home owner could have received up
to $5000 in replacement housing payments,
plus $200 moving expenses. A displaced busi-
ness could have received up to 25,000, which
was a departmental payment since, unlike
the preceding, payments for displaced busi-
nesses were regulatory, not statutory. All of
these payments were made solely by the fed-
eral government.

Under the Department of Transportation,
the Federal Highway Administration’s relo-
cation assistance program consisted of pay-
ments made available to displaced individ-
uals, families, and businesses, with the pay-
ments being made jointly by the federal gov-
ernment and local governments according to
the matching provisions of the federal pro-
gram responsible for dislocating the individ-
ual. It was this concept of making relocation
assistance payments on a program matching
basis that was incorporated in PL §1-646.

Under the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1971,
provisions for expenses incurred in moving
were greatly expanded and cellings for re-
placement housing payments and rental as-
sistance payments were also greatly in-
creased. The payment ceiling for rental as-
sistance was raised to $4000, and the replace-
ment ceiling for housing payments was in-
creased to $15,000. These figures are certainly
higher than was allowed under Section 114
(¢) of the Housing Act, but the important
factors are these: for the first time, there is
a uniform program for all departments and
agencies of the federal government, and the
entire program is based on local matching
with the federal government according to the
matching provisions of the program par-
ticipated in.

This of course means that for the first time
every individual, family, or business dis-
placed by a project involving the federal gov-
ernment will have the opportunity to relo-
cate in a home, apartment, or business loca-
tion similar to that which they were forced
to vacate, without facing the type of finan-
cial burden which those before them have
had to face.

Previously, when homeowners were sched-
uled to be displaced because of a federal
project, they received a market price for
their home. Unfortunately, unless they were
displaced by a HUD or DoT program, they
received no relocation assistance, and the
sale price they received. for their home seldom
allowed them to purchase similar accommo-
dations elsewhere.

This new relocation assistance law will
remedy this problem. However, it has created
financial problems for the cities, the mag-
nitude of which could not have been fore-
seen by the Congress. Those citles active in
developing new Urban Renewal programs
must now match every HUD dollar they re-
ceive for relocation assistance, and up to
higher ceilings than previously existed.

In order to assist the cities in the period
between the initial passage of this act and
the end of the fiscal year, at which time the
matching provisions of the law come into ef-
fect, Congress provided a temporary federal
payment of $25,000 for relocation assistance.

Fortunately for many of the cities which
have been very active in the past, the Comp-
troller General handed down a decision that
all programs already in effect were ex-
cluded from the matching provisions of the
law.

It appears that Congress has come up with
a cure that is worse than the disease, In an
attempt to offer equity and relief to those
displaced by federal programs, the cities of
this nation have been handed a financial
burden of more than $300,000,000 a year
commencing June 30, 1972,
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Because of the dire financial condition of
many of our large metropolitan areas, the
Administration and Congress have been at-
tempting to provide meaningful financial
assistance to local and state governments
through various forms of revenue sharing.
Most Committees of Congress right now have
at least one form of revenue sharing under
consideration or pending, and the House will
be voting on general revenue sharing next
week. It appears to me that to allow the
matching provisions of 91-646 to come into
eflect without providing at least a minimal
degree of financial relief is contrary to the
general aims of Congress,

It is for this reason that I have intro-
duced in the House HR 10903. My bill would
amend Section 211 of 91-646 (84 Stat. 1804)
by adding at the end of Subsection (¢) the
following new Subsection, (d):

“(d) Nothing in this Act shall alter the
percentage of federal payment for any relo-
cation assistance program in effect prior
to the enactment of this Act, up to the maxi-
mum amounts authorized in those pro-
grams.”

It is clear that this amendment is designed
not only to provide a base under the new
law for all HUD programs, but also to serve
as a statement of policy that the federal
government should provide the cities with
at least the financial assistance they re-
ceived in the past.

My amendment would provide for the
first $1000 provided for rental relocation
payment [as in Subsection (c)(2) of Sec-
tion 114 of the Housing Act of 1949 as
amended] and the first $5000 provided for
replacement housing [Subsection (c)(3) of
Section 114 of the Housing Act of 1949 as
amended] to be funded by the federal gov-
ernment, and the remainder, up to the new
cellings, would be matched according to
the provisions of the program being par-
ticipated in. This same concept will be in
effect for relocation payments provided dis-
placed businesses, since the $25,000 paid by
the federal government was a regulation,
not a statute level of payment as in the
previous two cases. I used the term “pro-
gram” in my amendment in order that both
the statutory level and the regulatory level
of payments could be covered.

In no way does my amendment affect
other provisions for assistance in the new
act, nor does it affect relocation assistance
programs not in effect prior to the enact-
ment of 91-646. It is aimed at restoring
the federal level of contribution contained
in Section 114 of the Housing Act of 1940
as amended.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the financial
assistance my bill would restore to the cities
is a minimum, and that action must be
taken quickly, since the end of the fiscal
year is upon us. However, we must also be
aware of the condition of our economy and
face the fact that coming out of a pro-
tracted period of inflation has been a long
and arduous process, and these factors must
be given careful consideration when we
undertake mnew authorizations for the
budget.

The fiscal year cost of PL 91-646 for the
Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment can be estimated at $312,000,000.
Using the estimate of 75,000 displaced fam-
ilies, individuals, and businesses, the es-
timated cost to the U.S. Budget for my
amendment would be approximately $650,-
000,000 for replacement payments only. This
is an Increase of at least #$338,000,000. To
continue the temporary level of federal pay-
ments of $25,000 to the entire federal gov-
ernment cannot be accurately estimated as
to cost with the figures I have been able
to obtain, but the cost to the budget for
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HUD would be approximately $1,100,000,000
for fiscal year 1973.

Mr. Chairman, permit me to state again
that my concern is for providing financial
relief to our cities, and that the minimum
relief I feel Congress should extend is out-
lined in my amendment. Whatever level of
assistance the Committee feels can be of-
fered, let me urge that it be provided before
the deadline of June 30, 1872.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members
of the Committee.

As I stated in my testimony, my bill
offered the bare minimum of assistance
that the Federal Government could ex-
tend to the cities and in turn to those
forced to relocate. While the bill now
awaiting a joint House-Senate confer-
ence is not the measure I had hoped
for, it at least goes a long way toward
correcting some of the ills created by
Public Law 91-646.

Let me again urge that S. 1819 be
reported at the earliest possible date.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this
opportunity to request that the various
Federal departments and agencies re-
sponsible for the application of this law
strengthen existing regulations and
promulgate stringent future regulations
pertaining to Public Law 91-646. We
must assure that the types of specula-
tive abuses that occurred under the
various subsidized housing programs
when they were first initiated are not
permitted to recur. There have already
been scattered accounts of suspected
abuses by land speculators, I certainly
hope that the Federal Government can
cut short any misuse of public funds at
the expense of victims of circumstances.

RESPONSES TO POSTAL SERVICE
QUESTIONNAIRE

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, some Mem-~
bers may remember that I have pro-
tested the operation of the present postal
corporation and strongly objected to the
directive which post office officials issued
saying postmasters should not write their
Congressmen. I think this is censorship
of the highest degree. Postal officials re-
plied that postmasters could not write
“under certain circumstances.”

Last month, I sent a mailing to post-
masters in my congressional district
asking them to write me directly in
response to a questionnaire which I en-
closed. I believe the House will be inter-
ested in the comments which I am today
inserting in the REcorbp.

First, though, I must relate that when
post office officials read I was asking post-
masters to write, these same officials cir-
culated a letter saying postmasters could
write but their replies must be sent to
me through the Postal Service Congres-
sional Liaison Office—through channels
in other words.

I sent out 118 questionnaires and as
of this date, I have received only 31 re-
plies—nine of these through the Postal
Service Congressional Liaison Office.
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Simple arithmetic shows 87 responses are
still out.

The fullness of the answers ranged
from blank pages to full-page typewrit-
ten letters. The major point of concern
by far was the official order to cut op-
erating costs, a move which necessitates
cutting valuable clerk hours and which
continues to decrease service to the
postal customer—be it at the window, on
Saturday, or throughout the entire week-
end and following week. Some postmas-
ters described local problems, but in gen-
eral, the reaction to the new Corporation
was one of stress and uncertainty. As
one postmaster summed up the situation,
“The Postal Service has always been the
one thing in the United States the people
could depend on, but it is fast losing
ground. As I see it, we are ending up with
several ways to send our mail, none of
them very reliable.”

Mr. Speaker, I hope the Members
will read these remarks. I think it is evi-
dent that when only 31 replies out of 118
are received, there is some strong incen-
tive somewhere, somehow, and for some
reason not to write. Personally, I find it
shocking to see that postmasters are for-
bidden, in effect, to write their elected
representatives directly. In fact, not
only are postmasters discouraged to
write, but many are now actually fear-
ful of writing—fearful they will lose
their jobs as a result. Mr. Speaker, this
is indeed a sad state of affairs.

AMENDMENT OFFERED TO EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
ACT OF 1972

(Mr. MIZELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise at
this time to announce my intention of
offering an amendment tomorrow to
H.R. 13915, the Equal Educational Op-
portunities Act of 1972.

The amendment, which, I believe, will
render this act more equitable and fur-
ther promote the end of discrimination
and the provision of quality education for
all our children, will be offered at page
36 of the printed bill, striking out lines
11 through 14, and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

(c) granting students the right to trans-
fer to the school of their choice which pro-
vides the appropriate grade level and type of
education (taking into account only school
capacities) without regard to their race,
color or national origin;

POPULATION STABILIZATION: A
KEYSTONE OF WORLD ENVIRON-
MENTAL AND ECONOMIC PROG-
RESS

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Horron) is recognized
for 15 minutes.

Mr, HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day introducing, together with my dis-
tinguished colleague from Arizona (Mr.
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Uparr) and 29 additional sponsors, a
resolution to declare a U.S. policy of
moving toward population stabilization
by voluntary means. I believe that our
resolution is the logical culmination of
215 years of congressional exploration of
the question of population stabilization.
When this House considered the bill
which created the Commission on Popu-
lation Growth and the American Future,
I expressed the hope on the floor that
there would be further action by the
Congress even while the Commission
deliberated. Indeed, there has been such
action. In 1970 the Congress passed the
pioneering Family Planning Services 'and
Population Research Act, and repealed
the Comstock Act which had prohibited
the shipment of contraceptives or birth
control information across State lines.
In 1971 I joined with my colleague from
Arizona in introducing the first version
of this national population stabilization
resolution. .

While the Congress has acted, and the
Commission deliberated, the American
people have also made their feelings ap-
parent. Public opinion polls now show
that solid majorities of our population
favor Government policies designed to
encourage population stabilization. The
fertility rate has been declining since the
beginning of 1971. This has been called
by some “the baby bust”; I think a bet-
ter title would be ‘“responsible parent-
hood."” American women are not ceasing
to have children. On the contrary, ac-
cording to the Bureau of Vital Statistics,
there were over 270,000 births in May of
this year, and the natural increase for
the month was 111,000 persons. But
American women are planning to have
smaller families, and I for one have no
doubt that one of the factors in this
planning is their awareness of the prob-
lems population growth poses for our
society. 3

Birth rates are a highly volatile phe-
nomenon; they have gone up and down
in response to changing fashion. We
must establish a national policy to bring
some stability into this area, to enable
us to plan for the future, and to assure
that we will continue to move in the di-
rection of population stabilization.

There is another reason for acting
now to establish a U.S. policy. The United
Nations has designated 1974 as “World
Population Year,” and a world population
conference will meet in New York in an
attempt to develop a plan of action for
dealing with the world population crisis.
If we need to establish global goals in the
area of population, each society must be
ready to indicate what its goals are. At
the recent U.N. Conference on the En-
vironment at Stockholm, population was
only on the periphery of the agenda;
even 50, it became the subject for bitter
disputes over charges that the idea of
population stabilization was an expres-
sion of U.S. “imperialism.” Many of those
who make such charges will, no doubt,
attack us whatever we do. But do we need
to fuel their fires by our failure to act
within our own borders on this critical
international problem? I can think of
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no single greater contribution we could
make to the success of World Population
Year than to commit ourselves clearly to
the goal of population stabilization be-
fore that conference convenes in New
York.,

We must not let ourselves become com-
placent about the progress we are mak-
ing; the clock in the Commerce Depart-
ment auditorium keeps count of only 6
percent of humanity. Birth rates in the
rest of the world are not going down with
any consistency. U Thant, the former
Secretary General of the United Nations,
indicated before he retired that according
to the best information he had available,
mankind had at best 10 years to begin
solving the complex of problems which
faces it; after that date, the problem
would simply have outstripped our col-
lective ingenuity and ability to design
solutions.

Apart from the compelling need to deal

" with the world population crisis, we must
also consider our own national interest.
The report of the Population Commission
made abundantly clear the desirability
of slowing and eventually stabilizing our
growth rate. On the economie, social, and
environmental fronts particularly, we
stand a far better chance of dealing ef-
fectively with our problems if we stabilize
our growth. With a small average family
size, we can look to substantially higher
per capita incomes. Our State and local
governments will be better able to provide
essential public services such as educa-
tion, the costs of which have already out-
stripped their revenue raising capability.
A wide range of environmental problems
will become even more serious, with the
most immediate impact felt in the areas
of water resources and outdoor recrea-
tion,

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of our reso-
lution is to provide an ethical frame-
work for this Nation as it shapes a pop-
ulation policy, one clearly committed to
the principles of wvoluntarism, human
rights, and dignity. I want to emphasize
that this resolution does not advocate a
two-child family—or any other particu-
lar family size. The decline in the birth
rate in the past few years has not been
the result of such a uniform patiern; an
increased age at marriage, a larger num-
ber of unmarried and childless persons,
a decline in pregnancies among women
over 30, better contraceptives, and fam-
ily planning services have all played their
role. The prineiple of voluntarism means
not only a theoretical absence of coer-
cion, but the presence of real choice for
each couple to decide how many children
it wishes to have.

President Nixon said 3 years ago that:

One of the most serious challenges to hu-
man destiny in the last third of this cen-
tury will be the growth of population.
Whether man's response to that challenge
will be a cause for pride or for despair in
the year 2000 will depend very much on what
we do today.

I sincerely believe that the enactment
of this resolution would be, in the Presi-
dent’s terms, “a cause for pride.”

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I will in-
clude for the Recorp the sponsors and
complete text of the resolution:

Mrs. Abzug of New York.

Mr. John B. Anderson of Illinois.
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Mr. Bell of California.
Mr. Bingham of New York.
Mr. Blackburn of Georgia.
Mr. Cleveland of New Hampshire.
Mr. Dellenback of Oregon.
Mr. Dow of New York.
Mr, du Pont of Delaware.
Mr. Fisher of Texas.
Mr. Fraser of Minnesota.
Mr, William J. Green of Pennsylvania.
. Harrington of Massachusetts.
. Hicks of Washington.
. Hillis of Indiana.
. Leggett of California.
. Mafilliard of California.
. Mallary of Vermont,
. Matsunaga of Hawafi.
. McCloskey of California.
. Pike of New York.
. Preyer of North Carolina.
. Rees of California,
. Riegle of Michigan.
. Robison of New York.
. Rosenthal of New York.
. Scheuer of New York.
. Seiberling of Ohio.
. Waldie of California.

JoiNT RESOLUTION

To declare a United States policy of achleving
population stabilization by voluntary
means

Whereas continued population growth be-
yond that already inevitable brings no social
or economic benefits to our soclety, and

Whereas continued population growth
magnifies social, economic, and political
problems and, in conjunection with uncon-
trolled technology and high levels of per
capita consumption, causes pollution and
degradation of the environment, and

Whereas all citizens of the United States
seek a world with healthy environment, clean
air and water, uncluttered land, copious open
spaces, natural beauty, and wilderness and
wildlife in variety and abundance, in which
the dignity of human life is enhanced, and

Whereas stabilizing population, concurrent
with other measures to solve the problems
of poverty, discrimination, urban decay, and
environmental deterioration, would enhance
the well-being of the people of our Nation,
and

Whereas adoption of a national policy of
population stabilization would lend credi-
bility to the United States efforts to encour-
age solutions to the explosive population
growth which, throughout the less developed
world, obstructs economic progress, creates
massive unemployment, and perpetuates
widespread malnutrition and poverty, and

Whereas, the demographic profile of the
United States requires that population sta-
bilization can only take place over a period
of decades, and

Whereas delaying development of public
policies to stabilize population magnifies the
problems and the cost of their eventual so-
lution, and

Whereas the provision of accurate and ob-
jective knowledge about the implication of
demographic phenomenas for our soclety will
enhance the ability of individuals to make
rational choices and decisions, and

Whereas more effective coordination of
Federal programs related to population is
necessary to insure their effective implemen-
tation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress ussembled, That it is the policy
of the United States to encourage, develop
and implement, at the earliest possible time,
policies which will, by voluntary means con-
sistent with human rights and individual
consclence, move to stabilize the population
of the United States and thereby promote
the future well-being of the citizens of this
Nation and the entire world.
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Mr, UDALL, Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day to introduce, along with the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
(Mr. HorToN) and 29 of our colleagues,
a joint resolution which we believe would
be the appropriate beginning for a na-
tional population policy for this coun-
try. The need for this policy, I feel, has
been clear for some time; population
is simply too important a facet of our
national life to be ignored in the formu-
lation of government policies. Two and
a half years ago the Congress passed the
bill which created a Commission on Pop-
ulation Growth and the American Fu-
ture, and directed the Commission to
conduct an inquiry into “the various
means appropriate to the ethical values
and principles of this society by which
our Nation can achieve a population
level properly suited for its environ-
mental, natural resources, and other so-
cial needs.”

In the spring of this year that Com-
mission delivered its final report. That
report contained a number of sugges-
tions and recommendations aimed at
both public and private institutions;
some of the recommendations were
highly controversial, others were not.
But significantly, although there were
many statements of individual views at-
tached to the final report, there was not
a single dissenter from the key finding
of this Commission:

We have examined the effects that future
growth alternatives are likely to have on
our economy, society, government, resources
and environment, and we have found no
convincing argument for continued national
population growth. On the contrary, the
plusses seem to be on the side of slowing
growth and eventually stopping it alto-
gether.

The purpose of this joint resolution is
to endorse that finding; to make it na-
tional policy.

Each Member of the Congress has been
provided with a copy of the final report
of the Commission, so I will not attempt
to review all of its findings here. But to
highlight the diversity and compelling
nature of the arguments in favor of popu-
lation stabilization, I would like to pre-
sent a few of those findings:

First. The Commission found that per
capita income would be substantially
higher in the year 2000 with a two-child
average family size as against a three-
child average family size; that there
would be adequate lead time for business
to adjust to whatever shifts in demand
patterns might occur with the smaller
family size; and that there would be
numerous other economic benefits to
population stabilization.

Second. The Commission found that
the problems we face in attempting to
rescue our environment would be sub-
stantially lessened by population stabili-
zation, especially in such areas as water
resources and outdoor recreation. Indeed,
the Commission projected that, with the
three-child family, regional water deficits
in the year 2020 would reach 110.6 bil-
lion gallons of water a day, more than
double the 52.6 billion gallon deficit we
would face with the two-child average.
Indeed, Mr. Speaker, if we continue rapid
population growth all or part of 21 States
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will face significant water shortages by
the year 2020, even assuming maximum
development of water storage facilities.
The Commission also found that other
environmental problems as diverse as
pesticides and air pollution would be
significantly more serious if we continue
population growth.

Third. The Comimission examined the
burden placed on public services and
government by the continuation of pop-
ulation growth. It found that to provide
the same quality of education, the grow-
ing population would have to spend $400
billion on education in the year 2000,
while a stabilizing population would re-
quire only $276 billion. A study done for
the Commission by the Department of
Commerce estimated that population
stabilization would save State and local
governments alone $900 billion between
now and the year 2000.

Mr. Speaker, this report leaves no rea-
sonable doubt that this Nation must
adopt a policy of population stabiliza-
tion. The Population Commission has
presented us with a wide range of al-
ternatives we could adopt to achieve this
goal by voluntary means. Some of these,
such as more effective collection of data,
better research programs, and the devel-
opment of clear lines of authority for
population matters within the Federal
Government, are matters for considera-
tion by the Congress and are not partic-
ularly controversial. Others, such as the
issue of abortion, are in my judgment
matters for consideration by the legisla-
tures of the separate States. FPurther-
more, as is made clear by the report of
the Commission itself, abortion is not an
issue to be resolved on the basis of demo-
graphic considerations. It is a highly
complex ethical subject and an area in
which the role of the government is lim-
ited. And the fact that this Nation needs
to stabilize its population cannot allow
the government to interfere with the
individual’s right to follow his own phil-
osophical and religious convictions.

There is no one magic formula which
will produce population stabilization. It
is not even a matter to be largely de-
termined by government policy. Indi-
viduals make and must continue to make
the crucial decision of how many chil-
dren they wish to have. Surely one of
the considerations on which that decision
is based should be an understanding of
how population growth affects the society
in which one’s children are going to live.

In my opinion, the most important
finding of the Commission is that we
need to find voluntary means for achiev-
ing population stabilization, It is that
goal which we need to enact into na-
tional policy, and which this resolution
would establish.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the subject of the
special order by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HORTON) .

The SPEAKER. Without objection, so
ordered.

There was no objection.
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DISASTER RELIEF IN
PENNSYLVANIA

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WARE) is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. WARE, Mr. Speaker, the Congress
has, in the past decade, contributed a
great deal to the preservation of the Fed-
eral system; and to making State and lo-
cal governments effective in a wide range
of beneficial public programs. We have
made this cpntribution by requiring the
involvement of State and local govern-
ment in planning and in administration.
We have made their role significant by
making them partners in the disbursal of
funds raised by the Congress.

We believe that we have acted un-
selfishly; and in the best interests of the
Nation. For, if we acted unilaterally with
a monolithic Federal structure, we would
not only deny ourselves the strength of
State and municipal governments, but
would insure their demise.

In most instances, the record of part-
nership and mutual trust is a good rec-
ord. Acting in the role of funder and
general planner, we have made it possible
for tens of thousands of local and State
government units to assume authority
and responsibility. The Nation and the
States are better for it.

However, there are some instances in
which the immediate public interest, and
the historic Federal interests have been
damaged by abuse of our Federal pro-
grams. Most of this abuse has arisen
when incompetence or selfish political
motivation dominates a State or mu-
nicipal agency. When this happens, the
public is victimized.

Fortunately, such instances of incom-
petence and selfish political motivation
are the exception, and generally re-
stricted in their effect to single commu-
nities, Seldom does damage occur to
major programs designed to protect the
welfare of large numbers of citizens.

However, it has happened in the State
of Pennsylvania to the massive programs
we established and funded to provide
Federal emergency disaster relief. The
Governor of that State, Milton J. Shapp,
has been so much involved in his efforts
to discredit the Federal Government,
that he has failed to mobilize his State
government, and to offer calm, strong,
and confident leadership to the people.
Worse yet, his negative public exercises
in picking political quarrels with Federal
officials has hampered development of
the very kind of partnership which must
exist if the victims of Hurricane Agnes
are to receive maximum aid as this Con-
gress and the Administration offer.

Fortunately, there is a high degree of
cooperation and good will in all States
except Pennsylvania which were hit by
Hurricane Agnes. In these cases, public
service has been placed ahead of politics.
But, not in Pennsylvania.

We have remained silent for nearly 2
months since the disaster destroyed live-
lihood, homes, businesses, and ‘' com-
munities throughout central Pennsyl-
vania'’s Susquehanna Valley. We hoped,
day after day, that Governor Shapp
would become less excitable and quarrel-
some; and that he would settle down to
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working in harness with the Federal
Government. He has not done so.

Therefore, in hopes of letting him
know that this Congress and the Nation
arc watching his performance, I wish to
submit some of the Pennsylvania press
reaction to his performance for the Rec-
oRrD. I suggest that it may well also have
a salutory effect upon future State and
local officials who may be tempted to
make political capital out of the misery
of. people by undercutting our Federal
efforts, and seeking to cast our agencies
in a bad light.

Let us unite in a cooperative effort to
best serve those unfortunate victims of
the flood who so sorely need aid.

The press articles follow:

[From the Philadelphia Bulletin, Aug. 13,
1972]

Hor Worps IN WILKES-BARRE

Feelings naturally run high in Wilkes-
Barre and other flood stricken communities
where, six weeks after tropical storm Agnes
wrought unparalleled devastation, thousands
are still unable to move back into their
homes, If in fact their homes still stand.

Refugees (for this in truth is what many
are) may be excused when their frustration
and desperation turns occasionally to anger
over bureaucratic delays in providing assist-
ance. Officials too are on edge as they try to
carry on immense responsibilities under the
pressure of time and money.

Yet, it serves no purpose when individuals
try to shout down each other, and public of-
ficials attack each other’s motives as oc-
curred In Wilkes-Barre Wednesday. Espe-
clally unfortunate was the display put on
by Governor Shapp and George Romney, sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development.

Recovery from the June flood requires ex-
traordinary effort on the part of all govern-
ment—Ilocal, state and federal—to aid wiped-
out citizens. The need is for not only quick
and temporary shelter, but for long-range fi-
nancial help to relleve the sad plight of
home and business owners.

On this latter point, the governor and sec-
retary apparently hold differing philosophies
on how far the Federal Government should
or can go. Mr. Shapp calls for *total equity,”
including Federal Government payoff of
mortgages on destroyed property. Mr. Rom-
ney says he does not belleve government
“should assume complete responsibility for
the people.”

It is unrealistic to expect the Federal Gov-
ernment totally to recompense flood victims
for all financial loss. Nothing can reimburse
families for the loss of everything owned,
some of it cherished possessions of a lifetime.
Nothing can repay them for the suffering,
mental and physical, they endured.

Rather than argue about the ultimate lim-
its of aid, however, both the state and fed-
eral governments must do everything pos-
sible now to put people on their feet. Given
a new start, most individuals will again as-
sume the burden of their own lives.

It was unfair to make Secretary Romney
the butt of so much vocal abuse. The entire
affair, in fact, creates at least suspicion that
presidential year politics played a good part
in it. Governor Shapp’'s own state administra-
tion, after all, has a responsibility too.

[From the Pittsburgh Press, Aug. 13, 1972]
AcNES, ROMNEY AND SHAPP

President Nixon sent HUD (Housing and
Urban Development) Secretary George W.
Romney to Wilkes-Barre to get the “snags*™
out of the relief program for victims of the
unprecedented floods generated by Hurricane
Agnes.

One of the first “snags™ Mr. Romney en-
countered was Gov, Milton J. Shapp of Penn-
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sylvania. Gov. Shapp demanded the federal
government do more than it is doing. A typi-
cal snide remark of the governor:

“I can't believe you would just leave peo-
ple without any help.”

Gov. Shapp also has been insistent that the
“federal government make these people
whole,"” which has been translated to mean
that the government restore in full all the
losses of the flood victims.

Regardless of the compassion which the
sufferers of this calamity merit, holding out
the promise of 100 per cent restoration of
losses is cruel and impractical. There is a
limit to which government can go to alleviate
losses in any major disaster.

The government is laying out an enormous
sum—=$1.2 billion—just in Pennsylvania
alone. It is trying to help people find tem-
porary homes in six states affected by Agnes.

Obviously, the relief has not been instant
and thousands of victims still are frustrated.
Bureaucratic sluggishness has been evident in
some cases and this is inexcusable.

But what has Gov. Shapp been doing? If he
is as concerned about the flood victims as he
says, he must have more to do than quarrel
with Mr. Romney, who went to the area to
help.

But the real handicap to fast relief is the
sheer magnitude of the disaster. Consider the
statistics calculated by the federal Office of
Emergency Preparedness:

Agnes spread her destruction along 4,500
miles of major rivers and 9,000 miles of tribu-
taries. In the six states, 27 cities and 206
counties suffered disaster.

Thousands of people at all levels of govern-
ment, in the Red Cross, Salvation Army and
many volunteers, are working their hearts out
to give the flood victims a hand. Mistakes,
honest or just clumsy, are bound te happen.

But public griping, buck passing and snip-
ing by politicians help nobody.

[From the Allentown Call-Chronicle, Aug. 11,
1972]

PoLIiTics AGAINST FLooD RELIEF

In his Wilkes-Barre confrontation with
Secretary George Romney of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
Gov. Shapp gave another disgusting demon-
stration of how he has been using the sad
plight of flood victims to recoup some of his
own political fortunes.

The governor, who picked the wrong horse
in Pennsylvania's Democratic presidential
primary, has a long way to go to reinstate
himself with his party. He has chosen the
cheapest and most convenient route. In an
election year, the more he ridicules the relief
efforts of the Nixon administration, the more
Brownie points he gets.

Romney was in Wilkes-Barre this week on
orders of the President to see what could be
done to cut through some of the red tape
and speed up temporary and long-range help
for those who need it so badly. He wasn't
there long before he dismissed a score of
workers on the department’s specially hired
staff because of their reported rudeness to
those they were pald to help.

If Romney has any other recommendations
he is very properly presenting them first to
the President, not to Shapp. His job isn't to
decide how the biggest federal disaster fund
in this country’'s history is to be spent, but
how to speed the recovery aid it is to provide
to people who need it so urgently.

The governor, whose own programs for state
flood relief won't be presented to the Legis-
lature until next week, thus far has majored
in telling the federal government what it
should be dolng. He has the right to make
suggestions, both as the governor and as a
private citizen, but he has no authority in
Washington and at this point not too much
stature.

His latest demand is for the federal gov-
ernment to pay off the mortgages of flood
victims and assume their losses so they can
get off to a fresh start and rebuild or re-
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furnish with government grants and low-
cost federal loans. Only Congress can au-
thorize such a program.

If this had been anything more than a po-
litical ploy to embarrass the President dur-
ing his re-election campaign, Shapp would
have explored both the costs and the neces-
sary legislation In private before offering false
hopes to brave people who already have
suffered so much. And short of that, he might
have at least produced some cost estimates.
The value of the outstanding mortgages he
wants Washington to pay off shouldn't have
been too difficult to estimate.

Unfortunately, up to this time most of the
governor's flood-relief proposals have heen
long on ideas and short on specifics. He has
been too busy assailing Washington to glve
either a realistic idea or an accounting of
what, if anything, his own administration
has been doing or expects to do. The least
flood victims can hope for is that when he
goes before the Legislature next week he'll
do something more than play his usual po-
litical games.

The following is the text of an editorial
by Tom Powell over WDAU-TV, Scranton-
Wilkes-Barre, on Monday night, July 3, 1972:

“We can't see where Governor Shapp is ac-
complishing anything with his constant carp-
Ing over the response of the federal govern-
ment to the flood emergency in Pennsyl-
vania.

“Within hours after the flood struck, Shapp
had already prejudged the federal effort with
a “too little, too late” comment.

“Yet the flood victims know that the
massive and herolc rescue and relief work
last weekend, organized with the help of
Congressman Flood, was largely a federal
operation.

“Now, in the aftermath of the disaster, it
is obvious to anyone willing to listen that
every relevant federal program is being im-
plemented to help rebuild the devastated
areas and to get the victims back on their
feet.

“More than 200 federal specialists have
been sent into the state to assist in this
work. In short, the national Administration
is doing everything the law allows and then
some to give assistance to flood victims,

“If Governor Shapp is talking about the
adequacy of available federal programs rather
than the commitment and concern of the
Nixon Administration—and he has failed to
make such a distinction clear—that's an-
other matter.

“In fact, part of the mission of the Presi-
dent’s task force is to determine whether
new legislation is needed to make federal
disaster relief more effective. Commerce Sec-
retary Peterson told us today in Wilkes-Barre
that on the basis of his impressions thus
far, he believes there will be recommenda-
tions for new laws when the task force re-
ports to President Nixon.

“In the meantime, It seems to us that
‘Washington has available machinery running
in high gear. Indeed it is doubtful that fed-
eral services have ever been arrayed in a
major disaster on & similar scale or with
similar speed.

“Governor Shapp ought to pipe down. Be-
littling the scope of the ald coming their
way does nothing to lift the morale of flood
victims who have shown great courage in
their determination to rebuild.

“We suspect, moreover, that in a Presi-
dential election year, the Governor might be
whistling another tune if the occupant of
the White House happened to be a Democrat
seeking re-election.”

[From the Sunday Independent,
Aug. 13, 1972]
RoMmNEY Visrr Hap IMMEDIATE BENEFITS;
SHAPP'S ACTIONS STRICTLY POLITICAL

Why is it important to have your disaster
area surveyed by a man of Cabinet rank as
is Becretary of Housing George Romney?
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One of the benefits was almost instantane-
ous as the day after he left our area, we were
page 1 on the Thursday New York Daily News
and also the complete centerfold of that
newspaper.

And the New York Dally News is the larg-
est selling newspaper in the United States.
It didn’t hurt us at all to let millions of
readers all over the East know that after
six weeks, we are still a long way away from
having dug out.

Let alone rebullt.

George Romney's visit also proved several
other items, most of which we hope he re-
lates first-hand to President Richard Nixon,
who, Romney says, is not coming here . , .
which we think is both a social and political
error on Nixon's part.

However, George Romney can tell the offi-
clals in Washington that while the Housing
Department is working as fast as it can and
is doing more than has ever been done be-
fore In a disaster area, it is not enough.

He can pave the way for what might come
as & surprise in Washington, and in Harris-
burg. While the Housing Department is set
up to try and handle such a disaster, the
Internal Revenue Service may have quite a
surprise in store.

Romney found out first-hand that the
overall mood up here in the mud and dust
isn’t too great. And when people find out
that the only real help they are going to get
will come mostly from the Housing Depart-
ment, that mood may get worse.

Which leads us also to the atrocious man-
ner in which Pennsylvania’s Governor Mil-
ton Shapp greeted the Housing Secretary.
Shapp is obviously playing politics with our
disaster, talking about aid over which the
state has no control, and in general promis-
ing what is not his to give.

If he wants to give us something, give us
a veto on a law that will provide 60% pay
hikes to legislators, judges and Pennsylvania
officials. Shapp makes a lot of noise in front
of a camera. He can quietly put his signature
where his mouth has been and he will be
more believable.

Romney also endured insults from profes-
sionals who appeared sent here to cause
trouble. But he left promising that his de-
partment would continue to do its best.

And right now without HUD, we wouldn’t
have come back at all. It may not be perfect,
but it is working for us now.

EMPLOYEE BILL OF RIGHTS ACT—
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN) is recognized
for 15 minutes.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
troduce today a bill that would amend
the National Labor Relations Act in four
respects in order to restore and protect
precious freedoms of working men and
women which have become threatened
and infringed by practices of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board and labor
unions, and loopholes in the existing la-
bor laws.

The first provision of this bill would
insure that employees would not have a
union designated as their bargaining
agent unless a majority freely chose that
union in a secret ballot election. This
amendment has become necessary be-
cause although Congress made if clear
when it passed the Taft-Hartley Act in
1947 that secret ballot elections were to
be the method of determining whether
workers wanted a union, the National
Labor Relations Board has taken it upon
itself to resurrect the infamous and
much-abused authorization card as a
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means of determining whether or not a
union enjoys majority support, These
cards have often been obtained by fraud
and misrepresentation as to their pur-
pose and effect. A worker is told that if
he signs the card he will be helping to get
an election, when in fact the card is ulti-
mately used to prevent any election from
being held. This has occurred because the
NLRB has accepted these cards as a sub-
stitute for a secret ballot election. This
of course denies to employees the most
fundamental right which should be pro-
tected by our labor laws—freedom of
choice to appoint a union to represent
them or to decline to do so. The advan-
tages of a secret ballot election as a
means of protecting this freedom over a
system of cards signed publicly under the
pressures of an organizing campaign are
self-evident. A secret ballot election is as
absolutely essential to true freedom of
choice in this area as it is in our munic-
ipal, State, and Federal elections.

This amendment will not interfere in
any way in the situation where an em-
ployer volunfarily recognizes a union
which does in fact represent a majority
of the workers in a particular unit. It
will, however, prevent the NLRB from
imposing a particular union on employ-
ees who have not had the chance to ex-
press their preference in the truly demo-
cratic fashion, by a secret ballot election.

The second section of this bill, Mr.
Speaker, would give the protection of a
secret ballot election to another vitally
important decision which employees who
are represented by a union must make,
whether to commence or continue a
strike against their employer.

As the law stands today, there is no
assurance that employees have any real
voice in the decision of their union offi-
cials to call or continue a strike against
their employer. This is a course of action
which could lead to loss of employment,
and therefore wages, for a considerable
period of time. It could even result in an
economic striker being permanently re-
placed. With these great consequences at
stake, an employee should at least have
the right to participate directly in the
decision and to decide for himself
whether he would rather stop work than
accept the employer's last offer. More-
over, even if the union bylaws or charter
provided for a strike vote it undoubtedly
would take place by a show of hands of
those attending a union meeting—an at-
mosphere which probably would do no
more than rubberstamp the wishes of the
union officers. Thus if fairness to employ-
ees is to be realized, and responsibility
for a strike is to be fixed in those who will
suffer by it, the law must provide for a
strike vote by secret ballot.

The amendment offered here today
would fill the need just described by hav-
ing the National Labor Relations Board
hold the referendum. Such a referendum
could be requested by the union, the em-
ployer, or 10 percent of the employees in
the bargaining unit, and it would be an
unfair labor practice for a union to call
or continue a strike if a majority of the
employees voted to accept the employer’'s
last offer. A strike vote request could be
made at any time beginning 5 days before
the employees were contractually free to
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strike. The vote would then be held, and
could be repeated once every 30 days
while the strike continued. In addition,
any employee who took part in a strike
after a majority had rejected it would
lose his status as an “employee” under
the law. This bill will in no way interfere
with the employees’ economic weapon—
the strike—but it will insure those em-
ployees freedom of choice in the deter-
mination of whether to use it.

‘The third section of this bill will cor-
rect one of the most outrageous abuses
which exists under present law—the ex-
traction of court-enforceable fines by
unions from employees who dare to exer-
cise the rights guaranteed them by the
National Labor Relations Act. It is amaz-
ing, Mr. Speaker, that such a measure is
necessary in our free society, but it is
abundantly clear that it is.

Under the provisions of the 1947 Taft-
Hartley amendments, a union was pro-
hibited from expelling a man or woman
from membership and then having that
employee fired for not belonging to the
union, unless the reason for expulsion
was nonpayment of dues. Congress as-
sumed this was a wise amendment of the
law and intended that it protect em-
ployees from retaliation by union leaders
when the employee did something the
leaders did not like—such as cross a
picket line or testify about corrupt or
illegal activities of union leadership or
attempt to influence other employees to
vote out the union. They could no longer
threaten that employee with the loss of
his job for exercising these basic free-
doms. However, unions designed a new
form of coercion designed to keep union
members in line—the union fine. Thus
by imposing exorbitant fines upon em-
ployees who dared to challenge their
power, union officials were able to achieve
the same result as they had hefore, the
stifling of individual employee rights;
rights which this Congress had guaran-
teed in section 7 of the National Lahor
Relations Act.

One would think, naturally, that the
NLRB would have quickly put a stop to
this blatant attempt at repression and
circumvention of the law. But acting as
they have so often, in the interests of
unions as opposed to workers, the NLRB
sanctioned this practice. Thus, in the
case of crossing a picket line to go to
work or filing a deauthorization petition
to obtain an NLRB election to determine
whether the incumbent union is still
favored by a majority, the Board allowed
the union to do indirectly what they
could never have done directly—effec-
tively deny section 7 rights to their
members.

It is left to the Congress once again
to act to guard rights which the 1947
Taft-Hartley amendments should have
fully protected. My amendment would
accomplish this by making it an unfair
labor practice for a union to fine a mem-
ber for exercising rights which are as-
sured him under the law or for carrying
out his employer’s lawful instructions.
There is no better way to correct the
authoritarian abuses of wunion power
which have become so common as to
encourage greater democracy in union
affairs by protecting the minority’s right
to dissent.
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The fourth feature of this bill, Mr.
Speaker, is a new provision dealing with
a union member’s proportionate share of
any political contribution wrongfully
made by the union. It empowers a union
member to invoke the assistance of the
Federal Government for a proper ac-
counting and proportionate refund of
any union money—or other thing of
value—improperly diverted to political
purposes. Further it directs that the full
record in any such situation be turned
over to the Attorney General for his
action against those responsible under
the appropriate criminal statutes.

It is harsh enough that a working man
or woman is required to pay dues to an
organization he or she may not want to
join at all at the peril of being fired. But
if the union then uses the employee's
money to support political candidates,
the employee is forced into giving finan-
cial support to candidates he may not
wish to support at all. This is obviously
incompatible with our ideas of political
freedom and so unions have been pro-
hibited, in section 304 of the National
Labor Relations Act, from making po-
litical contributions. However, there is
presently no way for the individual em-
ployee to get back that portion of his
money which was improperly diverted for
that illegal purpose. This amendment
would close this loophole. It would act
as a deterrent to these abuses, and it
would give just redress to the employee
who has been forced to support a candi-
date against his will because the union
has given his money to that candidate. Of
course such contributions can take many
forms besides direct dollar donations to
a campaign funds—such as paying for
political advertisements, furnishing
union-paid campaign workers, and so on.
This amendment is designed to cover
these loopholes. It will not apply to law-
ful, separate funds comprised of volun-
tary contributions collected by a union.
Congress dealt with that in another
statute enacted earlier this year.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the four im-
portant amendments contained in this
employee bill of rights to the early at-
tention of the House. They embody ur-
gently needed reforms which will secure
a greater measure of freedom for the
working men and women of this coun-
try and restore to them liberties which
the combination of big labor and a gov-
ernmental bureaucracy have taken away
from them.

CABINET COMMITTEE ON OPPOR-
TUNITIES FOR SPANISH-SPEAK-
ING PEOPLE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
California (Mr. TaLcorr) {is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to make a serious observation, for
those who have ears to hear, that a new
and persistent message has been compet-
ing for the attention of the Congress.
While the advocates of this new message
speak with modulated voices, there is,
nevertheless, an obvious overtone of
urgency, and even an implication of im-
pending crisis in what is said.
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I refer to those colleagues who speak
in behalf of the approximately 12 million
Spanish-speaking people in the United
States who, with growing insistence,
seek to be enabled to participate fully
in American economie, political, and so-
cial life. To some degree, gains and
achievements for these people have been
hampered by a cultural and linguistic
orientation and inclination somewhat
different from the non-Spanish speak-
ing. They have also been adversely af-
fected by certain traditional cultural
myths in this country which has pro-
duced stereotypes that do not square with
reality.

There is a tendency to locate the inter-
face with the Spanish speaking at the
Mexican border, the Caribbean islands,
resort cities of Central and South Amer-
ica, and the rural farming areas of this
country. In actual fact, the real inter-
face with the Spanish speaking is in the
cities and towns of America, for it is, in
the main a diverse urban population. It
is also a unique population with unique
problems and needs—with unique values
and potentialities—and differing in
these things among themselves as peo-
ples differ. Spanish speaking individuals
are just as American, just as consumer
oriented, as their English speaking neigh-
bors when it comes to buying goods and
necessities, and making the choice of a
life style. In fact, they comprise a con-
sumer market estimated to be in excess
of $8 billion in spite of the fact that, by
every index they are the most economi-
cally, culturally, and socially distressed
segment of our society.

I am privileged to represent a large
constituency of Spanish speaking in the
Congress. I wish to add my own voice to
the voices already raised. And I wish to
commend those colleagues of mine who
are supporting timely, wise, and compas-
sionate legislation favoring the Spanish
speaking, as well as all disadvantaged. I
especially wish to commend those col-
leagues who were instrumental in bring-
ing the Cabinet Committee on Opportu-
nity for Spanish-Speaking People into
existence, Perhaps the most important,
although largely unforeseen, role played
by the Cabinet Committee, especially un-
der the chairmanship of Dr. Henry
Ramirez, has been that of “ombudsman.”
In virtue of its very existence, the Cab-
inet Committee is the principal point of
contact for the Spanish speaking with
the administration, Federal departments
and agencies, and the legislature. In
carrying out this role, and its other ad-
vocacy responsibilities mandated by law,
the Cabinet Committee has done a re-
markable job considering the fact that
its funding level—$860,000 in fiscal year
1972—has been grossly disproportionate
to its field of challenge,

The Congress is only too well aware
that huge operating budgets for civil
rights, equal employment opportunities,
and the great social programs have not
proportionally served the Spanish speak-
ing. Neither the Cabinet Committee nor
Dr. Ramirez should suffer criticism for
such failures but should command full
support of the Congress to assist in bring-
ing about, in the shortest possible time,
progressive and equal access of Spanish
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speaking to the institutions, services, and
programs of the country—and to instill
pride of heritage.

RURAL DRINKING WATER
ASSISTANCE ACT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RoBisoN) is recognized
for 15 minutes.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I am introducing the Rural
Drinking Water Assistance Act today
with the welcome cosponsorship of Con-
gressman MorLoHAN and Congressman
MenpeEL Davis. We have all joined in the
resolve that Congress act quickly to meet
a rural problem of startling dimension.
Too many of our citizens lack the most
basic requisite for decent living. Twenty-
two million Americans do not have inside
water or plumbing, in an age when most
Americans feel underprivileged if they
do not have an automatic dishwasher.

If my colleagues are surprised that
over 20 million citizens are carrying
their drinking water in buckets, there
may be more surprises in store when the
Federal Government moves to determine
how many of these families walk consid-
erable distances to gather their drinking
water from polluted wells or streams, and
how many of them pay exploitive prices
for water from a tank truck or private
water point. I cannot give these figures
because they are simply not available
in any form. No one knows how many
individuals are living with the same kind
of conditions which occasioned the ex-
penditure of an estimated $1 billion in
foreign aid funds.

We have evidently been more efficient
in meeting the household water needs
of many foreign nations than we have in
our own country. For whatever reason,
we have not looked for the same prob-
lem in this country, and so we have not
found it until the second decade of the
space age.

I can assure my colleagues that there
are millions of Americans who are with-
out potable household water, and who
consequently suffer from the same or-
ganic parasites and exhibit the same
physical disabilities common to the poor-
est and least developed countries. If nec-
essary, I will inundate this body with
personal testimony to these facts. There
is no end to the case-by-case data avail-
able, which portrays in the most inti-
mate manner the effects which these
conditions are having on American fam-
ilies.

If the Federal Government is to make
any headway in improving these condi-
tions, it must first have a better reading
on the extent of the problem, The “Rural
Drinking Water Assistance Act” requires
a “rural water survey” as the first order
of business. The survey would determine,
in far more detail than now available,
the number of persons who presently
have no drinking water, or an inadequate
supply, as well as the evident health ef-
fects resulting from such conditions.

The bill would further establish a
“Rural Drinking Water Council” to over-
see the rural water survey and to make
policy recommendations based on the
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survey results, Members of the Rural
Water Council would include the Secre-
taries of Agriculture, HEW, and HUD, the
Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, and the Surgeon Gen-
eral, Nine Presidentially appointed pub-
lic members would also participate on
the Couneil,

On the basis of the policy recommen-
dations of the Rural Water Council, the
“Rural Drinking Water Assistance Act”
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture
to administer three grant programs for
the construction of single or multifamily
water supply and waste disposal facili-
ties: a $100 million grant program, a
$100 million loan program, and a $20
million “incentive grant” program to en-
courage and facilitate organization of
community corporations to sponsor nec-
essary water supply and waste disposal
projects.

Mr. Speaker, I have been privileged to
sponsor several bills during this Con-
gress, but, to my mind, none has been
more important and more in need of
adoption than the “Rural Drinking
Water Assistance Act” which Congress-
men MoLLoHAN, MENDEL Davis, and I
present to you today. I urge the support
of my colleagues and their attention to
the text of the “Rural Drinking Water
Assistance Act,” which follows:

H.R. 16414
A bill to provide for a rural water survey, to
create a Rural Water Council, to provide
incentive grants for rural water supply
projects, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SectioNn 1, This Act may be cited as the

“Rural Drinking Water Assistance Act”,
FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

Bec. 2. (a) The Congress finds that the
water supply needs of low income rural res-
idents of the United States have been ne-
glected to the extent that significant num-
bers of such residents are living without safe
drinking water supplies, which condition is
known to contribute to impairment of health
by incipient organic diseases which cause
lethargy and inhibit productivity.

(b) It is, therefore, the purpose of this
Act to direct the Secretary of Agriculture
and the Surgeon General of the United
States, in cooperation with the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, to provide for the
improved health and welfare of rural resi-
dents of the United States to the maximum
extent possible by encouraging the efforts of
such residents to develop water supply sys-
tems which would dispense hygienic drink-
ing water and water for other human needs,
with the ultimate goal being to make such
water readily avallable at a reasonable cost
to every resident of the United States.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act, the
term—

(1) “Secretary” means the Secretary of
Agriculture,

(2) "Surgeon General" means the Surgeon
General of the United States.

(3) “Council” means the Rural Water
Council (as created by section 5 of this
Act).

(4) “State” means each of the several
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and each of the
territories of the United States.

(5) *“rural drinking water assistance area"
means an area beyond the limits of existing
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piped water distribution systems, which is
served by individual supplies (wells, springs,
cisterns, etc.) of undependable quality or
quantity, er both, or an area beyond the
limit of existing piped water distribution
systems within which area residents have no
accessibility to a water supply for their
dwellings.
CURAL WATER SURVEY

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary, in cooperation
with the Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Water Supply, shall conduct a sur-
vey, to be completed no later than one year
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
of rural drinking water assistance areas.

That survey shall include—

(1) an estimate of the number of resi-
dents (A) not presently served by a publicly
or privately owned water distribution system
or by an individual home water well; (B) in-
adequately served by such a water distribu-
tlon system; and (C) experiencing, or in all
likelihood experiencing, impairment of
health due to the absence or inadequacy of
such a water distribution system; and

(2) preliminary data identifying potential
surface and ground water resources in areas
where significant numbers of citizens exist
without adequate water distribution systems.

(b) The Secretary shall conduct this study
by such means and in such manner as he
deems necessary, and is authorized—

(1) to make use of qualified personnel in
the Environmental Protection Agency to
work directly through State and local health
officials;

(2) to make use of the personnel and re-
sources of the Farmers' Home Administra-
tion;

{3) to make use of private consultants as
he deems necessary; and

(4) to make use of such data as he shall
request from the United States Geological
Survey with respect to the location of poten-
tial surface and ground water resources.

(c) The results of such survey shall be
compiled on density distribution maps mak-
ing the identification of major problem areas
readily apparent.

(d) The Secretary shall utilize such sur-
vey as the basls for prescribing such regula-
tion as may be necessary to implement the
provisions of this Act.

RURAL WATER COUNCIL

Bec. 5. (a) There is established the Rural
Water Council (hereinafter referred to as the
“Council”). The Council shall consist of the
Becretary, who shall be Chairman, the Sur-
geon General, the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development, and
nine additional members appointed without
regard to the civil service laws by the Presi-
dent by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The nine additional members
shall be selected from among officers of State,
interstate, regional and local government
agencies, or persons representing other pub-
lic or private interest groups contributing to,
affected by, or concerned with, the quality
and quantity of water provided to rural resi-
dents. The members of the Council shall serve
without pay, or in the case of members who
are Federal officers or employes, without ad-
ditional pay. Of the members first appointed,
three shall be appointed for two-year terms,
three shall he appointed for three-year terms,
and three shall be appointed for four-year
terms. Each member appointed thereafter,
except those appointed to fill a vacancy for
the remainder of the term for which his
predecessor was appointed, shall be appointed
for a three-year term.

(b) The Council shall—

(1) review and affirm preliminary plans for
the Rural Drinking Water Survey provided
for in section 4, and determine the means by
which the appropriate Federal agencles can
obtaln the data required for that Survey;

(2) consider the findings and results of the
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Rural Drinking Water Survey and determine
the means by which the appropriate Federal
agencies shall meet the needs of the problem
areas defined by that Survey in accordance
with the purposes of this Act;

(3) oversee implementation of Federal pol-
icy with respect to rural water supply, and
conduct studies to evaluate the implemen-
tation of Federal programs to meet rural wa-
ter supply needs; and

(4) submit an annual report to the Con-
gress explaining the progress of such Federal
programs and delineating all unmet needs in
this problem area.

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

SEc. 6. (a) The Surgeon General shall con-
tinuously review the rural water supply proj-
ects assisted under this Act to determine
whether they are so constructed and oper-
ated as to comply with public health drink-
ing water standards established by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency. In the performance of his dutles
under this section, the Surgeon General
shall require an annual report concerning
project compliance from the appropriate
agency of each State receiving funds under
this Act. No further assistance shall be given
under this Act to any recipient of assistance
under this Act while such recipient is deter-
mined by the Surgeon General to be in non-
compliance with the public health drink-
ing water standards established by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency.

(b) The Surgeon General is authorized to
cooperate with the appropriate State agency
to provide guidance and consultation to re-
cipients of assistance under this Act to en-
able such recipients to comply with the re-
quirements of this section.

RESEARCH, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, AND
INFORMATION

Sec. 7. (a) The Secretary shall conduct,
and is authorized to make grants to other
appropriate public authorities, institutions,
organizations, and Individuals conducting,
applied and theoretical research relating to
the provision of adequate water quantity
and quality for rural residents, and such re-
search may include studies relating to the
safe disposal of waste waters.

(b) Grants under this section may be made
for research into the utilization of-improved
methods of establishing rural water supply
systems in accordance with minimum health
standards at costs which can be practically
sustained. Grants may also be made under
this section for research into logistical and
management innovations taking into ac-
count varled regilonal characteristics and
community needs.

(c) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants for the comprehensive development
of plans for research and development of
projects and programs authorized or as-
sisted under this Act.

(d) The Secretary is authorized to make
available to rural residents any information
resulting from any research authorized or
assisted under this Act. The Secretary shall
also utilize Farm Home Administration
offices to stimulate local interest in develop-
ing new water supply systems in low income
rural areas.

GRANTS AND LOANS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
RURAL WATER SUPPLIES

Sec. 8 (a) The Secretary is authorized to
make grants not to exceed an aggregate sum
of $100,000,000 in any fiscal year to associa-
tions, including corporations, not operating
for profit, and public and quasi-public
agencies, for the establishment of rural
water supply projects which provide water
for drinking and other human needs and for
the treatment of the waste water thus gen-
erated in such manner as will not threaten
human health or the environment.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to make
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or insure loans not to exceed an aggregate
sum of $100,000,000 in any fiscal year to
assoclations, including corporations, not op-
erating for profit, and public and quasi-pub-
lic agencies, for the establishment of rural
water supply projects which provide water
for drinking and other human needs and for
the treatment of the waste water thus gen-
erated in such manner as will not threaten
human health or the environment.

(c) In approving grants and loans under
this section, the Secretary shall—

(1) consider the intent of this Act to
achieve parity in rural areas with the level
of money already available for water supply
purposes in urban areas; and

(2) give highest priority to the utiliza-
tion of associations comprised of low income
rural residents to develop water supplies.

(d) This Act is not intended to diminish
the level of support provided by the Farm-
ers’ Home Administration for such projects.

INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR RURAL WATER SUPPLY
PROJECTS

Sec. 9. (a) The Secretary is authorized to
make grants not to exceed an aggregate sum
of $20,000,000 in any fiscal year to support
the organization of rural water supply and
waste water treatment associations, if he
determines, in consultation with the Rural
Water Council, in the case of each such
grant that such grant will facilitate the
organization of a rural water supply asso-
ciation to develop a project to implement
the purposes of this Act and that, because
of low income or insufficient consultation
and guidance, rural residents in the rural
area to be affected by the grant are unable
to complete initial organizing requirements
and planning.

(b) Grants under this section shall not
exceed ten percent of the reasonably antic-
ipated project costs.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN
JACK KEEMP ON BEHALF OF THE
TOWER-KEMP PLAN

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Kemp) is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, on Monday,
the Republican National Convention will
open in Miami Beach. The central pur-
pose of the convention, of course, will be
to renominate the Nixon-Agnew ticket,
but there is other important business be-
fore the delegates concerning the struc-
ture of the Republican Party in the years
ahead. Thus, it is that during this week
prior to the formal opening of the con-
vention extensive discussion is taking
place before the various convention com-
mittees on two vitally important issues:
The first concerns the question of the
means by which the party will attempt to
attract growing numbers of young peo-
ple, youth, and women; and the question
of delegate reapportionment.

In cooperation with other Republican
Members of the House, I have attempted
in recent weeks to devise a plan for the
party’s future which will, in fact, make
it as hospitable as possible to all seg-
ments of the electorate, regardless of
age, sex, race, or regional affiliation.

On the question of delegate apportion-
ment, the relevant committees of the
party are now weighing the merits of a
wide variety of proposals. All of these,
I think, have been put forward in a con-
structive manner and deserve careful
study. All of them, without exception, at-
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tempt to answer the difficult question of
how best to measure Republican senti-
ment across the land. As Senator JAMES
BuckLEy of New York stated before the
Committee on Rules last Monday, good
and decent men can and will reasonably
disagree on how best to ascertain that
sentiment. Some believe that it ought to
be related primarily to population or the
size of the voter turnout. Others believe
that, while differences in State popula-
tion should be accounted for, there are
other considerations no less deserving
of support—considerations which go to
the nature of our Federal system and
which recognize that, if the nominees of
the party are to be victorious, the geo-
graphical distribution as well as the size
of Republican strength must be ac-
counted for.

As anyone who has ever tried to draw
up an apportionment scheme can testi-
fy, the task of devising a scheme pleas-
ing to most is a tortuous one, No matter
what the plan is, some are bound to
feel that their interests are inadequately
accommodated under it. The trick, it
seems to me, is to develop a plan which
distributes both its benefits and its bur-
dens in an equitable manner, one which
neither penalizes nor rewards any seg-
ment of the party or section of the coun-
try unreasonably. Most of the plans now
under consideration make an earnest ef-
fort to accomplish that goal, but they
have aroused considerable controversy,
particularly within those States and re-
gions that will lose delegate strength if
the plans are adopted.

After studying these plans over the
past several weeks, I came to the con-
clusion that many of the criticisms
raised against them were valid and just,
and that the opposition was sufficiently
widespread to raise doubts about the
ultimate success of the plans once they
reached the floor of the convention. It
was for that reason that I sought an
alternative plan, one which would have
a high probability of success without
penalizing one segment of the party
at the expense of another. After talking
with others in Washington and Miami,
I became convinced that we would have
to try to accomplish this goal.

Accordingly, I was pleased to join
with Senator Joun Tower in offering
a compromise plan—dubbed by some as
the “Miami Compromise”—to the party.
This plan is, I believe, the most equita-
ble of all that have been proposed thus
far.

It accommodates the interests of the
large urban States by granting them an
increased share of delegate strength
over against the present rule; but, at the
same time, that relative increase in
strength for the large urban States is
not bought at the price of unreasonably
diminishing the strength of the small
States. Moreover, I believe that this
compromise does a better job than other
proposals at distributing delegate
strength over the entire Nation—mak-
ing it difficult for any one region to
dominate the others, And for these
reasons, I believe, it will attract grow-
ing support among the members of the
relevant committees of the convention,
and eventually among the delegates
themselves.

I know that it has been charged by
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some that those of us from the larger
States have no business supporting plans
that do not maximize the strength of our
own States as compared to the rest of the
country. Indeed, some are even saying
that Senator Tower and myself are *“sell-
ing out” the interests of our own State
parties by trying to put forward a com-
promise plan of the kind we proposed
yesterday.

Although I appreciate the concern of
the people who feel this way, I must re-
ject the premises on which they are bas-
ing their charges. We are all members of
a national party trying to win national
elections. Therefore, we must accommo-
date other interests in addition te our
own self-interest.

We must work to reach a reasonable
working compromise satisfactory to the
large majority of our delegates. This is
what Senator Tower and I—along with
others—are trying to do.

Furthermore, those who charge that
we are selling out fail to point out that
under our compromise plan New York
would gain votes should we carry for the
President this fall. To be specific, our
delegate total would jump from its pres-
ent 88 to 102, This can hardly be called
a “sell-out” and I, for one, resist the
charge that it is.

I am naturally pleased that this com-
promise plan has received the strong en-
dorsement of Senator RoBerT DOLE,
chairman of the Republican National
Committee. I am also gratified that the
distinguished minority leader of the Sen-
ate, Huca Scorr, has also praised the
compromise formula. Senator Scorr’s
support, I believe, is the best possible ar-
gument one could make against those
who have alleged that the compromise
works unfairly against the interests of
the large, urban States, especially those
in the East. And Senator DoLE’s support
suggests, at the very least, that the plan
is also acceptable to the smaller States.
We have, at last, found a plan worthy of
support of all segments of the party, a
plan that will produce both geographical
balance and ideological moderation, I
urge my Republican colleagues to study
the plan and to support it.

I am inserting information on our plan
at the conclusion of these remarks, along
with an analysis of the other plan now
being considered in Miami.

The subcommittee of the Republican
National Committee’s Rules Committee
charged with responsibility in this area
voted last night to report out a plan in-
troduced by Mr. William S. Powers of
Colorado. Our plan will go to the full
rules committee today in the form of a
minority report.

Mr, Power's plan is interesting and
represents a lot of thought. Unfortu-
nately, however, I feel it fails to provide
the balance between competing interests
that I have discussed today.

The Powers plan would enlarge the
convention and thereby give almost
everyone a few more delegates. But at
the same time it would shift power sig-
nificantly toward the 10 largest States
to the detriment of the small and middle-
sized States.

We, therefore, believe that it will be
defeated in the full committee as we try
to reach a reasonable middle ground that
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will allow us to leave Miami with a
united party.

I include the remarks of our distin-
guished minority leader GeraLp R. Forp
at this point.

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE GERALD R, FOrD

The Tower-Kemp compromise Republican
Convention rule change regarding state rep-
resentation at future conventions appears to
properly distribute representatlon between
the small states and the large.

I have long felt that the present bonus
system discriminates against the large states,
such as Michigan. The Tower-Kemp compro-
mise eliminates this kind of discrimination.
It seems to me it is fair to both large states
and small.

While I cannot speak for the Michigan
delegation, I believe the Tower-Kemp com-
promise because it is national in scope is
worthy of the most careful consideration by
the Convention Rules Subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, as Republicans, we must
recognize the national nature of our
party. This election year will see a major
realinement of voters anc I want to en-
courage it. My desire to improve the rela-
tive composition of State delegations at
our Convention stems from what I view
as two fundamental requirements of the
Republican Party: First, the need to help
broaden the base of the party, and sec-
ond, in light of the Ripon suit, the need
to develop a system of rewarding Repub-
lican success that does not penalize
smaller traditionally Republican States,
and yet accounts for the voting strength
of larger States.

Having been a part of the House ad
hoc reform group, I am convinced that
reforms along the lines presented by the
ad hoc recommendations will lead to a
more broadly based party. Our group did
not, however, formally touch on the pres-
ent question of delegate distribution
among the several States, which is the
question to which the Percy plan ad-
dresses itself.

I have, since the House reforms were
made public, studied Senator Percy's
plan. I have serious reservations about
it. Other Republicans obviously have res-
ervations as well. The Percy plan places
too great a reward with States solely by
reason of their voting strength. While
that should remain one criterion, equally
important is the effort given to the elec-
tion of a President. This should be a
prime criterion for an incentive. The
compromise incorporates both criteria.

a very real sense, what the Percy
plan does is strengthen the Northeastern
States but at the expense of other re-
gions. Though I am a Member of Con-
gress from the State of New York, there
is no honest justification for that kind
of plan. Penalizing those States which
traditionally have helped the Republican
cause nationally, and rewarding those
States which have not in real terms—
electoral votes—contributed to vietory on
the national ticket, is inequitable and
unrealistic. The Miami compromise does
not pose that threat. What, it seems to
me we want to do is strike a balance be-
tween those States that make an elec-
toral vote contribution, and those that
deliver high vote totals by reason of their
population but do not deliver the elec~
toral votes.

In my home State of New York, under
the Miami compromise, our strength in
the 1972 convention would be less than
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under the present rule 30. However, the
construct of the Miami compromise in-
sures that a New York victory for the
President would result in an increase in
New York delegation strength from 88
delegates to 102 delegates. There is no
question that there is a risk involved,
but I think it is one worth taking. Under
the chairmanship of Governor Rocke-
feller, and the cochairmanship of Sen-
ators Javits and BuckLEy, the New York
Committee for the Reelection of the Pres-
ident can carry New York for the Presi-
dent come November.

Together with the adoption of other
reforms along with the Miami compro-
mise, the Republican Party should be in
excellent shape to help build what has
become known as the “emerging Repub-
lican majority.”

I include the following:

THE Miami COMPROMISE

The “Miami Compromise” represents an
attempt to devise a reasonable delegate al-
location formula that will meet the criti-
cisms levelled against the current rule with-
out seriously upsetting the current regional
balance within the party.
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The plan would allocate votes at the 1976
GOP Convention in the following manner:

Each state will receive a base vote equal to
twice its electoral vote.

Those states carried by the Republican
Presidential candidate will receive a bonus of
three votes plus 40 % of their electoral college
vote. In computing this latter bonus all
fractions will be rounded up to the next
largest whole number of delegates.

Example:

Kentucky has nine (9) electoral votes and
went Republican the last time. Therefore, if
we were to apply the “compromise” formula
Kentucky's vote would be computed as
follows:

1. Twice the electoral vote—2X9

2. A 3 vote bonus

3. A bonus equal to 409% of 9 or 3.6
(rounded up to the next highest
whole number)

If this plan had been applied to the 1972
convention the delegate total would be 1321
as compared to 1348 under rule 30. The maxi-
mum number of delegates under this plan
(assuming a GOP Presidential sweep) Iis
1476.

This plan maintains roughly the same geo-

SHIFT IN CONVENTION INFLUENCE OF THE VARIOUS STATES UNDER THE MIAMI

COMPROMISE PLAN
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graphical power balance we have today while
incorporating a population oriented incen-
tive or bonus.

It has been examined by a number of con-
stitutional authorities who believe that It is
consistent with the standards set out in re-
cent court decisions.

ANALYSIS

In analyzing the effect of the Miamii Com-
promise we have applied it to two situat.ons;
one real and one hypothetical

First, we reallocated the present conven-
tion on the basis of the new plan and then
compared it to the allocation under Rule 30,
This corresponds roughly to what one might
consider a “normal’ relationship between the
various states.

Second, we worked out the applicable fig-
ures assuming a 50 state GOP Presidential
sweep. This gives us a slightly different pic-
ture, of course, as many more states receive
bonus votes.

Each analysis was done on a reglonal and
national basis,

In each instance we have computed the
percentage of the total convention vote a
state receives under Rule 30 and the Miami
Compromise, as well as the gain or loss both
absolutely and on a percentage basis,

SHIFTS IN CONVENTION

INFLUENCE OF THE STATES UNDER THE MIAMI COMPROMISE
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HOSPITALS OVERCHARGE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAM

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. Aspin) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, since the be-
ginning of the medicare program in 1967
U.S. hospitals have probably overcharged
the medicare program by more than $300
million. Pervasive mismanagement, ad-
ministrative procedures, and incomplete
audits by HEW and private insurance
companies such as Blue Cross are the
causes of these massive overcharges.

Federal funds have been used to pay
for private-duty nurses, TV sets, and
telephone service to medicare patients—
all illegal under the Federal law. These
abuses are detailed in a recent General
Accounting Office report. The GAO au-
dited 14 hospitals in five States and dis-
covered that nearly $500,000 had been
illegally charged to medicare out of a
total of $20 million paid in medicare
claims to the hospitals. The Federal Gov-
ernment has paid approximately $19 bil-
lion to hospitals under the medicare pro-
gram since its beginning in 1967.

If HEW and Blue Cross administer the
whole medicare program as indicated by
the sample in this GAO report, then the
Federal Government has been gypped of
approximately $380 million. It is im-
portant to note, Mr. Speaker, that GAO
officials have told me that the mistakes
and overcharges found in the GAO sam-
ple were “common” among other hospi-
tals.

The overpayments are the fault of
HEW and its contractors such as Blue
Cross—not the hospitals themselves. The
HEW regulations are overcomplicated in
some instances, and in other cases
needed regulations are nonexistent. In
addition there is no evidence of any
wrongdoing by the hospitals.

It should be noted that Blue Cross and
other private insurance companies su-
pervise the audit and payment of medi-
care to individual hospitals.

HEW permitted the hospitals to
charge the medicare program for the
cost of research, education, and commer-
cial activities of the hospital not related
to the care of the patients.

In addition, HEW has not prescribed
regulations that prevent the hospitals
from collecting more for the service of
a hospital-based doctor than his normal
fees. The result of HEW'’s sloppiness is
that the hospitals are paid excessive fees
for the work of their doctors.

A complicated medicare payment for-
mula involving two different payment
schedules has enabled some hospitals to
be paid twice for the fringe benefits al-
located to their resident doctors.

The medicare program is also illegally
paying some of the bad debts of former
patients. According to the GAO 30 per-
cent of the bad debts charged to medi-
care by some 19 hospitals should be paid
by the States through their medicaid or
pld-age assistance programs.

Mr. Speaker, today I am calling upon
HEW'’s Secretary, Elliot Richardson, to
tighten up and simplify the regulations
so that the proper benefits are paid to
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the needy and that hospitals are not
inadvertently overcompensated for their
services.

In a separate report recently issued by
the General Accounting Office the GAO
reports that millions of dollars of over-
charges resulting from the medicare pro-
gram have never been repaid by some
300 institutions that have terminated
their participation in the medicare and
medicaid program.

POSTAL RATES

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. DaNieLs) is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I have introduced today legis-
lation which would restore to the coun-
try a service abridged by U.S. Postal
Service. On July 6, the postal rate for
magazines and newspapers was increased
by an average of 127 percent. Magazines
and newspapers render a service to the
American people which far outweighs
any exira revenue an increased second-
class postal rate might bring to the Postal
Corporation.

The effective dissemination of news,
information, and ideas is eritically neces-
sary in a free country. People need to
know what is happening in their govern-
ment, Indeed, they have an absolute right
to know. That right can only be exercised
if there is an effective means of dissemi-
nating the printed word to the people.
The need of the American people to know
and understand what their Government
is doing cannot be abridged by the short-
sighted and parochial philosophy that
the Postal Corporation must show a rate
of return favorably comparable to Gen-
eral Motors, ITT, or Kelloggs Corn
Flakes.

The fact is, Congress intent in estab-
lishing the Postal Corporation was not
the maximization of profits. Congress
intent was clearly to improve the mail
service and it chose to establish a semi-
independent corporate bureauecracy over
a Government bureaucracy only because
it was convinced that the former could
more effectively provide the American
people with better service. It was never
the intent of the Congress to establish an
enterprise which would limit service in
order to maximize profits. Through this
bill Congress will not be interfering with
the Postal Service. The Postal Service is
a Federal entity over which the Congress
has retained control and through which
Congress may express and effect a na-
tional purpose.

Magazines, periodicals, and news-
papers have always provided the Ameri-
can people with a relatively inexpensive
source of information. Until the Postal
Corporation’s unilateral action to end
what has been a 200-year practice, it has
been the national purpose to provide
maximum opportunity to facilitate the
dissemination of ideas. The blind and
slavish allegiance to the profit sheet is
neither in the national interest nor is it
consistent with American freedom.

I would like to draw my colleagues’ at-
tention to the fact that a similar bill was
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introduced in the Senate by Senator
GayLorp NELson of Wisconsin. Mr. NEL-
son’s remarks, with which I associate
myself, include an extensive history of
Federal support of postal rates for pe-
riodicals as well as editorials from many
newspapers and periodicals and appear
in the ConGrEssiONAL REcorDp of June 28,
1972, on page 22798,
The text of the bill follows:
H.R. 16393
A bill to encourage and support the dis-
semination of news, opinion, scientific,
cultural, and educational matter through
the malls

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
101(a) of title 39, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after the second sen-
tence the following new sentence: "“The
Postal Service shall also be obligated to pro-
vide postal services at rates which will en-
courage and support the widest possible dis-
semination of news, opinion, scientific, cul-
tural, and educational matter.”

(b) Bection 101(d) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended to read: “Postal
rates shall be established to apportion the
costs of all postal operations to all users of
the mail on a fair and equitable basis that
takes Into consideration all aspects of postal
policy.”

SEC. 2. (a) Subchapter V of chapter 36 of
title 39, United States Code, is amended by
Inserting -after section 3683 the following
new section:

“§ 3683A. Prohibition against a per plece
surcharge

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
this title, the rates of postage established for
matter mailed under former sections 4358
and 4359 of this title may not include a per
plece charge that is added to the basic rate
of postage established for such mail mat-
ter.”

(b) The anaysis of such subchapter, pre-
ceding section 3601, is amended by inserting
between items 3683 and 3684 the following
new item:

“3683A. Prohibition against a per piece sur-
charge.”.

Sec. 3. (a) (1) Subchapter IT of chapter 36
of title 39, United States Code, is amended
by Inserting after section 3626 the following
new section:

““§ 3626A. Special publication rate

“Each rate of reduced postage adopted
under section 3626 of this title for matter
mailed under former sections 4358 and 4359
of this title shall be at the rates that existed
for such matter on June 1, 1972, for the first
two hundred and fifty thousand coples of
each issue malled. The sender shall deter-
mine which copies of each issue that are to
be sent at the rates provided under this sec-
tion.”

(2) The analysis of such subchapter, pre-
ceding sectlon 3601, is amended by inserting
between items 3626 and 3627 the following
new item:

“3626A. Special publication rate.".

(b) Section 2401(c) of such title is
amended by striking out “and 3626" and
inserting in lieu thereof 3626, and 3626A".

Sec. 4. Section 3626 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting in clause (1), after “'4554
(b) and (c)”, a comma and the following:
“and for the nonadvertising portion of mail
under former section 4359,”; and

(2) by amending clause (2) by—

(A) striking out “4359,"; and

(B) inserting after “4554(a)" a comma and
the following: “and for the advertising por-
tion of mail under former section 4359,
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OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS: MAJOR
POLICY ISSUES

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Indiana, (Mr. HaMmiLToN) is recognized
for 45 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, for gov-
ernments at all levels—Federal, State,
and local—the most difficult problems
concerning the public elementary and
secondary schools have to do with insur-
ing equality of educational opportunity.

This is a hard concept to define con-
cisely, but the formulation adopted by
the President’s Commission on School
Finance is perhaps as satisfactory as any.
They stated that equality meant insur-
ing “to all children equal access to edu-
cation that is good enough to meet their
individual needs and the collective de-
mands of a growing economy in a demo-
cratic society.”

Concern about equal educational op-
portunity has risen for two principal
reasons: First, the existence of gross in-
equities in the system of funding the
public schools and second, the need to
upgrade the quality of education pro-
vided to minority groups, especially
blacks.

4. EDUCATIONAL FINANCE

Reform of the system of financing the
public schools has become an urgent ne-
cessity. Public dissatisfaction is growing
with the existing funding methods,
which distribute financial resources and
fiscal burdens unequally. In many areas,
particularly in the large cities, rising
costs have outstripped available school
revenue, In several States, the courts
have made change mandatory by invali-
dating existing school funding systems.

INEQUITIES IN SCHOOL FUNDING

More money does not necessarily mean
better education. Per-pupil costs vary in
different parts of the country and within
individual States because of cost-of-liv-
ing differentials, the size and composi-
tion of the student body, transportation
needs, and many other factors.

Nevertheless, existing disparities in fi-
nancial resources are so great that there
can be no doubt that students in the
poorer districts are placed at a substan-
tial educational disadvantage.

These disparities show up in a variety
of statistical indicators: scheol district
financial ability—usually measured in
terms of property valuation per student—
school revenue per pupil, and school ex-
penditures per pupil. In the extreme
cases, the ratio between the wealthiest
and poorest districts in a single State is
as high as 85:1 in financial ability, 3.9:1
in revenue per pupil, and 24:1 in expendi-
tures per pupil. For half of the States,
the corresponding ratios are greater than
6.4:1 in financial ability, 1.8:1 in reve-
nue per pupil, and 2.8:1 in expenditures
per pupil. The figures for Indiana are
17:1, 3.8:1, and 2.2:1, respectively.

The principal cause of these differen-
tials is reliance on the local property tax
as the major source of school revenues.
In 1971-72, 52 percent of all school reve-
nues came from local sources, and 80
percent of all local education revenues
came from the property tax.

Since property wealth bears no rela-
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tionship to school population or other
determinants of educational need, there
are great inequities in the amounts of
revenue that different districts can raise
and the tax burdens they are required to
bear. A typical example was mentioned
by Minnesota Gov. Wendell Ander-
son when he proposed a new system of
school finance to his State’s legislature.
Citing two school districts near Minne-
apolis, he pointed out that one levied a
tax of $581 on a $20,000 home in order to
spend $536 per pupil, while the other
levied $269 on a similar home in order
to spend $837 per pupil. For the poorer
district, this meant levying 30 percent
more taxes on a home of the same value
in order to provide 64 percent as much
revenue per pupil.
HEAVIER EDUCATIONAL BURDENS

School costs have been rising steadily
in recent years. Per pupil expenditures
in elementary and secondary education
are now 21.7T percent above the level of
1961-62. Total educational expenditures
have grown faster than GNP; thus, an
increasing proportion of the country's
resources is being devoted to the elemen-
tary and secondary schools. The average
annua: rate of growth of school expendi-
tures since 1962 has been 10.5 percent,
while the average rise in GNP has been
7.3 percent.

Even though public school enrollment
is expected to decline slightly after 1975,
total expenditures will continue to rise,
according to estimates made by the
President’s Commission on School Fi-
nance, which set the total figure for
1980-81 at $86 billion, almost double the
$45 billion spent in 1970-71. The biggest
factor in this growth will be increases in
teachers’ salaries, due to stronger teach-
ers’ unions and parental pressure for
smaller classes.

Urbanization has aggravated the
school finance crisis. The influx of iow-
income minority residents into the cen-
tral cities has brought higher costs for
education and all public services, and
correspondingly higher tax rates. All
these factors encourage the migration
of middle-class residents and industry
to the suburbs. Caught between rising
educational costs and a declining tax
base, many urban school districts have
been forced to reduce school services.

As costs increase, many school dis-
tricts have faced taxpayers' revolts. The
property tax is regressive and falls par-
ticularly heavily on the poor and elderly.
Growing public dissatisfaction is re-
flected in the fact that the proportion of
school bond issues approved declined
from 89 percent in the early 1960's to
48 percent in 1970.

COURT DECISIONS

Beginning with the decision of the
California Supreme Court in Serrano
against Priest in® August 1971, several
State and Federal district courts have
held that methods of school finance
which make the availability of funds de-
pendent on the wealth of the individual
district are in violation of the individual
citizen's right to equal protection of the
laws under either the 14th amendment to
the Federal Constitution or correspond-
ing provisions of State constitutions. Be-
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cause none of these cases has gone be-
vond the State or Federal district level,
they do not apply nationwide. However,
the Supreme Court has agreed to review
a Texas case—Rodriguez against San
Antonio Independent School District—
and the forthcoming decision could es-
tablish a general rule that would affect
all States.

The courts have not prescribed reme-
dies. They have not invalidated any type
of tax, including the property tax; nor
have they attempted to delineate new
procedures for raising and distributing
school revenue. Instead, they have indi-
cated that State legislatures should
assume responsibility for reforming fi-
nancial systems to insure that revenues
are not a function of local wealth.

ALTERNATIVE FOR REFORM

Propoals for establishing more equi-
table school finance systems fall into
three categories: reform of existing
systems which share funding responsi-
bility between the State and local dis-
tricts, assumption by the States of the
revenue-raising functions currently
exercised by local districts, and increased
Federal aid.

MORE EQUITABLE STATE/LOCAL FUNDING

Practically all States provide State
funds to individual school districts ac-
cording to some sort of distribution
scheme designed to reduce the disparities
in total schocl revenues between poor
and wealthy districts—the States pro-
vide 40.9 percent of total nationwide
revenues for elementary and secondary
education. However, even under these
distribution formulas, the maximum
variations in revenue per pupil are sub-
stantial—better than 1.8:1 in half of the
States. This is mostly due to the political
necessity of giving all districts a share
of the State funds; the rich districts are
made richer, while the poor districts do
not receive enough money to close the
gap separating them from their wealth-
ier neighbors.

Some of the steps proposed to modify
existing systems of shared State and
local funding are:

First, standardization of property tax
rates and assessment criteria. This
would equalize local tax burdens and
might even have some equalizing effect
on revenues in those poorer areas where
property assessments are below the aver-
age level for the State.

Second, adjusting formulas for dis-
tribution of State funds so as to equalize
per pupil revenues for all districts. The
hitch here is in setting the uniform
funding level. Putting it below the level
of the richest districts would, in effect,
require direct redistribution of locally
raised revenues from those districts to
poorer districts—a politically difficult
task. Setting the standard level at or
close to that of the wealthiest districts
would mean a sharp increase in total
spending.

Third, power equalization. This meth-
od ties State aid to the local tax effort.
The State would set a maximum level
of per-pupil funding which it would
guarantee to each school district that
taxed at a prescribed rate. This would
be done by having the State make up the
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difference between revenues raised by
the local district at the prescribed rate
and the guaranteed level. Districts which
chose to tax themselves at a lower rate
would be guaranteed a proportionately
lower level of support by the State. As
with the plan discussed in paragraph 2,
the key issue would involve setting the
funding level guaranteed by the State.

Fourth, creation of new district bound-
aries, which would more nearly equalize
financial resources. The political diffi-
culties of this scheme seem insuperable.
Wealthy districts would resist spreading
their resources over larger areas. Al-
most certainly suburban and inner-city
areas would have to be joined. In addi-
tion, there would be the problem of hav-
ing to redraw district boundaries peri-
odically to take into account shifts in
population and wealth.

FULL STATE FUNDING

Many students of school finance have
concluded that there is no point tinker-
ing with the current mechanism of joint
State-local funding in an effort to make
it more equitable. They favor giving the
States full responsibility for all non-
Federal educational finance. This was
the recommendation made earlier this
yvear by the President's Commission on
School Finance-—the McElroy commis-
sion.

Full State funding would involve two
principal tasks: Changes in faxation,

and establishment of an equitable for-
mula for allocation of funds to indi-
vidual school systems.

Taxation measures proposed in con-

nection with full-State funding schemes
include:

First, property tax reform, to reduce
and distribute more equitably the prop-
erty tax burden. A plan proposed for
New York would fix the rate at the
present statewide average. Minnesota
has recently established a statewide
base rate considerably lower than the
average of present tax rates. The Min-
nesota plan also gives special reduced
tax rates to urban districts in recogni-
tion of their higher educational costs
and heavier burden of noneducational
services.

Second, development of new revenue
sources for the schools. Most proposals
for full-State funding provide that an
increasing proportion of school revenues
will be drawn from existing State tax
sources, such as the income and sales
taxes. This, of course, means raising
State tax rates. In addition, there has
been some discussion of developing new
State fiscal resources, such as value-
added taxes. The end-result of full-
State funding would be that the prop-
erty tax would come to supply a de-
creasing proportion of school revenues.
Under the Minnesota plan, the share of
property tax receipts in total school rev-
enues will decline from 57 to 30 percent.

As for allocation of funds, a number
of criteria have been proposed:

First, the simplest would be to equal-
ize per-pupil revenue in all districts.

Second, distribution according to cost
differentials and need. This approach
would recognize that some districts re-
quire extra financial assistance either
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because of higher-than-average cost-of-
living or because of special educational
requirements, such as vocational pro-
grams or special instruction for handi-
capped and disadvantaged students.
Each district would be provided an
equal base level of support; this would
then be adjusted upward as necessary
to reflect cost and need differentials.
FEDERAL AID

To date, Federal aid—which currently
amounts to about 7.1 percent of total ex-
penditures for elementary and second-
dary education—has been concentrated
in programs designed to meet specific
needs, such as assisting disadvantaged
children and compensating districts
where large amounts of real estate are
federally-owned and thus not on the tax
rolls. However, there have been a num-
ber of proposals to provide general Fed-
eral support to the public schools and to
increase the Federal share of total ex-
penditures to 20-40 percent.

An expanded Federal program could
serve various objectives. It could help to
reduce disparities in financial resources
among the States. In some cases, these
are as striking as those which separate
school districts in a single State. Per-
pupil revenues in 1970-71 ranged from a
high of $1,777 for Alaska and $1,577 for
New York to a low of $586 for Alabama.
Indiana ranked 18th, with a per-pupil
revenue of $966, slightly below the na-
tional average of $982.

Federal aid might also be used to al-
leviate the inequities of existing State-
local funding systems. Increased Federal
support could substitute for revenues
currently provided by the local property
tax, allowing the reduction or elimina-
tion of that levy. Federal grants could
also be employed to induce States to re-
form their school finance systems, with
the amount of Federal assistance tied to
progress toward State assumption of full
responsibility for financing the elemen-
tary and secondary schools.

CURRENT PROPOSALS AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL

So far, the principal initiative of the
Nixon administration in the area of
school finance has been education
revenue sharing (S. 1669, H.R. 13915).
This bill does not represent a major shift
in the role of the Federal Government,
either in terms of resources contributed
or activities supported.

The administration revenue-sharing
proposal is intended to improve existing
categorical programs by consolidating
them in support of five general objec-
tives and permitting greater flexibility in
the allocation and utilization of funds.
Under the proposal, funds would be
available for five principal purposes:
First, education for the handicapped,
second, education for the disadvantaged,
third, aid to federally impacted areas,
fourth, vocational education, and fifth,
special materials and services. Total
Federal funding in these areas would in-
crease from $2.8 to $3 billion.

The administration has not formally
proposed large-scale general Federal aid
to elementary and secondary education,
although administration spokesmen have
pointed out that adoption of the Presi-
dent's welfare reform and general reve-
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nue-sharing programs would release
State funds that might then be used for
education. In addition, the President has
ordered a study of a Federal value-added
tax, intended to support Federal school
aid that would replace revenues cur-
rently obtained from the local property
tax. The key issue with the value-added
tax is whether it can be designed in such
a way as to reduce its regressiveness.

In the current Congress, a number of
bills calling for general Federal aid have
been introduced, but there does not seem
to be any prospect of early action on any
of them. Some of these specify that Fed-
eral aid may replace specified amounts
of school revenues obtained from State
and local taxes; others provide that the
Federal funds must be in addition to
those currently provided by State and
local governments.

HEY ISSUES. POLICYMAKING AUTHORITY

There seems tc be widespread support
for retaining a high degree of local con-
trol over school policy even if most reve-
nue-raising responsibilities are shifted to
the State and Federal levels. All major
proposals for reform stress the impor-
tance of giving maximum discretion to
local school boards in the employment of
school funds. Furthermore, the courts,
while invalidating existing funding pro-
cedures, have been careful to point out
that local control is a valid and desirable
objective of public policy and that re-
vision of educational finance to conform
to the court rulings should be possible
without undermining local control.

Nevertheless, general endorsement of
local control does not mean that there is
unanimous support for the existing sys-
tem of local school administration. The
President's Commission on School Fi-
nance has recommended that school dis-
tricts be reorganized to provide more ef-
ficient administration and a better bal-
ance of educational burdens.

The argument is always made that
power follows the purse and that de-
creased reliance on local sources of reve-
nue will sooner or later cause policymak-
ing authority to shift from the district to
State and Federal agencies. Much will
probably depend on the depth of interest
which each community shows in its
schools, because the local boards will
have important powers if they care to use
them. In proposing increased State fund-
ing in Michigan, Governor Millikan
pointed out that the local school boards
would lose only one function—that of
finding ways to raise school revenue.
Under this plan, the local districts would
continue to adopt their own budgets, de-
termine courses of study and select text-
books, hire and set salaries for teachers
and administrators, and request voter
approval for new construction. In addi-
tion, local planning will be made easier
because available school revenues will
be more predictable.

ALLOCATING FUNDS

Regardless of what system is adopted
for greater equalization of educational
resources, the formula for distribution
of funds to the local school districts will
be a highly sensitive political issue.

The greatest difficulty involves the
wealthier districts. They will certainly
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resist strongly any scheme that would
reduce per-student expenditures below
current levels. Yet, guaranteeing all dis-
tricts in the State revenues equal to those
of the wealthiest districts will be beyond
the resources of most States, at least in
the short run.

Most proposals for reform have speci-
fied that no district will be funded below
its current spending level. For example,
in New York, the Fleischmann commis-
sion proposed to set a standard level of
funding at the 65th percentile of all cur-
rent local funding levels. Districts above
the 65th percentile could continue spend-
ing at existing rates but could not go
above these levels: poor districts would
be gradually raised to the 65th percentile.

Another sweetener for the wealthy
districts is to permit supplementary
local financing within a very limited
range. The new Minnesota plan allows
districts to use local property taxes to
support school expenditures up fto 10
percent above the basic funding level
guaranteed by the State.

A somewhat different allocational prob-
lem is presented by proposals to pro-
vide extra funds to compensate those
districts with higher than average costs
and greater than average educational
and public service burdens. Devising a
formula to establish the level of supple-
mental financing is also likely to involve
hard political bargaining.

Many of the same questions arise in
determining how to distribute Federal
school aid fto the States. A study pre-
pared for the National Educational Fi-
nance project—NEFP—has recom-
mended that supplemental assistance for
handicapped and disadvantaged children
and other extraordinary requirements be
provided through the continuance of ex-
isting Federal categorical programs.
General Federal aid would then be di-
rected toward equalizing the resources
of the States.

The NEFP examined various schemes.
Providing a guaranteed level of per-
pupil expenditures to each State would
do the most to equalize resources; how-
ever, at any realistic funding level, it
would mean that many of the most popu-
lous States—that is, New York, Illinois,
New Jersey, Connecticut, and Massa-
chusetts—would not be entitled to any
Federal money because they already
spend at a rate above the federally
guaranteed level.

To avoid this problem, aid might be
distributed on the basis of equal per-
pupil grants to all States. This method
would, however, have a weaker equal-
izing effect.

Another method would be to distribute
Federal funds according to the tax ef-
fort, measured in terms of the percentage
of net income devoted to education in
each State.

The relative equalization attained un-
der these various schemes can be shown
by comparing the ratio of per-pupil ex-
penditures in the States with highest
and lowest spending rates. Presently the
ratio is 2.53 to 1. The NEFP estimated
that under a guaranteed-spending-level
plan, the ratio would be 1.57 to 1, with
equal pre-pupil grants to all States it
would be 2.18 to 1, and with assistance
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tied to the local tax effort, it would be
224to0 1. i

Cost will certainly be a key factor in
determining what steps can be taken to
reform school finance. Unforfunately,
the various proposals—both State and
Federal—are so varied that meaningful
comparisons are not possible. However,
some of the cost estimates that have
been made may give an idea of the mag-
nitude of State and Federal efforts that
might be required.

In reforming school finance within the
States, the key cost factor is the stand-
ard level of funding to be established.
The President’s Commission on School
Finance calculated for all States the ad-
ditional cost of equalizing per pupil ex-
penditures at varying percentiles of cur-
rent spending. For Indiana, the figures
are:

Additional cost (million)
Percentile:
B0 o RRED

it is worth noting that total spending
for elementary and secondary education
in Indiana in the last few years has been
in the neighborhood of $900 million.

As for the actual reform proposals, the
new Minnesota plan will raise minimum
per pupil spending in all districts from
$404 to $750 over a period of 2 years. At
the same time, property tax rates have
been reduced by an average of 10 percent
by drawing more of school revenues from
the State income tax and other State
taxes.

In Michigan, Governor Milliken has
proposed to increase the State income
tax by 2.3 percent and to institute a
value-added tax while cutting individual
and business property taxes. He claims
that by 1980 the annual yield from the
increased income tax will be 23 percent
higher than would have been provided
by the property tax at existing rates.

A few cost figures for proposed Federal
programs are available. In working out
various schemes for general aid to equal-
ize State resources the national educa-
tional finance project set the total
amount of Federal general assistance at
about $7 billion. This figure assumes the
continuance of existing categorical aid
programs which presently run about $2.8
billion.

Administration thinking on general
Federal assistance is based on the
amount of revenue that might be raised
by a value-added tax. The President has
stated that a 3-percent VAT would have
a net yield of $12 billion, after taking
into account deductions and rebates to
low-income taxpayers.

The President’s Commission on School
Finance calculated the cost of five differ-
ent plans to use Federal grants to induce
States to assume funding responsibili-
ties presently met by local school dis-
tricts. The estimates ranged from $4.9 to
$7.9 billion.

CONCLUSIONS

First, within each State, full equaliza-
tion of per pupil expenditures for all dis-
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tricts will be possible only after an ex-
tended transition period, because of the
political obstacles to reducing current
spending levels of the wealthy districts.

Second, mnevertheless, most States
should have the capability to reduce sub-
stantially existing disparities in spending
levels as well as to equalize and reduce
the burden of property taxation in the
space of a relatively few years.

Third, to achieve this will require a
shift of funding responsibilities from lo-
cal to State authorities and increasing
reliance on State income and sales taxes
for school revenues. Any required in-
creases in these taxes can be partially off-
set by reductions in the property. tax.

Fourth, in allocating schools funds,
supplemental financing should be made
available to those districts with extraor-
dinary educational costs and burdens;
for example, districts where enrollments
include a large proportion of disadvan-
taged students.

Fifth, the Federal Government can help
by continuing to provide categorical as-
sistance to meet the special needs of ur-
ban districts and others with extraor-
dinary educational burdens and in-
stituting a program of general aid that
can provide States the inducement and
support needed to accelerate reform of
existing school finance systems and
reduce inequalities in educational re-
sources among the States.

Sixth, shift of the bulk of school fund-
ing responsibilities to the States and
Federal levels is not necessarily incom-
patible with the retention of meaningful
policymaking authority at the local level.

II. EQUAL OPPORTUNITY FOR MINORITIES

There is general agreement that
educational facilities available to mi-
nority groups, particularly blacks,
Puerto Ricans, Mexican-Americans, and
Indians, are inferior. There is no agree-
ment on what remedial actions should be
taken.

RACIAL ISOLATION

The most controversial issue concerns
the relationship between racial isolation
and educational quality.

Those who believe there is a link be-
tween the two consider that school in-
tegration is necessary to improve the
educational achievement of minority stu-
dents. Many would add that, whatever
the educational results, integrated
schools are necessary to stem the growth
of racial animosities that could under-
mine the stability of American society.

Studies to evaluate the impact of inte-
gration on education and of social at-
fitudes have yielded contradictory re-
sults. A number of reports on schools
that have been integrated show that
black students have made educational
gains and that there has been no nega-
tive effect on the performance of white
students. On the other hand research
concluded recently by Prof. David Armor
of Harvard found that black children
showed no significant increase in edu-
cational achievement following integra-
tion. Professor Armor also concluded
that integration resulted in heightened
racial identity on the part of both black
and white students.

Racial isolation is associated with the
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inequities in school finance discussed in
the first part of this paper. School dis-
tricts with heavy minority enrollments
tend to be those where the gap between
financial resources and educational needs
is great. Furthermore, an influx of mi-
nority students often aggravates a dis-
trict's school finance problems by in-
creasing costs and leading to an exodus
of middle-class residents and industry.
GOVERNMENT AND SEGREGATION

Whatever economic, social, and edu-
cational case may be made for or against
integration, it poses a practical political
problem because of Government action
aimed at ending school segregation. The
principal impetus has come from the
courts, but Federal action under title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the
voluntary initiatives of a number of State
and local authorities have also played a
part.

The key issues for Government deci-
sionmakers are what constitutes unde-
sirable racial separation in the schools
and what steps are appropriate to elimi-
nate it. Since the courts have taken the
lead in attacking segregation, the an-
swers which the courts have given to
these questions are the focus of the cur-
rent controversy over integration.

JUDICIAL DOCTRINE

In the last 5 years, the courts have both
broadened the definition of illegal school
segregation and expanded the range of
remedial actions applied. This has meant
that integration has become a problem
not just for the South but for the North
and West.

The earlier school segregation cases,
beginning with the first Brown decision
in 1954, were addressed to dual school
systems sanctioned by State law. This
so-called de jure segregation was distin-
guished from de facto segregation, which
arose not from laws governing school at-
tendance but from other factors such
as residential patterns.

Since 1969, a series of lower Federal
court decisions has blurred the distine-
tion between de jure and de facto segre-
gation. In these cases, most of which in-
volve nonsouthern school systems, the
courts have examined a broad range of
actions by local and State authorities to
see whether they have been taken with
“purpose to segregate.”

Two rules have been applied in de-
termining whether such a purpose ex-
ists. The more common one holds that if
any nondiscriminatory reason for the
actions taken by the school authorities
exists, then the action is not illegal. The
other rule states that where the segre-
gatory consequences of the particular ac-
tion of the school authorities are fore-
seeable, those authorities have the burden
of showing that such action was taken
for educationally required, nonracial
reasons.

Typical of these recent cases is the
1971 Federal district court decision in-
volving the Indianapolis schools—U.S.A.
against Board of School Commissioners
of the city of Indianapolis, In ordering
further action to reduce segregation, the
court cited such official actions as draw-
ing school attendance zone boundaries
to follow racial residential patterns, and
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school construction policieg which added
to existing black schools but not to white
schools.

The recent Federal district court de-
cision involving the Detroit schools rep-
resents the high water mark of the ju-
dicial trend that has been developing
since 1969. In that case the court ordered
desegregation throughout a whole mu-
nicipal area on the grounds that the ex-
istence of racially identifiable schools
can be traced to actions taken by State
authorities that had the effect of foster-
ing segregation. In so doing, the court in
effect held that desegregation cannot be
confined to individual school districts.

The task of the courts in dealing with
these so-called “northern” desegrega-
tion cases has been complicated by the
lack of applicable Supreme Court rul-
ings that might provide guidance., How-
ever, the Supreme Court in January
agreed to review a case involving the
Denver schools, and a decision is ex-
pected in the next court term.

Simultaneous with developing a
broader definition of illegal segregation,
the courts have become more deeply in-
volved in specifying remedial measures.
The courts first faced this problem in
the South, where it was found that mere
elimination of the legal authority for
dual schools did not end segregation,
either because of residential patterns or
because of efforts by the school authori-
ties to circumvent desegregation orders
through such techniques as “freedom-of-
choice” attendance plans.

The courts have tried a number of
techniques. However, three aspects of
court-ordered desegregation plans have
been responsible for most of the public
controversy on desegregation: First, the
use of racial school-attendance quotas,
second, busing, and, recently, third, stu-
dent transfers between suburban and
inner-city school systems. The courts
have justified the use of such devices
on the grounds that residential pat-
terns make them the only possible way
to reduce significantly racial isolation in
thz schools.

THE POLITICAL PROBLEM

The strong public reaction that has
arisen in many areas where desegrega-
tion has been ordered is rooted in a
complex tangle of factors: racial preju-
dice; concern over possible deteriora-
tion of educational quality and school
environments, particularly if suburban
children are required to attend inner-
city schools; and resentment over what
are seen as arbitrary actions by the
courts and by State and Federal bu-
reaucracies. The problem for those who
must devise governmental policy is to
find a compromise that will permit
progress toward improved education for
minorities and at the same time win the
acquiescence of white parents and tax-
payers. Finding a solution is compli-
cated by uncertainly over how far the
courts are likely to go in ordering fur-
ther action on desegregation.

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

Before examining some of the specific
proposals that have been made to deal
with schooling for minorities, it might be
useful to categorize the techniques that
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are involved. Most plans include one or
more of the following elements:

First, guidelines for school desegrega-
tion. This means establishing statutory
and administrative rules to govern deseg-
regation so that the burden or regulating
this process can be shifted from the
courts to the executive and the legisla-
ture, Guidelines may be negative, in that
they seek primarily to limit and reduce
the scope of desegregation already or-
dered by the courts; or they may be posi-
tive, in that they seek ways to advance
the integration process.

Second, compensatory measures. This
approach calls for provision of extra fi-
nancial support to improve school facili-
ties and to devise special remedial pro-
grams to meet their needs. The focus, in
most cases, is on improving schools in
areas where minority students reside
rather than on shifting attendance pro-
cedures to promote racial balance.

There is a lack of agreement over the
effectiveness of compensatory measures
in equalizing educational opportunities
for minorities. The controversy parallels
that over the usefulness of integration in
serving the same objective.

The criticism of compensatory educa-
tion is based primarily on studies evaluat-
ing the title I program of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
under which Federal funds have been
provided to support remedial programs
for disadvantaged students. These studies
showed that title I programs had not im-
proved minority-student performance in
fundamentals such as reading and
mathematics.

On the other hand, an extensive study
prepared for the Senate Select Commit-
tee on Equal Educational Opportunity
argues that, if properly planned and ad-
ministered, additional funding to improve
school services available to minorities
would have significant benefits.

Third, elimination of residential segre-
gation. The assumption underlying this
approach is that no long-term solution to
the problem of equal educational oppor-
tunity for minorities is possible as long a
residential segregation continues. Meas-
ures which seek merely to integrate the
schools are of little value as long as they
can be circumvented by shifting residen-
tial patterns. What is usually proposed
are positive steps to provide low-income
housing in suburban areas.

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

This seeks to halt busing by prohibiting
the assignment of students to schools on
the basis of race. At present it does not
seem to have any prospect of passage.

18971 EDUCATION AMENDMENTS ACT

Antibusing provisions are contained in
this legislation, which the President
signed last week. It prohibits implemen-
tation of court orders requiring transfer
of students until all appeals have been
exhausted. The constitutionality of these
provisions has been questioned on the
grounds that they violate the separation
of powers by restricting the authority of
the courts to enforce constitutional
rights. In terms of its practical impact,
this measure is relatively weak, in that
its only effect is to delay rather than to
impede court action,
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THE ADMINISTRATION FROPOSALS

As set forth by the President last
March, the administration approach
combines negative guidelines on desegre-
gation with a limited program of com-
pensatory Federal aid.

The President's busing moratorium
involves legislation that would establish
a blanket suspension of all busing orders
through July 1, 1973. It would also pro-
hibit busing below the sixth grade if the
amount of busing proposed exceeded that
already employed by a school district
prior to undertaking desegregation. It is
open to the same criticism on constitu-
tional grounds as the provisions of the
1971 Education Amendments Act but
constitutes a more sweeping effort to
limit the courts, since, under some cir-
cumstances, busing is prohibited regard-
less of what action may be taken by the
courts.

The Equal Educational Opportunities
Act, proposed in conjunction with the
busing moratorium, would earmark Fed-
eral aid to provide special grants of $300
per low-income student to support com-
pensatory education programs. These
are funds already authorized under the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 or the emergency school aid
provisions of the 1971 Education Amend-
ments Act.

THE RIBICOFF PLAN (S. 12B2 AND 1283)

This plan combines positive guidelines
and Federal assistance to achieve
school integration with a limited pro-
gram to encourage residential integra-
tion.

Senator RisicorFr's principal bill is 8.
1283, entitled the Urban Education Im-
provement Act. Its objective is to pro-
mote school integration on a metropoli-
tan-area-wide basis, using Standard

Metropolitan Statistical Areas—
BMSA's—as units for this purpose. The
criterion for integration would be to
have all schools, suburban and inner
city, in the SMSA have a percentage of
minority-group pupils equal to at least
half of the percentage of minority group
students in the metropolitan area as a
whole. Inducements would be provided in
the form of Federal assistance to meet
costs of integration, and suspension of
other types of Federal school aid to those
metropolitan areas that refuse to inte-
grate. The means to achieve integration
would be determined by State authori-
ties in consultation with advisory boards
representing local citizens.

The companion measure (S. 1282)
seeks to promote residential integration
by requiring Federal facilities and Feder-
al contractors to expand or locate only
in those communities willing to provide
adequate housing for their low- and mid-
dle-income employees. This is a measure
of limited applicability and dubious ad-
ministrative feasibility—which probably
accounts for the fact that it contains a
rather broad provision authorizing Pres-
idential waivers.

THE PREYER BILL (H.R. 13552)

Drafted by Prof. Alexander Bickel of
Yale Law School, this bill calls for state-
wide plans to alleviate racial isolation
and eliminate disparities in educational
facilities—as measured by such criteria
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as teacher-pupil ratios. It thus attempts
to combine both positive guidelines for
integration with compensatory measures.

Unlike the Ribicoff bill, Representative
PREYER'S proposal does not set any fixed
racial balance as a standard against
which integration is to be measured;
however, it does contain a provision au-
thorizing free transportation for students
who wish to transfer from schools where
their race is in the majority to those in
which their race constitutes a minority.

In explaining the bill, Representative
PreveEr of North Carolina stressed that
it is designed to provide a positive alter-
native that would make it possible for
the courts to become less active in pre-
scribing desegregation measures. It is
also intended to diminish emphasis on
racial quotas and busing by making ra-
cial balance only one of several possi-
ble acceptable means to improve educa-
tional opportunities for minorities.

Like the Ribicoff bill, Representative
PREYER'S proposal uses a carrot-and-stick
approach to obtain State compliance.
Federal aid to carry out approved State
plans is authorized. On the other hand,
Federal assistance under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965
and other educational enrichment and
desegregation programs is to be cut off
if States fail to come up with satisfactory
plans. Presumably the Federal authori-
ties would have a good deal of discretion
in approving State plans and thus might
raise the requirements for busing and
racial balance if they desired.

CONCLUSIONS

First, devising means to improve edu-
cational opportunities for minorities is
essentially an administrative and politi-
cal task; yet, it has been left primarily
to the courts, which are poorly equipped
to discharge such a responsibility.

Second, in the absence of adequate
Federal, State, and local programs to
meet minority needs, the courts will con-
tinue to be the principal avenue for
seeking solutions.

Third, the available data do not peint
to any single approach as the best
means for improving the educational
achievement of minority students. One
possible explanation is that the relative
effectiveness of such measures as infe-
gration and compensatory education is
closely tied to the particular circum-
stances in individual school districts, in-
cluding the amount of funding, the qual-
ity of planning and administration, the
concentration of minority students, and
the nature of local political leadership.

Fourth, over the long run, programs
which take a metropolitanwide approach
may have promise because they would
allow the social and economic costs of
providing for minority students to be
broadly and equitably shared. However,
such programs are certain to meet with
resistance in the absence of funding that
permits improvement of inner-city
schools and sensitive political leadership
that consults fully with the local groups
affected.

Fifth, in the short run, there may be
no alternative but to place considerable
reliance on compensatory measures and
to seek means to make these more ef-
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fective. However, in the absence of solid
evidence that these measures can pro-
vide substantial equality of opportunity,

‘they cannot be considered more than an

interim solution.

FIRST PATMAN SCHOLARSHIP
STUDENT SELECTED

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, last
year CUNA International, the worldwide
credit union movement, and the Texas
Credit Union League established a $2,000
graduate scholarship in the field of busi-
ness administration at the University of
Texas honoring the distinguished chair-
man of the House Banking and Currency
Committee, the gentleman from Texas,
WRIGHT PATMAN.

I can think of no finer tribute to Mr.
Parman than such a scholarship since he
probably knows more about the financial
systems of our country than any person
I could name. His work in the area of
credit unions is unparalleled, earning
him the title of godfather of the credit
union movement. He has sponsored every
piece of Federal credit union legislation
since the Federal Credit Union Act, of
which he was a cosponsor, was passed in
1934.

It is fitting, therefore, that the first
recipient of the Patman scholarship is a
young man with outstanding academic
qualifications. He is Bruce H. Fairchild
of Dallas, who established an academic
record of 3.71 out of a perfect 4.0 during
4 years at Southern Methodist Univer-
sity. In addition, he was on the dean’s
list for academic performance each of his
4 years. All this was accomplished while
working part-time as a comptroller
trainee and internal auditor for a large
national retailer.

In presenting the scholarship to Mr.
Fairchild, which incidentally is the larg-
est in the history of the Business Ad-
ministration School at the University of
Texas, Chairman PATMAN, in comment-
ing on the role of credit unions, said:

There is a lot more to finance than just
commercial banks.

The presentation of the scholarship
award is described in the August issue of
the Credit Union magazine, and I am en-
closing it in my remarks since it praises
so highly the work of a distinguished
Member of this body.

The article follows:

{From Credit Union magazine, August 1972)
FIRST PATMAN SCHOLARSHIP AWARDED AT
UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS

An aspiring doctor of philosophy in fi-
nance is $2,000 closer to his acacemic goal,
thanks to the Wright Patman Scholarship
endowed by the credit union movement.

Bruce H. Fairchild, 24, of Dallas, Texas,
who begins his graduate work this fall at
The University of Texas, was awarded the
first annual scholarship recently in cere-
monies on the UT campus—with the man for
whom the scholarship is named, Rep. Wright
Patman (D-Tex.), the “godfather of the
credit union movement,” doing the honors.

The Wright Patman Scholarship was con-
ceived by Texas League Managing Director
James M. Barry as & way for the movement
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to demonstrate to the dean of the Texas
congressional delegation “The esteem held
for him by the entire credit union move-
ment."”

It is endowed by the CUNA International

Foundation ($1,500 a year) and the TCUL
Educational Foundation ($500), and admin-
istered through the University of Texas. The
annual scholarship is open to any student
at the master's level in inance at UT's Col-
lege of Business Administration, and scho-
lastic merit is the only criterion for receiving
it.

And Falrchild, a modest, soft-spoken Kan-
sas native with thinning blond hair and a
neatly-trimmed moustache, demonstrated
outstanding scholastic merit.

As a bachelor of business administration
candidate at Southern Methodist University
in Dallas, he racked up a 3.71 upperclass
grade-point average (out of a perfect 4.0)
and made the Dean’s List for Academic Per-
formance all four years at SMU. And he did it
while working part-time as a comptroller
trainee and internal auditor for a large na-
tional retaller.

Fairchild wants to earn his master’s and
his CPA, then study for a Ph. D. and teach at
the university level. As a teacher he hopes
to “contribute something of wvalue to the
students, the university and the business
community . . . something of value, either
morasl or material, to society.”

In presenting the scholarship to Fairchild,
Rep. Patman called the establishment of
the scholarship “a new recogniticn—a very
important recognition—of the work of the
credit unions in this state.”

He sald the scholarship “adds a new di-
mension to the University,” and compli-
mented the school “for recognizing the ac-
complishments—and the potential—of credit
unions."

“As this scholarship recognizes,” he sald,
“there is a lot more to finance than just com-
mercial banks.”

Patman called on credit unions to estab-
lish similar scholarships at other colleges.
“It would be wonderful,” he sald, “if this
program could grow to the point where a
credit union scholarship could be established
in every single state university."”

Credit unions everywhere in the movement
can help support the Wright Patman Schol-
arship—and perhaps build the scholarship
program in other colleges and universities—
by contributing to the CUNA International
Foundation.

Contributions of any size from credit
unions, chapters and individuals are wel-
comed. They should be marked “for the
Wright Patman Scholarship” and sent to the
Foundation at P.O, Box 431, Madison, Wis.
53701. Contributions are tax deductible.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
ACT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. Meeps) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
offer the following amendments to HR.
13915:

AMeNDMENT TO HR. 13915

The bill is amended by adding thereto the
following:

“TITLE VII—CONFORMITY TO THE CONSTITUTION

“Section 701. Nothing in this Act is in-
tended to be inconsistent with or violative
of any provision of the Constitution.”

HARMFUL BUSING PROHIBITED

Section 403 is amended by striking the
section and substituting the following:

“Section 403. No court, department, or
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agency of the United States shall, pursuant
to section 402, under the implementation of
a plan that would require the transportation
of any student if the time or distance of such
travel is so great as to risk either the health
of the student or significantly impinge upon
the educational process.”

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PaTman) is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

[Mr. PATMAN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 13915, THE
EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTU-
NITIES ACT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BaniLLo) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, the House
will consider tomorrow H.R. 13915, the
Equal Educational Opportunities Act. As
a courtesy to our colieagues and to pro-
tect my own rights under the procedures
that will be followed in connection with
this legislation, I present herewith for
inclusion in the Recorp, the full text of
the various amendments I intend to offer
to the bill.

I will be more than happy to discuss
any or all of these amendments with my
colleagues.

The amendments foliow:

Amendment to HR. 13915 by Mr. BADILLO.

At page 19 strike lines 21 through 24 inclu-
sive, and at page 20, strikes lines one through
three, inclusive,

At page 20, strike lines 4 through 8 inclu-
Blve.

At page 20, strike lines 9 through 11,
inclusive.

At page 20, strike lines 12 through 19,
inclusive.

At page 33, after line 6, add the following
new subsection:

“(g) permitting any general or special pur-
pose unit of local government to exercise
powers with respect to planning, zoning, sub-
division controls, bullding codes or permits,
or other matters affecting land use in such
a manner as to prevent the reasonable pro-
vision of low and moderate income housing
in undeveloped or predominantly undevel-
oped parts of any community within a Stand-
ard Metropolitan Statistical Area, or to dis-
criminate in any other way (on the basis of
amount, type, location, or otherwise) against
low or moderate income housing in any such
community.”

At page 33, line 23, after the phrase “stu-

dents on such basis” add the following:
“, or unless the United States Commissioner
of Education, after appropriate consultation
with the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development and after such Iinvestigation,
including local public hearings, as he may
deem appropriate, determines that there has
been insufficient provisions for low- and mod-
erate-income housing in the community or
communities served by the educational agen-
cy making such assignment.”

At page 36, line 20, substitute new sub-
sections (f) and (g) and redesignate sub-
sequent subsections accordingly:

“(f) the removal of land-use barriers, such
as planning, zoning, subdivision controls,
building codes or permits, to development of
low- and moderate-income housing;

“(g) the construction of new low-
moderate-income housing;"

and
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At page 37, lines 7 and 8, strike the words
“type of education” and insert in lieu there-
of the following:

“equal educational opportunity"

AN AMENDMENT TO BE OFFERED TO
THE EQUAL EDUCATION OPPOR-
TUNITIES ACT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. CHISHOLM) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs, CHISHOLM. Mr., Speaker, to-
morrow we will be debating the Equal
Education Opportunities Act, otherwise
known as the busing bill. I intend to offer
an amendment to the bill which is de-
signed to prohibit neighborhood assign-
ment plans where residence in the
neighborhood has been unconstitu-
tionally denied to families or students on
the basis of race, color, or national
origin.

For those who would like to support
this amendment, the section 2(a) (2) is
amended by adding at the end of the
subsection the following language:

*, unless residence in the neighborhood has
been unconstitutionaly restricted on the
basis of race, color, or national origin.”

Section 203 is amended by adding at
the end of the section the following
proviso:

“Provided that residence in the neighbor-
hood has mnot been unconstitutionally
restricted on the basis of race, color, or
national origin,™

EXPLANATION

The purpose of these amendments is
to prohibit neighborhood assignment
plans where residence in the neighbor-
hood has been unconstitutionally denied
to families or students on the basis of
race, color, or national origin. This is
consistent with constitutional principles
enunciated by the Fourth Circuit Court
of Appeals in Brewer v. School Board of
Norfolk, Va., 397 F.2d 37, 92 (4th Cir.
1968) —

Assignment of pupils to neighborhood
schools is a sound concept, but it cannot be
approved if residence in a neighborhood is
denied to Negro pupils solely on the ground
of color.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO EQUAL
EDUCATION OPPORTUNITIES ACT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I submit for printing in the
Recorp an amendment which I will offer
tomorrow during the debate on the bill
H.R. 13915, Equal Educational Opportu-
nities.

REMOVAL OF INFRINGEMENT OF COURT
JURISDICTION

Amend section 403(a) by striking out
“court”.

Amend section 403(b) by striking out
“court” wherever it appears in the first sen-

tence of section 303(b), and by striking out
the third sentence of section 303(b).

Amend section 403(c) by striking out
“court".
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO EMER-
GENCY SCHOOL ASSISTANCE ACT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
California (Mr. HAwKINs) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, during
consideration of H.R. 13915 I intend to
offer the following amendment:
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 13915 BY Mn. HAWEKINS

On page 31, after line 19, add the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 102. Section 704 of the Emergency
School Assistance Act is amended by in-
gerting at the end of Section T04 the fol-
lowing:

“*(e¢) For the purposes of making grants
under this title to carry out the plan de-
scribed in 706(a) (1) (E) and Sec. 402(f) of
the Equal Educational Opportunities Act,
there is authorized to be appropriated for
the fiscal year 1973 and for each fiscal year
thereafter the sum of $1,600,000,000 and no
funds appropriated under subjection (a)
shall be used for such purposes.

“‘(d) No funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated under subsection (c¢) for any
fiscal year until funds appropriated for title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965 are at least equal to the
funds appropriated for such title for the
fiscal year immediately preceding, and sub-
section (a) of this section is fully funded.'™

INTRODUCTION OF THE LEAD-ZINC
ACT OF 1972 AND THE ZINC ORE
DUTY-SUSPENSION BILL

(Mr. ASPINALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, on May
20, 1971, Representative McCLure and
I introduced the Lead-Zinc Act of 1971,
a bill that would have a beneficial effect
on the domestic economy, and which
would also provide for stable prices and
an adequate supply of lead and zinc to
U.8. consumers, This bill has not been
acted upon by the Congress. Today,
joined by Representative McCLURE and
14 other colleagues in the House, I am
introducing a new bill, the Lead and Zinc
Act of 1972, that is intended to substitute
for the 1971 bill. The 1972 act is identical
to the 1971 hill, except for a refinement,
and a change made necessary by events
since the introduction of the 1971 bill.
In a few moments I shall explain the
principal provisions of the 1971 bill and
why it is necessary and desirable to
revise the 1971 bill, but before I do I
wish to review the difficulties confront-
ing our lead and zinc industries which
have compounded grossly in the past
year.

The situation is especially critical in
zine. When I spoke on May 20 last year
to this House about the 1971 bill, I called
attention to the closure of a number of
our zine smelters. Since then more zine
smelter closures have been announced.
The United States had 14 zinc smelters
in 1969. By the end of next year seven of
those smelters will be closed, and the
United States will have lost about 40
percent of its zinc smelting capacity
within a 4-year period.

Our zine mining industry is in trouble,
%00. Last year, production was the lowest
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it has been since 1961, and known re-
serves are not being developed. American
zinc reserves are not as rich as those
found in some locations abroad but they
are vast. They contain about 30 million
tons of zine and account, according to
the Interior Department, for about 25
percent of known free world reserves.

Lead mining presents a more cheerful
picture because the producing companies
have been developing new, high-quality
ore bodies, mainly in southeastern Mis-
souri. The United States has about 36
million tons of lead in its reserves and
these amount to approximately 40 per-
cent of known reserves in the non-Com-
munist countries.

In lead metal production, however, the
picture is not so cheerful. While two new
smelters and refineries have been opened,
three others have been closed and there
has been no increase in metal production
during the past several years. Healthy
mining and healthy smelting and refin-
ing industries go hand in hand. If we are
to develop our lead ore reserves the way
that they should be developed, we need
an expanding lead metal producing in-
dustry, not a stagnant one.

In the meantime our lead and zinc in-
dustries are under heavy pressure from
imports of foreign ores and metals.
These imports now account for about 50
percent of our total zinc consumption
and about 20 percent of our total lead
consumption. On all too frequent occa-
sions they depress prices and create in-
stability in our markets, undermining
the confidence that is neecssary if our
domestic lead and zinc producers are to
carry out the additional investment that
is sorely needed to maintain and expand
much needed domestic production of
these two essential metals.

While the American lead and zine pro-
ducing industries are confronted by in-
stability and declining production, their
main foreign competitors are undertak-
ing major expansions of production. For
example, the production of zinc metal
will rise by more than 500,000 tons in
Western Europe and Japan during the
next several years, and Canadian zinc
ore production nearly doubled in about
7 years. This raises an obvious ques-
tion: How can foreign producers justify
so much expansion when American pro-
ducers cannot?

One of the main reasons is that for-
elgn governments extend subsidies and
tax exemptions to their mining and
metals industries, and make important
contributions to exploration costs. For
example, most of the lead and zinc
smelters and refineries going up in West-
ern Europe, Japan, and Canada are bene-
fiting from government grants or subsi-
dized, low-interest loans.

Foreign subsidies and tax advantages
put American lead and zinc producers
at a substantial disadvantage in inter-
national competition. It is time that we
take effective action to correct this dis-
advantage, not just for the sake of the
companies and workers involved, but for
the sake of our entire country.

The Secretary of Interior recently
sent to the Congress his first annual re-
port under the Mining and Minerals Pol-
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icy Act of 1970. That report shows Amer-
ica’s rapidly growing gap between the
fuels and minerals our growing economy
needs, and the fuels and minerals that
we are actually producing. The Secre-
tary’s report underscores the need for
increased investment by the domestic
producers of these essential commodities.

The Mining and Minerals Policy Act
itself, among other things, calls for the
development of economically sound and
stable domestic mining, minerals, and
metal industries and the orderly and eco-
nomic development of domestic mineral
resources and reserves to help assure
satisfaction of industrial and security
needs. The Lead and Zinc Act of 1972
being introduced today is fully in accord-
ance with that act and will aid in pro-
moting development of economically
sound and stable lead and zinc indus-
tries in the United States.

The Lead and Zinc Act of 1972 is de-
signed to meet the long-term problems
of the lead and zinc industries by sub-
stantially increasing stability, thereby
preserving what we still have and creat-
ing the confidence that is necessary if
further investment is to take place. Like
the 1971 bill, the 1972 act amends the
tariff schedules of the United States to
provide for rates of duty higher than
present rates after certain quantitative
levels of imports have been reached in a
calendar quarter. It puts no absolute lim-
itations on the importation of lead and
zinc metals, ores and other articles made
of lead and zinc that are specified in the
bill.

The quantitative limitations proposed
in this bill are moderate. They bear en-
tirely reasonable relation to current im-
port requirements of metals and of ores
needed by our industries to supplement
current levels of domestic mine and
smelter production. They likewise have
reasonable relation to imports over the
past several years.

Consequently, the higher rates of duty
would apply only at a point where, with-
out their imposition, U.S. production
could be displaced by imports in excess of
real need.

As to changes, the 1972 act recognizes
the unfortunate need for increased im-
ports of zinc metal that has come about
by reason of smelter closures. To meet
this circumstance the Act increases the
quantitative limitation on zinc metal
imports by 50 percent over the limita-
tion in the 1971 bill.

The other change is a refinement that
provides flexibility with respect to quan-
titative limitations under changing con-
sumption levels. Under the bill being in-
troduced today the quantitative limita-
tions on lead and zinc metal imports
could be adjusted every 2 years to
reflect changes in consumption. The 1971
bill did not have such provision. This
flexibility will better recognize the in-
terests of consumers and, incidentally,
enable foreign producers to share in any
increase in consumption in the U.S.
market.

The 1972 bill, like the one of 1971, pro-
vides that with one exception the present
rates of duty shall apply until the quan-
titative limitations have been reached,
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with the higher rate of duty applying
thereafter.

The exception is in the case of zinec
ore. Here the bill provides that imports
up to the quantitative limitation shall be
entered free of duty rather than at the
present rate of 0.67 cent per pound. On
imports beyond the quantitative limita-
tion the present rate of duty would be re-
stored.

This exception is proposed because an
important part of zinc metal production
in the United States is from the process-
ing of imported ores in U.S. smelters.
These smelters must compete at foreign
sources for their import requirements
and the relaxing of the duty on zinc ore
will improve their position. It is essential
that the United States encourage im-
portation of raw materials for processing
ore rather than importation of finished
materials, in this case zinc metal. This
provision of the 1972 act will aid in that
purpose.

The exception for zine ore is related
directly to a second complementary bill
being introduced today, the Zine Ore
Duty Suspension Act. The Congress will
require time, of course, to consider the
Lead and Zinc Act of 1972. But our
zine smelting industry is in critical need
of urgent assistance in the form of relief
from the present duty on zinc ores as
contemplated in the Lead and Zinc Act
of 1972. It is in the national interest to
provide that assistance not only because
the zinc smelting industry is a long-
established part of our metals economy
and an important employer but also be-
cause that industry may be needed to
process increasing quantities of Ameri-
can ore which may become available un-
der the conditions that the Lead and
Zinc Act of 1972 can create.

The Zinc Ore Duty Suspension Act
provides this necessary assistance to the
zinc smelting industry by suspending the
present 67-cent-a-pound duty on zinc ore
for 1 year beginning the day after en-
actment of the act. If the Congress sees
fit to pass this bill soon, as I hope it will,
I would further hope that during the 1-
year duty suspension the Congress will
take favorable action on the Lead and
Zinc Act of 1972.

Mr. Speaker, there are two principal
reasons why it is in the Nation’s interest
to provide reasonable assistance to our
lead and zinc industries. First, these in
dustries are essential to our country, es-
pecially in time of national emergency.
Second, the further growth of our lead
and zinc imports will have a serious im-
pact on our balance of payments. During
the past 15 years the United States
has imported almost $3 billion worth of
lead and zinc ores and metals, not count-
ing manufactured and semimanufac-
tured goods of lead and zinc. It has been
estimated that during the next 15 years
these imports, at today's prices, will total
more than $6 billion.

The two bills introduced today would
help protect our national and industrial
security and would ease our serious bal-
ance-of-payments problems. The Zinec
Ore Duty Suspension Act would give some
prompt relief to a zine smelting industry
that is badly in need of relief. The Lead
and Zinc Act of 1972 will help to remedy
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the competitive disadvantage at which
American lead and zinc producers find
themselves in competing with subsidized
foreign companies, and it will generate
confidence and encourage expansion so
that much of our growing consumption
requirements can be met from domestic
sources in future years.

The Mining and Minerals Policy Act
of 1970 requires that we make the attain-
ment of these goals possible.

I hope that many Members of the Con-
gress will support these measures that
will aid in bringing economic soundness
and stability to the lead and zinc indus-
tries and thus contribute to improvement
of the Nation’s minerals posture which is
gravely in need of improvement.

IN PRAISE OF A GOOD PUBLIC
SERVANT: JAMES L. SLAVIN

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, regrettably
we all receive a number of complaints
from constituents about bureaucratic
callousness in agency relations with in-
dividuals. As distressing as this is, it is
gratifying when one finds that the heads
of departments are concerned about the
way their employees treat individuals
and anxious to correct the insensitivity
that often permeates agency relations
after years of operation.

This happened to me not too long ago
when I received a complaint from a con-
stituent that a local unemployment office
seemed unable to communicate with a
man seeking assistance who spoke only
Spanish. This was in a neighborhood
with many Spanish-speaking residents.
In this case the applicant was so frus-
trated because he could not speak nor
understand English that he broke down
in tears. The response of the agency em-
ployee was one of unconcern for the
man’'s problem and disregard for his
feelings.

I brought this matter to the attention
of James Slavin, metropolitan area di-
rector for the State Unemployment In-
surance Bureau. Mr. Slavin's response
was commendable. First, he did some-
thing that few agency officials ever do
and that is admit that the incident was
“inexcusable.” Then he outlined the
steps he had taken to insure that it
would not happen again.

Mr. Speaker, I do not hesitate to criti-
cize a Federal, State, or city adminis-
trator where the facts demand it, and
so I am delighted to have the opportu-
nity to praise a good public servant—
James L. Slavin. For the interest of our
colleagues I would like to insert in the
Recorp my correspondence with Mr.
Slavin. It follows:

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C,, July 17, 1972.
JAMES SLAVIN,
Metropolitan Area Director, Unemployment
Insurance Bureaw, New York, N.Y.

Dear Mr. Scavin: I would like to call your
attention to a situation which was described
to me by a constituent which should, if ac-
curately stated, be corrected.

She told me that at your office located at
250 West 90th Street, Manhattan, those com-
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ing in to apply for unemployment benefits
are overwhelmingly Spanish speaking. She
also stated that there are no Spanish speak-
ing employees who can respond to the gues-
tions of those seeking assistance. She indi-
cated that she was mortified when one man,
in line before her, not able to speak or
understand English, began to cry because he
was not able to discuss his case with the
State employee. And, when my constituent
said, “Shouldn't you get someone who under-
stands Spanish to help?” The employee is
alleged to have responded, “He understands
no check."” Well, he obviously didn’'t under-
stand the reasons why he was not entitled
to benefits and he began to cry.

I would appreciate your ascertaining
whether the facts related to me are correct
and if so, seing to it that bilingual personnel
be available at that location to deal with
such situations in the future.

If this situation exists at this particular
office, it may in fact exist elsewhere in the
system and I would think you would want
to look into that too.

Sincerely,
Eowarp I, KocH.
StATE oF NEW YORK,
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
New York, N.Y., July 26, 1972.
Congressman Epwarp KocH,
Federal Plaza.

DeAR ConGrEssMAN KocH: This is In reply
to your letter of July 17 in which you in-
formed me that one of your constituents was
distressed by the action of one of our staff
members in our local office at 260 West 90th
Street and that that situation led to your
questioning whether or not we have ample
Spanish speaking employees to serve the His-
panic population of that district.

I regret that the incident occurred.

836% of the claimants served by the office
are Spanish speaking although 80% are bi-
lingual. In this office we have seven Spanish
speaking staff members who are on call as
interpreters or to answer questions in Span-
ish when the need arises.

Let me repeat, the incident you described
was inexcusable.

There are Spanish speaking staff members
in all our offices. Interpretation service to
our Spanish speaking population has been
our objective for many years. In order to
assure that our service objective ls not for-
gotten, I have sent a copy of your letter to
each of our District Superintendents that
it may become part of their management
exchanges with the District Office Managers
who in turn will be expected to take it up in
their training of local office staff.

Thank you for calling this to our atten-
tion., When we slip, it is necessary to bring us
back in line by the kind of information that
you have given us.

Very truly yours
James L. Sravin,
Area Director—Insurance.

VIETNAM: OUT NOW

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, recently it
was announced that the last ground
combat troops were leaving Vietnam,
That was good news, but it ought not
deceive any American into thinking that
our involvement in this miserable war
is still not huge.

The ground combat troops are gone,
but an immense armada of warships has
replaced them and our air capabilities in
Thailand have been enlarged. Our bombs
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rain down on North and South Vietnam
with more intensity than ever before, and
at an estimated extra cost for this fiscal
vear of over a billion dollars and an in-
creased cost of personal anguish and
material destruction that cannot be
estimated.

We have been told by successive ad-
ministrations that this war is worth the
lives of thousands of young Americans
and worth our great financial expense,
because we are defending a free and
democratic society. This continuing delu-
sion is perhaps our society’s greatest
tragedy.

Recent news stories have described
the increased censorship of Saigon's
press. All opposition to and even criticism
of the Thieu regime has been silenced
and some papers have been forced to
shut down. In addition to stifling the
press, Mr. Thieu has terrorized his own
people in a fashion that too many
Americans believe only the Communists
of North Vietnam would employ.

The police reportedly have arrested
and jailed over 15,000 citizens of South
Vietnam during the past few months in
an arbitrary and brutal exercise worthy
of the most vicious police state, Accord-
ing to reliable accounts, many of those
arrested have been women and children,
and many have been subject to extreme
forms of torture while imprisoned.

We cannot escape the fact that we are
accomplices in these atrocities.

Our Government provides the aid to
the South Vietnam police force and
prison system which permits the contin-
uation of these arrests and brutalities.
And Air America, an airline operated for
the CIA, reportedly is used to transport
“prisoners” to Con Son, the prison where
the torture takes place and the site of
the infamous “tiger cages.”

Our Government is quick to speak out
in official condemnation of atrocities
committed by the North Vietnamese, but
says nothing of Mr. Thieu's actions. No
doubt it is foolish to expect that a Com-
munist regime in South Vietnam would
be any more benevolent toward the
people, but how long will the Nixon
administration insist on the wild belief
that the Thieu government bears any
resemblance to a free and democratic
form of rule?

The Governments of North and South
Vietnam deserve one another, but neither
Government deserves our blood and
treasure. It is hard to distinguish be-
tween the brutalities of Mr. Thieu and
those of the Communists. Yet, as the war
drags on, it becomes inereasingly clear
that we have lost over 55,000 lives and
over $100 billion not in defense of free-
dom, but in defense of the Thieu regime.
It was a tragic delusion to believe that
democracy as we know it, would develop
in South Vietnam if our soldiers de-
fended that land, buf it is a greater
tragedy to continue the death and de-
struction of this war as the defenders of
Mr. Thieu’s corrupt dictatorship.

We hear a lot about ending the war
with honor. The only way to gain honor
now is to end our support of the Thieu
dictatorship and set a date for the imme-
diate withdrawal of all our forces, con-
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tingent only on the return of our prison-
ers of war,

A FEDERAL LIGHT ON CRIME
PROGRAM

(Mr, KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and fo include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, one of the
most serious problems for city dwellers
today is street crime. For many people,
the streets have become corridors of fear
at night making them prisoners in their
homes after dark.

There is no easy solution to the prob-
lem of street crime, but there is one
practical step that can be taken to deter
this erime: improve street lighting. The
installation of high pressure sodium
lights, illuminating the streets far better
than traditional lighting, has proven
effective in reducing crime rates.

On March 22 I introduced a bill, HR.
14022, to establish a “Federal Light On
Crime Program.” This legislation would
mandate the expenditure of $30 million
in each of the next 3 years specifically for
the purchase and installation of high
pressure sodium lights. The funds would
be distributed in grants directly to local
governments on a 75 percent Federal, 25
percent local share basis.

Using the same amount of electrical
power, high pressure sodium lights give
approximately four times the lighting
level provided by traditional lights. In
a sense, they turn night into day and
their effectiveness as a deterrent against
crime is undeniable.

In Washington, D.C., after installa-
tion of high-level lighting in high-crime
areas, crime decreased by 31 percent.

Gary, Ind., installed 5,000 new street
lights. Criminal assaults dropped 70 per-
cent and robberies 60 percent.

In Chattanooga, Tenn., crime in a 12
block area dropped 70 percent after
lighting.

The program I have proposed involves
relatively low costs and can have an im-
mediate impact on reducing street crime.
This is a program designed to light our
streets for people rather than just for
cars. It is a program designed to return
the streets to the people.

New York City and other localities
have initiated their own high-level light-
ing plans on a limited scale, combining
private and local government funding.
Some such lights illuminate parts of our
own East Side even now. In addition, a
number of responsible landlords are in-
stalling their own high intensity lights
on their property to light up the side-
walks and sitting areas that surround
their buildings. One apartment complex
where this is needed and hopefully will be
done by the landlord is Stuyvesant Town
and Peter Cooper Village, owned by the
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. and lo-
cated in my congressional district.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the Congress
will give prompt consideration to H.R.
14022, Federal funding could conceivably
insure that whole communities would be
illuminated, to the benefit of residents
and merchants alike, We must do what
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we can to move the country to the day
when we can all “see the light” and end
the terror in our streets.

THE NATIONAL CONGRESS ON THE
WORD OF GOD

(Mr, GUDE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, it has come
to my attention that the National Con-
gress on the Word of God will be held
at the National Shrine of the Immacu-
late Conception, Washington, D.C., on
September 5, 6, and 7, 1972.

The Congress is intended to revitalize
preaching and ministering to the cur-
rent crisis in faith and will bring to-
gether laity, theologians, religious educa-
tors, and bishops to witness the power of
the word of God.

This will be a truly ecumenical en-
deavor with people of all faiths invited,
and with officials of a number of faiths
participating. The Word of God Con-
gress will be one of the significant reli-
gious events of 1972 and may well pave
the way to much greater ecumenical co-
operation between Catholics and Prot-
estants in North America.

Furthermore, the Word of God Con-
gress may lead to increased Catholic par-
ticipation in the year-long mnational
evangelistic program, “Key '73,” which
will get underway this fall with em-
phasis on renewal of the local churches,
calling to repentance an”d prayer, and
calling the continent to the word of
God by placing the Old Testament in the
homes of Canada and the United States.

For the benefit of my colleagues and
the general public I would like to insert
at this point a statement on the Word
of God Congress, by Mr. Robert Donihi,
former director of the office of public
information, U.S. Catholic Conference.

BisHoPr BERNARDIN ENDORSES GOSPEL
PREACHING RENEWAL
(By Robert Donihi)

WasHineToN, D.C., August 8.—The General
Secretary of the National Conference of Cath-
olic Bishops and the United States Catholic
Conference (NCCB-USCC) today urged the
nation's Roman Catholic priests “. . . and all
the people of God, to come together to wit-
ness the power of the Word of God to resolve
the crisis of faith.” Advocating attendance
at the National Congress on the Word of God,
September 5-7, in the National Shrine of
the Immaculate Conception in Washington,
Bishop Joseph L. Bernardin noted that “the
thrust of the Congress is toward a theology
of biblica] preaching—preaching that is
rooted in revealed truths personally experi-
enced by the preached rather than in human
rhetoric, however Iinteresting or socially
useful.”

Bishop Bernardin said that Pope Paul VI
set the stage for the Word of God Congress
with the words: “If the falth fails to find
any believers, is this becasue it is taught in
an old, abstruse way, cut off from life and
contrary to the tendencies and tastes of
today? Ought we not renew the kerygma—
the announcement of the Christian mes-
sage—if we want to find hearers and fol-
lowers?"” (Sept. '70)

Bishop Bernardin added, “Scriptural, the-
ological and historical evidence argue that
preaching is the foundation of the Church's
life of faith, but the sobering fact is that
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most Catholic Christians are not sufficiently
enriched by what they hear from Church
pulpits, their major channel of contact with
Christian truth.

“Addressing myself especially to my broth-
er priests, I urge participation in this great
celebration of the Gospel message and the
renewal of its preaching; the Congress seeks
to make specific application of revealed
truths to the life of the Church.” Toward
that objective he then recommended enroll-
ment of the clergy in the Congress' eight
Concurrent Conferences on EKerygmatic Re-
newal to be held Wednesday afternoon, Sep-
tember 6.

“These conferences are intended to bridge
the gap between theory and practice in the
Church,” he said, “by exploring the essen-
tial relationship of the Christian message to
diverse areas of speclalized professional
church activity.” He identified the eight
Concurrent Conferences as Preaching and the
Bible, Preaching and Communications,
Preaching and Conversion, Preaching and
Ecumenism, Preaching and the Liturgy,
Preaching and Prlestly Ministry, Preaching
and Religious Education, Preaching and
Social Development.

“Under the guidance of the Holy Spirit,”
sald Bishop Bernardin, “the conferences will
seek to break new ground in understanding
the Chrisitan apostolate. Expert leaders and
speakers have been invited to guide partic-
ipants into an examination of the efficacy
of their specialty in the light of the crisis
of faith. ‘Unless the Lord build the house,
they labor in vain who build it.""™

The program of the National Congress on
the Word of God has been praised by: X
Lawrence J. Corcoran, Secretary of the 100,-
000 member National Conference of Catholic
Charities and Vice President of Caritas In-
ternationalis who comments that “It stim-
ulates people to a greater awareness of their
social responsibility in refiection of the Gos-
pel message”; by the prestigious and influen-
tlal Roman Catholic magazine The Priest
which devoted its current cover, editorial
and lead article to the Congress; and by the
400 certified preacher-members of Infer-
Com. Inter-Com has voted to hold its annual
meeting in conjunction with the National
Congress, despite the fact that Inter-Com
board members’ terms are thus shortened by

several months,

BASEBALL

(Mr. SISK asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I have not yet
made good on my promise to bring base-
ball back to the Capital.

I can report progress however. Mon-
day night Washington baseball fans
emphatically told the baseball establish-
ment in no uncertain terms they were
wrong when they allowed the Senators
to move to Arlington, Tex., where they
are known as the Rangers.

By turning out over 32,000 strong for
an exhibition game between the New
York Mets and the Boston Red Sox, they
answered the unproven charge that
Washington fans will not support base-
ball. Now when we get that kind of re-
sounding support from our constituents,
we respond. We get moving in a hurry.

We can only hope this demonstration
of love for the game here in the Capital
has the same impact on baseball hier-
archy.

The reason for my asking for time this
morning is to thank the players, coaches,
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managers, and officials of the New York
Mets and the Boston Red Sox for play-
ing the exhibtion game for charity. A
special nod of appreciation should go to
the owners, Mrs. Payson of the Mets and
Mr. Yawkey of the Red Sox.

Both teams are within striking dis-
tance of their division leads. But as a
game here, it meant little from the com-
petitive viewpoint to the players who are
tired going into the last of the baseball
season. Yet they gave of their fime and
effort and gave their best.

Exhibition though it was, the game had
a great deal of meaning for we fans, On
behalf of all area baseball fans I would
like to extend a deeply felt thanks to
baseball, the Mets, the Red Sox, and all
their personnel from batboys to owners.
They deserve it.

With due justice to the professionals
involved, I exclude Vinegar Bend, in this
particular case, a word should also be
said for the amateurs. To be strictly non-
partisan, I must sadly observe that once
again the majority went down in defeat.
However, the victors in the annual con-
gressional game are to be congratulated
on their victory—better now than in
November—and the losers to be ap-
plauded for being “nice guys.”

Our deepest and most profound thanks
should also go to the Almas Shrine Tem-
ple. If I may be permitted to mix a
metaphor, I would like to say that Shrine
Potentate Dr. Lloyd E. Church and his
cochairmen, Wally Moore and Bill Press,
really carried the ball for us in this char-
ity game. They and all of the gentlemen
of the Temple deserve our congratula-
tions for their work and devotion to a
worthwhile cause.

Mr. Speaker, thank you.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 1227

(Mr, VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 1227,
the interim agreement between the
United States and the Soviet Union on
the limitation of strategic offensive
weapons. This agreement is the result
of 2!, years of negotiations between the
Soviets and ourselves, and I believe that
it signals the start of a new and con-
structive era in Soviet-American rela-
tions. The promise of this new era is
that it will be one in which we will be
able fo terminate the wasteful strategic
arms race, a race which confinues to cost
billions of tax dollars each year, but
which does little, if anything, to make
us more secure.

Despite the tremendous advantages
that are likely to result from these agree-
ments, several short-run problems have
been generated. Paradoxically, the SALT
I agreements have been used by the Nixon
administration to justify even greater
defense expenditures. At one point, the
Secretary of Defense went so far as to
say that he would oppose the SALT I
agreements if they were not accompanied
by the passage of the administration’s
defense budget. The result of this proec-
ess has been that, although we have
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signed an agreement to limit strategic
offensive weapons, we are rushing ahead
with the development and procurement
of expensive weapons programs wherever
possible under the fterms of the interim
agreement and in those categories not
covered by the agreement.

The best known of these unnecessary
and exorbitantly expensive weapons sys-
tems are the B-1 bomber, the Trident
submarine, and the Washington area
ABM. I indicated my opposition to the
B-1 bomber and the Trident submarine
at the time of the military procurement
authorization bill, and, therefore, today
I will only speak about the Washington
ABM.

Mr. Speaker, the ABM is the classic
example of a weapons system in search
of a justification. As arms control expert
Henry R. Myer astutely pointed out in
an article in the Washington Post of
July 30, 1972, at different times over the
past decade, at least five different func-
tions have been advanced as the primary
purpose of ABM deployment: Defense of
the American population against an all-
out Soviet countercity attack; defense of
the population against an attack by a
small nuclear power such as the People’s
Republic of China; protection of Ameri-
can land-based missiles; use of the threat
of ABM deployment as a bargaining chip
in the SALT negotiations; and, finally,
defense of Washington.

Unfortunately, the last of these pur-
poses is the least credible in a list of very
dubious justifications. Under the terms
of the recent SALT agreement on ABM's,
we are only allowed 100 launchers per
ABM site, and, therefore, even if we ac-
cept the questionable assumption that
our ABM will be 100-percent effective, the
Soviets will be able to overcome the
Washington ABM and destroy the Na-
tional Command Authority with the ex-
penditure of but 101 warheads.

In addition, in confrast with state-
ments by some administration spokes-
men, because most of the Soviet missiles
are not targeted on the National Com-
mand Authority, this ABM provides only
a modicum of protection against an acci-
dental launch, and it provides that pro-
tection at a very great cost. Thus, like the
B-1 bomber and the Trident submarine,
the Washington ABM will be but another
extraordinarily costly weapons system
which will do little to improve our stra-
tegic defense posture; obviously, the les-
son of this is that the fact that we are
permitted to deploy a Washington ABM
does not mean that we ought to do so.

The development and deployment of
these and other new weapons systems,
however, goes to the very heart of the
current negotiating strategy, a strategy
of building bargaining chips so as to
negotiate from a position of strength.
But, although there are obviously advan-
tages in having some bargaining chips, a
policy of intentionally building new
strategic weapons is hardly likely to
have a beneficial effect on the delicate
SALT negotiations; instead, such a policy
will fuel the arms race both by compli-
cating the strategic equation and by
strengthening the arguments of the
Kremlin's hardliners.

Certainly a far wiser, and less costly,
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policy would be to fund these programs
on a contingent basis. Leslie H. Gelb and
Anthony Lake have written:

Of course, the President needs bargaining
chips. But, there is a fundamental fallacy
in his approach: new weapons systems do not
actually have to be deployed in order to give
him bargaining power, This power derives
from the American potential to deploy, not
actual deployment. Continued research and
development and the placing of funds in
escrow would give the President the same
leverage without the cost.

In this way, instead of building our
bargaining chips, as we have done with
MIRV and ABM, we could attempt to
negotiate them away in the pursuit of
strategic stability.

In addition to the problems which have
resulted and will.continue to result from
the administration’s bargaining strategy,
there is also a major weakness in the in-
terim offensive agreement itself, the vir-
tual absence B qualitative limitations.
Thus, although the agreement froze the
numbers of certain type of strategic
weapons which each side could build, it
did almost nothing to limit the gualita-
tive improvements which could be made
on these weapons. As a result, the cycle
of action and reaction which has charac-
terized the Soviet-American arms race of
the past two decades can be perpetuated
through the development and deploy-
ment of systems such as the MEK-19
multiple, hard-target warhead, a weapon
which has an obvious first-strike coun-
terforce potential.

Therefore, in SALT IT we must begin
the more difficult task of obtaining com-
prehensive strategic arms limitations
which address both the quantitative and
the qualitative sides of the arms race. To
reach this goal, we will undoubtedly have
to engage in long and tough negotiations
with the Soviets, but, with the ratifica-
tion of the ABM treaty by the Senate,
at least we now have a precedent for
such an agreement. We have limited the
quality and quantity of defensive weap-
ons which each side can retain, and,
now, we must do the same for offensive
weapons.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, the real signi-
ficance of the SALT I accords is the
potential which they represent, the
potential to put a stop to what has been
called the “mad momentum” of the arms
race. Without the ABM treaty and the
interim offensive arms agreement, we
would probably be about to embark upon
the procurement of an extensive new
strategic weapons arsenal; with these
agreements we are about to freeze the
arms race on a plateau of stability,
security, and mutual deterrence. In the
words of the Foreign Affairs Commitiee
report on this resolution—

While offering the prospect of a more
secure and peaceful world, the SALT agree-
ments will permit the United States to take
those steps necessary to maintain a strate-
gle posture which both protects our vital
national interests and guarantees our con-
tinued security.

If a nuclear holocaust is to be avoided,
this is certainly the course that we must
pursue,
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THE LATE A. E. RIDGELL

(Mr. POAGE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp.)

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, Mr. A, E.
Ridgell, known to most of us as “Manny”
has passed on to his reward after serving
the House of Representatives for almost
40 years—it would have been 40 years in
October, I am told. I also understand that
a quarter of a century was spent as su-
perintendent of the House Office Build-
ings. He was a fine, outstanding gentle-
man, and was an inspiration to those
around him.

When he was called upon to take care
of a matter, no matter how small or how
large, he made an endeavor to satisfy a
Congressman or his staff. He never took
a negative attitude about the accomplish-
ment of some task, but was always will-
ing to try to the utmost to succeed, and
I rarely ever knew him or his staff fail-
ing to succeed in what they set out to do.
The smooth running operation of this
large place does not just happen, as I
suppose we are sometimes prone to think
of it, but it is because of dedicated people
like “Manny” Ridgell that it functions
so well.

He will be greatly missed. Although
his death seemed untimely, it is more the
quality of a life that counts than the
quantity.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OFPPORTUNITIES
ACT, H.R. 13915

(Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I am tak-
ing this opportunity to advise our col-
leagues that when H.R. 13915, the Equal
Educational Opportunities Act, is
brought to the floor, I intend to offer the
following amendments:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 13915 To BE OFFERED
BY MR. SCHEUER

On page 37, line 8, substitute a comma for
the period after “student” and the following
new language: “or unless the implementa-
tion of such a plan is required by the Con-
stitution of the United States.”

On page 37, line 20, substitute a comma
for the period after “agency” and add the
following new language: “or unless the im-
plementation of such a plan is required by
the Constitution of the United States.”

LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL LEADERS
COMMENT ON THE FOREIGN
TRADE AND INVESTMENT PROB-
LEM

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission fo extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, for
almost a year now proposed legislation
has been pending before the Ways and
Means Committee dealing with the prob-
lem of imports and foreign investment.
From time to time, I have urged the hold-
ing of public hearings so that we can
move ahead on this very important prob-
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lem. Pending such hearings, I have oc-
casionally placed in the REecorp state-
ments on various sides of this question.
It is my hope that such statements will
promote a better understanding in Con-
gress and among the public to the issue as
involved in this complex field.

In an effort to make some progress in
dealing with some of the less complex
and less controversial aspects of the
problem, I introduced two bills last
Thursday, the Trade and Economic Con-
version Adjustment Act of 1972 and the
Foreign trade Amendments Act of 1972,
and made a statement on the Recorp as
to my own thinking on the subject. My
statement appears at page 27688.

Today I would like again to offer view-
points of som= other people on various
sides of the issue, represented by inter-
views reprinted in the August 1, 1972, is-
sue of Forbes magazine under the head-
line “Where Have All the Jobs Gone?”
Four viewpoints are represented in the
interviews.

The first interview is with Mr. Na-
thaniel Goldfinger, chief economist of
the AFIL-CIO. Mr. Goldfinger discusses
the reasoning behind the Burke-Hartke
bill relating to controls over imports and
foreign investment by American-based
multinational corporations.

The second interview is with Leonard
Woodcock, president of the United Auto
Workers. The UAW represents workers
in three major industries: Automobile,
aerospace, and farm equipment. While
the automobile industry has seen 15 per-
cent of the U.S. market captured by for-
eign imports, the other two industries
have a heavy stake in the export market.
As a result, the UAW has a different ap-
proach than the AFL-CIO.

The third interview is with Russell De-
Young, Chairman of the Goodyear Tire
& Rubber Co., whose international head-
quarters is in Akron, Ohio, in the con-
gressional district that I represent.
Goodyear is one of the largest corpora-
tions in the United States and one of the
largest multinational corporations.
Some 40 percent of Goodyear's sales and
earnings come from its overseas opera-
tions. Goodyear recently released its
finanecial report for the first 6 months of
1972 and reported sales and earnings ex-
ceeding all previous company records.
Nevertheless, employment at Goodyear’s
plants in Akron, and the Akron plants of
the other major tire companies, has been
declining.

The fourth interview is with Joseph
Wright, chairman of Zenith Radio Corp.
The electronics industry, of which
Zenith is a member, has been especially
hard hit by import competition. In the
last 5 years, overall employment has de-
clined by some 219,000 jobs. Many U.S.
electronics manufacturers have shifted
production to other countries, Paul Jen-
nings, president of the International
Union of Electrical Workers estimates
that 120,000 jobs have been exported by
such decisions. In 1970, Zenith laid off
almost 3,000 workers and began building
black and white television sets in
Taiwan. This was followed by an an-
nouncement that Zenith would have to
lay off another 4,000 workers by moving
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its small screen color production out of
the United States. However, Zenith did
not make that move and kept all small
screen color production in the United
States.

I include the interviews with these
prominent labor and business leaders
immediately following these remarks:
WE'RE UNDERMINING OUR INDUSTRIAL BASE

(By Nathaniel Goldfinger)

Businessmen see foreign investment differ-
ently than you do. They say that because of
cost differentials, tariffs and other considera-
tions the U.S. company would lose the for-
eign market were it not producing on the
scene.

GOLDFINGER, Oh, there may be some ele-
ments of truth to that, depending upon the
product and the country involved. But you
see, there is an extremely important point
here, and that is that what may be a rational
decision for a private corporation such as a
Ford Motor Co. or an IBM may not be a ra-
tional decision for the American economy and
for American society. In fact, a decision made
by the management of a private multination-
al corporation may work out to the advantage
of that private corporation, but it may well
result in the displacement of American labor,
in the export of American technology, and it
probably will result in the export of Ameri-
can capital. Moreover, such a decision may
well undermine the industrial base of the
country.

That's what organized labor and other sup-
porters of the protectionist Burke-Hartke
Bill worry about when they hear the bank-
ers and academics talk of the U.S. moving to-
ward a “post-industrial,” no-growth society.

Gororincer, If we continue to get more and
more emphasis on investment in foreign pro-
duction by U.S. companies, we are going to
lose our industrial base. We are beginning to
lose some of our service jobs related to pro-
duction, and not too far down the road we
will be losing some, if not much, of our re-
search and development because R&D always
tends to follow production. The talk of those
people who speak glibly of & service economy
is the talk of those who unfortunately have
not given much thought to the nature of our
economy. Service jobs, most of them, are low~
wage, menial jobs. It's not all surgeons and
research chemists, by any means. You know,
it's generally forgotten that the American
consumer is an American worker, and the
fact that the American market is a lucrative
market is based upon the wages of the Ameri-
can worker. As we continue to get more and
more emphasis on investment in foreign pro-
duction by U.S. companies, the labor share
of income will go down, whereas the profit
share will rise. Professor Peggy Musgrave (of
Northeastern University and one of the few
academics in labor’s good graces) says it well:
“Foreign investment may enhance the pri-
vate profitability of U.S. capital, but it is
likely to reduce the real wage to U.S. labor as
well as the Government’s tax share in the
profits.”

But the prime responsibility of corporate
management is supposed to be to seek out
the greatest profit. In theory, everybody ben-
efits from this greater return on invested
capital. Is labor introducing a new criterion
for corporate management? That it should
Invest with an eye not only to the greatest
profit, but the greatest domestic employ-
ment as well? 1

GoLDFINGER. Well, we think they should
have that in consideration. But that is not
our primary drive. What we are saying is
that all through American history, and par-
ticularly in the past 100 years, we have had
the development internally in the U.S. of
various types of regulations and restraints
on private corporations and corporate oper-
ations. I mean this dates back into the late
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1870s and certainly came to the fore in the
1930s. We have a whole series of regulations
as part of American law and the American
system. And yet when you look at the inter-
national economic area, you find that there
is no regulation and the Government oper-
ates on the basls of the mythology of laissez-
faire.

And you would propose a bill such as
Burke-Hartke to counter laissez-faire. How
do you see the effects of such a bill?

GovroriNGER. One benefit would be in main-
taining a diversified economy. The way things
are going, we are undermining our indus-
trial base. The adoption of Burke-Hartke
with the restraint and regulations on imports
and on the outflow of technology and the
outflow of capital would help to maintain a
more diversified type of economy.

Why do we need such drastic medicine as
Burke-Hartke? Wouldn't market-disruption
quotas do the job?

GoLpFINGER, The U.S, position in interna-
tional trade has been deteriorating in com-
position as well as in total volume. During
the 1960s, imports of manufactured goods
approximately tripled, but exports of such
goods merely doubled. We're now affected
not simply in about three or four old indus-
tries, we're affected across the board. Even
in the sophisticated new industries.

Would a return to a trade surplus assuage
labor's anxiety and blunt the passion for
Burke-Hartke?

GoLoFINGER. I doubt it, because there are
so many parts of the country seriously hurt
by imports. Anyhow, improvement in the
trade balance by itself is not the solution
for the problem we're talking about. What's
involved in the future is a whole improve-
ment in the relationship of our exports and
our imports.

So you want a big fence to keep capital at
home and foreign goods out. This would
certainly protect U.8. labor and its wage rates
from foreign competition. However, if we
need, as the AFL-CIO says, the regulation of
international profit-seeking by corporations,
do we not need controls on labor's demands
in the wage and work rules area? Controls
for the goose and controls for the gander.

Govrpringer. Well, you see, in the interna-
tional economic area, the issue is this: Capi-
tal is mobile, labor is not mobile. This is one
of the crucial issues involved in this whole
matter, That capital can move relatively
easily out of one business into another or
from one part of the country to another, or
from the U.S. to Mexico or to Taiwan., How-
ever, people cannot move very easily and
communities cannot move at all. So that
what you have here are people and whole
communities that are being sacrificed.

Supporters of multinational corporations
cite capital flows that show the U.S. benefit-
ing from repatriated earnings from foreign
investment. These arguments make no im-
pression on labor. They feel the profits come
at the expense of labor's share of the national
income.

GoLpFInGER. I'll give you some examples,
small examples, but they add up. In March
1970 The Wall Street Journal reported that
Zenith Radio, which was in the process of
completing a large plant In Taiwan, an-
nounced that 1t would reduce its work force
by about 3,000 jobs [for Zenith's version, see
p. 22]. Joseph 5. Wright sald that in addi-
tion probably another 4,000 layoffs would oc-
cur in 1971. Paul Jennings, president of the
International Union of Electrical Workers, re-
ported to the Joint Economic Committee in
July 1970 that Westinghouse closed its Edi-
son, N.J. TV plant and transferred the pro-
duction to one of its Canadian affiliates as
well as to Japanese firms. Emerson Radio &
Phonograph, & division of National Union
Electric, discontinued production of TV sets,
closing down its Jersey City, N.J. plant and
transferring production to Admiral which in
turn transferred production of major TV
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product lines to Taiwan. Warwick Electronics
transferred production from its Illinois and
Arkansas plants to its Mexican facility. Ben-
dix left Elmira and Long Island, N.Y. to pro-
duce in Mexico. I could go on and on.

Okay, but maybe U.S. labor just can't com-
pete in these fields. U.S. labor’s productivity
is not what it used to be, some people say,
and the real problem is U.S. wages growing
faster than U.S. productivity.

GorprFiNGer. The American worker operates
the machinery and equipment that is pro-
vided by the company. Now, when the com-
pany provides the same kind of machinery
and equipment and knowhow in its foreign
plants, then it is increasing, very substan-
tially increasing, the productivity and tech-
nology levels of that foreign plant. And it is
making it possible to have the same or simi-
lar productivity levels as in the U.S. at much
lower wages and at much lower labor stand-
ards frequently. Also often with lower tax
rates and other kinds of advantages. So that
we lose exports to the country where such a
foreign subsidiary is operating, and then we
lose out in third-country markets because of
the competition from these foreign subsidi-
aries.

These countries you speak of with much
lower wage rates and labor standards are
obviously not European, but developing
countries such as Mexico and Talwan. These
countries need foreign investment If they
are to bring their people into the modern
industrial world. How do you reconcile this
problem?

GoLpFINGER. Those developing countries
need viable economies. But frequently, for-
eign investment distorts the economy of the
developing country by siphoning off labor
into production for export. Here the bankers
and academics in the U.S. and some of the
people in the developing countries have
placed an utterly undue emphasis on trade
as the answer to their problems. The answer
to their problems is not trade in itself, but
the development of viable economies, which
to a great extent depends upon internal do-
mestic markets, We get back once again to
this issue that what is rational for the firm
may be harmful to the country.

So basically, what you're asking is that
regulation be imposed upon corporations to
prevent them seeking the greatest return on
investment in instances where that greater
return is located outside the United States.

GorLpFINGER. We're saying there's a country
here, and there are people here, working peo-
ple and consumers. There are communities
with a tax base, there is a Federal Govern-
ment with its tax base, and this country
should not permit itself to be undermined by
its own policies. Regulation is necessary. Just
as it was necessary to regulate the stock
market and the large corporations, so it is
necessary to regulate these international eco-
nomic relationships, and it is particularly
necessary to regulate the outflow of tech-
nology and of capital.

TARIFFS AND QUOTAS DEMAND RETALIATION
(By Leonard Woodcock)

Can you explain how the UAW differs from
the AFL-CIO on foreign trade? Do you sup-
port the Burke-Hartke Bill?

Woobpcock. No, we do not. Our chief ob-
Jection is the emphasis on tariffs and man-
dated quotas which will demand retaliation
by other countries. This would lead to a
substantial slackening of world trade, and
this could have very drastic consequences
for all of us.

Does that mean you support a free trade
policy?

Woobncock., We support the general notion
of free trade, but we have never been free
traders period, because we live in a real
world. We belleve there should be licensing
for export of capital, after a Presidentially
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appointed board decides this is in the na-
tion's interest.

Let's go back to the time when Kennedy
was Presldent and Ford over here was golng
to buy up the remaining plece of Ford of
Britain. This was at a time when the dollar
was in difficulty, and the President pub-
licly asked the Ford Motor Co. not to do it,
and Mr. Ford said he was going to do it for
the good of Ford. I think that sort of thing
is wrong. The president of a private com-
pany shouldn't be able to say that his de-
cision is superior to the recommendation
of the President of the United States.

What about an agreement like the U.S.-
Canadian auto pact? Hasn't this meant a
loss of American jobs?

WooncocK. When the auto agreement first
went into effect in 1965, our balance of trade
in vehicles and parts was running $600 mil-
lion per year in our favor. Now it has swung
to a negative balance of over $100 million.
I'm not sure this could have been prevented,
actually, because I don't know whether Can-
ada could have sustained the drain that it
had before the pact. The alternative would
have been to have the Canadian market en-
tirely sealed off, in which event there would
probably have been fewer jobs on both sides
of the border.

So you would agree that it is necessary to
have plants abroad to serve foreign markets?

Woopcock. I don't disagree with that.
Caterpillar Tractor is an excellent example
because in every situation where they have
placed a plant in a country, their exports
from the U.S. to that country have shot up.
They bulld parts in Japan, for example,
which they bring here; they also bulld com-
ponents here for the Japanese market, so you
get a two-way flow. But the flow in each di-
rection has substantially increased.

What about the argument that high Amer-
ican labor costs price U.S, companies out of
the market? Do you think there is any basis
for this claim?

Wooncock. Idon't think so. If you take the
decade of the Bixties, the last half was pretty
bad. Productivity was bad, infiation was bad
and our relative position in the interna-
tional scheme of things worsened. During the
first five years, it was the reverse. Our unit
labor costs went down steadily. Except for
Canada, we had the best record of any coun-
try—better than Japan, Italy, Western Eu-

rope.

Why did things change?

Wooncock. Because of the Vietnam war.
Johnson and the Congress didn't have the
courage to increase taxes In 1966 to balance
the thing out. As the inflation problem in-
creased, labor began to fight to make up for
its lost position. When it did this, labor be-

came part of the problem.
about it.

Let's talk about productivity. Some indus-
try leaders say that the solution to unem-
ployment in America is getting people to
want to work.

Woobcock. Well, if that thesis is correct and
everybody suddenly started working twice
as hard, the problem would get even worse—
there'd be half as many jobs! But there is an
attitudinal problem. Look at absenteeism,
They used to control this by the terror of
discipline. It doesn't work anymore. There's
the apocryphal story about the guy who was
always working only four days a week. Fi-
nally the plant manager asks him: “How
come you only work four days?" “Because I
can’t live on three,"” he says.

But if he's making enough in four days,
isn’t he getting too much money?

Woobcock. If his expectancies are less. You
know, the counterculture is having a perva-
sive effect.

Do you really notice your members want-
ing to live in smaller houses with fewer TV
sets?

No question
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‘Woobcock. I think it's possible. Then, too,
you have a higher level of education. You
take a second shift: They work from 3:30 to
midnight. I think they could think of some
better things to do on a Priday night than
go into that damn plant. On Saturday, when
they get time and a half, the absenteeism is
sometimes greater than on regular workdays.

What can be done about it?

Woobcock. The solution may be, particu-
larly if we have the chronic unemployment
we seem to, to shorten the workweek, but
use the plant all week round. I can see one
crew working four days and another working
three, including Saturday and Sunday, but
the second might get pald as much as the
first because they've got those two undesira-
ble days.

But what does industry get for that be-
sides the job that used to be done anyway?
What is labor giving?

Woobpcock. We'd get the work done.

AMERICA Has To Go BACK T0O WORK
(By Russell DeYoung)

Proponents of the Burke-Hartke Bill claim
that building plants abroad steal jobs from
American workers. What about Goodyear?

DeYounc, Starting from 1962 we've in-
creased our foreign jobs by 12,000 and our
domestic by 21,000. In other words, our
growth in the U.S. has been 75% faster than
our growth in foreign countries.

Can you actually say that those foreign
factories create American johs?

DeEYounc. Definitely. First, since we own
those factories, we manufacture a lot of the
machinery and molds for them. A lot of our
research and development depends on those
resources. We figure that 11% of our Akron
employment is directly related to our foreign
operations.

Wouldn't there be more jobs here if you
didn't have overseas factories?

DEYounG. We wouldn’'t have the business.
When we didn't have a factory in France, we
didn’t export tires to France, You've got
tariffs, and produetivity costs, and national
pride.

If your foreign factories haven't adversely
affected U.S. employment, how do you explain
the United Rubber Workers’ president claim-
ing that since 1961 Akron has lost 10,000 jobs
in rubber-related industries?

DeYoure. He's probably counting shoe
products, and he's probably right there. We
don't make shoe products, What I think he
means, though, is that the stuff’s moving out
of Akron to other parts of the U.S. That's
more of a problem than the foreign opera-
tions. We've built big plants In Union City,
Tenn., in Gadsden, Ala., Fayetteville, N.C.
Akron used to be the center of everything;
now it's getting to be one of our smallest
plants.

Why?

DeYoune. People don't want to work. It's as
simple as that.

So you would say that the solution to un-
employment would be for labor to stress
productivity?

DEYoune. I think the great thing to in-
crease employment is people going to work.
You've got to keep in mind that labor costs
have two bases—not only the rate, but the
willingness to produce. We don't mind pay-
ing a guy a good wage, but we want him to
work. We've had cases abroad where the
union says: “These men are not producing;
why don't you get rid of them for wus?”
Here, If they start producing, that’s when
the union may want us to get rid of them!
I'm not picking on labor, but I think Amer-
ica has got to go back to work.

How do you do this?

DeYoune. I don't know. You try to indi-
cate that you think people ought to go back
to work, and labor puts their hands up
and says: “Oh, you mean sweatshops again!”
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Nobody's talking about things like that, But
people have got to start producing. We talk
to the union about potential loss of jobs in
Akron, and you know what they tell the
workers? “The company’s kidding you.'" The
only time they belleve you is when the
operation is dead. We had to move foam
padding out of Akron. We lost $3 million a
year on one little department. We moved
it down South. And I told the union—I
had 'em sitting around that table. “We want
to help you in every way we can,” they said,
“but we're not going to give up our hard-
won gains.” How do you get it across?

Should there be more government pro-
grams to relleve unemployment?

DEYounG. I think Abe Lincoln was a
great guy when he sald: The Government
should never do for the people what they
can and should do for themselves. Just like
your parents. They can coddle you, and if
you're not making good they can give you
more money. But that doesn’t help you any.
Let you get hungry a few times, then you'll
start scratching around. What the leaders
of labor ought to start saying is: “We want
a falr day’s work for a day’s pay.” And some
of the things labor stands for are good, I
mean, you've got to have a good pension
system. I think that when a guy gets laid
off, he should be carried for a time until
until he gets back. Those things are good.
But when I was going to school if I didn't
work part time, I didn't eat. We've made it
too easy on ourselves.

We DoN'r LiIKE To HAVE PRODUCTION IN A
FOREIGN COUNTRY
(By Joseph Wright)

WeicHT. Let me tell you something straight
off, Despite our wage rates in this country,
which are substantially higher than in Japan
and many times what they are in Talwan
and Mexico, our mass-production operation
here is as efficient as anywhere else in the
world. We have lines here in Chicago that
operate at 1209,-130% of efficiency. There's
no way you can ask people to work any
harder than that.

Then why has the electronics industry
suffered such a serious decline?

WRIGHT. Our problem basically came from
the fact that Japan had a closed home mar-
ket in which it maintained prices at levels
far above their prices in the U.S. Then, too,
Japan's currency evaluation was an abso-
lutely artificial barrier to our ability to com-
pete fairly. That 360-1 relationship of the
yen and the dollar, formulated at a time
when Japan was devastated, was largely what
made the difference between 75 cents an hour
in Japan and $3.50 an hour here. When the
yen was revalued, this immediately re-
adjusted wages between the U.S. and Japan
by almost 209;.

How were you able to keep color produc-
tion in the U.S. when you had to go to Tai-
wan for some of your black-and-white sets?

WricHT. When we set that plant up in Tai-
wan, we were assuming that our Government
was going to go on with its policy of more
than 30 years of really not appearing to give
a damn about matters of trade and the econ-
omy. We had the State Department in com-
plete control of all our foreign policy; you
Just got the feeling that those people couldn't
care less about the nitty gritty of our af-
fairs. Now, if we had to decide again on
whether to put up a plant in Taiwan to
produce black-and-white sets, it would be a
much more marginal decislon.

Did labor make any concessions to enable
you to keep color production in the U.S.?

WericHT: I don’t think there was ever any
quid pro quo. I will say that our unions,
while they've been tough bargainers, haven't
Just shut us down like some of the trans-
portation and construction unions. Some
industries have had to fight like the dickens
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to put in automated programs that increase
efficiency. We haven't had that problem;
knock wood we never do. And we do pay our
people. We have them on incentive pay
wherever we can. If they can work at 120%
of efficiency, they get at least 209 extra pay.
Anyone who slows that line up, so everyone
starts to lose efficiency pay, gets pretty un-
popular.

Do you have any other incentive programs?

WricHT: Since the early Fifties we've had
a profit-sharing plan where 20% of our pre-
tax profits—after 69 on invested capital—
goes into a fund for the benefit of the em-
ployees. After 30 years, someone who has
worked here at an hourly job can leave with
$80,000 to $100,000 in cash money.

What percent of sales are exports?

WeicHT: Not more than 5% overall. One
reason is that most countries absolutely pre-
vent us from shipping our goods into that
market. If we set up a factory over there, it
can cost three times as much to make, say,
10,000 sets as it would be to add a line to one
of our plants here. Let me give you an ex-
ample. We have a plant in Mexico, where
we're required to buy components locally.
The bill for materials—just the parts, In
boxes—came to more than the whole U.S.
price for a finished comparable set.

Aren't there any advantages to offshore
production?

WericHT: We don’t like to have production
in a foreign country if we can possibly avoid
it. We'll actually pay a premium to have it
here in the U.S. First of all, when you bulld
a plant abroad to serve that market, you're
subject to much less stable political situa-
tions. Second, you have the problem of logis-
tics: getting everything in and being able to
handle the flow of materials efficlently. This
means duplicating overheads like quality
control and advanced engineering. Third,
when you're ready to get your finished prod-
uct in here, you're subject to dock strikes on
the West Coast.

So If unfair practices like dumping didn't
exist, you could keep all your production here
in the U.8.?

WricHT: Exactly right. It would be a chal-
lenge, but we think we can do it.

What would have happened if you hadn't
moved to Taiwan?

WricHT: We would have had to drop that
end of the business. It was impossible for us
to compete under conditions as they then
were, Look, from 1968 to 1971 our employ-
ment went from a peak of around 25,000 to
18,000. If everything had kept on going the
way it was, my estimate was that our work
force in this country would have shrunk to
around 10,000 or 12,000 by 1975. Now I feel
much more sanguine that we're golng to
grow. In fact, we've got a building program
for some new engineering facilities right here
In this complex.

FOREIGN AID SPIGOTS

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, one of
the worst fictions that is perpetrated
here on Capitol Hill is that the Congress
is getting stingy with its foreign aid give-
aways. We are not stingy, we are not
even careful. At a time when we are run-
ning into red ink spending to the tune
of $40 to $50 billion in real deficit terms,
we see a continuation of wasteful foreign
aid to friend and foe alike.

The advertised figure of this year's for-
eign assistance act is $2.13 billion. Little
by little, the Congress has built up a
series of more than 20 spigots which
drain the taxpayers’ money into the for-
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eign aid rat hole. I am not saying that all
foreign aid is wasted. We have done some
good in the past 25 years but, on the
whole, it is a rather dismal record in-
deed. It is uncontrollable and uncon-
trolled because the Congress has let the
State Department fritter away our re-
sources by giving more than $150 billion
away in direct foreign aid with very
little oversight or limitation.

That this $2.13 billion figure only
shows part of the picture is best indi-
cated by a brief recitation of the nu-
merous foreign aid spigots which pour
out our taxpayers’ money in more than
two dozen ways. Here is a brief listing:
New regquests for authorization end/or ap-

propriation, foreign assistance—Fiscal year

1971
Forelgn Assistance Act (mu-

tual security)
Supplemental for supporting

assistance
Overseas Private Investment
Corporation
Receipts and recoveries from
previous programs
Military assistance
fense budget)

International military head-
quarters

Economic assistance (in de-
fense budget)

Foreign military credit sales
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MAAG's missions, and mil-

tary groups
Export-Import Bank,

term credits
Export-Import Bank, regular

operations
Export-Import Bank, export

expansion program..-.. s
Fublic Law 480 (agricultural

commodities)
Inter-American Development

Bank (supplemental) ____
International Development

Assoclation
Asian Development Bank._ ...
Asian Development Bank—

special funds (supplemen-

tal)

Asian Development Bank—
special funds

Expanded multilateral assist-
ance

Peace Corps

Permanent
struction—foreign nations_

Contributions to interna-
tional organization

Educational (foreign
other students)

Ryukyu Islands

Migrants and refugees

Trust Territories of the Pa-
cific Islands

Latin America Highway (Dar-
ien Gap) :

$2, 163, 000, 000
100, 000, 000
37, 500, 000
886, 325, 000

(in de-
2, 260, 300, 000
57, 300, 000
117, 000, 000
272, 500, 000
167, 300, 000
2, 800, 000, 000
1, 082, 096, 000
100, 000, 000
932, 500, 000
206, 880, 000
160, 000, 000
20, 000, 000
25, 000, 000
35, 000, 000

540, 000, 000
98, 800, 000

190, 200, 000

144, 611, 000
and
45, 474, 000
6, 952, 000
5, 787, 000

60, 000, 000
20, 000, 000

12, 133, 525, 000

Mr. Speaker, figures are not yet avail-
able for the fiscal year which ended on
June 30, 1972, but a cursory study would
indicate the figure to be higher than the
$12-plus billion shown here. This gives
the American people a better idea of the
true cost of foreign aid. Coupled with
what I call backdoor foreign aid, the
figure would be increased by another 50
percent of this astronomical figure.

Backdoor foreign aid consists of trade
concessions which allow nations, in lien
of direct aid, to reap benefits at the ex-
pense of the American worker by dump-
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ing their products on our market. We
also have support prices for commodities
such as coffee and sugar. We subsidize
the export of cotton and wheat for for-
eign competitors. On and on goes this
monstrosity. It is time we put our coun-
try, its solvency and welfare, first, and
call a halt to these giveaway programs.

BUSING CHARADE

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, speak-
ing as one who has opposed forced bus-
ing for the past 8 years, it can now be
readily seen that the pro-busing forces
are on the verge of a great victory. They
have simply worn down the majority in
this body which has consistently opposed
forced busing and by Fabian tactics have
little by little accomplished their goals
despite overwhelming public opinion
against forced busing. There has been a
failure of leadership on this issue and the
White House, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and the U.S.
Office of Education must shoulder their
share of the blame. They have talked one
way and acted another.

I am inecluding with these remarks my
minority views on the bill, H.R. 13915, the
so-called Equal Educational Opportuni-
ties Act of 1972, They follow:

SEPARATE VIEWS OF CONGRESSMAN
JoHn M. ASHEROOK

This is not an anti-busing bill. Even its
most vocal sponsors admit this. They will
candidly tell you that, in some ways, It au-
thorizes and approves of busing as a tool in
desegregation (whatever that is) and in
some ways it operates as a limitation or re-
striction on forced busing. This is accurate,
it does both. But the principle it establishes
and the proportion in which it will (1) en-
courage forced busing; and (2) prohibit
forced busing, are a matter of great concern
to me, HR. 13915 can be likened to the old
frontier story about the “prairie sandwich.”
The chef proclaimed it was made equally of
rabbit and horse meat. On closer investiga-
tion, the cowhands found that what the
chef was referring to was one rabbit and one
horse. In this case the limitations are the
rabbit and the horse represents the ‘forced
busing authorization.

Under the gulse of gaining rellel from
forced busing, the whole battle against
forced busing may well be lost by the pas-
sage of this bill. Up to this time, when the
House of Representatives has spoken, it has
spoken against forced busing. It has done this
in many ways. In the 1964 Civil Rights Act,
the Congress went squarely on record against
the concept of forced busing for racial bal-
ance, Since that time, in the Whitten
Amendments, the amendments I offered last
November and the amendments of other
Members, the House has uniformly voted
against the concept of forced busing and
usually by overwhelming votes. My record
against forced busing has been very clear. IT
this bill in fact would curb forced busing,
I would be for it. It will encourage rather
than discourage forced busing in our schools.

On November 4, 1972, by a vote of 233-124,
the House adopted the Ashbrook Amend-
ment to prohibit funds for busing where the
purpose is for racial balance. On March 8,
1972, we voted to instruct the House con-
ferees to insist on the Ashbrook-Green-
Broomfield Amendments and uphold the
House position against forced busing. Again,
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on May 11, 1872, the House instructed its
conferees by 275-124 vote to not yield on
our anti-busing amendments. Although
these provisions were softened in confer-
ence, the House position on the adoption of
the conference report was still against forced
busing.

By the passage of this bill we will first and
most fundamentally accomplish what the
bureaucrats have been seeking for the past
ten years—a statement of Congressional ap-
proval of forced busing. The U.S. Office of
Education and the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare during the past two
administrations have consistently favored
busing but have been forced to use covert
means to accomplish their goals. Withhold-
ing of funds, disapproval of plans until bus-
ing is included, etc., has been the stock and
trade of the bureaucrats who have encour-
aged busing schemes, By the passage of this
bill, they will receive what they have
wanted, namely, direct Congressional approv-
al of forced busing as a tool.

What the Congress is asked to do is simply
this: endorse the use of busing as a proper
tool In revising the composition of our
schools throughout the country. Then, after
approving of the concept of busing, enact
some limitations or restrictions on busing.
Many of the limitations are good and those
who are promoting this legislation stress
these limitations. However, the basic short-
coming of this legislation is that it does cate-
gorically endorse forced busing, something
the Congress has not done up until now and
should not do at this point,

Given this Congressional approval, it will
be very easy for bureaucrats to promote bus-
ing schemes. Never mind the Congressional
caveat that forced busing be used only as
a last resort. This will will bring about more
busing than we have ever seen up to now.

Lest there be any doubt about what we
are doing, study sections 402 and 403(c). The
former says—

“In formulating a remedy for a denial of
equal educational opportunity or a denial
of the equal protection of laws, which may
involve directly or indirectly the transpor-
tation of students, a court, department, or
agency of the United States shall consider

. (emphasis added).

Section 403 (¢) provides—

No court, department or agency of the
United States shall require directly or in-
directly the Transportation of any student
if such transportation poses a risk to the
health of such student or constitutes a sig-
nificant impingement on the educational
process with respect to such student. (em-
phasis added)

Here in clear terms is a statement, for the
first time, of Congressional intent favoring
busing. The bureaucrats can shape the ifs,
ands, buts and wherefores to fit. The impor-
tant fact is that we approve of forced bus-
ing IF the conditions merit. Who determines
the conditions, the remedies, the amount of
busing necessary? The bureaucrats. This they
will have no trouble doing. It will operate as
little or no restraint on courts. We will en-
courage more of the Detroit type decision by
courts now that we authorize and promote
the metro and magnet school concept.

What will be the consequences on the en-
actment of H.R. 13915? I believe the follow-
Ing logical results will oceur:

(1) What the federal bureaucrats have
been able to do up to now by subterfuge,
indirect intimidation, cajoling and “off the
record” advice in drawing up plans which
include busing, they will now be able to do
in the open with the full force and thrust
of law and congressional Intent behind them.

(2) Given this congressional statement of
approval on forced busing, you will see more
forced busing in the next few years as a result
of this reversal of position.

(28) For high schools, the metro school con-
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cept of joining intercity schools and subur-
ban schools will be fully utilized under sec-
tions 402(d) and 401(g).

There are numerous objections to this bill
which cannot be cited in detail here. The re-
opener provision should be reinstated in the
bill to assure equality of treatment to every
section of the country. In Section 202, teach-
ers should be added to make sure that racial
balance not be required, In Section 203, the
first eight words "Subject to the other pro-
visions of this title,” kill an otherwise salu-
tary effort to encourage neighborhood schools
and should be stricken. These are but a few
of the booby traps in this leglslation.

This bill is a fitting tribute to Congres-
sional doubletalk and sidestepping of the
issues. That a pro-busing bill should be
heralded by advocates and attacked by civil
rights forces as an anti-busing bill is not
unique. We have debt cellings that are not
ceilings, temporary taxes that are permanent,
reciprocal trade that is not reciprocal, volun-
tary programs which are compulsory, aid
without control which is full of controls ad
infinitum. This is one more to add to the
collection to confuse the average citizen.
What the citizens will understand, however,
is the forced busing you will subject him to if
this bill passes,

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that the
whole thrust of the pro-busing forces has
been to convince the American people
that anything short of racial balance in
our schools, achieved by forced busing,
dooms a substantial portion of our stu-
dent body to inferior education. Facts
show otherwise.

The current controversy over the is-
sue of forced busing to achieve racial
balance has unfortunately been framed
in the context of a highly distorted
image of American public schools. The
popular notion seems to be that white
students generally attend the best
equipped, most adequately financed
schools, while most children of racial and
ethnic minorities are relegated to dilapi-
dated schools with facilities grossly in-
adequate for normal academic growth.
This widespread view of our public
schools is even shared by many persons
who oppose busing. It is one of those
things that everybody knows.

Perhaps we can get a more accurate
picture of our public schools systems by
recalling some of the findings of the Cole-
man report. Entitled “Equality of Edu-
cational Opportunity,” and published by
the U.S. Office of Education, the Cole-
man report is the result of an exhaus-
tive study, directed by James S. Coleman
of Johns Hopkins University in the fall
of 1965, covering nearly a million stu-
dents in 6,000 different schools all across
the Nation. The purpose of the study was
to examine differences of educational
opportunity among racial and ethnic
groups and many of the findings run
counter to the conventional wisdom.
While allowing for a variety of area and
regional differences, that is—“In the
nonmetropolitan regions, elementary
schools attended by Negroes less often
have a centralized library, but in the
metropolitan South and Southwest the
reverse is true”—the report shows that
on a national average *“schoolchildren
of all groups differ relatively little in the
physical school faeilities available. In
elementary schools, they all have about
the same number of pupils per instruc-
tion room and teacher; number of make-
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shift instruction rooms; and percentage
of students in schools with an old build-
ing. .

The report further claims that to the
extent such differences do exist their
effect upon academic achievement is neg-
ligible:

Differences in school facilities and curricu-
lum, which are the major variables by which
attempts are made to improve schools, are
s0 little related to differences in achieve-
ment levels of studenis that, with few ex-
ceptions, their effects fail to appear even in
a survey of this magnitude.”

As unconventional as these findings
may seem, they cannot, in any way, be
attributed to any preconceived notions
on the part of the report’s primary au-
thor. On the contrary, according to:
Christopher Jenks writing in the New
York Times of August 10, 1969, Coleman
had expected to find that—

Nonwhite schools usually have less ade-
quate facllities, inferior curriculums and
worse teachers, as well as less affluent and
academically adept student bodies.

Based on the Coleman report and
other related studies, Jenks, a Harvard
professor and coauthor with David Reis-
man of the Academic Revolution, came
to the following conclusions:

1. The resources—both fiscal and human—
deopted to black and white childrens’ school-
ing are not dramatically different except,
perhaps, in certain parts of the south. Nor
do we devote substantially greater resources
to educating middle class children than to
educating lower class children.

2. Variations in schools’ fiscal and human
resources have very little effect on student
achievement—probably even less than the
Coleman report originally implied.

Based on the findings of Professors
Coleman and Jenks, one might be tempt-
ed to remark that liberals who propose
massive busing of schoolchildren in order
to overcome the supposed inequities in
our public schools bear a strong resem-
blance to the legendary Don Quixete,
who went charging off to do battle with
a “giant monster,” only to discover it
was nothing but a windmill.

This is not to suggest that the ob-
servations of the Coleman report cited
above or the conclusions of Professor
Jenks are necessarily the last word on
the subject. Other studies and other con-
clusions must also be taken into consid-
eration. The point is, however, that when
people in high office advocate social en-
gineering, with schoolchildren as socio-
logical guinea pigs, in order to eradicate
alleged evils, it might be worthwhile to
take the time to discover whether such
evils really exist. They may, in fact, be
no more real than the “"Emperor's New
Clothes.”

INTRODUCTION OF “LEAD AND ZINC
ACT OF 1972" AND BILL SUSPEND-
ING ZINC ORE DUTY

(Mr. SKUBITZ asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to be a rosponsor of the two bills
which the chairman of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs has just
introduced.. As always, he has given the
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House a very clear explanation of the
problem and of the legislation, and there
is little that I can add. I would like to
say a few words, however, on a couple
of points that are of particular interest
to me.

My concern for the welfare of our lead
and zinc industries and for their workers
goes back many years, and during that
time I have cosponsored bills which were
intended to stabilize the two industries.
I have been a member of the Subcommit-
tee on Mines and Mining of the House
Interior Committee since 1963, and in
each of the past 4 years had the honor
of being invited by the Department of
State to be a congressional member of
the U.S. delegations to the annual meet-
ings of the International Lead and Zinc
Study Group.

My own State and my own district
were at one time a substantial supplier
of lead and zine, especially zine. Unfor-
tunately, our mines and other installa-
tions have had to close. Perhaps if we
had enacted effective legislation years
ago some of those closures would not
have taken place.

In Kansas we know what it means to
have a mine or smelter close down. It
means the loss of hundreds of jobs, espe-
cially when supporting services and in-
dustries are taken into account.

Nationally, the closure of the zinc
smelters and the decline in zinc mine
production to which Chairman ASPINALL
referred have meant the loss of some
5,000 jobs. Counting supporting jobs, the
loss may be closer to 20,000 persons
thrown out of work. These figures are
even more distressing when it is re-
membered that many of our lead and
zine mines and smelters are in small
communities where employment oppor-
tunities are scarce.

We are going to witness more jobs
lost and more trouble for our lead and
zine industries unless effective action is
taken. We can take such action if we
realize—as I believe we are beginning to
realize—that other governments do not
hesitate to assist their industries, includ-~
ing their lead and zinc industries,
through outright grants, interest sub-
sidies and tax devices. The governmental
assistance to foreign producers puts our
producers at a competitive disadvantage.

I would like to mention just a few ex-
amples, Mr. Speaker. The Japanese Gov-
ernment is deliberately encouraging the
growth of Japan's nonferrous metals in-
dustry. The Bank of Japan, in effect,
guarantees the debts of major Japanese
companies, Earlier this year it was re-
ported that the Government was plan-
ning to lend Japanese mining and metals
companies up to $500 million at interest
rates about half the normal commercial
rate to stockpile unwanted ore. I do not
know how much the Japanese Govern-
ment has given in outright grants to its
lead and zinc producers, but I under-
stand that in Japanese fiscal year 1970
the grants to all industry amounted to
about $115 million.

Japan is not the only country which
gives grants to its industry. In 1969 the
Canadian Government started a program
of incentive grants and loan guarantees
to assist the establishment of new plants
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and the expansion of others. Under this
program the Government has given—not
lent—4$8 million to a company which es-
tablished a new zinc smelter, costing
about $70 million, in Ontario. Also in
Canada, for over 30 years new mines
have been exempt from Federal taxes for
the first 3 years after start-up. This pro-
gram will continue until 1974.

In Australia mine operators are al-
lowed to write off in the year of expend-
iture—or in the year prior to expend-
iture—capital costs to the extent of in-
come. This, of course, has the impor-
tant benefit of increasing revenues early
in the life of a property.

A new lead and zinc metal production
facility is being established in Italy,
and an existing zinc smelter is being ex-
panded. Both of these facilities are in the
south of Italy where the Government
gives grants of up to 20 percent of ex-
penditure for plants and equipment. The
Italian Government also offers other fi-
nancial inducements to firms investing in
the southern part of the country.

The United Kingdom Government
gives grants of 20 to 22 percent of capi-
tal expenditure to firms investing in “de-
velopment areas” covering much of
Great Britain. The British also have em-
barked on a $120 million program to as-
sist exploration for minerals. Under this
program, the government lends 35 per-
cent of the exploration cost to companies,
and the loans do not have to be repaid
unless the exploration results in a pro-
ductive mine.

I could mention other examples, Mr.
Speaker, but I believe I have cited enough
to make my point: other governments
are deliberately tipping the scales in fa-
vor of their own producers.

At this point, some of my colleagues
might ask if it is not true that the U.S.
Government does a great deal for its
minerals and metals producers. It is cor-
rect that our producers benefit from a
depletion allowance, but other countries,
Canada and Japan, for example, have de-
pletion allowances also. And they have
other programs, such as those I have just
mentioned, which go far beyond anything
done at the Federal and State level in
this country.

Under our Defense Production Act
about $15 million is available to indus-
tries essential to defense. Grants and
low-interest loans are not available un-
der this act, however. The money is lent
at commercial interest rates.

The Economic Development Act pri-
marily benefits small firms and provides
no significant assistance to corporations
undertaking large-scale investment proj-
ects. I say this because under the act
loans, not grants, are made only if fi-
nancing is otherwise not available.

Many of the States do have programs
to encourage the establishment of in-
dustry. These programs are praiseworthy,
but budgetary and other restraints make
them of limited value to firms planning
investments which involve, as do lead
and zinc investments, from $25 million
to several hundred million dollars.

In short, Mr. Speaker, our lead and
zine producers have been put at an un-
fair, competitive disadvantage. The leg-
islation introduced today would help to
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put our industries on more even terms
with their foreign competitors. I join
with the chairman of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs in express-
ing the strong hope that many Members
of this House will support this legislation.

TRIBUTE TO SAMUEL Z. WESTER-
FIELD, JR.

(Mr. DIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak
today to pay tribute to an old and valued
friend, Samuel Z, Westerfield, Jr., who
died on July 19 at his home in Monrovia,
where he was serving as U.S. Ambassador
to Liberia.

Ambassador Westerfield was born in
Chicago, Ill., and received his early edu-
cation in Washington, D.C. He graduated
from Howard University magna cum
laude. In these early years and through-
out his short but highly productive life,
he was a scholar in the truest sense—one
for whom living was learning. Mr. West-
erfield received the M.A. and Ph. D. de-
grees from Harvard University. He made
his own contribution to the academic
world as assistant professor of economics
at Lincoln University, dean of the School
of Business Administration, and profes-
sor of economics at Atlanta University,
and visiting professor in the Graduate
School of Business Administration at his
alma mater, Harvard University.

During these years, Dr. Westerfield de-
voted his time and energies not only to
the discharge of his professional duties
but also—and perhaps, even more im-
portantly—to his students, counseling
them, encouraging them, inspiring them
and urging them on to develop their
greatest potential. He was untiring in
his efforts to impart to them the values
of intellectual curiosity and a zest for
learning.

In 1961, Dr. Westerfield became Asso-
ciate Director of the debt analysis staff in
the Treasury Department. Soon there-
after, he became Deputy Director in the
Office of International Affairs. His area
of concentration was the economics of
underdeveloped areas, with particular
reference to Latin America and Africa.

Dr. Westerfield’'s Government service
also included positions as economist with
the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the
Industrial Economics Branch of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority.

An extensive and in-depth knowledge
of economics, together with a deep con-
cern for people, exemplified Samuel Wes-
terfield, the man. His family, friends and
associates, therefore, rejoiced in the rare
and perfect choice, when, in 1963, he was
appointed Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs. This marked,
as they knew it would, the beginning of a
new thrust in his career.

In 1964 he was appointed Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of State for Economics
and Planning in the Bureau of African
Affairs. During this period, Samuel Wes-
terfield, Jr., gained a vast yet intimate
knowledge of Africa and its peoples. One
had only to talk briefly with Dr. Wester-
field to discern his unassuming manner,
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his sensitivity and understanding of peo-
ple. These gualities brought him finally
to the post he held until his death—U.S.
Ambassador to the Republic of Liberia—
a position in which he further nurtured
the strong bond of friendship and respect
he had worked to build between the
United States and the continent of
Africa.

Mr. Speaker, Ambassador Westerfield
was a conscientious, dedicated public
servant who inspired us all with his zeal
and his devotion to the ideals of Ameri-
can democracy.

But more than that, he was a trusted
friend to all who knew him well. He was
that rare kind of man who combined
gentleness with strength, and kindness
with conviction. Throughout his life, he
showed the qualities of leadership and
compassion. Sam Westerfield, like other
men who have proved their virtue in ac-
tion, has left behind him not only the
record of his efforts, but also the warmth
of his genuine affection for all men.

W. E. B. Du Bois, the great black lead-
er, once wrote:

If a man die shall he live again? We do not
know. But this we do know, that our chil-
dren’s children live forever and grow and
develop toward perfection as they are trained.

The selflessness, courage, and integrity
of Ambassador Westerfield have provided
his children and the children of the world
with a lesson in humanity, a lesson
which, if learned well, will insure a bet-
ter world for us all.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would like
to submit for inclusion in the record of

these proceedings some of the thoughts
and reflections of thiose who knew and
respected Ambassador Westerfield. I sub-
mit the following materials to be in-
cluded:

TrHE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, August 9, 1972,
Ambassador Samuel Z. Westerfield, Jr., was
an inspiration for all who knew him per-
sonally and an example for those who could
know him only through his record of
achievement. As an educator, administrator
and diplomat, he filled his life with public
service in the finest American tradition.
He set a tone and a pace in United States-
African relations which will guide our course
for many years to come. His untimely death
at his post in Monrovia this July was a tragic
loss not only for his family, friends and col-
leagues, but for the Government and fellow
citizens he served with such distinection.
He leaves a legacy that will keep him alive
in the minds and hearts of countless men
and women at home and abroad for a long
time to come.
RicaEARD NIXON.

Dear Mrs. WesTERFIELD: The sad news of
Ambassador Westerfield’s death has just
reached me and my heart goes out to you and
your family at this time of sorrow. Your
great loss is shared by all of us who had the
privilege of knowing the Ambassador. His
life was one of dedication and accomplish-
ment in service to our nation.

Mrs. Nixon and I extend our deepest sym-
pathy to you and the entire family. Our
prayers and thoughts are with you.

Ricaarp NIXON.
TEXT OF MEsSsSAGE FrOM WiLLiAM R. TOLEBERT,

JR., PRESIDENT OF LIBERIA TO PRESIDENT

Nixon

I have been shocked by the sudden and
untimely death of his excellency Samuel Z.
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Westerfield your Ambassador to Liberia
which occurred at about one o'clock Wednes-
day morning during my absence from the
Capital. Ambassador Westerfleld was an able
and capable representative of your Gov-
ernment whom I found to be conscientious,
frank, understanding and dedicated to the
task of deepening and improving the rela-
tionship between our two nations and peo-
ple. His death is indeed a tremendous loss to
all who knew him. On behalf of the Liberian
Government and people, Mrs. Tolbert, and
in my own name I express our profoundest
sympathy to you and the Government and
people of the United States of America for
this tragic and sad occurrence. Please be
good enough to convey to his family our
heartfelt condolences for the irreparable loss
they have sustained. With assurance for my
highest personal regards.

AvsTiN, TEX., August 1, 1972.
Sam Westerfield was a professional in his
nation's cause and we are all the better for
the service he performed with such skill and
zeal. He was a good man and a firm friend.
I will miss him, as will America.
LB.J.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD BROOKE

I was deeply saddened to learn of the
sudden and untimely death of my dear
friend and respected colleague, Ambassador
Samuel Z. Westerfield, Jr.

Sam and I were friends since childhood.
We attended Shaw Junior High, Dunbar High
School and Howard University together. We
shared many interests and experiences over
the years.

Sam Westerfield was gifted with an ex-
ceptional mind and was one of the hardest
working and best-informed men in the Afri-
can Bureau of the Department of State.

He loved Liberia, and the multitude of
Iriends he made there. He, in turn, was
highly respect by the Liberians. His term of
service was marked by increased under-
standing and ever-improving relations be-
tween our two countries, and on his home
visits he spoke often and proudly of the
great progress the Liberians were making in
providing increased opportunity for all their
peaple,

The knowledge and sensitivity which Sam
Westerfield brought to his work may never
be duplicated. But his example can serve to
inspire and his widely-publicized insights
into problems of development can likewise
serve to inform, all those who follow In his
path.

But, Sam Westerfield also had a great
heart and a great soul. He loved his mother
and father, he deeply loved his wife Helene,
his son Sam III, his daughter Sheila, his
sister Anna and his stepsister Alice. He
loved his friends and he loved his God.

Sam Westerfield was & good man and he
will be sorely missed.

In MEMORY OF AMBASSADOR
SaMvUEL Z. WESTERFIELD JR.

In the death of Ambassador Samuel Z,
Westerfield, Jr., Liberia has lost a good Ifriend
and United States-Liberia relations a faith-
ful and knowledgeable servant.

Ambassador Westerfield came to his duties
in Liberia not only fully equipped but be-
cause of his background and personal experi-
ence possessed as well with those sensitivities
which the traditional relationships between
the United States and Liberia sorely needed.

My own acquaintance with Sam dates back
to over ten years ago when I assumed my
duties here. That was the time of a new
thrust by Africans to win back freedom and
dignity and consequently prompting a new
and lively interest in African affairs in the
United States. Sam never pretended to be an
expert on Africa. On the contrary, anxious
to learn all he could and free from preoccu-
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pation about stereotype stories on Liberia,
it was always rewarding to talk to him about
developments taking place in Africa.

It was therefore with much joy that I
welcomed his assignment to Liberia. Soon
after his arrival there, he impressed all with
his sincerity to serve the cause of United
States-Liberia friendship and most Liberians
in both official and private circles began to
look on him as a friend. Our late President
Tubman and now President Tolbert held
him in high esteem and when the Liberian
government and people paid him tribute at
his death, they knew that they had lost a
friend.

S. EpDWARD PEAL,
Ambassador of Liberia.

SAMUEL Z, WESTERFIELD: A PROFESSIONAL
EcoNOMIST IN THE PUBLIC SERVICE

(By Andrew F. Brimmer) *

While I knew Dr. Samuel Z. Westerfield
for nearly fourteen years as a personal friend,
it 18 his work as an economist on which 1
will focus on this occasion. As a professional
economist, several facets of his life stand
out: (1) his intellectual awakening during
his student days under the tutelage of teach-
ers working on the frontiers of economic
thought and analysis; (2) his academic ca-
reer during which he sought to build insti-
tutions as well as develop competent econ-
omists; and (3) his career in the public
services—first as an adviser and participant
in the shaping of his country's international
economic policy and finally as his nation’s
Ambassador to a country whose ties with us
are old and close, but which are also com-
plex and changing.

EDUCATION OF AN ECONOMIST

Dr. Westerfield studied economics at How-
ard University in the mid- to late-1930's—
recelving his B.A. in 1939, This was a time
when the worse depression in the nation’s
history still lay upon the land, and the wast-
age of men and resources was everywhere
visible. Vigorous efforts to cope with a variety
of depression-created economic ills were be-
ing pressed (particularly under the revolu-
tionary impetus of President Franklin D.
Roosevelt’s New Deal programs). But this
was also a time of intellectual ferment in
economics—as the revolution in thinking
sparked by John Maynard Keynes swept
through the economics profession. The im-
pact of both revolutions on the mind of
Sam Westerfield was deep and lasting.

At Howard, he benefited from the close
and personal guidance of Professor Abram
L. Harris, who was then head of the Depart-
ment of Economics, Dr. Harris himself was
one of a handful of Negroes who had trav-
elled the hard and exacting road to a Ph. D.
in economics (from Columbia University in
1931). He studied (and wrote on) the eco-
nomic problems of blacks with penetrating
insights. However, his lasting Interest was
focused on classical and neoclassical eco-
nomics—particularly as embodied in the
works of John Stuart Mill, Karl Marx, Werner
Sombart, Thorstein Veblen, and John R.
Commons. In these writers he saw a deep
concern for the welfare of those (industrial
workers, small farmers, and small business-
men) who were casualties of a malfunction-
ing capitalist system, and he found many
of their ideas and proposals for social reform
particularly attractive.

In Professor Harris' classroom, from his
writings, and in numerous individual dis-
cussions, S8am Westerfield came to share his
tutor's perception of the nature and tasks
of economics. In this econception, economics
was not simply a narrow and technical body
of principles describing production, distribu-
tion, and prices in a market economy.

*Member, Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System,
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Rather—laying aside the uncertain claims
of neutrality expressed by many economists
with respect to difficult questions such as
income distribution and the fairness of eco-
nomic legislation—the discipline of econom-
fes was viewed as a toolkit to be used to Im-
prove the lot of those by-passed in the com-
patitive process,

When Sam Westerfield entered Harvard
University in 1939 as a graduate student, he
found an environment in ferment—yet hos-
pitable to the sentiments he had brought
from Howard. In those years, several econ-
omists at Harvard University were in the
vanguard of the Keynesian Revolution in
economics. Among these were Professors
Alvin Hansen and Seymour Harris. In fact,
Professor Hansen had already established
himself as the leading American exponent
of the views ldentified with John Maynard
Keynes, the English economist who effected
a fundamental reorientation in economic
thinking in the mid-1930's. Among other
things, Keynes and Hansen argued that—
left to itself—the capitalist system had an
inherent tendency fto generate depressions
which were not self-correcting, Consequently,
it was the duty of national governments to
employ fiscal policy (l.e., tax and spending
policies) to stabilize output and employment.

Sam readily absorbed this new approach to
economic analysis. He thus became a member
of the first generation of economists to be
trained in the new field of macroeconomics—
the analysis and assessment of those factors
which determine the level of output and em-
ployment in the economy as a whole. He
was particularly interested in the monetary
aspects of economic activity. He pursued this
interest under the guidance of Professor John
H, Williams and subsequently wrote his dis-
sertation in the field. (His study was entitled
“American Investment Companies and the
Money Market, 1900-1950: A Study of Their
Origin, Development, and Economic Signif-
icance,” 1951.)

On the other hand, Sam Westerfield cer-
tainly did not confine himself to his field of
specialization at Harvard. He took a variety
of graduate courses in economic theory, in-
ternational trade, economic history, and sta-
tistics—as well as in money and banking.
For a time he also worked on the input-out-
put project, under the leadership of Pro-
fessor Wassily Leontief, the aim of which
was the construction of a comprehensive
framework for the study of inter-industry
flows of production in the United States.

As far as I can determine, SBam Westerfield
was the fourth American Negro to earn a
doctorate in economics at Harvard. Preced-
ing him were Robert C. Weaver (1934), Wil-
liam H. Dean (1938), and Booker T. Mc-
Graw (1939). Like them, he stuck to the
mainstream of economics. Weaver wrote his
dissertation on “The High-Wage Theory of
Prosperity.” Dean’'s study was entitled
“Theory of the Geographic Location of Eco-
nomic Activity,” and McGraw wrote on
“French Monetary Policy, 1927-38." As indi-
cated above, Westerfield wrote on “American
Investment Companies.” The common thread
connecting all of them is a basic commit-
ment to the acquisition of technical ex-
pertise in economics—a competence which
enabled them to cope with a variety of com-
plex economic problems which they had to
face later in their careers.

In passing, I might note that the number
of American blacks completing the Ph. D.
program in economics at Harvard remains
distressingly small, I was enrolled in the
program for three years (1952-55), with a
concentration in monetary economics and
economlic development. I received the Ph. D.
in 1957, with a dissertation entitled “Mone-
tary Policy, Interest Rates, and the Invest-
ment Behavior of Life Insurance Companies.”
In the intervening years, only a handful of
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American blacks have entered the program.
Although a number of these have finished
course work, and several are currently en-
rolled, apparently at this juncture none have
been awarded the Ph, D.

Sam's first year at Harvard was financed
by his family, but he was awarded a Rosen-
wald Fellowship for his second and third
years (1940-41 and 1941-42), After com-
pleting his course work and passing his quali-
fying examinations, he took leave from the
University to do research while holding a
fellowship from the Soclal Sclence Research
Council. As part of that project, he enrolled
at the University of Michigan in 194445
where he conducted research on the United
Automobile Workers. He also spent a brief
period in 1944 as an economist with the War
Labor Board. During the Summers of 1940,
1041, and 1945, he was an instructor in eco-
nomics at Howard University.

So, by the end of World War II, Sam West-
erfeld had devoted six years to academic
preparation at the graduate level—mainly at
Harvard University which was the best Eco-
nomics Department in the country. He had
acquired solid experience in research relating
to some of the most pressing economic prob-
lems facing the nation, and he had also served
an apprenticeship in teaching. Yet, through
it all, he had kept his fundamental concern
for those left on the margins of an increas-
ingly affluent society.

ACADEMIC CAREER

At this juncture, Dr. Westerfield began an
academic commitment which he never really
relinquished. After marriage in September,
1945 (to Helene Bryant who later became a
faculty member in the School of Social Work
at Howard), he went to West Virginia State
College as Assistant Professor of Economics.
This was a one-year appointment to replace
a permanent member who was on leave. In
this assignment, Sam taught a range of un-
dergraduate courses. In January, 1947, he was
appointed Assistant Professor of Economics
and Chairman of the Department of Eco-
nomics and Business Administration at Lin-
coln University in Jefferson City, Missouri.
Here he also taught several undergraduate
courses in economics—particularly in the
area of macroeconomics. In addition, he spent
a good part of his time trying to build the
curriculum—with special emphasis on the
business administration component. This ef-
fort was in keeping with his already evident
conviction that the black community needed
to build those Iinstitutions—and acquire
those skills—which provide the foundations
for long-run economic progress.

Unfortunately for Sam, while these were
all good deeds in the cause of raclal advance-
ment, they allowed him little time to devote
to his dissertation—which was still unfin-
ished. So, during the academic year 1948-49,
he faced a hard choice: he could continue
an effort at institution-building which was
beginning to bear fruit or he could clear his
desk of everything else and concentrate on
the completion of his dissertation. He chose
the latter course and returned to Harvard for
the academic year 1949-50. As already men-
tioned, he accomplished the task and was
awarded the Ph.D. in 1951,

From Harvard, he moved to Atlanta Uni-
versity in 1950 as Assoclate Professor of Eco-
nomics. In 1952, he was promoted to Profes-
sor of Economics and named Dean of the
School of Business Administration. In this
position, he spent a decade building what
was—and perhaps still is—the strongest
business school at any of the predominantly
black academic institutions. In the early
stages of the new program, there was little
or no money for research or program sup-
port at these institutions. A highlight of the
new curriculum was the early introduction
of data processing courses. Dr. Westerfield
persuaded one of the leading equipment pro-
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ducers to design and equip a laboratory at
the school which subsequently evolved into
a falrly comprehensive electronic computer
facility. Thus, the School of Business at At-
lanta University became one of the ploneers
in training black students in the emerging
field of computer-based management.

It was at this juncture that I became ac-
quainted with Sam Westerfield. I had heard
of him long before then, of course. When I
arrived at Harvard in the Fall of 1952, I
soon learned that he had recently left after
completing his dissertation., However, it was
not until December, 1858, that we finally
met—during the Annual Meeting of the
American Economic Assoclation in Washing-
ton, D.C. At the time, I was teaching eco-
nomics at Michigan State University. During
our first meeting, Sam invited me to visit the
School of Business. I was finally able to do
s0 in the Spring of 1959, and I gave several
lectures in the area of monetatry economlcs.
Sam was very generous and talked with me
at some length about the possibility of my
joining the School's faculty. While I was
naturally flattered, I had to say no. I had just
joined Michigan State, and I had underway
(with the University’s support) a major
study of capital market activities of life in-
surance companies. At the conclusion of my
three-day visit, I came away from Atlanta
with the conviction that Sam Westerfield had
gone a long way in the task of building a
strong center for the training of black man-
agerial personnel.

Reflecting the enhanced quality of the
new program, enrollments grew rapidly. Stu-
dents came primarily from the Southeast re-
gion of the United States, but other sections
were also represented. Moreover, there was
always a sizeable enrollment of foreign stu-
dents—particularly from Africa but also from
Indla and China among others. In the early
years of the expanded program, most of the
MB.A. graduates found jobs outside the
Southeast. This was plainly a mirror image of
the continued racial discrimination in em-
ployment that was so rampant in the re-
gion. In fact, it was well into the 1960's
before a new graduate could look forward to
finding jobs in the area—a reflection of the
gradual erosion of barriers under the impact
of anti-discrimination laws and the cam-
paign to achieve equal opportunity in em-
ployment. A sizable number of graduates of
the Atlanta Business School have gone on
to highly successful careers in the corporate
sector and the public service.

By the Spring of 1959—after nearly a dec-
ade of institution bullding at Atlanta—Sam
Westerfield decided the time had come to re-
new his own intellectual resources. So he ac-
cepted a position as a Visiting Professor in
the Graduate School of Business at Harvard
University for the 1959-60 academic year.
This was Sam's third sojourn in Cambridge,
and he used it to advantage. He was able to
expand his familiarity with some of the new-
ly emerging techniques of cost and budget
analysis as well as to catch up on some of the
recent literature in his field. But above all,
he was able to renew old friendships and to
make new acquaintances that were to broad-
en his ties in the economies profession in
subsequent years.

At the conclusion of his year at Harvard,
Sam Westerfield received a grant under the
African Universities Program sponsored by
the University of Chicago and the Merrill
Trust Fund. This grant enabled him to make
his first trip to Africa in the Fall of 1960. He
toured colleges in both East and West Africa
with the primary aim of recruiting students.
Along the way, he was also invited to lecture
at University College in Ibadan, Nigeria, and
at TUniversity College 1n Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia.

In January, 1961, Sam returned to his post
at Atlanta University. However, almost im-
mediately, Washington began to claim part of
his time as a consultant in the Treasury De-
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partment, In fact, while he was still Dean of
the Business School, he actually commuted
between Washington and Atlanta—spending
about half of each week in each place. Finally,
at the end of the spring semester, he resigned
his academic post to join the New Frontier.
But in leaving, he left behind a strong base
on which new strength could build to expand
further the education of black youth in the
fields of economics and business administra-
tion.

SERVICE ON THE NEW FRONTIER! U.S. TREASURY

DEPARTMENT

Sam's public service career began in June,
1861, when he was appointed Assoclate Di-
rector of the Debt Analysis of Staff of the
Treasury Department. This group was actual-
ly a research and policy development unit
which supported the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and the Under Secretary for Monetary
Affairs. At that time, C. Douglas Dillon was
Secretary, and Robert V. Roosa was Under
Secretary, Roosa had studied at Harvard in
the 1940's (although he had received his
Ph. D. at the University of Michigan). While
there he had worked with some of the same
faculty members who had guided Sam West~
erfield—especially John H. Williams who had
later steered Roosa to the research depart-
ment of the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York. It was from the latter institution that
Roosa was appointed Under Secretary of the
Treasury in January, 1961. As he set about
developing a staff to carry out the expanded
reach of the Treasury in monetary matters,
Roosa induced Sam Westerfield to become
part of his team. As already indicated, Sam
began participating as a consultant early in
the year and later joined the group on a
full-time basis,

It was while Sam was serving in this ca-
pacity that I had my second contact with
him. In the Summer of 1861, Sam played a
prominent role in planning for a three-day
National Confersnce on Small Business
which was later held in Washington, D.C,,
beginning November 30, 1961.

Encouraged by President Kennedy, it was
sponsored by a number of Federal Govern-
ment agencies—principal among which was
the Department of Commerce. Representa-
tive Charles C. Diggs, Jr., served as Chair-
man., The main thrust of the conference—
set in greetings from the President—was
“, . . to enhance and further the participa-
tion of Negroes in the business life of the
nation, ., ." Sam served with H. Naylor Fitz-
hugh as co-chairman of the Research and
Program Committee, and the two of them
prepared the conference summary. (The full
report of the conference was published by
the U.S. Department of Commerce under the
title “Problems and Opportunities Confront-
ing Negroes in the Field of Business,’” 1962).
Sam also served as moderator of the work-
shop on “Business-Growth Opportunities.”
At his invitation, I presented a paper on
“Economic Growth and Investment Opportu-
nities—with Special Reference to Negro-
Owned Businesses.” At the time, I had re-
cently moved to the Wharton School of the
University of Pennsylvania.

The conference brought together on a sin-
gle program 46 men and women from Gov-
ernment, business, public affairs, and the
academic community who—for the first time
in the memory of those participating—made
a comprehensive assessment of the problems
and prospects for black businesses under the
sponsorship of the Federal Government. A
re-reading of the conference report a decade
later indicates how thoroughly the partici-
pants did their work. Virtually all of the is-
sues about the role of black-owned business
which have been debated in recent years were
anticipated and weighed. Likewise most of
the proposals to improve the prospects for
black businesses which have been advanced
in the last few years were also anticipated
and examined critically. To no small degree
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the level and quality of the conference's con-
tribution to an appreciation of the issues
involved are due to Sam Westerfield's efforts.

Late in 1961, Sam shifted his assignment
in the Treasury Department and became
Senior Adviser in the Office of International
Finance. From that post, he became Deputy
Director of the Office of International Af-
fairs. It was in this area, that he began to
have a genuine impact on the shape and
content of the nation's economic policy. He
specialized in the economics of developing
areas—particularly Latin America and Af-
rica. In this role, he served as a member of
the U.S. Delegation to the Inter-American
Economic and Social Conference held in
Mexico City in 1962,

SERVICE IN THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE

His growing interest in the problems of de-
veloping countries—that vast proportion of
the world still left out of the mainstream of
industrial progress—Iled Sam Westerfield in
1963 to accept an appointment as Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of State. Here he was as-
signed to the Economics Bureau where he
worked on a range of policy issues—but with
special emphasis on United States economic
relations with emerging nations. He was par-
ticularly concerned with the content and
functioning of long-term commodity agree-
ments which were designed to stabilize the
incomes of those developing areas so heavily
dependent on exports of raw materials and
agricultural products to the advanced in-
dustrial countries. A substantial part of his
effort was concentrated on the coffee and
cocoa agreements. While this area of ac-
tivity was both satisfying and rewarding to
Sam, he eventually became convinced that
his own talents might find greater scope if
he were to devote more of his time to prob-
lems on a broader scale,

Acting on that conviction, in 1964 he
moved to the Bureau of African Affairs where
he became Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Economics and Planning. Although he he-
came Deputy Assistant Secretary for African
Affairs in 1967, he retained his basic concern
with economic Issues on the Continent.
Among his special interests were United
States relations with the Economic Commis-
sion for Africa. He was convinced that this
organization could play a much stronger role
in regional planning and development in Af-
rica and thus deserved enlarged support from
the United States. In a similar vein, he was
one of the strongest advocates of U.8. finan-
cial support for the African Development
Bank headquartered in Abidjan, Ivory Coast.
He saw this institution as fully capable of
developing to the point where it would have
the technical capacity to perform for Africa
the same kinds of functions which the Inter-
American Development Bank is performing
for Latin America. Consequently, he argued
vigorously for the activation of the financial
support which this country indicated in the
mid-1960's might be forthcoming.

Sam also worked on a number of problems
involving relations between African coun-
tries, the International Monetary Fund, and
the World Bank—always, of course, as a rep-
resentative of the United States.

He traveled extensively in Africa and Eu-
rope in carrying out these assignments. So,
when the time came for him to take on new
responsibilities, he knew well—and was
widely known in—the African continent.

AMBASSADOR TO LIBERIA

Those new responsibilities came when he
was sworn in as Ambassador to Liberia in
September, 1969. In this new role, his duties
were much more sharply focused on bilateral
relations between the two countries. Yet, his
overriding interest in the problems of Af-
rica as a whole was by no means diminished.
Moreover, while he had to be concerned with
the entire agenda of diplomatic relations, his
special focus on economic issues was always
evident.
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During his first year in Monrovia, I had an
opportunity to observe his performance at
first hand. He invited me to join him during
the Independence Day celebration in late
July, 1970. I was able to spend a week with
him. While his duties on that occasion were
obviously heavy, he introduced me person-
ally to a wide cross-section of Liberian offi-
cial and private life. These contacts—includ-
ing a visit with the President of the Repub-
lic—gave me a rare opportunity to see an
American Ambassador at work representing
the interest of his country in the very best
tradition. This task is particularly difficult
for any Ambassador in the case of Liberia
whose special relationship with this country
is long, complex—and changing noticeably.

Sam was especially Interested in my dis-
cussing a range of economic questions with
government officials, businessmen, members
of the academic community, and the press.
At that time, a major issue being debated
focused on whether Liberia should have its
own central bank and its own currency—
rather than continue to use the United States
dollar which had been in circulation for a
good many years. Typically, Sam saw clearly
the advantages which the use of the dollar
brought to Liberia—including special access
to U.S. private capital. But he also could ap-
preciate the disadvantages this implied for
Liberia—including a lack of control of its
own monetary and credit policy. However,
rather than taking a dogmatic view that
continued circulation of the dollar was the
only course worth pursuing, Sam encouraged
both Liberian officials and private business-
men (including Americans) to think through
objectively the issues involved and ultimately
to create a monetary system that was best
for Liberia. In that way, he was convinced
the system would also be best for the United
States in the long-run.

Sam displayed the same sensitivity and
perceptiveness in the position he took with
respect to the crucial role of foreign invest-
ment in Liberia. While European capital is
becoming more prominent, American private
investment remains the dominant form of
foreign capital. Americans are particularly
represented in rubber plantations and iron
ore mining. These investments are covered by
long-term contracts drawn up a number of
years ago. In recent years, pressures to re-
write the contracts to improve the bhenefits
{i.e., greater share of profits) accruing to Li-
beria have intensified.

Again, Bam Westerfield encouraged the de-
velopment of solutions which would benefit
both countries. He saw clearly that Liberia
had to attract more foreign capital if it is to
develop its resources and raise the standard
of living of its people. To do this, it must
offer a reasonably secure and hospitable en-
vironment to foreign private investors. At
the same time, he understood the desire of
Liberians to revamp agreements of long-
standing which many felt were no longer in
keeping with the terms and standards which
other emerging nations were able to effect
to govern foreign participation in their nat-
ural resources. This debate was still in prog-
ress at the time of his death.

Looking beyond his official duties, Sam
Westerfield also reached out to help Liberia
create an institution to train its youth to
improve the management of its own re-
sources. As Chairman of the Advisory Com-
mittee, he provided the leadership of the
group which established the School of Busi-
ness at the University of Liberia. Thus, for
the third time, he shared his energies and
skills in an effort to build an institution to
further the acquisition of expertise in eco-
nomics and business by black people.

Finally, Sam continued to look beyond his
immediate preoccupations to the horizon of
new possibilities of African progress. He con-
sistently encouraged the idea of regional
planning in the Continent. His support of
the Economic Commission for Africa and the
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African Development Bank was in keeping
with that concern, He took special interest
in the variety of effort in West Africa to im-
prove food production—especially rice.

Yet, he was not blind to the obstacles on
the path to that goal. He knew that the colo-
nial legacy left little (outside of East
Africa) on which regional economic plan-
ning efforts could be based. Nevertheless, he
remained hopeful that the idea would even-
tually take root and prosper.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

While Sam Westerfield spent the last dec-
ade of his life searching for means to im-
prove the lives of the poor population in
developing lands, he also never lost his con-
cern for the depressed status of his fellow
blacks in the United States. As indicated
above, he was a prime-mover behind the 1961
Washington Conference on Negroes in busi-
ness. During the intervening years, he con-
tinued to participate in eflorts along the
same lines. He had a special interest in the
progress of black-owned banks and life in-
surance companies. Finally, as a member of
the Executive Council of the Association for
the Study of Negro Life and History, he en-
couraged research on economic aspects of
the black experience in America.

So, with the death of SBam Westerfield, I
personally lost not only a friend but a fellow
worker in the task to improve the welfare of
those on the margin of an increasingly
affluent society.

JuLy 19, 1972,
Mrs. SAMUEL Z. WESTERFIELD, Jr.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRrs. WesTERFIELD: 1 was profoundly
shocked and saddened to learn of Sam’s
death in Monrovia. We knew him as an able
and dedicated man who served our country
with distinction. He will be sorely missed by
his many friends and colleagues at home and

abroad. At this time of great sadness, my wife
and I extend our sincere condolences and
heartfelt sympathy to you and your family.
We share your loss.

Sincerely,

WiLLiaMm P. ROGERS.
TEXT OF MESSAGE FRoM ROCHEFORTE L. WEEKS,
MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS oF LIBERIA,
TO SECRETARY ROGERS

The announcement of the sudden death
of His Excellency Samuel Z. Westerfield, Jr.,
United States Ambassador to Liberia, has
shocked us and all who knew him, Ambas-
sador Westerfield was an outstanding Ameri-
can, an effective and resourceful representa-
tive of the Government and people of your
great country and a good friend, who dis-
tinguished himself during the years he
served the United States of America here.
Ambassador Westerfield was loved and re-
spected by many and will be missed by many.
We deeply regret his untimely passing and
extend to you on behalf of the Liberian
Government, our deepest sympathy and
profoundest coadolences for the loss you
have sustained. Please be so kind to convey
these sentiments also to the members of the
bereaved family. May his soul rest in peace
and may light perpetual shine upon him.
Sentiments of Esteem.

ReEmARKS BY HoN. Davip NEWSOME, ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR AFRICA AT Fuo-
NERAL, JUuLy 25, 1972
Ambassador Peal, Excellencies, Ladies and

Gentlemen: On hehalf of Secretary of State

Rogers and the officers of the Department

of State, I wish to pay tribute to a fine dip-

lomat and a friend, Samuel Z. Westerfield, Jr.

Ambassador Westerfield was unique. His
expertise and his vision bridged oceans as it
bridged specialties. He was as much at home
in the cities of Africa as he was in Baltimore
or Boston. He was as adept at unravelling the
mysteries of the balance of payments as he
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was at explaining the intricaclies of African
politics, He was as well known and as re-
spected in Commerce and Treasury as he
was in the Department of State.

At a time when our wider knowledge and
association with independent Africa and its
economic and political life was just begin-
ning, Ambassador Westerfield brought to bear
upon this relationship the perception of a
scholar and special sensitivity of a friend.
He helped to open up and to create meaning-
ful links with Africa at a most critical and
important time. His career, all too brief, was
climaxed by his astute guardianship of that
unique relationship between the TUnited
States and Liberia.

I want, also, to say a word about Sam West-
erfield, a friend. When I came to the Bureau
ten years ago, new to black Africa, it was
Sam who gave me a sense of the vitality of
that region. It wds Sam, also, who first
helped to make me aware of the feelings and
sensitivities of Afro-America. His empathy
with people, his deep and sincere concern for
their problems, his willingness to listen, his
courage, and his optimism made him a spe-
cial kind of friend.

We shall miss Sam Westerfield, the Am-
bassador, who through special talents and
sensitivities made a distinct and critical con-
tribution to our relations with Africa. We
shall miss Sam Westerfield, the friend, who
conveyed through his quiet personality a dis-
tinct kind of feeling for the peoples of two
continents.

TeXT oF MESSAGE FroM ANGIE BROOKS-RAN-

DOLPH, AMBASSADOR AT LARGE oF Liseria To

PRESIDENT NIXON

The sudden death of the American Am-
bassador Samuel Westerfield brings sadness
to his friends and colleagues in Liberia be-
cause he gave the best of himself to promote
friendship and better understanding between
the peoples of our two countries and Africa
as a whole. Please accept sincere condolences
for the loss sustained in his death in which
my husband Commissioner Randolph joins
me.

REMARKS OF O, RUDOLF AGGREY, DIRECTOR FOR
WEST AFRICAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF
STATE

Sam Westerfield was a goal-conscious man
of rare perception. An innovative teacher,
his keen interest in Africa preceded by more
than a decade his distinguished career in
the Foreign Service. To his exacting tasks,
first as administrator and later as diplomat,
he brought the inquiring mind and quest for
truth *hat mark the genuine scholar. Those
of us who followed his work in the private
and public sectors alike know a major per-
sonal objective of this dedicated man was to
help increase the quality as well as the
quantity both of Afro-American and African
professionals in economies, particularly in
business administration. He stressed the es-
sentiality of such human resources to the
progress of the American and African na-
tions toward a better life for all their citi-
zens. He pursued this objective continually

.and with marked success at home and abroad

as may be seen in the numerous positions
of great trust and wide influence now held
by those he taught, advised or counselled.
For s0 many, SBam Westerfield's death is a
great loss, but the contributions he made
to his nation and his people remain wvital.

EULOGY FOR BAMUEL Z. WESTERFIELD

(By Hon, Walter Washington, Mayor,
Washington, D.C.)

I bring an expression of profound sym-
pathy from the citizens of the Nation’s Capi-
tal.

Samuel Z. Westerfield throughout his life,
wherever he found himself, has worked with
the tools at hand to help build a better world.
Firm in his belief that democracy is going
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in the right direction, he has used every op-
portunity to strengthen and broaden the con-
cept of equality for all men whatever their
station and wherever they live.

Today I am most grateful that only one
year ago I had the privilege of being with
him at his post in Liberia. My wife and I
shared the warm family life that he and his
wife created in a country where they both
felt at home and where together they served
the highest interests of the people of their
country and of the people of Liberia.

As a participant in official discussions, I
saw the respect and affection the leaders of
an African country accorded a man whom
they admired and trusted. Sam Westerfield
was more than a Beautiful American in a
foreign post—he was a world citizen working
with reverence for all men who gave the word
“brotherhood” a new and deeper meaning.

He understood and respected the hopes and
the problems of the young emerging nations
of the African continent who, after cen-
turies of oppression, are once again striving
to revive the technologies, the skills and the
creativity that contributed so much to their
history. And he sought ways to assist the
countries of West Africa to use the gifts of
their past heritage as stepping stones into
the present technologies and the self-suffi-
clency modern technigques can provide.

With generosity of spirit, with understand-
ing, with commitment and with dedication,
Sam Westerfield sought to help all human
beings rise to their highest potential as
thinking men, as feeling men and as pro-
ducing men.,

Sam Westerfield had a sense of the right-
ness of things. He was a serious man, a man
of humor and of sensibility with balance. He
was a charming companion who softened the
hard edges of life with gentle humor and
illuminated complex situations with an in-
sight born of long study and hard work.

Today we must remember the many stu-
dents he inspired throughout a long and dis-
tinguished teaching career, the co-workers
in the Department of State whom he helped
to a deeper understanding of issues often
clouded by fictions about race or by over-
zealous manifestations of patriotism. We can
take comfort in knowing that he made a dif-
ference not only in the lives of those he
touched but also in the lives of thousands
he did not know but in whom he passionately
believed.

May the Lord abundantly bless his family
and challenge his friends to greater commit-
ment in his memory. He would want no other
memorial.

WoRrps OF COMFORT TO THE SAMUEL Z, WEST-
ERFIELD FaMILY

(By Bishop Frank M. Reid, Jr.)

Let the family, friends, fraternal assocliates
and vocational yoke-fellows know that I
stand here today as retiring priest and pro-
phet to this religious community called
Metropolitan to remind you not to be en-
snared in the web of evasiveness in this
moment. For truly the wisest of all genera-
tions Is so unwise as to shunt aside the mean-
ing of death because of an apparent lack of
complete comprehension, This means that we
shall verbalize our massive misgivings with
words like tragic—untimely—grief—sorrow.
As priest and prophet I appeal to you to
transcend this level of limited understanding
and call to you the joy of sacramental cele-
bration.

Today, we rejoice that Samuel Z. Wester-
field, Jr, was a third generation Sunday
School Teacher, and that his son has done
honor to this heritage by being involved as
a teacher in our program of Christian Edu-
cation. This is not an occasion for grieving
but of grateful remembrance that God was
made manifest in his life. For we can say
for him as James Reston said in eulogizing
another great American, “He preserved the
vanishing gift of actually listening to what
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other people were saying, and then thinking
about it, before he answered". There are those
who would tearfully reflect that this is the
termination of his service to the U.S. State
Department. I would remind you that Samuel
7. Westerfield, Jr. was an Ambassador of
Jesus Christ first and always and always—
and as such knew the sacramental celebra-
tive aspect of death as expressed in the words
of the Apostle Paul—"Thanks be to God,
which giveth us the victory through our
Lord Jesus Christ.” In this moment we must
heed the call to commitment—“Therefore
my beloved brethren and family, be ye stead-
fast, unmovable, always sbounding in the
work of the Lord, forasmuch as ye know that
your labor is not in vain in the Lord.

REMARKS OF HERSCHELLE SULLIVAN
CuANCELLOR, PRHD,, BROOKLYN COLLEGE

The death of Ambassador Samuel Wester-
field is a deep loss for the blacks, the United
States, and Indeed mankind.

My first contact with the Ambassador oc-
curred as a student at Spelman College, where
we all viewed this Dean of the Atlanta Uni-
versity Business School with awe and ad-
miration.

In his professional life, he combined the
best of academic rigor with political insight,
of wisdom with pragmatism, of compassion
with realpolitik,

In a sense he represents a classic prototype
of that exceptional generation of black men
and women educafor-activist, influenced by
the Atlanta University Center, who went be-
yond to serve their people and their country.

Sam Westerfield is the third great black
man of Atlanta University to die in Africa
within the past 9 years. The first, Wm. E. B.
Dubois died an educator in exile with Gha-
nian citizenship; the second, Whitney Young
as a visiting leader of a major eclvil rights
organization, and now this Ambassador as a
representative of the American President in
Africa. This symbolism should not be lost:
that of Africa as an ancestral land reassert-
ing a claim over the best of her own. While
we mourn the death of this extraordinary
man, let us take note of the rebirth of
Africa’s relevance to black America.

REMEMBERING SAM WESTERFIELD

(By Sterling Tucker, Vice Chairman, Dis-
trict of Columbia City Council)

I knew Sam Westerfield as a family friend,
as a supporter of our work in the City Coun-
cil and of my work in the Urban League. He
was a gentle man of deep intellect and crea-
tive spirit—interested in many humanitarian
causes and devoted himself unselfishly to
them. His effectiveness as a leader and scholar
sprang from his dedication to purpose and
guiet yet persistent pursuit of noble objec-
tives. Sam was easy to know and enjoyed the
company of people.

A philosopher once sald that no man is so
great as a good man struggling with ad-
versity. Another philosopher noted, however,
that there is one man who is even greater
and that is the good man who comes to re-
lieve that adversity. I believe that Ambas-
sador Westerfleld, through his life's work,
personified that good man who came to re-
lieve adversity.

CorLumMBIA UNIVERSITY,
1N THE CrTy oF NEw YoOREK,
New York, N.Y., August 5, 1972.
Hon. CHARLES C, D1g6s, Jr.,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

Dear ConerEssMAN Diccs: I should like to
share my thoughts with you over the passing
of Sam Westerfield who died while serving
as our ambassador to the Republic of Liberia.
His death was all the more shocking to me
since we had s0 much in common,. Sam man-
aged to accomplish most of the things that
men of our generatlon dreamed about: a
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brilliant academic career capped by the Ph.D.
from Harvard; a professorship and deanship
at Atlanta university; and an enviable gov-
ernment career leading to a Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Stateship in the African Bureau
and finally to an Ambassadorship.

Sam took an active part in the affairs of
the Black community of the United States of
America and in the whole movement towards
re-establishing links between Blacks in our
country and those in Africa, He could be
counted upon whether at AMSAC meetings
or at the meetings of the American Negro
Leadership Conferences on Africa to intro-
duce a tone of quiet wisdom.

But what I remember most about Sam are
his qualities of a kind and gentle man. He
was quite considerate about others and ex-
tremely modest. I remembeér the embarrass-
ment with which he accepted the accolades
of his fellow board members at the last
meeting of the Association for the Study of
Negro Life and History in Washington, Sam
had a sharp wit and a wry sense of humor.
We shall miss him as we too go through the
paces of our earthly existence. Our best me-
morial to Sam could only be a rededication
to the things for which he stood: excellence
in all things academic, administrative, dip-
lomatic, governmental, and political; a de-
votion to the ethnic group into which nature
and history had placed him; a dedication to
achieving the long-sought equality of black
people everywhere from all forms of degrada-
tion and tyranny; and to continue the strug-
gle to improve the material as well as the
spiritual life of all mankind.

Mr. Congressman, I know that you share
these sentiments. Please permit me to join
you in honoring a great man.

Sincerely,
ELriorT P, SKINNER,
Franz Boas, Professor of Anthropology,
Chairman of the Anthropology Depart-
ment of Columbia University, and for-
mer U.S. Ambassador to Upper Volta.

IN MEMORIAM: AMBASSADOR SAMUEL Z.
WESTERFIELD
(By Joun CoNYERS, JR.)

I would like to join with my colleagues in
honoring the memory of Ambassador Sam
Westerfield whose untimely death at the age
of 52 leaves a void not easily filled in the
minds and hearts of those whom he knew
and served. His gentleness and kindness won
him many freinds wherever he went, and
served him well in his varied pursuits as
educator, administrator and public servant.

Sam Westerfield was a confirmed human-
ist. In applying standards of compassion and
faith in the perfectability of man to the
science of economics, he created an art. What-
ever the pursuit, he was falthful to his goal
of improving the lot of others through the
diligent application of the tools of economics,

Growth and development were among his
primary concerns throughout his profes-
sional life. As an administrator and educa-
tor, he valued the development of his stu-
dents and their education. He was conse-
quently instrumental in building the school
of business administration at Atlanta Uni-
versity. As a black American, he worked to-
ward enhancing the participation of blacks
in American business life, for he fully ap-
preciated the importance of economic inde-
pendence to the achievement of full equality.

And, as an international economist, he
campaigned vigorously for United States’ fi-
nancial support of African economic devel-
opment. It was this appreciation of the
vitality and potential of West Africa and
his sensitivity to the complexities of the colo-
nial legacy which won him many African
friends.

The passing of Sam Westerfield is more
than the personal loss which we all share.
It is the loss of a fine American and out-
standing public servant who combined the

best of all possible worlds—the high-minded-
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ness of the educator with the skill of the
economist and the dedication of the public
servant, He will indeed be sorely missed.

THE LATE AMBASSADOR SAMUEL Z.
WESTERFIELD

({By Louis Stokes)

The late Ambassador to Monrovia, Liberia,
Samuel Z. Westerfield, was perhaps as close
to the concept of the Renaissance man as a
twentieth century man can become. In his
short 52 years, he went from educator, to
economist, to intelligence officer, to African
expert, to Ambassador. It is difficult to chart
the course his life may have followed If he
had lived. But there is no question that his
future would have been as challenging and
as interesting as his past.

Bamuel Z. Westerfield was born on No-
vember 15, 1919. He graduated from Howard
University in 1939 and received his M.A. and
Ph.D degrees from Harvard University in 1949
and 1950 respectively.

Prior to entering government service, he
taught at Howard, West Virginia State, Lin-
coln, Harvard and Atlanta Universities. In
1969, when he was selected to serve as Sen-
for Advisor to the Office of Intelligence Af-
fairs, Mr. Westerfleld was the Dean of the
School of Business Administration at Atlanta
University.

From the field of intelligence, Ambassa-
dor Westerfield moved to international re-
lations. In 1963, he served as the United
States' representative to ECAFE. During that
same year, he became the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Economic Affairs, Bureau of
Economic Affairs, the Department of State.
In the course of 1964, Samuel Westerfield
served on the Foreign Service's Board of
Examiners and became the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Economics and Planning in the
Btate Department’'s Bureau of African Af-
fairs. Three years later, he assumed the po-
sition of Deputy Assistant Secretary for Afri-
can Affairs. Two years after that, he was
appointed to the Ambassadorship for Mon-
rovia, Liberia.

Ambassador Westerfield served his coun-
try, and the world, under both Democratic
and Republican Presidents, His commitment
to his fellow man went beyond the confines
of partisanship, to a lifelong advocacy for
harmony among people of all religions, races,
creeds and colors. He was a courageous
spokesman for full U.S. recognition of the
independent nations of Africa.

Above all else, Sam Westerfield was a kind
and gentle man. During my visit to Africa in
1971, he and his wife Helene opened their
doors to me In a gesture of friendship, and
hospitality. I will miss him and the field of
international diplomacy will feel his absence
for a long time to come.

IN MEMORIAM TO AMBASSADOR SAMUEL Z.
WESTERFIELD

(Remarks by Hon. RaLPH H. METCALFE)

America was saddened to learn of the
sudden death of Ambassador Samuel Z. West-
erfield, He was still a young man at the time
of his death, yet he had already set a record
of accomplishments unequalled by many who
live a much longer life.

I was not fortunate enough to have known
Ambassador Westerfield personally, but I ad-
mired him at a distance both as a person
and as a public servant. I was especially im-
pressed with his reputation of devotion to
his students while he served as Assistant
Professor of Economics at Lincoln University,
Dean of the School of Business Administra-
tion and Professor of Economlics at Atlanta
University, and Visiting Professor in the
Graduate School of Business Administration
at Howard University.

In a time when many young people are
searching for a meaningful role in a com-
plicated society, Dr. Westerfleld’s inspiration
and encouragement to them to develop to
their fullest potential will be greatly missed.

-
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It was with this same very human guality
of devotion to his fellowman, that Dr, West-
erfield as Ambassador for the United States
to Liberia, gained the reputation of being a
man sensitive and understanding of the peo-
ple of that country. This humanness, coupled
with his vast knowledge of African affairs,
nurtured the relationship which he helped to
build between the United States and Liberia.

This truly dedicated public servant will be
greatly missed both here and in Liberia.

HoxN. SaM WESTERFIELD
(By Hon. GeEorGE W. COLLINS)

From Chicago’'s Dunbar Vocational High
School to the ivied, hallowed halls of Har-
vard: from the black ghetto of Chicago's
southside to United States Ambassador, that
is the simple, but eloquent story of the late
Sam Westerfield, scholar, teacher, leader.

Born to poverty, he rose to become a fi-
nancial advisor in our national government.
Born to a racist and inferior educational sys-
tem, he rose to become a teacher of his
people. Born to the staticism of one of this
Nation’s most deprived ghettos, he rose to
leadership in our State Department.

Sam Westerfield was little known to his
people. He did not beat the drums of pub-
licity; he did not blow the horn of self-
importance. Rather, his headlines were that
of a job well done.

In God’s grace, Sam Westerfield walked
lightly through his role in life. He, indeed,
epitomized the words of our late president
John Pitzgerald Kennedy: for in truth Sam
Westerfield asked not what this wonderful,
mixed up Nation could do for him: he did
his best for his Nation.

A copy of my statement will be sent to the
Chicago City Council and the Chicago Board
of Education in the form of a resolution
memorializing Sam Westerfield, urging that a
monument and school be named in his
honor.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. Hansen of Washington, for part
of August 16, August 17, and August 18,
on account of official district business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Parman for 30 minutes, today, to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous material.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Younc of Florida), to revise
and extend their remarks, and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. HaLL, on August 17, 1972, for 60
minutes.

Mr. Warg, today, for 15 minutes.

Mr. BLACKBURN, today, for 15 minutes.

Mr. TaLcort, today, for 10 minutes.

Mr. Rosison of New York, today, for
15 minutes.

Mr. Kemp, today, for 15 minutes.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mazzor1), to revise and ex-
tend their remarks, and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. AspiN, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. Gonzarez, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. DanieLs of New Jersey, today, for
20 minutes.

Mr. HamirtoN, today, for 45 minutes.
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Mr. Annunzio, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. Patman, today, for 10 minutes.

Mr. MEeeps, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. BaniLro, today, for 5 minutes.

Mrs, CrisgEoLM, today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. TromesoN of New Jersey, today,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. Hawkins, today, for 5 minutes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. Boeges and to include extraneous
matter notwithstanding the fact it ex-
ceeds two pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $382.50 and to be printed
in the permanent REcorp along with his
special order of August 15.

Mr. SARBANES in five instances.

Mr. CLEVELAND to extend his remarks
following those of Mr. Burke of Massa-
chusetts, today, on Mr. GeEraLD R. ForD’s
time.

Mr. SeiBerriNG, and to include ex-
traneous material, notwithstanding the
fact that it exceeds two pages of the
Recorp and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $382.50.

Mr. McFaLL during his remarks in the
Committee of the Whole on H.R. 16071,
and to include a chart.

Mr. MizerL to extend his remarks in
the body of the RECORD.

Mrs. GrReeN of Oregon to extend her
remarks made during debate on the res-
olution by the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Younc of Florida) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. KEATING.

Mr. Rosison of New York.

Mr. BELL.

Mr. VANDER JAGT.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr. COUGHLIN.

Mr. WarE in two instances.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr. HosMER in two instances.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,

Mr. FisH.

Mr, ZWACH.

Mr. Don H. CLauseN in two instances.

Mr. SPENCE.

Mr. BLACKBURN.

Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. McCLOSKEY.

Mr. GUDE.

Mr, SHRIVER.

Mr. Hansen of Idaho in three in-
stances.

Mr. SCHMITZ.

Mr. MALLARY.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoL1) and to include ex-
traneous maftter:)

Mr. Fraser in two instances.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN.

Mr. Sareanes in three instances.

Mrs. SULLIVAN.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr, BEGICH.

Mr. Avnunzio in 10 instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr, HUNGATE.
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Mr. Rocers in five instances.
Mr. REID.
Mr, HARRINGTON.
Mr. RooNeY of Pennsylvania.
Mr. RanceL in four instances.
Mrs. CHisHOLM in two instances.
Mr. LEGGETT.
Mr. DrINAN in two instances.
Mr. RoE in two instances.
Mrs. MINK.
Mr. HAWKINS.
Mr. CONYERS.
. STOKES.
. MEEDS.
Mr. SCHEUER.
Mr. BURTON.
. BADILLO,
. TrHompsoN of New Jersey.
. BRADEMAS,
. CORMAN.
. HATHAWAY.
. MooraEAD in five instances.
. PIKE.
. McCORMACK.
. TIERNAN.
Mr. MnLer of California in five in-
stances.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 2806. An act to authorize appropriations
for additional costs of land acquisition for
the national park system; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affalrs,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

H.R. 5065. An act to amend the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968, and for other
purposes;

H.R. 9092. An act to provide an equitable
system for fixing and adjusting the rates of
pay for prevailing rate employees of the Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes;

H.R. 10676. An act for the relief of Lester L.
Stiteler; and

H.R. 15097. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

B. 559. An act for the relief of Albina Lucio
Manlucu;

S. 889. An act to restore the Postal Service
senjority of Elmer Erickson; and

8. 2704. An act for the relief of Rita Rosella
Vallerini.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 7 o'clock and 45 minutes p.m.), un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, Au-
gust 17, 1972, at 11 o'clock am,
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2255. A letter from the Deputy Chief of
Naval Material (Procurement and Produc-
tion), transmitting a report on Navy re-
search and development procurement ac-
tions of 50,000 or more during fiscal year
1972, pursuant to 10 U.8.C. 2357; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services,

2256. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to engage in feasibility in-
vestigations of certain potential water re-
source developments; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

2257. A letter from the vice president,
Government affairs, National Railroad Pas-
senger Corp., transmitting reports on (1) the
average number of passengers per day on
each train operated by AMTRAK, and (2)
the on-time performance of the final destina-
tion of each train operated, by route and by
railroad, covering the month of July 1972,
pursuant to section 308(a)(2) of the Ralil
Passenger Service Act of 1970, as amended;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

2258. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Agriculture, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to prevent the unauthorized man-
ufacture and use of the character “Woodsy
Owl,"” and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

2259. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning wvisa petitions approved accord-
ing certain beneficiaries third and sixth pref-
erence classification, pursuant to section
204(d) of the Immigration and Nationality,
as amended; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

2260. A letter from the acting executive
director, Blinded Veterans Association, trans-
mitting the audit report of the association
for the year ended June 30, 1972; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

2261. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting part II of a two-part
report on railroad-highway grade crossing
safety, pursuant to the Highway Safety Act
of 1970 (Public Law 91-605); to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee pf conference.
Conference report on 8. 3323, (Rept. No. 92-
1349) . Ordered to be printed,

Mr. HEBERT: Committee of conference.
Conference report on HR. 2 (Rept. No. 92-
1350) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1102. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the conference report on S.
3726. A bill to extend and amend the Export
Administration Act of 1969 to afford more
equal export opportunity, to establish a
Council on Internatitnal Economic Policy,
and for other purposes (Rept. No, 92-1361).
Referred to the House Calendar,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 5668. A bill for the relief of Capt.
Ronald W. Grout, U.S. Air Force; with an
amendment (Rept. No. 92-1351). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. H.R. 6467. A bill for the relief of
Harold J. Seaborg (Rept. No. 92-1352). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House,

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. HR. 10552. A bill for the relief of the
Rescue Mission Alliance of Syracuse (Rept.
No. 92-1353). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. MANN: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 11047. A bill for the relief of Donald W.
Wotring (Rept. No. 92-1354). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 11629. A bill for the relief of Corp.
Bobby R. Mullins; with amendments (Rept.
No. 92-1355). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. MANN: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 11749. A bill for the relief of 1st Lt.
Thomas J. Tremba, U.S. Army (Rept. No. 82—
1356). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on the
Judiciary. HR. 11814. A bill for the relief of
Claude V. Alcorn and 21 others; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 92-1357). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 12003. A bill for the relief of Anne
M. Sack; with an amendment (Rept. No. 92—
1358) . Referred to the Commitee of the Whole
House.

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. HR. 11631. A bill for the relief of
Robert Gibbons; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 92-1359). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr, STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. HR. 8215. A bill to
provide relief for certain prewar Japanese
bank claimants; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 92-1360). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABOUREZK (by request) :

H.R. 16384. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 8, 1968 (Public Law 90-—468) to provide
for the reservation of certain areas for park
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

HR. 16385. A bill to amend the National
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Act
of 1965 to further cultural activities by malk-
ing unused railroad passenger depots avail-
able to communities for such activities; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mrs. ABZUG:

H.R. 16386. A bill to provide youth services
grants, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. ASPINALL (for himself, Mr.
McCLureE, Mr. BarRING, Mr. SEUBITZ,
Mr. BurLisoN of Missouri, Mr, JoHN-
son of California, Mr. FoLey, Mr.
Sayror, Mr. RoowneEY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. CLaRK, Mr. IcHORD, Mr. UrLmMan,
and Mr. Evins of Tennessee) :

H.R.16387. A bill to' amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States to provide
that certain forms of zinc be admitted free
of duty; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ASPINALL (for himself, Mr.

McCrLure, Mr. Baring, Mr. SKuBITZ,
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Mr. BurLison of Missourl, Mr. Joxn-
son of Callfornia, Mr, ForLey, Mr.
Savror, Mr. RooneY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. QuUmILLEN, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr., Crarx, Mr, Icmorp, Mr. Mc-
EwenN, Mr., UoMman, and Mr, EvinNs
of Tennessee) :

H.R. 16388. A bill to protect the domestic
economy, to promote the general welfare, and
to assist in the national defense by providing
for an adequate supply of lead and zinc for
consumption in the United States from
domestic and forelgn sources, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 16389. A bill to encourage and assist
the States in registering voters and in achiev-
ing efficient and convenient conduct of elec-
tions, and to establish within the Bureau of
the Census and Election Assistance and Voter
Registration Administration to earry out a
program of election assistance, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. BOLAND (for himself and Mr.
Jacoss) :

H.R. 16390. A bill to amend the tariff and
trade laws of the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R. 16391. A bill to provide for the use
of certain funds to promote scholarly, cul-
tural, and artistic activities between Japan
and the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 16302. A bill to provide compensation
to U.8S. commercial fishing vessel owners for
damages incurred by them as a result of an
action of a vessel operated by a forelgn gov-
ernment or a citizen of a foreign government;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. 3

By Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey:

H.R. 16393. A bill to encourage and support
the dissemination of news, opinion, scien-
tific, cultural, and educational matter
through the mails; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H.R. 16394. A bill to encourage and sup-
port the dissemination of news, opinion,
scientific, cultural, and educational matter
through the malls; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. Ep-
warps of California, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. ScHERLE, Mr. Hicks of Washing-
ton, Mr. BLanTOoN, Mr. FLOWERS, Mr.
EKing, Mr, HarriNGTON, Mrs. Hicxs
of Massachusetts, Mr. MosHER, Mr.
CrarK, Mr. YAaTRON, Mr. CLEVELAND,
Mr. HELsTOSKI, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
MoORHEAD, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. TR~
NAN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. PopELL, Mr.
EiLserG, Mrs. Aszuc, Mr. DRINAN,
and Mr, REES) :

HR. 16385. A bill to amend the Small
Business Act, to provide financial assistance
for handicapped individuals establishing or
operating small business concerns, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mrs.
Grasso, Mr. Rancer, Mr, BrRownN of
Michigan, Mr. Fascern, Mr. EscH,
Mr. SteEELE, Mr. HorTON, and Mr,
SHRIVER) :

HR. 16386. A bill to amend the Small
Business Act, to provide financial assistance
for handicapped individuals establishing or
operating small business concerns, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 16397. A bill to authorize the Attorney
General to provide a group life insurance
program for State and local government law
enforcement officers; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
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H.R. 16398. A bill to amend section 3104
of title 38, United States Code, to permit cer-
tain service-connected disabled veterans who
are retired members of the uniformed serv-
ices to recelve compensation concurrently
with retired pay, without deduction from
either; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs,

H.R. 16309. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act to provide in certain
cases for an exchange of credits between
the old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance system and the civil service retirement
system so as to enable individuals who have
some coverage under both systems to ob-
tain maximum benefits based on their com-
bined service; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

HR. 16400. A bill to provide that State
and local sales taxes paid by individuals
shall be allowed as a credit against their
liability for Federal income tax instead of
being allowed as a deduction from their
gross income; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

HR. 16401. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
to tenants of houses or apartments for their
proportionate share of the taxes and interest
paid by their landlords; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself and Mr,
MaTaIAS of California) :

HR. 16402. A bill to amend the Poultry
Products Inspection Act, to include chick-
ens, turkeys, ducks, geese, guineas, pheas-
ants, and squabs within the definition of
“poultry”; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MAYNE:

H.R. 16403. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Transportation to release restrictions
on the use of certain property conveyed to
the city of Algona, Iowa, for airport pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr, PETTIS:

HR. 16404. A bill to amend the Federal-ald
Highway Act to provide for a system of eco-
nomic growth center highways to revitalize
and diversify the economy of rural areas;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

HR. 16405. A bill tc amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise cer-
tain requirements for approval of new animal
drugs; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

HE. 16406. A Dbill to amend sections 101
and 902 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958,
as amended, to implement the Convention
for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of
Alreraft and to amend title XI of such act to
authorize the President to suspend air serv-
ice to any foreign nation which he deter-
mines is encouraging aircraft hijacking by
acting in a manner inconsistent with the
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Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful
Seizure of Aircraft and to authorize the Sec-
retary of Transportation to revoke the op-
erating authority of foreign air carriers under
certain circumstances; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 16407. A bill to provide credit against
individual income tax paid for elementary
and secondary education of dependents; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BLACKEBURN:

H.R. 16408. A blll to amend the National
Labor Relations Act; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN (for himself
and Mr. M1zeLL) :

HR. 16409. A bill to amend the Federal-
Aid Highway Act to provide for economic
growth center highways to revitalize and
diversify the economy of rural areas and
smaller communities; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. COUGHLIN:

H.R. 16410. A bill to amend section 521 of
title 38, United States Code, to exclude from
consideration as income, for the purpose of
determining eligibility for pension, all pay-
ments of any kind or from any source, in-
cluding salary, retirement or annuity pay-
ments, endowments or similar income, which
a veteran receives or is entitled to receive
after attaining age 72, to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 16411. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase to $5,000 a
year (plus an additional amount to reflect the
needs of other persons in the same house-
hold) the amount of outside earnings which
a beneficiary may have without any deduc-
tions from his benefits thereunder; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FUQUA (for himself, Mr,
MosHER, Mr. TeacUuE of Texas, Mr.
HecHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
WrypLER, Mr. DowNING, Mr. WINN,
Mr. Frey¥, Mr. Frowers, and Mr,
CAMP) :

H.R. 16412. A bill to amend the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 to pro-
vide for certain additional reports to Con-
gress, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER (for himself,
Mrs. Apzvc, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. Maz-
zorr, and Mr. MITCHELL) :

H.R. 16413. A bill to establish an independ-
ent and regionalized Federal Board of Parole,
to provide for fair and equitable parole pro-
cedures, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBISON of New York (for
himself, Mr. MorroHAN, and Mr.
Davis of South Carolina) :

H.R. 16414. A bill to provide for a rural
water survey, to create a Rural Water
Council, to provide incentive grants for rural
water supply projects, and for other pur-
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poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.J. Res. 1287. Joint resolution designat-
ing the T-day period beginning on the 23rd
day of September of each year as “National
‘Miss Twins U.S.A." Week"”; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HORTON (for himself, Mr.
UpaLL, Mrs. Apzuc, Mr. ANDERSON of
Illinois, Mr, BELL, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr,
BLACKBURN, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. DEL~
LENBACK, Mr. Dow, Mr. pu PONT,
Mr. FisHER, Mr. FrAsErR, Mr. GREEN
of Pennsylvania, Mr., HARRINGION,
Mr. Hicks of Washington, and Mr.
HILLis) :

H.J. Res, 1288. Joint resolution to declare
a U.S. policy of achieving population stabi-
lization by voluntary means; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. HORTON (for himself, Mr.
UpaLnt, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MAILLIARD,
Mr. Marrary, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
McCroskey, Mr. Prxe, Mr. PREYER of
North Carolina, Mr. Rees, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. Romrsson of New York, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. SEIBER-
LING, and Mr. WALDIE) :

H.J. Res, 1289. Joint resolution to declare
a U.S. policy of achieving population stabi-
lization by voluntary means; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon (for herself,
Mrs. CHisHoLm, Mrs. Grasso, Mr.
HANSEN of Idaho, Mrs. Hicks of Mas-
sachusetts, and Mrs, MINK) :

H. Con. Res. 687. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of additional
coples of parts I and IT of hearings entitled
“Discrimination Against Women'; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. COLMER (for himself, Mr. S1sk,
Mr. Borwineg, Mr. Youne of Texas,
Mr. SmutH of California, and Mr.
LATTA) :

H. Res. 1103. Resolution to amend the
Rules of the House of Representatives with
respect to House consideration of certain
Senate amendments, to provide for the Dele-
gates from Guam and the Virgin Islands,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOLAND:

HR. 16415. A bill for the relief of Luigl
Santaniello; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. DOW:
H.R. 16416. A bill for the relief of Howard

Lindberg; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

SENATE—Wednesday, August 16, 1972

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. EASTLAND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O Lord, our governor, whose glory is in
all the world, we commend this Nation
to Thy merciful care, that being guided
by Thy providence, we may dwell secure
in Thy peace. Grant to the President of
the United States and to all in author-

ity, wisdom and strength to know and
to do Thy will. Fill them with the love
of truth and righteousness, and make
them ever mindful of their calling to
serve this people in Thy fear; through
Jesus Christ our Lord, who liveth and
reigneth with Thee and the Holy Spirit,
one God, world without end. Amen.
—COMMON PRAYER.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House had

agreed to the report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5065) to
amend the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety
Act of 1968.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 9092) to provide an equitable sys-
tem for fixing and adjusting the rates of
pay for prevailing rate employees of the
Government, and for other purposes.
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