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AMENDMENTS NOS., 924 AND 825

Mr. GAMBRELL. On behalf of Sena-
tor CamLes and myself, I submit for print-
ing, but not to call up, amendments to
the pending committee substitute, one
being an amendment which seeks to limit
the jurisdiction of the Federal district
courts in respect to school busing or-
ders, and providing that in the event
that busing is provided for, it should be
provided for in a uniform way through-
out and across the country, and defining
what is uniform adopted busing policy
throughout the United States.

The second amendment that I send to
the desk for printing is likewise an
amendment to the pending committee
substitute. This is a clarification and
adaptation which was previously adopt-
ed by the Senate to the school desegre-
gation bill when it was passed last spring.
The bill at that time was amended by the
Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES), and
Senator CuirLeEs and I are offering this
amendment to the pending legislation to
be considered by way of clarifying the
committee’s report on that subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the two amend-
ments to the committee substitute be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the amend-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 924

On page 699, line 20, strike out the words
“g final” and insert in lieu thereof the word
“any”.

0¥1 page 711, strike lines 15 through 20, and
insert In lieu thereof the following:

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this title, sums appropriated pursu-
ant to section 704, and apportioned to a
State pursuant to section 705, shall be avail-
able for grants to and contracts with any
local educational agency in such State which
is eligible to receive financial assistance un-
der section 708(a) (1) (A) (1) (I) of this title,
to assist such agency in carrying out pro-
grams or projects referred to in section
707 of this title, and as set forth in the plan
of desegregation undertaken pursuant to
order of court, and no further conditions
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shall be established by the Secretary, or any
other official of the United States Govern-
ment in order to establish the eligibility
of such agency to receive grants or contracts
under this title.”

AmeNDMENT No. 925

At the end of the bill add the following
new Section: :

“ggc. —. (a) Notwithstanding any other
law or laws, no court of the United States
shall have jurisdiction or authority to en-
force any order or judgment to the extent
that it provides for the assignment or re-
quirement of any public school student to
attend a particular school because of his or
her race, creed, or color, until—

(1) Appeals in connection with such order
or judgment have been exhausted, or in the
event no appeals are taken, until the time
for such appeals has expired; and

(2) Plans, approved by competent judi-
cial authority, providing for the racial de-
segregation of schools without regard to the
origin or cause of existing segregation, shall
have been adopted uniformly throughout
the United States.

“(b) Plans referred to in Subsection (A)
(2) hereof shall not be deemed to “have
been uniformly adopted throughout the
United States” until—

(1) Such plans have been adopted In
school systems containing not less than 75
per centum of the publie school population
of the United States; or

(2) Such plans are in effect in not less
than 75 of the 100 most populous school sys-
tems in the United States which have total
minority student population greater than 15
per centum and such plans are in effect in 756
per centum of the States of the United States
having a minority public school student pop-
ulation greater than 15 per centum.

“(c) The Attorney General of the United
States is authorized to initiate appropriate
actions in the Federal District Courts of the
United States seeking the desegregation of
public schools under plans as provided for in
Subsection (A) (2) hereof, and no plan of
public school desegregation shall qualify for
consideration wunder Subsection (A)(2)
hereof unless and until the Attorney Gen-
eral has been made or become a party to the
action pursuant to which judicial approval
of such plan has been given.”

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum
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and I assume that this will be the final
quorum call of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the program for tomorrow is as fol-
lows:

The Senate will convene at 9:15 a.m.
After the two leaders have been recog-
nized, the following Senators will be rec-
ognized, each for not to exceed 15 min-
utes and in the order stated: Senators
TURNEY, GAMBRELL, and STENNIS.

At the conclusion of the unanimous-
consent orders recognizing Senators,
there will be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business, not to extend
beyond 10:30 a.m., with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

At the hour of 10:30 a.m., the Senate
will resume the consideration of amend-
ment No. 923 by the distinguished ma-
jority leader and the distinguished mi-
nority leader—an amendment to the Al-
len amendment, No. 922, Under the limi-
tation of time on amendments, time on
amendment No. 923 will be limited to 2
hours. Rollcall votes tomorrow are very
probable.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:15 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
9:15 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4:53 p.m.) the Senate adjourned until
tomorrow, Thursday, February 24, 1972,
at 9:15a.m.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Peace be to the brethren and love
with faith, from God the Father and the
Lord Jesus Christ.—Ephesians 6: 23.

O Thou Kindly Light of our pilgrim
way, we come confessing that in the rush
of busy hours we often forget Thee and
neglect to climb the stairs to the upper
room where for awhile we may be alone
with Thee and have our faith restored,
our hope renewed, and our love be given
new life. Forgive us, our Father, and
make us mindful of Thy presence as
we face the duties of this day.

We pray for our Nation. Help her to
be strong in Thee and in the power of
Thy might that justice may reign in the
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minds of men and peace may rule in
the hearts of our people.

“0O God, may Thy spirit protect our
dear land,

In mercy assist her to faithfully stand

For justice and honor through all of her
days,

One people united to serve Thee in
praise.”

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 Jouwrnal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

WELCOME TO ROTC CADETS

(Mr. SIKES 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. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to take
this opportunity to welcome ROTC ca-
dets from all over the Nation to Wash-
ington this week. I am sure that the
membership of the House joins me in
this cordial welcome.

Some 250 young men, representing the
various ROTC detachments on a number
of college and university campuses have
been selected by the Department of De-
fense to attend the Reserve Officers As-
sociation’s 2-day conference, which also
marks that major national erganization's
50th anniversary.

This is the first assembly of its kind
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for ROTC representatives. In Washing-
ton they will exchange views with na-
tional leaders such as Secretary of De-
fense Laird, with other Defense officials,
and with Senate and House leaders. In-
cluded will be briefings on defense and
national security.

They will lay a wreath on the Tomb of
the Unknown Soldier, among many ac-
tivities, all designed to further their
knowledge of government and country.

The cadets will visit Capitol Hill for a
breakfast under the sponsorship of Sen-
ator TaurMoND, who is a past national
president of the Reserve officers. They
will also meet with other leaders in ROA.

These serious-minded young men will
be a bulwark of tomorrow’s Armed Forces
and because of their conscientious dedi-
cation, they have already shown they
will be among the Nation’s leaders in in-
dustry and commerce.

Cadets, let this visit be among your
most meaningful. Learn well the lessons
that await you here. And again, a warm
welcome from the Congress of the United
States.

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

(Mr. MILLS of Arkansas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
madtter.)

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I am today introducing a bill which
would provide a 20-percent increase in
social security benefits effective June 1,
1972, in substitution for the 5 percent
that was contained in H.R. 1, as it passed
the House last year.

On passage of H.R. 1 last vear, I began
to make a further analysis and study of
the entire social security cash benefit
program. I have concluded, as did the
Advisory Council on Social Security, that
on the basis of the tax projected in H.R.
1, we are overfinancing the fund, accu-
mulating far too much of an excess
amount of money. So my bill would re-
duce the rates of tax actually which are
set forth in H.R. 1 as it passed the House,
and at the same time increase the bene-
fits by 20 percent across the board.

The trust fund will remain completely
and totally sound actuarially.

This will mean an increase in the aver-
age benefit from $133 a month to $162
a month; from $222 a month to $269 a
month for the aged couple; and from
$114 to $153 a month for aged widows.
These people will still be at or below a
poverty level of income if this is the only
source of income they have. I think they
are the people most in need of our as-
sistance and our attention.

I am very pleased it has developed
that these kinds of changes can be made
within the social security cash payments
without jeopardizing the fund or with-

out requiring 1 cent of money to be
transferred from the general fund into

the social security fund.

I hope this matter will be considered
by the Senate in connection with the
bill they now have in the Finance Com-
mittee, HR. 1, and that this figure can
be substituted for the 5 percent that is
in the House-passed bill.
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Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I am glad
to yield to the majority leader.

Mr. BOGGS. I should like to commend
the gentleman for his statement. The
gentleman probably knows more about
this subject than any other Member of
Congress, either in this body or in the
other body.

I gather from the gentleman’s state-
ment that what he would like to see
happen would be acceptance of this fig-
ure, 20 percent across the board by the
Senate so that it may be accepted in the
conference on the welfare bill.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. I should like
for the Senate to use it as an amend-
ment in lieu of the 5 percent, and let us
face it in conference with them, which
is the quickest way to enact it.

Mr. BOGGS. Which would expedite
consideration of it?

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Exactly.

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
at a later point in the REecorp today I
shall include a complete analysis of my
proposal.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 12931, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1972

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 829 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. REs. 820

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 the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 12931)
to provide for improving the economy and
living conditions in rural America, and all
points of order against sald bill for failure
to comply with the provislons of clause 4,
rule XXI, are hereby walved. 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
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule by titles Instead of by sections.
At the conclusion of the consideration of
the bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 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. 48]
Bergland
Blatnik
Brown, Ohio

Ashbrook
Baring
Barrett

Camp
Celler
Chappell
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Rees

Reid

Roe
Rooney, Pa.
Sarbanes

Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Collins, I11.
Conyers
Danielson
Diggs
Dowdy

EKemp
Ecch
Leggett
Long, La.
McCloskey
McEwen Scheuer
Macdonald, Seiberling

Mass, Stanton
Martin James V.
Metcalfe Bteed
Mitchell Stokes
Mizell Talcott
Monagan Taylor
Moorhead Teague, Tex,
Murphy, N.Y¥., Tiernan
Hébert Nix Wiggins
Heinz Fatman Wilson, Bob
Hillis Pryor, Ark, Zablockl
Ichord Ralilsback

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 368
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

Goldwater
Gray
Gubser
Hawkins

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed with an amend-
ment in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 1746. An act to further promote equal

employment opportunities for American
workers.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

8.960. “An act to designate the Sycamore
Canyon Wilderness, Coconino, Kaibab, and
Prescott National Forests, State of Arizona”.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S.2515. An act to further promote equal

employment opportunities for American
workers.

B5.3187. An act to increase the dollar lim-
itation on the cost for construction of Fed-
eral Reserve branch bulldings.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
84-1028, appointed Mr. PASTORE, MTr.
CaAxNON, Mr. ArroTT, and Mr. STEVENS to
be members of the Board of Visitors to
the U.S. Air Force Academy.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
84-1028, appointed Mr. INouyvE, Mr.
HumprREY, Mr. Youne, and Mr. GoLrp-
WATER to be members of the Board of
Visitors to the U.S. Military Academy.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
80-816, appointed Mr. MacNuUsoN, Mr.
Byrp of Virginia, Mr. Perr, and Mr.
BoeGGs to be members of the Board of
Visitors to the U.S. Naval Academy.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, T
missed the immediate preceding quorum
call because I was in attendance at a
meeting of a special study committee of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions with the Governor of Ohio with ref-
erence to a program on problems of the
aging in which the people of that State
are greatly interested.
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I make this announcement for the
benefit of my constituents who read the
Recorp because I would like them to
know that I was on the job and it was for
that reason that I missed the gquorum
call.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 1746, EQUAL EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 1971

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (HR. 1746) to
further promote equal employment op-
portunities for American workers, with
a Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and request a
conference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

The Chair hears none, and appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. PER-
KINs, DenT, HAWEKINS, Mrs. MINE,
Messrs. BUrRTON, Cray, Gaypos, WIL-

r1am D. Forp, BiacGi, MazzoLl, PUCINSKI,
BRADEMAS, QUIE, ERLENBORN, BELL, ESCH,
LANDGREBE, HanseN of Idaho, STEIGER of
Wisconsin, and Kemp,

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED RE-
PORTS

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules may have until midnight
tonight to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT OF
1972

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Younc) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LarTa), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 829
provides an open rule with 2 hours of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
12931, the Rural Development Act of
1972. Because sections 110, 111, 112, 117,
and 201 of the bill violate the provisions
of clause 4, rule XXI—appropriations in
a legislative bill—points of order are
waived for failure to comply with those
provisions. The resolution also provides
that the bill shall be read for amendment
by titles instead of by sections.

The purpose of H.R. 12931 is to effect
a program for rural America for better
living conditions and employment op-
portunities in order to impede migration
to metropolitan areas. The communities
affected would have a population of not
more than 5,500.

The authority of the Farmers Home
Administration and the Soil Conserva-
tion Service would be expanded. Busi-
ness type loans would be authorized for
rural areas; farm properties would be
appraised at market value rather than
“normal value”; loans could now be made
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for community facilities; the dollar lim-
itation on authorizations for water and
waste disposal granfts would be elimi-
nated, as well as the dollar limitation on
planning grants. Planning grants would
be authorized to State and local author-
ities without requiring that they be leg-
ally binding on the municipalities which
benefit and planning grants would be
permitted for solid waste disposal proj-
ects without the dollar limitation. In
addition, the dollar limitation is elimi-
nated on individual water and waste dis-
posal loans.

The Farmers Home Administration
would be authorized to make grants for
comprehensive planning for the broader
purpose of rural development.

The maximum amount of new unsold
loans that may be held in the agricul-
tural credit insurance fund at any one
time would be increased from $100 mil-
lion to $500 million,

The limit on the size of operating leans
would increase from $35,000 to $50,000.

The Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act would be amended to
broaden the authority of the Secretary
of Agriculture.

It is estimated that the cost of the
legislation during the current and 5
succeeding fiscal years could amount to
$280 million in additional grant author-
ity annually.

This is very comprehensive and en-
compassing legislation which I will not
go into further at this time, Mr. Speaker,
and I urge the adoption of the rule in
order that it may be considered.

Mr. HALL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Gladly, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
the gentleman could tell us just a little
bit more as to the background of why we
should appropriate on a legislative com-
mittee’s authorization bill, other than
just the flat statement that that is the
reason why points of order are waived?

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
will refer that question to the author of
the bill, the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture.

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

We do not consider that this bill does
make any appropriation. It does increase
the number of authorizations, but we do
not make any appropriations here.

Mr. HALL. I understood the distin-
guished gentleman from the Committee
on Rules to say that that was the reason
for the rule waiving all points of order.

Mr. POAGE. That was the reason.

Mr. HALL. Whether this is a transfer
or whether it is just an authorization I
do not know. Of course, there is no ques-
tion that that is within the prerogative
and the bailiwick of the Committee on
Agriculture. I just want to know why
points of order are waived.

Mr. POAGE. The reason is this: We do
not think it involves any appropriation
at all. However, the bill does involve
bookkeeping within the Farmers Home
Administration whereby they keep sub-
stantial sums of money in what we call
the agricultural credit insurance fund.
FHA brings in these notes that they buy
and guarantee. This authorizes substan-
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tially an increase of from $100 million
to $500 million of unsold notes that they
may hold in that fund. We do not con-
sider that is any appropriation at all,
because it is just a bookkeeping or house-
keeping performance within the depart-
ment. However, there is some question
of the technicalities involved as to
whether or not it complies with the rules.
We thought it did, and our committee
parliamentarian thought we were safe,
but there was a suggestion that we had
better have such a rule. As I explained
to the Committee on Rules yesterday, I
did not think we needed it, but it cost
nothing to ask for it, so we thought we
would and be absolutely sure about it.

Mr. HALL. After all, this is all I was
asking for that is exactly why the points
of order are waived. I think I understand
that now. Of course, the only cost of
waiving points of order is the individual
right of any Member of the House on
the floor, also elected to the Congress,
of making a point of order against a bill
that does do this. I have no objection per
se to a revolving fund of the Farmers
Home Administration, which has a
record of collections through the years
of something over 106 percent of the tax-
payers’ money it uses.

To my mind, it is one of the good
things that does need expanding under
the watchful eye of this committee. But
any time we repeatedly violate the rules
of the House by waiving points of order,
it represents a transgression against the
Members’ rights; and I think we have a
right to that explanation on the floor,
before voting on the rule proposing to
make the legislation in order for con-
sideration.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my=-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr, Speaker, let me say at the outset
that I support this rule and that I sup-
port the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I concur with the state-
ments just made by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. YOUNG).

There is one real good reason for sup-
porting this bill. It is the increased au-
thorization provided in section 104 for
FHA grants for water and sewer facili-
ties in small communities.

We hear almost daily in this Chamber
about the tremendous burden the cities
have been assuming due to the migration
from our rural areas and small commu-
nities to the cities and that we must re-
verse this trend.

I agree that we should reverse this
trend. However, in order to do this, we
must give these small communities and
rural areas help in providing the facili-
ties and the jobs necessary to keep these
people at home. To date, we have not
been giving them this necessary assist-
ance. We have placed increased burdens
on these small communities in the area
of pollution abatement. We have not,
however, given sufficient thought to the
fact that these communities do not have
the resources or the tax bases necessary
to carry these burdens.

Mr. Speaker, I just received a letter
from the mayor of the small community
of Oakwood, Ohio, a community with a
population of 804 people, which sums
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up the problems of small communities
throughout America.

The mayor’s letter reads, in part, as
follows:

DEeAR ConGrREssMAN: I need some informa-
tion for a small town, like many other small
towns in our country that have not pro-
gressed,

As you know, Oakwood has a railroad, two
State highways and a river; yet we have
very little industry and only a few business
establishments. The essential ingredients
needed to maintain and improve this town
have always been cast aside. We now have
& critieal situation. This situation has caused
me concern.

The State of Ohioc has informed us that
we must have a sewage plant, another fire
truck, an ambulance service and changes in
our water system. They failed to tell us how
we are to pay for all this. So, you can see
why I need information.

Mr. Speaker, there is not a Member in
this Chamber from a rural area who has
not received letters similar to this one
by the score.

I understand that counsel has con-
tacted FHA, and believe it or not, FHA
estimates & potential backlog of $12 bil-
lion worth of requests for help from small
communities if funds are available. But,
what has this Congress been doing about
this need? Practically nothing; practi-
cally nothing, We have given these small
communities too much lip service and too
little financial assistance. It is high time
that we gave them something to work
with if we want to stop this migration to
our cities.

Most of these people would like to stay
on the farm or in their home communi-
ties where they know their neighbors and
their neighbors know and care about
them.

But we are forcing these people to
move in search of employment. Indus-
tries will not locate in communities with-
out water and sewer facilities. Without
industries, there are no jobs. Today, we
have an opportunity to help these small
communities in their efforts to attract
industry.

We have been doing far more in as-
sisting our cities with their water and
sewer problems than our rural areas. By
comparison, last year this Congress ap-
propriated $500 million for sewer and
water grants for the cities under HUD.
In addition, $200 million was carried
over, making a total amount of $700 mil-
lion.

How much was appropriated for these
rural areas, these small communities we
talk so much about? Well, we appro-
priated $100 million under the program,
and the Bureau of Budget and Manage-
ment released only $44 million—$44 mil-
lion. This is a drop in the bucket when
you have a potential need of $12 billion.

We have outside my hometown, a
little community called Portage, Ohio.
Within the past few weeks the health
department was checking on the wells
of its inhabitants since the town is with-
out a water system. Over 35 percent of
the wells were found to be contaminated.

At the north end of my home county
there is a little community called Perrys-
burg Heights, an unincorporated area,
but they have 200 houses. A like percent-
age of these wells were found to have
contaminated water.
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They do not have the tax duplicate to
support any kind of a do-it-alone bond-
ing program. This community needs help
from the Federal Government. It can-
not turn to the State because the State
needs help. Small communities, such as
these, are calling on Congress for as-
sistance. We can give them some addi-
tional assistance in this bill. We have
an opportunity today to at least make
a start toward helping these small com-
munities help themselves. Today we can
give them more than the hope and the
lip service we have given them in the
past.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is an impor-
tant bill. I do not agree with every sec-
tion in it, or with every amendment made
by the committee, or with every amend-
ment which will be proposed, but this
one section is sufficient reason for every
Member interested in rural America to
vote for it.

I shall offer an amendment to increase
the amount of money now provided for
water and sewer grants for these commu-
nities. The committee has increased the
authorization from $100 to $200 million.
This amount is not enough when you
have $12 billion worth of potential re-
quests, Why, we could use $100 million
in Ohio alone, and still not take care of
our needs. So, let us make some minor
adjustments in our spending priorities
and help these communities fulfill some
of their basic needs. Industry can then
be attracted and jobs will follow. I am
going to offer an amendment to increase
this amount to $500 million. If you are
really interested in rural America you
will support my amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. TEAGUE).

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time, I am not opposed
to this rule, but I am opposed to some
features of the bill. There are some bad
serl:itions and some good provisions which
I like.

I might point out to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LarTa) that there are
17,000 Oakwoods throughout the coun-
try. If Oakwood gets its share of the
total appropriations proposed under this
bill it will get about $8,000, so perhaps
they ean buy a second-hand ambulance
because it will not be enough to build
much of a sanitary system or provide
those other requests or needs.

My objection to the bill is that it is a
cruel hoax. We are raising unjust hopes
throughout all the small communities of
this country that they can come to the
Federal Government and have all of their
problems solved, and that simply is not
correct.

I will speak more about this in general
debate.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. g

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
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bill (HR. 12931) to provide for im-
proving the economy and living condi-
tions in rural America.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr, FLYNT)
to preside over the Committee of the
Whole. ,

Will the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr, O'Hara) kindly temporarily oecupy
the Chair as Chairman pro tempore.

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 HR. 12931, with
Mr. O’'Hara (Chairman pro tempore) 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 CHATRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Poace) will be recognized for 1 hour, and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
TeEAGUE) will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. POAGE).

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 15 minutes.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, there was
once a time in our Nation’s history when
the goal of great numbers of Americans
was to leave our great cities and develop
farms in the rural part of America.

When millions of people immigrated to
this country during the 19th century and
the early part of the 20th century, they
were forced initially to settle in large
cities like New York, Boston, and New
Orleans. It is true that many of them
have remained in those areas, but many
were able to leave and to settle through
our great land.

These good people have added im-
mensely to the greatness of America.
People of Czech, Irish, German, Polish,
Scandanavian, Italian, and many other
such backgrounds are not only found in
our urban centers, but are found in vir-
tually every village in America. America
was truly a “melting pot” of culture and
tradition.

There was a time when America was
full of thriving small towns and these
towns were, in a sense, the symbol of our
Nation. But times have changed, and this
change, while gradual, has been sad and
tragic. Gradually, more and more Amer-
icans have concentrated in our major
population areas until, at the present
time, some T0 percent live on 2 percent
of our land.

What has brought about this change?
I believe that the simplest answer is that
the opportunity to make a sufficient liv-
ing in rural America has diminished dra-
matically. Basically, this means that
farmers’ income has not kept pace with
that of the rest of the economy. During
the past 20 years, wages have increased
340 percent, and pay of government em-
ployees has increased 430 percent.

Business and professional incomes
have increased 200 percent. Stock divi-
dends have increased 300 percent. Dur-
ing the same period farm food prices
have increased only 7 percent.

It is true that farm efficiency has in-
creased just as has the efficiency of labor,
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but it is impossible for the increases in
farm efficiency to have made up the dif-
ference between a 7-percent 20-year-food
price increase when compared with a
340-percent wage increase. Yet today
there are many bitter criticisms of farm
food prices.

It was only last month that the price
of live cattle equaled what it had been
20 years ago. Cotton, corn, and wheat
are all selling for substantially less than
they brought 20 years ago, and yet this
very inequity in price has in itself ac-
counted for a substantial part of the dis-
location of farm families.

Obviously this insufficiency of income
has resulted in further mechanization
and the enlargement of our farms. While
the development of complex tractors,
reapers, and other farm machinery has
in many ways been a blessing—a bless-
ing to all of us—there is no doubt that
it has eliminated a vast number of farm
jobs.

The cotton economy, with which I have
some familiarity, presents a stark exam-
ple of this. Modern technology has virtu-
ally eliminated the need to chop or to
pick cotton. Those two jobs in the past
accounted for the biggest part of employ-
ment in our part of the country. This is
true all over the country. New agricul-
tural techniques and machinery have
taken over many thousands of jobs.
Those who once relied on this farm work
have been forced to look for work else-
where and, for the most part, they have
turned to our great cities to find it.

Of course, the same thing has hap-
pened to all other crops. Great mechani-
cal and technological advancements, in-
cluding pesticides and fertilizers, have
made it possible to grow a great deal more
on a given amount of land. Not long ago
100 bushels of eorn per acre was consid-
ered unheard of. Today it is something
that is not at all unusual. This develop-
ment means less acreage to cultivate,
and therefore less labor.

Also, we must not overlook the fact
that the American farmer has been
severely hurt by the tremendous cost of
the machinery he must have to com-
pete with his neighbor. The number of
American farmers has sharply decreased.
Many have been forced to leave the farm
for other jobs, again in the city. Many
of those who remain on the farm will
have to sell their farms before long be-
cause their children have no intention of
continuing to operate the farm in view
of the bleak prospects of success and the
harsh living conditions thereon. They
will probably try to find jobs in our cities.

When these people leave our farms,
we see the local economy of our small
towns suffering. What happens to the
banker, the grocer, the doctor, the im-
plement dealer, and even to the church-
es? They all suffer, and as a result we
have today’s situation. It is a most sad
situation, and one who once knew a
thriving town years ago, when he re-
turns to it today, must have a feeling of
sadness. Thousands of rural commumni=-
ties now exist simply upon old maps.
Eventually they will be forgotten entirely
and be but a shadow of the past.

Mr. Chairman, when rural Americans
leave for our cities, it affects not only

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

rural Ameriea but it affects urban Amer-
ica as well, and just as severely.

A visit to the ghetto of any of our large
cities will reveal that many of these resi-
dents once lived out in the country. When
there was no work available in the coun-
try, they came to the city with the hope
they could find work. In many instances
they could not find it. Most came with
good intentions but disappointment and
despair awaited them. As a result our
slums have grown, creating not only suf-
fering for those who live there, but also
for the entire city as well. Our welfare
rolls have ballooned to astronomical
heights. Poverty and frustration among
those who are concentrated in our ghettos
have contributed to crime and mistrust.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I want to
commend the great efforts that have
been made by our large cities and by their
representatives. They have done their
best to cope with the problem, but it ap-
pears that no solution is in sight. The
answer cannot be to continually increase
the welfare rolls.

This only adds to the problem. Ob-
viously, we must try our best to halt the
rush to the ghetto, and this is one of the
goals of this bill we are bringing to the
House today, this Rural Development Act
of 1972,

Of course, it could be argued that at
least some of these activities can be sup-
plied by the urban agencies that are now
in existence. The weakness is that too
many of these agencies simply never get
to the small towns and to the rural areas.
They could provide some of the needed
money but they have no organization in
these areas and they have no plans to
serve the country areas. On the other
hand, the Farmers Home Administration
and the Soil Conservation agencies al-
ready are present in the rural areas of
the entire United States. There are some
4,700 offices all over the United States.
They are not trying to displace anyone,
and this bill does not displace any agency
or take over the work of any existing
agency. We are simply trying to let these
existing agencies render needed service
in areas where no other agencies now
exist to fill the need.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the
time of our colleagues to discuss each
section of this bill. The committee report
contains what I think is a very good sec-
tion-by-section analysis of the bill begin-
ning on page 19 of that report, if Mem-
bers care to read it, but I do think we
should recognize just what we are doing.

As I see it, the first goal of the Rural
Development Act is to stop the rural
residents from leaving their homes be-
cause of poor living conditions. We can-
not guarantee them a good income. That
is not what this bill undertakes to do.

But it does attempt to give them better
living conditions and to that extent make
it practical to live in rural areas. If we
can do this—make it attractive, and I
think we can—we must try to make it
desirable and possible for the people to
return to rural America.

How does this bill try to deal with this
monumental task? First, we propose to
utilize the two agencies of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture most familiar with
the rural problems, the Farmers Home
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Administration and the Soil Conserva-
tion Service. Between them these two
agencies have, as I said a while ago, some
4,700 offices all over rural America. They
have the employees who know the prob-
lems and the people of these communi-
ties. We feel that to utilize these exist-
ing agencies makes good sense. Our com-
mitiee does not propose to create new
agencies or departments, We feel this
would be wasteful and it only creates
more red tape and delay in attacking an
emergency situation.

Briefly, we give the Farmer’s Home
Administration new areas of authority.
We authorize loans to rural residents, in-
cluding farmers, to establish and oper-
ate small businesses in rural areas, to try
to create jobs in those areas.

We authorize loans to industry which
will locate in rural areas, taking special
care to prohibit industrial “pirating.”
These loans must be geared to improv-
ing the environmental climate of rural
America by creating employment and
otherwise improving life in rural areas.

Loans are permitted for community
facilities and services, including fire
houses, equipment, ambulances and
Tescue equipment. Civic centers will be
built with these loans.

This legislation would permit grants to
bublic bodies for the preparation of
facilities designed to encourage rural
development in areas such as industrial
development. Again we take care to pro-
hibit any industrial “piracy.” Also,
grants are authorized for the prepara-
tion of comprehensive plans of rural de-
velopment.

Recognizing that it is vital that we
should and must make every effort to
corqbat. and prevent the pollution of our
environment, we authorize loans and
grants for that purpose. We do not pro-
pose to reward those who do not sincerely
try to fight pollution.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired,

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self an additional 2 minutes.

We do recognize that ofttimes the
measures needed to prevent pollution are
so costly that many farmers and busi-
nessmen simply eannot afford them and
stay in business. One example of this can
be found in the meatpacking industry to-
day. Hundreds of small meatpacking
plants are being forced to close their
doors because they cannot afford the
cost of improvements demanded by the
fairly recently established Federal regu-
lations. We feel that it is desirable to
provide the type of financing which will
enable such businesses to continue in
operation and to meet the pollution and
sanitary requirements of our Govern-
ment. The alternative is for them to close
and for additional rural residents to be
without work.

We make other Federal programs, such
as the Farmers Home Administration
water and sewer programs under the
Poage-Aiken hill and the Greenspan pro-
gram, more flexible to meet the increased
demands for program participation.

The small watershed and the resource,
conservation and development programs
of the Soil Conservation Service are
made more flexible by providing assist-
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ance in such areas as municipal and in-
dustrial water supply, water quality
management, pollution abatement and
control, and other areas such as rural
fire protection and solid waste disposal.

We encourage joint participation with
other Federal agencies such as HUD,
SBA, and EDA. This is most desirable to
avoid duplication and confusion.

We encourage additional participa-
tion of local banks and other financing
institutions in these loans. This partici-
pation is needed and will be helpful fo
all concerned.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has again expired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

This bill will move much of the finan-
cial burden from the Government to pri-
vate lending institutions. That is as it
should be. It will do this by requiring the
Federal agencies to guarantee private
loans rather than making loans from
appropriated funds.

We emphasize the need to locate new
Federal institutions in rural America and
call for accelerated progress in this area.

Mr, Chairman, I believe our committee
worked long and faithfully on this bill.
It does not take anything away from any
city, but it does try to bring rural Amer-
ica more in line with urban America as
far as Federal programs are concerned.

I hope the members of this committee
will see fit to support this bill and vote
down those amendments which, although
they might be good on their own, would
interrupt or defeat the purposes of this
bill.

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

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my=-
self 2 additional minutes, and I yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr, ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to say to the Members of this
House something which I know is well
known. The gentleman from Texas has
been a Member of this House for many,
many vears. For the past 4 years he has
served as the chairman of this commit-
tee. He has been exceedingly diligent in
his efforts and in the interests of people
from all sections of the country and more
particularly those who live in rural areas,
which, of course, is his assignment in
the Congress. He has never been section-
al in his efforts. He has devoted as much
of his time to legislation which would
benefit one section of the country as he
has to another or to his own section.

We are proud of the service of Bos
PoacE. We appreciate the exceedingly
hard work he has done to bring this bill
to the floor. I wish to commend him for
his statement and would like to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks he has
made. I am proud to be a coauthor of
the bill of which he is the chief author,
and I commend the legislation to the fur-
ther consideration of the Members of
this body.

Mr., SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I want to second everything that the
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gentleman from Mississippi said about
the gentleman from Texas. The gen-
tleman from Texas is certainly the most
outstanding authority in this House in
the field of agriculture.

I will not take any extended fime to
speak on this bill, because the gentle-
man from Texas has already said sub-
stantially everything necessary and some
more, too. He made one of the best state-
ments I have ever heard in this House
on the real situation existing in this
country concerning people moving from
rural areas and into cities with almost
all of the attention being put on the
problems existing after they get there
and not enough on the problems that
caused them to go there.

I certainly want to commend the gen-
tleman for his statement, and I am
wholly in support of the bill.

Mr. POAGE. I thank my colleague
from Iowa.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, would
the distinguished chairman yield?

Mr., POAGE. I yield to the distin-
guished Speaker,

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the distinguished gentleman from
Texas and his great committee on bring-
ing this bill to the floor.

The Rural Development Act of 1972
has been assigned a high priority for
this session by the House leadership.

This legislation will fill a vacuum in
national policy. The regrettable truth
is that rural America, once the heart-
land of this Nation, has been in steady
decline since World War II. Our na-
tional population has increased by more
than 50 million during that period, but
there are 23 million fewer rural dwellers
than there were in 1945. Americans have
been pouring into the cities at such an
overwhelming rate over the last quarter
of a century that 75 percent of us now
occupy only 2 percent of the available
living space. Our problem is not over-
population, it is overconcentration of
people and the need to disperse them
over a land which can easily support our
present populace and many more if nec-
ES5ary.

To those who say we cannot afford a
rural development program at this time,
I reply that we cannot afford not to ini-
tiate measures like the ones incorporated
in this legislation. The movement of
people into urban centers has not re-
sulted merely in a shift of numbers, it
has had a disastrous effect on the quality
of life in rural America. As people have
moved out, communities have eroded
and local businesses have gone under.
Unemployment is endemic in the absence
of economic opportunity. More than 14
million of this Nation’s 25 million poor
live in rural America. Sixty percent of
our inadequate housing is found outside
city limits. There are 30,000 small towns
without a water system, and more than
30,000 communities without adequate
waste disposal.

In virtually every facet of day-to-day
life, rural Americans lag far behind the
rest of us. Be it education, health, jobs,
power, transportation, or the amenities
city dwellers regard as commonplace,
rural people in general go without. Over
130 rural communities have been identi-
fied as having no doctor, and as a result
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one-half of all maternal deaths in the
United States are in small towns, the in-
fant mortality rate is one-third higher,
and there is a 30 to 40 percent higher
rate of death and disability from acei-
dents. It is little wonder that the Seecre-
tary of Agriculture has predicted we will
llag.;g 40 percent fewer rural dwellers by

The question is: Where are they to go?
Our cities are at the bursting point,
choking in traffic, pollution, deteriorat-
ing housing, and mass humanity. Crime
and drugs proliferate, as do all forms of
aberrant behavior under the stress of
overcrowding. Reversing the inmigra-
tion to cities is in the national interest,
and it could be crucial to our future to
start the process now.

The bill reported out of the Committee
on Agriculture is an important first step.
It will authorize new loan and grant pre-
grams to finance the creation of new
business, industry, and employment in
rural America. Where jobs are, people go.
And where industries locate, commu-
nities are formed. I am optimistic that
the provisions of this bill will start a re-
generation of America’s countryside by
making it economically feasible for in-
dustry to relocate and by providing a
stimulus for new enterprises.

A broad enhancement of the quality of
life in rural America is contemplated in
this bill. It will help build community
centers and provide needed fire and res-
cue services. It will double the present
authorization for water and waste dis-
posal construction grants. It will raise
the loan limit in the agricultural eredit
insurance funds from $100 million to $500
million for expanded support for eco-
nomic development, pollution control,
watershed protection, flood prevention,
and resources conservation and develop-
ment. It will give the Secretary of Agri-
culture new authority to share the costs
of water quality management, land utili-
zation, and agricultural waste manage-
ment. And it will give priority to the lo-
cating of new Federal facilities and of-
fices In rural areas.

These programs may well be the cata-
lyst for a long-overdue revitalization of
rural America. They can help reverse
the rush to the cities and hopefully bring
new purpose and new hope for the future
to the forgotten Americans scattered
across the breadth of this country in
communities scarred by decline and de-
cay. The Rural Development Act will
affect city and country dwellers alike. It
will benefit all America, and I urge its
speedy approval.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
(Mr, TEAGUE).

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I feel rather lonely
down here, I might say.

Before telling you why I oppose this
bill, T would like to join in the state-
ments just made about the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Poace). I have the
greatest respect for him. While I dis-
agree with him concerning many fea-
tures of this bill, certainly there is no
harder working or more sincere or more
knowledgeable man in the field of agri-
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culture than Mr, Poace. Nevertheless I
rise in opposition to H.R. 12931.

This is a bill that is both bitter and
sweet; it is a bill that has some good fea-
tures and some very bad ones. It is a bill
that in many ways is well intentioned
but in other ways raises false hopes that
will surely be cruelly dashed in the fu-
ture, This is a bill that I feel impelled to
oppose because the negative aspects out-
weigh the positive aspects.

As the ranking Republican member of
the Conservation and Credit Subcom-
mittee, it has been my privilege to serve
with the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Poace) for a number of years. I know of
his long-standing interest in and sup-
port of farm and rural legislation. I ap-
preciate his authorship of the many im-
portant laws relative to soil and water
conservation and waste control and
abatement. Through the years I have
been proud to have played a part in the
development of a number of constructive
and worthwhile programs in this area.

Thus I want to be constructive. There
is no impediment against my support for
the provisions of H.R. 12931 which—

First, use a markef value appraisal in
place of normal value appraisals for farm
ownership loans.

Second, raise the $100 million limif on
the agricultural credit insurance fund—
ACIF—to $500 million.

Third, consolidate emergency and
ACIF revolving funds.

Fourth, insure loans made in connec-
tion with Soil Conservation Service proj-
ects.

Fifth, increase the size of farm oper-
ating loans from $35,000 to $50,000.

Sixth, convert farm operating loans
from an appropriated funding to an in-
sured loan basis.

Seventh, remove the $4 million ceiling
on community water and waste disposal
loans.

Eighth, provide for administrative im-
provements in FHA operations—bonding
of employees, property disposition, and so
forth.

Ninth, amend the Watershed and
Flood Prevention Act to provide cost
sharing for water quality management
within the resource conservation and de-
velopment areas.

Tenth, amend the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act to authorize cost shar-
ing for water quality management with-
in the resource conservation and devel-
opment areas.

Eleventh, direct the Secretary to carry
out a land inventory and monitoring
program and report at not less than 5-
year intervals on soil, water, and related
resource conditions; and

Twelfth, authorize the Department of
Agriculture to extend financial assist-
ance to more desertland entrymen.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, these twelve items
in the bill would make sound changes in
existing law. They are all reasonable im-
provements and most importantly they
are within the range of reasonable ex-
pectation of future funding.

Unfortunately, however, there are a
number of other provisions in the bill
which are either founded on unsound
theory or are full of unrealizable dreams.

"In our minority views on this bill, the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. BELCH-
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Er) and the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia (Mr. Goopnring) and myself specifi-
cally questioned four new donation plans
envisioned by this bill—plans, inciden-
tally, which eventually will be measured
in the billions of dollars, not in the mil-
lions described in the bill before us.

These four new grant programs should
be thoroughly understood before the
House votes upon this bill,

The first new grant authority would
provide for pollution abatement and con-
trol grants to a great number of recipi-
ents including “public, private, or coop-
erative organizations organized for profit
or nonprofit or to individuals.,” While
the bill establishes an initial annual ceil-
ing of $50 million for these grants, the
precedent established by this authority
would be most unwise. Favored polluters
would be rewarded for their action in a
method diametrically opposite of the
principle that when one goes into busi-
ness and damages others, he should be
required to pay for those damages—cer-
tainly the public should not be required
to subsidize polluters.

I understand Mr. Dow of New York
will have an amendment to correct this
provision of the bill which certainly will
have my support.

The second new grant authority would
earmark $25 million annually in grants
to farmers and others for pollution
abatement and control. This new au-
thority would be vested in the Farmers
Home Administration and would dupli-
cate and overlap the existing rural en-
vironmental assistance program—
REAP—currently being administered by
the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service. Unlike the REAP pro-
gram which imposes a $2,500 cost assist-
ance ceiling, however, these new grants
could be of unlimited size.

The third new grant authority would
permit up to $50 million per year to be
donated to small towns, cities, or other
public bodies for a host of rural eco-
nomic development activities.

This may cut the potential benefit for
Oakwood, Ohio, from $7,000 to $2,000. I
seriously doubt that the proposed scope
of these grants could ever begin to meet
the anticipated demand for this new
source of free money. There are over
16,000 small towns in the Nation. There
are 3,000 counties and uncounted public
bodies. Either most of these potential
recipients will now seek a Federal grant
or they will collectively collect billions
of dollars, not millions.

There is not conceivably anywhere
enough money to provide any meaningful
amount of contribution to these thou-
sands and thousands of eligible recip-
ients.

The fourth new grant authority en-
visions $10 million per year for planning.
This, too, is in duplication of an existing
program—in this case the “section 701"
Housing Aet grant authority that the
U.S. Department of Agriculture now
receives.

In addition to creating these four new
grant programs, the bill also doubles the
authorized level of two existing grant
programs for the water and sewer pro-
gram, liberalizes cost sharing on the
small watershed and the resource con-
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servation and development programs,
and increases—by $30 million annually—
the authority for the Greenspan pro-
gram of the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture.

In total, it authorizes in the neighbor-
hood of $300 million of new and un-
budgeted donations by the Federal Gov-
ernment whick simply does not have the
money to give away.

On top of this, the bill would also ex-
pand low-cost Government-subsidized
credit through the facilities of the
Farmers Home Administration, and the
loans would be at the rate of 5 percent.
Again, this generosity must be tempered
by realism.

I know, of course, that there is an
“antipiracy” clause in the bill. It is de-
signed to inhibit a rural area from raid-
ing an urban area to entice business
away. I wish those of you from urban
areas would listen to this.

But do you believe such a provision can
be effective? How can it possibly be en-
forced? And by whom?

Make no mistake about it, this bill has
as its basic purpose the creation of fa-
vorable economic conditions in rural
areas—economic conditions created by
Government subsidy in a manner de-
signed to engender greater business
growth in rural areas. That policy is
even more clearly articulated in section
401 of the bill which establishes a first
priority for the location of Federal fa-
cilities in rural areas.

You Members from urban districts
should fully understand that vou are
voting for a Government subsidy to
transfer your jobs and your businesses to
rural areas.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would
make this one final point.

All the debate on this bill has presup-
posed we have some Federal resources to
give. In fact, that is itself a cruel hoax.
With a $23 billion budget deficit last
year, a $39 billion deficit this year, and at
least a $26 billion deficit next year, I
think it is most legitimate to ask that old
question: “Where in the world are we
going to get the money?”

In summary, Mr. Chairman, this bill
has some good features. On the other
hand, it contains enough unwise and un-
realistic provisions to recommend its re-
Jjection.

Only in this fashion can we act respon-
sibly to bring some true progress to farm
and rural people while being fair to other
American taxpayers as well.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING).

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I too,
want to join in the tribute paid to the
chairman of our committee. In the entire
field of agriculture there is no more
knowledgeable man in this House.

Bos and I do not always agree but we
have learned to disagree without being
disagreeable. Good legislation is the re-
sult of divergent views.

Mr. Chairman, while I can agree with
the objectives of this legislation to impart
economic dynamics to rural Amerieca, I
cannot agree with the use of grants to
implement parts of this program, The use
of grants is, considering our precarious
financial position of the present, a resort
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to fiscal folly, and this bad means defeats
a good end.

In summary, this legislation authorizes
at least $300 million of new and un-
budgeted donations by the Federal Gov-
ernment which simply does not have the
money to hand out. I repeat that this is
“‘unbudgeted” money, which would be
superimposed upon a lopsided estimated
$40 billion fiscal 1972 deficit.

This whopping sum of money would be
added to the vast sums of money the
Federal Government already is handing
out in the form of subsidies. Not too long
ago, the House of Representatives—Sen-
ate Economic Committee issued a report
which showed that various kinds of sub-
sidies cost the Nation's taxpayers at least
$63 billion a year, That huge figure rep-
resents almost one-fourth of the total
spending of the Federal Government, and
it amounts to more than $308 for every
man, woman, and child in this counfry.

Let us look at the dismal financial pic-
ture which confronts us. The gross pub-
lic debt of the United States currently is
estimated to be in the area of $425 bil-
lion. I would like to point out that when
I came to Congress in 1961, that national
debt figure was $286 billion. This means
that in 11 years, our national debt has
skyrocketed by $139 billion. I might add
my voting record indicates I did not help
create this debt.

It is a frightening prospect to realize
that the Federal Government has to come
up with over $25 billion annually to meet
the interest charge on this national debt
figure. Translated into terms that are
meaningful to the average person, the
current gross national debt is a financial
burden of $2,031.80 for each man, woman,
and child in the United States. In other
words, for a family of four, the national
debt bill for the current fiscal year stands
at $8,127.20. I would like to say, too, that
those are conservative estimates.

We have gained the disreputable repu-
tation in this Congress of being budget
busters. Let us keep in mind that the
budget deficit for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, was just under $30 billion.
The year before the deficit was $13 bil-
lion. It is estimated that the deficit for
the current 1972 fiscal year will be in the
vicinity of $40 billion. Those combined
deficit figures are in excess of $80 hillion,
and to my way of thinking this is some-
thing about which we should be gravely
concerned.

Let us remember that inflation is
America’s No. 1 domestic problem today.
The Congress enacted the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 to place a har-
ness on the wild horse of infiation. Pres-
ident Nixon is endeavoring to use the
authority granted him under this act to
put the rein on inflation. If, instead, we
are going to use the spur, rather than
the rein, then we will have a galloping
inflation, which will take us down the
road at a fast clip to fiscal insolvency.

For a moment think of this: Every
minute that I stand here we are spend-
ing $43,000 interest on our national debt.
The grant features of this legislation be-
fore us would provide little assistance
for the small farmer and would place a
big burden on the taxpayer. Further-
more, it would add to the weight of the
national debt millstone which undoubt-
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edly will hang from the necks of our
grandchildren unless we change our
‘“wild spending ways."” Let us delete these
grants or defeat this bill.

In my opinion, proponents of this
measure have an obligation to tell the
Members of this House where they pro-
pose to acquire mowre than $300 million
of unbudgeted money.

I started my farming operation 50
yvears ago. It is difficult for me to stand
here and oppose any bill designed to
assist rural America, but is it not about
time we forget emotional appeals and
give some serious thought to the policy
of fiscal folly we appear to have adopted
in this Congress?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may require
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
Doxn H. CLAUSEN).

Mr. DON H, CLAUSEN, Mr, Chair-
man, I am sure our colleagues in this
Chamber today are well aware that I
have long been an advocate of reversing
the migration to our overcrowded urban
centers. During the more than 9 years I
have been privileged to serve in the
Congress this has been one of the para-
mount priorities in my legislative
program.

No social phenomenon has had a
greater impact on the American style
and standard of living than the whole-
sale abandonment of our rural areas. I
think reasonable men will agree that the
impact of this mass movement to the
central city has not been beneficial either
to the places from which these migrants
have come or to the places where they
have gone.

A growing number of rural areas are
decaying while urban central cities are
being choked from seemingly endless
population pressures. Unfortunately, and
inexplicably, the proposed solution for
this universally recognized problem is to
develop programs for the urban areas
that, instead of discouraging immigra-
tion, have the effect of encouraging the
continued flight from rural areas thus
compounding both wurban and rural
problems,

The legislation before us today is help-
ful but hardly the answer to most re-
lated problems. The required solution
must reflect a consideration of the total
environment for future living not just a
portion of the problem.

I am extremely hopeful that our Pub-
lic Works Committee can develop a com-
prehensive legisiative package that will
coordinate all aspects of this issue to
reverse the migratory trend toward large
metropolitan areas.

First, any proposal should create the
atmosphere for economic growth. The
key to this is wise land use planning.
Land use planning is of prime impor-
tance because it so closely affects peo-
ple—all people. To my mind, land use
planning involves the careful considera-
tion, utilization, and conservation of all
natural resources.

In addition, rural America desperately
needs a balanced, integrated transpor-
tation system to reverse and redirect the
imbalance in our population distribution
and to promote and enhance economic
growth,
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Also, reform of the tax structure is des-
perately needed if we are to achieve the
goal of rural development. Many goals
are frustrated because of existing in-
equities in the tax structure at all levels
of government and these must be
removed.

In seeking to rebuild rural America
and reduce the pressures on our great ur-
ban centers, Federal program must max-
imize the degree of coordination between
the various political subdivisions at all
governmental levels. Too many programs
are formulated on the basis of Federal
findings as to the national condition
rather than on the local government de-
cisions relating to the specific land prob-
lem at hand.

While I support the Rural Develop-
ment Act of 1972, I feel strongly that we
must do much more and that we must
do it more rapidly. I shall continue to
pursue this course.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may re-
quire to the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. MI1zeLL).

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise at
this time to express my strong support
for the efforts being made today to bring
new life to rural America by provid-
ing new and enlarged opportunities for
the millions of people living in our rural
areas.

It is my privilege to serve as a sponsor
of this legislation with Chairman Poace
and other members of the Committee on
Agriculture, on which I serve.

Rural development has always been an
issue of special interest to me, and I am
most gratified to see this bill come to the
floor with its promise of providing the
greatest impetus to rural development in
many years.

But I cannot let this debate be con-
cluded without informing my colleagues
of an effort I have made to incorporate
the growing spirit of local initiative and
the valuable asset of State planning into
our new efforts to promote rural devel-
opment.

Last November, I introduced my own
comprehensive Rural Economic Devel-
opment Act, which provided for a $1 bil-
lion Rural Developmenf Commission,
patterned after the highly successful Ap-
plachian Regional Commission but ex-
panding the concept to a national scale
to develop all of rural America.

The program I proposed encouraged
the establishment of local rural devel-
opment districts—multicounty areas
pooling resources to plan and finance
projects benefiting a large number of
people.

In addition, the program would have
provided for supplemental assistance
funds to help local governments partiei-
pate to a far greater extent in Federal
grant-in-aid programs than their fiscal
capabilities currently permit.

The entire $1 billion authorization
could have been used for supplemental
assistance, with a potential investment-
return ratio of up to 5 to 1 with effective
use of available categorical aid.

Small communities and even metro-
politan areas could have received lim-
ited assistance for projects, such as air-
port improvement, hospital construction,
manpower training, and so forth, provid-
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ing services and facilities with wide-
spread use by the rural population.

The formula for State-by-State finan-
cial assistance was based on each State’s
percentage of rural population and level
of personal income.

I regret that the committee bill does
not include the innovative approach to
rural development that I have proposed,
but I intend to confinue promoting my
legislation as actively as possible, and
hopefully gain additional support for
this proposal which already has the en-
dorsement of many of my colleagues.

For the present, however, we have be-
fore us a bill that goes a long way to-
ward insuring more rapid progress and
greater opportunity in rural America,
and I strongly urge my colleagues to
join me in voting for passage of this
vital rural development bill.

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SIXES).

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I strongly
support H.R. 12931, the Rural Devel-
opment Act of 1972, and I congratu-
late the distinguished gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Poace), the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, and the mem-
bers of that committee for bringing the
bill to the floor. Not only should this bill
be passed, it should have been passed
years ago. For it attempts to deal with
one of the most critical problems facing
the Nation today—the revitalization of
rural America.

I believe we can take effective steps to-
ward solving the urban and environmen-
tal problems by embarking on a serious
program to reverse the decay which has
taken place in the rural areas of our
country.

Recent statistics indicate 73 percent of
our people live on only 2 percent of the
land, a fact which is dramatic evidence
of the problem of overcrowding and at-
tendant problems of unemployment and
crime. This statistic also gives us some
insight into the reasons for concentra-
tions of pollution of the air, water, and
land.

But aside from these dangers, the real
tragedy is that people are leaving the
wide open spaces of the farmland and of
rural America with clean air and spark-
ling waters for the virtual wasteland of
the cities where too often the cancer of
poverty spreads from parent to child and
where moral stagnation breeds alarming
increases in crime, drug addiction, and
soaring welfare costs.

What is it that brings a man or woman
to abandon the beauties and pleasures of
rural America in exchange for the uncer-
tainties of city life? Why is it that mil-
lions of Americans choose to walk away
from a precious natural resource—the
land—and pack themselves into what
often become pockets of misery in urban
areas?

Basically, people are leaving rural
America because they cannot find the
quality of life they desire for themselves
or their children. In most instances, they
simply cannot make a living. It is to this
problem that we must address ourselves
with all urgency.

We must view the problems of our age
as directly traceable, at least in large
measure, to the changing face of Ameri-
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can society where many now lock upon
city life with all its shortcomings as more
acceptable than a dead end rural life.

In short, Mr. Chairman, we must re-
verse the trend now upon us—not only
for the sake of our cities and our ecology,
but even more importantly for the con-
tinuation of this Nution’s ultimate
strength, the men and women who work
and serve the land.

Therefore, we must develop legislation
which will address itself directly to the
problems of the rural areas.

First, we must provide necessary fund-
ing and program to bring about business
and industrial growth in smaller com-
munities in order to provide job oppor-
tunities as well as economic stability.

We must provide more and better
schools and technical training centers
which are accessible to those living in
the towns and hamiets of our Nation.
Those who desire to further their educa-
tion or training should not be required
to travel to a distant city in order to ad-
vance their knowledze or their basic
skills.

We must provide more and better
health care facilities so that those who
choose to live in smaller communities
have speedy access to hospitals and
clinics which can meet their needs.

We must direct our attention to im-
proved highway and transportation sys-
tems. The old concept of “farm to mar-
ket” transportation is outdated and in-
sufficient. Our Federal highway system
of interstate highways, while serving the
needs of those moving from major city
to major city, tend to bypass the smaller
communities rendering many of them
virtually inaccessible to those who other-
wise might choose to live and work there.

‘We must provide for critically needed
housing. While we have created a mas-
sive agency to deal with urban housing
problems, the situation with regard to
rural housing has been sorely neglected.
Those who want to move to and remain
in smaller communities have the same
needs as do those who are attracted by
the bright lights of the cities. They want
a decent house, electricity, a supply of
pure water, sewage disposal systems, and
police and fire protection.

We must make available new and mod-
ern libraries, recreation areas, and cul-
tural attractions.

Certainly high on the list there must
be improved opportunities for a liveli-
hood. That means better business oppor-
tunities; it means cooperative enterprise;
it means the development of small indus-
tries, preferably those which utilize rural
products. It means assistance in market-
ing. This requires not only direct help
from Government, it means educational
programs which encourage those in rural
America to take advantage of the oppor-
tunities which can be theirs for a better
livelihood.

Finally, we must direct a massive ef-
fort toward encouraging those who are
necessary to man these facilities—the
skilled teachers, trained medical and
dental personnel, experienced police and
firemen, and specialists in the sciences
to examine the myriad advantages of the
small communities. I think it is within
our power to help assure these services
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and facilities. I think we have an obliga-
tion to do so.

We will never solve the problems of
the cities—problems which recently have
been awarded the highest priority—until
we solve the problems elsewhere in the
Nation which cause people to flee to the
cities.

The agencies of Government which
should be working to develop our cities
are struggling instead to save them. Let
us not make the same mistake again.
Let us not wait to develop programs for
rural America until a time when mas-
sive sums of money will be needed just
to keep rural America from utter decay.

As I mentioned earlier, 73 percent of
our people live on only 2 percent of the
land. What we are here considering, Mr.
Chairman, amounts therefore to 98 per-
cent of America, With so much at stake,
we cannof afford to delay further. The
future of our Nation and its people will
hang on the decisions which now are be-
fore us.

The President’s proposal to rejuvenate
rural America is to be applauded, not
for its content but for its intent, It will
not do the job. The committee plan is
practical and purposeful. Notably, it will
expand existing agencies, agencies which
have been tried and tested and which en-
joy the confidence of the people. Thus,
we avoid a new bureau with all the prob-
lems which confront new and untried
agencies. It will be much simpler and
more effective to expand the Farmers
Home Administration and the Soil Con-
servation Service than to begin a new
program with the delays which would
inevitably attend it.

The time to help rural America is now.,
Approval of the committee bill will dem-
onstrate the will of Congress that this
long standing cancer of rural decay must
now be healed. Other proposals would
harm, not help in this noteworthy effort,
and they are too little and too late.

I am convinced that most of the people
who leave the country want to stay. This
bill can give many of them the opportu-
nity to do so. Over half of those classified
as poor in Ameriea live in rural areas.
Nearly two-thirds of the substandard
housing is in rural areas. Yet only one-
fourth of the population of America live
there. This shows the sad imbalance of
rural living in America today.

Let us break this cycle of poverty and
bring new life to unused and abandoned
rural resources. I think we can provide
no greater service to America than to
reverse the flow of our population from
the rural areas to the city slums, and to
bring back to the rural areas the bright
and happy promise which once the people
knew in this great land. America will be
the beneficiary.

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

Mr. SIKES. 1 yield to my distinguished
colleague from California (Mr, McFALL),

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr, Chairman, I support H.R. 12931.
As I read the bill, I believe it would, if
enacted, authorize the Farmers Home
Administration to extend the kinds of
loans contemplated in my bill, H.R. 8800.
I appreciate the cooperation of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. Poace) the
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chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture in this matter and his willingness
to answer questions in this regard so
that my understanding, if it is correct,
will be a permanent part of the legisla-
tive history of this significant rural de-
velopment legislation.

My bill, HR. 8800, is very brief; it
relates to loans to local cooperatives, It
is very important throughout my State
of California where rural people have
made such a constructive and helpful use
of the cooperative self-help technique of
economic development.

I appreciate the attention and helpful-
ness of the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture. May I propound the fol-
lowing question:

Is it the understanding of the chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture
that the present wording of the bill be-
fore us, H.R. 12931, in section 103 and
section 112, would authorize the making
of loans to rural cooperatives as if the
following language were included in the
bill:

The Becretary may also make or Insure
loans to local cooperative associations fur-
nishing farmers and rural residents services
and facilities for harvesting, storage, pro-
cessing (including preservation or prepara-
tion of edible products for market), trans-
porting or services, or the processing or mar-
keting of other products of farmers or rural
residents. Such loans may include funds for
the organization and establishment of the
association, necessary land, buildings, and
equipment, or for the repalr, expansion, or
enlargement of such services or facilities, for
operating capital and for refinancing.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?

Mr, SIKES. 1 yield to the distinguished
chairman of the committee.

Mr. POAGE. If the gentleman will read
the sections he cited in H.R. 12931, he
will find that the types of loans about
which he inquires are authorized. The
loan proceeds may clearly be used for the
purposes about which he inquired so long
as such loans provide for the orderly
development of a rural area while im-
proving its economic and environmental
climate.

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

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. McFALL. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the committee.

I offer my commendation to the chair-
man of the committee and to the Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle for this
very important legislation.

I appreciate the help of the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture. His re-
assurance will be most pleasing to loeal
leaders in my district who are concerned
with rural revitalization by using the
cooperative technique of economic
organization.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. MAYNE).

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say to my col-
leagues that this is an historic time in
the deliberations of this House, because
today we are going to be able to really
do something to further rural develop-
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ment in America. Rural development is
a topic that has been much discussed
in the press and by people in all walks
of life. We all know rural communities
have been neglected. All too often they
have been the step child of the many
programs which have been enacted in
this country to give a stronger economic
and social viability to the people. We
have poured billions of dollars into pro-
grams for urban areas without even con-
sidering the plight of the rural areas.
This has been one of the reasons—not
the only reason, but certainly the pri-
mary reason—why our people have left
the farms and rural areas and have
flocked to the cities only to be confronted
by the problems of urban decay and the
other great crises in the ghettos of
America.

This bill is not perfect. Most members
of the Agriculture Committee, had they
been able to select their own personally
preferred vehicle for meeting this prob-
lem would have made some changes, and
yet HR. 12931 was reported from the
committee with only four dissenting
votes. It is a good bill, and a bill which I
enthusiastically support. All Members
should understand this is the only op-
portunity we are going to have this
year to do something about rural
development.

While some of us may have some per-
sonal reservations about certain aspects
of the bill, we should make no mistake
about it, in all likelihood, we are not
going to have another rural development
bill this year. All of us who are genuinely
interested in doing something about
bringing renewed prosperity to rural
America and giving rural America a fair
shake should support this bill.

This bill includes many programs
aimed at increasing rural opportunities
and the rural standard of living. In-
cluded are such things as raising the $100
million limit on the Agricultural Credit
Insurance Fund—ACIF—to $500 million.
This is a very practical forward step
aimed at improving the functions of the
Farmers Home Administration.

There is also the consolidation of the
emergency and ACIF revolving funds.

The bill also contemplates insuring
loans made in connection with Soil Con-
servation Service projects, which for the
first time is real progress.

The size of farm operating loans is in-
creased from $35,000 to $50,000, and they
are converted from an appropriated
funding to an insured loan basis. The $4
million ceiling on community water and
waste disposal loans is also removed.

The bill includes amendments to the
Watershed and Flood Prevention Act to
provide cost sharing for water quality
management and to authorize agree-
ments for cost sharing up to 10 years
within watershed projects for land treat-
ment measures, which is certainly some-
thing we should all support.

Other similarly beneficial measures in-
corporated herein are new authority
amounting to $10 million annually for
rural development planning grants and
new authority for pollution abatement
grants to rural residents, farmers and
communities of $75 million annually.

The bill also provides for new author-
ity for grants for business and economic
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development of $50 million annually, a
doubling of the water and sewer grant
authority under Poage-Aiken from $100
million to $200 million, and increased
planning grant authority under Poage-
Aiken from $15 million to $30 million.

One other provision which I certainly
do not want to miss pointing out is the
increase in the Greenspan authorization
from $10 million to $40 million annually.

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

Mr. MAYNE. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota, a member of the committee.

Mr. ZWACH. I should like to commend
my neighbor from Iowa and my colleague
on the committee for his constructive
presentation, and associate myself with
his remarks.

Mr. MAYNE. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota. It is a real privilege to
sit beside the gentleman on the commit-
tee. He certainly has been one of the
members of this committee, both Repub-
lican and Democrat, who have worked
very hard to get this bill in its present
excellent condition under the great lead-
ership of our chairman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
Brooks). The time of the gentleman
from Iowa has expired.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 1 additional
minute.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
pay tribute to the distinguished chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Poace), who has taken
such a great role in leading us to the
result which we are about to achieve
today.

I also pay tribute to the distinguished
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KyL), who
has labored long in making a very note-
worthy contribution to the development
of this bill.

I call on all my colleagues to support
this very workable and practicable tool
to help the farmers and rural communi-
ties of America. This is the one oppor-
tunity we are going to have this year to
take action, so let us rise to the occa-
sion and pass this bill by an overwhelm-
ing vote.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Dow).

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, at the
proper time I shall offer two amendments
to the bill before us, HR. 12931.

In general, I applaud the measure rep-
resented in the bill to elevate the eco-
nomic conditions in rural America. And
I applaud generally the remarks of my
chairman of the Agriculture Committee.
The bill is a very valid expression by
those who represent rural America, that
this critical seement of American society
deserves Federal aid as well as our cities
and our suburbs.

My concern with this legislation per-
tains to two rather obscure clauses which
call for Federal grants to abate pollution.
Under title I, subtitle A, a new section
310B(b) is included which allows grants
within an authorization of $50,000 an-
nually “to eligible applicants under this
section for pollution abatement and con-
trol projects.” “Eligible applicants” are
defined in the prior paragraph (a) as
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“public, private, or cooperative organiza-
tions organized for profit or nonprofit, or
individuals.” I do not object to abating
pollution. I am for it. But I do question
the concept of endowing the private sec-
tor by use of Federal funds.

As an alternative to the array of eligi-
bles named in the bill, which encom-
passes profit-making enterprises or indi-
viduals, I will offer an amendment to
substitute the words “public bodies,” in
paragraph (b). That term is the one used
in the next paragraph (c) of the section
covering various grants for other pur-
poses, so it is a consistent term to use.

Of course, we all admire private enter-
prise. I am sure that true friends of pri-
vate enterprise would not want to see it
corrupted by taking public welfare in
the form of outright grants.

This novel provision for Federal grants
to the private sector deserves close ex-
amination before it is accepted. It is a
marked departure from the economic
and political philosophy represented in
our American system as we know it.

In the past we have observed various
approaches to the concept of public
funding for private benefit. The most ob-
vious is public welfare; this, however, is
granted to provide food and lodging to
individuals as the final means of pre-
serving literally their existence.

In the Lockheed case of recent memory,
Federal accommodation was provided,
not as a grant, not as a loan, but only as a
guarantee of a loan. And that was bitterly
and closely opposed.

In the case of the SST it was argued
that Federal funding of private industry
would provide jobs in a depressed area.
Yet, even here the Federal funding was
allotted under contract, with a quid pro
quo in the form of a national benefit and
royalties from the sale of the plane. Fur-
ther, the SST financing was defeated here
in this House.

Later in the bill, specifically in sec. 115,
a paragraph (d) is provided to make pol-
lution abatement grants out of an au-
thorization totalling $25,000,000 annually
to eligible applicants under this subtitle.
The definition of such applicants else-
where under the subtitle is youths who
are rural residents and individual farm-
ers or ranchers. While the grants under
this section would be somewhat more re-
stricted, the principle of making grants
to private enterprise remains the same.
Since there is no intention expressed here
to offer these grants to public bodies, as
in the earlier section, on this paragraph
(d) I will merely move to strike.

Some brief points should be made in
closing, Mr. Chairman. One is that we
should fully support loans to individuals
and private enterprise wherever these
appear at several places in this legisla-
tion. There is a vast difference between
loans and grants.

Under a system of grants to individ-
uals, it is possible that someone could,
at one and the same time, be funded to
curb his pollution, while being fined
under the Refuse Act of 1899—33 U.S.C.
407, 411, 413 for creating it.

Finally, I could not afford to have any
one believe, because I oppose the indi-
cated grants for pollution abatement,
that I have any quarrel with pollution
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abatement. Of course not. I am very
jealous of my proved record in strong
support of environmental protection.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. ZwACH) .

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this time.

I would like to say that this is a happy
occasion. I have spent 5 years in the
Congress—this is the sixth—and we
have always been considering urban
renewal and housing and never the coun-
tryside. This year the President sent a
rural development message to the Con-
gress, This is historic. The Comr-ittee on
Agriculture—and may I compliment the
chairman and its other membership—are
considering a historic bill, a rural devel-
opment bill.

Mr. Chairman, I have spent much of
my time in the Congress working on this
subject.

You know, the good life is no longer
in the big centers. The good life is in
countryside America.

We have stacked more and more of
our people on less and less and less of
our land until we have reached the point
where the problems are unsolvable, the
problems of the big cities.

Mr. Chairman, urban renewal and
rural development go together.

I found when I came to Congress that
although we have 60 percent of the ill
housing in the countryside, we were get-
ting very little of the housing funds. In
1968 that figure was 4 percent. That is
amazing.

We were getting very little of the
Small Business Administration money
in rural America. The urban centers
with their mass media—the press, the
radio and the TV—were able to zero in
on their problems, and so it is historic
that the Congress now has reached a
crescendo for rural development. This is
tremendously good.

Mr. Chairman, it would be grossly
unfair for me to say that rural develop-
ment as defined in this bill would do
everything that we ought to do. It does
give us some added money and oppor-
tunity. It does bring about some equity
in housing, small business development,
and FHA. However, the real problem of
rural America is not more credit, but
equity of income.

Mr. Chairman, what has driven the
people from rural America has been the
inequity of rural income. It will never
be fully corrected until this Congress
understands this and until we do what
we can do here—we cannot do every-
thing here but we can do more here for
equity to countryside income.

Parity in January of this year was 72
percent of a fair return. Parity in Janu-
ary of 1969 when this administration
took over was T2 percent.

We have made little, if any, progress.
We have been up and down and in be-
tween. If we had parity of income in
countryside America, $15 billion addi-
tionally annually would be going out into
rural America,

If we had equity of income, the prob-
lems of the countryside would, and the
cities in the main, go away. Small busi-
ness would thrive our ability to support

5195

churches and schools, our ability to main-
tain our sewer systems and highways,
and the economics of the countryside
would be there if we had equity of in-
come.

So, I am not standing here saying that
this is the answer alone. However, it is
an important step in that direction.

Mr. Chairman, it is because of this
that I strongly support the Rural Devel-
opment Act of 1972, HR. 12931.

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(MTr. DE LA GARZA) .

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I thank the chair-
man for yielding me this time. Let me
preface my remarks by saying that the
distinguished chairman of the House
Agriculture Committee has perhaps been
the most able advocate of helping small
town America and helping rural America
through his long years of service which
have been of invaluable aid to the United
States of America at every level of liv-

ing.

I think it would be worthwhile to men-
tion the fact that the end result of more
than half of the legislation considered by
the Committee on Agriculture is enacted
for' the betterment of not just rural
America, but for the ultimate consumer
and the people in the large cities of
urban America. In the few instances that
the legislation is enacted purely for rural
America you cannot ignore the fact that
it enhances the life in the urban parts of
the United States nonetheless.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, I wish there were more of
our urban colleagues here, because one
should limit himself to speaking of that
which he knows best, and my area hap-
pens to be an area that is part of rural
America. This is the message that I
would like to bring to my urban col-
leagues, and to my colleague from Cali-
fornia who opposes this legislation, for
reasons as legitimate as they might be,
but the fact is that rural America does
not have the basic resources or the basic
facilities that urban America has, and
that is what daily they have to live with.
For those who live in the cities, their
garbage is picked up as a governmental
function. There is no such thing in the
smaller towns of rural America.

In the cities we have grown accus-
tomed to going to the drugstore, or even
walking to the grocery store, but this be-
comes a major enterprise in rural Amer-
ica because you have to get in your pick-
up truck and go miles to town for your
groceries. We used to do this every
Saturday.

Also, sources of heat and power are
not available in rural America as readily
as in urban America.

What does this legislation do—and this
is no emotional appeal, this is just an
appeal for equity. It is to give the same
governmental functions to rural America
at least that we do to urban America.

‘We have people who still have to bring
water to their homes in a tank in the
back of their pickup truck from an irri-
gation ditch several miles away. We are
trying to organize a rural water supply
entity. Everybody is going to pay for the
water to pay for the loan to the Farmers
Home Administration but we found there
was no grant available for the plant to
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purify the water. There were no grants
available for those who did not have the
$50 to sign up. So we are getting $180,000
from a religious institution.

Now, you may say that that is proper
that there be local support, but this does
not happen in the city because the grant
is there.

So all we are asking is that equity be
established by giving us this allowance
that we do not have in rural America.

The same way with planning, and the
same way with pollution.

My colleague, the gentleman from New
York, who says that he does not want to
give aid to the individual, I would reply
to him that there is no such entity in
rural America. Rural America does not
have resources the same as they have in
the cities. They have no workers to col-
lect the trash.

The stream that goes behind the town
is polluted. There is no governmental
agency through which to secure assist-
ance. So it has to be an individual. It has
to be the fellow who lives on that stream.

I have one instance I can cite where
there is a plant that under our environ-
mental legislation, unless they connect
to a sewer, that plant will have to close,
and there are about 300 jobs involved
there.

This is in a locality that can provide no
other jobs. They will lose 300 jobs. There
is no governmental agency to build the
sewer line that they can connect to. So
how in the world are they going to keep
those 300 jobs unless we provide means
to help that plant?

You say why help the individual? Self-
government, the individual contributes,
and I agree with my ecolleague from Cali-
fornia, but if that plant were inside the
city limits they would get the aid they
need through the municipal facilities,
and even so, the small communities in
rural America do not have the resources
to provide these basic facilities.

Let me tell you, my colleagues, the
people who live in rural America are the
most patient, the least demanding, and
oh how I know, the most independent—
and the most self-supporting. But they
are the first to serve—they are the first
to love their country and they are the
first to participate in every governmental
function to the fullest of their ability to
participate.

So why should we not treat them as
equals when we afford the protections of
government and give them the same
kind of treatment—no more and no less
than you give those in the urban areas.

So I ask you to support this legisla-
tion with us in giving at least a beginning
of hope to the people of rural America.
I know this is not the complete answer.
I know it is not enough money. I know
that a lot more things have to be done.
But at least we can begin here to think
of their plight.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

Mr, TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield for a question?

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Do you
realize that your communities that ob-
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viously do have serious problems, one
with water problems and one with sani-
tation problems—do you realize that if
each got its share of the money available
in this whole bill—that each would get
about $8,000? I do not know how you
build the water system or build the sewer
system with $8,000?

Mr, pE LA GARZA, If is the same with
all the other programs, I will say to my
colleague, the gentleman from Califor-
nia, there is not enough money to give
everyone to do what needs to be done.

So this is a problem in urban America
too, that there is not enough money for
every city that wants it. There is not
enough for every governmental entity
that wants it.

So I say very sincerely, we ask for no
more and no less—we want to be placed
in line and, if some cities have to wait,
we are willing to wait for our turm too.

I agree with the gentleman that there
is not enough money to do what needs
to be done, but somehow and somewhere
we must begin and this is the opportu-
nity that we have now. We must begin,
we must take the first step, time will
test the justness of our cause, We can-
not, we must not turn our backs on rural
America. I again urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN) .

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for granting me this time to ex-
plain very briefly an amendment that I
am offering today.

Let me first make the observation that
I am in general agreement with the pur-
pose of this bill.

I think we all recognize that the great
concentration of population in our cities
is creating and contributing to the dete-
rioration of our cities. As a member of
the Housing Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, I am
acutely aware of the problems that exist
in our urban areas, particularly in the
area of public housing. It has been my
privilege in the last few weeks to have
traveled to various cities throughout the
country. I have a great concern about
deterioration in the urban areas and
therefore I support & move to create and
encourage economic opportunities in our
rural areas.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to use this time
to explain the amendment which I am
offering today.

Specifically, my amendment makes the
terms of the Fish and Wildlife Coordi-
nation Act applicable to the small water-
shed projects performed by the Soil Con-
servation Service of the Department of
Agriculture under Public Law 566, the
Watershed Protection and Flood Pre-
vention Act.

At the present time, in the process of
assisting in the ereation of municipal and
industrial water supplies, water quality
management, and pollution abatement
and control, the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice has contributed to severe environ-
mental damage ranging from destruction
of waterfowl production wetlands in the
prairies to demolition of hundreds of
miles of bottomland hardwood swamps in
the Southeast.
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This situation should be corrected. It
is time that Soil Conservation Service
projects are put in the same category as
Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of En-
gineers projects with respect to fish and
wildlife conservation.

My amendment is not designed to halt
or even hinder the continued operation
of the small watershed program. Rather,
it is designed to provide for orderly modi-
fications of small watershed project plans
in behalf of fish and wildlife conserva-
tion.

When the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act was being amended in 1958,
the Department of Agriculture was just
getting the watershed program well un-
derway. Agriculture objected strenuously
to having the small watershed program
brought under the purview of the Co-
ordination Act. Instead, a compromise
was reached to amend the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act.

It amended this act by adding section
12. This section generally outlines the
policies under which the Department of
the Interior and the Department of Ag-
riculture are to operate in providing for
fish and wildlife conservation in the
small watershed program. Among other
things, this present section 12 gives a
veto power to local organizations who
sponsor the projects—usually organiza-
tions of landowners with whom the Soil
Conservation Service cooperates—over
the inclusion in small watershed projects
of fish and wildlife conservation meas-
ures recommended by the Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and the
State fish and game agencies. This built-
in veto by local landowners gives them
the opportunity to control a national
program of fish and wildlife conservation
in connection with a water program
which is in large part federally financed.
However, these landowners cannot be ex-
pected to have a balanced viewpoint on
the need for fish and wildlife conserva-
tion in water resources projects; quite
naturally, they are chiefly interested in
maximizing the benefits to themselves.

By requiring the Soil Conservation
Service to adhere to the provisions of the
Wildlife Coordination Act, protection
would be given to environmental values
such as wildlife and fish resources and
habitats which, under present procedures
are not receiving the attention they de-
serve. Like all other agencies under the
Wildlife Coordination Act, the Soil Con-
servation Service would work with the
Department of the Interior in formulat-
ing mitigation measures and assuring
that the fish and wildlife resources of any
area are protected.

My amendment has wide support. The
same conclusion was reached in a series
of conferences held by the Bureau of
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife with State
fish and game agencies and national
private conservation organizations in
1970 and 1971 on conservation of fish and
wildlife resources in the national water
resources program. The following orga-
nizations have expressed support for my
amendment:

National Wildlife Federation.

Izaak Walton League of America.

Friends of the Earth.

Environmental Policy Center.

Environmental Action.
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Citizens Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

Sport Fishing Institute.

National Audubon Society.

National Rifle Association.

International Association of Game,
Fish, and Conservation Commissioners.

There is another amendment which I
shall probably offer during the amend-
ing process which would permit the Soil
Conservation Service to assist in se-
curing bottom lands or wetlands for park
purposes to be held in order to preserve
natural habitats, particularly in close
proximity to our large urban areas. These
areas today are being totally destroyed
in some of our urban areas.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLACKBURN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr, Chairman, as a cosponsor of the
Rural Development Act, I can say that
we foresaw livestock feedlot operators as
one of the principal participants in pol-
lution abatement and control projects.
If the proposed amendment to limit par-
ticipation to public bodies passes, they—
along with small businessmen, farmers,
and rancher—would be excluded from
participation. Because I feel that small
businessmen, farmers, ranchers, and es-
pecially feedlot operators should be per-
mitted to participate in these programs
of pollution abatement and control, I op-
pose the amendment.

As for the overall bill itself, I am, of
course, in favor of its passage. It offers
positive programs fo encourage and as-
sist the development of business, indus-
try, community centers and services, and
pollution abatement and control in our
small towns and in the countryside. The
bill encourages younger people to remain
on the farms or in rural communities by
making it easier to obtain loans for
farms or in rural communities by mak-
ing it easier to obtain loans for farming
and rural development purposes.

It also gives added flexibility to our
small watershed and resource conserva-
tion and development programs, provid-
ing Federal assistance in such projects as
municipal and industrial water supply,
water quality management, pollution
abatement and control, and other pur-
poses directly related to rural develop-
ment.

In addition the bill incorporates two
separate pieces of legisiation which I in-
troduced last year. The first would in-
crease the size of farm operating loans
from $35,000 to $50,000. The second,
which is a continuation of the amend-
ment I was able to add to last year's
farm bill which raised homeownership
loans from $50,000 to $100,000 would
convert farm operating lcans from an
appropriated funding to an insured loan
basis. This legislation takes the risk out
of the local lender’s making loans for
purposes of rural development. Both
these provisions will be of substantial as-
sistance to farmers and ranchers in west
Texas as well as throughout the country.

I urge your support of this critical
piece of legislation.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
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man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr, McCLORY).

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I am
generally interested in this legislation.
I think it has a very worthy purpose and
objective. Much of the area which I have
the privilege to represent in the Con-
gress is rural—and could benefit from
portions of this legislation. I have been
in communication with Mr. Kenneth
Fiske, Director of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service,
who indicated to me the importance of
this legislation to the rural areas of Mc-
Henry, Kane, and Lake Counties.

I should like to make a statement
and inquire of the chairman with regard
to his interpretation or his understand-
ing of the language in the bill. I refer
particularly to the language on page 21
of the bill, beginning at line 4 down to
line 17. The reason that I ask questions
concerning this language is that we have
recently had hearings before my subcom-
mittee of the House Judiciary Committee,
the Civil Rights Oversight Committee, in
which we discussed at some length and
had extensive hearings with regard to the
location of Federal facilities, and par-
ticularly those that are constructed and
managed by GSA, which I think is
charged generally with providing for the
construction and management of Federal
facilities for the various executive de-
partments.

It was emphasized in these hearings
that it was important to locate structures
in such a way that employees would have
equal access to employment in the new
Federal facilities. It seems to me that
the language to which I have referred
goes counter to the existing Federal
policy and would require the location of
new Federal facilities in rural areas with-
out regard to the question of their ready
access by persons without regard to ques-
tions of race or color. I notice that the
existing statute has been revised in a way,
and the very significant words “insofar
as practicable” have been eliminated.

If this language is followed directly,
it would deprive persons who are present-
ly residing in the inner city and in other
urban areas of possible opportunities for
employment. It would put their places of
employment at too great a distance from
their residences for them to continue
their employment there. Would the
chairman be willing to comment and ex-
plain this change to me?

Mr, POAGE., I did not offer the present
language. The change was made by the
committee. I offered the language of the
original bill, so I cannot explain to you
the motives behind those who offered the
change, But I think the language covers
substantially the same thing. Rather
than saying “insofar as practicable,” the
provision states “giving first priority to
the location of new offices and other
facilities—."

I do not think that either one is an
arbitrary mandatory requirement and
that under no circumstances could we
locate the building any place else, but I
think it does mean very clearly that
where we can do so without doing vio-
lence elsewhere, we should give first pri-
ority to these rural areas we are trying to
develop.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman from Illinois
1 additional minute.

Mr. POAGE. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. McCLORY. Yes, I will yield, but
let me make this statement. As I under-
stand it then, this language is subject to
the condition that the new facilities if
located in a rural area are readily acces-
sible to all persons who might find em-
ployment there without discrimination
as to race or color.

Mr, POAGE. I think we have to take
other things into consideration, but we
just try, as hard as we can, to put some
of these facilities in rural areas. We have
placed Government buildings in Wash-
ington, D.C. and in large population cen-
ters all over the country. We tell these
agencies that we want the Government
services decentralized, and we want to
give the Federal Government directions
to do so.

Mr. McCLORY. In other words, this
would not override existing policies with
regard to fairness and equality of oppor-
tunity in Federal employment?

Mr. POAGE. I do not think it would
override fairness at all, but this provision
says this is one of the ways to get
equality.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I as-
sociate myself with the remarks of the
chairman of the full committee. I ap-
preciate his remarks on this fine piece
of legislation.

The House of Representatives today
has an unparalleled opportunity to
squarely and positively confront the
problem of rural decline which in the
past has been dismissed with piecemeal
programs and rhetoric empty of action.

As a member of the Rural-Urban
Forum, which seeks to encourage mutual
understanding among Members of vastly
different constituencies, I ask that my
colleagues from the great metropolitan
areas resist the temptation to oppose this
as a matter not involving their constitu-
ents. There is no rural problem; there is
a national problem of population imbal-
ance and inequity of economic opportu-
nity. The problems of the city cannot be
resolved without addressing the problems
of the countryside.

The 1970 census dramatized a trend
which has continued without interrup-
tion for the past 50 years: the movement
of Americans from small towns to larger
metropolitan areas, either the inner city
or the suburban satellites. We now have
some 70 percent of our population living
on 2 percent of the land. In the past 45
years, some 25 million persons have
moved out of rural America, resulting in
the past decade in a net population loss
in 500 counties, and over the long term
straining the economic resources of the
cities which receive them, The President
has summed up the grim situation most
succinetly:

Vast areas of rural America have been
emptied of people and promise while our cen-
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tral citles have become the most conspicuous
area of fallure in American life,

In the absence of a national policy on
population distribution, the Congress
must take the lead in enacting legislation
to revitalize small communities and to
stimulate economic opportunities to help
struggling rural communities survive.

‘We have before us today a Rural De-
velopment Act which promises such a

gimning.

Under the able leadership of Chairman
Poack, the House Agriculture Committee
has produced a bill which will provide
new grants and loan authority for a host
of rural development projects, ranging
from industrial planning to pollution
abatement to water and sewer system
construction. It creates new opportuni-
ties for credit, provides for cost sharing
in water quality management, land utili-
zation and agricultural waste manage-
ment within watershed projects, and
encourages young Americans to consider
a career in small towns.

The committee has wisely refrained
from creating a new super bureaucracy,
preferring instead to enlarge the role of
the faithful and familiar servants of
rural life, the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration and the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice.

I take a personal pride in the com-
mittee’s inclusion of title 5, which
directs that the Federal Government lo-
cate new Federal offices and other facili-
ties in rural areas, which in this bill in-
clude any cities or towns whose popula-
tion does not exceed 10,000.

The Agriculture Act of 1970 required
the Federal Government to give con-
sideration to establishing new Federal
facilities in areas of lower density popu-
lation. The bill before us today is the
strongest language yet written governing
the policy on distribution of Federal
complexes.

Having risen on a number of occasions
urging such a policy, I am delighted to
see it linked in this overall program of
rural development, and I think that fu-
ture generations of Washingtonians will
thank us for sparing them any more
congestion. As the recent extraordinary
public hearing at the Greater New Hope
Baptist Church by the Public Works
Subcommitiee on Public Buildings and
Grounds indicated, the residents of this
city are growing weary of an endless
procession of costly building projects
which obliterate neighborhoods, worsen
traffic jams and displace tax-paying in-
dustries.

Title V makes Washington a micro-
cosm of what needs to be achieved in the
12 large metropolitan areas which house
over 70 percent of the population. It is
time for a moratorium on new construc-
tion here in Washington and in the
handful of super cities. If the economic
opportunity were more equitably and
rationally distributed, the 500 counties
which experienced a net loss in popula-
tion might hold their own and thousands
of parents need not send their sons and
daughters to distant cities because there
are no jobs at home.

It has been observed that the popula-
tion of this Nation could increase five
times before it would equal that of Eu-
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rope, so we can see that distribution is
the all-important factor.

The inclusion of a mandate to the Fed-
eral Government to seek sites in com-
munities of less than 10,000 population
is not going to reverse this trend; it may
have only a marginal effect. But, in sym-
bolic terms, in terms of setting an ex-
ample for the business executives of
America to follow, it is of revolutionary
potential.

I urge my colleagues from urban con-
stituencies to make a common cause
with those of us who represent constit-
uencies of low density population be-
cause a pattern of rational and equitable
national growth is mutually advan-
tageous. If rural communities can main-
tain their population levels, the tax bur-
den will be eased and the metropolitan
areas will not suffer the migration of
thousands more seeking jobs and homes.
What we are seeking in large terms is
the beginning of a conscientious effort
to restore to community life some of the
beauty, the peace, and the tranquillity
which has made us envious of prcvious
generations and apprehensive of the fu-
ture. Nothing less than the environment
of this and succeeding generations is at
stake in this Rural Development Act and
I urge my colleagues to assure its passage
and continuing support of its goals.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, today can be a significant
point in the development of rural Amer-
ica. It has been my pleasure and coveted
opportunity to join Chairman Poace and
some other members of the Agriculture
Committee in sponsorship of this much
needed legislation, to wit: HR. 12931. I
urge my colleagues to act favorably on it.
It, of course, does not contain everything
that some of us would like to see in a
rural development program. At the same
time, it contains some provisions that
our city friends may feel unneeded and
unnecessary. It should be noted that
whatever rural America may receive from
this legislation, comparable assistance
has been already authorized and appro-
priated for the cities, and in proportion-
ately greater amounts. Hopefully, our
urban Representative colleagues will also
be mindful that many of their problems
have been precipitated or accentuated by
the influx into their cities of our rural
people who have been unable to achieve
an acceptable standard of living on the
farm lands of America.

Many of us have gone to great lengths
to be sympathetic with the problems of
urban America and have contributed our
votes and support toward solution of
those complex and diverse problems. To-
day is a day for soul searching which
should culminate in accommodation and
reciprocity by our city friends.

Mr. Chairman, our farmers should not
be misled by the impact of this proposal
on their farm income, however. Earlier
action by the Congress relating to the
commodity programs and the broad Fed-
eral farm credit system amendments are
likely to have a greater potential in that
ares. However, this legislation, though of
fairly minimal effect on farm income,
should go a considerable distance in
making rural living more rewarding and
more comfortable.
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I hope the House today will recognize
its responsibilities to rural America and
recognize the importance of our ex-
istence, as it relates to our friends in the
city, and thus to our great Nation at
large. HR. 12931 should be passed.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of HR. 12931, the Rural
Development Act of 1972, Although there
are several sections contained in the
measure which could be improved or
revised, the bill as & whole is perhaps
one of the most significant pieces of
rural development legislation to come
down the pike in some time.

In recent years there has been a grow-
ing awareness that rural and urban prob-
lems are interrelated—that if we are to
ultimately solve the staggering prob-
lems of the inner city we must begin to
revitalize the small towns and country-
side of America. My colleagues from the
large urban centers in increasing num-
bers recognize the adverse consequences
of continued rural outmigration and the
heavy demand it places on already de-
pleted community services and resources
in the big cities. Therefore, HR. 12931
provides us with common ground upon
which we can all work to achieve a
more balanced population growth and a
better quality life for both urban and
rural residents.

This bill proposes to build upon the
very solid record of effective and effi-
cient program delivery established by
the Farmers Home Administration and
the Soil Conservation Service. Instead
of structuring some new bureaucratic
spoke, as some have advocated, the com-
mittee has wisely chosen to expand the
role and operating authority of FHA and
SCS to take better advantage of their
unique expertise and delivery mecha-
nisms. I have worked closely with these
people over the years and believe they
are among the most talented and dedi-
cated employees of the Federal Govern-
ment. If the ultimate success of any new
governmental undertaking is reflected in
the kind of people who carry it out, then
we should have little worry in making
this expanded commitment to rebuild
rural America through the Farmers
Home Administration and Soil Conser-
vation Service.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that if we
do not move resolutely to enact a mean-
ingful rural development this year we
may not have another opportunity for
some time. It is therefore important we
approve this legislation, and show the
way to the other body to adopt a similar
approach to rehabilitate and rebuild
Tural America.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. HUNGATE) .

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER).

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California for yield-
ing this time.

Mr. Chairman, I have to ask myself
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and my colleagues a question. Is rural
America a fading America? Many per-
sons say yes. One-third of our counties
have lost population. Many of our rural
areas are being emptied of their people
and their promise. Farming is an un-
certain business in the best of times, and
the complaint is heard time and time
again in rural areas that too many peo-
ple—especially our young people—are
leaving the land.

We have begun to make progress in
slowing this trend. Rural housing pro-
grams have been increased. The number
of families benefiting from rural water
and sewer programs is greater than it
was in 1969. Yet, we must do more.

We must expand the quantity and
quality of economic and social oppor-
tunities in rural America so that those
who choose to live in our rural areas
can do so and not be forced to move to
our already overcrowded and overbur-
dened metropolitan centers.

The rural development concept is di-
rected toward reversing this trend of
rural migration into congested metro-
politan areas. This legislation, H.R.
12931, we are considering here this after-
noon can help revitalize rural and small-
town America and help us to achieve
once more a healthy and prosperous rural
and urban balance.

A great deal of money and effort is
being directed by Federal, State, and
local governments toward trying fo solve
the housing problems, the traffic prob-
lems, the pollution problems, the popu-
lation problems, of our cities.

Meanwhile, thousands of rural com-
munities are seeking more people.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that un-
less we work with the rural areas, unless
we develop attractive opportunities in
rural towns and in the countryside, we
can never hope to solve the social ills
of our cities even with the most ambi-
tious multibillion dollar proposals.

Indeed, the Rural Development Act is
an integral part of our growing commit-
ment to deal with our Nation's urban
crisis, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA) .

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, as
a cosponsor of H.R. 12931, the Rural De-
velopment Act of 1972, I rise in support
of the legislation. Together with the
Sugar Act of 1971, this bill can be re-
garded as one of the two most important
pieces of legislation to emerge from the
Committee on Agriculture in this Con-
gress. At the outset, therefore, I would
like to commend its chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. Poace), for his
extraordinary leadership in guiding the
committee through many difficult weeks
while this measure was being considered.

Considerable credit must also be given
to my colleagues on the committee and
to the committee staff for providing the
generous support without which this
landmark legislation would not have been
possible.

H.R. 12931 would upgrade the quality
of rural life in America with a three-
pronged program, First, it would broaden
the credit services of the Farmers Home
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Administration; secondly, it would pro-
vide the means to achieve a rural devel-
opment objective; and, finally, it would
give greater emphasis to community de-
velopment and environmental aspects of
the Small Watershed and Resource,
Conservation and Development programs
of the Department of Agriculture.

The first part of the rural develop-
ment program is particularly meaning-
ful to Hawaii as the result of committee
adoption of an amendment which I had
offered. For many years, lessees of Ha-
walian Home Lands were informed that
they were ineligible under the Farmers
Home Administration’s financial assist-
ance to rural residents program-—title
V of the Housing Act of 1949. This ad-
verse administrative determination ex-
cluded Hawaiian homesteaders from one
of the most important sources of rural
housing loans.

The Hawaiian Homes program is the
product of an Act of Congress commonly
referred to as the Hawaiian Homes Com-
mission Act of 1920, The act itself was a
manifestation of the sincere desire on
the part of many people, in Congress as
well as in Hawaii, to preserve the native
Hawalian race from what was feared to
be certain extinction. The main thrust
of the 1920 Act, therefore, was to make
possible the rehabilitation of the native
Hawalian race through a program of
homesteading.

The dilemms of the rural Hawaiian
homesteader who needed a home-im-
provement loan was that he was caught
between two acts of Congress which ef-
fectively prevented him from obtaining
one. On the one hand, the Hawaiian
Homes Commission Act prohibited him
from mortgaging his homestead. On the
other hand, the 1949 Housing Act re-
quired a mortgage on fee simple real
estate before a loan could be made under
its provisions.

My amendment would provide a way
out of this dilemma. In lieu of a real
property lien, the State of Hawaii,
through its Department of Hawaiian
Home Lands, would give its guarantee
that the borrowing Hawaiian home-
steader would repay his loan, The
amendment would authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to accept the State’s
guarantee and grant the loan to the
Hawaiian homesteader.

The legislation we are considering to-
day has many other noteworthy pro-
visions which are designed to slow down
or halt the migration of farm families
to the cities, where so many soon find
themselves on the relief rolls. To retard
or reverse this trend, however, we must
provide needed aid to improve the condi-
tions of rural living. We must do some-
thing about these hard facts:

Sixty percent of the substandard
housing in the United States is located
in rural areas;

Per capita income in rural areas is
lower than in cities by about 25 percent;

Services such as fire protection and
ambulance are too often inadequate in
rural areas;

Rural areas urgently need more water
mdd.s sewer systems to meet urban stand-
ards.

H.R, 12931 should not be regarded as
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an immediate panacea for these long-
existing rural ailments. Rather, it should
be regarded as the most significant cure
that has been proposed in recent years.
The program it provides is indeed one
that is tailored to meet the urgent need
for a better life in rural America.

The estimated cost of this legislation
is $280 million a year in additional grant
authority over and above the amounts
which are authorized under existing law.
Once the desired objectives in the pro-
posed program are achieved, a strong and
healthy rural America will prove beyond
any doubt that it was well worth the
cost.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a favorable vote
for H.R. 120931.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr, STUBBLE=-
FIELD),

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, for decades we have
seen a continuous trek of the population
of this country from the rural areas to
the cities. This has occurred to a large
extent because of a lack of jobs in the
rural areas and because the standard of
living has been higher in the large metro-
politan areas.

In the past few years we have awak-
ened to the effects of this mass migra-
tion. Certainly thousands of small towns
and communities throughout the coun-
try have been adversely affected, and a
greater number have entirely disap-
peared from the map, Now we have come
to realize that our cities also are losers
by virtue of this social upheaval. Tens of
thousands of men who have left the
farms and small towns with their fami-
lies looking for work in the cities have
crowded into the ghettos and has been
forced onto relief rolls.

Here we have a chance in this legisla-
tion, the Rural Development Act of 1972,
to strike at one of the root causes of the
troubles our Nation faces on the home
front. Here we have a chance to help the
rural and small town Americans with
the same kind of governmental assist-
ance we have provided urban Americans
for years. Our studies show, for instance,
that 60 percent of the substandard hous-
ing in America is located in rural Amer-
ica. We have spent billions of dollars on
housing programs in the cities.

In this legislation we increase and ex-
pand the authority and capability of the
Farmers Home Administration to carry
on its fine programs. We authorize funds
in this legislation for the development of
facilities in small communities to help
them attract industries which will pro-
vide jobs. We provide that the Federal
Government shall give priority to small
communities in the consideration of sites
for the location of new Federal installa-
tions and agencies. We sharply increase
the amount of funds authorized as
grants to towns and villages of less than
5,500 population for construction of
water and sewage systems. We authorize
funds for pollution abatement and con-
trol projects, both those operated by
public bodies and those such as dairies
and feed lots operated by individuals.

This legislation is too broad to go into
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details as to its provisions, but it was
drafted and approved by the Committee
on Agriculture after extensive public
hearings and we on the committee be-
lieve it is a good bill. We believe it is a
bill that will benefit all Americans, not
just those who live in the rural parts of
the country.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr, JONES).

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this legislation.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ROBERTS).

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation., I want to
commend the committee for bringing it
out. It is badly needed.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
Ling).

Mr. LINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, as the Congressman
from the most agricultural district in the
United States, I am most keenly aware
of the continuing erosion of the economic
base in rural America and the need for
corrective action. As a result of this ero-
sion, my State of North Dakota was one
of only three States to lose population in
the decade of the 1960’s.

Therefore, I am most pleased to sup-
port H.R. 12931, the Rural Development
Act of 1972. As a member of the House
Agriculture Committee, I cosponsored
this legislation and have seen it develop
over several months into its present form.
I wish to commend the committee chair-
man, Mr. Poace, for his capable, experi-
enced leadership in bringing H.R. 12931
to the House floor.

I have said before that the problems
of rural America cannot be viewed in
isolation any more than the problems of
urban America. The problems are inter-
woven and interconnected. On one hand,
the migration of people from rural Amer-
ica to our already congested cities leaves
an economic vacuum in rural Amerieca,
and on the other hand it creates new
problems for urban America, already
weighted down with clogged traffic, pol-
lution, crowded housing, and crime.

So rural development is not simply a
way to alleviate the problems of rural
America, it is a way to relieve the prob-
lems of our cities, too.

H.R. 12931 has many features that
have good potential for breathing new
life into rural America. Among other
things, it would expand credit facilities
of the Farmers Home Administration;
give greater emphasis to community de-
velopment; and authorize for the first
time aid to finance pollution abatement
and control programs in rural areas; and
increased assistance for water and waste
system projects.

Mr. Chairman, all of these features
beamed at rural America are in the na-
tional interest. But I want to state clearly
that they cannot provide, in themselves,
renewed prosperity for rural America.

The most effective rural development
measure would be to raise agricultural
income to fair levels. We could do so with
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microscopic effects on food prices, and in
doing so we could restore buying power
to the national levels thereby creating a
favorable impact on the Nation's econ-
omy. In doing so, too, we could maintain
small businesses, instill new life and hope
in rural America, and halt the exodus
from rural America to our cities.

I emphasize this point now only be-
cause I think we should not be diverted
from the primary affliction of rural
America: inadequate farm income. How-
ever, we must move in on the problem
from all sides and I heartily approve the
approaches taken in HR. 12931. They
would improve the conditions in rural
America.

I commend H.R. 12531 to my urban
and rural colleagues.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it appears that Mr. GooborLing and
I will be the only Members voting against
this bill. In the meantime, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. NELSEN) .

Mr, NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I support
this bill. I wish, however, to note that
a few moments ago the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN) made refer-
ence to an amendment he would offer.
He stated that it is not the intention
that this amendment do damage to the
program as proposed by this bill, and it
was further stated that it was not the
intention to cause any delays.

I emphasize the fact that he said it is
not the intention, but it is not always
the intention that finally evolves. Some-
times we run into a situation where bu-
reaucracy becomes so cumbersome and
so time-delaying that the projects suffer
because of it. This amendment that will
be offered would remove, in many re-
spects, local sponsors from decisionmak-
ing processes with regard to these meas-
ures in their own federally assisted proj-
ects. Actually, the money would be di-
verted to the Secretary of the Interior
and it would be put under his control.

Mr. Chairman, I received a call this
morning from the people who represent
these small watersheds. They were
alarmed at what this amendment would
do. I am inclined to feel, if we want to
move, we need to move with those spon-
sors closest to the people back home.
Surely mistakes have been made in the
past, but I think overall the effort that
has been expended by these people has
been commendable.

I believe if this bill is to pass, the so-
called amendment that will be offered
should be defeated and we should pro-
ceed with the machinery we have al-
ready set up to take care of the projects
throughout the country.

An amendment to remove or modify
section 12, Public Law 83-566 known as
the Blackburn amendment would remove
local sponsors from decisionmaking on
these measures in their own federally as-
sisted projects yet require them to finance
part or all of the costs of decisions im-
posed on them by Federal and State
agencies.

An amendment also would divert small
watershed funds to the Secretary of the
Interior with respect to its participation
in watershed project planning.

Section 12, Public Law 83-566, already
provides for adequate consultation with
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fish and wildlife interests and accom-
plishes essentially the same objectives as
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

Section 12 requires the Secretary of the
Interior to make investigations and pre-
pare reports on wildlife resources out of
funds appropriated to the Department of
the Interior. Any change would require
the transfer of watershed funds to the
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield one minute to the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. SEBELIUS).

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend our chairman
and all of the members of the committee
that worked so hard on this bill.

I would like to say I think the rural
way of life is a wonderful one. If we can
give rural America the adequate teeth of
economic opportunity to go forward and
to do more than just exist, it will be won-
derful. One of the greatest benefits that
we could give would be to see to it that
grandparents will not have to travel as
far to visit their grandchildren.

I appreciate the opportunity to com-
ment regarding the Rural Development
Act of 1972. I think it is most significant
that the House leadership has recognized
the importance of scheduling this legis-
lation only 1 week after it was reported
by the House Agriculture Committee.
Rural development is truly a national
and priority goal.

Mr. Chairman, in discussing this legis-
lation, I think we should acknowledge
the leadership and commitment on the
part of the chairman of the House Agri-
culture Committee, the distinguished
Congressman from Texas, the Honorable
W. R. Poacg, who is the principal spon-
sor of the Rural Development Act of
1972. Those of us who are privileged to
serve on the House Agriculture Commit-
tee know that this bill is being considered
here today because of the chairman’s
longstanding commitment and effort to
revitalize rural and smalltown America.
I know I can speak for the farmers of the
“Big First” District of Kansas in ex-
pressing our appreciation and thanks to
the distinguished Congressman from
Texas.

We who are concerned with agricul-
ture have long been interested in the
concept of rural development. I have
been working for some time in coopera-
tion with the senior Senator from Kan-
sas, the Honorable James PEARsSON, in
putting together legislation that would
feature rural job development through
tax incentives to private industry that
would locate in our rural areas. I am ex-
tremely hopeful that we can consider
this legislation at some future date.

The bill we are considering here to-
day, H.R. 12931, offers an effective pro-
gram to enable those who live and work
in rural Amerieca to improve living con-
ditions and economic opportunity, and, in
doing so, perhaps halt the steady flow of
rural citizens to our Nation's large ur-
ban centers. This legislation has a spe-
cial sense of urgency, for it applies to
both rural and urban America. Part of
our urban problems stem from the de-
cline of economic opportunitv in our
rural areas

I think what is especially pertinent
about this legislation is that it builds
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upon established agencies within the De-
partment of Agriculture rather than cre-
ating new bureaucratic authority and a
new tax burden. This legislation will
build on the success of two agencies—
the Farmers Home Administration and
the Soil Conservation Service. These
agencies have an estabished record
of success and service; and, of special im-
portance to this legislation, they work
through an effective network of offices
and personnel throughout rural Amer-
ica. FHA and SCS employees know the
problems of, and work with, our rural
citizens. The task of revitalizing our rural
areas is a task in which they are already
involved and a field where they already
have experience and expertise.

Through expanded FHA authority, this
bill will encourage young citizens to stay
in their home areas by making it easier
to obtain loans for farming and rural
development purposes. This should and
will be done through joint financing us-
ing Federal agencies such as the Farm-
ers Home Administration to complement
local sources of credit. I feel very strong-
ly that Federal funds should nof be used
to compete with local and private lending
institutions. They should be used as a
vehicle by which local bankers and sav-
ings institutions can increase their rural
and community improvement efforts.

Another important section of this leg-
islation would authorive the Secretary of
Agriculture to enter in.o long-term con-
tracts—up to 10 years—with landowners
and farmers to share the cost of con-
servation plans within watershed proj-
ects. Experience in the Great Plains con-
servation program has demonstrated
that an agreement between farmers and
the Government based on a good conser-
vation plan that allows the farmer as-
sured cost sharing enables him to plan
and program conservation activities
without uncertainty and with improved
results.

This provision would supplement, but
not supplant, the cost sharing authorized
under REAP, the Great Plains conserva-
tion program, and other programs that
provide conservation cost sharing.

I know there has been much interest
on the part of my colleagues regarding
the proposed amendment to title IT of
this bill regarding Fish and Wildlife. I do
not feel this amendment is necessary. The
watershed programs authorized by Pub-
lic Law 566, and carried out through local
watershed leaders and SCS personnel,
have been very successful in my district
and have enhanced the growth and devel-
opment of fish and wildlife resources and
habitat. Moreover, I feel that burden-
some reports and a transfer of existing
authority from local SCS personnel and
the USDA to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service would be costly and perhaps
counterproductive to our efforts to incor-
porate fish and wildlife development in
watershed projects.

Mr. Chairman, there are two other as-
pects of this legislation in which I have
special interest. First, this bill strength-
ens title IX of the Agricultural Act of
1970 to provide mandatory priority in lo-
cating new Federal offices and facilities
in rural areas. If we are going to provide
Federal facilities and services closer to
the people and make these services and
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facilities more responsive, this authority
must be given priority.

Second, I am most interested in the
Greenspan program within this legis-
lation. This program is designed to divert
marginal farmland to conservation and
pollution abatement uses, as well as rec-
reation and beautification. Up to now,
the authorization level has been too low
to implement an effective program. The
increase in the annual authorization
from $10 million to $40 million will allow
the USDA to designate specific programs
to see if we cannot carry out the goals
and objectives of Greenspan,

Mr. Chairman, again, I appreciate the
opportunity to make these comments on
the Rural Development Act of 1972, I
want to assure my urban colleagues this
legislation is not simply a program for
rural America. This bill represents in-
creased economic opportunity for our
rural areas with the hope that at the
same time we can bring needed relief to
our overcrowded cities.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
support of the Rural Development Act of
1972 and the strong promise it offers for
both improving the quality of life in our
rural areas and at the same time offering
our established rural citizens a rein-
forced alternative to migrating to our
Nation’s large metropolitan centers.

I commend the distinguished chairman
of the House Committee on Agriculture
(Mr. Poace) and the dedicated committee
members who have labored these many
months to hammer out the features of
this important piece of legislation. I am
convineced that they have tried to arrive
at a fromula which will help to revive
rural America without the creation of
a massive new Federal bureaucracy to
handle the details. The chairman is en-
tirely correct in his obseravtion that the
Farmers Home Administration and the
Soil Conservation Service and other
established agencies within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture have well established
records in which we have every reason to
place continued confidence.

In recent years, it has been my feeling
that too often our Government has over-
looked the problems of rural America in
its zeal to focus more and more attention
on large city ghetto problems. Certainly,
both merit attention. However, many of
the housing and other social problems of
our large cities would gradually evaporate
if sufficient incentive could be provided
to make it unnecessary for our rural
citizens to move into the cities in order
to make a living.

Statistics show us that far too many
people are leaving the countryside. Far
too many rural communities are folding
up their streets. In fact, this grim trend
has seen the exodus of some 20 million
people from rural America into our large
metropolitan centers since 1946—placing
70 percent of our population on 2 percent
of the land.

The migration has left in its wake a
crushed rural America with a countryside
that provides to few economic and social
opportunities for too few people. Sadly
for the large cities, the migration has
created a storehouse of additional prob-
lems which they did not need and, in
most cases, have not been able to fully
handle.
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The price we are paying for this dis-
torted rural-urban imbalance is far too
high, even for a seemingly afiluent nation
such as ours.

This bill is a serious, important effort
to change the pattern through a ecareful
new investment in the future of our rural
regions. It should not be viewed merely
as an attempt to cure an ill through an
injection of public funds. Rather, this
legislation should be the springboard of
new ideas and how they can be used to
impede the flow of rural Americans to the
cities and to eventually check it.

While the bill before us today does not
embody all of the proposals contained in
the President’s proposed rural develop-
ment financing bill, it does contain what
I think is a sound approach to the prob-
lems involved.

I urge its favorable consideration.

Mr. GALIFIANAKIS. Mr. Chairman,
the rural development bill that is before
the House today is one of the most im-
portant pieces of legislation affecting
rural America that will come before this
body this session. This Committee on
Agriculture has worked long and hard
and I commend this commitiee and its
members.

Mr. Chairman, we have talked about
the need to revitalize rural America for
many years now—but we have done very
little. We have in many instances allowed
the residents of rural America to be
treated as second-class citizens with their
faith in this Government shaken as a
result of our inaction.

For many years, we have seen our ru-
ral communities robbed of their most vi-
tal resources, their young people and
their hope for the future. We must dem-
onstrate to our citizens in rural America
that we care about them, and this bill is
the first great step in that direction.

Mr. Chairman, the lights are burning
low in rural America today, and it is in-
cumbent upon us as representatives of
the people to make those lights burn
brightly again.

Mr. Chairman, I support this bill not
as a perfect measure, or as a final answer,
but as a step in the right direction—a di-
rection away from despair and toward
progress for rural America.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, we are
much concerned today with the need to
revitalize rural America. For too long,
our youth, born and reared in the coun-
tryside, have been attracted to the cities
and urban areas by the promise of great-
er opportunity. The Rural Development
Act of 1972, under discussion here today,
is designed to improve the standard of
living on our family farms, and to make
our smaller towns and communities more
attractive and more lucrative for our new
families.

We are not asking you to establish a
rash of wasteful and duplicative new
Federal programs. Rather we are asking
that you authorize a reasonable expan-
sion of the programs that have proven
themselves successful under the admin-
istration of experienced, already estab-
lished agencies thoroughly familiar with
the problems that face the areas they
serve.

Basically, the Ilegislation would
broaden the credit services of the Farm-




5202

ers Home Administration, aiding both
farm and nonfarm rural people by mak-
ing insured loans available to family
farmers for operating expenses or the
purchase, enlargement or basic improve-
ments of their farms; by providing hous-
ing in rural areas, and in towns with a
maximum population of 10,000; and by
assisting in funding modern water and
sewer systems. In addition, the legisla-
tion would provide $75 million annually
to help fund vitally needed pollution
abatement and control projects in rural
areas. ;

In my opinion, the whole country will
benefit greatly from the development of
rural America. The implementation of
this legislation will go a long way toward
equalizing the opportunity for employ-
ment and decent living conditions be-
tween urban and rural districts, and will
encourage a redistribution of population
as a result, thus easing the problems of
both.

My colleagues on the Agriculture Com-
mittee worked long and hard to develop
this legislation, holding extensive hear-
ings and receiving volumes of expert
testimony. We belleve it reflects maxi-
mum effort to do a job that needs doing.
Many concerned individuals and organi-
zations have endorsed our efforts. Close
to my own district, they include the Vir-
ginia Association of Soil and Water Con-
servation Districts and the Virginia As-
sociation of Electric Cooperatives.

I believe the Rural Development Act
of 1972 is a good bill which will have a
tremendous impact on the future growth
and progress of the rural areas of this
country.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
the Rural Development Act of 1972 is
important to all Americans whether they
live in rural or urban areas. The bill is
designed to help restore the vitality of
rural Ameriea which goes hand in hand
in our meeting our urban crisis.

Solving our urban problems does not
stop at the city limits. Urban America
needs a strong and vital rural America.
The two are partners. Over the years I
have been a strong supporter of the rural
electrification program because it pro-
vides services to our rural dwellers that
are essential for their areas’ development.

The bill HR. 12931 is no different. It
enables the Farmers Home Administra-
tion and the Soil Conservation Service to
finance industrial and community devel-
opment and pollution abatement in rural
areas and its eases loan terms for farm-
ing and rural development programs. It
provides operating loans to rural youth
for activities under training programs
and it authorizes small business operat-
ing loans in rural areas.

This bill is needed. The following facts
bear this out:

Sixty percent of our Nation's substand-
ard housing is located in rural areas.

The per capita income in rural areas
is lower than that in our cities.

Services such as fire protection and
ambulance service are often inadequate.

Rural areas urgently need more and
better water and sewer systems.

Job opportunities are desperately
needed in rural areas.

There are other disparities in rural
America which underscore the severity
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and the magnitude of the problem. Suf-
fice it to say that if we expect to correct
the population outflow from rural Amer-
ica we must take positive action to en-
hance the standard of living and oppor-
tunities of our rural dwellers. This bill
represents a step in that direction.

Finally, I want to deal with the issue
of whether we as a nation can afford this
legislation. In reading the dissenting
views in the report I noted the concern
expressed over the cost of this legislation,
its budgetary impact and the effects it
would have on our economy. Let me try
to put this argument in some perspective.

Based on the best available estimates
this bill would cost approximately $280
million annually over the next 5 years.
I do not think there is any question that
we can meet this requirement. If we can
spend nearly $100 million daily to sup-
port the South Vietnamese Government,
I do not think there is any question about
our being capable of spending money in
our own Nation on our own people.

Moreover, the potential salutary effects
of this legislation in creating jobs, en-
couraging economic and industrial de-
velopment, and protecting our environ-
ment clearly belie the cost argument
against this bill. If anything, this bill will
help to improve our bleak economy and
help generate additional revenues to off-
set the colossal public debt that present
economic policies have produced.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this
bill and urge my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, one of the
basic concepts of this Rural Development
Act is the use of presently existing
agencies to administer new and expanded
programs. I strongly favor both the com-
mitment to alleviating the serious prob-
lems faced by rural Americans and the
concept of utilizing present agencies.
There are already far too many arms on
our bureaucratic octopus. TR

I must, however, inform my colleagues
that the Farmers Home Administration
cannot adequately administer the pro-
grams for which it is now responsible.
Because of present employment ceilings
and a questionable formula for allocat-
ing administrative funds, the Farmers
Home Administration is unable to proc-
ess loan applications already sitting in
its county offices. While needy families
waited, over $90 million went unused last
year, While young farming families in
Massachusetts prayed for a loan, 550
applications gathered dust in the three
overworked and understaffed Farmers
Home Administration Offices in my
State.

Massachusetts has come out on the
short end of the stick as far as Farmers
Home Administration programs go. Dur-
ing the last fiscal year, Massachusetts
only received 0.1 percent of Farmers
Home Administration funds. With a
population of over 5 million people—
over half of which are eligible under
present Farmers Home income limita-
tion—Massachusetts has only three
county offices. Farmers Home Adminis-
tration programs could benefit 208 towns
in my State. At present, however, they
cannot. Consequently, needy rural fami-
lies are denied the benefits of valuable
Farmers Home programs.

I said earlier that the Farmers Home

February 23, 1972

Administration has a “questionable for-
mula” for allocation of administrative
funds. Perhaps the best phrase would
have been “no formula at all.” In a letter
I received last month, Administrator
James V. Smith informed me that “past
years' new-loan-making activity in each
State has been a reasonably accurate
guide to allocation of manpower for new-
loan making.” I am certain that all of
my colleagues can recognize the fallacy
of that argument; if our Massachusetts
offices have no staff, they can make very
few loans. If they make very few loans,
then they are not entitled to an increase
in staff for the next year.

Administrator Smith has promised me
that he will take steps to change this
situation, and relate manpower alloca-
tions to potential demand.

I mention this sad state of affairs for
only one reason: If we commit ourselves
to expanding the programs and services
provided by the Farmers Home Admin-
istration, we must also commit ourselves
to helping them meet that increased re-
sponsibility.

As a member of the Appropriations
pommittee, I pledge to fight for such an
increase in Farmers Home Administra-
tion administrative funding. Only then
can by constituents, and rural families
throughout Massachusetts and the Na-
tion take full advantage of these valuable
programs. If we expect Farmers Home
Administration to seriously help rural
America, we must give them the men and
the money to do that. I, for one, intend
to try.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
I will support the amendment that will
be offered by my colleague from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. Reuss), and recall his earlier
efforts of last summer to bring channel-
ization work under greater public and
environmental review. Although I sup-
ported the amendment of last June, I feel
that efforts here today to bring the
Watershed Act within the oversight
functions of the Fish and Wildlife Coor-
dination Act are more reasonable and
thus more deserving of passage than the
moratorium amendment. Today’s
amendment does nothing more than to
insure that proper consideration and
evaluation is given to the value of fish,
wildlife, and our natural environment in
all Federal resource projects.

Should my support for Mr. REeuss’
amendment here today be misinterpreted
by my good friends within the soil and
water conservation districts of my
State, I would remind them that Wiscon-
sin statutes already require that the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Re-
sources review and grant permits for all
channelization projects that might in-
volve enlargement of waterways, chang-
ing of stream course, or removal of ma-
terial from beds of navigable waters. This
amendment is merely an attempt to
bring Federal regulations up to the qual-
ity that Wisconsin residents have en-
joyed for many years. And I would also
like to stress further that a vote for this
amendment is not a vote against the
many valuable soil and water conserva-
tion projects that have been directed by
local leaders over the years to the better-
ment of all U.S. citizens. It is an attempt
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rather to bring about a small adjustment
in a single soil and water conservation
technique that can result in even greater
benefit to the environmental future of
our country. Finally, I would just like to
add that over the years I have been a
consistent and enthusiastic supporter of
conservation work carried out by the soil
and water conservation districts, and
plan to continue to do all I can to insure
that they get the necessary backing to
carry on their vital work.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, if there
is one primary objective among all others
to the bill which we have under consid-
eration today, it is to finance job-creating
enterprises in rural areas. Words have
echoed and re-echoed across this Cham-
ber about the difficulty of solving urban
America’s crisis and what should be
done about reversing a population mi-
gration from rural to urban areas which
could ultimately choke the Nation to
death, This bill is a direct, toes-on-the-
line effect to knock the status quo off
dead center, We must move from talk to
solid action.

Last Friday, February 18, I sat with
a half-dozen community leaders from
my district before the top officials of the
Office of Economic Opportunity seeking
to find ways to secure no more than seed
money for an industrial park in a four-
county area which has suffered consec-
utive population losses of more than 30
percent for the last two censuses. We
received looks of concern and expres-
sions of “gosh we would like to help; but
there is nothing we can do.” It was a mes-
sage which was heard earlier in the of-
fices of the Economic Development Ad-
ministration and the Department of Ag-
riculture.

This was a group of men who nave
spent virtually their lifetimes trying to
develop viable communities in northwest
Texas. They were not up here on a lark.
They came looking only for enough help
to put a local industry base on its feet.
That group returned to Texas Friday.
They went home frustrated. Their story
will frustrate their fellow towmspeople.
And without some real help in the very
near future—help which we have the
opportunity to provide—their children
and thousands of others like them will
continue to abandon rural America. By
abandoning rural America they will
automatically add to the population glut
of urban America.

We are talking about one problem
when we discuss overcrowded cities and
opportunity-starved rural communities.
Yet to this day, Mr. Chairman, the Fed-
eral Government has insisted on treat-
ing the symptoms of population migra-
tion as separate problems. There are on
the books at this time more than 1,700
Federal programs designed to be of pri-
mary benefit to large cities; 350, a fifth
as many, have been designed to be of
primary benefit to rural areas. The
amount of money spent in these ftwo
categories follows these numbers more
than proportionally.

This bill is designed to put Federal
emphasis upon solving what is one prob-
lem by working at its source—a rural
America which offers less and less op-
portunity to a more and more mobile
society.
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Title I of this bill will provide author-
ity for the Farmers Home Administra-
tion to finance industrial development
in order to provide more jobs in rural
areas. Ongoing industrial development
programs have not made much impact—
as my several visits with the Federal bu-
reaucracy indicated just last week—be-
cause they have been limited in scope
and in funding.

Section 112(a) of this bill would pro-
vide insured loans for the purpose of fi-
nancing small- or medium-sized indus-
trial or commercial establishments. Ad-
ditionally, it would provide loans and
grants to nonprofit local industrial de-
velopment organizations for the purpose
of financing facilities related to the de-
velopment of industrial or commercial
establishments. This authority is ex-
tremely important since it is likely that,
in many instances, for an industrial de-
velopment project to be a success a num-
ber of essential related facilities will be
required such as access roads, parking
lots, water supply and waste disposal fa-
cilities and even some initial operating
capital. i)

Further, this section would provide
authority for the Department of Agri-
culture to participate in joint financing
with other Federal agencies such as the
Economic Development Administration,
the Small Business Administration, the
Office of Economic Opportunity and the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, as well as with State agen-
cies and with private and public finan-
cial institutions. The provision would
bolster the impact of all of the ongoing
programs which—Ilet me reemphasize—
are sorely in need of muscle power.

Mr. Chairman, the entire country will
benefit from the enactment of this bill.
It contains four titles, and I have dis-
cussed only a part of one of them. Sec-
tion 12(a), originally contained in my
bill H.R. 10671, is of vital importance to
the country. In it rural communities can
find the seeds of their revitalization; and
in it the huge cities can find a check
upon the continuous influx of popula-
tion.

This bill should be passed. It should be
passed with a margin which will indi-
cate to the Senate the degree of need
which exists across this country for re-
newed economic opportunity away from
the sprawling metropolitan centers and
throughout the rural heartland of the
Nation.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 12931, the
Rural Development Act of 1972, and to
express my profound hope that my col-
leagues in the House of Representatives
will seize the opportunity which this leg-
islation offers for improving the economy
and living conditions in rural America.

Since it is my privilege to represent a
district which makes up part of the rural
America we are focusing on today, I am
acutely aware of the many problems to
which this legislation is addressed. As the
House Agriculture Committee report on
H.R. 12931 points out, for example, in the
rural areas of America we find 60 percent
of the Nation’s substandard housing as
well as much lower levels of per capita
income, public services, water and sewer
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systems, and employment opportunities,
than those existing in the urban areas.

As the committee report also clearly
points out, however, the problems of rural
America are not isolated ones but are
very much interrelated with the many
problems facing our modern cities. We
have, of course, long been aware of the
steady migration from rural America to
our Nation's large population centers
and of the fact that this has led to many
of the chronic problems now existing in
these cities. For too long, however, this
migration was merely looked upon as
being an inevitable result of changes in
our Nation’s way of life—to be coped
with somehow at both ends.

Part of this migration certainly was,
and continues to be, an inevitable result
of certain basic trends in our Nation, but
we must recognize that a significant
amount is attributable to the compara-
tively poor living conditions and em-
ployment opportunities in rural areas.
By making improvements in these con-
ditions and employment opportunities we
can, I am confident, significantly check
this migration and thereby alleviate
problems facing both rural and urban
areas in our Nation. 5

The House Committee on Agriculture
is to be commended for the attention
which it has given to this very important
area and for the legislation which it has
recommended to deal with these prob-
lems. I am in particular accord with the
course taken by the committee in meet-
ing the problems of rural America
through an expansion of the roles of
those existing Federal agencies already
engaged in rural development. The fine
work of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion and the Soil Conservation Service
has substantially benefited many areas
within my congressional district. With
the long experience of such agencies in
dealing with rural area problems, they
would seem best suited to undertake an
expansion of these efforts.

Among other things, HR. 12931 pro-
vides a significant expansion in the
amount and type of loans which the
Farmers Home Administration is au-
thorized to make in rural areas—includ-
ing new authority for business-type loans
and loans for community facilities. It
gives added flexibility to the small-
watershed and resource-conservation
and development programs, providing
needed Federal assistance in such areas
as water quality management, munici-
pal and industrial water supply, and
pollution abatement. The legislation
would also increase authorizations under
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act
to assist State and local public agencies
and local nonprofit organizations in such
areas as water storage programs and pro-
grams of land inventory and monitoring.

As indicated, I fully support these pro-
visions of H.R. 12931 and feel that the
increased Federal assistance contained
therein will be of great benefit to our
Nation’s rural areas. I am also in full
support of an amendment which I un-
derstand will be offered today and which
would increase the amount authorized in
title I, section 104 for water and waste
disposal grants under the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act from
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the $200 million provided for in the com-
mittee-approved bill to $500 million. I am
familiar with the great need for these
grants in the Third District of Arkansas
and hope that the House will see fit to
provide for the above increase in funds.

Among other amendments intended to
be offered today are two to which I would
like to express opposition at this time.
One of these amendments would bring
the Watershed and Flood Prevention Act
of 1952 under the provisions of the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act. The ef-
fect of this amendment would be to add
unneeded and unnecessary Department
of Interior control of programs relating
to fish and wildlife by adding the ap-
proval of the Secretary of Interior as a
prerequisite for such projects. In my
judgment, the Congress clearly intended
to exclude the Watershed Act from the
provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Co-
ordination Act. To adopt such an amend-
ment would do serious damage to the
program, and would certainly be an in-
justice to the local sponsors. I will oppose
it if offered.

Another amendment that may be of-
fered would propose a moratorium on
stream channelization projects of the
Soil Conservation Service. Such an
amendment has been offered in the
House on several occasions before today
and the arguments of its proponents and
opponents should be familiar to all of us.
At this time, therefore, I will merely in-
dicate my judgment that the Soil Con-
servation Service’s channel projects have
been of great benefit to many areas of
our country, including my own congres-
sional district, and that I believe these
benefits to far exceed the environmental
dangers feared by supporters of this
amendment.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I am
supporting the Rural Development Act
of 1972 not so much because I believe it
to be a comprehensive answer to the
complex problems of rural America, but
because it is both a modest step forward
and at the same time a recognition that
the economic and social difficulties ex-
perienced in the rural areas of our Na-
tion bear directly on the problems of our
cities.

In its report on this legislation, the
Committee on Agriculture asserts that
the basic purpose of H.R. 12931:

Is to provide an effective program to en-
able rural America to offer living conditions
and employment opportunities adequate to
lmpeda the steady flow of rural Americans to
our Nation's large population centers.

The committee observed that:

Once this outmigration is checked, this
legislation proposes to make it desirable for
Americans to actually return ot our rural

areas, thereby lessening the burdens and
problems of the modern big city.

In my view, it is essential that this
migration be checked and to the extent
that this legislation ean accomplish this,
it has my full support. We cannot over-
look the fact that the urbanization of
America has aggravated the problems
of poverty not only in our cities but in
our rural areas as well. The recently
formed Coaltion for Rural America re-
ported to the Senate Finance Committee
not long ago that fully half of the eciti-
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zens living in rural areas are in poverty;
that 60 percent of our Nation's inade-
quate housing is outside the metropolitan
areas; that infant mortality in rural
America is 20 percent higher than the
national average.

As long as this remains the stark
reality of life in our rural areas, we can
except the migration to the cities to con-
tinue. And we must keep in mind that
those who migrate to the cities without
being trained and equipped to find em-
ployment there becomes an additional
tax burden to some city, another statis-
tic in the cycle of poverty and despair
which afflicts our urban areas.

Through the legislation before us to-
day and hopefully, through the various
housing, health and education bills yet
to be considered in the House, we will
come to grips with the problem in its
fullest dimensions.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of HR. 12931.

This bill is a step in the right direc-
tion.

It is an effort to bring prosperity to
rural America.

It is a bill which will make a number
of needed improvements in existing law
and will inaugurate some new efforts to
improve the quality of life in rural
America.

Earlier this year the President pointed
out that all Americans have a stake in
rural development. It is not just rural
people. It is not just farmers. It is city
people too. All Americans will benefit if
our rural areas can prosper and grow.

The President pointed out that many
of the problems which rural people now
face are directly linked to those of our
cities and suburbs.

We should recognize, Mr. Chariman,
that the changing patterns of contempo-
rary American life has resulted from in-
creased mechanization of agriculture
and other natural resource industries.

While employment is there, our very
basic industries have declined or ma-
chines replaced men, many of those
same men left the rural and remote areas
of the notion to seek jobs and opportu-
nities in the small and large cities.

In their wake, the declining rural pop-
ulation has left a situation where:

Sixty percent of the substandard hous-
ing is located in rural areas.

The per capita income of rural people
is consistently lower than that of urban
people.

Medical, fire, water, sewer, and other
human needs are often inferior in rural
areas.

In brief, the erux of the problem has
been that poor opportunities in rural
areas have caused many people to leave
and move to the cities.

Of course I realize that all this has
been said many times by many people.
But today there is a difference, because
today the House is ready to vote on a
concrete proposal to do something about
the problem.

The bill before us is divided into four
separate titles, each of which is tar-
geted toward the solution of wvarious
problems of rural people, main points
include the following: Title I would help
farmers get larger operating loans—from
$35,000 to $50,000.
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It would permit FHA to insure these
loans, through making more credit avail-
able.

It would allow business and economic
development loans and grants.

It would permit pollution abatement
and control loans and grants and triple
Poage-Aiken water and sewer grants.

It would beef up grants for community
planning.

Under titles IT and III the small water-
shed program and the resource conserva-
tion and development program would be
improved.

Title IV establishes a priority for the
location of Federal facilities in rural
areas, It also increases the authorization
for the Greenspan program from $10
million to $40 million per year—the
Greenspan program permits small towns
to receive a Federal grant for acquiring
farms near the city if the farm was eligi-
ble for a land retirement program.

All in all, this bill is a conservative and
concrete step toward building a better
America—not just a betier rural Amer-
ica, but a better America for all
Americans.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to take this opportunity to commend
the House Agriculture Committee for re-
porting out this excellent rural develop-
ment bill. The rural-to-urban migration
in this country has reached dramatic
proportions representing the displace-
ment of 30 million farmers and rural
people since 1940.

The committee has recognized the
need to offer effective programs to assist
the rural communities in impeding this
outward migration and H.R. 12931 is an
ideal mechanism for providing this rural
development assistance. Certainly the
large cities have an important interest
in this legislation as improved living con-
ditions and employment opportunities in
the rural areas will provide a catalyst
for reversing the rural-to-urban migra-
tion thus lessening the glut of our major
metropolitan areas. .

In the State of Florida this outward
migration was vividly illustrated by the
1970 census statistics. In 1960, 73.9 per-
cent of the citizens of Florida lived in
urban areas of the State. By 1970 this
figure had increased to 80.5 percent. The
rural figure had decreased during this
same time period from 26.1 to 19.5
percent. Recognizing the continued im-
pact of this outward migration from
the rural areas, it is most timely that
this legislation be brought to the House
floor. Although there is a great need for
new programing capabilities and rural
development leadership, I am pleased
that the committee did not choose to
create still another Federal agency to
administer these new efforts. The De-
partment of Agriculture, through the
Farmers Home Administration and the
Soil Conservation Service has served the
needs of rural people well and is in a
position administratively to address the
increased need for rural development
programs without overhauling the pres-
ent network of offices and personnel
throughout rural America.

The urgency of providing rural Amer-
ica with opportunities to make living
conditions and job opportunities more
nearly comparable to those available in
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our cities is apparent. I wholeheartedly
support this measure and encourage its
favorable consideration today.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, because
I have lived in the country all my life and
represented rural areas in the Minnesota
State Legislature and here in the House
of Representatives, I have taken a great
interest in the subject of rural develop-
ment. The fact that we are now actively
considering a bill that would economi-
cally aid rural America means that some
solid action is likely to be taken to boost
opportunities in the countryside.

The Rural Development Act of 1972, as
reported out of the House Agriculture
Committee, has been criticized, but I be-
lieve the enactment of those workable
committee recommendations that can be
financed would be an important step for-
ward.

Let us first recognize that today there
is no such thing as equal opportunity for
those in rural America. Our cities receive
an inordinate amount of governmental
aid but at the same time the needs are
often greater in rural areas. Seventy per-
cent of our Nation lives in urban areas,
but 60 percent of our substandard hous-
ing is in rural areas. Major public serv-
ices are often inadequate or nonexistent
in the country. Most important, the eco-
nomic opportunities on which to base
sound community growth are often lack-
ing in the countryside.

Without this basic economic founda-
tion, rural citizens cannot hope to

achieve equal status with city residents.
In his message to the Congress on the
problems of rural America, the President

pointed out that the three decades since
1940 have seen half of our counties,
though not always the same ones, lose
population. In fact, 40 percent of our Na-
tion’s counties have lost population in
each of the three decades. President
Nixon said:

Our rural areas are being emptied of their
people and their promise.

The answer must first be in a recogni-
tion that the balanced growth of this
Nation is important to the longrange in-
terests of every American. The problems
we face domestically are compounded by
rural out-migration. Our cities can bare-
ly keep their heads above water now,
without having to incorporate added
thousands from the countryside. Yet,
farm people are being forced to move into
the city along with their problems be-
cause of a lack of economic opportuni-
ties in rural communities.

This migration is bad sociologically,
politically, and economically. Fifty-six
percent of all Americans would prefer to
live in the country or small towns. We
have allowed economic circumstances to
bring about the conditions we have to-
day, so their preferences are denied.
There are roads and places to build
homes and businesses. There are stores
and local governmental institutions that
can easily expand to meet growing needs.
Rather than spend added billions to solve
the problems of tomorrow’s cities, let us
invest a few dollars in the future of to-
morrow’s rural America.

I urge my colleagues to recognize that
the only solution to rural problems and
a major answer to our cities’ problems is
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a rural development program which will
encourage capital investment in rural
America to create jobs and a new sense
of optimism in 98 percent of the land
area of this Nation.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, the Rural
Development Act now before us is a
splendid step forward toward the goal
of rural renewal. We will continue to
spend billions for urban renewal. Yet the
problems of urban housing, pollution, un-
employment and crime continue with
little apparent improvement. We must
move toward a more positive approach.
We must atitract our people back to the
great rural areas. Ours is a tremendous,
spacious land, yet 70 percent of our pop-
ulation is erowded into only 2 percent of
our land surface. Since 1940, the period
when the overcrowding of our metropol-
itan areas quickened, half of the Na-
tion’s counties have actually lost popu-
lation. There can be no higher national
priority than to reverse the stream of
people into the metropolitan areas.

There can be no ecology or environ-
ment to speak of in a crowded ghetto or
in a rush-hour traffic jam. For too many
there is only the despair and loneliness.
Too many were forced to leave the coun-
try because of economic decline and find
even less opportunity in the city. This
is a natural breeding ground for higher
welfare rolls, drugs, and crime. We must
encourage a return to less populated
areas of the country.

The bill now before us, as well as other
measures now pending in the Congress,
show the determination of the Congress
to improve the quality of rural life. The
Rural Development Act would greatly im-
prove existing loan programs. Loans
would be available for establishment and
operation of small business enterprises in
rural areas and for essential community
facilities. Especially commendable, Mr.
Chairman, is the provision authorizing
loan assistance to young people for busi-
ness enterprises being carried out in con-
nection with agricultural training pro-
grams. There are also important new pro-
grams authorizing grants for pollution
abatement and industrial planning.

We are especially pleased, Mr. Chair-
man, that these splendid new programs
would be carried out by the dedicated
and devoted people of the Farmers Home
Administration and the Soil Conserva-
tion Service. Mr. Chairman we do wish to
commend the great Committee on Agri-
culture for their outstanding, diligent
work in bringing forth this legislation.
Under the leadership of Chairman PoaAGe
of Texas and our own JoHN McMILLAN,
the committee has reported a great bill.
I enthusiastically support it and urge its
overwhelming approval.

Mr. RANDALL, Mr. Chairman I rise in
support of HR. 12931 because in my
judgment we are engaged today in a leg-
islative effort that is as important as any
we have embarked upon, during this sec-
ond session of the 92d Congress and even
most likely one of the most innovative,
far-reaching and generally beneficial
pieces of legislation that will be consid-
ered during the entire 92d Congress.

It would be difficult to recite the total
number of bills of a similar nature with
substantially the same objectives as H.R.
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12931, that have been introduced in Con-
gress within the past several years. Suf-
fice it to say there have been many such
bills very much like the Rural Develop-
ment Act of 1972 which unfortunately
have expired at the end of each Congress
without being approved by either the

_appropriate committee or by either body

of Congress.

Those of us who represent rural areas
and, indeed, the entire membership of the
House should be indebted to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture for reporting out and
bringing to the floor H.R. 12931, with its
announced purpose to provide for im-
proving the economy and living condi-
tions in rural America. What an impor-
tant objective. What a worthwhile objec-
tive. How can one imagine a purpose
more needed for all of us to try to ac-
complish or a more urgent goal to try to
achieve, as soon as possible.

Mr. Chairman, whatever the termi-
nology or whatever words may be used to
describe a bill with substance such as this
one, it should merit the support of not
only those who are privileged to represent
the rural areas but our colleagues from
the big cities as well. It should not take
any great word artist to make it clear
that if we do not take some prompt and
rather determined steps to prevent this
continued migration from the rural areas
to our cities, then we will very soon reach
an imbalance in our population that will
leave us, on the one hand, with a vast
wasteland in the rural areas and, on the
other hand, not just cities but a series of
megalopoles so large and unwieldy as
to be almost unmanageable with prob-
lems of a scale that will become truly
insoluble.

Should it develop that there is a record
vote on this measure, it is my sincere
hope that when and if the roll is called,
we will not find any who represent the
big cities in opposition to this bill be-
cause it happens to bear the title of the
Rural Development Act. If I may, let me
point out that this bill is of just as
much value and importance to our col-
leagues who represent the overcrowded
cities of America as it is to those of us
who represent areas that frequently de-
cline in population from one decennial
census to the next. Why can we believe
this is a fair and reasonable statement
of fact? The answer is that for all the
money that we authorize and spend on
welfare in our great cities—under the
poverty program, model cities, urban re-
newal, public housing, low-income hous-
ing, rent supplement and all the others,
it will be to little or no avail as long as
this migration from the land to the cities
continues as thousands upon thousands
of men and women, unskilled, but seek-
ing jobs continue to crowd into our cities.
They will create unemployment on such
a massive scale that no social welfare
program that we can pass in this Con-
gress can hope to cope with.

Someone has aptly expressed himself
to the effect that all the money that is
spent on housing, urban renewal and
elimination of ghettoes, if this migration
continues, will be money that will dem-
onstrate little visible results. The reason
is that as soon as one ghetto is elim-
inated, another will spring up right be-
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side it unless the crowding into our cities
year after year is somehow arrested and/
or hopefully somehow, some way reversed
through some of the inducements pro-
vided in this legislation. Those who are
now in our cities, unemployed, and on
welfare, and living in poverty may hope-
fully notice this inducement to return
to the rural areas, as being a better place
to live and as a place where they can
find some kind of employment which
will be extended through the provisions
of HR. 12931.

Mr. Chairman, I have long been on
record that a comprehensive rural de-
velopment program is absolutely essen-
tial for the well-being of this Nation.
To this end, early in the present Con-
gress I introduced H.R. 1510 which would
encourage and aid the revitalization of
rural America. Our bill took a different
approach to the problem than the legisla-
tion which is before us today. It at-
tempted to stem the forced migration
from rural areas and to reduce the popu-
lation pressures in urban centers by pro-
viding tax incentives for the establish-
ment of new or expanded job-producing
industrial and commercial facilities in
rural areas.

Of course our proposed type of rural
revitalization measure came under the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways
and Means. Nevertheless, it is refreshing
to see that the concept of industrial and
commercial job-producing expansion in
rural areas which my bill would have op-
erationalized in a different manner has
been accepted and endorsed by the leg-
islation now reported by the Committee
on Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot think in the
anachronistic terms of rural versus urban
interests. We can find many examples of
disparities which exist between rural and
urban America, but if any progress is to
be made toward the goal of providing a
better quality of life for all Americans,
that progress can only be made through
the cooperative efforts of both rural and
urban America working together.

An excellent case can be made for the
contention that it will cost far less to save
rural America than it will cost to fight
the losing battle against poverty in our
urban slums. This is not to suggest that
we should take money away from the
cities, nor to suggest that the poverty war
should be abandoned. But it does assert
that the benefits to be realized-from con-
certed attention to the needs of our de-
teriorating countryside can be instru-
mental in alleviating some of our urban
problems. It is altogether possible that
much of the so-called hard-core poverty-
stricken population in the big cities is in
this condition because of an inability of
people with deep rural roots to cope with
the noise, congestion, aggressiveness, and
tensions found in metropolitan areas. A
massive rural development program may
give many of these people something to
come back to in the countrysides they
left, and in many cases still call home.

Mr. Chairman, the revitalization of
rural America may very well become the
first step toward a revitalization of all
America. Establishment of a rural de-
velopment program will fulfill a com-
mitment already made by this Congress
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in the Agricultural Act of 1970 which de-
clared that a sound balance between
rural and urban America was ‘“so essen-
tial to the peace, prosperity and wel-
fare of all our citizens that the highest
priority must be given to the revitaliza-
tion and development of rural areas.”

True this is a first step but let us take
that first step.

Mr. Chairman, today we embark on an
effort that will hopefully have far reach-
ing consequences, During luncheon to-
day in discussing some of the problems of
our rural areas with our counterparts,
the Norwegian Parliament, I happened
to mention this bill. For their part, they
thought this bill contained an excellent
idea. However, some of our own col-
leagues who were present at this lunch-
eon expressed the thought that while
we were proposing a lofty ideal and
espousing a meritorious cause, nothing
might ever come or happen as a result
of our enactment of the Rural Develop-
ment Act of 1972, This kind of pessi-
mism struck me as being a sort of self
defeat even before we have ever given
this proposal a chance to succeed. I hope
that this kind of view is not shared by
very many in this body. If we adopt this
kind of attitude in advance about the
program before it has a chance to work
then we are really in trouble.

So frequently, we hear about the ap-
plication of the cliche, “action speaks
louder than words.” Well, may I most
respectfully suggest to my colleagues in
the House what we are trying to do to-
day is translate the context of all the
bills introduced over the past 3 years
into some kind of action through the pas-
sage of this bill, It is always well to be
cautious. It is all right never to be overly
optimistic. For my part, I prefer to re-
gard myself as the kind of a moderate
pessimist who also applies the yardstick
of realism to a given situation without
admitting defeat before the battle has
ever begun.

In the area where we fight for rural
revitalization we simply must not, we
cannot admit that it is a losing battle.
The facts are if we do not enter this con-
test to save our rural America in a cru-
sading spirit and resolve not to take no
for an answer then truly the problems of
rural America will be compounded be-
yond our capacity, or ability to solve. In
the kind of a fight we face to save rural
America it may be all right to be real-
istic. For the good of our country, we can-
not become pessimistic. We must be op-
timistic.

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, over the last three decades, half
the counties in the United States have
been losing population; during that same
period, the population of the United
States has increased by 63 percent, from
130 million people to 205 million people.
According to the interim report of the
Commission on Population Growth and
the American Future, when our Nation
was formed, 95 percent of the people lived
in rural areas; today, over two-thirds
of our people live in metropolitan areas
and many more in outlying cities and
towns. During the decade of the sixties,
three-fourths of our Nation’s growth oc-
curred in metropolitan areas, with the
suburbs absorbing most of it. And during
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that same period, the farm population
dropped from 15 million to 10 million.
According to James L. Sundquist, senior
fellow at the Brookings Institution, if
these trends continue, by the turn of the
century 77 percent of our Nation’'s 300
million people will live on 11 percent of
the land—excluding Alaska and Ha-
wail—and only 12 percent of the people
will live outside urban areas of 100,000
or more population. If current chaotic
growth patterns are allowed to go un-
checked, Sundquist predicts that by the
year 2000, 60 percent of our people or
187 million people will live in four huge
urban agglomerations along each of our
seaboard strips and around the Great
Lakes. The problems presently confront-
ed by our urban areas will be nothing
in comparison with those which will face
these sprawling megalopoli.

The bill which we are considering to-
day—the Rural Development Act of
1972—is far from being the final answer
to reversing this dangerous trend. Obvi-
ously a more massive and comprehensive
approach will be required if we are to
abort this megalopolian monster, and
hopefully the final report of the Popula-
tion Growth Commission will give us de-
tailed guidance in planning for future
growth. Nevertheless, I do consider this
legislation an important first step in
breathing new life back into our decay-
ing rural areas. This bill is designed to
provide adequate living conditions and
employment opportunities in these areas
by encouraging and assisting the develop-
ment of business, industry, community
centers and services, and pollution
abatement and control in our small
towns and in the countryside.

Rather than creating new bureaucratic
organs to administer these new rural
development programs, this legislation
wisely, I think, builds upon the time
tested capabilities of existing agencies—
the Soil Conservation Service and the
Farmers Home Administration which
currently have 3,000 and 1,700 offices
respectively across the Nation.

While I intend to support certain
amendments to this legislation, particu-
larly those offered by Congressmen Dow,
BrackeurN, and REevuss, I think for the
most part this is a sound and workable
bill and most importantly, an urgently
needed one. I urge my colleagues to join
with me in voting for the Rural Develop-
ment Act of 1972.

Mr, MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, the Rural Development Act of 1972
is an important first step toward bring-
ing new life to rural America.

It is the purpose of the bill to make it
not only possible but also desirable for
people to return to the Nation’s small
towns and cities and open spaces. It is
our hope that this bill will help stem the
tide of rural to urban migration which
continues at the rate of 500,000 a year.

Members of the House Agriculture
Committee has worked long and hard to
report a bill designed to improve the
employment opportunities and living
eonditions for rural Americans,

Chairman Bos PoaAck is especially de-
serving of praise for his efforts to bring
an effective, nonpartisan rural develop-
ment bill to the House floor. I am pleased
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to be associated with the gentleman from
Texas as a cosponsor of this legislation.

Chairman Poace is one of the most
knowledgeable men I know in the field
of agriculture, and he has done an out-
standing job of explaining H.R. 12931
and the effect we hope it will have on
rural areas throughout the country.

No one has been so foolish as to claim
that this bill will solve all the ills that
plague our countryside and our cities
where millions have fled in a fruitless
search for jobs and better living condi-
tions.

My fellow members of the House Agri-
culture Committee see this legislation as
a beginning. There has been too much
talk and not enough action in the past.
The time has come to show the people of
rural America that their Congress and
their Government intend to take some
concrete action toward helping solve the
problems that have mushroomed as a re-
sult of neglect.

I feel that the committee acted wisely
in choosing not to create yet another
Federal agency to administer rural de-
velopment programs. The Department of
Agriculture, through the Farmers Home
Administration and the Soil Conserva-
tion Service, is best qualified to serve the
needs of our rural people.

It is very important that every Mem-
ber of Congress and every taxpayer rea-
lize that rural development legislation
will benefit all America—city and coun-
try dwellers alike.

Today, 800,000 people a year are mi-
grating from rural areas to the cities. Be-
tween 1960 and 1970 more than half of
our rural counties suffered population
decline.

Yes, hundreds of thousands of indi-
viduals and families have been forced off
their land for a multitude of reasons.
Most of them have packed their well-
worn suitcases and left the countryside
as fast as their old cars or the first bus
would take them to Atlanta, New York,
or Washington. When they start looking
for a job at the end of the line—they
discover something. They find they are
victims of a cruel hoax. There is no job,
no decent housing, no land of milk and
honey. They become locked in a way of
life that is totally alien. They are pulled
down into a whirlpool of frustration.
They all too often become a statistic,
another number on the welfare rolls, a
victim of crime, a pawn, if you will, in
the great chess game of power and poli-
tics over which they have no control.

The predicament of the unwilling ur-
ban dweller is all the more sad when you
stop and realize that this cruel and costly
dislocation of fellow human beings is not
really necessary.

Something can and must be done to
stem the tide of out-migration from rural
America which leaves behind deserted
towns, depleted resources, empty insti-
tutions and people without hope for the
future. Yes, these are results of the great-
est out-migration in history—400 million
to the cities in 50 years.

To me it seems deplorable that this
;.Irlend should continue. But it is continu-

g.

I want the people who live in our cities
and who control the destiny of this coun-
try at the ballot box to realize that all
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of their problems stem from a common
source. Yes, all urban problems—pollu-
tion, congestion, crime, traffic, poor hous-
ing, and on and on and on—have re-
sulted from the neglect of rural America.
I think more and more of our fellow
Americans are beginning to see that the
urban problem has its roots in our rural
areas. What this bill attempts to do is
deal with the problem at its source, in-
stead of attacking it only at the poinf
of its greatest visibility.

I say again that this legislation does
not offer the final solution I feel strongly
that we must start. And this bill is a

g.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time,
and apparently no one is coming forth
to support Mr. GooprinGg and myself, so
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr, POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
the Clerk will now read the bill by titles.

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 “Rural Development
Act of 1972".

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE CON-
SOLIDATED FARMERS HOME ADMINIS~
TRATION ACT OF 1961

Sec. 100. The Consolidated Farmers Home
Administration Act of 1961 is amended as
provided in this title.

SUBTITLE A—REAL ESTATE LOANS

Sec. 101. Section 304 is amended by—

(1) inserting “(a)" before the first sen-
tence and striking out “(a)"” and “(b) " in the
first sentence; and

(2) adding at the end of the section a new
subsection as follows:

“(b) Loans may also be made or insured
under this subtitle to residents of rural areas
without regard to the requirements of clauses
(2) and (3) of section 302 to acquire or estab-
1ish in rural areas small business enterprises
to provide such residents with essential in-
come."

Sec. 102. Section 305 is amended by strik-
ing out “normal” in the first and second sen-
tence and striking out the last sentence.

Sec. 103. Section 306(a) (1) is amended by
striking out “and recreational developments”
and inserting in lieu thereof “recreational de-
velopments, and essential community facili-
tles including necessary related equipment.”

Sec. 104. Section 308(a) (2) 1s amended by
striking out “$100,000,000” and inserting in
Heu thereof “$200,000,000",

Sec. 1056. Section 306(a) (6) 1s amended
by—

j'(1) striking out “$15,000,000" and inserting
in lleu thereof “£30,000,000”;

(2) striking out “official”; and

(3) striking out “sewer” and Inserting in
lleu thereof “waste disposal”.

Sec. 106. Section 306(a) is amended by
striking out paragraph (7) and inserting in
lleu thereof the following:

“(T7) As used in this title, the terms ‘rural’
and ‘rural area’' shall not include any area
in any city or town which has a population
in excess of ten thousand inhabitants.

Sec. 107. Section 306(a) is amended by
striking out paragraph (5) and renumbering
the subsequent paragraphs accordingly.

Sec. 108. Section 306(a) as amended by
section 107 of this Act 1s amended by adding
?t the end thereof a new paragraph as fol-

ows:

“(10) The Secretary may make grants, not
to exceed $10,000,000 annusally, to public
bodies or such other agencies as he may select

5207

to prepare comprehensive plans for rural de-
velopment or such aspects of rural develop=
ment as he may specify.”

BEc. 109. Section 309(f) is amended by—

(1) changing “$100,000,000"" to “$500,000,~
000" in paragraph (1); and

(2) striking out “section 3835(a) in con-
nection with insured loans.” in paragraph
(5) and inserting in lieu thereof “in connec-
tion with insured loans, including the differ-
ence between interest payable by borrowers
and Interest to which insured lenders or in-
sured holders are entitled under agreements
with the Secretary included in contracts of
insurance.”

SEec. 110. Sectlon 309 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new subsec-
tions:

“(g) (1) The assets and liabilitles of, and
authorizations applicable to, the Farmers
Home Administration direct loan account
created by section 338(c) and the Emergency
Credit Revolving Fund referred to in section
326 are hereby transferred to the fund, and
such account and such revolving fund are
hereby abolished. Such assets and their pro-
ceeds, including loans made out of the fund
pursuant to this section, shall be subject to
the provisions of this section, sectlon 308,
the last sentence of section 306(a) (1), and
the last sentence of section 307.

“(2) From time to time, and at least at the
close of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall
pay from the fund into the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts interest on the value as
determined by the Secretary, with the ap-
proval of the Comptroller General, of the
Government's equity transferred to the fund
pursuant to the first sentence of this sub-
section plus the cumulative amount of ap-
propriations made available after enactment
of this provision as capital and for adminis-
tration of the programs financed from the
fund, less the average undisbursed cash bal-
ance in the fund during the year. The rate
of such interest shall be determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury, taking into con-
sideration the current average yleld on out-
standing marketable obligations of the
United States with remaining periods to
maturity comparable to the average matu-
rities of loans made or insured from the fund,
adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of the 1
per centum. Interest payments may be de-
ferred with the approval of the Secretary of
the Treasury, but any interest payments so
deferred shall themselves bear interest. If
at any time the Becretary determines that
moneys in the fund exceed present and any
reasonably prospective future requirements
of the fund, such excess may be transferred
to the general fund of the Treasury.

“({h) The Becretary may provide financial
assistance to borrowers for purposes provided
in this title by guaranteeing loans made by
any Federal or State chartered bank, savings
and loan assoclation, cooperative lending
agency, or other legally organized lending
agency.”

Bec. 111. Subtitle A 1s amended by adding
at the end a new section as follows:

“Sec. 310A. Loans meeting the require-
ments of the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act or title III of the Bankhead-
Jones Farm Tenant Act may be Insured, or
made to be sold and insured, in accordance
with and subject to sections 308 and 309, the
last sentence of section 306(a) (1), and the
last sentence of section 307 of this title.”

Sec. 112. (a) Subtitle A is amended by
adding at the end thereof, after section 310A
as added by section 111 hereof, a new sec-
tion as follows:

“Sec. 310B. (a) The Becretary may also
make and insure loans to publie, private, or
cooperative organizations organized for profit
or nonprofit, or to individuals for the pur-
pose of improving, developing, or financing
business, industry, and employment and im-
proving the economic and environmental
climate in rural communities, including pol-
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lution abatement and control. Such loans
shall be subject to the last sentence of sec-
tion 306(a) (1), but no such loan nor par-
ticipation agreement shall be made in con-
nection with the relocation of any industrial
establishment employing more than twenty-
five persons from a location outside the rural
area to be served by the facility or installa-
tion.

“(b) The Secretary may make grants, not
to exceed $50,000,000 annually, to eligible
applicants under this section for pollution
abatement and control projects. No such
grant shall exceed 50 per centum of the de-
velopment cost of such a project.

“(¢) The Secretary may also make grants,
not to exceed $50,000,000 annually, to pub-
lic bodies for purposes including the plan-
ning, development, construction, or acqui-
sition of land, buildings, plants, equipment,
access streets and roads, parking areas, utility
extensions, necessary water supply and waste
disposal facilities, refinancing, services and
fees. No such grant shall be made in con-
nection with the relocation of any indus-
trial establishment employing more than
twenty-five persons from a location outside
the rural area to be served by the facllity
or installation.

“(d) The Secretary may participate in
joint financing in rural areas with the Eco-
nomic Development Administration, the
Small Business Administration, and the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and other Federal and State agencles
and with private and quasi-public financial
institutions, through joint loans to appll-
cants eligible under subsection (a) for the
purpose of improving, developing, or financ-
ing business, industry, and employment and
improving the economic and environmental
climate in rural areas or through joint grants
to applicants eligible under subsection (c)
for purposes including the planning, devel-
opment, construction, or acquisition of land,
buildings, plants, equipment, access streets
and roads, parking areas, utility extenslons,
necessary water supply and waste disposal
facilities, refinancing, services and fees.”

(b) Section 333 is amended by—

(1) inserting “except for loans under sec-
tion 310B,” after “(a)” and “(c¢)” respec-
tively; and

(2) inserting “310B,” in paragraph (b)
after ‘308,".

Sec. 113. Subtitle A is amended by adding
at the end thereof, after section 310B as
added by section 112 hereof, a new section
as follows:

“Sec. 310C. (a) Applicants who receive
rural housing loans under section 517(a)
(2) of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended
to provide dwellings in rural areas for their
own use shall not be subject to the require-
ments of section 501(c) and 502(b)(3) of
such Act.

“(b) For the purposes of title V of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended, a guar-
antee of payment given under the color of
law by the Department of Hawalian Home
Lands (or its successor in function) shall
be found by the Secretary reasonably to
assure repayment of any Indebtedness so
guaranteed.”

SUBTITLE B—OPERATING LOANS

Sec. 114, (a) Section 311 1s amended by—

(1) inserting “(a)" hefore the first sen-
tence; and

(2) adding at the end of the section a new
subsection as follows:

“{b) (1) Loans may also be made under
this subtitle without regard to the require-
ments of clauses (2) and (3) of subsection
(a) to youths who are rural residents to en-
able them to operate enterprises in connec-
tion with their participation in 4-H Clubs,
Future Farmers of America, and similar orga-
nizations and for the purposes specified in
section 312.

*“(2) A person recelving a loan under this
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subsection who executes a promissory note
therefor shall thereby incur full personal
lability for the indebtedness evidenced by
such note in accordance with its terms free
of any disability of minority.

*“(3) For loans under this subsection the
Secretary may accept the personal liability
of a cosigner of the promissory note in addi-
tion to the borrowers’ personal llability.”

(b) Section 312 is amended by inserting
“(a) " after “311".

Sec. 115. Section 312, as amended by sec-
tion 114(b) hereof is amended by—

(1) inserting “(a)" before the first sen-
tence; and

(2) adding at the end of the section new
subsections as follows:

“(b) Loans may also be made under this
subtitle to residents of rural areas without
regard to the requirements of clauses (2) and
(3) of section 311 to operate in rural areas
small business enterprises to provide such
residents with essential income.

“(e) Loans may also be made to eligible
applicants under this subtitle for pollution
abatement and control projects.

“(d) The Secretary may make grants, not
to exceed $25,000,000 annually, to eligible
applicant under this subtitle for pollution
abatement and control projects. No such
grant shall exceed 50 per centum of the
development cost of such a project.”

Sec. 116. Section 318 is amended by chang-
ing “$35,000" to “$50,000".

Sec. 117. Subtitle B is amended by adding
at the end thereof a new section as follows:

“Sec. 817. Loans meeting the requirements
of this subtitle may be insured, or made to
be sold and insured, in accordance with and
subject to sections 308 and 309 and the last
sentence of section 307 of this title.”

SUBTITLE C—MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 118. Clause (¢) of the second para-
graph of section 331 of the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961
is amended by inserting after “Act;"” the fol-
lowing: “may obtain fidelity bonds protect-
ing the Government against fraud and dis-
honesty of officers and employees of the
Farmers Home Administration in lieu of
faithful performance of duties bonds under
section 14, title 6, United States Code, and
regulations issued pursuant thereto, but oth-
erwise in accordance with the provisions
thereof;".

Sec. 119. Paragraph (a) of section 333 is
amended by inserting after “in writing” the
following: “, and the Secretary shall deter-
mine,"”.

Sec. 120. (a) Section 331 is amended by
adding at the end a new clause as follows:

“{g) Consent to the transfer of property
securing any loan or financed by any loan
or grant made, insured, or held by the Sec-
retary under this title, or the provisions of
any other law administered by the Farmers
Home Administration, upon such terms as
he deems necessary to carry out the purpose
of the loan or grant or to protect the finan-
cial interest of the Government.”

(b) Subsection (c) of section 335 Is
amended by—

(1) striking out “subtitle A” in the first
sentence and inserting in lleu thereof “the
provisions of any law administered by the
Farmers Home Administration”;

(2) striking out “the provisions of sub-
title A" In the second sentence and Insert-
ing in lieu thereof “such provisions';

(3) striking out in the fourth sentence "“of
at least 20 per centum' and “not more than
five annual”; and

(4) adding at the end of the fourth sen-
tence before the period the following: *, but
not in any event at rates and terms more
favorable than those legally permissible for
eligible borrowers’.

Sec, 121, Section 343 is amended by in-
serting at the end thereof before the period
the following: “, and (4) the word ‘insure’
as used In this title includes the meaning of

February 23, 1972

guaranteeing the payment of a loan origi-
nated and serviced by a private financial
agency or other lender approved by the
Secretary, and (6) the term ‘contract of in-
surance’ includes a contract of guarantee’.

Sec. 122. Section 307(b) is amended by
changing “shall” to “may” in the second
sentence.

Mr. POAGE (during the reading) . Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title I be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendments to title
I.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments:

Page 3, line 8, strike the words “ten thou-
sand inhabitants.” and insert in lieu thereof
the words “5,600 inhabitants.”

Page 3, line 25, after the quotation marks
delete the word “in".

Page 5, line 7, delete “the" before “1™.

Page 8, line 2, change the period to a semi-
colon and add the following: “and inserting
‘other than Section 310B' after ‘and for loans
under said sections'.”

The committee amendmenis were
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. DOW

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dow: Page 6,
line 20, strike out “eligible applicants under
this sec-" and line 21, strike out “tion"”, and
insert in lieu thereof on line 20, “public
bodies”,

Mr. DOW. For the benefit of the Mem-
bers who did not hear the general debate
I will summarize the amendment.

My first amendment would alter title
I, subtitle A, section 310B(b) of the bill.
As the section now reads, it permits
grants, not loans, for pollution abate-
ment up to $50 million annually to public
corporations organized for profit or to
individuals. My amendment would
change this provision by making grants
available only to public bodies such as
counties or municipalities and thereby
prevent the Federal Government from
giving outright, unencumbered grants to
members of the private sector to clean
up their own pollution.

I offer this amendment because it is
my feeling that to so casually open the
door for Federal grants to organizations
organized for profit and individuals in-
volves a principle of economic and politi-
cal significance that should be carefully
weighed before acting. The circum-
stances are even more objectionabie if
the Federal Government is to provide
grants which, in effect, reward individ-
uals for creating pollution problems.

Further grounds for objection to this
section of the bill are:

It would open the door to favoritism of
the grossest sort by allowing the Gov-
ernment to hand out money with no
strings attached to its special friends
either in private or corporate life.

The bill would permit private bene-
ficiaries to take Government funds into
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their balance sheet, thereby affecting
their earnings and profit position. Poten-
tially it could affect competing corpora-
tions in a most dangerous way.

The bill would put the individual or
corporate entity in the anomalous po-
sition of being punished for creating pol-
lution under the Refuse Act of 1899 while
accepting rewards for cleaning up the
very same pollution. Indeed, one could
pay off his fine with the money the Gov-
ernment had given him to clean up his
pollution. «

The politics and the philosophy which
underlie this provision represent a radi-
cal departure from the traditional opera-
tion of the Government separate from
the private sector.

As a proved defender of our environ-
ment, and an enemy of pollution, I re-
spectfully urge that we adopt an amend-
ment which will limit pollution abate-
ment grants to public bodies rather than
to the private sector.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, this amendment strikes out
what I think is a sound policy that is
adopted by this proposed legislation.

This proposed legislation is based on
the assumption that if the Government
imposes an obligation in behalf of all
of society, that society should at least
share in the cost of improving the en-
vironment.

We do not ask and would not even
authorize society to pay all of the bill,
but we recognize that society is going to
impose tremendous burdens on all live-
stock growers and I just cannot feel that
we should deny these people any help.

I have never understood the argument
by my, colleague from New York that
someb&ly could make a profit on this
deal because, as a matter of fact, he could
not get more than 50-percent assistance
in the cost of any antipollution abate-
ment. He would still have to pay a large
share of the cost.

I think it is unfair to charge all of that
cost to the individual who gets no bene-
fit from it. I think it is unfair to provide
this help in the cities and withhold it as
this amendment would do, in rural areas.

The practical effect of this thing goes
to those who have dairies, those who have
chickenhouses, those who have feedlots,
those who grow turkeys, or any kind of
livestock. Any of those kinds of opera-
tions are going to create pollution. Any
of them are going to adversely affect the
environment. Any of them can become
terribly expensive in trying to take care
of that pollution.

Our committee is not suggesting that
we should not deal with this pollution
problem or should not enforce all the
regulations against pollution.

But we are saying that where the Gov-
ernment, for the benefit of society, im-
poses a requirement, that the Govern-
ment should properly share in part of
that cost. The maximum cost the Govern-
ment could share would be 50 percent
under the bill. The owner of the property
would have to pay at least 50 percent, and
we know as a practical matter that it
means he would probably pay 75 percent.
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If this pollution abatement is going to
cost $50,000 to provide for the sanitary
arrangements for a dairy—and that is
about what I have been led to believe it
is going to cost in most of these cases—
that means that the man will always be
out at least $25,000, and probably a good
deal more.

We are merely suggesting that it is
sound to say that we want to help those
people who are helping society clean up.
It is utterly unfair to say, as my col-
league—I am sure inadvertently—said,
that this was rewarding people for being
polluters. This rewards no one. You can-
not pay more than half of what he is
out, and if a farmer puts out $2 and only
gets $1 back he is not being rewarded
very heavily.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I received
a call from the city attorney of a small
town in my area, and he said that there
they were fearful that this proposed
amendment would make it difficult for
the small towns in rural America to at-
tract industry because of the complica-
tions involved. I want to compliment the
gentleman on his statement, and I be-
lieve this supports the fear that I received
in that respect. I thank the gentleman
for his statement.

Mr. POAGE. I agree entirely with the
gentleman from Minnesota, and with
the gentleman’s constituents. But I am
not so concerned about industry, al-
though I think industry should be
treated as fairly as agriculture. I am
basically concerned aboui the dairymen
all over the United States, about the
chicken growers all over the United
States, about the feedlot operators all
over the United States, the turkey grow-
ers, the hog growers, and about those
who have any livestock about their prem-
ises, because you cannot have livestock
without having a pollution problem.

I think it is nothing but fair to pro-
vide, as this bill does, an opportunity for
the Government to assist all of those
people.

The Government is assisting those
who live within the big cities. Everyone
who lives in a large city gets the bene-
fit of Government assistance. But if you
live outside of the city limits you are
denied any opportunity to share in these
kinds of payments.

I know that the gentleman from New
York is trying to do something which
he thinks is fundamentally sound, and
that is to see that this does not enrich
any individual. But, as I see it, his ef-
forts may well prevent doing anything
for any individual. I think he is going to
destroy a great many individuals. He is
going to destroy a great deal of the busi-
ness in rural areas, and it is going to de-
stroy a great many agricultural activities
that we think are beneficial and essen-
tial to the welfare of our country. That
is the reason we have this provision in
the bill. We hope you will support the

bill as written.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-

tleman from Texas has expired.
Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word, and
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I rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Dow).

Mr. Chairman, I have poultry opera-
tions, feed lots, and similar projects in
my congressional district. But, Mr. Chair-
man, I think the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Dow) is correct in this in-
stance. It seems to me it is somewhat
analogous to the man who starts a bon-
fire in the backyard and negligently and
carelessly lets it get away, and burns
down a whole block, through his own
fault, and then expects the taxpayers
of the United States to bail him out for
his negligence. To me this is exactly the
same situation, and I therefore rise to
support the Dow amendment.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
ask the gentleman from New York, on
this amendment, and I am not that fa-
miliar with it—but what this does, in
fact, is to take the taxpayers’ money
and pay up to 50 percent to private in-
dustry to clean up water pollution which
it is or has been causing; is that not
correct?

Mr. DOW. That is correct, I will say to
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey. I would like to offer an observa-
tion about the remark by the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas, the
chairman of the committee who said
that we would destroy these individuals.

For goodness’ sake, in the whole his-
tory of the United States for 200 years
or so, they have never had this kind of
benefit and the mere withholding of it
now is certainly by no stretch of the
imagination a destruction of anybody
whatsoever. I do not think that implica-
tion should be put upon my amendment.

Mr. HOWARD. I feel that certainly
water pollution control is a major prob-
lem, or one of the major problems in this
country and the Committee on Public
Works deals with water pollution legis-
lation and the Water Quality Act over the
past several years and realizes that we
have to spend billions and billions of dol-
lars. What we are trying to funnel the
taxpayers’ money into is to municipali-
ties to build adequate sewage treatment
plants. I feel that if we were to follow
this proposal in our general water-con-
trol legislation where we would find we
have steel companies that may need to
spend hundreds of millions of dollars
probably. There is one steel company in
Cleveland itself that could use over four
times the total amount of money in this
bill to try to clean up its pollution and
we would just bankrupt the entire pro-

I feel it is very unwise.

Mr. DOW. May I ask the chairman an-
other question?

Mr. Chairman, is there any precedent
in the history of American legislation to
provide grants to private corporations
and individuals by the Government aside
from welfare which is a very special sit-
uation and which certainly has nothing
to do with business.

Can the gentleman cite any precedent
that would help us in debating this
amendment?

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?
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Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr. KYL. Responding to the question
that was just propounded, I am sure the
gentleman from New York who is a mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture and
is very knowledgeable, is fully aware of
the REAP program which has for many
yvears provided up to 80 percent matching
to individuals to clean up pollution. That
certainly is a precedent which is all the
gentleman asked for. We could give him
more,

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

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle-
man.

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to speak out of order.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I know the
rules of the House and I do not want to
violate them. But if I were permitted to
do so, I would tell you that there is a very
distinguished group of Norwegian parlia-
mentarians in the vicinity, a contingent
of the Defense Committee of the Nor-
wegian Parliament.

They are our stanch allies and our
stanch friends. I know that the rules
prohibit my saying that they are here,
but if I were allowed to, I would tell you
they are in the diplomatic gallery.

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentleman
for not violating the rules by telling us
that.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. A gentleman on
the Public Works Committee, to use an
example from that commitfee in the way
of sight pollution, which is billboard and
junk yards, we are going to pay 100 per-
cent there and not 50 percent.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. DOW. In response to the question
of the gentleman from Iowa about the
REAP program which evidently provides
$2,500—I would say that limitation takes
a certain amount of the sting out of the
possibility of subsidizing private individ-
uals and corporations. But certainly if I
had been on this floor when that provi-
sion was passed, I think I would have
raised the same objection to it that I
raise now to this subsidy for private
industry.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey has expired.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I, too, think some-
thing ought to be done about this
particular title, but I do not want to
eliminate the program entirely. I think
there should be some limitation, and I
would support some limitation, as I did
in committee with an amendment which
I offered. The amendment under consid-
eration does not do the job.

I want to say here that Chairman
Poace has been most patient with me, As
I remember I achieved adoption of 14
different amendments in the committee.
But I decided after looking at the host
of amendments which have been pre-
sented at the table here that I may be
forced to oppose every one of these
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amendments so we can get a bill passed.
Above all, I want to get this bill passed.

We labored a long time on this bill in
committee and out of committee. The
other body is working in a different di-
rection on another bill. There will be
many opportunities to modify provisions
of this bill.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. KYL. Not at this time. I will if I
have time remaining.

I think you ought to know the possi-
bilities which this title does involve. It is
possible that we can make grants to clean
up pollution of an oil mill, to a corporate
feedlot, to a gin. To a gin? Which one?
Do we start with the biggest polluter be-
cause that is the biggest problem? I think
inherently the title is defective. We will
not get the kind of continuous funding
we ought to have and could get if we used
a revolving or long-term approach, or if
we set some kind of reasonable limitation.

There is another title which is again
subject to some reservation, so far as
I am personally concerned. I do not find
a pending amendment to this particular
title. I tried to get one in the commit-
tee. This provision actually creates a new
Small Business Administration, with
grant authority. This bill includes anti-
piracy language to prevent a town in
Missouri from pirating a business from
a town in New Jersey. But with the new
kind of grant system which is applied
here, I think we could develop a piracy
within a community. For instance, here
is a plant which a person or a group has
built over long years with blood, sweat,
and tears, without any help from the
Government, and having paid consider-
able taxes to the Government, he makes
a certain product. Somebody else, in
order to create some jobs in a commu-
nity, gets a grant from Uncle Sam to go
into the same business, and if there is
unfair competition, he builds that sec-
ond business at the expense of the first.
You then have created new jobs, but you
have not created additional jobs, and
you have created some pretty serious
public relations problems in addition to
violating some basic premises of this
Government.

I will now yield to the gentleman from
New York for a question.

Mr. DOW. I am surprised the gentle-
man would be so fearful of amendments.
There is no reason why the bill cannot
be amended and then passed. I do not
think that here in the House it is en-
tirely appropriate to suggest that the
passage of one or two amendments would
be a tactic for barring the passage of
the bill.

Mr. KYL. If the gentleman will give
me back my time I should like to repeat
what I said in the first place. I believe
this title needs amendment, but the kind
of amendment which the gentleman has
offered does not remove the defects as
I see them, and I do not think it con-
tributes to the purpose of the bill.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Dow amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I am
not a member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, but I think we ought to put in
proper perspective the amendment of-
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fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Dow). I think he has a good basis
for his amendment. However, I think he
has not taken into consideration some
of the legislation which undoubtedly we
will act on before this session is over. As
practically all of you know, the Senate
has passed Senate bill 2770 by a vote of
78 to 0. A somewhat different bill has
been acted upon by the Public Works
Committee, and the basic philosophy of
this bill is that we will change our water
quality requirements and the no-effluent
or the effluent-control program.

If we are going to require dairy farm-
ers, chicken farmers, and cattle feeders
to put in sewage treatment facilities
which would be the equivalent in effluent
quality of the best coming out of the
small towns and cities, then it only
makes sense that we make some provi-
sion to assist them. I am not sure that
this is the best way, but I do not know
of any other way.

I certainly suggest that we turn down
the Dow amendment, and let us see how
this thing works.

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

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstand the situation—and I am not on
the committee—the purpose of this leg-
islation is to promote the rural economy
and to slow down the movement of the
people from the rural areas to the cities.
This movement has left our rural areas
impoverished and with too few people
and too few opportunities, while it has
caused problems on top of problems as
the rural people have crowded into the
cities.

We are living in a new day as far as
pollution and pollution control are con-
cerned. Every dairy man, every poul-
try operator, and every man who has
livestock is going to have to face new
regulations, and it will be expensive for
those who have to comply, If aid is not
granted to the farmers, it will result in
just forcing more of them off the farms
and hastening the movement of people
into the cities and increasing the prob-
lems in the cities which have already
been mentioned.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an im-
portant section of this bill, and I hope it
will be retained.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gentleman
from North Carolina. I appreciate his
remarks,

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

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to say that some of these speakers with
the best of intentions are taking a very
narrow view of my amendment. They
look on it as a benefit which is very
limited, merely providing pollution con-
trol to poor farmers and others in the
country. I do think we should look on
it with a broad vision, which reveals that
we are opening the gates to public money
for private industry, for private indi-
viduals, and for government entry into
the private sector, and opening ques-
tionable opportunities to private indi-
viduals.

Mr. ROBERTS. We have done this for
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the cities through urban renewal and
other arrangements for those areas for
a great many years. I hope the amend-
ment will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Dow).

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Dow) there
were—ayes 16, noes 45.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Mr. Chairman, pending that, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. 105 Members are
present, a quorum.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman will
state it.

Mr. HOWARD. May I make a parlia-
mentary inquiry without jeopardizing the
effort of the gentleman from New York
to demand tellers?

The CHAIRMAN. The next order of
business is the demand for tellers. The
gentleman will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. HOWARD. The Chair has just
stated that a quorum of over 100 Mem-
bers is present. May I ask the Chair to
repeat the result of the vote we had just
prior to that, on the division?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that is not a parliamentary inquiry.

The gentleman from New York has de-
manded tellers.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLEREKS

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers with clerks.

TeMers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. Dow, K¥L, Poacg, and TEAGUE of
California.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 150, noes
224, not voting 58, as follows:

[Roll No. 48]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—150

Delaney
Dellums
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dow
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Fascell
Findley
Ford,
Willlam D.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frengzel
Frey
Gallagher
Gibbons
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Hall
Halpern
Harsha
Harvey Miller, Ohio
Hastings Minish
Hawkins Mink

Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Hicks, Wash.
Hosmer
Howard
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Kastenmeier
Keith

Koch
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Lloyd

Long, Md.
Lujan
MeCulloch

Abzug
Addabbo
Anderson, I11.
Archer
Arends
Badillo
Belcher
Bennett
Betts

Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blackburn
Bolling

Bow

Bray
Broomfield
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Camp
Carney
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Conable
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniels, N.J.

McEevitt
Madden
Mann
Martin
Mazzoll
Michel
Mikva

Mollohan
Moss
Nedzl
O'Hara
Pelly
Pettis
Pike
Podell
Pofl
Powell
Railsback
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rodino
Rogers
Rosenthal

Abourezk
Adams
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Bell
Bevill
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Ohilo
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conte
Culver
Curlin
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Fountain
Fulton
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gaydos
Gettys

Abbitt
Abernethy
Ashbrook
Baring
Bergland
Blatnik
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Byrnes, Wis.

Rousselot
Roybal
Ruth

Ryan
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Schneebell
Schwengel
Selberling
Shoup
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.X.
Staggers
Stelger, Wis.
Stokes

NOES—224

Glaimo
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gude
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hathaway
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Kee
King
Eluczynskl
Kyl
Kyros
Landrum
Lennon
Lent
Link
McClory
McClure
McCollister
MecCormack
McFall
McEay
McEinney
McMillan
Mahon
Mallary
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Murphy, Il
Mpyers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O’Eonskl
O'Neill
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins

Cederberg
Celler
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Colmer
Conyers
Danielson
Davis, Wis.
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Teague, Calif.

Thompson, Ga.

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Ware
Whalen
Whalley
Wiggins
Willlams
Wolff
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.

Peyser
Pickle

Pirnie

Poage
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Purcell

Quie

Quillen
Randall
Rarick

Rees
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Roncalio
Rooney, N.¥,
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy
Runnels
Ruppe

8t Germain
Sandman
Satterfield
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk

Skubitz
Slack

Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steele
Bteiger, Arlz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sulllvan
Symington
Taylor
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J,

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
winn
Wright
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—bG8

Dowdy
Dulski

Dwyer

Ford, Gerald R.

Fraser
Garmatz
Goldwater
Hagan
Hébert
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Mailliard
Metcalfe
Miller, Calif.
Mitchell
Monagan
Morse
Mosher
Murphy, N.¥.
Nix
Macdonald, Patman
Mass. Pryor, Ark,
So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LATTA

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LatTa: Page 3,
lines 21 and 22, strike out the figure *“$200,~
000,000" and insert in lieu thereof the figure
**$500,000,000".

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LarTa) is recognized.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, as I men-
tioned earlier during the consideration of
the rule, I would offer this amendment.

This amendment proposes to give the
Farmers Home Administration more au-
thority for making grants to small com~
munities of under 5,500 for sewage and
water treatment facilities. I think it is
important that we face reality. I pointed
out earlier, we are constantly heaping
more and more burdens on the small
communities anc saying to them: “Stop
polluting, have clean water, stop send-
ing people to our crowded cities,” and so
forth. We then fail to follow through
with any meaningful financial assist-
ance. They do not have the tax duplicate
necessary to float a bond issue to build
their own water treatment facilities or
their sewage treatment facilities.

As a consequence, they cannot build
them.

On checking with the Farmers Home
Administration Administrator, the Agri-
culture Committee Counsel learned there
are some $12 billion worth of needs and
potential requests from these small com-
munities for grants for water and sewage
treatment facilities. Certainly with an
authorization and an appropriation of
$100 million, which was reduced this year
to $44 million, we cannot begin to touch
the problem.

By comparison, in 1972, $500 million
was appropriated from our cities and
HUD had a carryover of $200 million—
which makes $700 million available for
similar grants.

People can pollute our rural areas as
well as they can pollute our urban areas,
and if we really mean to do anything
about pollution—if we really mean to do
anything about keeping people on the
farms and in our rural areas—if we
really mean to keep them from migrat-
ing to the cities by providing jobs for
these good people—if we mean all of
these things—then you will vote for my
amendment.

I have discussed this amendment with
the chairman of the committee.

I will now yield to the gentleman from
Texas, the chairman of the committee.

Mr. POAGE. I find I am in a rather
strange position. When I introduced this
bill, I said without hesitation I think we
needed a much larger amount than the
amount that is in the bill. My original
bill had no limit.

The committee did cut it down to $200
million.

Rangel
Rhodes
Roe
Scheuer
Springer
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Talcott
Terry
Tlernan

Heinz
Hillis
Ichord
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I think the gentleman is correct that it
will take at least $500 million to actually
have the impact he suggested. But as
chairman of the committee, I cannot
state that the committee accepts this
amendment. I personally expect to vote
for it because I think it is a good and
desirable amendment.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, as I pointed out earlier
in the debate, the present bill would
provide, if every eligible small commu-
nity and water district and sanitation dis-
trict and flood control district and so
forth, applied, about $8,000 to each.

If this pending amendment were
adopted, we might double that figure to
about $16,000. But you cannot build
much of a sanitation system or do the
other necessary civic works for $15,000
or $16,000. This is just going to raise
further false hopes in the minds of the
governments of all the small cities, com-
munities and counties in this country.

If we want to do it right, we might as
well make it $5 billion or $12 billion. But
we do not have that kind of money. We
do not even have the kind of money pro-
posed in this bill, Therefore, I am op-
posed to the amendment.

Mr., CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Hampshire is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, later
on I may offer an amendment to the bill
that will reflect the following situations.
I would appreciate it if the sponsor of
the amendment would yield for a ques-
tion that will arise from what I am about
to say.

Mr. Chairman, the Senate has passed
water pollution legislation that provides
& Federal matching grant of up to 70 per-
cent under certain circumstances. At the
present time the House Public Works
Committee has reported legislation that
provides for Federal matching grants up
to as high as 75 percent. The present bill
we are considering provides a matching
grant of only 50 percent.

My question of the sponsor of the
amendment and also the chairman of the
committee is this: How effective is it go-
ing to be under this bill to have 50 per-
cent matching money for pollution
abatement facilities when with another
hand the Congress is going to pass legis-
lation that is going to let the EPA make
grants up to as high as 75 percent? It
seems to me we are on something of a
fool’s errand here. I support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio, but I think he would have to admit
that we are going to act in vain if the
matching funds are only going to be 50
percent under this legislation. A rural
town would be certainly very severely
criticized by the taxpayers of those towns
if they came in for 50 percent matching
funds when under the EPA they can get
matching funds up to 75 percent.

So my question to the sponsor of the
amendment and to the chairman of the
committee is this: Would they view with
favor an amendment which would permit
the matching funds under this bill to re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

flect what the matching funds would be
under the legislation we are now work-
ing on, and wherein we expect the per-
centage to be either 70 or 75 percent?

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Let me say at the outset
that I would support such an amend-
ment, but out our way we are begging
and pleading Washington to get 50 per-
cent or even 25 percent. These small com-
munities do not have the wherewithal to
build sewage treatment or water facilities
we are urging them to build. They will
take whatever they can get. We will not
quibble whether it is 50 percent or 70
percent. We have a long waiting list of
small communities. They will take 50
percent. They will take 70 percent. All
they want is some help.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I thank the gentle-
man. Do not feel too badly because you
had a town wait 7 years. I have some
that have been waiting 8 or 9 years. So
to the extent that misery loves company,
your people have plenty of company. I
wonder if the chairman of the committee
would respond to the point I raised about
percentage.

Mr. POAGE. 1 will whenever we reach
that point, but I have never found it help-
ful to pass judgment on something that
could happen when I do not know the
circumstances, and I do not know what
the circumstances would be at the time it
would come up. I am inclined to agree
with the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KyYL)
who suggested a few moments ago that if
we want to pass a bill here, which would
be helpful to rural America, we had bet-
ter get about passing the bill. A great
multitude of amendments submitted will
not really help to pass the bill. I certainly
would want to see the situation before I
would commit myself on your amend-
ment.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I appreciate the
comments of the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out to
the Members that 30 percent of the hous-
ing units in rural areas do not have in-
side plumbing and that includes towns
of 5,500 and under. Also, in the past 30
years, during the time when we have
accumulated more than $100 billion of
risk to the Federal Government on hous-
ing programs, people in these towns and
smaller cities have been denied the right
to participate in most of the housing pro-
grams. Lending companies do not want
to lend money on housing that is in a
town or small city which does not have
public sewerage and water. They have
for practical purposes been excluded
from the benefits of housing programs.
When a young couple with $500 or $1,000
wants to buy a house they are told they
must go to the city to buy the house. If
they are going to buy it in the smaller
city without public sewers, where per-
haps they can buy it for half the money,
they will have to put 50 percent down
because the Government guarantee is

February 23, 1972

not available. That is more money than
they have. So we have in effect run these
people into the cities, people who did
not want to go there.

We in the Congress to some extent
have been at fault for the countryside
being vacated. It is basic that the towns
must have water and sewage facilities in
order for the towns to be able to even
hold the population they have now.

Mr, Chairman, this is a most impor-
tant part of this bill.

Of course, the same thing applies to
small industry. They cannot go into some
of the local areas and set up an industry,
even though qualified employees are
available.

So, Mr. Chairman, this is a most im-
portant part of this bill.

Two years ago the administration
asked for $24 million for this program. I
proposed an amendment on the floor
which passed, which gave them $100 mil-
lion. They finally spent $44 million that
year.

Last year the administration asked for
nothing at all, but they did agree to use
the $56 million left over from the year
before. Last year they were again given
another $100 million, but used only $42
million of that amount. They have not
been spending the money that has been
appropriated, but, nevertheless, there
have been statements made recently
wherein the White House has indicated
they may now see how important this
program is, so I think we ought to give
them the additional authority in this
bill. I think the water and sewer program
is basically a most important part of this
whole bill. I urge adopticn of the amend-
ment.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, I en-
thusiastically and wholeheartedly sup-
port the amendment offered by my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
Ohio. Certainly we in Congress recognize
the 1972 appropriation for FHA par-
ticipation in water and sewer grants as
far too little to enable thousands of the
small towns across America to offer basic
services. The withholding of $58 million
of this appropriation by the Office of
Management and Budget simply com-
pounds the severity of a crisis that is now
of tremendous propcrtions.

Basic FHA legislation provides the
agency with authority tc advance grant
moneys to qualified communities to the
extent of 50 percent of project costs. The
fact of the matter is that in Michigan,
the Farm Home Administration has a
mere $1 million for grant participation
in water, sewer and solid waste disposal
projects.

Consequently this agency in our State
does not decide in terms of a full 50 per-
cent participation, but rather its goal
has got to be that of keeping local water
rates below the usury level of $10 per
month. In some towns across my district
individuals are paying as high as $13 or
$14 per month for these basic services.
I have several cases here which I can
cite specifically as pinpointing the
agency’s problem. In three sewer proj-
ects the FHA has provided in one in-
stance 20 percent of Federal participa-
tion in grant form, and in another 33
percent, and fortunately in a third case,
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66 percent. As for water projects, in two
instances, again in my own district, FHA
grant participation as part of the local
grant package was 9 percent in one case
and zero percent in another. This does
not take into account the local govern-
ment share of the entire project, so if
we total the government share and the
local cost together, it means that FHA
grant participation has been at a meager
percentage of total project cost.

I might say, however, that the record
of this administration, the Nixon admin-
istration, is an excellent one by com-
parison.

In my own State of Michigan, in the
past 3 years, FHA participation in hous-
ing, farm loans, and water and sewer
projects has risen from $18 million a year
to a $75 million level this year. For next
year the projected rate of expenditure
should reach $90 million. It is simply not
a question of this administration not
demonstrating its commitment but
rather the problem being of such pro-
portion that we in the Congress must
lead the national response.

Certainly the goal of rural develop-
ment is jobs, new industry and job
opportunities for our young Americans.
But this challenge can only be met by
providing basic facilities—water, sewer,
waste disposal facilities—to the thou-
sands of rural communities across our
country.

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

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding. I
want to commend the gentleman for his
excellent statement. I join with him in
support of the Latta amendment and
urge its adoption by the House.

Mr. RUPPE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I rise in sup-
port of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Larta) to increase the
authorization for the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration to provide water and waste
treatment or disposal project funds for
smaller communities and small political
subdivisions.

There is a very great and growing de-
mand for these types of facilities in those
rural areas that have a very limited tax
base and economic ability to construct
water and sanitary facilities.

While I realize the administration has
offered to assist rural communities
through revenue sharing, rural and com-
munity development, I am a political
realist and recognize that we have no
real assurance that these legislative pro-
posals will be enacted in time to be re-
sponsive to the backlog of needs as com-
piled by the Farmers Home Administra-
tion.

Therefore I support this increase in
authorization in order to provide us with
a legislative vehicle that will permit the
Appropriations Committee to address
themselves to the funding problem.
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I hope the Members will vote for the
Latta amendment.

Mr, MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
support the amendment offered by my
distinguished colleague from Ohio (Mr.
LaTtTa) to increase the Poage-Aiken wa-
ter and sewer grant authority to $500
million. Originally in H.R. 10867, the
committee lifted the dollar limitation on
annual water and waste disposal project
construction entirely. Later when it re-
imposed certain limits, the existing au-
thorization level for Poage-Aiken was
raised from $100 to $200 million. Al-
though certainly an improvement, this
new level contained in H.R. 12931 is far
from adequate. The proposed $500 mil-
lion ceiling is a much more realistic fig-
ure in accommodating the present back-
log in funding requests. In my home
State of Ohio, 20 project applications had
to be turned away for the coming year,
because of lack of funds. Thirteen of
these projects requested grant moneys
totaling $2,317,000, about the same
amount the FHA hopes to be able to fund
in the coming year. Water and sewer sys-
tems are essential to any community im-
provement program and we cannot pos-
sibly hope to rebuild rural America if
we cannot lay down basic facilities. By
making a commitment to authorize more
water and sewer grant moneys, I hope we
can follow through to appropriate the
additional money to get the job done.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have no quarrel
with the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio. My big concern
is that last year we did increase the
appropriation to $100 million. However,
the thing which does bother me is that
the administration has $58 million
tied up in OMB. These funds should be
released for usage in water and sewer
grants.

This afternoon we are gathered here
discussing a bill for rural America. It is
difficult for me to comprehend the rea-
son why the administration does not re-
lease the $58 million to which I feel these
small towns are entitled.

We stand here arguing, debating issues
of rural development for rural America.
We need that money. I suggest that we
should make a better effort to get the
money released at this time and give
those people back in our general locali-
ties an opportunity to spend this money,
rather than provide an increase once
again which probably will be tied up by
OMB.

I certainly hope that the administra-
tion will release the money and provide
the opportunity for our small towns, ap-
plying for water and sewer grants, to help
themselves and to keep the people in
their own small communities. Do not
force them into the cities. I believe a su-
preme effort should be made along that
line.
Well known to those who live in rural
areas but hitherto largely unpublicized
outside of them is the fact that the
American farmer constitutes an econom-
ically disadvantaged minority group. Al-
though only a quarter of the U.S. popu-
lation lives in rural areas, half of the
country’s poverty-stricken -citizens—
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about 14 million—Ilive there. In the cit-
ies, 1 person in 8 is poor; in the
suburbs, 1 in 15; but in rural Amer-
ica, 1 in every 4 is poor. The rate
of unemployment in nonmetropolitan
areas often exceeds by two or three times
the rate of metropolitan areas. Jobs in
rural America pay less. In health care,
housing, and most other community
services, the resident of America’s coun-
tryside suffers by comparison with his
city counterpart.

These facts are all the more ironic in
view of the farmer's contribution to
American life. He provides more and bet-
ter food at a comparatively lower cost
than the producers of any other country
in the world. Agriculture is the Nation’s
largest industry, with assets totaling $307
billion. Farm people spend over $38 bhil-
lion a year on goods and services needed
for food and fiber production, and an-
other $12 billion on the same consumer
items that city dwellers buy. Three out
of every 10 jobs in private industry are
related to agricultural production.

The farmer's costs are high—and
growing. His production expenses rose
from $26.4 billion at the beginning of the
last decade to $38.5 billion near its end.
Total farm mortgage debt more than
doubled, and the interest rate on loans—
when available—increased steadily.
Meanwhile, the parity ratio plummeted
to its lowest level since the depression,
and the farmer’s share of the consumer’s
food dollar dropped from 41 to 37 cents.
No other sector of our economy consist-
enfly earns such a poor return on its
investment. By all acceptable standards
of reason, justice, and economic equity,
the present deficiencies of the income
structure for people who till the soil is
unacceptable.

As a result of this deplorable situation,
rural areas are quickly being depopu-
lated. Half a century ago, the popula-
tion was equally divided between coun-
tryside and city. Today close to three-
quarters of the Nation live in metropoli-
tan areas, and the migration continues
at the rate of about half a million a year.
The cities neither want nor need this in-
flux of people, nor can they provide an
adequate environment for them. Thus it
is essential that we direct our national
effort to the critical task of restoring the
balance between rural and urban Amer-
ica. Our efforts should be channeled to-
ward two basic goals: Fairer returns from
farming to allow those who wish to con-
tinue farming a reasonable chance of do-
ing so, and wider nonagricultural job op-
portunities in rural areas. I support this
legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) .

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. TeAGUE of Cal-
ifornia) there were—ayes 91, noes 9.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to advise
the House that I had a second amend-
ment pending to this bill which is essen-
tially the same amendment as that just
defeated. This second amendment would
apply to section 115 and would strike out
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a paragraph in that section. However, I
am not going to offer that amendment
because I think the principle was settled
on the earlier vote in some respects.

Section 115 is less objectionable than
the section which the House voted to re-
tain, so it would be idle for me to offer
my amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLEVELAND

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLEVELAND: On
page 6, line 14, change the comma to a period
and strike all thereafter through and includ-
ing line 18, and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “Such financial assistance shall not
be extended to assist establishments relocat-
ing from one area to another or to assist sub-
contractors whose purpose is to divest, or
whose economic success is dependent upon di-
vesting, other contractors or subcontractors
of contracts theretofore customarily per-
formed by them: Provided, however, 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 sub-
sidiary of such entity if the Secretary finds
that the establishment of such branch, af-
filiate, or subsidiary will not result in an in-
crease in unemployment of the area of orig-
inal location or in any other area where such
entity conducts business operations, unless
the Secretary has reason to believe that such
branch, affiliate, or subsidiary is being estab-
lished with the intention of closing down the
operations of the existing business entity in
the area of its original location or in any
other area where it conducts such opera-
tions."”

Mr, CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is known as an antipiracy
amendment. It makes little sense to lure
or steal an industry into a rural area if
all you are doing is depriving a subur-
ban or urban area of that same industry.

The Committee on Agriculture recog-
nized this problem, and on page 6 they
do say:

No such loan shall be made in connection
with the relocation of any industrial estab-
lishment employing more than 25 persons.

There are many industries, I might
say, that employ less than 25 people that
might be pirated under this legislation.
In addition to that it is quite conceivable
a corporation can split.

A third problem that appears very
readily apparent would be the situation
where an industry that wanted to flee
from a suburban or an urban area would
simply layoff everybody and be down to
the hard core of the managerial staff of
15 or 20 and then go into the rural area
and get their grant or loan.

I have no particular pride of author-
ship in the language of my amendment.
It grew out of our experiences in the
Committee on Public Works first with
ARA and then with the Economic Devel-
opment Administration.

This language has been tested by 6
years experience. This language has met
the approval of organized labor and of
industrial development corporations.

This language and the history behind
it of interpretation under the Economic
Development Act stretches over a period
of 6 years, with added background ex-
perience under the ARA.

I do not think this Congress, neither
consciously nor unconsciously, wants to
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pass legislation that would result in the
pirating of industry from one part of the
country to another, from a suburban
area to a rural area. It would not be fair
to use the taxpayers’' money to take a
company employing less than 25 people
or a company with a staff of less than 25
people, and finance its move to another
part of the State or Nation.

My language has been in the Economic
Development Act for almost 6 years and
has been tested in court and proven.

I think, if the committee does want to
do what they appear to want to do on
page 6, they might be willing to accept
this amendment, because we seem to be
trying to accomplish the same purpose.

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BURTON. I would like to com-
mend the gentleman in the well for this
sorely needed clarifying amendment,

x Mr. Chairman, I would urge its adop-
1011,

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The committee, at least in my own
judgment, tried rather diligently to do
just what the gentleman says in his
amendment and what he says it is
equipped to do.

This language is adopted from existing
agency language. Frankly, I have checked
in the last few minutes—and I am not
able to put my hand on the specific source
of the language to be perfectly frank—
but there were great pains taken to be
sure that there was not the kind of
piracy carried on about which the gentle-
man speaks.

I was assured, both at the time the
amendment was adopted and considered
by the committee, and since then by
organized labor—that this is not in viola-
tion of any of their desires.

Mr. Chairman, it is my own judgment
that the language—the effect of the lan-
guage—is very similar. However, the lan-
guage as contained in the bill was care-
fully drawn.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would urge
the defeat of the amendment.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentlemen yield?

Mr. PURCELL. I would be glad to yield
to the gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. CLEVELAND. The gentleman from
Texas heard my remarks during my dis-
cussion of the amendment.

Is it not perfectly true that under the
committee amendment, the committee
section, an industry employing 200 or 300
people could lay everyone off and if they
only had 24 people left—and these could
be management—that industry could
have its move financed under the provi-
sions of this legislation and they could
move, say, either from a city, out to the
country, to a suburban area, or from one
State to another or one labor market to
another? Would not that be possible un-
der the committee amendment?

Mr. PURCELL. If there were people in
Government who were willing to take
that kind of dire action—and assum-
ing that there were those who were con-
sidering loans or grants were willing to
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be a party to such a dastardly act—I
would never say it is impossible. However,
it is my judgment that no responsible
Government agency would become in-
volved in such a sham as that.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, this is
precisely the experience we had with the
former ARA. We found that that was
exactly what was happening. People were
so anxious to get new industries that
they did not look into the true situation
and as a result of that we had this pirat-
ing. We had that experience under the
ARA, which was finally voted down and
then we went into the EDA. That ex-
plains this language I have offered which
has precisely this history and back-
ground.

Mr. PURCELL. We were assured in the
committee by those who are as nearly re-
lated to the problem in Government
functions now as will be under the en-
actment of this legislation, that they
would be extremely careful not to let
this happen.

No one, I am sure, can say absolutely
that there cannot be some kind of a
bootleg operation, some kind of collusion,
at least theoretically, worked out. I think
that the unfavorable publicity and the
unfair handling of these types of things
in the past will in themselves prohibit
these types of things from happening
again,

The gentleman will please understand
that this is my amendment, although I
am not trying to seem as though I have
pride in its authorship, but we did
go to a great deal of trouble in trying to
find the proper way of saying just what
the gentleman is trying to accomplish in
his amendment. It may well be that the
language the gentleman proposes would
be a little more sure on this, but not hav-
ing seen the language before now and not
having heard any testimony on it, I feel
as though the language in the bill that at
least has been tested through the testi-
mony of the witnesses who appeared be-
fore us, will also accomplish what the
gentleman’s language seeks to state
better.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, let me say
that my amendment is also your lan-
guage, this is the language of the House
of Representatives. This language is not
my language, it is the language in the
present Economic Development Adminis-
tration, law language which we enacted,
and have reenacted on several occasions.
It has been tested. It has met the test on
precisely the type of problem I am talking
about.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr_ Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment because, just as the gentle-
man from New Hampshire has stated, we
went through this in our hearings on the
Economic Development Act, and we took
great pains to make certain that we
would not have the kind of industry or
business piracy that had taken place
heretofore, which has proven protective
capability as enunciated in the language
of the gentleman’s amendment. I believe
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it will strengthen the legislation before
us, and therefore I support the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVE-
LAND) .

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes 35,
noes 44.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. CLEVELAND

Mr. CLEVELAND, 6 Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLEVELAND:
Page 6, line 22, strike all after “per centum"”
through and including line 23, and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “or the maxi-
mum federal participation rate allowed for
construction of such type facilities under
law existing at the time of approval of such
grant and administered by the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency, or its successors, at
such time of approval, whichever is the
larger.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. CLEVELAND) .

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is one that I have already
referred to.

This bill has a section (b) on page 6
where you will find the following words,
and this is in connection with pollution
abatement control projects:

No such grant shall exceed 50 per centum
of the development cost of such a project.

As I pointed out previously it seems

rather odd that we are now legislating
in an effort to strengthen rural America
and we come up with a 50-percent
matching formula when the Senate has
already passed by a unanimous vote an
up to T0-percent matching formula.

It seems regrettable that there is not
a little bit more cooperation between the
two committees, particularly when both
are dealing generally with the same
areas. But the House Committee on Pub-
lic Works has already reported a bill
where Federal participation can be as
high as 75 percent. So we are either go-
ing through an exercise in futility here
of raising false hopes saying that we are
going to have all of this money as amend-
ed by the Latta amendment, going into
rural America, when before this year is
out probably even in the next 2 or 3
months, there will be a new participa-
tion rate under EPA programs which will
be at least 70 or 75 percent.

My amendment is designed to meet
that problem. If we do enact up to 70
percent participation rate, then the FHA
can use its funds for grants not to exceed
that new rate.

I would hope that the chairman would
accept this amendment.

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. POAGE. As chairman I cannot ac-~
cept in behalf of the committee any
amendment not proposed by the com-
mittee. But, personally, I can see no ob-
jection to the proposal that the gentle-
man makes. It seems to me perfectly
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clear and equitable. Certainly, we are
not seeking to secure a rate, a participa-
tion rate, on the part of the Government
higher on one side than on the other.

It seems to me, it would work out quite
equitably.

As I told the gentleman from Ohio, I
personally expect to vote for it, but I
cannot accept it on behalf of the com-
mittee, but I do expect to vote for it.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I cannot
accept it either for myself or for anybody
on this side of the committee. They can
speak for themselves.

I do not want to ask what might be
considered to be an improper or rude
question, but it seems to me I have read—
and is it correct—that New Hampshire
has no State income tax and no sales
tax?

Mr. CLEVELAND. We have no broad
based tax. We do have a tax on interest
and dividends.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Then it
seems to me it is not too much to expect
a local community to pay half of the
cost of these prolects.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I think a local com-
munity, if I may respond to the gentle-
man’s very penetrating question—I think
any local community, particularly in New
Hampshire would under no circum-
stances pay for 50 percent of a proiect
when the Congress in its infinite wisdom
has decreed by other legislation that
they only had to pay 25 percent.

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

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gentle-
marn.

Mr. COLLIER. Is it not possible, how-
ever, in light of the tremendous deficit
that we are facing that there may be a
new look at the percentage of participa-
tion and we may well find that we can-
not afford to do anything more than
match rather than to go as high as 70
percent?

Mr. CLEVELAND. This can well be a
problem, But I can tell you right now,
before 2 or 3 months have passed,
there will be legislation in the water pol-
lution abatement field and we will have
Federal matching funds at least as high
as T0 percent, and that is as certain as
the fact that night follows the day.

Mr. COLLIER, It may be as certain
only so far as what the majority of the
committee does. But I have heard a great
deal of alarm expressed and properly so,
that with the fiscal situation that we find
ourselves in, and I think after the exer-
cise in verbiage that we have heard here,
we ought to remember for the rest of the
yvear that this problem is not going to go
away and it might well get worse,

Mr. CLEVELAND. I thank the gentle-
man,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. CLEVELAND),

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CLEVELAND)
there were—ayes 27, noes 37.

So the amendment was rejected.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. CLEVELAND

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLEVELAND:
Page 7, line 23 strike the quotation marks.

On page T, after line 23, insert the follow-
ing new subsection (e):

“(e) No filnancial assistance under this
section shall be extended to any project
when the result would be to increase the
production of goods, material, or commodi-
ties, or the availability of services or facili-
ties, when there is not sufficient demand for
such goods, materials, commodities, services,
or facilities, to employ the efficient capacity
of existing competitive commercial or indus-
trial enterprises.”

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, this
is another amendment that I am offer-
ing, based again on the experience of the
6 or 7 years we have had in the Public
Works Committee with economic devel-
opment. We found that when the ARA
was first operating to develop rural Amer-
ica—we found that a good many ex-
amples came up where somebody would
apply for a loan—for example, to help
construct a pulp mill—and it would be in
an area where there were already exist-
ing pulp mills and there was an over-
supply or overproduction of pulp. We
found there were situations where loans
were being granted to develop a hotel
or motel facility in an area where the
actual count of vacancies showed that
there was an unused capacity. We had
the situation, in other words, where the
Federal Government was coming in with
either ARA money or, in some instances,
with EDA money, and directly compet-
ing with existing industries with unused
capacity.

This language was adopted on the floor
of the House, and it was adopted to pre-
vent precisely that type of situation. I
think it would be very unwise of us not
to have this type of language in the bill.
When the committee turned down my
suggestion for tightening up the piracy
laws, the gentleman from Texas said he
had great confidence in administrators.
All T can say is that I do not share his
confidence in Federal administrators be-
cause I have dealt with too many of
them. I think in some of these cases
we must have clear congressional ex-
pression that will make the type of laws
that will cause people to have more con-
fidence in their Government.

If you have had the opportunity to
try to explain to workers in a pulpmill
in your district why the Government is
building a brandnew pulpmill when they
are on half time, or if you have had the
opportunity of trying to explain to a
hotelman or motelman with half of his
rooms vacant why the Federal Govern-
ment is building a nice, new facility
across the street from him, I think you
would understand why we want language
like this written into the law. I might
say that even with this language in the
EDA law we had some problems that
were looked into by our Oversight Com-
mittee. I would hope that this amend-
ment at least could be adopted.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I sup-
ported the gentleman's last amendment,
which was not adopted, but I feel that
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this amendment, while its purpose is
clearly good, is so impractical it would
simply add to the confusion that we al-
ways have with the bureaucratic opera-
tion of things.

We cannot say how anybody else is
going to interpret a law providing for a
judgement as to the need for further
goods or services of a cerfain type. We
simply have to allow people to exercise
some business judgment. Possibly I have
been taken in, but I believe the agricul-
tural agencies are running a better house
than that described by the gentleman
from New Hampshire. I believe they are
doing a better job. Somehow or other I
think the services will be better off, and
we had better leave them this degree of
freedom, rather than to try to write off
something I do not believe Old King
Cole and all his fiddlers could ever fig-
ure how to carry out. So I hope we will
turn down this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr, CLEVELAND).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Agri-
culture, under the able leadership of its
chairman, the gentleman from Texas, has
brought to the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives a fine piece of legislation
which I believe the Congress should en-
act without weakening amendments.

The need for positive action in rebuild-
ing rural America is urgent and cannot
be denied or ignored. Rural areas are
continually losing people. The 1970 cen-
sus indicates that during the last decade,
half of all the counties in the Nation lost
population while another third of the
counties just held their own—neither
gaining nor losing.

Recent census reports show that dur-
ing the 12-month period ending October
30, 1970, U.S. farm population decreased
by some 600,000 people. The population
now has fallen to less than 10 million
people. It should be noted that this 600,-
000 annual reduction in farm population
continues an average experienced during
the past 5 years. During the period from
1960 to 1965 the average net outflow of
people off the farms totaled 800,000 a
year. There is no question but what these
people are moving to the cities.

As a result our cities are straining,
bulging, hurrying, and—too often—ugly.
By the year 2000, if present trends con-
tinue, 80 percent of all people in the
United States will live in four small areas
of the country. They will be concentrated
along the east coast from Washington,
D.C., to Boston, on the west coast from
San Diego to San Francisco, near the
Great Lakes from Milwaukee to Pitts-
burgh and on the Florida peninsula.

When so many people live in so little
space, problems arise. Problems that
sometimes seem to defy solution.

You have read about it and seen it
yourself: Our great cities are beset by
pollution problems, transportation paral-
ysis, housing blight, increasing crime and
crowding. Our great megalopolises, if left
to grow unchecked, will soon become so-
cially intolerable, politically unmanage-
able, and economically inefficient.
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If this flight from the country to the
cities continues, we are on a collision
course with disaster.

What is the lure of the cities?

The answer, of course, is jobs. A man
will live where he can earn the money to
provide for his family and it is popular,
but not always true, to believe there are
more jobs in the cities. If we are to halt
the migration of people from rural areas,
we must have jobs and income in rural
communities. What is needed is to locate
new industries in rural areas—not trans-
planted industries, but new industries—
to help maintain a balance of oppor-
tunity between rural and urban areas.
There is also a need in many rural com-
munities for certain amenities that are
available elsewhere and might tend to
draw people away; such things as li-
braries, good schools, hospitals, recrea-
tion areas, better communications sys-
tems, and other facilities that many of us
take for granted.

To achieve these goals people must be-
come involved. For instance, the youth
of the Nation must be involved and their
interests served. The same can be said
for minority groups and the disad-
vantaged. The factors of social, political,
human, and physical resources must be
brought together and made to function
in a process that will bring about a new
prosperity and a quality environment in
thousands of rural communities across
the Nation. The people and government
at all levels working together can make
rural communities the type of place that
;;riu attract more people to work and

ve.

We need new and better marketing
programs, programs to stimulate agri-
business and other economiec enterprises
including farm credit and business credit,
and programs to provide incentives to
private landowners to improve manage-
ment of their forest, land and water re-
sources. Transportation systems in rural
areas need further consideration as well
as industry tax incentives. This overall
accomplishment will be a balanced rural/
urban economy, and a quality environ-
ment for all Americans.

I am especially pleased that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture saw fit in report-
ing its legislation to this House to em-
phasize the work of the two existing
agencies of the Department of Agricul-
ture, the Farmers Home Administration,
and the Soil Conservation Service. These
are fine, old-line people and farm-
oriented agencies with broad experiences
in accomplishing great things with limit-
ed funds and authorities. I hope that
through enactment of this legislation we
can broaden the scope of their work to
better achieve the goals we all seek.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want
again to commend the Committee on
Agriculture for its wisdom and foresight
in drafting this legislation and urge my
colleagues to support it as recommended
by the committee. There are some. I
know, who question the basic wisdom of
farm legislation of this type. May I once
again remind you the consequences of
continued migration to our already over-
crowded cities whose mayors already are
struggling with seemingly insurmount-
able tasks of providing adequate services
and in the face of continuing population
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explosions are turning to the Federal
Government for help.

Would it not be wiser and far more
economical to stop this migration to the
urban areas? Could this bill, properly
titled: “The Rural Development Act of
1972,” also be thought of as the “Save
Our Cities Act”?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HATHAWAY

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HATHAWAY:
Page 9, line 20, strike out *“(2)" and insert in
lieu thereof *(3)", and immediately after
line 19 insert the following new paragraph:

*{2) further amending subsection (a) (as
so designated by paragraph (1)) by striking
out “and (9) for loan closing costs.” and by
inserting in lleu thereof the following:

“‘(9) loan closing costs, and (10) for as-
sisting farmers or ranchers in effecting addi-
tions to or alterations in the equipment, fa-
cilities, or methods of operation of their
farms or ranches in order to comply with the
applicable standards promulgated pursuant
to section 6 of the Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970 or standards adopted by
a State pursuant to a plan approved under
sectlon 18 of the Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970, if the Secretary deter-
mines that any such farmer or rancher is
likely to suffer substantial economie injury
due to such compliance without assistance
under this paragraph.’"

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, the
sole purpose of this amendment is to ex-
pand the Farmers Home Loan Authority
to farmers and ranchers so they may be
able to comply with the conditions set
under the Occupational Health and
Safety Act. When we took up the Occu-
pational Health and Safety Act, we did
provide for small businessmen to be able
to borrow funds to make the necessary
renovations in their businesses to comply
with the act, but we neglected to include
farmers and ranchers. This provision
simply remedies that defect.

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

Mr. HATHAWAY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman'’s
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I join with the gentle-
man in support of this amendment. At
the time the Committee on Education
and Labor considered the Occupational
Safety and Health Act, it did, in fact,
authorize loans through SBA to small
businessmen, but we neglected to author-
ize the same opportunity for farmers and
ranchers. I think this amendment is a
sensible amendment. I urge its adoption.
I thank the gentleman for having of-
fered it.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his comments,
and I thank him for cosponsoring the
amendment with me.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, there have been a great
many pieces of legislation passed in
this honorable body, but I think the
lousiest legislation this House has ever
passed has been the Occupational Health
and Safety Act.

I would ask, so far s the farmers and
ranchers are concerned, that the Mem-
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bers of this House vote down this
amendment.

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Maine.

Mr. HATHAWAY. I, of course, do not
agree with the gentleman that the Oc-
cupational Health and Safety Act has
been lousy. I believe it has had a good
effect.

If the gentleman urges voting down
this amendment, he is urging making
it even worse, because the farmers are
required to comply, and many of them
have been unable to get the money to
comply with the act. This amendment
will allow them to borrow funds under
the FHA to comply.

It would just be making it worse for
the farmers for the Members fo vote
down this amendment.

Mr. SCHERLE. By the same token,
this legislation forces them to comply
with the act and in essence provides
them with the opportunity to borrow
money so that they in turn can comply
with the act.

I would suggest we pass separate leg-
islation we have introduced, that all
employers with fewer than 25 employees
be allowed to be exempt from the Oc-
cupational Health and Safety Act. It
is a real deterrent and is a real problem
for small business.

If this inherently dangerous legisla-
tion is enforced to its ultimate, we are
going to see a lot of small businessmen
ruined, literally put out of business. be-
cause some inspector walking into some
plant, depending upon a whim as to
whether or not he can find some fla-
grant violation, in his estimation, and
force that business to close their doors.

I do not want that to happen to my
ranchers or the farmers.

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I am happy to yield
further.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Under the terms
of the Occupational Health and Safety
Act every farmer must comply with the
mandates of the Federal or State safety
requirements. And they may be forced
to close down if they cannot comply
with the act by making certain changes
in their business operations. This
amendment would allow them to pre-
vent themselves from being closed down,
by being able to borrow money so that
they can comply with the act.

This does not force them under the
act; they are already under the act.

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

Mr. SCHERLE., I yield to the gentle-
man from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO. I rose to personally
applaud the observation the gentleman
made a minute ago. This is the worst
piece of legislation with which I am
familiar. I spoke of it at noon today,
under the 1-minute rule.

The reason why, is that it delegates,
again, the right to make law to an ad-
ministrator downtown, who is not re-
sponsible to the small businessmen or
the farmers to whom the law applies.
Consequently, he has promulgated the
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rules and regulations Congress asked

them to promulgate, but in the form of

a 400-page booklet to be given to the

ranchers and farmers of our country.

When our constituents call the Labor
Department officials and say, “Please
come to tell us what this is all about,”
they say, “No, we will not. We will come
to arrest you if you violate them, but
we will not help you understand them.”

I was not a Member of the House at
the time the law was passed, thank
heaven, but it is the worst peace of legis-
lation with which I am familiar.

How can we pass a law exempting any-
body from maintaining safe premises for
employees? We cannot do that. Every-
body has to maintain safe premises for
employees.

But what did the Secretary of Labor
do? He put out regulations including the
gem, that every rest-room shall have
hanging in it a coat hanger. That is what
the people received through the Occu-
pational Health and Safety Act. That is
a joke. We have a duty to do something
about it, or we are going to be laughed
out of our chamber if we acquiesce in
this sort of thing.

Mr. SCHERLE, As I said before, Mr.
Chairman, the Occupational Health and
Safety Act is lousy legislation. I hope we
can change the basic content of that law.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE WATER-
SHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PRE-
VENTION ACT, AS AMENDED
Sec. 201. The Watershed Protection and

Flood Prevention Act (68 Stat. 666), as

amended, is amended as follows:

(a) Section 1 is amended by striking out
the words “the purpose of preventing such
damages and of furthering the conservation,
development, utilization, and disposal of
water, and thereby of preserving and pro-
tecting the Nation’s land and water re-
sources” and substituting therefor the words
“the purpose of preventing such damages,
of furthering the conservation, development,
utilization, and disposal of water, and the
conservation and utilization of land and
thereby of preserving, protecting, and im-
proving the Nation's land and water re-
sources and the quality of the environment.”

(b) Section 2 is amended by substituting
a comma for the word “or” after the clause
(1) and adding after the phrase *“(2) the con-
servation, development, utilization, and dis-
posal of water” a comma and the words “or
(3) the conservation and proper utilization
of land™.

(c) Section 3 is amended by changing the
period at the end of paragraph (5) to a semi-
colon and adding the following: “(6) to en-
ter into agreements with landowners, opera-
tors, and occupiers, individually or collec-
tively, based on conservation plans of such
landowners, operators, and occupiers which
are developed in cooperation with and ap-
proved by the soil and water conservation
district In which the land described in the
agreement is situated, to be carried out on
such land during a period of not to exceed
ten years, providing for changes in cropping
systems and land uses and for the installa-
tion of sofl and water conservation practices

and measures needed to conserve and develop
the soll, water, woodland, wildlife, and rec-

reation resources of lands within the area
included in plans for works of improvement,
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as provided for in such plans, including
watershed or subwatershed work plans in
connection with the eleven watershed im-
provement programs authorized by section
13 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat.
887), as amended and supplemented. Appli-
cations for assistance in developing such
conservation plans shall be made in writing
to the soll and water conservation district
involved, and the proposed agreement shall
be reviewed by such district. In return for
such agreements by landowners, operators,
and occuplers the Secretary shall agree to
share the costs of carrying out those practices
and measures set forth in the agreement for
which he determines that cost sharing is
appropriate and in the public interest. The
portion of such costs, including labor, to be
shared shall be that part which the Secre-
tary determines is appropriate and in the
public interest for the carrying out of the
practices and measures set forth in the agree-
ment, except that the Federal assistance
shall not exceed the rate of assistance for
similar practices and measures under existing
national programs. The Secretary may ter-
minate any agreement with a landowner,
operator, or occcupier by mutual agreement
if the Secretary determines that such termi-
nation would be in the public interest, and
may agree to such modifications of agree-
ments, previously entered into hereunder,
as he deems desirable to carry out the pur-
poses of this paragraph or to facilitate the
practical administration of the agreements
provided for herein. Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary, to the
extent he deems it desirable to carry out
the purposes of this paragraph, may provide
in any agreement hereunder for (1) preser-
vation for a period not to exceed the period
covered by the agreement and an equal
period thereafter of the cropland, Crop acre-
age, and allotment history applicable to land
covered by the agreement for the purpose
of any Federal program under which such
history is used as a basis for an allotment
or other limitation on the production of any
crop; or (2) surrender of any such history
and allotments.”

(d) Paragraph (1) of section 4 is amended
by inserting after “without cost to the Fed-
eral Government" the words “from funds
appropriated for the purposes of this Act”.

(e) Clause (A) of paragraph (2) of section
4 is amended by striking all words after “fish
and wildlife” and substituting therefor the
words “development, recreational develop-
ment, water quality management, or the
conservation and proper utilization of land:
Provided, That works of improvement for
water quality management shall consist pri-
marily of water storage capacity in reseryoirs
for regulation of streamflow, except that any
such storage, and water releases shall not be
provided as a substitute for adequate treat-
ment or other methods of controlling waste
at the source, and shall be consistent with
standards and regulations adopted by the
Water Resources Council on Federal cost-
sharing for water quality management, and”,

(f) All that part of clause (B) of para-
graph (2) of section 4 which follows the
word “Provided,” is amended to read as fol-
lows: “That, in addition to and without limi-
tation on the authority of the Secretary to
make loans or advancements under section 8
the Secretary may pay for any storage of
water for present or anticipated future de-
mands or needs for municipal or industrial
water included In any reservoir structure
constructed or modified under the provisions
of this Act as hereinafter provided: Provided
further, That the cost of water storage to
meet future demands may not exceed 30 per
centum of the total estimated cost of such
reservoir structure and the local organization
shall give reasonable assurances, and there is
evidence, that such demands for the use of
such storage will be made within a period of
time which will permit repayment within
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the life of the reservoir structure of the cost
of such storage: Provided further, That the
land organization shall, prior to initiation of
construction or modification of any reservolr
structure including water supply storage,
make provision satisfactory to the Secretary
to pay for not less than 50 per centum of
the cost of storage for present water supply
demands, and all of the cost of storage for
anticipated future demands: And provided
further, That the cost to be borne by the
local organization for anticipated future de-
mand may be repald with the life of the
reservoir structure but in no event to exceed
fifty years after the reservoir structure is first
used for the storage of water for anticipated
future water supply demands, except that
(1) no payment on account of such cost need
be made until such supply is first used,
and (2) no interest shall be charged on such
cost until such supply is first used, but in
no case shall the interest-free period exceed
ten years. The interest rate used for purposes
of computing the interest on the unpaid bal-
ance shall be determined in accordance with
the provisions of section 8.”

(g) Subsection (4) of section 5 is amended
to read as follows: “(4) Any plans for works
of improvement involving an estimated Fed-
eral contribution to construction costs in ex-
cess of $250,000 or including any structure
having & total capacity in excess of twenty-
five hundred acre-feet which includes (a)
works of improvement reclamation, irriga-
tion, or which affects public or other lands
or wildlife under the jurisdiction of the Sec-
retary of the Interior, (b) Federal assistance
for floodwater detention structures, (c). fea-
tures which may affect the public health, or
(d) measures for control or abatement of
water pollution, shall be submitted to the
Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of the
Army, the Secretary of Health, Educatlon,
and Welfare, or the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, respective-
1y, for his views and recommendations at least
thirty days prior to transmission of the plan
to the Congress through the President. The
views and recommendations of the Secretary
of the Interior, the Secretary of the Army,
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency if recelved by the
Secretary prior to the expiration of the
above thirty-day period, shall accompany the
plan transmitted by the Secretary to the
Congress through the President.”

Mr. REUSS (during the reading) . Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title IT be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendment to
title II.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 15, line 19,
delete the comma after “storage’.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, REUSS

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. REuss: Page 17,
line 9, strike out “(g)” and insert in lieu
thereof “(h)”, and immediately after line 8
insert the following new subsection:

(g) Section 4 is amended by striking out
“and” at the end of paragraph (5), by strik-
ing out the period at the end of paragraph
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(6) and inserting In lieu thereof *; and”,
and by inserting immediately after para-
graph (8) the following new paragraph:

“(7) provide, or provide assurance satis-
factory to the Secretary, that landowners and
water users will acquire such rights, pur-
suant to State law, as may be necessary in
order to provide public access to such work
of improvement for the purpose of fishing,
hunting, or other recreational use, if the
Becretary of the Interior determines that
such work of improvement has potential
value for any such use.”

Mr. REUSS. Mr, Chairman, this is a
simple, and a perfecting and a protecting
amendment. It provides that where the
taxpayers and the public build a reser-
voir-lake which is determined by the Sec-
retary of the Interior to have real poten-
tial value for recreation, there be public
access to that reservoir-lake.

Precisely this is accomplished by all
of the lake-building agencies of the Gov-
ernment—TVA to its credit, the Corps
of Engineers, bless it, the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, hallelujah—they all provide
this. It is only the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice which somehow balks at letting John
Q. Public, under appropriate circum-
stances, in to visit the body of water
which he has contributed to the build-
ing of with his taxpayer dollars.

I, and other members of my Conser-
vation Subcommittee, took a little walk
down here in the neighboring State of
Maryland a few months ago. We visited
a beautiful 57-acre lake in St. Mary's
County. It was a beautiful lake for swim-
ming and beautiful for fishing. There
were people swimming in it and fishing in
it. Yet we found there a sign which read
“No trespassing. No fishing. No visitors
allowed.”

Well, that is a sorry note for the tax-
payers who have paid for that lake. And
the owner of that lake then profits by
giving exclusive rights to it and cutting
it up for lots.

All this amendment asks is that the
same be done with regard to the larger
watershed lakes as is done by the Corps
of Engineers and the Bureau of Recla-
mation and the TVA.

All the great organizations are for
this amendment: The National Wildlife
Federation, the Isaac Walton League,
the Friends of the Earth, Environmental
Policy Center, Environmental Action, the
Citizens Committee on Natural Re-
sources, the Sports Fishing Institute, the
National Audubon Society, the National
Rifle Association, the International As-
sociation of Game, Fish, and Conser-
vation Commissioners.

The Rifle Association today, in a tele-
gram to the leadership on both sides of
the aisle, over the signature of Maj.
Gen, Maxwell Rich, executive vice pres-
ident of the National Rifle Association,
urged that the amendment be enacted as
in the public interest.

I, as a city congressman, have always
voted for farm legislation. I want to vote
for this bill.

So, I hope and pray that my friends
and leaders on the Agriculture Com-
mittee will say, “Hurrah for the Reuss
amendment and we accept it.”

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

Mr. REUSS. Yes; I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.
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Mr. WRIGHT. Does the gentleman’s
amendment apply to these upstream soil
conservation dams that are erected on
the private property of individual farm-
ers? Would his amendment require those
farmers to let the public onto their prop-
erty if the Secretary of Interior said they
had to do so?

Mr. REUSS. The amendment does
not apply to the small farm ponds con-
structed under the Soil Conservation Act.
It will not result in any additional burden
to the landowner. It only applies where
the reservoir will provide potential recre-
ational opportunities. It does not require
the local sponsors to provide sanitation
or other facilities. It simply says that
where the public helps pay for the lake
or reservoir, the public has a right to go
onto it.

Mr. WRIGHT. If the gentleman will
yield further, the gentleman is saying it
would not, then, apply to the individual
farmers' upstream dams constructed un-
der the Soil Conservation Act?

Mr. REUSS. Oh, yes; that is precisely
what it does apply to.

In other words, it is the purpose of
this amendment to say to the farmer,
“God bless you, we love farmers and we
are delighted to pour out the money from
the people who live in the cities and
small towns to help you put this lake on
your property, but if it is a large lake,
a lake with recreational potential as de-
termined by the Secretary of Interior,
then, frankly, in this day when we des-
perately need public access to such areas,
we are trying to assure that the people
will be able to take advantage of it.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, of course, I am some-
what confused in taking the floor in op-
position to this amendment. There have
been so many contradictory statements
made as to what it does, I would appre-
ciate it if the gentleman from Wisconsin
would undertake to clarify it.

May I have the attention of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, because I have
not been able to understand this amend-
ment and I do not want to criticize an
amendment unfairly. However, did the
gentleman say, in answer to a question
from the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WricHT), that this applied only to those
structures that were built for recreation
and so designated by the Secretary of
Interior?

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I am glad the gentle-
man raises this question because I do not
think I said that.

Mr. POAGE. Probably not.

Mr. REUSS. If I did, what I said has
been misunderstood.

As I tried to say to my friend from
Texas (Mr. WriGHT), this amendment is
no patsy. It does apply to all of those
Public Law 566 lakes and reservoirs
where there is appreciable recreational
potential. However, I would not touch
one of the tanks or feedlots of the gen-
tleman’'s beloved Texas country nor
would I touch the little farm ponds of
my friend from Iowa (Mr. SmiTH) . HOw-
ever, where a person, whether he be a
farmer or a city slicker speculator has
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the public build him a lake, I want the
public to have an opportunity to go there
to pick a daisy, to catch a black bass, or
go swimming.

Mr. POAGE. I think from what you
say, it is clear that this does apply to the
reservoirs built under Public Law 566.

Mr. REUSS. Yes.

Mr. POAGE. That being true, I think
that the Members of the House should
understand how those reservoirs are
built and who pays the costs.

One of the features that has been very
disturbing since we established this pro-
gram has been the question of who
bought the rights-of-way for the reser-
voirs.

We have held out in our committee,
against a great deal of pressure, to re-
quire that the Federal Government not
contribute to the cost of the right-of-
way. That right-of-way is given by the
landowners or else the dam is not built.
The people can get up money and buy it,
but the Federal Government does not
contribute the money to buy that place
for that reservoir.

The reason we do not do that is that
we know once we establish the policy of
having the Federal Government buying
those rights-of-way, the cost would be-
come 50 staggering that instead of build-
ing 23 of these projects per year, when
we ought to build 100, we would build
only two or three a year.

That is all we would get money for. So
what we are trying to do is to maintain
a program that will enable us to keep
a number of these projects going each
year. We cannot do it if we let the ccst go
clear out of the ceiling. You cannot hold

the cost down if the Government is go-
ing to buy these rights-of-way.
The Government does not buy these

rights-of-way; the individuals or the
neighbors pay for those rights-of-way,
and they are not something that is given
by the Federal Government.

Now, the Federal Government does pay
the cost of building the structure itself,
but that is built on private land and not
on Government land. I think we ought to
keep that clearly in mind.

There is also a provision in Public Law
566 that provides that for every 75,000
acres within a watershed that you have
in one of these projects that the Govern-
ment can buy a site for a recreational
project. And we are doing this. If there
are between 75,000 and 150,000 acres,
then the Government can buy two. If
there are more acres than that the Gov-
ernment can put up three of these recre-
ational dams. And in those instances the
Government does pay for the land, and
does pay for the land surrounding it, and
they are open to the public, and the law
requires that they be open to the publie.
You cannot build them with Government
money buying the land without making
them open to the public; but when the
Government does not spend the money—
and the Government does not spend the
money on most of these Public Law 566
projects—it seems to us to be utterly un-
fair to say you are going to require the
farmer or the rancher to admit an un-
limited number of people to his pasture.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. POAGE was
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allowed to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. POAGE, Mr. Chairman, as I was
saying, it seems to be utterly unfair to
require the landowner who furnished the
land to open it up and give the public
free access to it.

I do not know how many of the Mem-
bers are actually familiar with farming
and ranching, I presume most of you are
not, of course, and I live in town too, but
I do know enough about farming and
ranching to know that no one can main-
tain a livestock operation very success-
fully if he is going to let the public come
in there and use it, because when the
public goes out, then the cows are going
out too, because half of these people from
town do not either know how to fasten a
gate, or do not bother to fasten a gate,
and you simply cannot operate a live-
stock operation that way.

And when you allow these hunters to
come in there without any supervision,
most of them do not know the differ-
ence between a Holstein cow and a panda
fresh from China. They seem to think
that the cows are bears and they shoot
them. They are afraid of them, and they
shoot them. The losses are so substantial
that no one can stay in the livestock
business that way.

That is why we made provision for
public recreation, for every 75,000 acres
that is in one of these projects. And
that is not a tremendously large area.
But we do provide for a recreation dam,
and we do provide for access to it, and
we do provide for the Government own-
ing the land around it, and to put up
shelters and to put up fireplaces, and
all those sorts of things that go along
with it. We are providing that under
the present law.

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

Mr, POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man gave us a good example, but that
is not as good an example as the Black
Angus bull getting in with the Guernsey
heifers.

Mr. POAGE. You are right; that will
really result in pandas—at least the
calves will look like pandas.

But the situation is such that it is
just not practical to do the thing the
gentleman from Wisconsin is suggest-
ing. It would set back our upstream
watershed program by many, many years
were we to do this sort of thing.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman from Texas would it
also not be true if we were to follow
the gentleman’s recommendation that
we would in effect be taking private
property for public purposes without any
payment? And is that not one of the
objections?

Mr. POAGE. It would if it is retroac-
tive. Frankly, I do not know whether it is
retroactive or not.

Mr. REUSS. Let me be quite clear—it is
not retroactive, It simply applies to the
future.

Mr. POAGE. But if it is merely pro-
spective, it would just stop the develop-
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ment of these projects and we just would
not build new ones because none of us
are not going to give a place on his
ranch to build these things if it means
opening our place to a flow of strangers.

Mr. PURCELL. Is there any provision
under this amendment that would say
who is going to police a private road ac-
cess or provide guards or whatever might
be required?

Mr. POAGE. No, and there is no pro-
vision for plowing fire guards to keep the
place from burning up either. And burn
it sure will on one of those dry falls. That
sort of thing just ignores the practicali-
ties of ranching and livestock farming.

I am sure the gentleman offers the
amendment with the best intent, but he
offers it out of an abundance of igno-
rance. I think this House should show
it has more understanding of the prob-
lems of rural areas than is shown by the
gentleman from Wisconsin. I hope this
House will turn this amendment down
and let us maintain a good program, and
a program that I think most all of our
people recognize as being one of our bet-
ter programs. We should maintain a good
program when we have it rather than try
to destroy it.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strize out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, first, this amendment
would apparently involve the Secretary
of the Interior for the first time in what
has been a province of the Department
of Agriculture.

What we are apparently saying here
is that after the Agriculture Department
has had its technicians study the area
and made its recommendations, and the
engineering studies are completed, then
we are going to get an equal group or
perhaps a greater group out from the De-
partment of Interior to look the same
thing over to see if there is some recrea-
tional potential; is that correct?

Mr. REUSS. That is correct. But the
purpose, I will say to the gentleman from
Iowa, is simply this. The Secretary of the
Interior is charged with the whole prob-
lem of outdoor recreation and rather
than have him spend further millions in
acquiring new land—why should he not
team up with his friend, the Secretary
of Agriculture, and together let them
help both the farmer and the city folk?

Mr. KYL. The answer to that question,
I think, is a basic misunderstanding of
what is involved in watershed programs.

Why does the farmer build a pond? He
builds that pond because it is a part of
the soil conservation project, of a water-
shed project.

What does the Federal Government
contribute to creation of the impound-
ment? An amount that will make the
farmer happy? No—the Federal Govern-
ment contributes on the basis of the
downstream benefit of public benefit. The
Federal Government does not contribute
money to that farmer—it is contributing
IFj'e&:{e-r:;\l funds for the benefit of the pub-

C.

We are talking about watersheds here.
We are talking about flood protection.
We are talking about the prevention of
siltation—we are talking about the silt
carrying, piggyback, pesticides, and
herbicides, and fertilizers, and other un-
desirable materials. The farmer has tried
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for more than 30 years to stop the worst
polluter of water. Just now the public is
becoming aware of the necessity.

The money that the Federal Govern-
ment puts in is for the public benefit and
I think the public is getting its dollar’s
worth out of the program.

As a matter of fact, these projects are
good for the fish and wildlife and that
is of concern to the gentleman from Wis-
consin and myself and the chairman of
the committee.

As a matter of fact, the chairman and
1 introduced legislation a few years ago
that included recreation benefits in these
projects. But as the chairman points
out so graphically, you have to recognize
the practicalities and you have to recog-
nize the facts of life. At this moment we
are trying to find out who is responsible
for accidents on a man's farm when the
public has access. If somebody goes to a
farm to seek recreation, who is respon-
sible under the law if the recreationist is
injured?

One of the reasons the farmers do not
like to have unannounced visitors is that
if the visitors hurt themselves—get
themselves involved with livestock or
fence or anything else—you can have a
pretty good case in court against the
farmer, and it is a very serious matter.

On the other side, if an individual is
on this farmer’s land and does damage,
what is the means of recapturing for the
loss that is sustained by the farmer who
has agreed to let people come to this
land?

Mr., REUSS. The House Government
Operations Committee addressed itself
to that very point and found that the
provision of public access would not re-
sult in any additional burden to the land
owner or be a substantial liability for
public use of the land. An action would
simply not lie in common law or under
the statutes, so there is no liability on the
part of the farmer.

Mr. KYL, Was that the decision of the
Public Works Committee or the courts
of the United States?

Mr. REUSS. That was the decision of
the House Committee on Government
Operations, one of the finest.

Mr. EYL. I must repeat to the gen-
tleman that we have some very serious
problems involving responsibility for peo-
ple who are on lands when the farmer
has had some reason for granting public
access, or even if there are “No Tres-
passing” signs in place, even if there is a
sign saying “No Hunting.” The liability
does not always disappear, the Public
Works Committee or not.

As you know, we have serious court
cases involving the maintenance of an
attractive nuisance. A farmer has a
pond at the side of his property. Some-
one comes along and perhaps drowns.
The farmer possibly could be sued for
maintaining an attractive nuisance.

I wish this thing were simple. It is not.
But I do wish to say this for the edifica-
tion of the gentleman. In spite of all the
uses of chemicals for agriculture today
and in spite of all alleged damage to wild-
life, in my own State we have the finest
game picture we have ever had, and I
think the reason for it is the presence of
the Soil Conservation’s Pond and Water-
shed program.

By creating more and better habitat,
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the conservation practices have more
than compensated for today’s multiple
hazards to fish and wildlife, thus, there
has been a stimulus to recreation choices
from harvesting game to the most
esthetic appreciations.

You will find, too, that the careful,
courteous recreationist is welcomed by
most farmers.

EKnowing the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, I venture to say he would certainly
be welcome and I hope I can someday
have an opportunity to demonstrate the
hospitality.

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York is recognized.

Mr. DOW. I should like to ask the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin a
question. I have the highest admiration
for the gentleman, as he knows, I hope.
Yet I have received outcries from my con-
servationist friends up on Hudson River
about his amendment. I have not had a
chance to go into all the ins and outs
of it, but I would like to find out from
him why there would be an issue here and
what kind of explanation he would offer
to simon-pure conservationists who have
raised questions about his amendment.

Mr. REUSS. I will answer the gentle-
man by saying that there must be some
failure in communication. Conservation-
ists are for the Reuss amendment, not
against it. The Wildlife Federation, the
Izaak Walton League, the Friends of the
Earth, Fishing Institute, the National
Audubon Society, the National Wildlife
Association, the International Associa-
tion of Game Fisheries, conservationists,
commissioners, and all the rest are spe-
cifically on record in favor of this amend-
ment, because they want to strike har-
mony between the interests of farmers
and the interests of people who also
want to enjoy the great outdoors.

Mr. DOW. There must be some misun-
derstanding, but I appreciate the gentle-
man'’s explanation.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOW. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. The mis-
understanding might be explained by the
fact that probably the conservationists
who have communicated with him have
ponds of their own while those who have
communicated with the gentleman from
Wisconsin do not.

Mr. DOW. They come from very good
people.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the Reuss amendment. I certainly think
the gentleman has performed & valu-
able public service by calling to the
attention of the members of this com-
mittee that what we are dealing with
are matters of broad, public policy as
well as the question, “For what pur-
poses will public funds be spent?” I will
have to reaffirm the observations of the
gentleman from California (Mr. TEAGUE)
to the effect that if you will look into the
communications that have come from
the “conservationists’ who are in opposi-
tion to the Reuss amendment, you will
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find they are “Soil Conservation Service”
conservationists. They are not generally
from the conservation groups which the
gentleman from Wisconsin mentioned
earlier in his dialogue.

I think we have to clarify one thing
about the objections made by the chair-
man of the committee (Mr. Poacge) as to
the contribution of the landowner to
these projects.

What the landowner actually contrib-
utes to the lake is the land the lake
stands on. We are considering that. We
are being told this is a very valuable
contribution on the part of the land-
owner. What else could be contribute?
He could not contribute any less. The
lake has to back up on something. We
are told by the Agriculture Department
he is making a very valuable contribu-
tion. It is a happy circumstance for him
the land happens to back up on his own
land. In many instances the beneficiaries
are not the farmers who are trying to
feed their farm animals, but rather the
speculators who are taking very sizable
lakes which have valuable contributions
for recreational purposes, and after the
lakes are built, are turning them into
recreation areas; and then we see the
ads in the newspapers about “Come to
Lake Happy Lot.” The land which was
formerly $5 an acre has been turned into
land which is $500 to $2,000 a lot, very
valuable recreational space.

What the gentleman from Wisconsin
is saying is this. If the land is of suffi-
cient size and attractive enough to have
utility and value for recreational pur-
poses, whether for boating or fishing or
swimming, then, since we will use pub-
lic funds for this purpose, it is only fair
that we say the public shall have access
to the lake. That does not involve taking
any land from the landowner.

Mr. KYL. If the gentleman will yield,
is the gentleman trying to tell the House
the Federal Government pays all the ex-
pense of building this lake on the farm-
er's land?

Mr. BLACKBURN, I am happy to say
in the projects I have looked into—and
I am not qualified to pass judgment on
all the projects in the country, because
there are numerous ones—I can say the
Federal Government certainly pays the
great bulk of the actual cost of building
the dam and other things that are nec-
essary. What is added into the contribu-
tion figure are the value figures for the
land which is being contributed by the
landowner.

Mr. KYL. Is the gentleman trying to
tell us the Government does this to help
the farmer?

Mr. BLACKBURN. I think the gentle-
man is making a very valuable contribu-
tion. It is obvious that we consider the
national purposes involved in these proj-
ects, or we would not be using national
funds. The gentleman correctly pointed
out that we are considering as part of
these national purposes such things as
flood control and soil erosion and gen-
eral conservation purposes, as some of
the national purposes for which we con-
tribute national funds, but we are saying
there is an additional national purpose,
that is, to insure the general public with
access to these recreational facilities.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota.

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, pur-
suing the gentleman’s theory, that the
National Government contributes money
for a national purpose function, does it
follow that money invested in homes
under public authority should require the
homes to be open to the public? We real-
ize the farm is the home of the farmer.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I understand the
gentleman's point, and it is well made.
I think the gentleman from Wisconsin
has made a very valuable contribution
though by distinguishing between those
lakes that would have recreational values
from those that do not.

If we are going to say a man'’s living-
room should be open to public access, be-
cause it happens to be financed under
FHA loans, I do not go along with that,
because a man’s livingroom has very
little recreational value.

Mr. KEE, Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
one clarification. I have been all over the
State of Georgia, and I have no idea how
many watersheds there are in the con-
gressional district represented by the
gentleman who just left the well, but I
have watersheds in West Virginia. The
Conservation and Watershed Develop-
ment Subcommitiee of the House Public
Works Committee has made six trips
through the United States and covered
eight States. Through our entire experi-
ence without exception we have not found
a question of the property owner failing
to do his part in giving the ground. He
has to give the right of entry for con-
struction, and he also has to guarantee
the Government against any damage loss.
I should like to make that point in the
RECORD.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word. As coauthor of
the pending Rural Development Act of
1972, H.R. 12931, I am extremely pleased
that the House is taking final action on
this bill today. The House Agriculture
Committee held extensive hearings dur-
ing the first session of the 92d Congress
on this proposed legislation. I am of the
opinion that if this bill is enacted into
law, it will certainly greatly improve the
living conditions on the farm.

We all fully realize that we must revive
rural America since millions of our farm-
ers have been unable to compete with
their city brethren who depend on in-
dustry for their livelihood. Millions of our
good farmers have left the farm and se-
cured lucrative positions with industry.
This great exodus from the farm has
created terrific problems in the city and
in the rural areas where so many of our
good schools and churches have closed
their doors since there were not enough
farmers left in the community to retain
the schools and churches.

This bill does not create any new
Government agency; however, it does
greatly expand the duties and authority
of the Farmers Home Administration
and the Soil Conservation Service. After
testimony from farmers and other inter-
ested citizens from all 50 States, we feel
that it is the duty of the Congress to
make the living conditions and job op-
portunities more readily comparable to
those available in our cities.
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We are experiencing a great difficulty
in our large cities at this time concern-
ing law enforcement and overcrowded
public welfare and unemployment pay-
rolls.

We hope that if this bill becomes a
law and is enacted that we will set a mas-
sive comprehensive rural development ef-
fort in motion and millions of farmers
will return to the farm.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned that
some of the sponsors of this amendment
are not operating from a base of total
information and complete understand-
ing of the problem, and that they are
unaware of the fact that the people who
live out in the country on the farms are
cooperating in every way with the con-
servationists.

There was a tour made of the United
States, to which the gentleman from
West Virginia just referred, and we asked
conservation groups repeatedly, every-
where, if they had any quarrel at any
time with the conservation efforts of
those who promoted the small water-
sheds. Always the answer came that
there was no quarrel and the public had
access to almost all facilities.

This is in good hands now, Mr. Chair-
man and my colleagues, and we ought
not deviate from the committee recom-
mendation. We ought to vote this down,
and let those most interested in and
most aware of the problem, who are bet-
ter acquainted with the total problem, to
contend with the problem and make some
recommendations. They will be forth-
coming from our committee and from
other sources. The public interest will
be served, conservation will be protected,
and wildlife will be promoted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss).

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Reuss) there
were—ayes 12, noes 80.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers; and pending that I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

One hundred and forty-eight Members
are present, a quorum.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLACKBURN

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLACKBURN:
Page 18, insert immediately after line 6
the following:

(h) BSection 12 is amended to read as
follows:

“SEec. 12. This Act shall be administered in
accordance with the provisions of the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C.
661). Construction and operation measures
for the benefit of fish and wildlife resources,
including measures for the mitigation and
compensation of project related losses to
such resources, will be incorporated into
works of improvement authorized under this
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Act if joint approval of such measures is
given by the Secretary, the Secretary of the
Interior, and the BState fish and game
agencles.”

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia
on the grounds that it is not germane
under rule XVI, clause 7.

The gentleman from Georgia proposes
an amendment to this bill with language
that incorporates the terms and condi-
tions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act. Nowhere in this bill is there a
reference either direct or indirect to the
Fish and Wildilfe Coordination Act, yet
the gentleman’s amendment would, and
I quote, require that:

This Act shall be administered in accord-
ance with the provisions of the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661).

The CHAIRMAN. Does the genfleman
from Georgia desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. BLACKBURN. I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple
amendment. We are dealing with title
II which relates to four amendments to
the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre-
vention Act. That is the bill under con-
sideration here.

What I seek to do in this amendment
is make this act subject to the provisions
of another act presently on the books and
in the law.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Georgia offers an amendment which
would require that this act be admin-
istered under the provisions of a separate
act, to wit, the Fish and Wildlife Co-
ordination Act, appearing in title 16,
United States Code 661.

The gentleman from Texas makes a
point of order against the amendment
on the grounds that the amendment is
not germane to the legislation pending
before the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PoAGe) cites
as his authority for his point of order
rule XVI, clause 7, and makes the state-
ment that the Fish and Wildlife Co-
ordination Act is nowhere referred to in
the basic legislation pending before the
Committee.

It appears that the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act cited as title 16, United
States Code, section 661, is not an act un-
der the jurisdietion of the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representa-
tives which reported the pending legis-
lation. There is no reference in the pend-
ing legislation to the provisions of the
bill to which the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BLACK-
BURN) refers.

The Chair therefore is constrained to
rule that the amendment is not germane
to the bill under consideration.

The Chair sustains the point of order
made by the gentleman from Texas.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLACKBURN

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLACKBURN:

Page 18, insert immediately after line 6 the
following:

(h) Adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new section:
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**SEc. 13. The Secretary of Agriculture shall
not grant any funds for engineering or con-
struction of any stream channelization meas-
ure under any program administered by him
under this Act unless construction of such
channelization began prior to the effective
date of this sectlon or unless the SBecretary
of Agriculture, the Secretary of the Interior,
and the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency publish in the Federal
Register their determination that such chan-
nelization would be in the public interest.”

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the ground swell of support
that I sense here.

Mr. Chairman, the previous amend-
ment which was stricken on a point of
order would have required the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Soil Con-
servation Service to comply with the pro-
visions of the Fish and Wildlife Coor-
dination Act. This act was designed to
insure that environmental concerns were
given consideration when the Soil Con-
servation Service and its subagencies—
the various State and local committees—
were planning a soil conservation water-
shed project. This possibility for coop-
eration from the very beginning and from
the very inception of a project has now
been decisively eliminated.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we have to fall
back to another position which may not
be desirable and which may be even more
undesirable from the standpoint of the
Soil Conservation Service. However, I
see no alternative.

I say to the members of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture as well as to the mem-
bers of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union that
the public of the United States is be-
coming more and more concerned about
the protection of the natural environ-
ment and natural habitat of both fish and
wildlife which today are becoming in-
creasingly scarce in our country, not to
mention in our urban areas.

Now, gentlemen, we have demonstrated
on several occasions what I thought were
concerns about the environment.

Mr. Chairman, I have sensed through-
out the deliberations on this bill a cer-
tain proprietary interest on the part of
the members of the Agriculture Com-
mittee relative to this bill which I do not
sense relative to a bill coming out of the
Banking and Currency Committee.

Certainly, the Members of this body
have shown no reluctance on many oc-
casions to amend bills coming out of my
own committee. Yet I find that in offer-
ing amendments which we feel will pro-
tect the public interest, since we are rep-
resenting our constituents with the same
degree of sincerity as the members of the
Agriculture Committee are representing
their constituents, we find ourselves
faced with an attitude, “Look, we know
all there is to be known about public
policy in this hill in this regard and,
therefore, you ought to accept our ver-
sion of the bill. After all, we are experts
in this area.”

You are experts in this area, but I feel
very jealous of my obligation to intro-
duce and support amendments which I
feel are right and which I feel my con-
stituents would like to have me intro-
duce.

So0, Mr. Chairman, I make no apology
for having intruded upon this philosophy
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of the Agriculture Committee. I have
very dear friends on the Agriculture
Committee and I know they will respect
my responsibilities just the same as I
respect theirs.

All T am saying is that this amend-
ment would say that no soil conserva-
tion project could be carried out unless
it had been approved, in effect, by not
only the Secretary of Agriculture but by
both the Secretary of Interior and the
Administrator of EPA.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the Mem-
bers to adopt this amendment as being in
the best interest not only of the Agricul-
ture Department, because after all, if
this bill should not pass today, I dare-
say it will pass, because of the very pro-
vincial attitude which has been demon-
strated up to this moment.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BLACKBURN) in offering his amendment,
and I fully support it. It has the full and
unqualified support of the National Wild-
life Federation, the Isaac Walton League,
the .American Friends of the Earth, the
Environmental Policy Center, Environ-
mental Action, the Citizens’ Committee
on Natural Resources, the Sports and
Fishing Institution, the National Audu-
b_on Society, the National Rifle Associa-
tion, and the International Association
of Game, Fish, and Conservation Com-
missioners. It is & moderate and sensible
amendment. It simply says that if the
S_ecretam of the Interior says that a
given project is against the public in-
terest, or if the administrator of EPA
says, because of its pollution-making
qualities it is against the public interest,
then we ought not to spend the taxpay-
ers’ money building it.

I hope the gentleman’s amendment
will be adopted.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the observations of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. REuss). I
want to conclude with this observation,
and that is, I say to you that I believe the
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps
of Engineers must give full consideration
to the environmental concerns before
those projects are constructed. That is
the only thing I say.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BLACK-
BURN) .

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that the
hour is getting late, and everybody wants
to vote, but I hope they understand what
they are voting on.

If you vote for this amendment you
vote to give the Department of the In-
terior an absolute veto power over proj-
ects that are financed and approved by
the Department of Agriculture, that is
over agricultural projects.

This involves mainly the proposition
of drainage. It basically involves the Mis-
sissippi Valley and the coastal areas, who
are most vitally concerned with this. And
if you give an agency that has its base
and its thinking situated out in the arid
area of the west, and that is where the
Department of Interior has its bases of
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thinking, you are placing, it seems to me,
a veto power in some very dangerous
hands.

At the present time, under the existing
law, the Secretary of the Interior must
review all of these projects, and the En-
vironmental Agency reviews them too. If
they find that there is anything wrong
with these projects they have the author-
ity and the responsibility right now to
bring that to the attention of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. And if they present a
convincing case I cannot think of a sit-
uation where the Secretary of Agricul-
ture would not go along with them.

But the gentleman from Georgia is not
satisfied with their making a case. He in-
sists that an outside agency must have an
absolute veto over essential actions of the
Department of Agriculture.

To me that does not seem to be a mat-
ter of comity. That seems to be a matter
of destroying the Department of Agri-
culture, and subordinating it to the views
of these other agencies.

The other agencies now can and do
present their case, and if they have a
good case it will be recognized by the
Secretary of Agriculture.

But let me give you an example; I just
left home the day before yesterday, and
I had an example there where there is a
creek outside of Waco called Tehuacana
Creek and there are some 23 watershed
dams on that creek.

Now, I have farmed on that creek
since 1928, and I know that that creek
goes dry every summer. The Environ-
mental Agency sent word that we should
not go ahead with any channelization
there because it would disturb the bea-
vers, Well, there has not been a beaver
on that stream up there since old George
Bernard closed his trading post out there
155 years ago.

They also said that it would kill some
of the fish. Well, if the creek goes dry
every year, then the fish die every year.
But we have established some 23 up-
stream dams that do not go dry, and
those 23 dams have fish in them. We
have added tremendously to the avail-
ability of wildlife in that area. Now they
say we should not go ahead and complete
the project because they do not want us
to kill those fish that could not be more
than 8 months old. You do not get big
fish in a creek that goes dry, but you do
in the dams that we build. They have
water the year around.

The question is, Do you want to try
to improve the ecology by building more
reservoirs where you do get fish, or do
you want to deny the construction of a
project of that kind, and hold back the
whole program?

I think what we are doing is far more
in the interest of ecology and in the in-
terest of wildlife than in the interest of
maintaining our environment than this
idea of denying to the Department of
Agriculture the right to go on with these
projects because the Department of the
Interior decides that they want to put
their veto on it.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I join




February 23, 1972

the gentleman in opposing this amend-
ment.

I have served on the Committee on
the Interior for many years and have a
high regard for the Department of the
Interior, but I do not believe they should
have the veto power over these projects.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I have
served for many years on the Subcom-
mittee on Conservation and I fully agree
with the gentleman’s statement in oppo-
sition to this proposed amendment.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. Is it not a fact under the
present law, under Public Law 566, before
a project could be approved in Georgia
or Texas or anyplace else, the Governor
of that State must approve the project
before it is submitted to the Congress?

Mr. POAGE. Yes.

Mr. GRAY. So the fears of the gentle-
man from Georgia are unfounded be-
cause the Governor of that State has the
right to veto this.

Mr, POAGE. Yes, it would not even
get to Washington if the Governor dis-
approves it.

Mr. GRAY. That is right. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr., SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The question about channelization was
asked. We had testimony from all groups
that the gentleman from Wisconsin cited
as supporting his amendment, where we
had hearings on the watershed and the
conservation needs of the Midwest—I
think 14 different States—and invariably
when they complained about channeli-
zation, we asked them for examples
where the public interest was not served
and maybe where this kind of amend-
ment would be justified. We have yet to
find an example presented to the com-
mittee or in the report.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is not
needed. I support the gentleman from
Texas and hope we can vote this down
and get on with the legislation.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think the House ought
to have clearly before it the issue at
stake here.

You know, when Government bureauc-
racy and agencies become highhanded
and arrogant and when they fail to re-
gard the wishes and intentions of the
pecple of the United States and when
they do things that are foolish and en-
vironmentally unwise and ecologically
hurtful, they bring down upon them-
selves the wrath of the people concerned.

I want to express some sympathy to
my good friend, the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, and the mem-
bers of the committee for being stuck
with a bad situation here, because the
Department of Agriculture on these mat-
ters has behaved in a most highhanded
and arrogant fashion.
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Mr. Chairman, the amendment ad-
dresses itself to one thing and that is
channelization. That is, taking a beau-
tiful river or a stream and converting it
from a river or a stream into a straight
ditch. The result of this should be very
plain,

First of all, no fish and no wildlife can
exist where a river has been converted
into a ditch.

Second, the downstream flood problems
are magnified—and there is more and
more need for more dams and things of
this kind. A good part of the flooding
that has been going on in some parts of
the country recently has been directly
related to the fact that these channel-
ization projects have gone forward con-
verting rivers into ditches.

In some instances the duck production
on rivers and streams that have been
done this way have fallen as much as
86 percent of total production.

In Michigan they are doing this to the
trout streams. No one—the author of the
amendment or myself or anybody else—
says that this ought never be done. There
are certainly instances where channel-
ization is wise and necessary and desir-
able and where it does not have environ-
mental hurtful effects and where it has
no adverse effects on the fish and wild-
life.

But the evidence is here—in Michigan
they are doing it in trout streams. In
Michigan they are doing it where a
majority of the people in the area are
opposed to the project. We have had liti-
gation going on in Michigan where the
citizens who live in the area, where the
majority of the citizens who are af-
fected are opposed to the project.

What the amendment says is that they
are going to take a look at the whole
project and see whether it is environ-
mentally sound, to see whether it hurts
fish and wildlife.

The gentleman from Georgia, I think
wisely and properly so, says that where
the Department of Agriculture has be-
haved so poorly, and so arrogantly, and
so haughtily for so long that they will be
compelled to submit to the judgment of
another agency—the Department of the
Interior—to scrutinize and review the
effect of the actions the Department of
Agriculture has proposed, to see whether
they have an environmentally hostile and
detrimental effect, and to see whether the
actions of the Department of Agriculture
are hurtful from the standpoint of fish
and wildlife. Certainly that is not too
much to ask.

If yvou want to engage in some corre-
spondence with a haughty and arrogant
agency—and I am chairman of the Sub-
committee on Fish and Wildlife and have
some reason to know—I have engaged in
correspondence with the Department of
Agriculture with regard to these projects,
and the Department of Agriculture even
refuses under the National Environmen-
tal Policy Act to submit a report as re-
quired under the National Environmen-
tal Policy Aect indicating the environ-
mental impact of these projects. That
kind of behavior is not the kind which
would justify the trust or affection of the
Congress, and the amendment would
say the Congress feels it is time that we
bring this agency under control.

5223

We would see to it that they act in a
responsible way, that they cease to de-
stroy our precious treasury of clear water,
streams, and things like that when
swamps and other land is drained, affect-
ing the water table of the people in the
area, and not only a few landowners.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Does the
gentleman realize that the subcommittee
on which I serve has held hearings on
the matter to which he has referred?

Mr. DINGELL. I would suggest, then,
that your committee look further into
some of the things I am discussing, be-
cause it is apparent to me that it is
needful.

Mr. POAGE. Mr, Chairman, I under-
stand it is snowing. I wonder if we can
move forward, and to that end I wonder
if we can agree that ali debate on the
amendment and all amendments thereto
close at 5:20 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
asking unanimous consent that all de-
bate on the amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close at 5:20 p.m.?

Mr. POAGE. That is my request, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. BLACKBURN. Reserving the right
to object, do I correctly understand that
the time limitation applies only to my
amendment and any amendments to my
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. To the pending
amendment and any amendments there-
to

Mr. BLACKEBURN. Not to the bill as
a whole?

The CHAIRMAN. That is the way the
Chair understands the unanimous con-
sent request.

Mr. BLACKBURN. It would not apply
to the bill as a whole?

The CHAIRMAN. It does not apply to
the bill.

Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. KEg).

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, in view of
the time limitation, I have asked to ex-
tend my remarks.

In response to a rash of criticism of
channel work on small watershed proj-
ects on the part of fish and wildlife in-
terests, the Soil Conservation Service
last year undertook a careful review,
State by State, of all pending projects
involving channel work. As a result of
this review, SCS determined that a por-
tion of the work should be redesigned to
mitigate or eliminate entirely the pos-
sibility of any adverse effects to fish or
wildlife. The SCS administrator, Ken-
neth E. Grant, also reiterated an invi-
tation of long standing to all types of
State and local groups—and fish and
wildlife groups in particular—to partic-
ipate in watershed project planning from
the very beginning.

But a number of opponents of small
watershed projects took no notice either
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of the SCS review or the invitation. In
fact, they continue to attack the small
watershed program as if SCS had taken
no action at all. One is forced to con-
clude that nothing less than abandon-
ment of the Public Law 566 program will
satisfy this special interest group.

The proponents of small watersheds
are accused of trying to channelize every
natural stream in large areas of the
country.

The truth is that only a small percent-
age of proposed channel work is on nat-
ural streams, and only a part of that has
a substantial fishery resource.

Watershed planners have been accused
of keeping fish and wildlife interests off
their committees.

The truth is that fish and wildlife in-
terests have long been encouraged to
participate in planning, but that, all too
often, by their own volition, they wait
until plans have been made to enter the
picture and complain and criticize.

Farmers have been accused of pro-
moting watershed projects to enable
them to bring more land into production.

The truth is that watershed projects
normally result in a net reduction of
land used for crop production.

Watershed sponsors have been accused
of increasing sedimentation through
channel work.

The truth is that any increase in sedi-
ment which takes place during construc-
tion is temporary and drops quickly as
banks are seeded. It is one of the objec-
tives of these projects to reduce sediment
in waterways. This reduction is obtained
through the increased number of soil
protection measures installed by land-
owners in the watershed as a part of
each project.

Frankly, in this age of unprecedented
concern for the environment and for
the improvement of rural areas, it is a
mystery to me why there should be such
a concerted attempt on the part of one
special interest group to wreck one of
the most successful environmental im-
provement programs in the history of
our Nation.

The channel project moratorium was
defeated by a vote of 278 to 129 last
year—specifically on June 23, 1971.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
MAYNE).

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to the Blackburn amendment. I
consider it to be a very dangerous
amendment which could seriously inhibit
very important soil and water conserva-
tion work which is going on in this coun-
try. The language in it is so sweeping that
it would be a real threat to many ongoing
projects undertaken after much intelli-
gent planning.

Something has been said about officials
of the Department of Agriculture here in
Washington allegedly being arrogant in
these matters. I am not concerned about
them, but I am concerned about the many
letters and telephone calls I have received
from soil and water district commis-
sioners in Towa who are very alarmed by
this so-called antichannelization amend-
ment and think it will greatly imperil the
accomplishment of their work. I think we
should vote this amendment down, just as
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we did last year, by an overwhelming
vote. As I said of the similar amendment
which was offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. REuss) on June 23, 1971,
this amendment, if adopted, may well
jeopardize our entire watershed program
in the name of ecology. The amendment
would deny funds for the engineering or
construction of any “stream channeliza-
tion.” But what is the meaning of “chan-
nelization” in this context? I submit to
my colleagues that the language of the
amendment is so broad and imprecise
that it might well be interpreted, if en-
acted, to stop the construction of terraces,
grass waterways, and other soil and water
practices which have proved their worth.
Inasmuch as they, too, channel or divert
the flow of runoff water, who is to say
they are not included in the prohibition
against ‘“channelization”? This would
seriously cripple the work of the Soil
Conservation Service.

Watershed projects include a combina-
tion of terraces, grass waterways, dams
and levees all designed and engineered
to fit the topography of the individual
watershed. As a member of the Agricul-
tural Subcommittee on Conservation and
Credit, which has jurisdiction over
watershed approvals, I have had the op-
portunity to review the plans for a good
many watershed projects. Judgments
must be made on a project-by-project
basis depending on local conditions and
the needs of the local people.

The watershed organization is locally
organized and controlled but has avail-
able the expert assistance of many gov-
ernmental and private organizations.
The local sponsors have official work-
ing relationships with most agencies of
the Departments of Agriculture and In-
terior. Many work closely with the Corps
of Engineers and other key Federal
agencies. They have memorandums of
understanding with State health depart-
ments; fish and game commissions; and
State departments of agriculture, high-
ways, commerce, natural resources, water
resources, forestry and economic devel-
opment. The Soil Conservation Service
is without question one of this country's
major natural resources agencies. It is
indeed a tragedy that its great contribu-
tion to preserving our environment and
the work of our soil and water conserva-
tion distriets is so grossly underrated
and misunderstood in some urban sec-
tors of our society.

The substantial progress against pollu-
tion under Public Law 566 since 1954 is
largely unknown to city folk, who are
belatedly now swept up in a tremendous
upsurge of ecological concern. The farm-
ers of America welcome their urban
compatriots to the battle against pollu-
tion, but they plead with us as respon-
sible legislators: “Don’t let Johnny-
come-latelys to the ecology movement
destroy years of solid achievement by
our soil and water conservation dis-
tricts.” The farmers and landowners ac-
tively planning and coordinating con-
servation in such districts should be en-
couraged to continue their important
work free from harassment. They de-
serve our protection from this obstruc-
tive antichannelization amendment,
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which would severely curtail the entire
watershed program.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting no on the amendment now before
us.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GRAY).

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

It is important to remember that
watershed projects are initiated by local
people, planned by local people, and
built by local people with the help
of Federal funds. Not all the construc-
tion costs, however, come from Federal
sources., Local funds are used for land
rights and cost sharing of structures
which will serve purposes other than
flood prevention. Many local organiza-
tions already have raised their share of
project funds, although the channel im-
provement work contemplated may not
have been started.

It should be kept in mind that in all
watershed projects, channels are not
considered unless dams cannot be built
or cannot by themselves give the protec-
tion that local people want and need.
These projects are on small drainage
areas less than 250,000 acres, and some of
the planned channel work are on dry
streams which flow only after a heavy
rainstorm.

During project development, local
sponsors have sought technical help
from many sources to develop a plan
which will fit their needs. These projects
include purposes of watershed protector,
flood prevention, irrigation, drainage,
recreation, fish and wildlife develop-
ment, industrial and municipal water
supply, and others. In many of these
projects, sponsors have solved other local
problems before they could complete the
development of their plans. In many
watersheds, the overall justification is
dependent on the channel improvement;
therefore, if the channel is not built, other
structural measures may not be built
and entire multipurpose projects will not
be developed. These plans are plans of
the people, by the people, and for the
people. The Soil Conservation Service in
southern Illinois and the Nation are
doing a great job and I for one do not
want to do anything to impede their
work in behalf of the people.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. THOMSON) .

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I think this is a dangerous
amendment. The Soil and Water Con-
servation Authority has been the pio-
neer in the saving of the soil and water
in this Nation. Mistakes have been made,
but come out to Wisconsin. Look at Mill
Creek, which is 6 miles of channeliza-
tion, with the trout back in the stream
and the banks solid, and with shrub-
bery; it is a model which is not to be
seen anywhere else in America.

Let us not kill that off and smother it
with three layers of bureaucracy—and
that is the purpose of this amendment.
It is not to improve it, but to kill it, and
I think we ought to recognize it for what
it is. This amendment should be defeated.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
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the gentleman from Missouri
RANDALL) .

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment, A mo-
ment ago it was described as a dangerous
amendment. In my judgment it is worse
than that. It is a most inconsistent
amendment. If we adopt this amend-
ment we will find ourselves going in two
directions at the same time. The oppo-
nents say they are worrying about the
big Federal bureaucracy. As I under-
stand it, all projects under Public Law
566 cannot come before us in Congress
for consideration unless they are ap-
proved by the Governor of the State
where the watersheds are to be built. If
we adopt this amendment then what we
are doing is injecting bureaucracy into
the program. We are really adding more
bureaucracy by adding not one but two
more agencies—the Department of the
Interior and the EPA or the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. If there is
anything wrong with the watershed pro-
gram then it must be at the local level.

Now as to the practice of channeliza-
tion, I thought the purpose was to assist
in soil conservation or to assist in flood
control.

Mr. Chairman, when the House con-
sidered the Agriculture appropriation
bill on June 23, 1971, the intent of Con-
gress seemed to state that the use of
funds in the bill for any stream channel-
ization project not already underway
before July 1, 1971, would not be subject
to question. By a teller vote of 278 to 129
the House rejected an amendment to
forbid funding of any stream channeli-
zation project administered under the
Secretary of Agriculture unless the proj-
ect was in the construction stage before
July 1, 1971,

Should this amendment pass it would
violate the spirit and intent of Congress
when the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act was passed. The Watershed Act
was not excluded through any oversight.
Legislative history makes it very clear
that Congress, having considered such
proposals, has rejected them.

Mr. Chairman, we should not hamper
or interfere with the continued develop-
ment and progress of our watershed
projects. This amendment should be
defeated.

Mr. Chairman, as to this particular
amendment we do not have to engage
in the current controversy raging over
the Corps of Engineers, which involves
the protest by the environmentalists
against some 15 projects of the Corps.
While the increasing opposition to
the work of the Corps of Engineers
is a serious matter, in this amendment
before us now, we are not talking about
either a flood-control project or any kind
of drainage or navigation project. In-
stead, Mr. Chairman, we are considering
a soil conservation program which is
best known as Public Law 566 or the
watershed program.

Let me repeat and reemphasize that
under present law none of these projects
ever come to consideration by Washing-
ton unless they have been previously
screened, carefully analyzed and previ-
ously approved by the Governor of the
State in which they are located. In re-

(Mr.
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sponse to those who say that this pro-
gram is already beleaguered by the Fed-
eral bureaucracy, it is most surprising
that today by your amendment you offer
to submit these programs to further bu-
Teaucratic approval by both the De-
partment of the Interior and the En-
vironmental Protection Agency either of
which could literally smother a good soil
conservation program under these two
additional layers of bureaucracy. I do
not believe that those of our colleagues
who subscribe to the concept of a Fed-
eral-State partnership will relish this
kind of amendment. I hope this amend-
ment may be decisively defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HUNGATE) .

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Poace) to conclude debate on the amend-
ment.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BLACKEURN).

The question was taken; and the Chair-
man announced that the noes appeared
to have it.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, apparently we are go-
ing to get this battle over channeliza-
tion back on the floor at least annually,
and probably more often than that. I
should like to make a suggestion.

For those people who are interested in
improving what they consider a bad
situation, may I suggest that they con-
tact the members of the Committee on
Agriculture, which has primary jurisdic-
tion over this matter, so that those in-
dividuals and members of the Committee
on Agriculture can consult with the Agri-
culture Department and the Soil Con-
servation Service, so that we can work
out the kinds of guidelines which will
accomplish the broad purpose which is
sought and still prevent any of the dele-
terious actions which are suggested from
time to time.

This is not a matter of having one part
of the House lined up against another.
It is time we got together and tried to do
something constructive, rather than
fighting the matter out on the floor of the
House, as we have been doing from time
to time.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther amendments to be proposed to title
II, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III—AMENDMENTS TO THE BANK-
HEAD-JONES FARM TENANT ACT, AS
AMENDED
Sec. 301. Section 32(e) of title III of the

Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amend-

ed (7 U.8.C. 1011), is amended by adding at

the end thereof the following:

“The Secretary shall also be authorized in
providing assistance for carrying out plans
developed under this title:
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“(1) To provide technical and other as-
sistance, and to pay for any storage of water
for present or anticlpated future demands
or needs for rural community water supply
included In any reservoir structure con-
structed or modified pursuant to such plans:
Provided, That the cost of water storage to
meet future demands may not exceed 30
per centum of the total estimated cost of
such reservoir structure and the public
agency or local nonprofit organization shall
give reasonable assurances, and there is evi-
dence, that such demands for the use of such
storage will be made within a period of time
which will permit repayment of the cost of
such water supply storage within the life of
the reservoir structure: Provided further,
That the public agency or local nonprofit
organization prior to initlation or construc-
tion or modification of any reservoir struc-
ture including water supply storage, make
provision satisfactory to the Secretary to pay
for not less than 50 per centum of the cost
of storage for present water supply demands,
and all of the cost of storage for anticipated
future demands: And provided further, That
the cost to be borne by the public agency
or local nonprofit organization for antici-
pated future demands may be repaid within
the life of the reservoir structure but in no
event to exceed fifty years after the reservoir
structure is first used for the storage of
water for anticipated future water supply
demands except that (1) no payment on ac-
count of such cost need be made until such
supply is first used, and (2) no interest shall
be charged on such cost until such supply is
first used, but in no case shall the interest-
free period exceed ten years. The interest
rate used for purposes of computing the in-
terest on the unpaid balance shall be the
average rate, as determined by the Secretary
of the Treasury, payable by the Treasury
upon its marketable public obligations out-
standing at the beginning of the fiscal year
in which the advancement for such water
supply is first made, which are neither due
nor callable for redemption for fifteen years
from the date of issue.

*“(2) To provide, for the benefit of rural
communities, technical and other assistance
and such proportionate share of the costs of
installing measures and facilities for water
quality management, for the control and
abatement of agriculture-related pollution,
for the disposal of solid wastes, and for the
storage of water in reservoirs, farm ponds, or
other impoundments, together with neces-
sary water withdrawal appurtenances, for
rural fire protection, as is determined by the
Secretary to be equitable in consideration
of national needs and assistance authorized
for similar purposes under other Federal
programs.”

SEc. 302. In recognition of the increasing
need for soil, water, and related resource
data for land conservation, use, and devel-
opment, for guidance of community develop-
ment for a balanced rural-urban growth, for
identification of prime agriculture producing
areas that should be protected, and for use
in protecting the quality of the environment,
the Secretary of Agriculture is directed to
carry out a land inventory and monitoring
program to include, but not be limited to,
studies and surveys of erosion and sediment
damages, land use changes and trends, and
degradations of the environment resulting
from improper use of soil, water, and related
resources. The Secretary shall issue at not less
than five-year Intervals a land Iinventory
report reflecting soil, water, and related re-
source conditions.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Section 901(b) of the Act of No-
vember 30, 1970 (84 Stat. 1383), is amended
to read as follows:

“(b) Congress hereby directs the heads of
all executive departments and agencies of
the Government to establish and maintain
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departmental policies and procedures giving
first priority to the location of new offices
and other facilities in rural areas as defined
in section 306(a)(7) of the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1861,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1926). The President is
hereby requested to submit to the Congress
not later than September 1 of each fiscal year
& report reflecting the efforts during the im-
mediately preceding fiscal year of all execu-
tive departments and agencies in carrying
out the provisions of this section, citing the
location of all new facilities, and including
a statement covering the baslc reasons for
the selection of all new locations.”

Sec. 402. Section 16(e)(7) of the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act,
as amended, is amended by striking the fig-
ure “$10,000,000" the second time such fig-
ure appears in such section and inserting in
lieu thereof the figure “$40,000,000".

Sec. 403. (a) the first sentence of the Act
entitled “An Act to enable the Secretary
of Agriculture to extend financlal assistance
to homestead entrymen, and for other pur-
poses’, approved October 19, 1940 (63 Stat.
883; 7 U.S.C. 1006a), is amended by striking
out “homestead entry” and inserting in lieu
thereof “homestead or desertland entry”.

(b) The last sentence of the first section
of such Act is amended by striking out
“reclamation project” and inserting in lieu
thereof “reclamation project or to an entry-
man under the desertland laws".

Mr. POAGE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the remainder of the bill be considered
as read, printed in the REcorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any

amendments to be proposed to title III?

Are there any amendments to be pro-
posed to title IV?

Under the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair
(Mr. FrynT) Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that the Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 12931) to provide for improving the
economy and living conditions in rural
America, pursuant to House Resolution
829, he reported the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were 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.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. TEAGUE
OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. In its
present form I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. TeacuE of California moves to recom-
mit the bill H.R. 12031 to the Committee on
Agriculture.

The SPEAKER,. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to extend their remarks
in connection with the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I have asked
for this time to inform the House that on
tomorrow we will call up the conference
report on H. R. 12067, the foreign aid ap-
propriation bill for 1972, It will be called
up under a rule which was granted today
waiving points of order against the 3-
day rule.

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

Mr. BOGGS. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Has the report on the for-
eign aid appropriation bill been filed?

Mr. BOGGS. The report will be filed
this evening.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

OSH ACT NEEDS EDUCATION, THEN
ENFORCEMENT

(Mr. RONCALIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, no sin-
gle labor of the preceding 91st Congress
has yielded such a harvest of confusion
and discontent as the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970.

I was not a Member of Congress when
the House took final action by approving
the conference report on this legislation
on December 17, 1970. I believe, how-
ever, that some of the ambiguities and
frustrations attendant to this law may
well make this issue the concern of the
92d Congress as well.

In the course of 3 years, a variety of
proposals were advanced to implement
a national on-the-job safety program,
based on the universal awareness that
occupational accidents have reached ap-
palling rates. The Bureau of Statistics
report on the 1970 incidence provides
grim confirmation: on-the-job accidents
that year caused the death of 14,500
workers, the injury of 2.2 million, the loss
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of $1.5 billion in wages and $8 billion to
the gross national product.

The comprehensive legislation enacted
in the last Congress addressed this prob-
lem generally, and while I know that no
one questions the need to implement a
national safety program, a number of
our colleagues believe some perfecting
amendments are in order. Mr. Thone of
Nebraska has some 100 cosponsors for
his amendment to require the Depart-
ment of Labor to distinguish the require-
ments of light residential construction
industry from those of the heavy con-
struction industry in promulgating safety
standards. He has observed that under
this law, each house will be considered a
separate construction site, multiplying
the problems of small contractors. The
Labor Department, for example, will re-
quire builders to put bars in front of
each window opening more than 4 feet
above ground until glass is installed. A
fire extinguisher is supposed to be on
every floor of a house under construc-
tion, and temporary handrails have to
be installed before steps are finished.

If a house has a second floor, the law
requires that a chute be provided for
waste disposal. In this kind of blanket
coverage, affording no distinctions in the
magnitude of a construction project, the
cost of an average residence will increase
by about $1,500.

In another area, roll bars are being re-
quired. While this might be in order for
all new tractors, this law requires retro-
active installation, which will cost the
construction industry an estimated $1.2
million on equipment purchased before
1969 because frameworks on older trac-
tors are not strong enough to hold the
roll bars which must be added. The regu-
lation apparently will also apply to any
farmer who employs one or more persons.

Mr. Seserrvs of Kansas has an
amendment to exempt all small farmers
from this act and Mr. FisHer of Texas an
amendment to exempt employers with 25
or fewer employees. I also understand
that Senator Currtis of Nebraska is draft-
ing four amendments, several dealing
with defense mechanisms.

Under the law passed by the last Con-
gress, an employer must seek judicial re-
view from the Court of Appeals after
conviction, and yet the Secretary of
Labor may use the District court. The
cost to a small employer or farmer for
appeal in the circuit court is another
hidden cost in this act, and, as lawyers
in Wyoming have complained, it is far
easier for the Federal Government to get
into court than for the ordinary farmer.

This law must be amended, not to com-
promise safety, but to require the Secre-
tary of Labor to precede compliance with
an educational program, at least letting
citizens know by example and counseling
what is expected of them and not be-
sieging them with the maddening ple-
thora of promulgated regulations as done
under this act. Once again, Congress has
legislated away its power to write law by
delegating it to an administrator, this
time the Secretary of Labor.

To illustrate the need for counseling,
consider the consternation of an em-
ployer who picks up the Federal Register
of May 29, 1971, to review the nearly 400
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pages of regulations. Among other items,
he will find a requirement to keep a coat-
hanger in the lavatory.

To make matters worse, the Depart-
ment of Labor has unfortunately con-
veyed to employers the impression that
enforcement of the law comes first, edu-
cation afterward.

There is no provision in this act for a
courtesy inspection, designed to alert em-
ployers to possible hazardous equipment.
Last week, I received a telephone call
from a small businessman who had called
the regional office in Denver, asking that
a representative meet with him to ex-
plain and clarify the regulations. He was
told that inspectors could visit his prem-
ises, but that there would be no warn-
ings and that citations would be issued.
Surely we can agree that such a policy
breeds contempt for us all.

As Herbert Manig, executive secretary
of the Wyoming Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, explained in a letter to me, the more
realistic approach, inviting cooperation,
would be to provide farmers, ranchers,
indeed all employers, with education and
assistance in comprehending this com-
plicated law. If after the groundwork has
been properly established and employers
would not meet the standards, then en-
forcement should be executed. In short,
the emphasis should be on education,
then on enforcement.

I believe a small start has been made
in the scheduling of 10 regional meet-
ings in Wyoming during this month
where the Wyoming Department of La-
bor and Statistics will explain the impact
of the law. This is an encouraging indi-
cation of the State’s willingness to move
ahead toward its own administration of
the standards. Wyoming is working with
a planuing grant to develop the regula-
tions which will be reviewed by Federal
officials to insure that national stand-
ards are met. After 1 year of full opera-
tion under Federal surveillance, Wyo-
ming will then administer its own safety
and health standards through inspection
and enforcement, probably achieving to-
tal responsibility in 1974.

The State officials in Wyoming have
assured employers that education and
engineering are keys to their plan, stress-
ing willingness to help operators resolve
problems so that a citation can be pre-
vented.

In section 9 of the act, investigators
are directed to issue a citation in writing
to any employer who he believes has vio-
lated a requirement and to set a reason-
able time for abatement of the violation.
Within a reasonable time after the in-
spection, the employer will be notified
of the penalty imposed by registered mail.
As other amendments are considered, it
might be appropriate to weigh the merits
of permitting an initial no-citation in-
spection of sites for the purpose of ex-
plaining the law and issuing warnings.
It would go a long way toward recon-
ciling employers to a law which at this
time has aroused anger and resentment.

During the first 6 months of the ad-
ministration of this law, the Labor De-
partment announced that 8,165 inspec-
tions were made, resulting in the dis-
covery of 18,699 violations, which gave
rise to the issuance of 5,308 citations and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the assessment of $349,375 in penalties.
Therefore, although Wyoming employers
are being advised that the only person-
nel in the field are taking a sampling,
the report indicates that inspections are
being conducted in other areas.

Although the volume of citations
seems to vindicate a policy of enforce-
ment first, I would suggest that many of
the violations during this confusing in-
terim period might be of a minor nature
and could have been reduced if greater
stress had been placed on informative
measures.

I know that the Department of Labor
is aware of the need to provide promo-
tional literature and I would urge an in-
tensified effort.

I am pleased to note that the Depart-
ment is contemplating a special advisory
committee on agricultural standards
which would include representatives of
the major farm organizations. I believe
the greater the involvement of operators
in determining workable regulations, the
greater the compliance, avoiding the is-
suing of thousands of citations and the
possibility of placing an even greater
strain on the courts in handling appeals.

At a time when the ordinary citizen
finds himself increasingly alienated from
a Federal Government whose operations
he imperfectly understands and whose
officials seem remote and indifferent, the
Department of Labor could perform an
invaluable service by intensifying its in-
structional groundwork with a view to
helping employers understand the law
that they might not violate it.

I would ask my colleagues to give
serious considerations to an amendment
specifying that the Department acceler-
ate educational programs and permit
field personnel to visit sites for a first-
time review and counseling session with-
out issuing citations.

With this shift in priorites from en-
forcement before education to education
before enforcement, the Department
could ease the transition to the time
when the law will be administred by the
States.

I know that in Wyoming, the Ocecupa-
tional Health and Safety Commission is
a responsive body, sensitive to the re-
quirements for safety and eager to do
everything possible to provide for safe
and humane conditions for all who labor
there. If the groundwork of counseling
has been properly laid, the Commissions’
task will be far easier, and the results
far more satisfying.

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF MILI-
TARY SCIENCE TRAINING AT AU-
BURN UNIVERSITY

(Mr. NICHOLS 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. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, last Sat-
urday, it was my great privilege to attend
ceremonies commemorating the 100th
anniversary of Military Science Train-
ing at Auburn University.

Military training has been an impor-
tant part of Auburn since the school was
designated as a Land-Grant College in
1872.
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Since 1921, when the first ROTC com-
missions were awarded, over 8,000 gradu-
ates have been commissioned as officers
in our Nation’s military forces, including
44 who have attained the rank of gen-
eral or admiral. Auburn is one of only 32
universities in the United States to have
all three branches of ROTC service—
Air Force, Army, and Navy.

Among Aubwrn’s graduates who re-
ceived commissions are the late Lt. Gen.
Holland M. Smith, considered the father
of amphibious warfare, the late Gen.
Franklin Hart, commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps and Lt. Comdr. Ken Mattingly,
the command module pilot on Apollo 16
which is due to be launched in April.
Recently, Auburn conferred an honorary
degree on Adm. Thomas Moorer, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and a
native of Alabama.

During the 100 years of military train-
ing at the school, Auburn University has
made a lasting contribution to the future
of our great Nation.

Mr. Speaker, in connection with this
event, I would like to submit for my col-
league’s study, a history of the military
at Auburn University, written by Lt. Col.
John H. Napier in 1960 and updated by
Col. Andrew LaMar, professor of military
science, Army ROTC at Auburn:

HISTORY OF THE MILITARY AT AUBURN
UNIVERSITY

(By Lt. Col. John H. Napier)

(Note.—The following history of military
instruction at Auburn was written by Col.
Napier in 1960. It has been continued and
updated by Col. Andrew LaMar, PMS, AROTC
at Auburn, West Point, '46.)

To trace the military assoclations of Au-
burn University, one can go back to the
formation of the Auburn Guards, under Cap-
tain George W. Dixon in 1861, which sup-
posedly included numbers of students from
East Alabama Male College, Auburn Uni-
versity's ancestor. President Jefferson Davis
reviewed them at the Auburn Rallroad Sta-
tion February 16, 1861.

During the War Between the States, there
were two training camps, Camps Winston
and Johnson, in the Auburn vicinity. Wil-
son’s and Rosseau’s Yanks plllaged the town
twice. The College’s main building and
other houses in town served as a Confederate
Hospital.

Actually, 1872 marks the beginning of the
military science instruction at Auburn, for
in that year, EAMC became the A&M College
of Alabama, and was required by the Morrill
Land Grant Act of 1862 to furnish military
instruction to its students. While the first
president, Dr. Isaac T. Tichenor was a Bap-
tist minister, he had been a Confederate
chaplain.,

The first Commandant, George P, Harrlson,
Jr., was the youngest Confederate Brigadier
at 22, the third president, David F. Boyd, a
Confederate Lieutenant Colonel in charge of
munitions department of the Confederate
Ordnance Corps. The second Commandant,
Lt. Col. Robert A. Hardaway, is remembered
as one of the most brilliant artillerists in
Lee's Army of Northern Virginia.

The first available college catalog, that of
1875, outlines the military instruction. In
those days, cadets had to buy their own
uniforms which consisted of a cadet gray
frock coat with three rows of college buttons,
grey trousers, black kepi and black facings as
well as a fatigue uniform. The total cost was
about $43.00, a lot of money in those days.
Students were required to wear the uniform
at all times. They learned to drill, stand
guard and picket (scouting and patrolling)
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duties, The State provided breech-loading
cadet rifles, swords and accoutrements.

There were initially two companies of ca-
dets, but this was expanded to a battalion in
1898. Governor's Day is not new—in 1875 and
in 1882, the Governor of Alabama was sched-
uled to review the cadet corps, and in the
latter year, this was followed by a dress
parade and levee, or ball. Formations were
held on the grounds In front of the Main
Bullding, Samford Hall's predecessor, for an
1881 engraving shows the corps drawn up
there. Later, however, and for many years
well into this century, the drill field was
where Ross Square is now. Before World War
II, drill was held on Bullard Field, south of
the Women’'s Dining Hall.

In 1885, the appearance of the corps was
spruced up by the prescription of a white
helmet for dress occasions. This is the same
era when the U.S. Army adopted Prussian
style spike helmets, apparently influenced by
German military prowess after the War of
1870. In 1887, Main Bullding burned and the
cadet arms were destroyed, but were replaced
rapidly in time for the school’s re-opening.
In 1891 Auburn’s long association with St.
Barbara began when two pieces of three-inch
fleld artillery with carriages and limbers
were added to the armory. The corps of
cadets stood honor guard at the Auburn
rallroad station in May 1893 when Jefferson
Davis's body was moved from New Orleans
to Richmond.

An early feature of the cadet corps was
Co “K,” mentioned in the first Glomerata
of 1897. It should be explained that in those
days, students had to "take military” all
four years, not just for their first two years,
as they do now. Obviously, not all seniors had
the capacity and/or inclination to be cadet
officers, nor were there sufficlent “slots" for
them. They were placed in Co "K,” where ap-
parently most were “gentleman privates” go-
ing through the motions of “playing soldier”
yet unofficially given some latitude In ob-
serving cadet regulations.

Around the turn of the century, there were
no barracks nor dorms. Cadets boarded with
townspeople, and one would be designated
monitor, or NCO-in-Charge, for that house.
He would report absences and other infrac-
tions periodically to the Commandant, as the
PMS (Professor of Military Science) was then
known.

Cadets were required to rise at the beat of a
drum at 5:30 and if living within a mile of
the campus, had to report for roll call. They
then returned to their lodgings to eat, and
had to meet a second muster on campus
at 7:45. Classes ran until 1 p.m. when there
was another roll call, followed by lunch.
Classes resumed at 2:00 and from then until
4:00, cadets could not be seen on the streets
of the village. After 6:00 they had to return
to their rooms, could not retire before 9:30
and had to go to bed at 10:00. They could
not go off the campus on weekends—leaves
were allowed only at Christmas or In an
emergency.

Church parade on Sunday was compulsory,
and cadets were marched to the church of
their denomination, and here hangs a tale,
the legend of the founding of Sacred Heart
Roman Catholic Church, Auburn. In those
days, there was no Roman Catholic Church
here, and few “R.C.'s" among the students.
Some of the bright lads realized that If they
set down their religious preference as “R.C.,"”
they would not have to go to church. It
worked. However, the statistles showing an
increase in Catholics at Auburn reached the
bishop of this diocese. The right reverend
gentleman reasoned that a mission here was
needed to attend to these members of the
faith, and the church was founded. At first
however, they found few actual Roman
Catholies. So goes the story, anyway.

There were at least 30 Auburn-trained
officers in the Spanish-American War. The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

son of the third President, D. F, Boyd, Jr.,
was on the Maine when it was blown up.

In 1899, the same year A&M became API,
the Auburn Military Band was organized, the
oldest of our existing supplementary mili-
tary organizations. Apparently in 1805, uni-
forms were no longer obligatory on all occa-
slons, and Spanish-American war style
slouch, or campaign hats, were worn for
fatigue. In the next year, the cadet kepi
gave way to the bell cap, fore-runner of
today's service cap, but with a smaller crown.
Also, in 1905, the first sponsor of the cadet
corps, Miss Loulse Vass, was chosen battalion
sponsor, beginning a pleasant custom still
with us. From that time on, feminine grace
has softened the military’'s Spartan ways.

In 1916, the Reserve Officers Training Corps
was established here, as a result of the Na-
tional Defense Act of that year. This was
one of 37 Land Grant colleges in the US
where ROTC began. Briefly, the replacement
of the old cadet structure by the ROTC made
it possible for a graduated cadet to obtain a
reserve second lieutenancy for the first time,
and provided more Federal supervision, uni-
formity and funds.

Two thousand Auburn Alumni served In
World War I. In 1919, the ROTC here was re-
organized into Field Artillery, Engineers and
Infantry. Artillery has been emphasized ever
since.

The Infantry unit was discontinued in
1926. In 1928, Will Rogers was initiated here
into Scabbard and Blade as an honorary
member. Two years later, long trousers again
replaced breeches and puttees as part of the
uniform. By 1932, the cadet corps had grown
to such an extent that it was necessary to
group the Field Artillery into a brigade of
two regiments and the Engineers into an-
other regiment. The Army ROTC increased
steadily. Before World War II, it was rather
larger than today, because there were no
NROTC nor AFROTC units, as at present.

In 1942, at the outbreak of World War II,
17 officers (13 of them Auburn alumni reserve
officers) and 28 enlisted men were assigned
as instructors. While not part of the ROTC,
the CPT (Civilian Pilot Training Program)
in 1941 had given flying instruction to many
students. In 1943, the seniors were com-
missioned, and fortunes of war demanded
that the juniors be enrolled in the Enlisted
Reserve Corps and go to officers’ candidate
school before being commissioned. The Ad-
vanced course was discontinued, although
about 200 cadets who were too young for
military service continued in basic ROTC.
Scabbard and Blade was Inactive between
1943 and 1946. There were numerous soldiers
assigned here in the ASTP in 1944 taking
certain technical courses. These did not nec-
essarily lead to a commission.

No sooner was World War II won than a
new uniform appeared on the Auburn cam-
pus—the Navy ROTC was established in the
fall of 1945. At this point, it becomes neces-
sary to treat the military at API in terms of
three separate armed services.

The NROTC after World War II had a
strong string to its bow with adoption of the
Holloway Plan (named for V/Adm. James
“Lord Jim" Holloway), which provided a
subsidized education—tuition, books, uni-
forms, retainer pay, etc.—for four years for
selected “regular students.” The latter agreed
to accept commissions as regular ensigns,
USN or Second Lieutenants, USMC and serve
on active duty at least three years. The first
Midshipman was commissioned in September
1947.

In the meantime, the Army ROTC was re-
organized for the second time following
World War II. In 1846, in addition to Field
Artillery and Engineers, 1t included Armored
Cavalry (now Armor), Signal Corps and Air
Corps. The pattern of the present four Army
ROTC branches was set—Artillery, Engineers,
Armor and Signal. With this set-up arose
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honorary and professional organizations for
each branch.

After World War II, the so-called “ROTC

Hangar” was built on the new drill field
(Morris Fleld) at West Magnolia and Wire
Road, and this hangar includes garage and
Armory facilities for all three services, rifle
range and certain ROTC and NROTC class-
room facilities. In 1958, a new pre-fabricated
metal AFROTC Supply Building was erected
just south of the hangar. At the present
time, the NROTC offices, Army ROTC Supply
and classrooms for all services are in Broun
Hall, Army ROTC and AFROTC offices are
housed in the military (erstwhile Electrical)
Building adjacent to the rear of Langdon
Hall.
Although the Army Air Forces were auton-
omous during World War II, as previ-
ously stated, the Army ROTC inecluded the
Air Corps in 1946. The United States Air
Force came into being in 1947, and gradually
the AFROTC split from its parent. In July
1949, it was separated and headed by the
first PAS&T, as he was then called.

This short history cannot claim to be a
definitive one, and more detailed informa-
tion has been omitted. One is left with the
coneclusion, however, that API, which be-
came Auburn University in January 1960,
has certainly done its share in turning out
military leaders In peace as in war. The ac-
cent has been on college graduates who do
not necessarily choose the service as a career,
but on a large pool of reserve military offi-
cers to furnish leadership In an emergency.
AU alumni have demonstrated their loyalty
and efficiency to a country from which they
have received more advantages than the
average citizen.

CONTINUATION, WRITTEN BY ARMY ROTC, IN
1971

On January 3, 1962 the advanced program
of Army ROTC at Auburn changed from a
branch-oriented instruction in Armor, Artil-
lery, Signal, and Engineer branches to a
General Military Sclence program. In the
new program, under which the University
still operates, all cadets receive general in-
struction and receive their branch assign-
ments during their senior year.

Fall quarter of 1969 marked the end of
ROTC as a requirement for graduation. No
longer were two years of the basic program
mandatory. As a result, basic drill was re-
vamped to make the program more attrac-
tive. Training in the field of first aid, rappell-
ing, hand-to-hand combat, survival, voice
and command, and quick-fire were added to
the program. Basic drill was reduced to one
drill weekly and class meetings to two per
week. The new program enabled the cadets
to receive closer, more supervised instruction,
resulting in better officers for the military.

Figures reveal that, even though ROTC
has become the subject of controversy at
many colleges and universities across the
country, the number of cadets commissioned
each year at Auburn has increased dramati-
cally since 1967.

In 196667, there were B0 cadets commis-
sioned. In 1968-69, there were 165 cadets
commissioned. This is just five shy of 170,
the all-time Auburn record.

ENACTMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS
BILLS BEFORE THE FISCAL YEAR

(Mr. WYMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, in recent
yvears the Congress has fallen far short
of its responsibilities for sound fiscal
management. One of the problems that
we have experienced is the frequent delay
in the consideration of appropriations
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bills past the beginning of the fiscal
year—July 1—causing much of the Gov-
ernment to be operated under continu-
ing resolutions. The delay in passing ap-
propriations has been attributable in
large measure to the failure of the au-
thorizing committees to complete their
hearings and pass necessary authorizing
legislation prior to the beginning of the
fiscal year.

There are no valid reasons, in most
instances, why authorizing legislation
cannot be completed in the 5-month pe-
riod between January and June 15 in
future years for the operation of the Fed-
eral Government and its agencies for the
ensuing fiscal year. The hang up on ap-
propriations is squarely due to the pro-
visions of the rule that prohibits bring-
ing appropriations bills to the floor of the
House until a separate authorization has
been passed. This is not a matter of
statutory law. It is merely a rule of this
body and it ought to be modified to the
extent of allowing the House of Repre-
sentatives to get its appropriations
measures through before the beginning
of the fiscal year.

Some have suggested changing to a
calendar year basis and this suggestion
may have merit. But such a change in-
volves an amendment to the United
States Code. It would also create the
specter of possible delay on appropria-
tions action until November and Decem-
ber in future years and for this reason
could further protract and stretch out
our already virtually annual sessions of
Congress. In election years it might even
require postelection sessions that would
invariably for one reason or another in-
clude a number of members in the “lame-
duck” category. For these and other
reasons, changing to a calendar year for
the entire Federal Establishment is a big
subject and ought to be separately con-
sidered.

In the meantime this resolution would
break future logjams in this body and
would go a long way toward expediting
the handling of authorizing legislation
as well as appropriations. I want it to
be understood that I am by no means
proposing the abolition of the function
and power of authorizing committees
after June 15 of each year. An authori-
zation subsequent to appropriation may
well be in order if the Rules Committee
sees fit to amend the rule to so provide.
But it should be made clear, in this event,
that the subsequent authorization can-
not exceed the amounts appropriated al-
though the authorizing committees would
continue to have the authority to deny
authorizations by categories in which
event the appropriation would abort for
that item as of the date of passage of
such subsequent authorization.

Such a procedure would materially ex-
pedite the appropriating process and ma-
terially assist the House in getting its
work done in each session of Congress.
It would also have the happy effect of
informing the various departments and
agencies of the Government what their
appropriation is going to be for the fiscal
year ahead perhaps subject to reduction
by authorizing committees that have not
acted prior to June 15 or the date of
passage of the appropriation whichever
is subsequent. It would virtually elimi-
nate the vexatious device of the so-called
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continuing resolution that for agencies
having appropriations that vary substan-
tially from year to year presently find
the continuing resolution confusing and
often wasteful.

Sponsorship of this proposal is biparti-
san. It would be a substantial and con-
structive reform that would demonstra-
bly improve both the efficiency and the
quality of the legislative process. I sin-
cerely hope it will have the prompt ap-
proval of this body. The text of the
resolution and the names of Members
cosponsoring follow:

H. Res. 775

Resolved, That (a) rule XXI of the Rules
of the House of Representatives is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new clause:

“7. The Committee on Appropriations shall,
to the maximum extent practicable in the
determination of the Committee, take such
action as may be necessary to report all
general appropriation measures for each fiscal
year (other than measures for supplemental
and deficlency appropriations) to the House
for its consideration by such time before
the beginning of that fiscal year as will
permit the enactment of all such measures
into law before the beginning of that fiscal
year.”

(b) The second sentence of clause 2 of rule
XXI of the Rules of the House of Represent-
atives is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: *“Provided jfurther,
That after June 15 of each calendar year
appropriations measures providing funds
for the operation of any branch of the Fed-
eral Government or its independent agencies
for the ensuing fiscal year shall be in order
for consideration notwithstanding the pro-
visions of this rule.”

ListT oF COSPONSORS

Mr. Walter Flowers, Mr. John J. Rhodes,
Mr. Thomas M. Rees, Mr. Craig Hosmer, Mr,
Donald G. Brotzman, Mr. J. Herbert Burke
of Florida, Mr. Edward J. Derwinski, Mr.
Robert McClory, Mr. Elford A. Cederberg, Mr.
Bill Frenzel, Mr. Charles Thone, Mr. James
C. Cleveland, Mr. John E. Hunt, Mr. Charles
W. Sandman, Jr., Mr. Edwin B. Forsythe,
Mrs. Shirley Chisholm, Mr. Howard W. Robi-
son of New York, Mr. John H. Terry, Mr.
Barber B. Conable, Jr., Mr. David N. Hender-
son, Mr. Samuel L. Devine, Mr. Wendell
Wyatt, Mr. John Ware, Mr. Albert W. John-
son of Penna., Mr. John J. Duncan, Mr. O. C.
Fisher, Mr. J. Eenneth, and Robinson of
Virginia.

SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM NOW

(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. BUREE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, many of the Members will no
doubt remember my coming before this
House on several occasions in the past to
urge a complete reappraisal of this
Nation’s social security system. Since
then, other matters, some of the highest
importance, have intervened to occupy
the attention of the Members of this
body. However, before any more time
goes by, I wanted to take this oppor-
tunity to remind the Members of both
the seriousness of the situation and the
sincerity of my conviction that some-
thing must be done and done soon to
completely restructure the social security
system, as we know it today.

Since refiling my proposal to increase
social security benefits across the board

5229

by 50 percent, while at the same time
devising a new tax formula for financing
the system; namely, one-third from the
employer, one-third from the employee,
and the new feature, one-third from
general revenue—since refiling that leg-
islation with a most impressive list of
cosponsors, several important develop-
ments have occurred which make me
more convinced than ever that now is
the time to bring social security reform
front and center, to the top of the list of
this Congress unfinished business. Since
refiling my legislation and announcing
the social security honor roll with 64
names, the White House Conference on
the Aging has come and gone. While it
was in session, the attention of the Na-
tion for 1 fleeting week was focused
every day on the elderly and their prob-
lems. It is a sorry thing to admit, but I
detect memories fading quickly, and it is
becoming increasingly difficult for busy
Members in this city of conventions and
conferences to recall too much of what
was said or done during that Conference.
One thing, however, emerged quite
clearly and that is that adequate income
is probably the No. 1 problem facing
the elderly of this Nation. Another fact
which emerged from my consultations
with the elderly is that for many their
sole means of support is their social se-
curity benefits. Maybe this is not what
the designers of the system intended, but
it is a fact of life, and to ignore it is to
be heartless and cruel to those unable
to fend for themselves and earn their
way in life because of their years. They
look to us and we cannot look away fto
anyone else to help them. The buck stops
here, as they say, and we have failed to
come to grips to date with either the
problem or the solution. Another major
development is that the Senate is still
hopelessly tied up with maneuverings,
some call them hearings, on H.R. 1. Con-
sequently, even that meager sop to the
needs of the elderly, a 5-percent increase
in benefits supposed to have been effect-
ed as of January 1, is still awaiting
action. One of the most pathetic expe-
riences' of my congressional career is
returning to my office each day and
reading the hundreds of letters from the
elderly across the Nation asking me to
find out what happened to their 5-per-
cent increase that they were supposed
to get in January. When people are this
concerned about a pathetically small
5-percent increase in their monthly
social security check that they will take
pen in shaking hand and plead with
their Congressman for what, in most
cases, is no more than a dollar or two
a month extra, then I, for one, do not
have to look any further for reasons to
reform, or to score a major break-
through, in the present system.
Perhaps the most important develop-
ment is the revelation since refiling my
bill that the Social Security Advisory
Council has concluded that the present
methods of accounting in the social se-
curity system has unduly tied down the
system'’s possibilities because of a slavish
attachment to outdated conservative ac-
counting methods. It is now clear that
by abandoning the sinking fund ap-
proach, Congress has within its power
to dramatically increase the benefit level
and at the same time reduce the tax
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burden which would normally result from
such an increase. When accountants,
that most conservative of all professions,
start discovering ways of improving the
lot of the elderly in life, then I think it
is time we, the elected representatives
of the people, at least caught up to them
and seized the opportunity to move de-
cisively in this field. If my new tax for-
mula were adopted at the same time,
then not only could the benefits be in-
creased even further, but the tax burden
would be even further reduced. I am not
engaging in slight of hand in saying this.
I am not bankrupting the Treasury in
proposing this. I am not grandstanding
today. Instead I am addressing myself
to a serious situation which can no longer
be ignored. The elderly do not have an
adequate income today. Something must
be done to alleviate their suffering and
done soon and we have at our disposal
the means to remedy the situation. A
price tag accompanies all good things, it
seems, and I am not trying to conceal the
price for 1 minute. I am simply saying
that there is a better way of sharing the
cost of the extra increase and that in
redistributing the pressure more evenly
throughout our society that we will find
that the extra burden on the taxpayer
for doing what is right by our elderly is
not an unbearable burden at all. For too
long the fiscal conservatives have been
able to discourage any dramatic im-
provement in social security benefits, be-
cause of the way the tax burden was
distributed solely on those presently
working and presently employing, and
also because conservative accounting
methods required a sinking fund which
had to be maintained at an inordinately
high level before anyone could receive
any increased benefits.

Mr. Speaker, today I renew my appeal
for action on social security reform. I
know that the Ways and Means Com-
mittee has a full docket of important
business. However, I am convinced that
if the leadership of either party made
this the number one issue it deserves to
be, that room would be found to tackle
this problem while this Congress is in
session. In the past few days I have per-
sonally contacted by letter and telephone
all my colleagues on the committee as
well as the leadership of this House to
move this problem to the center of their
attention. Attached to each letter, I en-
closed copies of an article which recently
appeared in the Boston Globe. I feel its
message is so compelling that I want to
include it for all the Members to read at
this time. In conclusion, just let me say
there is, in fact, a job each and every
Member in this House can perform and
that is, simply to contact their leaders
and push for genuine social security re-
form. I am convinced that in doing so
time will be found and both parties will
be able to return to the electorate in
November with their heads held just that
much higher than otherwise would be
the case.

BUrRKE MAKES Goop CAsSe FOR 50 PERCENT
SociAL SECURITY INCREASE
(By Joseph Levin)

Farm state Sen. Frank Church of Idaho
has offered the elderly a very small and cold
potato—a 12 percent average increase in
Social Security benefits. His bill, filed this
week, would hardly be worth mentioning
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except for the fact that he happens also
to be chairman of the Senate's Speclial Com-
mittee on Aging.

As such he has been spending thousands
of the taxpayers’ dollars (including the el-
derly taxpayers') holding hearings up and
down the country—to what ends, one may
ask. He seems to have learned nothing. One
wonders, also, whether Church’s bill reflects
the views of his committee, which includes
Bay State Senators EKennedy and Brooke?
If it does not, they should speak out quickly.

Church’s views may indeed prevail if we
judge the Democrats by the yardstick of the
five percent SS increase In HR-1, the bill
framed by Chairman Wilbur Mills of the
House Ways and Means Committee and
passed by the House.

But if a 12 percent increase is the most
the majority party can offer in 1872 the case
for elderly voter support of President Nixon
in the election is already made. The Social
Security Advisory Council headed by Mr.
Nixon's appointee, Dr. Arthur Flemming, has
already opened a door that could lead—
perhaps by simple administrative action—to
a 20 percent increase.

The Advisory Council said that if actuarial
philosophy governing the accumulation of
Soclal Security trust funds (now nearing $50
billion) is changed, SS benefits can be upped
20 percent without increasing employer-
employee contributions.

Present actuarial policy builds up the
funds on the basis that wages and payrolls
will remain stationary. But experience shows
that in fact wages and payrolls rise with the
years. That means SS taxes can also rise, in
order that Bocial Security benefits can keep
pace with the Increasing productivity and
income of the nation.

In a series of powerful speeches in the
US House last fall, Representative James A.
Burke of Milton, who is a member of the
House Ways and Means Committee but does
not share the conservative views of Chair-
man Mills, argued for an immediate 50 per-
cent increase in Social Security.

“We must recognize and accept that for
the overwhelming number of Americans over
65, Social Security checks have become es-
sential to their financial security and well
being,” he sald.

“Statistics, while Incomplete, give every
indication that more than 50 percent of our
population over 65 is totally dependent on
income recelved from Soclal = Security
checks . . . I have concluded that what is
needed is a 50 percent across-the-board in-
crease in Social Security benefits.” As of
now, he said, 63 other members of the House
are supporting.

“Of course,” Burke continued, “I realize
that what frightens most people about my
proposal is the price tag. Already the Social
Security taxes are slated to increase dra-
matically. My answer to these men of more
fear than vision is that they have not
studied my proposal in its entirety.

“I am fully cognizant of the cost that a
50 percent increase will mean for the Social
Security system. It is for this reason that I
have proposed a new formula for tax assess-
ment which would change the present
method of assessing the employer 50 percent
and the employee 50 percent. Under my pro-
posal one-third of the cost would be borne
by the employer, one-third by the employee
and one-third by the general revenues.”

Burke's plan makes sense but whether its
time has come is hard to say. It offers the
Democrats a way to win over to them solidly
the 20 million elderly voters whose ballots
may well decide the 1972 election. It offers
justice to the elderly. The plan also has the
advantage of being conservative and time
tested In Western Europe. It would also cre-
ate a vast market for services which financial
writers say is the economic growth area for
the 1970’'s and the 1980's.

Senior Set welcomes signed letters from
readers but cannot promise individual replies.

February 23, 1972
MAJ. GEN. GEORGE V. WILLIAMS
RETIRES

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, there are,
across the North American continent, a
series of important air defense centers
designed to provide protection from air
attack to the American people. One of
the most critical of these is the 21st
North American Air Defense Command
(NORAD) region at Hancock Field in
Syracuse, N.Y, a measure of its impor-
tance can be seen when it is pointed out
that New York, Boston, and Buffalo lie
within Hancock’s area of responsibility.

Since November 1969, the commander
of this strategic defense center has
been Maj. Gen. George V. Williams.
Speaking as one who has known the gen-
eral personally, I can say that the Ameri-
can people are indeed fortunate to have
had a man of this caliber in this sensitive
area of our military defense.

General Williams retired February 4,
1972, after 32 years of active military
service. Born in New York City on June
6, 1919, he was graduated from Hyde
Park High School in Chicago, Ill. He en-
tered the aviation cadet program at Ran-
dolph Field, Tex., in 1940 and received
his pilot wings and a commission as a
second lieutenant in the Army Air Corps
in May 1941,

During World War II, General Wil-
liams served in the European-African-
Middle Eastern and Asiatic-Pacific
theaters of Operations as a fighter pilot,
squadron commander and finally, deputy
group commander. He flew Spitfires in
North Africa, Sicily, and Italy on 150
missions for a total of 200 combat hours.
He was awarded the Silver Star and the
Distinguished Flying Cross for action in
the Mediterranean area. Later, he flew
50 missions in P-47 aircraft totaling 200
combat hours in the Western Pacific
area.

After World War II, General Williams
served in a number of assignments in the
United States, including commander of
two fighter squadrons. From 1951 to
1953 he was director of training and op-
erations and later deputy commander of
the 12th Strategic Fighter Wing at Berg-
strom Air Force Base, Tex. In 1953 he
assumed command of the 58th Fighter
Bomber Group at Osan Air Base, Korea,
and the following year assumed com-
mand of the 51st Fighter Interceptor
Group on Okinawa.

General Williams returned to the
United States in 1956 to become deputy
for operations on the 37th Air Division
at Truax Field, Wis. In January 1959 he
became director of tactics, training, and
evaluation, Eastern Air Defense Force,
Stewart Air Force Base, N.Y., and in
August became assistant deputy for Op-
erations. He next was assigned to Dob-
bins Air Force Base, Ga., as deputy of
operations of the 32d Air Division and
in May 1961 became vice commander of
the division.

He was assigned to Ent Air Force Base,
Colo., in August 1961 as director of op-
erations, Headquarters Air Defense Com-
mand—ADC—and in August 1963 be-
came Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for
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Operations. He assumed command of the
Detroit Air Defense Sector in July 1964.

General Williams became vice com-
mander of the Northern North Air De-
fense Command—NORAD—Region in
January 1966 and assumed command of
The United States Logistics Group—
TUSLOG—with headquarters in Ankara,
Turkey, in July 1967. He returned to
Headquarters Aerospace Defense Com-
mand as Deputy Chief of Staff, plans, in
August 1969. He assumed command of
the 21st North American Air Defense
Command Region with headquarters at
Hancock Field, Syracuse, N.Y., in No-
vember 1969.

His military decorations include the
Silver Star with one oak leaf cluster,
Legion of Merit with three oak leaf
clusters, Distinguished Flying Cross, Air
Medal with 17 oak leaf clusters, and Air
Force Commendation Medal, He is a
command pilot with more than 8,550
hours flying time in conventional and jet
aireraft.

General Williams is married to the
former Kitty Touchberry of Florence,
S.C.

On February 4, 1972, command of the
21st NORAD Region was turned over to
Maj. Gen. James L. Price by General
Williams, who retired the same day. To
this dedicated airman, may I extend the
heartfelt thanks of the people of the 35th
New York Congressional Distriet.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON FOREIGN
ASSISTANCE AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS (H.
REPT. NO. 92-849)

Mr. MAHON submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 12067) making appropriations
for foreign assistance and related pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972:

ConFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 92-848)

The Committee of Conference on the disa-
greeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12087) “making appropriations for Foreign
Assistance and related programs for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, and for other pur-
poses,” having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 8, 9, 28, 32, 38, 41, and 42.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, 16, 17, 19, 21, 24, 25,
26, 29, 33, 35, 36, and 37, and agree to the
same,

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
lleu of the sum proposed by said amendment
insert “$160,000,000"”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment
insert *$127,000,000"; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
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ment insert “$10,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$200,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 15: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$200,000,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 18: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *$500,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 20: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 20, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$550,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 30: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by sald amend-
ment, amended to read as follows: “Overseas
Private Investment Corporation, reserves: For
expenses authorized by section 235(f),
$12,500,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 30: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$72,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 31: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 31, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$24,250,000""; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 34: That the House
recede from Its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$211,760,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 39: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “§123,050,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The commtttee of conference report in dis-

agreement amendments numbered 5, 23, 27,
and 40.

OrTo E. PASSMAN,
JoHN J. ROONEY,
Crarence D. LoNG,
EpwARD R. ROYBAL,
Wwum. D. HATHAWAY,
GEORGE MAHON,
GARNER E. SHRIVER,
Donarp W. RIEGLE, Jr.,
ROBERT C. MCEWEN,
J. EENNETH ROBINSON,
Frank T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.
GALE W. McGEE,
Arrew J. ELLENDER,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
JoHN C. STENNIS,
HiraM L, FoNG,
Epwarp W. BROOKE,
MivroN R. YouUng,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COoMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12067), making appropriations for foreign
assistance and related programs for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, and for other
purposes, submit the following joint state-
ment to the House and the Senate in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

TITLE I—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT ACTIVITIES
Funds appropriated to the President
Economic Assistance

Amendment No. 1: Worldwide, technical
assistance: Appropriates $160,000,000 in-
stead of $150,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $165,000,000 as proposed by the
Benate.

Amendment No. 2: Alliance for Progress,
technical assistance: Appropriates $80,000,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of $75,000,-
000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 3: International organiza=-
tions and programs: Appropriates $127,000,-
000 instead of 41,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $138,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The managers agreed that of the funds ap-
propriated under this title, not to exceed
$86,000,000 shall be avallable for the United
Nations Development Program.

Amendment No. 4: Provides that $15,000,-
000 shall be available only for the United Na-
tions Chlldren’s Fund as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 5: Reported in technieal
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which would make the provi-
sion a sense of Congress provision instead of
only the Senate and require a progress report
to also be sent to the Foreign Affairs and Ap-
propriations Committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The managers on the part of
the Senate will move to concur in the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment of
the Senate.

Amendment No. 6: Programs relating to
population growth: Appropriates $125,000,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $50,-
000,000 as proposed by the House.

Both the House and Senate adopted sepa-
rate line item appropriations for the popu-
lation programs, based on the authoriza-
tion for such appropriations contained in
section 292 of the Forelgn Assistance Act of
1961, as amended.

Amendment No. 7: American schools and
hospitals abroad: Appropriates $20,000,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of $17,.-
200,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 8: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate which would have lim-
ited the funds appropriated under the title
“American schools and hospitals abroad” to
finance only such projects enumerated in the
reports of the Forelgn Affairs Committee of
the House and the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee of the Senate covering the author-
izing legislation.

Amendment No. 9: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate which would have
provided that the maximum amount of funds
allocated to any nonbudgeted project
should not exceed $2,000,000.

Amendment No. 10: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House which would have allo-
cated funds to specific institutions.

Amendment No. 11: Changes sectlon num-
ber to conform with the authorizing legisla-
tion as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 12: Indus Basin Develop-
ment Fund, grants: Appropriates $10,000,000
instead of 87,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $15,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.
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Amendment No. 13: Indus Basin Develop-
ment Fund, loans: Appropriates $12,000,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of $6,000,-
000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 14: Refugee relief assist-
ance (East Pakistan) : Appropriates $200,000,-
000 instead of $175,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $250,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate and deletes language proposed by the
Senate which would have allowed the ap-
propriation to remain avallable until ex-
pended and which would have restricted the
avallability of funds for obligation under
this appropriation to not to exceed an
amount equal to 40 percent of all contribu-
tions provided for such assistance.

The managers recommend that every effort
be made to obtain contributions from other
countries to help share in the burden of this
tragedy. If reasonably possible, the United
States share of the total contributions re-
ceived for this relief and rehabilitation from
all sources should not exceed 40 percent.

Amendment No. 15: Development loans:
Appropriates $200,000,000 instead of $250,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $150,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 16: Administrative ex-
penses, AID: Appropriates $50,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $54,600,000 as
proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 17: Administrative and
other expenses, State: Appropriates $4,221,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $4.-
255,000 as proposed by the House.

The managers agreed that the funds appro-
priated under this title should be allocated
to the various programs, with regard to spe-
cific amounts, by the Department.

Military Assistance

Amendment No. 18: Appropriates $500,-
000,000 instead of $552,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $350,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Security Supporting Assistance

Amendment No. 19: Changes section num-
ber to conform with the authorizing legisla-
tion as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $550,000,-
000 instead of $575,000,000 as proposed by
the House and £400,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 21: Provides that of the
funds appropriated under this paragraph, not
less than $50,000,000 shall be avallable for
obligation for security supporting assistance
for Israel only as proposed by the Senate.

Overseas Private Investment Corporation

Amendment No. 22: Appropriates $12,500,-
000 instead of $25,000,000 as proposed by the
House. The Senate deleted this item.

Inter-American Foundation

Amendment No. 23: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which would place a limitation
on obligations during the current fiscal year
of not to exceed $10,000,000 instead of 811,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate and which
would change the name of the organization.
The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of
the House to the amendment of the Senate.

The name of this organization was changed
by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1871 from
the “Inter-American Soclal Development In-
stitute” to the “Inter-American Foundation™
and the managers agreed to change the name
in the bill to conform with the authorizing
legislation.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 24: Section 111: Changes
section number to conform with the author-
izing legislation as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 25: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House which would have made
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funds appropriated under the bill avallable

notwithstanding the provisions of section 10

of Public Law 91-672.

Amendment No. 26: Section 112: Conforms
section number.

Amendment No. 27: Section 113: Reported
in technical disagreement. The managers on
the part of the House will offer a motion to
restore the original House language deleted
by the Senate which would provide that no
part of any appropriations contained in the
bill may be used to provide assistance to
Ecuador, amended to provide that the Pres-
ident may waive this provision if he deter-
mines that the furnishing of such assistance
is important to the national interest of the
United States. The managers on the part of
the Senate will move to concur in the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment of the
Senate.

Amendment No. 28: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate which would have pro-
vided that none of the funds appropriated
or made available pursuant to the bill to
carry out part I of the Forelgn Assistance
Act of 1961 should be used for continuing
public safety programs of the Agency for
International Development.

In view of the concern evidenced in many
quarters over the priorities assigned contin-
uation of the Public Safety Program, the
managers agreed to examine the program
carefully in the fiscal year 1973 hearings
in an effort to reassess the Agency for Inter-
national Development's commitment to its
continuation.

TITLE II—FOREIGN MILITARY CREDIT SALES
Amendment No. 29: Appropriates $400,-

000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of

$510,000,000 as proposed by the House.

The managers agreed that of the aggre-
gate ceiling of $550,000,000 on foreign mili-
tary sales credits authorized for fiscal year
1972, not less than $300,000,000 of this
amount shall be made avallable to Israel
only.

TITLE III—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE (OTHER)
Funds appropriated to the President
Peace Corps
Salaries and Expenses

Amendment No. 30: Appropriates $72,000,-
000 instead of $68,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $77,200,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 31: Provides that of the
amount appropriated, not to exceed £24,250,-
000 shall be available for administrative ex-
penses instead of $24,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $24,500,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Department of the Army—Civil functions
Ryukyu Islands, Army, Administration
Amendment No. 32: Appropriates $4,2186,-

000 as proposed by the House instead of $4,-

564,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare :
Assistance to Refugees in the United
States

Amendment No. 33: Appropriates $139,000,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$100,000,000 as proposed by the House.

The managers recommend that the Exec-
utive Branch exert every effort in bringing
about the termination of this program as
soon as reasonably possible,

Funds appropriated to the President
International financial institutions
Inter-American Development Bank

Amendment No. 34: Appropriates $211,-
760,000 instead of $150,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $261,760,000 as proposed
by the SBenate.

Amendment No. 35: Allocates $£75,000,000
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of the total amount appropriated for the
Bank for paid-in capital as proposed by the
Senate instead of $13,240,000 as proposed by
the House.

Amendments Nos. 36 and 37: Delete the
word “solely” in two instances as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 38: Deletes the amount
and the language proposed by the Senate
which would aave allocated $50,000,000 for
the Fund for Special Operations of the Bank.

International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development

Amendment No. 39: Appropriates $123,-
050,000 instead of $246,100,000 as proposed
by the Senate, The House deleted this item.

The managers agreed that this appropria-
tion should be allocated as follows: $12,305,~
000 for pald-in capital and £110,745,000 for
callable capital.

TITLE V.~—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 40: Section 504: Reported
in technical disagreement. The managers on
the part of the House will offer a motion to
recede and concur in the Senate amend-
ment with an amendment which would pro=-
vide that not to exceed $1,200,000 of the
funds appropriated under title I of the bill
and for the Peace Corps under the bill may
be used to relmburse the expenses of the
Inspector General, Foreign Assistance and a
provision would be added which would vali-
date all obligations incurred during the
period beginning February 23, 1972 and end-
ing on the date of approval of the bill for
projects or activities provided for in the bill.
The managers on the part of the Senate will
move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

Unemployment Trust Fund—Extended
Benefits

Amendments Nos. 41 and 42: Delete the
provisions added by the Senate to appro-
priate such sums as may be necessary (as
repayable advances) to the extended benefit
account in the Federal Unemployment Trust
Fund on account of Public Law 91-373 and
Public Law 92-224,

Supplemental fiscal 1972 budget estimates
for these purposes, contained in the Presi-
dent’s 1973 Budget, are now pending con-
sideration in the Congress. The urgency of
these items, as well as other unemployment
compensation funding requirements man-
dated by basic legislation, is such that a
special supplemental will need to be con-
sidered shortly. The conferees have dropped
the provisions from the pending bill on the
firm assurance that such a supplemental
resolution will be presented for consideration
in the two Houses within the next three
weeks,

Conference Total—With Comparisons

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 18972 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com=-
parisons to the fiscal year 1971 total, to the
1972 budget estimate total, and to the House
and Senate bills follows:

New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal

1971

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1872

House bill, fiscal year 1972__

Senate bill, fiscal year 1972__

Conference agreement, fiscal

3, 189, 437, 000

Conference agreement com-

pared with:

New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal year
1971

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1972

$3, 812, 257, 000

4, 342, 635, 000
3, 003, 461, 000
3,076, 535, 000

— 622, 820, 000

—1, 153, 198, 000
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House
1972
Senate bill,

+ $186, 976, 000

OT1T0 E. PASSMAN,

JoHN J. ROONEY,

CLARENCE D, LONG,

Epwarp R. RoYBAL,
WiLLiaM D, HATHAWAY,
GEORGE MAHON,

GarNER E. SHRIVER,
DoNaLD W. RIEGLE, Jr.,
ROBERT C. MCEWEN,
J. KENNETH ROBINSON,
Frang T. Bow,

Managers on the Part of the House.
GALE W. McGEE,
ALLEN J. ELLENDER,

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

JoHN C. STENNIS,

HiraMm L. FoNG,

Epwarp W. BROOKE,

MirToN R. YOUNG,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

THE LATE HONORABLE CARL
HAYDEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MAT-
sunaca). Under a previous order of the
House the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UbpaLL) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, on January
25 of this year Carl Hayden died after a
remarkable life of 94 years.

This unusual man had served in the
Congress from the day that Arizona be-
came a State, beginning in the year 1912.
He broke all records for length of serv-
ice—continued length of service—having
served in the House of Representatives
for 15 vears and the Senate 42 years be-
fore his retirement in 1969.

Mr. Speaker, on January 26 Represent-
ative RHoDES, my colleague from Arizona,
and I announced to the House the death
of Senator Hayden and a number of trib-
utes were paid to this great man by my
colleague and I, by the Speaker and the
minority leader and others, all of which
are to be found in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcoRD, volume 117, part 1, page 1044.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague (Mr.
Ruopes) and I took this special order
this evening in order to afford our col-
leagues in the House an opportunity to
join us in paying further tribute to the
remarkable life of this distinguished
man.

I have had a number of requests for
extensions of remarks in connection with
this special order.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, when
Arizona’s former Senator Carl Hayden
died on January 25, Arizona lost one of
her most beloved and dedicated pioneers.
His every thought was for his State and
her people, and his every effort was di-
rected toward her advancement and de-
velopment. Senator Hayden was also one
of America’s greatest statesmen and pub-
lic servants—his name is indelibly im-
printed on the annals of our Nation for
his leadership and unselfish service to
all her citizens.

Over the nearly 57 years in which he
represented Arizona in the Congress of
the United States, Americans in all areas
and walks of life knew him as their
friend, and were aware of the kindness
and understanding and wisdom which
made him the great man he was. I think
the following tribute to Senator Hayden,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

sent to me by a very thoughtful lady,

Mrs. Fran Lewis, Librarian of Adminis-

trative Services of the Arizona Highway

Department, and written by Mr. Fred H.

Rosenberg, an employee of the Arizona

Highway Department, upon receiving

word of his death, is a very moving ex-

pression of the affection and esteem in
which the Senator was held by all:
THE LoRD SAID

Welcome, Carl to Paradise.

You have filled your mission on earth and
accomplished your task;

You have led the Congress and Senate well,
gave your all for these United States
and the State of Arizona you loved so
much; in wisdom and direction to
achieve peace and good will on earth.

You gained the respect of the peoples of the
entire world.

You have served your country for 57 long

years.

You have smiled often and loved your fellow
man, you looked for the best in others
and gave the best you had to all.

You never expected others to accept what-

ever was distasteful and hateful to

you; Carl you left behind the true
meaning of Brotherhood.

humility and compassion for others

must have been quite rewarding and

pleased me much.

You saw beauty in all I created, In Arizona,
its wunbellevable magnificence and
never failed to express it in your
prayers.

Your prayers and concern about Arizona were
always acceptable, for you lived by the
Ten Commandments and the Bible as
you were taught.

You have left the world better than you
found it.

Welcome home, Carl!

Carl Hayden’'s career covered service
as a member of the Tempe Town Council
from 1902 to 1904, treasurer of Maricopa
County from 1904 to 1906, sheriff of
Maricopa County from 1907 to 1912,
Member of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives from 1912 to 1927, and Member of
the U.S. Senate from 1927 to 1969—a
total of 67 years. Few men can match
such service to his fellow men, particu-
larly when all of it was rendered with
honor and integrity. The goal of his serv-
ice was always the improvement of our
country—and the American West shows
particular evidence of his success in at-
taining those goals of reclamation, power,
highways, parks, and irrigation. Most
notable, of course, is the central Arizona
project, which hopefully and properly
will bear the proud name of the Carl
Hayden project.

Senator Hayden married Miss Nan
Downing in 1908 and cherished her until
her death in 1961. Although most of their
life together was spent in Washington,
their home was always Arizona, and upon
Carl’s retirement he returned to Tempe,
the town where he was born 94 years be-
fore. Until his death he went almost daily
to his office in Arizona State University's
Charles Trumbull Hayden Library,
named for his father, where he worked
with the papers of his past days in the
Congress and on his personal interests,
including the history of Arizona.

All who knew Carl Hayden are the
richer for their friendship and associa-
tion with him. He will long be remem-
bered as a patriot and gentleman and
statesman who represented the people of
his State and Nation with dedication and

Your
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ability. Certainly, the words “Well done,
good and faithful servant’” most fittingly
describe his life.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I am proud to join my colleagues in this
memorial tribute to one of the remark-
able men ever to serve in the Congress
of the United States, the late Carl Hay-
den.

Carl Hayden was remarkable in many
ways—not only because he served in Con-
gress for 57 years, a record for consecu-
tive years of service. He was remarkable
because he was most wise, most patient,
and a master in the art of compromise
which marks a great lawmaker.

Carl Hayden was remarkable not only
because his congressional career spanned
the transformation of the old West
into the new West and the incredible
growth of the world’s most powerful Na-
tions. He was remarkable because he was
a man of sterling character and a pro-
found devotion to doing what was right
for the Nation.

Carl Hayden was also remarkable be-
cause he believed, like the very best
Americans, that hard work was a virtue.
And hard work and patience paid off
for him in the greatest achievement of
kis amazingly long career—the flowering
of Arizona through enactment of the
central Arizona project.

I knew Carl Hayden through many
years of association with him as a mem-
ber of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee. He left his mark on every Fed-
eral program involving irrigation, power,
and reclamation projects in the West. He
was a quiet man, but his actions be-
spoke his power as chairman of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee.

Carl Hayden loved his country and
was ever alert to a threat to the United
States and to world peace. He was a
strict internationalist in world affairs
and a dedicated friend of those who
have served their Nation in time of war.

Mr. Speaker, today we salute a man
who served with—not under—10 Presi-
dents, a truly remarkable man, Carl Hay-
den of Arizona.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I should like to
join my colleagues in paying tribute to-
day to a great American. Although Carl
Hayden has departed from our midst his
great works will long survive him.

He was truly a man of the American
West. He descended from pioneer stock
that first settled Arizona, and was elected
to Congress in 1912 when Arizona was
first admitted to the Union. He then
served his country and State here for 57
consecutive years.

While his first interests were always
in his native State, he was the leading
figure in Congress for many years in the
development of that commodity which
is most important to all the West—wa-
ter. I had the distinct privilege of work-
ing with him on water matters vital to
California, and he gave unstintingly of
himself to California water problems as
well as Arizona’s, since they were so in-
tertwined.

Quieftly, industriously, he worked in the
service of his country. Through his ef-
forts this is a greater nation. :

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is
a great privilege for me to join with my
colleagues at this time in paying tribute
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to a truly distinguished American. Carl
Trumbull Hayden’s life spanned nearly
a century of our National history, a cen-
tury filled with momentous and shatter-
ing events in which this country became
the single greatest power in the free
world community, For over half of that
time—56 years, to be exact—he served
in the Congress of the United States, 42
years in the Senate and 14 years in the
House.

To a unique degree, his life reflected
the transformation of America which
marked the end of the Civil War and the
passing of the frontier. His roots were
deep in that frontier life, with its values
of courage, initiative, and perseverance.
He bore the distinction—among many—
of being the first U.S. Congressman from
Arizona, a State he loved and served
throughout his remarkable career.

It has been truly said of him that no
one else in Congress wielded greater in-
fluence with less oratory. Self-effacing to
a fault, reticent, and prudent with words,
he commanded the respect of all. At the
time of his retirement, some 4 years ago,
he was commended as one unaffected by
the “arrogance of power.” It would be
difficult to find a finer tribute to the
character of his life and achievement.

I first met Carl Hayden as a fellow
member of the Capitol Historical Society,
an organization whose deep concern for
American history and tradition in this,
the Capital City of our Nation, always
won his interest and support. His dedica-
tion to the traditions of both Senate and
House was a byword among those who
knew him. I can bear witness to the dig-
nity, warmth, and quiet intelligence
which gave special value to his friend-
ship.

As was said of Christopher Wren, so
may it be of Carl Hayden: If you would
seek his monument, look around you. He
was instrumental in literally transform-
ing the American landscape—in irriga-
tion projects, roads and highways,
bridges, dams, railways, and national
parks. Reclamation and the development
of power resources were areas in which
his accomplishments helped reshape the
life of the West.

Yet, in the end, his most enduring
memorial will be his own life—a monu-
ment to his character, a life of integrity,
conscientious fulfillment of duty, and
faithful service to State and Nation. He
will not soon be forgotten, not in this
House nor across the land. The memory
of his life will continue to inspire and
sustain not only those who knew him but
generations yet to be who will see in him
an example of the shining reality behind
that saying which speaks of public office
as a public trust. The story of his life
and career has become a part of the
American dream.

Mr. ASPINALL. I am most appre-
ciative that our colleagues from Arizona,
(Mr. RaopeEs and Mr. Uparr) have se-
cured this time for the Members of the
House who desire to do so to pay their
tributes to the late Carl Hayden, great
Senator from the State of Arizona.

It was my privilege to know this out-
standing public servant for almost one-
half a century. First, in his early days
on the problems of the Colorado River,
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and then for almost a quarter of a cen-
tury in our relationships as Members of
the Congress. Many Members have had
an influence upon my approach to the
responsibilities which I have had here in
Congress and the labors which I have
performed in response thereto. However,
no one among my colleagues in Congress
has had more influence in these respects
on me than the late Senator Carl Hay-
den. I like to think that I had his con-
fidence right from the beginning of my
work here on Capitol Hill, and I know
that he had mine.

He was a quiet, constructive and dedi-
cated servant not only to his State, but
to all the rest of the Nation as well.
He was as effective as any leader we
have had during this century and far
more effective than most. He performed
his duties without seeking the limelight
or without any endeavor to intimidate
his colleagues. These have been out-
standing attributes of many public serv-
ants of our Nation, but in these days, I
think they are more highly prized than
perhaps at any other time.

No one has ever excelled Carl Hayden
in his personal dedication to his patriot-
ism and loyalty to his country. The late
Adlai Stevenson in one of his outstand-
ing speeches made reference to such
values much better than I. He said:

What do we mean by patriotism in the
context of our times? . . . A patriotism that
puts country ahead of self; a patriotism
which is not short, frenzled outbursts of
emotion, but the tranquil and steady dedi-
cation of a lifetime. There are words that are
easy to utter, but this is a mighty assign-
ment. For it is often easier to fight for prin-
ciples than to live up to them.

Simply stated, our country is a much
better Nation and its place in the coun-
cils of the world is much more secure
because of the service of this great
American.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I join with
my colleagues in paying tribute to one
of the great leaders in service to Con-
gress and the Nation, the late Carl Hay-
den of Arizona, who died on January 25,
1972.

His was a colorful career that began
at the very grassroots of the American
political scene. He was first a member
of the Tempe Town Council—the town in
which he was born—then served in Mari-
copa County as treasurer and, later,
sheriff. When Arizona was admitted to
statehood in 1912, Mr. Hayden came to
Washington as a Member of the House
of Representatives where he served from
1912 to 1927. He was then elected to the
Senate and served as a Member of that
body from 1927 to 1969. The span of years
that Carl Hayden served is the longest in
the history of the Congress—and every
one of those nearly 57 years was a year of
dedicated service to his State and coun-
try. He retired at the end of the 90th
Congress in 1968 at the age of 91.

It is my privilege and pleasure to be
one of Carl Hayden’'s friends. Through
my membership on the House Appropria-
tions Committee, I had frequent occasion
to be associated with him in his role as
chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee. He was a man of wisdom,
knowledge, vision, and integrity. He pos-
sessed the qualities of sound judgment
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and clear understanding to a remarkable
degree.

Carl Hayden was not only an institu-
tion in the Congress; he was an institu-
tion in the Nation. He was one of the
great figures of our generation and also
of the generation that went before us. He
will be long remembered as one of the
most outstanding men in the history of
the Congress of the United States.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, it was
with great regret that I learned of the
passing of our esteemed former colleague,
the Honorable Carl T. Hayden, Repre-
sentative from Arizona from 1912 to
1926; and Senator from 1926 to 1968.

A friend of good government, liberal
reform, and Federal services for persons
and areas in greatest need, Carl Hayden
became an institution here in Washing-
ton. He was an early supporter of social
security legislation, in a period when the
program was judged as revolutionary. He
was an early advocate of Federal aid to
education. Against the protests of power-
ful mining interests in his own State, he
championed reform measures in the
areas of mining, reclamation, and the
public lands. He was ever in the fore-
front of the fight for ethical distribution
of the Federal weal, and on that basis
was designated chairman of the power-
ful Senate Committee on Appropriations.
In that capacity, he came out firmly for
continued and increasing expenditures
in the public interest. An expanding
population required expanded Federal
services; so he believed, and his policies
as chairman of Appropriations mirrored
that belief. He was never bullied into
economy ventures at the expense of those
Americans in need.

Carl Hayden spent 14 years in this
Chamber before entering the Senate, es-
tablishing a record for quiet, hard-work-
ing effectiveness that rendered him a
favorite on both sides of the aisle.
Neither here nor in the Senate was he
given to speechmaking, but in both
Houses he was known as a most effective
legislator, with dramatic powers of
persuasion.

Taking office initially at the close of
the horse and buggy era, Carl Hayden
became the champion of the macadam-
ized road, and was largely instrumental
in establishing the modern formula for
the vast Federal highway aid program.
Without proper transportation facilities,
Arizona would remain forever isolated
from eastern wealth, and Carl Hayden
was anxious to provide the transporta-
tion required to alter that arrangement.
The Federal highway program did the
job, and Carl Hayden was gratified.

He also was a leading advocate of Fed-
eral irrigation programs looking to the
benefit of agricultural regions habitually
visited by drought. The Colorado River
Basin bill, enacted into law in the final
year of Carl Hayden’s congressional ca-
reer, was a glowing tribute to his many
vears of labor in behalf of Federal irriga-
tion aid. President Johnson marked the
occasion of the signing of the bill by
declaring Carl Hayden Day at the White
House, and praising Carl Hayden for his
service in this regard.

The highest ranking position ever held
by Carl Hayden—in the official sense—
was Acting Vice President of the United
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States, under Lyndon B. Johnson, follow-
ing the assassination of John F. Ken-
nedy. Yet, from the outset of his con-
gressional career, the standing of this
remarkable man—Carl T. Hayden—was
head and shoulders above the great mass
of his contemporaries. He was always one
of the best, in every aspect of his polit-
ical performance.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleagues from Ari-
zona, the Honorable Joun J. RHODES, the
Honorable Morris K. Uparr, and the
Honorable SaM STEIGER, in paying tribute
to the great career, and especially the
historic congressional service, of the late
Senator Carl Hayden of Arizona.

Representing a State that still retains
the pioneering spirit, Senator Hayden
was, in fact, the pioneer legislator of his
State, having served as its territorial
delegate to Congress, the first Member
of the House from that State, and hav-
ing had a remarkable career in the Sen-
ate. Senator Hayden was a great citizen
of Arizona and on behalf of his State
made a great contribution to the Nation.

It has been my privilege to be closely
associated with the present Arizona Sen-
ators, the Honorable BARrRY GOLDWATER
and the Honorable PAUL J. PANNIN, and I
know from my personal conversations
with them of the great respect in which
they held Senator Hayden. Throughout
his career, Senator Hayden symbolized
the ruggedness, perseverance, and indi-
vidualism which typifies the people of
the great State of Arizona.

Senator Hayden continually rose above
partisanship when working on the com-
plex problems he encountered in the
course of his illustrious career. He was
especially respected and revered by his
colleagues in the Congress. They knew
him to be a man of his word and he was
truly a “legislator’s legislator.”

The fact that Arizona is no longer a
remote and a barren area, but is one of
our most rapidly growing States, is cer-
tainly, in large measure, due to the ef-
forts, leadership, and perseverance of
Senator Hayden.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join with my colleagues in
paying tribute to the memory of the late
Carl Hayden, of Arizona. For years we
enjoyed a close relationship. Long before
I became chairman of the House Appro-
priations Committee in 1964, Senator
Hayden had become chairman of the
Senate Appropriations Committee. We
had a close and delightful working re-
lationship from the time I became a
Jjunior member of the House Appropria-
tions Committee in 1939 until Senator
Hayden retired from Congress in Decem-
ber of 1968.

Measured by any standard, Senator
Hayden was a great American. He typi-
fled the West. He was a man of few
words, but of great wisdom and effec-
tiveness as a legislator. He had charm
and all of those assets which are so typi-
cal of the wide open spaces which he
represented so well.

Arizona and the Nation were enriched
by the long and effective labors of this
man in the Congress of the United
States.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, the passing of Senator Carl T.
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Hayden, of Arizona, sadly marks the end
of an era both for the people of that
State, whom he served so faithfully and
well, and for the people of our entire
country, For 57 years, from the time that
Arizona was admitted to the Union in
1912, Carl Hayden served here; first for
seven terms as a Member of the House of
Representatives and then for 42 years as
a Member of the other body. He was a
master of the legislative process and as
hard a worker as either body has ever
seen. He was a man respected and ad-
mired by all his colleagues in both
Houses, on both sides of the aisle.

I had the privilege of working with
him innumerous times over the years on
matters before the Appropriations Com-
mittees and of knowing him as a warm
and sincere friend. He was truly one of
the great ones. And what a remarkable
life—from frontier sheriff to the House
of Representatives to the U.S, Senate—a
lifetime of service to his fellow Arizonans
and to his country. Men like Carl Hayden
do not come along often; he will be
sorely missed. His family has my deepest
sympathy.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, hot roads
stretch across the desert. The pavement
melts into the hills, all just an arm’s
length away, the hills of many browns
melting into a falling sun.

Out of the ground slips a narrow
stream, downhill, between, away from
the blue-hot sky and the bubbling
brown earth. The cool flow runs down.
The water spreads its fingers through
other earth seeps through the hot soil,
finds the planted roots. From the warm
brovwn soil a green shoot rises, reaches
to the blue heat of the air.

Brown earth becomes gray. The gray
of buildings and the grace of glass rise
from the Arizona earth. Trucks haul
the green grain of the valleys; gray
planes climb into the blue.

Much of this Carl Trumbull Hayden
knew as a young man in an infant place
called Arizona. Much more of this Carl
Hayden left behind when he departed
a last time from the land he knew so
well—the land he had seen grow into
a great State.

A chapter in the history of the United
States is closed with the death of Carl
Hayden, who was himself a landmark
in American political history. Let us to-
day pause to reflect upon his contribu-
tions to the people of his Nation and
his State.

Living standards, agriculture, trans-
portation, the Nation’s stature in the
eyes of the world—all these grew in
Carl Hayden’s time, until the Nation
into which he helped join his land had
grown to be the most powerful country
in the world.

All this Carl Hayden saw; he called
it “a great piece of history.”

Carl Hayden’s death marks the end
of another part of his Nation’s lifetime.
The land from which this Nation grew
cannot support the whole weight of
megalopolis much longer. The point is
about reached where the brown earth
Carl Hayden knew so well will sag and
break beneath the steel of America.

I join my colleagues today in paying
tribute to Carl Trumbull Hayden. He
gave us leadership and a sense of his-
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tory, as he represented Arizona from
the time of Statehood.

No record of service in Congress
equals his, and not just in the sense of
duration. Indeed, he was one of the
grandest pillars in the halls and history
of the Congress. Those of us who had
the privilege of knowing him have
touched our true heritage.

But his legacy will be incomplete if
we do not care for his land. We must
continue in the spirit of his great devo-~
tion to his country, and in his efforts
to make one of the most breathtaking
landscapes in the world not only accessi-
ble but livable for his people.

If we do not, we dishonor the legacy
of Carl Trumbull Hayden, in the State
he helped build, in the Nation he helped
guide, and in these Chambers he helped
dignify.

What remains is a large order from
a large man.

Mr. WHALLEY, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join my colleagues in paying trib-
ute to the late Carl Hayden, former Sen-
ator from Arizona and one of the greatest
men of our time. Born in 1877, his life-
time spanned the emergence of the West
from frontier territory to modern society
and the growth of the United States into
a great industrial and international
power. In a very real sense, the story of
his life is the story of America in the past
century.

Carl Trumbull Hayden was born in
Tempe, Ariz., but at that time the town
was called Hayden's Ferry. It was
founded by his father, an Arizona pio-
neer, and was later to become the home
of Arizona State University. Carl at-
tended Stanford University, but his fa-
ther’s illness and sudden death during his
Jjunior year forced him to return home to
take on responsibility for the family
business. Very soon he began to show the
interest and the talent for political affairs
that led to his outstandingly successful
political career.

In 1902, when he was 25, Carl Hayden
was elected to the Tempe City Council.
He won the post of treasurer of Maricopa
County in 1904, and that of sheriff in
1906. In the fall of 1911, while training
with the National Guards at Camp Perry,
Ohio, Carl read in a newspaper that
President Taft had declared that as soon
as Arizona adopted a constitution, it
could become a State. He decided imme-
diately to seek Arizona’s single congres-
sional seat, and thus was launched a ca-
reer of more than half a century of lead-
ership and dedicated service to Arizona
and the Nation.

Carl Hayden came to Congress in 1912
and had served, first in the House and
then in the Senate, under 10 Presidents
when he retired in 1968 at the age of 91.
In the Senate he chaired the Committee
on Rules and Administration and then
the Appropriations Committee. Few men
have played a greafer role in shaping the
monumental legislation of our time.
There was no arrogance in his use of
power. Rather, he exerted his quiet lead-
ership to obtain the compromise that
:.ras most beneficial, fair, and acceptable
o all.

Senator Hayden knew the West, its
resources and its potential. Practically
every program which has contributed to
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western irrigation, power, and reclama-
tion bears his mark. Roads, dams, mili-
tary installations, and his triumph, the
central Arizona project, are the endur-
ing monuments of his achievement. He
was instrumental in acquiring new rail-
roads, securing the Federal highway
system, establishing the Grand Canyon
National Park, and in constructing Cool-
idge Dam.

Senator Hayden was indeed a great
American. By his colleagues he was ad-
mired, respected and loved for his po-
litical sagacity, his dedication to Senate
traditions, his remarkable ability to
make and keep friends, and for his devo-
tion to quiet, hard work. President pro
tempore and dean of the Senate from
1957 until his retirement, he retained to
the end his keen intelligence, wit and
zest for life. Arizona, the Congress, and
the Nation that he served so well will
mourn his passing for many years. We
were the richer for his life among us,
and now we have been made poorer by
his death.

Mr. MANN., Mr. Speaker, a man
among men has gone from among us,
and we are the less for his loss. I speak
today in remembrance of the late Hon-
orable Carl Hayden, the distinguished
gentleman from Arizona, who earned
that appellation in the truest sense of
the word from his colleagues of the Con-
gress, from his constituents in Arizona,
and from the more politically knowl-
edgeable of the Nation. That Carl Hay-
den was a well respected and beloved
man who never succumbed to the arro-
gance of power is well evidenced by his
return to the Congress during a period
that spanned more than 57 years. His
Senate service was longer than that of
any other man in the Nation’s history.

My friend was proud of the fact that
he bore the badge of the Democratic
Party—a party regularity—with honor
and distinetion; but the love of his peo-
ple and their loyalty to him was re-
flected in the fact that he never used
party allegiance as a test of his willing-
ness to help a friend. He was Jefferson-
ian in the sense that he never allowed a
political difference to interfere with
friendship, for as he once wrote a
friend:

I have friends in both political parties and
I do not forget that fact when there is an
opportunity to be of service to them, regard-
less of whether they are Republicans or
Democrats.

And so it is today right, and just, that
he should be honored by those of all par-
tisan principle. His friends also gave him
help in his moments of need. It was the
prophet Joel who said:

Your old men shall dream dreams

And your young men shall see visions.

And from his long service to Arizona
and to the Nation, from his wealth of
practical experience, he dared to “dream
dreams”; and from his retained youthful
spirit he saw “visions” that would lead
him to yet more accomplishment for his
people.

At age 91 he realized one of his most
cherished and long sought dreams when
President Lyndon Johnson signed into
law the lower Colorado River Basin bill.
And e was further honored by the Presi-
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dent who declared “Carl Hayden Day” at
the White House, saying the Senator de-
served credit for the new law that would
cause his beloved desert to flower into
new commodities and resources for Ari-
zona and for the Nation. Mr. Hayden’s
foresight meant much to the ecological
balance of his beloved country and he
worked in the Congress for the preserva-
tion of scenic wonders, and national
parks, and monuments for all mankind to
enjoy. He was a man both with, and
ahead, of his times. His services ranged
the spectrum and he played a major role
in the reclamation of fertile acres that
opened scenic, climatic and industrial
treasures to new citizens of his State and
to visitors from all the world.

Senator Hayden always talked “roads”
when he visited the White House and
when one President, of the 10 under
whom he served, asked him why he in-
sisted on talking about “roads” all the
time he replied:

Arizona has two things people will drive
thousands of miles to see, Grand Canyon and
the Petrified Forest. They cannot get there
without roads.

And so it is that the ribbons of super
highways of Arizona are further tribute
today to my late friend. The surging, yet
harnessed power of the Colorado and
many other attractions of the great State
of Arizona are further examples of the
persuasive power of this quietly effective
man who has gone from among us.

Mr. Hayden's wife, the former Nan
Downing, died in 1962. And while they
had no issue, the cause and effect of his
stream of legislation flows ever onward.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, Carl
Hayden first came to Congress when his
beloved State of Arizona first sent its
bona fide representatives to Congress,
upon its admission as a State in 1912.
As a sheriff in his home county, he had,
I have no doubt, enforced the law fairly
and vigorously. And when he was elected
to the House in 1912, he embarked on a
career that kept him in the Congress
longer than any other man who ever
served here. He served under 10 Presi-
dents, beginning with William Howard
Taft, and remarked in a recent inter-
view that “I got along with ‘em all.”

And certainly, Mr. Speaker, each of
them got along with Carl Hayden. One
of them, former President Lyndon John-
son, delivered a stirring eulogy to Sen-
ator Hayden at the {uneral ceremonies.

I never knew a man who did not love or
respect him: I do not think he ever had an
enemy.

By the time he retired in 1969, Carl
Hayden had served longer in the Sen-
ate—36 years—than anyone else in the
history of the Republic. It was said by
knowledgeable persons that no one in
the Senate’s history wielded more influ-
ence with less oratory. He was, as he
advised so many new Members of Con-
gress to become, a workhorse rather than
a showhorse.

Mr. Speaker, Carl Hayden was a gen-
tleman—a gentle man—unpretentious,
with unquestioned integrity and unfail-
ing courtesy. He served not only with
exceptional length in the Congress, but
with exceptional ability, and he left an
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indelible imprint on his State, the Con-
gress and the Nation.

Perhaps the best way to characterize
the life of Carl Hayden is to say that
he lived up to the standard he himself
set by which to judge public servants. He
once told an audience:

The real reward for serving America is the
knowledge that you have served her, and
you never finish with that kind of service.
It runs from the cradle to the grave, glves
purpose and direction to our lives.

Mr. Speaker, those words truly exem-
plify this great American, Carl Hayden.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days during which to extend
their remarks on the life and service of
the late Senator Carl Hayden.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arizona?

There was no objection.

RADIO FREE EUROPE—RADIO
LIBERTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr, FRELINGHUY-
SEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I expressed the hope yesterday that Sen-
ate and House conferees could reach early
agreement on legislation to provide funds
for Radio Free Europe and Radio Lib-
erty. To show that there is considerable
support for these activities, I am sub-
mitting for consideration several edi-
torials.

The editorials follow:

[From the New York Times, Feb. 21, 1972]
SavinGg Free VoICEs

For a generation now, Radio Free Europe
and Radio Liberty have contributed enorm-
ously to enlarging the market place of ideas
in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.
Their transmissions have made available to
those countries factual news of the outside
world that the governments involved would
have preferred their subjects did not know.
In addition, these stations have broadcast
the writings of such dissidents as Nobel Prize-
winner Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, whose
masterly novels and stories are prohibited
in the Soviet bloc. A Library of Congress
study of these stations, made at the request
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
has paid high tribute to these organizations’
contributions toward liberalization of the
Soviet world.

But now both these stations are threatened
with extinction tomorrow unless House and
Senate conferees end a Congressional stale-
mate. This situation arose because each
chamber voted a different bill authorizing
the continuation of these broadcasts.

If the deadlock kills Radio Free Europe and
Radio Liberty, the chief galners will be the
Soviet bloc's hardliners who hate the two
radio stations as allies of the liberal and pro-
gressive elements in the Communist world.
Moreover, the demise of these broadcasts be-
cause of the inability of House and Senate
conferees to agree would hardly project a
flattering view of the American legislative
system, nor would it add to American prestige
for Europeans to see an important political
question decided by a mere technical strata-
gem.

We belleve the work of these two stations
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has a lasting validity and importance, but
even those of a different view must realize
that the existence of these oragnizations pro-
vides potential bargaining counters for Presi-
dent Nixon's Moscow visit next May. At the
least, all concerned should be able to agree
that a final decision on the future of Radlo
Free Europe and Radio Liberty cannot be
made until Mr, Nixon has returned from the
Kremlin, and Congress can take a hard look
at the post-Moscow situation of Amerlican
foreign policy.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 22, 1972]
Rap1o FREE EUROPE STILL Has a ParT To PLAY

When American public—or political—opin-
ion swings, it tends to swing hard, and this is
likely to be more and more of a problem for
the Nixon Administration as it trumpets its
“preakthrough” in Peking this week and,
presumably, further successes in Moscow in
May. No matter what the true measure of the
rapprochement achieved in either Communist
capital, there will be a tendency on the part
of some to exploit a “new era” in world rela-
tionships as a reason for scuttling anything
and everything that smacks of the dark, old
Cold War days. A case in point is the effort
now being conducted in the Senate, largely by
Senator Fulbright, to choke off appropriations
for Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty,
which beam broadcasts into Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Unlon, respectively, with the
help of government funds. The CIA used to
finance these broadecasts covertly and after
this was brought inescapably to light two
years ago the government took over the bur-
den openly, but on a temporary basis while
debate continued about whether these oper-
ations should be continued. and in what
form.

With the gquestion still unsettled, a contin-
uing resolution authorizing temporary fund-
ing of RFE and RL expires today and the
money will run out in a few weeks. This 1s
just what Senator Fulbright thinks should
happen, his point being that everything is
changing, what with Mr. Nixon's new ap-
proaches and new evidence of concillation in
China and the Soviet Union, and that there-
fore RFE and RL should “take their rightful
place in the graveyard of Cold War relics.”
The Senator would have us believe, on the
basis of White House briefings he has received
about the President’s policy, that broadcasts
of this sort behind the Iron Curtain are con-
trary to the President's purposes in Peking
and Moscow.

The President, however, has not only never
said as much, but has actually expressed
quite the opposite view; in a recent letter to
Mr. Stewart Cort, the chairman of a fund
which seeks to raise private money to supple-
ment RFE operations, Mr. Nixon said he
thinks the free flow of information is “in-
dispensable” to more normal relations be-
tween East and West. Given the nature of
the service performed by RFE and RL, it
would seem to us that their programs fit the
President’s definition of what is still needed
in Europe, for all the bright hopes of easing
tensions and developing detente. For these
are not provocative, propagandistic diatribes
and still less do they “sell” America, US.IA.-
style. Rather, what both stations attempt to
do is tell the people of Eastern Europe and
Russia news about themselves and their own
countries which their governments don't
want them to hear. They do this job pro-
fessionally, responsibly, and effectively, by
almost all accounts, and the only real ques-
tion for Congress, in our view, is how RFE
and RL should be set up in a more permanent
way s0 that they can go on deing it.
[From the Evening Star, Feb. 22,

Vorces or HoPe

We hope that members of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee who pride them-
selves on their liberalism and their cham-
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pionship of the right of dissent in this
country will not take it upon themselves to
deny the same rights to the cltizens of the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. For this,
essentlally, is what they may do in the near
future by scuttling the operation of two radio
stations that have played an essential part
in the tentative and fragile trend toward lib-
eralism in the Communist world.

The fact that Radio Free Europe and Radlo
Liberty, both operating out of Munich, were
once secretly financed by funds from the
Central Intelligence Agency is, in our view,
quite beside the point. The point is simply
whether - or not the operation of these sta-
tions promotes the broadest interests of the
United States and the people of Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union.

The Congress, by and large, apparently be-
lieves that they do promote these interests. As
of last November, both the House and Senate
had passed separate bills providing for the
public financing of the stations, under the
overall supervision of the State Department.
But since then, the two bills have been bot-
tled up in conference where resolution of
the differences between them has been effec-
tively blocked by Chairman Fulbright of the
Senate Forelgn Relations Committee. If there
is no action by the end of this week, the sta-
tions will be out of business.

For his part, Fulbright is openly hostile to
the operation of the stations. In his view,
they are an “anachronism” that have “out-
lived any usefulness they may have once
had." Says Fulbright: “I submit these radios
should be given an opportunity to take their
rightful place in the graveyard of cold war
relics.”

The men in the Kremlin and in the be-
leaguered chancelleries of Eastern Europe
would certainly agree: a good many millions
of people In Communist countries would not,
including the small, desperately brave and
bitterly persecuted group of intellectual dis-
sidents in the Soviet Union. The same goes
for millions of Soviet Jews. For these peo-
ple, Radio Liberty is the only means of get-
ting pleas across to their own countrymen.

As for Radio Free Europe, which broad-
casts to the Eastern bloc countries, the Con-
gressional Research Service of the Library
of Congress has reported that *“it contrib-
utes substantially to preserve the reservoir
of good will toward the United States” and
has even, in the opinion of the researchers,
contributed to the slight liberalization of
the Communist regimes that has taken place.
If so0, it would be a tragedy if these programs
were scrapped in the name of American lib-
erallsm,

NATIONAL FUTURE FARMERS OF
AMERICA WEEK

The SPEAEER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. SEBELIUS) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, we have
been hearing quite a bit lately about how
today’s youth is working within the sys-
tem and is “putting it all together” in an
effort to make our Government more
responsive to the problems we face to-
day. The theme, “Let’s put it all fo-
gether,” seems to have replaced the
philosophy that “In order to build, we
must tear down.”

We have many responsible young peo-
ple who are taking an active and con-
structive interest in the affairs of our
Government. However, in looking to our
future, I know of no group that has in
their hands more strength and more
power to lead America than the Future
Farmers of America.
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This week, from February 19 through
286, is the observance of National Future
Farmers of America Week. The theme
for this year’s observance is most appro-
priate—"Youth With a Purpose” It is
most appropriate, for nationwide over
450,000 young men and women and their
chapter advisers are continuing to im-
prove conditions in rural America as well
as helping to guarantee that agriculture
continues as our Nation’s No. 1 industry.

It is common knowledge that today we
have problems in agriculture. Farm
oriented citizens know them by heart—
the farm income crisis, the cost-price
squeeze, the fact that young people today
cannot find adequate economic oppor-
tunity in our rural areas.

Yet, despite the problems, the chal-
lenge for American agriculture remains
unchanged and this challenge is still be-
ing met. The American farmer is ex-
pected to feed a growing population and
to try to help feed a troubled and hungry
world. Many of our current FFA boys
and girls will help us meet these chal-
lenges by carrying on the proven tradi-
tion of the family farm and American
agriculture. Farmers today produce the
highest quality food at the lowest price
in the world—and they produce enough
for themselves and for 45 others.

As we observe National FFA Week, we
are in fact selling the value of farming
and a way of life. In this regard, I think
it is time we get the chip off of our shoul-
ders and quit running down opportunity
in rural America. For some time now, we
have been hearing the complaint that
farming is a dead-end occupation with-
out much future. It is true that we are
losing too many family farm operations
and that the farmer is not receiving jus-
tice at the marketplace. Many simply
cannot put together the land, the man-
agement, and the modern equipment
necessary for a good and profitable
operation.

But, in having the privilege to meet and
visit with many FFA chapters in my con-
gressional district in Kansas, I have
found that despite our problems in rural
America, these young people are deter-
mined to try to stick it out and are look-
ing forward to the future with optimism.

The number of young men who are
running bigger and better farm opera-
tions is increasing—not fast enough, but
increasing. The point is that “poor
mouth” talk does not do the farmer jus-
tice and one of its effects is to discourage
boys who really would like to prepare for
modern farming.

I fully realize the family farm opera-
tion is no longer what it used to be. The
tremendous shift to expensive machin-
ery, technology, new demands on produc-
tivity relating to man-hours of labor and
complex management problems means
farming is a complex and big business—
and tragically, it also means fewer
farmers.

Nevertheless, we should quit this bus-
iness of pouring cold water on the fu-
ture of farming. There are unlimited op-
portunities for young people in agribusi-
ness, The family farm is still the most
efficient way to produce food and fiber.
The vast number of successful farms to-
day are medium sized, well equipped, and
managed and run by a family operation.
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Most important, young people who be-
long to the Future Farmers of America
realize that taking care of the land and
preserving God’s creation is man'’s great-
est source of satisfaction.

FFA membership today is also sponsor-
ing a constructive program that allows
each young man or woman to see tangi-
ble results for their efforts. The program
is called Building Our American Oppor-
tunities or BOA.

The BOA program, now in its third
year, is a coordinated effort between
community leaders and FFA youth to
initiate local self-help programs for com-
munity improvement. One aspect of this
program deals with actual physical im-
provements such as building parks, eco-
logical centers, renovating old business
districts, construction of outdoor recrea-
tion centers, and a general overall clean-
up of their home communities and the
surrounding area.

Another aspect of the program con-
cerns the social problems of our rural
areas such as unemployment, job place-
ment, and career counseling. The FFA
has been extremely successful in working
with local community leaders and with
nonmembers in improving social and
physical conditions throughout rural
America.

I am confident that we can fulfill the
promise of American agriculture in the
future. I am confident because of the
work of the Future Farmers of America
and their dedicated advisers. It gives me
great pleasure to salute the FFA during
this special week. FFA truly represents
youth with a purpose—to build a better
America. As we in Congress endeavor to
improve economic opportunity in our
rural areas, let us this week renew
our dedicated support to this fine
organization.

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE NEEDED
FOR TURKEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. Epwarps) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, at the beginning of this year
during the congressional recess, I had
the opportunity to investigate firsthand
some of the massive problems our Nation
faces in illegal drug traffic. Part of my
on-the-spot investigation of the prob-
lem occurred in Turkey, a country which
last June announced a total ban on
opium growing, effective during the fall
of this year. As high as 80 percent of the
heroin traffic into the United States orig-
inates in Turkey. But there are many
complications to what might appear to be
a solution in regard to Turkey. Turkish
farmers have grown poppy for centuries
and opium, a product of lanced poppies,
is a legitimate cash crop, with the farm-
ers using poppy seeds for seasoning, the
oil for cooking, and the stalk for fodder
and fuel. In fact, in 1970, the United
States alone imported nearly 20,000
pounds of poppy seed oil and 6.5 million
pounds of sterilized poppy seeds for use
in foods and other legitimate purposes.
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Even though 75,000 Turkish peasants de-
pend on poppy cultivation for their live-
lihood, heroin addiction is virtually un-
known in Turkey. In fact the opium
farmer is seldom aware of his part in the
spread of a terrifying worldwide epi-
demice.

When a kilogram of heroin reaches the
American addict, it is worth $250,000 on
the street, but the Turkisk farmer will
have received no more than $250 for the
opium used to make the heroin. So the
great value of heroin does not benefit the
Turkish producer or the Turkish econ-
omy. Instead, it is the illegal processors
and carriers all along the trail of misery
that reap the huge profits, their com-
pensation for the risks of dealing in an
illegal drug. So the Turkish farmer is un-
derstandably confused by having a crop
prohibited which he has grown for cen-
turies for legitimate purposes. Notwith-
standing the unpopularity of the pro-
hibition and the criticism that the Gov-
ernment is being a “Washington lackey,”
Turkey’'s Government has acted with
courage in banning opium farming as of
the fall of 1972.

There are other problems for Turkey
in addition to the disgruntled farmers,
such as the massive task of enforcing
their new law. To succeed, the Turks will
need the support of the United States. In
a country where bribery is sometimes
considered a legitimate business expense,
a city policeman may earn as low as $40
per month. There are not nearly enough
reliable inspectors to insure that poppy
growing will cease. Informers, a key to
drug detection in any location, are not
abundant in the closely knit, intermar-
ried communities where people are shot
for far less serious offenses. Despite these
and other problems, Turkey's Govern-
ment is making a bona fide effort to
curb drug traffic. In addition to the law
prohibiting opium farming, there are
now 240 narcotics agents in Turkey. Tur-
kish laws are among the most severe in
the world, and judges in Turkey show lit-
tle tolerance in applying these laws to
smugglers or users.

It is possible, as India has shown with
its strict licensing system and severe
punishment for violators, for a country to
prevent almost all opium exportation.
But Turkey will need a great deal of help.
Our $3-million loan to Turkey for police
training and equipment is a start, but we
must help the Turkish farmer and the
Turkish law enforcement officer in a
greater way as opium farming becomes
prohibited this fall, and we can do this
through grants, equipment, know-how,
and advisers.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to-
day we should take note of America's
pioneers of progress and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence as indi-
viduals and as a nation. In 1913, Ameri-
can Elmer Sperry created the first gyro-
compass,
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A STUDY OF PRISONS IN NEW JER-
SEY—REPORT AND FINDINGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. SANDMAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SANDMAN. Mr. Speaker, I recently
conducted a detailed inquiry into New
Jersey's penal system for the Select Com-
mittee on Crime.

In response to numerous requests by
my colleagues in the House to consider
the report and findings I have submitted
to the committee, I insert it in the
RECORD:

REPORTS AND FINDINGS
PREFACE

This study was undertaken and this report
is submitted in the hope that true penal
reform can be achieved promptly in the State
of New Jersey.

Politically, a prisoner has no constituency
and little voice with which to seek budgetary
priorities or fundamental changes in the
philosophy, techniques and facilities of prison
society in which he lives.

Sadly, it has taken inmate uprisings such
as we have witnessed nationally during the
past year and recently in New Jersey to focus
public attention on the prison dilemma. Only
after such disturbances, it seems, the call for
reform is echoed from all quarters.

But the echoes fade from the public mem-
ory swiftly if we can judge from history. Not
for lack of the proper inclination to achieve
reforms among prison authorities and legis-
lators, but because deep down, soclety per-
sists in the archale notion that prisons are to
confine and punish rather than to rehabil-
itate or correct offenders.

A noted commentator once oLserved: “The
degree of civilizatior In a society can be
judged by entering its prisons.” It is hoped
that this report provides sufficlent facts and
observations from inside prison walls to
translate the general public concern that
exists today into constructive, lasting and
prompt reform.

ABBREVIATED HISTORY

As elsewhere In the nation, New Jersey's
system of corrections has consistently been
and is now handicapped by archaic facilitles,
insufficient and untrained personnel and in-
adequate resources with which to operate and
make improvements.

It is miraculous that there are as few
prisons uprisings as there have been for in-
mate life, in all but perhaps two of New Jer-
sey’'s prison Institutions, is barren and futile
at best.

I have long urged prison reform with my
personal observations that were recorded as
early as 1956,

During my tenure as a member of the New
Jersey State Senate and as a member and
chairman of the Joint Appropriations Com-
mittee for many years, I was acquainted with
all institutional needs in New Jersey.

In the late 1950's, I co-sponsored a $40 mil-
lion bond issue designed to meet the needs of
the Department of Institutions and Agencies.
My primary purpose then was to provide the
wherewithal to reduce the problems pre-
sented by overcrowding in our prisons. I was
appalled that our prisons were nothing more
than forgotten repositories of human beings.

In 1962, in an attempt to introduce a
progressive plan of correction and rehabili-
tation, a priority schedule of capital ex-
pansion of prisons was agreed upon. This
occurred during the first administration of
Governor Richard J. Hughes.

That priority schedule called for the con-
struction of a new medium security prison
at Leesburg in Cumberland County and
of & new reformatory at Yardville in Mercer
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County. While I recognized the many prob-
lems and deficiencies at that time in our
prison system, it was assumed that ef-
ficlency and effectiveness would be fostered
by resources provided during the Fiscal Year
of 1962-63. Accordingly, the first monies were
made available by passage of a $50 milion
bond issue in 1963.

In keeping with the projections made
available to us at that time, it was felt that
the improvements provided for in that bond
issue would be sufficlent to meet the needs
of New Jersey's penal system for the fore-
seeable future.

Probably more important than the brick
and mortar rebullding programs were the
many other reforms that were to be initiated
with relatively little cost to the taxpayer. At
the time, New Jersey’'s plan was ambitious
and progressive: the criteria for continuing
reform of our penal institutions had been
established.

It must be noted, however, that for some
reason after I left the State Senate, much
of those carefully considered plans were
abandoned or forgotten. As one who was
closely involved in the making of those plans
and in securing the necessary votes in the
Legislature and the favorable vote of the
public by referendum, I have frankly been
saddened by how far astray from those plans
the resulting facilities and programs are.

New Jersey, like all other States in the past,
has built prisons for the purpose of de-
tention primarily, with little or no facilities
for correction and rehabllitation. In the in-
terim, crime and the apprehension of those
who commit crimes have multiplied tre-
mendously.

The number of incarcerations for viola-
tions of the narcotic laws has skyrocketed,
thus contributing to overcrowding of our
prisons at a time when every available cell
is needed due to the increased number of
predatory, aggressive offenders who are com-
mitted for violent crimes in the streets.

And so the basic purpose of my inspections
and of hearings in New Jersey's prisons has
been to update insight and information I
had previously gathered so that the various
recommendations in this report are offered
from a uniquely involved prospective that
has covered 15 years.

This study for the Select Committee on
Crime was commenced officially on November
1, 1971, which was prior to any of the out-
breaks at Trenton State Prison, Rahway
State Penitentiary and at Yardville Re-
formatory.

At the outset, it was intended that this
study be primarily confined to an examina-
tion of physical prison facilities in New Jer-
sey and the existing system’s ability to house
and rehabilitate offenders.

Overcrowded conditions at both Rahway
and Trenton State Prisons required that
this study be expanded to a review of many
factors, including sentencing, parole proce-
dures, county level facilities and the prison
population’s make-up by offense.

Inspections were made of the minimum
and medium security prisons at Leesburg,
the maximum security facilities at both
Trenton and Rahway, the State Reformatory
at Yardville and the metropolitan county
jails in Essex and Bergen Counties.

Review of sentencing procedures and other
matters was made during a lengthy confer-
ence with the Honorable Joseph Weintraub,
Chief Justice of the New Jersey Supreme
Court, and a number of other high level ju-
rists of the State.

A major difficulty encountered throughout
this inquiry was the apparent lack of reliable
facts and statistical data in the Division of
Correction and Parole. Citing lack of funds,
the Division acknowledges this deficlency and
reports that only one employee, along with
other obligations, is assigned to preparing
statistical summaries of statistics. The re-
sult of this clearly has been that decisions are
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made on the basis of speculation rather than
facts.

Reliable statistics are absolutely essential
for efficlent management as well as for plan-
ning for any of the Institutions and the
overall system. The kindest remark that can
be made on this score is that data develop-
ment and record-keeping is haphazard. There
is no question that additional efforts are
needed for better planning, budgeting, re-
search and analysis.

The recommendations made herein are of-
fered to the Governor and the State Legisla-
ture as a method of improving the correc-
tions system in New Jersey. They are of-
fered not in the sense that here is the only
acceptable method, but as carefully con-
sldered suggestions of one who is genuinely
concerned and who is determined that mean-
ingful changes are needed and possible now.

SECTION I
Prison unrest

During the past year, unrest in the pris-
ons of the nation has increased sharply and
dramatically. The outbreaks commenced at
San Quentin, California and were followed
by the holocaust at Attica, New York. These
events prompted the Select Committee on
Crime of the U.S. Congress to commence both
in Washington and in various prisons per-
taining to the causes and possible cures of
prison unrest.

Predominant among the reasons given by
inmates and authorities for the unrest are
that maximum security facilities are grossly
inadequate and overcrowded. These condi-
tions have caused almost impossible prob-
lems in the handling of large numbers of in-
mates.

Another major point raised by inmates,
though generally denied by prison authori-
ties, has been a lack of communications be-
tween prisoners and their overseers, and the
lack of trained personnel running the in-
stitutions, and finally, the lack of any pro-
ductive rehablilitation programs and facili-
ties.

One observation should be kept in mind.
Short of abolishing prisons, inmates can
never be fully satisfied and so that cannot
be the goal of penal reform. Common desire
among all inmates is that to a man, they
would rather be anywhere else.

And if prison society is an extension of
soclety outside the walls, it should be re-
membered that there are those who insist
that only through demonstrations and me-
dia-sensationalized shows of dissent can
changes be secured. Most disturbances may
be triggered by inmates with that futile fesl-
ing that the only way to be heard is by
rioting, taking hostages or issuing demands.

SECTION II
Classification of inmates

Once sentenced to imprisonment, an in-
dividual's first days in prison are in many
respects the most important: certainly, this
is true for first offenders. Nearly all will have
been incarcerated at local jails during trial,
but many are sustained by hope of a favor-
able verdict. Uncertainty ends upon sen-
tencing and the reality of adapting to prison
life must be faced.

Classification of an individual is the prior-
ity task of the prison system. It is the means
by which the problems of each Inmate are in-
dexed so that at best an appropriate program
of rehabilitation, if it existed, could be
scheduled for him.

At a minimum, classification is the proc-
ess by which young first offenders can be
separated from hardened criminals. It is
when the narcotic offender is separated from
the mentally disturbed and the homosexual
from the burglar.

Further, it i1s when a determination should
be made as to the degree of incarceration
an Inmate needs and deserves at the outset:
degrees identified as maximum security, me-
dium security and minimum security.
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Proper classification of inmates can help
reduce overcrowding, thereby cooling tensions
and reducing the chances of disturbances.

Adult male convicts in New Jersey are sup-
posedly classified at ‘Trenton State Prison,
younger ones at Yardville Reformatory. The
present process is extremely uncertain, un-
professional and long, with delays during
classification “observation” of several months
quite common. Average stay at Trenton is
29 months.

In testimony before the Committee at
Trenton State, Warden Howard Yeager noted
that law requires that each inmate have a
psychiatric report to be used as a basis of
classification. Yet he pointed out that there
is only one psychiatrist on the staff to handle
approximately 1,800 inmates.

Testimony further developed that of the
population at Trenton State Prison in maxi-
mum security, well over half are convicted
of non-violent and mostly victimless crimes.
If New Jersey's Initial classification of in-
mates were effective, offenders such as
junkles, bookies and non-supporters would
not remain in Trenton Prison for the dura-
tion of their terms as many now do.

SECTION III

Is there a need for the mazimum security
prison?

During our tour of the institutions, we
heard from many of the New Jersey prison
authorities that the future needs of the
State could be met by expanding the number
of medium and minimum security units and
further, that no additional maximum secu-
rity prisons should be built.

In testimony at Leesburg, Director Albert
C. Wagner of the Division of Correction and
Parole, stressed this viewpoint. Others in
authority including the Governor of the
State, are advocating immediate and huge
expenditures be made to construct two or
three medium security prisons, such as the
facility at Leesburg.

All those questioned agreed that maximum
security facilities are necessary. Warden
Yeager at Trenton sald that his prison
could function well as a maximum facility
glven adequate improvements and a reduced
population of not more than 800, Chief
Thomas Oldew at Rahway confirmed the
same Information for his prison.

Maximum security prisons house the most
troublesome inmates that other institutions
do not want or cannot handle. Under present
projections, conditions and financial limita-
tions, it is evident that the maximum secu-
rity prisons at Trenton and Rahway must
remain in operation for many years to come,
but not without significant improvements.

SECTION IV
Degrees of incarceration

New Jersey has three types of penal insti-
tutions to handle conviects of crimes or
various misdemeanors. There are two maxi-
mum security prisons for men, each orig-
inally built to house 90 at Trenton and
at Rahway. The total minimum security
at Leesburg designed for a capacity of 500,
but now housing some 320 inmates.

There is also a minimum security prison
at Leesburg designed to house 350 men. Rah-
way State Prison sends minimum security
prisoners to Marlboro and houses additional
minimum security inmates outside the wall
at Rahway. The total minimum security
facilities avallable in the State today is
about 600.

In addition to these three major *“degrees
of incarceration,” the State of New Jersey
has followed the lead of nearly every other
state by implementing work release and
furlough programs, both worthwhile and
successful to date though just developing
in terms of the number of inmates partic-
ipating.

These programs of course, can be success-
ful only to the extent of how trustworthy
individuals involved are. In fact, for an
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entire system of rehabllitation to be suc-
cessful, 1t must be premised upon a lessening
of the degree of security over the inmate as
his term progresses. :

There are prisoners, the number of which
is unknown, who can be classified as totally
incorrigibles; individuals that no matter
what efforts are made to help them, resist
to & point that maximum security may be
necessary throughout their terms.

But for the majority of inmates, given
proper circumstances in which to function,
progress can be made and measured so that
they would respond positively to an incen-
tive program designed to reduce their level
of incarceration from maximum security to
medium security and then to minimum
security.

Such an incentive program 1is needed in
New Jersey’s penal system. With it, of course,
must come more effective and regular classi-
fication of the progress, or lack of it, of each
inmate.

One of the most shocking findings of this
study was the extent of the practice of
releasing prisoners to the streets straight out
of maximum security. Though here is an
example of where reliable statistics are not
kept, best estimates are that three times as
many prisoners go from maximum security
to freedom than are transferred from maxi-
mum security to medium security. If an in-
mate is not trusted enough to be placed into
medium security, how could he deserve
parole or release back into soclety?

Warden Yeager quite accurately described
thls situation as a serlous and dangerous
dilemma which, he said, more than any other
single element accounts for the high rate of
recidivism: approximately 609% of the men
released in this manner are later recon-
victed and sentenced to prison.

The bulk of prisoners who are released
from maximum security to the streets have
served their full sentences or, in a lesser
number of cases, their reduced sentences per-
mitted under law which, of course, neither
the Warden or the courts can control.

That my recommendation for an inmate
incentive program could be productive is
borne out in some excellent and progressive
research and program development by Wil-
liam E. Prendergast, Jr., Director of the Rah-
way Treatment Unit, Mr. Prendergast has
come forth with a highly impressive program
and record of success by “Re-education of
Attitudes (and) Repressed Emotions” of in-
mates, Called R.O.A.R.E. for short, Prender-
gast’s intensive group therapy program ems-
ploys new techniques that show great
promise in rehabilitation.

Used at Rahway now only in the treatment
of sex offenders, Mr. Prendergast clites a
recidivism rate from his program of only
about 12 percent and that primarily because
the men he was working with were released
before treatment was completed.

Even the most hardened criminal can, he
claims, be helped to some extent by the
R.O.AR.E. method. The program doesn’t rely
in any sense on pampering the prisoners:
that's not why they're in prison. Men are
sent to prison because they violated the law
and the law requires that they be punished.

At the same time, prisons serve society
best by rehabilitating individuals so that
the probability of their return to unlawful
behavior will be diminished. The inmate, by
virtue of his Iincarceration, loses many
privileges. However, he does maintain basic
individual rights which require an institu-
tion to treat him fairly and give him the best
possible chance to rehabilitate himself for
& better life upon his release.

From the time of his original sentence to
maximum security and classification until
the time of his release from prison, a work-
able program must be established so that
wherever possible and as soon as possible, the
man is transferred to medium security and
then to minimum security.

If upon his release from maximum secu-
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rity, the authorities have reason to believe
they are dealing with a psychopath or some-
one who is a continuing threat to society,
then perhaps the Leglslature should enter-
taln the thought of changing certaln laws
s0 that such an individual can be detained
for further treatment rather than released.

With further reference to treatment, one
cannot overstress the importance of trained
guards, or as they prefer, correction officers.
New Jersey has a dismal record on such train-
ing. The American Correctional Association
recommends at least 52 hours of training per
year plus an extensive orientation course
when a man assumes a correction officer job.
In New Jersey, a mere 15 percent needing
training were provided it. And of those,
training lasted only 20 hours for each
officer.

The overcrowded conditions at both Rah-
way and Trenton State Prisons could be
alleviated through reclassification by trans-
ferring more inmates to minimum and
medium security facilities.

Approximately 200 vacancies exist at the
medium. security prison at Leesburg and
another 100 vacancies exist at the minimum
security farm there. If 300 appropriate pris-
oners were transferred from Trenton to
Leesburg, Trenton State would have the ap-
proximate population it should have—some
900 men.

The same is true at Rahway, though over-
crowding there is less acute. It should not
have a capacity of more than 800 in maxi-
mum security either. At least 200 men now
at Rahway should be moved into medium
and minimum security facilitles that could
be created at very little cost by expansion
projects at Leesburg and at the other mini-
mum security prisons in the state.

A systematic review of all maximum se-
curity prisoners should be made on a month-
ly basis with the goal of reclassifying them
to medium as soon as appropriate. The “good
time"” privileges given prisoners in New
Jersey is extremely liberal. Under New Jersey
law, a prisoner can be released on good con-
duet by serving either his minimum sentence
or one-third of his maximum sentence. This,
together with the additional benefits of
work release and furloughs, should be addi-
tlonal incentive for an inmate to peaceably
and productively spend his time.

SECTION V
The narcotics offender

Under the laws of New Jersey, before it was
recently changed, a narcotic user convicted
for possession was given a mandatory sen-
tence of from two to three years in State
Prison. This statute was amended in 1971.
However, many of those people who were con-
victed under the old statute are still serv-
ing terms In maximum security prisons.

In cases where the only offense was the use
and possession of narcotic drugs, the In-
dividual should not have been sent to a
maximum security prison in the first place.
He should be sent to a Narcotic Treatment
Center.

The narcotic user is the weakest individual
in any prison and the prey of more dangerous
inmates. At Trenton State Prison, for ex-
ample, Warden Yeager testified that of a
population of about 1300, some 650 inmates
on the day of our inspection were there on &
conviction of possession, use or sale of nar-
cotics,

From the statistics avallable, it appears
that there is a serlous need in New Jersey for
a 350 bed narcotics treatment hospital, This
need is so urgent that the State should not
waste time to build such an institution. It
should lease existing facilitles such as the
Jersey City Medical Center which the State
long ago could have acquired for $1. The
1966 report of the New Jersey Drug Study
Commission recommended such an institu-
tion at that time. The need existed then and
is more acute today.

The removal of 360-men who are narcotles
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offenders from the maximum security prisons
would again diminish the overcrowded con-
ditions that exist today.

The Narcotlc Treatment Center at Skill-
man Psychiatric Institute is too small and
not capable of taking care of this tremendous
demand at the present time. Additional state
facilities are needed immediately,

SECTION VI
Optimum size and location of prisons

Throughout the testimony of authorities
from around the Nation at the Committee’s
hearings in Washington and at our hearings
here in New Jersey, there seems to be a una-
nimity of opinion that the maximum security
prisons should be of a maximum population
of 800. Many experts argue that even that
figure is too high and some favor small 200-
cell complexes. A consensus iz about 600.

The day of the huge institutions, such as
Attica, New York, has come to an end. With
more than 2,200 inmates within the walls
there, authorities had an impossible situa-
tlon to cope with in trying to curtail the re-
cent uprising there. These arguments ten
years ago, of course, led New Jersey to design
Leesburg medium security prison for a ca-
pacity of 500.

The federal maximum security prison at
Marion, Illinois, has a capacity of about 800.
It is regarded as one of the finest penal in-
stitutions of its kind anywhere in the world.
Its inmate population averages sentences of
more than 30 years. All of the inmates that
previously occupied Alcatraz were trans-
ferred to Marion. The prison has an enviable
record, having experienced no major disturb-
ances since it opened in 1963. As far as the
size of the prison is concerned, it is evident
that the success at Marion lies in seiting a
limit of 800 for new prisons of maximum se-
curity.

The location of a prison is also extremely
important because the main remedy for hold-
ing down inmate unrest is contact with out-
side society through visits of friends and rel-
atives. Reasonable visitation policies at pris-
ons help inmates cease to believe that they
are forgotten men, a natural tendency of
thought.

It can be said that the number of visits an
Inmate receives is proportional to the num-
ber of miles the visitor has to travel. The
main objection now to the medium security
prison at Leesburg is that more than 75 per-
cent of its inmates come from metropolitan
areas in North Jersey, making it an ex-
tremely long trip to visit.

In 1969, New Jersey embarked upon a new
program which, under certain circumstances,
allows a prisoner to be employed outside the
prison walls by private industry. This SyB=
tem has worked well from the testimony we
have taken. However, if the prison is far
from industrial areas, job opportunities out-
slde are reduced. And if it is hoped that an
inmate would keep his work-release job af-
ter he is released from prison, the job should
be as close as possible to his outside residence.
The New Jersey experience in this regard has
no reliable statistics at this time primarily
because the program is so new. However, it
is evident from Information recelved from
elsewhere that upon release from prison in
almost all cases, a prisoner returns to his
previous place of abode.

Therefore, prison location can be an im-
portant factor in determining a man's
chances of finding employment after he is
released, especially if he has avalled himself
of a work-release program while still in
prison. Any new institution, whether it be
maximum, medium or minimum, should be
built in the geographical center of the
highly-populated section of Northern New
Jersey.

SECTION VII
Trenton State prison

The original prison in the State was built
near the present location of Trenton State
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Prison at the close of the 18th century. The
oldest cell block still in use was originally
built in 1834. All of the buildings, with the
exception of a new structure for educational
use, are more than 70 years old. The old cell
blocks were bullt under the old system of
solitary confinement.

Overcrowding has reached the point where
there are as high as four men in a cell. The
Trenton State Prison, in addition to holding
new arrivals for classification, houses the
most dangerous inmates in the State. It is the
location of the execution chamber and the
death house.

There are no rehabilitation tralning fa-
cilities here on the premises. The new ed-
ucation building, when it is put into use
later this year, is to serve a worthwhile pur-
pose: however the institution is sorely in
need of vocationsal training.

The bulldings at Trenton State Prison are
s0 old and so depreciated that there is a
great question as to whether or not it is
economically feasible to consider repairing
them. Almost all of the growth area has
been utilized: in fact, there are too many
buildings on the premises now.

If the maximum population were reduced
to 800, the oldest cell block building should
be torn down and in its place, shops for
vocational trainine similar to those in Yard-
ville Reformatory should be constructed.

According to avallable data, it appears that
those who have been sentenced to maximum
security because they are of a higher aver-
age age, a far greater percentage have an
established occupation than the Inmates, for
example, at Yardville. Where the average age
is lower, there is a much higher percentage
of inmates who have no occupation.

This could be interpreted to mean that
vocational training is more beneficial to the
State and society in a reformatory than
in prisons. However, there is an unanimity
of opinion that vocatioaal education serves
a aefinite benefit in every type of correction
institution. There is no question that the in-
mate as well as the society he will return to
both benefit from his being better prepared
to earn his own living. And all agree that the
idea of keeping inmates occupied with def-
inite positive results on the operation of
the Institutions themselves.

SECTION VIII
Rahway State Prison

Rahway State Prison was originally built
at the turn of the century. Almost all of Its
buildings are 70 years old with the exception
of one cell block which was built in the
early '50's. The institution is well kept. How-
ever, most of the buildings have outlived
their usefulness to a point where it is hardly
economically feasible to invest monies for
extensive repairs or renovations,

Rahway seems to have a great deal more
space Inside the walls than Trenton State
Prison. However, its capacity should also be
reduced to not more than 800. To do this
would permit the razing of the oldest cell
block to make room for Yardville-type voca-
tional training facilities such as previously
advocated for Trenton.

The Rahway prison has no vocational train-
ing at present. The investment at Rahway
is rather large. In fact, its newest Iinvest-
ment, which is about eight years old, is a
$3 million laundry that services most of
the State institutions North of the Raritan
River.

The work shops at Rahway as well as
Trenton are very old and the machinery gen-
erally outdated. The work program at both
maximum security institutions should be ex-
panded so that State Use Industries’ prod-
ucts can meet the increasing demands of all
of the State institutions.

We were tremendously impressed with the
R.O.A.R.E. program at Rahway as previously
mentioned. Those responsible for the pro-
gram are of the opinion that it can be ex-
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tended into many other areas of correction,
rather than just sex offenders as at present.
Provision of space to house this kind of ex-
panded program should be made at both
Trenton and Rahway, perhaps later to the
other prisons. And a long range program
must be developed to replace the Rahway
buildings. As is the case at Trenton, the
Rahway location is favorable.
SECTION IX
Leesburg minimum security prison

Opened in 1913 in beautiful rural sur-
roundings, several hundred acres are under
cultivation and large herds of dairy cattle
are attended. It has a present capacity of
approximately 300 and had an average dally
occupancy in 1971 of 250, This institution
is well run. The number of attempted escapes
have been minimal. Leesburg seems to be
an ideal location for the minimum security-
farm type of institution. And because of the
vast amount of land, this institution could
easily be expanded to a capacity of 500.

SECTION X
Leesburg medium security prison

Constructed adjacent to the minimum se-
curity facility, the new Leesburg Medium
Becurity prison was constructed from 1963
bond issue funds. It received its first in-
mates in early 1971 and this institution has
& very controversial history.

It is presently designed to have a maxi-
mum capacity of 500, but on the date of our
vislt, there were 328 Inmates. Final phases
of construction are well underway.

When this prison was originally designed
in 1962, it was regarded by experts as being
the finest of its kind anywhere in the Nation.
However, Its cost turned out to be extremely
high. Cost of construction to date is over
$16 mlllion, not counting a planned but now
abandoned regional $3 million laundry that
was to have served State institutions South
of the Raritan River,

Leesburg Medium Prison has cost the tax-
payers of New Jersey more than one and one-
half times the cost of the Nation's strongest
Federal maximum security prisons at Marion,
Nlinois, which cost 10,500,000 for 800 of the
hardest core prisoners in the Nation. By com-
parison, Marion was built under the Chicago
wage rate—the highest wage rate at the time
of construction in the Nation. The medium
security prison at Leesburg cost the taxpayers
of the state some $33,000 for each living
unit—an amount equal to about twice the
cost of a luxury Hilton Hotel unit built any-
where in the world at that time. It is re-
ported by those in authority today that the
Leesburg facility duplicated under present
costs would run over $25 million or some
$50,000 per unit.

The construction at Leesburg at such a
very high cost still leaves & lot to be desired.
Most of the construction is concrete block
and masonry. Compared to the Yardville
Reformatory, which cost approximately the
same amount of money and was built at the
same time, no reasonable person can agree
that the finished plant at Leesburg is any-
where near as good as Yardville. There is no
point in belaboring the comparison.

The Leesburg medium security prison
boasts up-to-date machinery In all of iis
work programs, notably in its bakery, which
is almost totally automated in a prison sys-
tem where there are four men for every in-
mate job presently available. In this modern
bakery, it requires only 13 men to produce
baked goods that with less automation would
occupy three or four times as many men.
It is extremely difficult to justify high auto-
mation in a prison,

The insitution has a number of new class-
rooms, but on the day of our visit, none of
them were occupled nor ready for use. Op-
eration of Leesburg medium security prison
seems to be efficlent and the officers and em-
ployees there seem dedicated.

5241

Vocational training facilitles are under
construction at Leesburg, though they are
too incomplete to judge at this time. But
total cost of these valuable facilities will no-
where near approach the cost of the bakery.

Because of the glaring inadequacies, a few
of which have been referred to In this study,
at Leesburg Including the extremely high
cost per unit, it would be a mistake to at-
tempt to duplicate this type of design else-
where. To reconstruct another Leesburg at a
cost of $50,000 per unit is a luxury that the
Garden State could i1l afford. Such a pro-
posal on bond lssue referendum would most
certainly be defeated at the polls.

SECTION XI
Yardville Reformatory

Also bullt from the 1963 bond Issue monies
and opened in 1968, this is a reception cen-
ter for all youth correctional commitments
and young adults. Ages range from 15 to 30
years. Current population is 800 males and
although there are other reformatories at
Jamesburg, Bordentown and Annandale &as
well as the women's prison at Clinton Farms,
this institution drew our closest scrutiny be-
cause It Is the newest and the largest in the
entire state system.

This Institution at Yardville rates with the
finest in the Nation. Its design is practical.
Its construction economical, Its over-all fa-
cilities meet every requirement. The entire
operation 1s most impressive. On the day of
our visit, morale seemed to be very high
throughout the institution and yet one week
later, a rebellious group within the institu-
tion seized hostages and made vociferous de-
mands to aid their views to the press. Clearly,
unrest may occur In corrections institutions
regardless of the excellence of facilities and
basic corrective programs as at Yardville.

An alarming percentage of the inmates at
all of the institutions, particularly Yardville,
have had experience with drugs. A sizeable
percentage have been addicted to heroin. The
major suggested improvement for Yardville
Reformatory would be greater segregation of
drug addicts from other prisoners, It is ex-
tremely dangerous for a hardened heroin
user to be in close communication with a
teenage non-user.

The New Jersey Narcotic Drug Study Com-
mission in its several reports revealed that
the average age in 1964 for the first use of
an addictive drug in the State was 19. The
same report, as the result of hundreds of
interviews backed up by sound data, proved
that in more than 90 percent of the cases, the
first use was caused by curiosity. This fact no
doubt remains true and it is therefore vital
that addicts be segregated from teenage non-
users. Addicts, in close contact daily with a
non-user, invariably glorify in telling about
the wonderful feeling experienced under the
influence of heroin. This kind of conversation
over a long period of time can do nothing
but excite the curiosity of a teenager to a
point that upon his release, he will be more
apt to experiment with the dangerous addic-
tive drug.

SECTION XII

The hue and cry for local jail reform has
been echoed for as long as the facilities have
existed. It is the municipal or county jail
where individuals accused of crime are first
remanded and it is there too often that first
offenders are hopelessly dehumanized by
thelr first experience in overcrowded, poorly
managed jalls, The county jalls, because of
their primary function as holding facilities,
rarely make any pretense or effort to be cor-
rectional in purpose.

According to the United States Justice De-
partment, of the Nation’s 4,037 jails, B9 per-
cent lack educational facilities, 86 percent
contain no facilitles for recreation, 49 per-

cent lack medical facilities, 26 percent don't
permit visitors and about 60 of them even
lacked toilets. These medieval conditions in
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many respects are in greater need of reform
than the “big houses.”

Two of New Jersey's county jall facilities
and programs were reviewed by the Commit-
tee. Following are brief reports on the County
Jails in Bergen and Essex Counties.

Bergen County Jail

Ungquestionably the best county-level penal
system in New Jersey and the best I know of
in the nation, exists in Bergen County under
the administration of Sheriff Joseph Job.
Bergen County has two separate facilities—
an old institution which is located behind the
Court House building in Hackensack and the
other, & new institution opened January 1967
located about one mile from the Court House.
We Inspected only the new institution and
questioned Sheriff Job and his administra-
tive staff at length about Bergen County's
facilities and programs.

The new Bergen facility 1s a model arrange-
ment with nearly every sensible correction
program to meet the needs of one of the
State’s most densely populated counties. The
jall has a capacity of approximately 180. On
the day of our visit, there were 65 male in-
mates and 15 females,

Sheriff Job testified that his number one
target is to keep the population down to the
lowest practical level. During 1970, 4758 per-
sons were dealt with by the Bergen County
jails, which have an over-all capacity of just
over 300 persons. The new jall serves primar-
ily for serving sentences, as opposed to deten-
tion for trial.

The institution has an excellent high level
of morale, both for inmates and the correc-
tion officers, who are well trained and motiv-
ated, Sheriff Job points with pride to the fact
that every inmate who leaves his prison sys-
tem has a job to go to and money in his
pocket earned while incarcerated. Recidivism
there is the lowest in the State—under 20
percent. Inmates are isolated generally by
offense as necessary, are given excellent rec-
reational, educational and job opportunities
and the inmate relationship to the jail's cor-
rection officers and administration and there-
fore soclety 1s very good.

I commend the full transcript of our hear-
ings at Bergen County when it is published
as highly rewarding and informative reading
for anyone genuinely interesting in learning
about a model institution.

SECTION XIIT
The Essex County Jail

Essex County is the largest PFirst Class
County in the State, having a population of
nearly one million people. The crime problem
in the City of Newark is so acute and pres-
ently unmanageable that the County Board
of Freeholders recently constructed a new
penal facility.

Adjacent to the County Court House com-
plex in the heart of Newark, Essex County’s
new jail was opened in mid-1971 and is a 13-
story high-rise design, The movement of pris-
oners in and out has a fantastic average of
400 daily. This County Jail is under the ad-
ministration of Sheriff John Cryan after the
County Freeholders turned the facility over
to him this past Fall. In all fairness, Sheriff
Cryan quite obviously is doing his very best
under extremely difficult circumstances.

Construction of this facility, at a cost in
excess of $10 million, commenced in 1064.
Nearly all of the iInmates in the new jall have
not been convicted of the crimes for which
they are being held. They are awalting trlal
for the most part.

In testimony before this Committee on
December 21, 1971, Sheriff Cryan sald the
intended maximum population of the new
jail is 580. In 1971, the Inmate flow through
the county penal system exceeded 12,000 per-
sons. At the time of our hearings, 85 In-
mates were awalting trial on the charge of
murder. Fifty had been indicted for First
Degree Murder, the remainder on lesser mur-
der charges.
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During an Inspection of the 13-story jail,
a conclusion that it was structurally ob-
solete and unmanageable even before it is
finished was hard to avold. The argument
advanced for building the institution down-
town was that untold amounts of money
would be saved on transportation alone for
inmates having to make court appearances.
Thus the close proximity to the Court House,
it was reasoned.

As it turned out, in terms of the personnel
needed to man the 13 different floors, the
Sheriff is now faced with having to double his
stafl just to have adequate custodial care.
There is also a serious question of security
in the Fssex high-rise because cell door con-
trols are located only on alternate floors as
are the communications centers.

Other drawbacks of the overcrowding, in-
definite stays, and poor design are the lack
of adequate classification of inmates, any
rehabilitation programs of significant drug
counseling despite the fact that over T0 per-
cent of the jail's population is a result of
drug-related offenses.

The institution has a gymnasium, an audi-
torium and a Chapel. Very few of the inmates
can be used for jobs within the institution
since the great bulk of them are awalting
trial or sentence. Essex has two other in-
stitutions—one which is known as the old
Jail and a second which is known as the
Essex County Penitentary at Caldwell. Coun-
ty facilities can handle 800 inmates.

The most dangerous part of the entire
operation are those inmates that are await-
ing trial or sentencing for felonies and crimes
of violence, including murder. It is well-
known that the most difficult inmate to
handle and the one who can be trusted the
least, 15 the individual who spends every
moment in desperation and doubt, never
knowing what his fate will be. This individ-
ual Is most apt to attempt to escape or to
harm or even kill someone. Under such
tension, the Essex County Jall could explode
into a serious disaster at any time.

Immediately and at the very least, in-
dividuals in the Essex County Jall that are
awalting trial or sentence for a crime of
violence should be transferred to another,
more secure and manageable institution.
When the number of inmates is small, and
the amount of supervision more adequate,
it is easier to manage.

SECTION XIV
Problem of prison overcrowding

As is evident from the foregoing, inade-
quate and too Infrequent classification, along
with certaln mandatory sentences are major
factors contributing to overcrowding, par-
ticularly of the State’s maximum security
prisons at Trenton and Rahway. Convicts of
mnon-violent offenses, except under extraor-
dinary extenuating circumstances, should
not be imprisoned in maximum security fa-
cilities. They do not belong there.

It is granted that the bookmaker, the num-
bers writer, the gambler and similar offend-
ers may be part of organized crime. If the
courts determine that he be Incarcerated,
then he should be Immediately classified for
minimum securlty. He 1z the type least ex-
pected to try to break out and the one most
able to become adjusted to minimum secu-
rity. The same can be said for so many other
non-violent crime offenders.

And the teenager who has committed a
non-violent crime should not, again except
in extraordinary circumstances, be sent to
the maximum security prisons. We inter-
viewed a boy who, upon his escape from the
Bordentown Reformatory at age 19, was sent
to Trenton State Prison, where he served two
full years before he was released. He was
denied transfer to the medium security
prison and to the minimum security prison
at Leesburg. How is it possible for a boy of
his age not to be fit for transfer to minimum
security on one day and then fit for release
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the next? He shouldn't have been sent to
Maximum Security in the first place.

To cut down the present population in the
two maximum security prisons In the near
future, it will no doubt be necessary for the
Leglslature to consider changing the law of
the State so that many of the non-violent
offenders cannot be sent to maximum secu-
rity. Such a recommendation at this point
has great merit.

SECTION XV

Financing institutional needs at the
State level

New Jersey, because of 1ts highly tax con-
scious public, has over the years financed 1ts
capltal improvements by floating large bond
issues. This method carries with it a pain-
fully slow process of fulfilling a drastic need,
such as prison reform now.

In addition, the New Jersey publie, much
the same as elsewhere in the Nation, has not
been willing to expend large amounts of
money for prisons unless such proposals are
tied to more popular causes like mental hos-
pitals and the like. For example, the only
large institution construction in the last 20
years were financed by bond issues, only part
of which were for prisons: namely Leesburg
medium and Yardville.

This slow process of funding by bond is-
sue cannot be used as the answer to the cur-
rent prison crisis in 1972, To simply say we
will bond two or three mew Leesburgs to
remedy the existing problem is only kidding
the publle.

Leesburg medium security prison, under
this procedure, took ten years to build. Even
if New Jersey makes the mistake of trying
to duplicate Leesburg elsewhere, we should
not under any circumstances use the same
method of financing.

The 1972 problem should be financed by di-
rect appropriation in the 1972-73 fiscal year
budget. It is estimated, accurately we feel,
that all of the emergency physical change
recommendations in this study can be ef-
fected for approximately $10 million. That
includes razing of the oldest cell blocks at
both Trenton and Rahway to reduce popu-
lation at each institution to 800. It includes
construction of effective Yardville-type vo-
catlonal training facilities at both Trenton
and Rahway. And 1t includes provision of
space for R.O.ARE. programs at all three
prisons and expansion of the minimum se-
curity farm at Leesburg to 500.

The possibility of securing substantial
Federal funds for capital construction use
in New Jersey's prison system will be dis-
cussed in the next section. But in the event
that New Jersey will have to raise the entire
£10 milllon or so for these emergency im-
provements, it is suggested that those reve-
nues be created immediately by a slight in-
crease In one of the excise taxes rather than
postpone these needed improvements while
waiting for the elongated bond issue pro-
cedure.

The recommendations herein contained
can meet the immediate needs of the State
at the present time and for several years to
come. However, a new Institution will be
needed by 1975, according to current pro-
Jections, and plans for it should be made
now.

It should be of medium security with ex-
panded minimum security facilities. Its lo-
cation should be in the metropolitan North-
ern area of the State. It is recommended that
an institution designed similar to the Fed-
eral maximum security prison at Marion, Ili-
nois would be far more economical and ef-
ficient than using the Leesburg design.

Basically, the only difference between me-
dium security and maximum security are
manned towers on outside walls. These are
terribly expensive to maintain and operate.
Although there is a great deal of authority
that recommends that any institution be not
greater in size than to house 600 inmates,




February 23, 1972

there is no reason why such an institution
cannot be placed adjacent to another State
Institution, In fact, such a plan should be
carefully considered so that central power
and utilities could be utilized for more than
one institution.

SECTION XVI

Federal funds

Through the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, (LEAA) the Federal govern-
ment annually provides millions of dollars to
New Jersey to fight crime: over $6 million in
Fiscal 1971 and more than double that
amount in Piscal 1972 with additional in-
creases for future years.

But in New Jersey, the Division of Cor-
rection and Parole is ending up with noth-
ing more than a bone of the LEAA funds so
far. Even less filters down where it is needed
the most now—in the prisons. To date, it is
interesting to note that the New Jersey au-
thorities have yet to allocate a single dime
to try to help remove the State's most glar-
ing prison deficliencies. Unconfirmed rumors
persist that New Jersey’s LEAA administra-
tive agency (SLEPA) will soon free several
million dollars in withheld federal funds for
prison purposes. Such expenditures should
be spent as part of an over-all master plan of
reform, not for stop-gap purposes.

As one of my recommendations to the
Committee On Crime, later this month, I in-
tend to ask for a detailed investigation of
how and where Federal LEAA funds are be-
ing spent by varlous States, including New
Jersey.

In December, I introduced legislation In
the House of Representatives to help cut red
tape involved in the use of LEAA funds. And
when Congress reconvenes later this month,
I intend to introduce additional legislation
to free LEAA funds for use in capital con-
structlon of BState correctional facilities,
plans of which meet certain standards, Hope-
fully, with support of the State of New Jer-
sey, this legislation could help pay for a
sizeable percentage of the bill for both the
immediate facility reforms needed and the
long range needs of the State’s correctional
system.

Sheriff Cryan and other officials in Essex
County pointed to current regulations which
ignore County Sheriff Departments in the
distribution of certain LEAA funds, I have
assured the Sheriff that this matter will also
be studied and that if possible, federal funds
for law enforcement will be made available
to Sheriff’s departments as well as other law
enforcement agencies now eligible under the
program.

SECTION XVII
Need for State legislative action

A multitude of old laws on the State sta-
tute hooks affecting mandatory sentences
should be studied and either repealed or
amended. Courts should be empowered to
review cases of those sentenced under stat-
utes that are changed or repealed.

In addition, several laws that hamper the
chances of employment of a released pris-
oner should be changed. Many of the pro-
fessional boards have promulgated rules
which prohibit any person convicted of a
crime from working in that field. Ex-convicts
cannot be barbers, for example. Such a rule
should be changed because in many of the
institutions, inmates are taught how to cut
halr. If this is the only field they know how
to be employed in when they are released,
how do they get such jobs when they can’t
secure barber’'s licenses? A review of all such
statutes should be made and acted upon by
the Legislature at an early date,

In our review of these laws, we had a two-
hour meeting with The Honorable Joseph
Weintraub, Chief Justice of the New Jersey
Superior Court and several of the State As-
signment Judges. The information and in-
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sight galned In that conference was extreme-
1y valuable,
SECTION XVIII
Summary of recommendations

A, Emergency Prison Facility Reforms. A
$10 million plan to relieve overcrowding, bet-
ter treat drug offenders and implement re-
habilitation and training programs is recom-
mended. The plan should include:

Rental of a 350-bed hospital for narcotics
offender treatment, a move that would result
in better treatment and would remove drug
offenders from maximum security prisons
where they do not belong.

Raze the oldest cell blocks at both Tren-
ton and Rahway Prisons to reduce inmate
population at each location to 800.

Finish medium security construction to
house 500 inmates and expand minimum se-
curity capacity at Leesburg from 250 to 500
and elsewhere as appropriate.

Construct and establish at both Trenton
and Rahway a comprehensive vocational
training complex similar to that which pres-
ently exists at Yardville.

Provision of space and funding for Inten-
slve group therapy program (R.0.A.R.E) for
all types of offenders throughout the entire
prison system.

B. Long Range Prison Facility Improve-
ments:

Begin plans now for one new 600 to 800
unit medium security prison in Northern
metropolitan area to be ready for occupancy
in 1975.

Implement plan of gradual replacement
of antiquated buildings at both Trenton and
Rahway.

C. Handling of Inmates:

Establish a more adequate and frequent
classification system, complete with com-
petent psychiatric care.

Institute an “inmate incentive plan” by
which prisoners can earn advancements from
maximum to medium to minimum security
facilities and programs, deserving additional
privileges and greater freedom along the way
including work release and furloughs.

Non-violent offenders such as bookmak-
ers, gamblers, narcotic use cases, etc. should
be held in maximum security, except in
extraordl cases.

Revise cell block assignments as needed to
segregate types of offenders.

D. Financing Prison Reform:

Finance emergency facility reforms (A
above) by direct appropriation in the 1872-
73 State budget. If needed, impose slight
increase on an excise tax instead of using
time consuming bond issue method of
financing.

Proceed with bond lssue plans for new
medium security prison needed by 1975 and
building replacements.

Support Federal legislation in Congress to
permit the use of LEAA crime-fighting funds
for capital improvements of State Correction
Institutions.

E. State Law Revision:

Legislature should review the penal code
to make sentencing uniform, to repeal laws
that discriminate against employment of
former inmates and to widen the scope of
discretion on the part of judges and the
prison system with respect to the location,
duration and degree of incarceration.

Establish a separate bureau for the man-
agement and administration of all correc-
tional institutions in the State. Current ar-
rangement within the Department of Insti-
tutions and Agencles dilutes authority and
too severely limits budgetary requirements.

Cooperate as fully as possible on budgetary
requests for prison reform, particularly items
such as psychlatric care, R.O.A.R.E. funding,
correction officer training, and education
and vocational training for inmates.

This report could not have been made
without the valuable assistance of our Chief
Counsel, Frank Paglianite; the assistance of
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various State, County and prison officials in
each of the institutions we visited and the
wholehearted cooperation of the Chief Jus-
tice of the New Jersey Supreme Court and
his associates.

The program recommended herein is far
reaching and comprehensive. If the State
of New Jersey recognizes and admits that
& crisis exists as it does, then the Governor
and Legislature must be prepared to act on
these recommendations at the earliest pos-
sible date.

Mr. Speaker, full transcripts of the
testimony taken at all of the hearings
held in connection with this study are
being published by the Select Committee
on Crime. I am advised that the commit-
tee's full report should be available soon.

FUNDING THE REFORMS

Since the foregoing report was written,
I have met with officials of the Federal
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration to clarify the considerable confu-
sion throughout New Jersey as to the
authorized uses of LEAA moneys.

As a result of this meeting, it is now
apparent that the $10 million emergency
program of penal reform I have recom-
mended for New Jersey can be paid for
with a combination of State and Fed-
eral funds.

Specifically, it is recommended that
$6.5 million of the fiscal 1972 LEAA
funding for New Jersey be used for pris-
on reform as outlined. The remaining
$3.5 million could be secured from the
dedicated proceeds of the State’s lottery.

It is not widely remembered, but when
New Jersey's highly successful lottery
was approved, it was done by a statewide
referendum that amended the State con-
stitution to dedicate all receipts to high-
er education and institutions.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, it is my opin-
ion that the nature of the prison erisis
in New Jersey is such that this marriage
of $6.5 million of Federal LEAA funds
and $3.5 million of lottery receipts must
be arranged immediately.

Following is an initial breakdown of
1970 and 1970 awards and projections
by the LEAA in New Jersey for correc-
tions programs. Also following are sev-
eral noteworthy exhibits of statistics on
New Jersey’s prison system:

STATE oF NEW JERSEY,
STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT
PLANNING AGENCY,
Trenton, N.J., January 28, 1972,
Hon, CHARLES W. SANDMAN, JR.,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CONGRESSMAN SanpMAN: The Attorney
General has referred your letter of January
20, 1972 to me for reply with regard to the
amount of funds received by the State of
New Jersey from the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration in 1971.

Block grant funds received by the State in
1971 totalled $11,870,000. These funds, ac-
cording to Federal guidelines, are avallable
fo expenditure until June 30, 1973. There-
fore, a variety of programs have been funded
to date, others are in the process of funding
or are anticipated for funding.

In order to expedite matters, I would ap-
preclate it If you would have a member of
your staff contact me so that I might ar-
range to brief him as to the nature and pur-
pose of all these grants.

Very truly yours,
JoHN J. MULLANETY,
Ezecutive Director.
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Law ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., February 14, 1972.
Hon. CHARLES W, SANDMAN, JR.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SANDMAN: This is in re-
sponse to your recent letter to Jerris Leon-
ard regarding LEAA funds expended in New
Jersey in 1971.

In keeping with the discussion during our
meeting on January 31, I am providing in-
formation on funds used for corrections pro-
grams for Fiscal Years 1970 and 1971.

In Fiscal Year 1970 New Jersey recelved
a block grant award of 6,372,000 and of this
amount allocated $2,6560,000 to corrections
programs. In Fiscal Year 1971 the New Jer-
sey block grant was $11,870,000 and $5,320,~
000 was allocated for corrections. In addi-
tion, in Fiscal Year 1071, New Jersey received
$1,437,000 In Part E corrections funds.

I am enclosing a copy of a report on all
sub-grants made by the New Jersey State
Law Enforcement Planning Agency for proj-
ects involving corrections out of Fiscal Years
1970 and 1971.

If I can provide additional information,
please let me know.

Sincerely,
RicaARD W. VELDE,
Associate Administrator.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

[A detailed breakdown of awards and projections for New
Jersey Corrections programs follows:)

1870
funds

1971
funds

A, The New Jersey SPA made funds
available to the State division of
l:urrectian and parole for the follow-

enumerated projects utilizing

19 0 and 1971 funds as mdtcated
ty based treatment
center for juveniles {2)

(age 14 to 16 years)_.

2, Coordinator of :omrnunlty-
based correctional pro-
PR e a0

3. Expansion of correction-
al advisory and inspection
T PR B P S .

4, Communit corrections
center for work releases
and services to released
offenders (2 centers)._..__

5. Mobilizing citizen volunteer
services for State cor-
rectional institutions

6. Research for program ef-
fectiveness of juvenile
rehabilitation projects__

7. Special narcotics rehabil
tion program for the youth
lec.eptmn and corrections
center. .

8. Vocational _counseling and
placement services imple-
mented by graduate school
students unit—Youth racep-
tion and corrections center._

9, Lawrers as parole voluntears

0, D tand i
tion of a correctional officers
tra:mngacademy.........,. 8

1L 1 of a ti
rehabilitation nrogram with
aftercare services in State
correctional institutions.. ...

- $58,087  §128,821
A2 =l

29,765

148,178

1225, 000
159,817 1, 184,189

Total for paragraph A

B. The following awards were made to
New Jersey State agencies, other than
the dmsmn of corrections and pa-

l Defgertmeni of community af-

Implementation of a

model robation  service

center in Paterson, N.J.._...

2, Bureau of Children’s Services:

Emergency group home for

juveniles without domicile. ..

3. .ﬂcfrnini:llalivu office of the

courts. Hudson County Pro-
trial Intervention Project..

21,250 5,825

195, 701

151,250 201, 526

Toltal for paragraph B... ..
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1970
funds

1971
funds

C. The N.J. SPA awarded the following
funds to local units of government
fnr correctional grnjecls

1. Somerset County: Feasibility
study for development of
juvenile detention center... $15, 000
2, Bergen County:

(a) Social case work
services at deten-
tion center

(b) Remedial education
servicesin juvenile
detention center__.

3. Cumberiand County: Feasibil-
itr study for development
of juvenile detention center_

4. Mercer County: Counseling
services in juvenile deten-
tion center

5, Atlantic County: Architecl’s
fees for designing new
county detention center. ...

6. Essex County:

(2) Guidance counseling
in juvenile deten-
tion centers

(b) Recreation programs
for detainees in
juvenile detention
centers.

(c) Residential treatment
center for juveniles
as an alternative to
juvenile court

(d) Newark defendant’s
employment proj-

(e) Staff support for Es-
sex County prose-
cutor office to in-
vestigate cases rec-
ommended for de-
fendant _employ-
ment project han-

7. Morris Cuunty Implemen!a-
tion of a screening unit in
probation department to
screen juveniles referred by
police for detention con-
finement. . .

8. Mercar Gounty Televised ac-
ademic education courses
from community college to
Trenlon State Prison..____

h County: Vocali
al preparatwn for count!
jail inmates__

Total for paragraph C__ .. 322,823

D. The In!lawmg ura;ecls were funded

ti

E. The

by the N.J. SPA for local correc-

ons I{Dm pt E funds:

1. Cape May County: Develop-
ment and implementation
of an emergency shelter for
juveniles requ:rmg lempa—
rary domicile. .

2. Atlantic County:

(a) Construction of a
new juvenile de-
tention facility . .

(b) Professional serv-
ices to }uvemles
in detention. .

Total for para-
graph Dpa

N.J. SPA has allocated $150,000

of 1971 pt. E funds to supplement
t. C funds for a program called
smum\rementol practices and pro-
grams in county jails
F. Partial projection of 1972 correctional
programs:

1. Vocational training 2nd place-
ment of inmates in State
prisons_.___

. Expansion of acaden:rc educa-
tional programs in State cor-
rectional institutions

. Expansion of work :elease
centers._ L e

. h:panded prulessmnal " di-
rected treatment services in
State correctional institutions_...

. Other projects are currently
under study

G. The N.). SPA rep;esentatwe stated

thai

$2,014,320 (pt.

o

t their intention is to expend
C) and §1,696,000
E) for corrections pmgfams on
State and local level

i U e St

30,000 ...oeven--

1970
funds

H. 1t should be noted that the SPA does
not fund institutions directly, they
only fund the State divisicn of correc-
tions and parole and they ggrantae) in
turn, supply the moneys for the pro-
grams in the various institutions,
such as Trenton, Leesburg, and
Rahway State Prisons

1Pt E,

ExHIBIT (8)

|, SELECTED STATISTICS, A COMPARISON—FISCAL YEARS
1968-71: ADMISSIONS TO NEW JERSEY'S PRISON SYSTEM 1

1968 1970 1971

1. Trenton (main) 1,223 1,351 1,367
1. Treaton (West unit)_. 123 164 164 151
11, Rahway (main) 1, 152 . 1,239
IV. Marlboro unit. _ 134
V. Leesburg mediu
VI, Leesburg minimum.__

Vil. _ Tolal admissions. .
VIl Average daily

Institution

1,358 1291
3,160
3,172

1 Source: New Jersey Division of Correction and Parole.

ExumIir (b)
Fiscan Year 1971
INMATES CLASSIFIED FOR TRANSFER ! FROM
TRENTON STATE PRISON
Number of
Transferred to:
Rahway State Prison

Jones Farm_
Yardville

tal
1Source: N.J. Division of Correction.

EXHIBIT (C)
FiscaL Year 1071
RELEASES FROM NEW JERSEY'S PRISON SYSTEM ?
748
472
274
416

328

From Trenton State Prison
From Rahway State Prison
Released at maximum sentence

Released by Court.

Recalled by Court

Transferred to Trenton Psychiatric
Hospital

Transferred to Bordentown.__

Transferred to Yardville_.

2 Source: N.J. Division of Correction and

Parole.
ExHIBIT (d)
SUMMARY OF WORK RELEASE FROGRAM * IN NEW
JERSEY'S PRISON SYSTEM

Statute signed April 22, 1969 permits in-
mates to be released for work, school and
vocational training.

First inmates began work release June 2,
1969.

There were 87 inmates on work release on
Sept. 30, 1970.

A total of 312 inmates participated In
work release program up to June 30, 1970.

Of the 312, 287 were employed and 25 at-
tended school.

Total salaries earned to June 30, 1970 was
$212,901.00.

Inmates who work outside prison pay a

maintenance fee of §4¢ per day, seven days
a week.

3 Source: Abstract from Fiscal 1972 Budget
Presentation of the N.J. Division of Cor-
rection and Parole.
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EXHIBIT 1
CHARACTERISTICS OF PRISON AND YOUTH OFFENDER SUBGROUPS

Calendar 1969 admissions Cal endar 1970 admissions

] Y-‘n_uth Youth  Prisoners  Prisoners Youth Youth  Prisoners Prisaners
Total juveniles adults to age 29 age 304 Total juveniles adults 1o age 29 age 30+

Size of subgroups during each year 3,907 530 1,515 702 760 4,186 892 1,985 563 746
Pardant. oo 0 18 19 100 21 47 13 18

PERCENTAGES OF EACH SUBGROUP
MO S0—RoR. o< st o 100 100 100 100

59_ 56 7 88 . LeGr -_—.2‘5-3
41 247

No. 63—Skill level, longest job =~ R : o 100

L. Low skills
. Highskills..._.___.__

(i) Odd jobs, welfare...........
Unskilled regular labor_
Machine operator__ ..
(ii) Service worker. ..
Craftsman, foreman_..
Professional, manager
o | L

|. Below average_..._.......
Il. Average._._._..
11, Above average

(i) Retarded. __......
Mild retarded.
Dull normal...
(ii) Average
(iii) Bright normal.
Superior__. i
No. 12—Present offense.... . ... oo . .oll.ll

N._._
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|. Offendersversus persons_ __._.. .. ___.__.._.._._...
11. Offenders versus p roperty

. Narcotics law violators.
IV. Other offenders_. .

(i) Murder
Negligent manslaughter
1 B
Carnal abuse_...
Other sex offenses. i
OB s A e
Assault, atrocious assault
Weapons offense__._.__.___.
Break and enter, larceny.
Larceny, theft ... __.
Auto theft. . .. .........
Forgery, counterfeiting. _.._..__
Embezzlement, fraud, bad check. .
Stolen property
(iii) Marcotics law.
(iv) Family offenses.
Commercialized v
Gambling
Juvenile offense sol M ———
Disorderly, other offense (more detailed
offense tabulations are available)........ 3 . . 1242 22

[l

RO OO 00 WD DD LW LD S 00 e || P
13 2 L

W CD—'I'\J—'&-I‘\)‘-I::D“JQ'-IU!@N&” PO O

“

s i a3
wWwdmr

4 w
o0

-

SRR AN e D L S O P

-
—
—
ra

o o, P, . f

ol 3 LD e 3 1D D et e
o Nl -]

"
T g e 13 00 1 1 e

"
B

ra -

ML IO PRI P M L
- —

=
IO MNIIO, NP3 D e T e M D

31N 45 043,00 1 LD £ 4D 00 40 13 00 vt 00 LD
-

b e O G e D N1 00 e LN D e D
™
g

o
e
w

1 The subgroup with the largest difference in incidence compared to incidence among total 2 The subgroup showing the largest change in incidence of characleristic from 1969 to 1970.

admissions.
EXHIBIT 111

NEW JERSEY CORRECTIONS

Average monthly admissions and average resident
By fiscal years last month; by quariers ending—

1971 1968 1969 1870 1870

g

Total corrections:
Commitment plus parole return_..
Resident, lastday_ ... ... ... ...
On parole, last day
Prison:
Admissions :
Average daily population__ . ...
Resident lastday. ___._.... ==
On furlough - oo e
Trenton main...

37z 451
5, 886 6, 186
6,232 6,179

107 123
3,131 3,160
3,046 3,172

1,351 s 1,362 1,351

165 64 148 163
Rahway main___ 1,239 1,133 1,239
Mariboro unit 134 130 131 123 139 134
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Average monthly admissions and average resident
By fiscal years last month; by quarters ending—

1971 1968 1969 1971 1969 1969 1970 1970

Youth:

Admissions. ..........

Average daily popululmn

Resident last day_
On jurlough__
Yardville rece
Yardville correctiol
West Trenton unit
Wharton unit

Annandale main..
Stokes Forest unit

Women:

3,195 1,812 2,283 3,195 185 207
2,246 1, 1,904 2, 2,246 1,998 2,058
2 2,019 2,317 1,982 2,041 2,135

176 129 “138
598 456 98 531
27 25
22
9
759
40
62
542
A4
38 45

o L e S S 14

Average daily population
Resident Iaslv(ray. main

Community center. ...« ceeeeae

Jamesburg:
Admission:

605
Average dazi ulation 53! 674 29 7 297 333
o ’J’i‘?_____. 585 20 3

Resident last

Skillman:
Admissions. ... .
Average daily popula!lon

284 212
203

________ R e o 8 7 7

40
331

16
162 152

Rasldent Iaslday--.........-.........._.._..___.__._.____..____ 17! 152

Mmlsslons
Average dail
Resident |as
PP Centers:
idm:ssmgs_l ar
verage dai pulation
Resident ias{lﬁny

11
116 104 17
106 118

220 17
70 65 70 70
61 71 65

Average monthly admissions and average resident last month; by quarters ending— July-December 1971 1

September December March June September December
1970 1970 1971 1971 1871 1971 August September October

Total corrections:
Commitment plus parole return_ .
Resident, lastday__________.__._.
On palnle last day
Prison:
Admissions__.__.._._.._..
Average dmiyﬂpupulatlon 2
Resident last day_..
On furlough.
Trenton main...
West Trenton unit..
Rahway main___.
Mariboro unit. .
Leesburg medium_ . %
Leesburg minimum_.........

th:
Admissions b
Average daily population_.
Resident last
On furlough. ...
Yardville reception.
Yardville correction.
West Trenton unit..
Wharton unit..._. ...
Yardville commumty cente
Bordentown main. . ...
NPl unit_. ...
New Lisbon unit.
Annandale main....
Stokes Forest unit_
High Paint unit
Women:
Admissions. . ...ccimeaanaaaaa
Average dail c|:u|=;'.|uiar.ml'|
Residsni_las main
Community center
Jamesburg:
.:dmnssmé'ls_l_.____l_ - -
verage daily population. .. =
Resident iasf’l&y..“__.-........
Skillman:
Admissions
Average daily population.__
_ Resident, last day
Girls:
Admissions. :
Average daily population___
Resident, last day
GPP Centers:

Average daily population.___
Resident, last day

518 ] A 366 456

6,313 3 6, 570 6, 266 6,187
6,248 : 6, 620 y 7,006 1,175

107 164 Lye 90 100 130
3,186 3,286 = 3,323 3,313
3,179 y 3,308 f 3,343 2 3,310

71,35 1,367 y . 1,262
147 142 151 153 5 1 160

151
1,123 ; 1,156
130 | E 133 144
285 318
253 263 . r v 265

290 273
2,302 2,250
2, 243 2,267 2,317 2,232 .

TR R oy A

1 Figures for 1
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ExHBrT IV
STATE PAROLE BOARDS—SUMMARY OF
PAROLE DECISIONS
FISCAL—JULY 1, 1870 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1871
State and county hearings:
State hearings:
Parole hearings
Approved for parole.
Parole denied

State parole hearings
Parole violation hearings
Approved for reparole.
Reparole denied
State violation hearings

Total State hearings
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County hearings:
Parole h
Approved for parole
Parole denied

32

County parole hearings
Parole violation hearings

Approved for reparole
Reparole denled

County violation hearings
Total county hearings
Total State and county

TABLE 1.—STATE PAROLE HEARINGS
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Discharges from parole prior to expiration
of maximum term:

Granted

Denied

Defer -

Total discharges considered....

Paroles revoked

Resclissions of revocation of parole:
Granted
Denied -

Total rescisslons consldered____

_—

Granted

Approved—when

Approved—how

Denied

Prior ex-
piration
Date minimum

Parole

Class of offender date set  eligible

After ex-

At piration

minimum minimum
term term  Subtotal

To
detainer
only

medical
facility

term only

To To revert

To serve
To be maximum
reheard term

or start
another
term

To com-

munity Subtotal Subtotal

317 701

701
114
5

1Special sex offender (indeterminate term).

1 Reformatory term (indeterminate).

# Narcotics term equivalent to 2-to-5-year term (indeterminate).
4 (A)—Approved for parole.

& (B)—Parole denied.

Note: State parole hearings (A plus B), 2,043; State violation hearings (table 2), 309; tota

State hearings, 2,352,

TABLE 2.—STATE PAROLE VIOLATION HEARINGS

Subsequent offenders

Technical violators

Reparole
approved—to
community

Class of offender

Reparole denied

Reparole denied

To serve
maximum
term

To naﬂ
or wor
off fine

To be
reheard

Sub-total

Reparole
approved—to
community

To serve
To be maximum

reheard Subtotal

11

1Special sex offender (indeterminate term).
3 Reformatory term (indeterminate).

3 Narcotics term equivalent to 2- to 5:)'03! term (indeterminate).

4 (A) q
s faHuhnqumt offender denied.

§(C)—Technical violators

(D

Technical violators denied,

Note: Subsequent offenders heard (A plus B), 171; technical violators heard (C plus D), 138;
approved for reparole (A plus C), 50; reparole denied (B plus D), 259; State violation hearings 309,

OSTPOLITIK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr, Speaker, at this very
mom<=nt, the treaties between West Ger-
many and the Soviet Union and Poland
are being considered by the West German
Bundestag.

On February 9, West German opposi-
tion parties used their one vote margin in
the upper house of parliament to record
“grave political and legal objections” to
these treaties.

During that debate in the Bundestag
Chancellor Willy Brandt and his foreign
minister, Walter Scheel, intervened to

plead for bipartisan support of these
treaties, treaties which are an essential
part of the new German policy of “Ost-
politik.”

There are many in this country, as well
as in West Germany, who hail the policy
of “Ostpolitik,” and consider the treaties
now under consideration to be great
strides forward and to be the beginning
of a new day of peaceful relations be-
tween East and West.

A closer look at these treaties, however,
indicates a far different story. Supporters
of the policy of Ostpolitik, both in this
country, in West Germany, and else-
where in Europe, should carefully con-
sider what exactly it is that they are
supporting.

THE BERLIN AGREEMENT

Our own Government seems satisfied
with the Big Four Agreement reached on
the future status of Berlin, despite the
fact that the West has lost and the East
has gained in this transaction.

In that agreement, travel was simpli-
fied for West Berliners wishing to visit
East Berlin, but no provision was made
whatever for East Berliners wishing to
visit the West. Similarly, it was agreed
that no sessions of the West German
Parliament nor the Congress, which
elects the West German President, may
take place in West Berlin. In this one-
sided agreement, the situation in East
Berlin was not even mentioned.

Contrary fo all previous agreements,
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the East German regime has installed all
its governmental offices and parliament
in East Berlin. In addition, East German
soldiers are stationed in East Berlin,
while no West German soldiers are per-
mitted in West Berlin. This situation has
now been made into a formal agreement,
and incredibly is hailed as a victory and
achievement in the West. It is this agree-
ment which the Bundestag is now asked
to ratify.

By agreeing to act as a consular agent
for Berlin residents and by agreeing to
issue specially marked passports to West
Berlin residents—the treaty does not say
German nationals residing in the West-
ern sectors but refers only to residents—
the Federal Republic gave up all rights
to claim to be issuing passports to these
residents as German nationals. As far
as international law is concermed, the
specially marked Federal Republic pass-
ports establish only personal identity.
This action in effect has the Federal Re-
public recognize that residents of West-
frn sectors of Berlin are in effect state-

ess.

Another serious long-term reverse to
the Federal Republic touches the gues-
tion of legitimacy as the sole legal bearer
of statehood. Up to the present, the Fed-
eral Republic and the Western Allies
have claimed that the Federal Republic
is the only legitimate, legal successor, or
heir to German sovereignty and state-
hood and that the government of East
Germany is only a de facto, or ad hoec,
administrative entity, with no legitimate
legal rights to successorship and no claim
either as an heir fo past German state-
hood or to present title to German state-
hood, or to successorship to such state-
hood in the future. The Berlin treaty
seriously endangers this long-standing
successorship claim.

Discussing the Berlin agreement sev-
eral months ago before the National
Press Club in Washington, D.C., Axel
Springer, founder and owner of the lead-
ing West German publishing group, de-
clared:

Completely incredible is the concession to
establish a Soviet consulate general in West
Berlin, a concession obviously granted upon
German urging. The Berliners already call
this the future home of all the spies who
were kicked out of Britain recently.

Mr. Springer stated that:

The West also gave a death blow to all
hopes for eventual reunification of Berlin
and Germany. I mean, of course, reunifica-
tion in freedom. This new policy will most
likely bring in its wake International diplo-
matic recognition for the East German re-
glme. The run has already been started.

The treaty, it must be remembered, has
greater implications for East-West rela-
tions than the status of Berlin alone, Mr.
Springer places the treaty in some per-
spective:

These treaties, in my mind, are so dan-
gerous, not only because they glive away
German rights without getting anything back
in return, but because they are the first sign
of a new “renversement des alllances,” re-
versal of alllances, as Bismark called it.

The Berlin treaty is only the first step
in the Soviet timetable, a timetable which

Western leaders seem eager to help them
fulfill. Mr. Springer notes that:
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The next step, according to the Soviet
timetable, will be the so-called European
security conference. Here the often told,
long-range aim is to find a political and legal
justification for the demand that “all troops
return home from foreign soil.” This in effect
would mean that the Soviet units might re-
treat beyond the new Polish eastern border,
and that the Amerlecan units retire beyond
the Atlantic.

SOVIET TIMETABLE

The unfortunate fact is that the West
German policy of Ostpolitik is the exact
realization of what the Communist States
of Eastern Europe have referred to as
“Westpolitik.” The countries of the War-
saw Pact declared their political aims in
Karlsbad, Czechoslovakia, on April 26,
1967, and in Bucharest on July 6, 1966,
and in Budapest on March 17, 19686.
These include the following: first, the
recognition and the inviolability of all
frontiers in Europe; second, the recogni-
tion of the line on Oder-Neisse Rivers as
the western frontier of Poland; third,
the recognition of the so-called German
Democratic Republic as a sovereign
state; fourth, annihilation of the Munich
Agreement from 1938 since its very be-
ginning; fifth, recognition of Western
Berlin as a community with a special
political status; sixth, a conference of
European security as soon as possible;
and seventh, no nuclear weapons for
Western Germany.

‘With the exception of point four which
is yet to be negotiated between West
Germany and the Government of Czecho-
slovakia, the West German Government
has carried out in its policy of Ostpolitik
essentially everything which the Com-
munists set forth as goals for them-
selves.

WEST GERMAN OPPOSITION

Fortunately, there have been strong
voices in West Germany warning against
ratification of these treaties. The chair-
man of the Christian Democratic Party,
Dr. Rainer Barzel, declared on Septem-
ber 21, 1971, that the policy of Ostpolitik
has not made the peace more secure but
has merely insured the domination by
the Soviet Union of a large part of
Europe. The chairman of the Christian
Social Union, Dr. Franz Josef Strauss,
called the policy of Ostpolitik one of
“submission to the demands of the Soviet
power policy.”

Writing in the West German news-
paper Kieler Nachrichten, Renate Mar-
bach notes:

That if consideration is given to the price
paid by the West—a scaling-down of the
Federal presence, the establishment of a
Russlan consulate-general in West Berlin
and agreement that the GDR should be
admitted to the United Nations, amongst
other concessions—it will be seen that the
results of the inter-German agreements are

somewhere around the lower limits of what
has been hoped for.

The architects of the policy of Ost-
politik seem, in many respects, not to
understand the forces at work in today's
world.

SOVIET BUILDUP

The strategic buildup of the Soviet
Union has, as its long-range goal, the
outstripping of Western naval, ground,
air and nuclear weapons systems while
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the Soviet diplomacy of détente has as
its purpose the demolition of the West-
ern alliance, particularly the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. These
policies work hand in hand and an in-
creasing number of sophisticated ob-
servers in Western Europe are expressing
the real fear that what we may face in
the near future, if policies such as the
West German Ostpolitik continue, is the
“Finlandization” of the entire area.

Why, for example, have so many in
Western Europe expressed little interest
in either NATO or in any kind of sys-
tematic and rational defense in recent
years? One answer was given in an im-
portant article which appeared in Europa
Archiv last year, Coauthored by three
respected spokesmen—Dr, Curt Gastey-
ger, acting director of the Atlantic In-
stitute in Paris, Prof. Wilhelm Kewenig,
lecturer in constitutional and interna-
tional law at Bonn University, and Dr.
Norbert Eohlhase, head of the Geneva
office of the European communities—
the article makes the following assess-
ment:

In the shadow of a nuclear confrontation of
the two great world powers the spectre of a
Sovlet sortie over the Elbe has paled into in-
significance. The axiom that security was
based mainly on political unification and
military unity now looks far less convincing
and the feeling of being threatened has vir-
tually disappeared. . . . Security in Europe is
to be reached and ensured in the future not
by deterrents and federal solidarity alone but
also to an increa.slng extent as a result of

détente wherever possible and coming to
terms with the East bloc.

The fact that Western Europeans are
all too aware of the growing Soviet stra-
tegic strength is shown later in the same
article:

Up until now Eurcpean securlty has been
based on what was called the “balance of im-~
balances.” The predominance of Soviet power
on the continental land mass was balanced
by the universal strategic superlority of the
United States. The securlty of Western Eu-
rope was credibly guaranteed for as long as it
remalned a part of this alliance with the
American nuclear power. The price for greater
independence from America was the risk of
increased insecurity. More recent develop-
ments seem to have aflected this strategic
equation and put the question of the future
of European security serlously in doubt once
again,

At this very moment there are militant
voices in the United States calling for the
withdrawal of American troops from Eu-
rope. Commenting upon this possibility,
the authors note that:

The military and psychological effects of
this would not be so marked if this were not -
the precise moment when the Soviet Union
is all out to create a kind of strategic equality
with the United States. ... For the Soviet
Union to equalize its world-wide strategic

position, makes its superiority in Europe all
the more felt. This position of supericrity

would be made all the clearer if the possible
withdrawal of American troops became fact.

FINDLANDIZATION

Thus, Mr. Speaker, more and more
Western Europeans are using the term
“Finlandization” to express their fear of
a future in which pro-Soviet neutral-
ity would be the foreign policy posture
of nations now allied with us in NATO.
Western Europe clearly cannot stand
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alone, and to ask for faith in an Amer-
jcan policy which seems to be moving to-
ward strategic parity with the Soviet
Union and withdrawal of the American
physical presence from Europe may be
asking the impossible. The West German
policy of Ostpolitik is as unrealistic a
response to the realities of the world as
ijs the new American isolationism
preached by so many here.

That the Brandt government is pleas-
ing the Communist governments of East-
ern Europe is easy to see. In June 1970,
for example, Premier Maurer of Rumania
visited the Federal Republic. The Com-
munist Central Committee organ,
Scinteia published daily comprehensive
reports, in which every stage of the state
visited was described. According to the
paper, economic, technical-scientific, and
cultural relations had been extended and,
this process of rapprochment formed a
concrete contribution to the coopera-
tion between European states. The
Bandt government’s overcoming of “im-
mobilism” in European relations was
hailed by Rumania as an extraordi-
narily favorable act.

The Rumanian paper singled the
Brandt government out for praise:

Especially after the formation of the
Brandt-Scheel government, numerous fayor-
able tendencies have become perceptible in
the political life of this country which favor
a more realistic, clearer policy characterized
by a relaxation of international tension.

Similar reports have been seen in the
press of virtually all of the countries of
Eastern Europe.

While the West German Government
appears to have changed its policy with
regard to the Communist countries of the
East, the goals of those Communist coun-
tries remain precisely the same.

Professor Walter Laquer, director of
the Institute of Contemporary History in
London, provides the following interpre-
tation of what is happening:

The age of dialogue, we are told, has re-
placed the age of confrontation. This is only
partly true. Western Europe no longer fears
a Sovlet Invasion, but on the other hand
neither the fundamental assumptions nor the
political aspirations of the Soviet Union have
changed. It is the age of detente—not, un-
fortunately, a detente that signals real peace
and security, but a detente in the more nar-
row meaning of a “period that succeeds a
period of crisis in the Cold War.” For Euro-
pean security since the end of the war has
rested not on dialogues and mutual under-
standing but on the existence of a certain
balance of military power, and this balance,
never complete or perfect, has in recent years
been radically upset.

While the West German Government
speaks of an “opening to the East,” the
Russians have signified their “peaceful
intentions” in this way: they now have
three times as many tanks in Europe as
does NATO, and 3,500 more tactical air-
craft. From 1962 to 1968 American forces
in Europe were reduced from 462,000 to
300,000, whereas the number of Soviet
divisions has grown during the last 4
years from 26 to 31. The number of Amer-
ican ICBM’s has remained static since
1967 at 1,054, while during the same pe-
riod the number of Soviet missiles has
almost doubled, and now stands at 1,500.
Between 1967 and 1970 the military ex-
penditures of NATO decreased by $10 bil-
lion, those of the Warsaw Pact countries
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rose by $5 billion. The Soviet Union now
spends two of three times more per cap-
ita than NATO on military affairs.

A CHANGE IN EUROPE?

If there has been a change in Europe
it has not been a change in Soviet ambi-
tions, but a change in Western willing-
ness to oppose such ambitions. Professor
Laquer notes that the Soviet Union has
never made a secret of its goals:

As the greatest European power it aspires
to political, economic and military hege-
mony, and It hopes to achieve this goal by
inducing Western Europe to relax its politi-
cal cohesiveness and military vigilance, by
encouraging an accelerated program of Amer-
ican disengagement, and by preventing all
moves toward closer political and military
cooperation or integration among European
countries.

It is sad that the West German policy
of Ostpolitik plays directly into the
hands of Soviet strategists. It is almost
as if they were making the decisions both
for themselves and for their alleged
adversaries.

“Detente diplomacy,” for the Soviet
Union, has been a one-way street. The
Soviet Union has traded very little in
return for deals pending with the Ger-
mans and with other West European na-
tions. Russian nuclear and conventional
forces in Eastern Europe remain un-
changed. Soviet maritime strength is
building steadily, and there is a new and
continuous Russian presence in the Mid-
dle East and in the Indian Ocean. One
observer at a recent NATO conference in
Brussels declared:

NATO must not accept geographical dif-
ferentiation of policy. The Russians cannot
be hostile in the Mediterranean and friendly
in Europe and be believed when they bid for
broad detente and mutual security.

The only basis upon which the treaties
now pending in the Bundestag would
make sense would be if the Soviet Union
had truly ceased to have aggressive de-
signs upon its neighbors. Every indication
is that such designs remain unchanged.
Recently, the new NATO Secretary Gen-
eral, Joseph M.A.H. Luns, declared that:

The over-all objectives of the Soviet Union,
even if they are presented in a more subtle
way, have not changed.

Dr. Luns stated that:

Expanding Soviet military forces were far
in excess of those needed for self-defense
and that in Europe, it can be expected that
the Soviet Union will continue to seek domi-
nance. . . . To the Communists detente
means the exploitation of the peaceful in-
stincts of the West, while walting and work-
ing patiently to galn access to political power;
in short, continuing the struggle by all
means short of war,

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, if the West
German Bundestag ratifies the treaties
now before it, the Soviet Union will have,
in fact, exploited that nation’s peaceful
instincts. Professor Lacquer states that:

There is a distinct danger that by unilateral
concessions and disarmament those who
strive for peace will undermine the very basis
on which the prospects for peace and secu-
rity in Europe rest—namely the ability of
Europe to defend itself. A Eurcpean Defense
Organization could play a decisive role in
bringing about a real detente. If Europeans
put their trust in high-sounding but basi-
cally meaningless dialogues and security con-
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ferences, while at the same time falling to
take adequate measures to insure their own
defense, the outcome, short of a miracle, will
be only too predictable.

The choices faced by the Bundestag
are important ones indeed. The whole
future of European security may, in the
end, depend upon them.

CORPS OF ENGINEERS ANNOUNCES
GREAT LAKES, ST. LAWRENCE
SEAWAY NAVIGATION STUDY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
I am proud to announce today that funds
authorized by the 1970 River and Harbor
Act have been put to excellent use by the
Army Corps of Engineers. These funds
have been allotted to initiate a survey
study and a demonstration program to
investigate the practicabilily of extend-
ing the navigation season on the Great
Lakes and the St. Lawrence Seaway.

Hopefully, this study, which is to be
completed by July 30, 1974, will show
that it -is indeed practicable and de-
sirable to extend the navigation season
on these economically important water-
ways. The consequences for my own city
of Chicago and all other port cities bor-
dering on the Great Lakes will be most
propitious. These cities will accrue eco-
nomic benefits that have been up to now
unattainable. A more constant route to
the Atlantic will keep midwestern freight
charges to a minimum,

The program is being jointly un-
dertaken by the Corps of Engineers in
cooperation with the Departments of
Transportation, Interior, and Commerce,
the Environmental Protection Agency,
and other Federal and non-Federal in-
terests. In addition, public meetings will
be held in conjunction with the investi-
gations to further determine the desires
of shippers and vessel operators, and
also to inform the public sector of what
the investigations will consider. I am
optimistic that the combination of these
agencies plus the strong consideration of
public opinion will surely produce results
that will benefit us not only economically
but ecologically as well.

THE VANISHING FAMILY FARM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. Sisg) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, the sad state
of agriculture has been a concern to all
of us for many months. Farm costs are
rising, farm prices dropping, competi-
tion for the family farmer is increasing
and farm labor is becoming more mili-
tant in demanding a greater share of the
farm dollar.

The farmer, especially the family
farmer, is truly caught in a cross-fire.
Nowhere is this more true than in my
own 16th Congressional District in Cali-
fornia.

And nowhere is there more enlightened
concern for this state of affairs.

The Fresno Bee has run an excellent
series entitled “The Vanishing Family
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Farm” written by Reporter Ray Steele,
Jr., who knows whereof he speaks. He
was born on a Fresno County farm and
lived there for 20 years before taking up
journalism. That profession’s gain is
farming’s loss.

Mr. Steele says the small farm, once
the hallowed mode of existence is going
the way of Old MacDonald's mule. It has
fallen victim to the combined blows of
technology and the realities of present

day economics.

I would like to take this opportunity to
insert Mr. Steele’s series in the RECORD
so that my colleagues will have the bene-
fit of his views on the small farm. If
enough of us are concerned maybe we
can do something to stop this trend.

Lrrrie Guy: TovcH Row To HoOE
(By Ray Steele Jr.)

A few weeks ago a young family ap-
proached a Fresno real estate salesman about
buying a 40-acre farm.

The young father told the salesman he
planned to quit his job and *farm like my
grandfather did; I think I can make more
money."

Looking a little surprised, the salesman
briskly thumbed through stacked papers on
his desk until he came to a pamphlet by
Edward A. Yeary, a farm adviser speclalizing
in farm management at the University of
California’s San Joaquin Valley Research
and Extension Center in Parlier.

The salesman turned quickly to a page of
underlined sentences and read:

«Experience has shown that as a rule cnly
large units can be farmed efficlently. The
days of the ‘family farm,’ that is four people
making & living on 60 acres, are almost surely
numbered.”

After citing more facts and figures and
learning the financial status of the prospec-
tive buyer, the salesman urged the young
man to keep his job and forget farm living.

INDICATIVE OF A TREND

The salesman painted a picture of the
small farm, once the backbone of the na-
tion’s economy and a dominant force in
California agriculture, as fading more each

ar.
yeThe number of farms in the United States
has declined by 50 per cent to 2,924,000 units
in the last 25 years, the US Department of
Agriculture reports. In California, the total
number of farms declined 22 per cent from
1959 to 1969, the last year for which farm
census figures are avallable

In California, farms classified as *“com-
mercial”—meaning they had gross sales of at
least $50—dropped from 66,927 in 1959 to
57,741 in 1969, a decline of 14 per cent. The
only increases reported in that period were
farms with gross sales of $2,500 to §9,999.

Even to those not assoclated with agricul-
ture, the figures are indicative of a trend
in farming.

Rex F. Daly, a Department of Agriculture
ecrnomist, sald In a recent report that by
1980 more than half the nation’s food and
fiber will come from only about 95,000 big
farms—gross sales of $100,000 or more—and
the total number of farms will drop to about
1.9 million.

But what about the small farms, the kind
found on the east side of the San Joaquin
Valley, in the Sacramento Valley and other
parts of Northern California?

BEDROOM FARMERS

Daly said small farms will not disappear
from the American scene, but they will con-
tinue to lose their importance in the na-
tional food production picture. They prob-
ably will account for less than one per cent
of total agricultural sales by 1980.

If the prediction comes true, and there
are Indications it will, the Northern Cali-
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fornia farm plcture will change drastically in
the next few years.

For instance, 78 per cent of the 7,414 farms
in Fresno County are less than 100 acres
in size. Of that, about 20 per cent are 20
acres or less, obviously not the primary
source of family income in nearly every case.

In the past five years, real estate salesmen
report many families have bought 1-, 2-, -,
and 20-acre parcels, but primarily to estab-
lish suburban-type homes.

They are referred to as “bedroom farmers"
by those farming for their living because
these others sleep on the farm and work it
on weekends but have a city job which sup-
ports their families.

Preliminary figures obtained from the US
Census Bureau's agriculture division show
that from 1964 to 1969 farm numbers in
Fresno County increased by 121.

There were 94 more farms in the 1-9 acre
size and 223 more in the 1049 acre size,
which agriculture specialists say reflects the
growth of the “bedroom farmer.”

A 617-ACRE AVERAGE

The only other farm sizes to show gains
were 140-179 acres, plus two, and 1,000-1,989
acres, plus 14. Every other category showed
a decline.

Agriculture experts say the decline in the
number of farms, excluding the “bedroom
farmer,” is evidence farmers are having a
harder time stretching the dollar to make
ends meet.

They note that labor, equipment and other
operating costs are up; property taxes are
at all-time highs for most growers, and prices
received for their crops are about the same
as they were 20 years ago.

The only way to make a living on the
farm, these experts say, is to increase the size
of the unit to make operations as economi-
cal as possible. Size is dependent on the crop
and may range from one to four sections of
land for field crops to 80-160 acres for fruit
and nut crops, they say.

Burt B. Burlingame, an economist for the
US Agricultural Extension Service, sai1 in
a report issued last year that In the late
19308 farms in California averaged a little
more than 200 acres per farm with an invest-
ment in land and buildings of about $16,000.

In 1969, the average farm was 617 acres
and had a comparable value of $327,250,
which, he said, shows that while size tripled,
the investment was up 20 times.

Few farms in the green belt area of Central
and Northern California approach the aver-
age size. Most are in the 20- to 240-acre class.

It 18 these farmers, the farm experts say,
who are hurt the most by the cost-price
squeeze because their margin is the same as
the larger farmer at best but production is
smaller because of fewer acres.

SUPPORTING THE FARM

Because their net income is dwindling each
year, many small farmers go hunting part-
time jobs to supplement their farm income.
In many cases, the farmer’s wife seeks work
in the city. In some instances, lending offi-
cers say they have asked farmers to take out-
side jobs or have their wives get a job before
the bank would lend money for the farm
operation.

Among older small farmers—the average
age of farmers in California is 53 and many
are in their 60s—there Is a trend to sell their
land and leave the old “family place.”

In most cases, the units under 40 acres are
being purchased by “bedroom farmers.” In
other cases, the units are purchased by
neighbors who want and can afford to ex-
pand to have a more economical unit or by
large investors, such as corporations or city-
resident professional men seeking a tax
shelter.

Daly sald this trend toward fewer and
bigger farms is fueled by the same develop-
ments which have been steadily cutting farm
numbers since World War II, that is new
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developments In farm technology, oppor=-
tunities to cut costs by large-scale buying
of farm supplies and bulk marketing of farm
products and the increased availability of
capital which can bhe substituted for labor.

He sald the small growers, which many say
includes anyone who grosses less than $100,-
000 a year, do not have the capital to com-
pete with the conglomerate, the corporation
or the city speculator who is investing in
agricultural land.

PRICE SQUEEZE
(By Ray Steele, Jr.)

“People should work in the soll with their
hands to understand that food comes from
the soil. Too many people in the afluent
countries think food comes from a super-
market.”—Dr. Norman A. Borlaug, 1970 Nobel
Peace Prize winner.

The success of the farmer Is dependent on
the market place and farmers in California
say they are not getting the returns they
deserve.

Two years ago housewives in major cities
across the United States staged a rebellion
against rising food prices.

They paraded in front of grocery stores de-
manding that prices be lowered so their food
bill would be less.

Mrs. Jan Stophlett, who led the protest
movement in the Cocoa Beach, Fla., area said
her food bill averaged $135 a month in 1964
and “the same stuff would cost me about 8275
monthly today."

Despite the sporadic demonstrations and
the complaints, prices through checkout
counters in supermarkets have continued to
increase even though the housewife spent
one-tenth of 1 per cent less of the family
income for food in 1969 than she did in 1968,
the US Department of Agriculture reports.

LOWEST PROPORTION

These figures also show take-home pay
spent for food has dropped from 25 per cent
in 1945 to 21.1 per cent in 1956 and 16.7 per
cent in 1969, the last year for which figures
are available.

Nonetheless, Americans in 1969 spent more
than $105 billion for food, including about
&7 billion a month in retail food stores, a 5.7
per cent increase over 1968.

But the proportion of disposable income
spent for food in the US is the lowest in his-
tory and the lowest of all countries in the
world, the survey shows.

Agricultural economists point out much of
the money housewives spend at the grocery
store 1s not for food but for such items as
panty hose, bug spray, pet food, tolletries,
kitchen utensils and cosmetics.

The widening farm-to-consumer gap is
clear in a comparison of Department of Agri-
culture statistics showing what happened to
the money a housewife paid for a loaf of
bread in 1949 and what happens to it today.

In 1949, the average price of a one-pound
loaf of white bread was 13.5 cents. Today it
is 22.9 cents.

In 1949 the retailer's slice of the bread
price was 2.2 cents. Today it 1s 6 cents.

MIDDLEMAN'S INCREASE

In 1949 the baker and wholesaler—the key
middlemen—got 6.3 cents. Today they get
12.2 cents.

In 1949, 1.7 cents of the retall price went
for millling, grain handling, and transporta=-
tion. Today the figure is 2.4 cents.

In 1949, the farmer received 3.3 cents for
his wheat and other ingredients—such as
lard, sugar and dried milk—that went into
the loaf of bread. Today he gets the same
3.3 cents.

A House Agriculture Committee report in
1969 pointed directly at the middlemen in
discussing reasons for rising food prices.

“Processors and marketing agencies—the
middlemen between farmers and consumers—
experiencing higher costs, have been success-
ful in adding greatly increased charges to
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farmers' products before they reach the con-
sumer,” the report sald.

*, . . All the increase in retail prices—and
more—goes to the middlemen. None accrues
to farmers.”

The report added that much of the middle-
men's cost is in labor for handling, process-
ing, transporting or packaging.

Middlemen admit their percentage of the
consumer price has not changed much in 20
years, but they say inflation is the cause.

AT BUYER'S MERCY

They say labor costs are up 100 per cent,
costs of containers and packaging material
are up 40 per cent and overhead costs, such
as rent, are up as much as 96 per cent.

They also say housewives are demanding
foods that require more and more process-
ing—canned chocolate pudding, for example,
or frozen three-course dinners or “almost
anything that requires less work at the
stove and sink.”

Whereas the middlemen can add the in-
creased costs to the price of the product, the
farmer still is at the mercy of the buyer of
his raw products.

A large percentage of California crops are
perishable and farmers must accept market
place prices when thelr products are ready
for harvest.

This especially hinders the small farmer
because he is the one principally involved
in producing perishable products. Nonper-
ishables, such as grains and cotton, usually
are produced by large growers on the West
Side of the San Joaquin Valley.

“We can’'t bargaln for a price when our
fruit is hanging on the trees and will be too
ripe to pick and ship in a few days,” said
‘Yuk Hamada, a Reedley-area peach grower.

“We've got to pick the crop when it's ready
and just hope the price in the market place
is good enough so we can make some money."”

Coupled with the threat of perishables rot-
ting on the vine is the problem of strikes.

For instance, during the rail strike earlier
this year many farmers could not move per-
ishable fruit to eastern markets.

FICKLE WEATHER

When the strlke was over, some buyers
pushed the price down even though there was
a good demand because the buyers knew the
farmers had to sell their fruit or let it rot.

“We're over a barrel,” sald George Kiti-
hara, a Parlier-area grower. “If we don't get
stabbed in the back one way, there's always
another.”

Sometimes it 1s the weather. An early
or late season frost, a hail storm when fruit
trees are in bloom or an early fall rain
when grapes are being dried into raisins can
mean the difference between making and
losing money. For instance, one Dinuba
grower lost an estimated $15,000 crop of
peaches this spring because a hall storm
knocked the blooms from the trees.

Hamada said the housewives' demand for
top-grade products also affects the farmer
and what he realizes for his crop.

He sald more and more of his peaches
end up in the cull bin because they have a
scar on them. Cull peaches bring only a
fraction of the price the grower receives
for “top-grade” fruit sold on the eastern
market.

“There is nothing wrong with the edi-
bility of the fruit,” he sald. “It just has a
scar on it and the housewife, even the store
manager, won't buy it because she thinks
something is wrong with it.”

There is a belief widely held among Cali-
fornia farmers that consumers should pay
more - for their food. They call low food
prices a consumer subsidy.

“How else can people afford to have two
cars, one or two color television sets, some-
times a second home, a boat in the garage
and two or three motorcycles for recreation
unless they're getting something dirt cheap
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along the way?” asked Kitihara. “They're
getting food dirt cheap.”

The cry that all farmers get cash sub-
sidles so food prices should be low does
not apply to most crops grown in the Cen-
tral Valleys.

A US. Department of Agriculture report
shows only three per cent of all farmers in
California get cash payments from the gov-
ernment. Too, the subsidies are paid to field
crop farmers for wheat or cotton, and no
subsidies are pald to grape or tree fruit
farmers.

However, most farmers receive a ‘sub-
sldy” in the form of reduced water prices.
Bureau of Reclamation officlals say it costs
$3.58 an acre foot to dellver water to farm-
ers which does not include the capital out-
lay for dams and canals.

The water delivery system not only pro-
vides irrigation water, but replenishes the
underground water supply from which
farmers draw. Bureau officials estimate it
would cost $7-$10 an acre foot in electricity
alone if farmers had to pump all their wa-
ter from underground.

EFFICIENCY: DousrE EDGED SWORD
(By Ray Steele, Jr.)

With costs rising faster than prices, the
number of farmers who rely on the land for
& Hving will continue to dwindle, farm ex-
perts say.

“What was an economical unit five, 10 or
156 years ago is now losing money,” sald a
bank official in Selma.

“If it wasn't for the farmer becoming more
efficient and taking advantage of technologi-
cal advances, we'd have a lot more ranches up
Tor sale,” sald a lending officer in Fresno.

They say the days of the farmer with 40
acres, a tractor and a few implements are dis-
appearing as rapidly as the mom and pop
grocery store.

Higher costs of labor and equipment,
higher taxes and other increased production
costs crowd them into a decision to sell out,
buy more land to make the unit profitable or
get an outside job.

“Only those who manage befter and take
advantage of better technology will stay
allve,” sald Fresno County Farm Adviser
Ray Crouch.

Vernon Wynn, manager of the Production
Credit Association which makes loans to
farmers, said if it had not been for the farmer
increasing his efficiency during the past five
to 10 years, “the farmer couldn’t have with-
stood the inflation.”

TAXES BITE

But Crouch said the farmer has nearly run
out of ways to cut production costs. With
cuts in the state budget for agricultural re-
search, new ways of reducing costs will come
slower, he sald, and a few months or a year
or two could make a difference to some
farmers.

“If it's not taxes, it's something else always
biting us in the back and eating away at
profits,” said one Tulare County farmer.

According to a survey by the US Depart-
ment of Agriculture Economic Research
Service, total farm production expenses in
the state amounted to 77 per cent of the gross
income in 1969, up 12 per cent since 1950.
Not included are farm property taxes which
have tripled since 1960.

Wynn sald the average loan made by PCA
has jumped from $20,000 10 years ago to
about $75,000 today, indicating farmers are
having a tougher time meeting expenses from
thelr own capital. In many cases, he sald,
farmers both large and small are borrowing
for longer periods of time,

Raymond Westrup, distriet appraisal officer
for the Bank of America in Fresno, said the
farmer’'s profit margin is getting thinner. The
culprit, the farmer says, is labor.

The State Department of Human Resources
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Development reported farm wages this year
averaged $1.87 an hour, almost double what
they were 10 years ago and about 45 cents
higher than the national average. Wage rates
in the state ranged from $1.656 an hour for
some fleld labor to $2.40 an hour for tractor
drivers and up to more than $3 an hour for
operators of mechanized equipment.

MACHINERY COSTS

Farmers in the Central Valleys say labor
accounts for 50 per cent or more of the total
operating cost and is a primary factor in the
cost-price squeeze.

For instance, wage rates in the Central
Valleys ranged from $1 to $1.26 an hour in
1963. This year, most farmers reported they
paid & minimum of $1.85 an hour and as
high as $2.16 for fleld labor. At the same
time, most farmers report productivity is
down.

Equipment comes higher too. A survey of
farm equipment dealers in the San Joaquin
Valley showed costs are up 20 to 75 per cent
from seven years ago. For instance, a tractor
for vinyard work which cost £3,000 in 1964
had a list price of 4,600 this year.

Costs of insecticides, fertilizers, seeds and
vine and tree rootings also have climbed and
most farmers are using more insecticides and
fertilizers.

A report published by the UC Agricultural
Extension Service shows it now costs $1,338.01
an acre to bring an 80-acre vineyard to full
production in four years. That is about £400
more than in 1960. The cost includes land
preparation, planting, rootings, stakes, wire
and staples, training and suckering, pruning
and tying, irrigation, fertilizer, pest control,
taxes, repairs and interest on capital. Not
included is the price paid for the land,

Yet, agricultural economists point out the
prices farmers recelve have not increased
much.

AT LEAST 400 HEAD OF BEEF

In the wine grape industry, for instance,
the average price to the grower for all grapes,
including the more lucrative varletals, was
859 a ton In 1964. The price was $56.40 in
1869 and 1t is expected to be about the same
this year.

In 1967 the feeder received 53 cents for
each pound of beef he sold. Today he gets
about 69.6 cents, about 33 per cent more but
his costs have risen by 60 per cent, beef
cattle experts say.

The result, the experts say, is that the
rancher with a small herd is selling out or
getting bigger because “he must have at
least 400 head to make a living.”

In the dairy industry, in five years, store
prices for a quart of milk have gone up about
2 to 3 cents to 26-28 cents depending on the
area in the state, But, says the State Milk Ad-
visory Board, the farmer is realizing the same
10-12 cents a quart despite the fact that for
every $1 invested in the dalry Industry, 96
cents of it is invested by the farmer.

Besldes pushing some men out of farming,
the cost-price squeeze is keeplng younger
men from getting in.

‘Walter Ficklin, a Madera rancher, said his
son wants to get into farming.

“How to turn your land over to the younger
generation is difficult,” he said. “I've talked
with attorneys and tax men, but taxes make
1t so difficult to turn it over to your kids.”

MINIMUM OF 80 ACRES NEEDED

Even a partnership is difficult, Ficklin said,
because then the profits from the 120 acres he
owns must be split “and in the end neither
of us would be making any money."”

To get into profitable farming of vines or
an orchard, farm economists sald it would
take a minimum of 80 acres. With land costs
ranging from $1,700 to $2,000 on the east side
of Tulare-Fresno-Madera Counties, 80 acres
would cost about $150,000.

The down payment, alone, would range
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from §30,000 to $45,000 with a seven per cent
interest charge on the balance if the loan is
held by the seller.

If the buyer paid $30,000 down, his interest
payment the following year would be $8,400.
If his land was planted in Thompson Seedless
grapes which he sold to the winery at $54 a
ton, he would gross about $43,200 if he got
10 tons to the acre, the valley average.

UC economists say it costs about $48.24 a
ton to produce and harvest the grapes which
would leave the farmer a net of about $4,700.
However, most of the cost is in labor and the
difference between the net and what the
buyer needs to make his mortgage and inter-
est payments must come from labor savings.

“Unless a man has a substantial amount of
capital to withstand the first couple of years,
he'd better not go into farming,” sald West-
rup.

\I;Jynn sald even though the small farmer
tends to be more efficient, he is still having
the most difficult time making a living off the
land. He said in some cases the PCA has urged
a farmer to find an outside job or to put his
wife to work in order to make enough money.

“I'd say the majority of men farming up to
50 acres are either working on the side or
have put their wives to work,” said Wynn,
who owns some farm land near Easton.

Westrup, Wynn and others said the trend
is toward "bedroom farming'" where a man
holds a job in the city and works the farm on
the weekend and toward business and profes-
slonal people entering the agricultural field.

For instance, several large operators have
moved into eastern Madera County where
they buy land and hire the ex-owner or some
other farmer to manager it. The glamour
crop, pistachio nuts, is behind a lot of the
rapid development.

In another instance, several Southern Cali-
fornia businessmen brought land In eastern
Fresno and Tulare Counties several years ago
and planted thousands of orange trees. The
primary result was inflated land prices which
local farmers trying to expand could not af-
ford to pay.

The increase in farm land values is about
the only area of the farm where the price has
kept pace with the economy and where &
farmer who has been in the business a num-
ber of years realizes a good return.

For instance, one Fowler-area grower who
bought a 160-acre ranch In the early 1940s
for $55,000 sold it in 1866 for $215,000. An-
other grower in southeastern Fresno County
who paid $18,000 for 50 acres in the early
19408 has a price tag of 75,000 on 40 acres
now. He sold 10 acres three years ago for
$18,000.

“In some cases these guys are speculating,”
sald Walter Emrick, the Madera County farm
adviser. “But it seems to be a trend in farm-
ing. The little guy who envisions working his
way up by first working on a place and then
later buying a little plece of land for his
own may be gone.”

OnGANIZED BARGAINING KEY To SURVIVAL

(By Ray Steele, Jr.)

Raymond Westrup, the district appraisal
officer for the Bank of America in Fresno,
compares the status of the small farmer to
life in a jungle.

“It's simply going to be survival of the
fittest as far as the farmer is concerned,” he
said. "It definitely means that those who are
the stronger will win. But the strong fighter
also has to be knowledgeable and willing to
change."

Fresno County Farm Adviser Ray Crouch
said because labor accounts for more than
50 per cent of the farmer’s cost, the small
farmer is golng to have to do more of the
work himself to survive,

The bankruptey court in Fresno listed 56
Chapter 11 bankruptcy petitions filed by
farmers in 18 months ended in June,

How many farmers who could not make
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a llving and got out by selling cannot be
determined.

“When things get tight, the weaker man-
ager is wiped out,” sald Vernon Wynn, man-
ager of the Production Credit Association in
Fresno. “Some guys are not economical and
others just don't have enough land to make
their operation profitable.”

A University of California economist par-
tially blamed the “stubborn, independent
farmer"” as the reason for the vanishing
family farm.

BANDING TOGETHER

“If the farmers would work together more
and compete together instead of against
each other they wouldn't be in as bad a posi-
tion,” he sald. “But farmers are an inde-
pendent bunch and if one guy can get a lit-
tle higher price he'll sell out to the detri-
ment of the rest.”

As an example, the economist pointed out
that three years ago wine grape growers were
getting about $30-$35 a ton for their prod-
ucts. A group started to form a Wine Bar-
gaining Association to bargain with the win-
eries on prices.

However, just as the group started to gain
respect, some wineries offered prices in the
$50 range. Soon, many farmers were signing
contracts and the efforts to form the asso-
clation stopped.

Five years ago a group of men in the raisin
industry formed the Raisin Bargalning As-
soclation. Prices to growers in 1966 averaged
less than $240 a ton, according to tne annual
Fresno County agriculture report, and the
average now is $272 a ton.

“In one case we have some farmers who
saw & problem and tackled it and the other
we have some farmers who saw a problem
but sold out when the price was right,” said
the economist. “Now the latter are crying be-
cause they're getting $54 a ton and say they
should be getting $60.”

The economist also sald farmers should get
into other fields, such as marketing and dis-
tribution, just as the corporations do.

TAEING A CHANCE

For instance, Cal-Can, a cooperative of
1,100 growers has 14 big processing plants to
process farm products and markets under its
own labels,

The firm also was the first to introduce
low-calorie canned peaches in the market
place and, one farm adviser sald, “it is will-
ing to take a chance once in awhile.”

Improved marketing techniques and the
entrance of the grower into the marketing
field is one idea which may give the small
farmer new breath.

“We've been talking about forming our
own little group,” sald one Reedley-area
grower, “where three or four or six farmers
will get together, bulld their own packing
shed, hire their own crews and pack, ship
and market their own crops. We've looked at
it and we think it's the way to go.”

Because the middlemen reap the largest
percentage of profit from the crop, agricul-
tural experts say it would prolong the farm-
er's life if he got into the business.

Some farm experts say various segments of
the agricultural industry must promote their
products,

They cite the dairy industry as an exam-
ple.

Ted Shields, manager of the State Milk
Advisory Board, sald the Industry expected a
decline in dairy sales of about two per cent
in 1970, but the industry's promotion pro-
gram “allowed us to break even." Promotion
programs are now used by a number of other
commodities.

JOINT USE OF MACHINES

US economists also urge more farmers to
mechanize.

“The high cost of labor is one reason so
many farmers are mechanizing,” sald Burt
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B. Burlingame, a UC farm economist. “And
mechanization is a strong force in the in-
crease in farm size.”

He explained most machines are immense-
ly expensive and unless the farmer has a large
enough unit to justify the expense, he must
cope with the high cost of labor.

“That's why the economical unit has in-
creased three times in size,” said Wynn.
“The farmer has to have more land to justify
the purchase of the machine and the smaller
guy cannot afford to operate without them,
80 he is being pushed out. Only in a few
cases are two or three neighbors going to-
gether and buying and using equipment,”

Joint use of machines is occurring on a
small scale in the Central Valleys. For in-
stance, some farmers have gone together to
buy a brush shredder and once their own
work is completed, they hire it out to other
farmers in the area.

“A small guy can't afford to buy all the
machinery he needs,” sald Westrup. “I know
we had a small cotton farmer who bought
a cotton picker when he could have con-
tracted for the work at a much smaller cost.
He'd only use the cotton picker a couple of
week.F and then it sat idle for the rest of the
year.”

“If we could change the attitudes of farm-
ers about how to run their places to be even
more economical than they are now, a lot
of smaller farms could stay in business,” said
a UC economist. “But many are set in their
ways and think joining together is commu-
nistic or socialistic. Yet, when it comes down
to a fight, like the labor situation in the val-
ley, they join together. Well, many are going
to have to fight to save their farms. And
they're going to have to get together in the
use of machinery and even get into the field
of marketing.”

GROWERS FEAR “HUELGA"
(By Ray Bteele, Jr.)

Already caught in a fierce cost-price
squeeze, Central Valleys' farmers see union-
ization of farm workers by the United Farm
Workers Organizing Committee as a final
blow that spells doom to small farming.

To many of them, Cesar Chavez is the
“devil’s advocate,” a man out to destroy the
small rancher. They say UFWOC is their
most worrisome problem.

“If I have to sign a contract like the one
Heublein signed, I might as well put up a ‘for
sale’ sign and get out of farming,” sald Harry
Eubo, president of the Nisei Farmers League.
“With contracts like that, Thavez may be
trying to force the small farmer out and let
the corporation take over. He's found he can
deal more effectively with the big guy

In trying to unionize laborers on some
10,000 small farms in the Tulare-Fresno-
Madera Countlies area, Chavez has come head
to head with men who are independeni and
slow to change.

They are men with backgrounds as diver-
sified as the crops they grow. There are those
who came from Scandinavia, Armenla, Ja-
pan, the Tennessee hills and dust-laden
Oklahoma.

Many of them got their farms by first
laboring as hired hands socking away their
money and finally buying their own place, In
the case of many Japanese farmers, it was
an adventure which had to be started again

after they were released from World War II
relocation camps.

FEARS HEIGHTEN

These farmers have seen strikes cripple
them because they could not haul their goods
to market or ship them to foreign ports. If
farm workers were unionized and went on
strike, farmers might be forced into bank-
ruptcy, the farmers say.

With UFWOC's most visible penetration
into the San Joaquin Valley green belt this
summer, the farmers' fears shot up to new
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heights. Because labor already accounts for
about 50 per cent of their operating cost,
they fear union labor will be more expen-
sive.

Kubo and other vineyard and tree fruit
farmers say Chavez cannot negotiate sep-
arately with the estimated 10,000 small grow-
ers who account for 93 per cent of all the
farmers in the three-county area. They say
they feel Chavez will use other means to get
the small units to use UFWOC labor.

They point to the UFWOC contract with
Heublein, Inc., as an example. The contract
provides incentives to encourage small, non-
union growers to use UFWOC labor without
requiring them to sign UFWOC contracts.

Heublein owns 82 per cent of United Vint-
ners which crushes about 400,000 tons of
grapes a year, of which 95 per cent comes
from 1,700 members, all small growers, of the
Allled Grape Growers of Madera.

By 1973, 35 per cent of the crush must be
picked by union crews and Allled growers
say they feel the contract is a back-door
approach to unionization of the small farm.

Besides Heublein, UFWOC has signed con-
tracts with a number of frult packing sheds
in the three countles. Growers say they fear
Chavez will attempt to tie up all packers,
wineries and food processors so that a grower
cannot dellver his crop unless the work, ei-
ther harvesting or preharvesting, is done by
union crews.

The farmers say If such is the case, it will
be coercion because neither they nor their
workers will have a say about whether to
unionize.

The farmers say they also object to clauses
in the contract which call for a “penalty”
if either the grower or the union says bad
things about the other and for a union
shop.

“On this union shop thing. In effect, the
grower becomes a recruiter for the union,”
said Alvin Gomes, a Madera-area dairyman
and grape grower. “The union is saying ‘we
don't have the workers, Hut you go get them
and they have to joln our union when you
do’.”

The clause provides that a grower must
go through a union hiring hall to get his
workers. If the union cannot provide the
men, the grower is free to get crews any-
where, But If he gets workers somewhere
else, the grower has to tell the union within
seven days (three in some contracts) the
names, addresses, Social Security numbers
and job classifications of the men he hired
and the men must join UFWOC.

Of the penalty clause, a UFWOC spokes-
man called it “an understanding between
the growers and the union so that anyone
who speaks bad about the other is repri-
manded and stopped. We needed that kind
of clause to keep the peace that s necessary
when you sign an agreement. Without it,
we'd be fighting every day.”

CONCERNED ABOUT TACTICS

He sald he would not call the union shop
clause “making the growers recruit for us,”
He said the union sometimes runs into prob-
lems because a large grower will start picking
before the small grower and the workers
are not available. He also sald some growers
“don't treat their workers like human be-
ings” and cannot keep workers. “Then they
go crylng to the union that we're not pro-
viding the workers,"” he sald.

Bruce Burkdoll, a Dinuba-area grower and
president of the 1,100-member, 1ll-year-old
Central California Farmers Assocliation, sald
farmers are more tolerant of unionization
today than six years ago. However, he sald
many are concerned about UFWOOC’s tactics
and the crux of the struzgle between the un-
ion and the small farmers is who is to de-
cide whether farm workers should be union-
ized.

Representatives of various farm organiza-
tions sald most growers are not opposed to
UFWOC or any other union willing to hold
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secret ballot elections, a means used to de-
cide if workers want to be represented by a
union.

Records show there have been at least five
elections in which UFWOC was involved, in-
cluding one the union lost among asparagus
workers hired by Tenneco, Inc. The union is
protesting the latter election because of al-
leged company misconduct which Tenneco
officials deny.

Additionally, the union has made card
checks at some firms to see if the workers
employed belonged fto the union. Where
UFWOC members were a majority, contracts
were signed. In other cases, contracts signed
by growers have been “ratified” by the work
force.

BEER AND VODKA BOYCOTT

Nonetheless, the majority of the 200 con-
tracts Chavez claims to hold with growers,
packers and shippers were signed because
of the effectiveness of the secondary boy-
cott of farm products or the threat of a boy-
cott. Most of the boycott impetus has come
from city-resident students, union labor and
city clergymen.

For instance, Heublein signed with UFWOC
after the union boycotted two of the firm's
principal products—Hamm's beer and Smir-
noff vodka.

It was a pressure tactic which worked,
Heublein sources said, because '“we could
not afford to have our products boycotted
for a portion of our operation which totals
less than five per cent.”

The UFWOC spokesman said the union
depends “on the power of the boycott to
force the grower to negotiate with us. Even if
we have the necessary workers to form a
union, the growers don't want it. They'd go
out and hire scab workers from Mexico or
other parts of the United States.”

The lever of the boycott was absent when
the union picketed 16 small ranches in the
southern Fresno-northern Tulare Counties
area in June and July.

Without the boycott, the power play for
unionization rested solely on the claims by
both the union and the growers as to who
was providing the worker the best deal.

Field workers arrived and left amid taunt-
ing harassment from the UFWOC pickets.
There was some vandalism and Mrs. Bonnie
Lindgren, wife of a Kingshurg-area grower,
has kept two small sacks of tacks and nails
which she sald were picked up from drive-
ways and avenues used by her husband on
the farm. The union denies any of its peo-
ple caused any vandalism or threw the tacks
and nalls,

FEW WALK OUT

In some cases, the US Border Patrol was
called out. An officer in the Livermore office
sald records show 2,078 Mexican aliens, in-
cluding some UFWOC card holders, were ar-
rested in Kings, Tulare, Fresno, Madersa,
Merced and Mariposa Counties In the two-
month period, including “several hundred”
in the Reedley-Parlier area. But only a few
workers, apparently wanting to be represent-
ed by the union, walked out of the flelds.

The patrol official noted farmers often do
not know they are using illegal workers be-
cause they often hire workers through con-
tractors or “do not ask the worker if he is a
US citizen.” It is not illegal to hire an illegal
allen, but it is to hide one.

Each of the growers picketed sald UFWOC
did not ask them to hold an election.

The struggle in the Central Valleys’ green
belt shows that UFWOC's efforts here differ
from those in Salinas, Delano or Calexico
where farmers rely more on migrant work-
ers who move from job to job and valley to
valley, depending on the harvest season.

‘Workers in the Central Valleys tend to stay
in the area. Many live on the ranches. Some
are employed from nine months to year-
round. Also, many try to buy their homes
and to work as steadily as possible to avold
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the other problems associated with migrant
work.
SENIORITY ISSUE

Union officials say they are the most sus-
ceptible to nonunion pressures.

Ranchers, however, say the workers are not
interested in the union because the growers
provide the same wages and working condi-
tions and more—security.

Several workers interviewed sald they ob-
Ject to the union because of seniority clauses
in its contracts which give preference in fill-
ing jobs to those who have belonged to the
union the longest. Others said they see no
additional benefits from'the union. Others
said they did not care and still others sald
they wanted to join but are fearful of losing
their jobs if the grower found out. Some said
they had been threatened not to join.

The UFWOC spokesman said the seniority
clause is necessary so the union knows who
should go to work first when jobs are avail-
able. He said in many cases growers or pack-
ers who sign UFWOC contracts use the crews
they have had for years. “We don’t move any-
body out when we sign,” he said.

Kubo said all growers would have to sign
with UFWOC if the workers wanted it.

“If Cesar had the majority of the workers
behind him, the farmers wouldn't be able to
do anything else but sign,” he sald. “How
could we get any workers if all of them were
union members or wanted the union to rep-
resent them?

THREATS ALLEGED

"“He wouldn't need the boycott or anything
else. He'd just have to say, ‘Look, I have 75
per cent of your crew who wants to join the
union,’” and we'd have to sign to get the
workers to harvest the crop.”

The UFWOC spokesman sald the majority
of the farm workers would be union members
“if growers would not threaten them and say
they'd get rid of them if they joined us.

“If someone wants to bet with me, I'd say
the majority (of workers) want the union.
But unless we have a contract with the
grower, what benefit would the worker get?
If the employer fires him because he has a
union card, the worker is worse off than
before.”

Kubo denled any growers threatened work-
ers to keep them from joining the union.

“I'm not saying some might not have been
threatened, but I don't know of it," he sald.

Burkdoll sald most growers doubt Chavez’
popularity.

Although Chavez claims to represent 55,000
workers, a report filed in 1970 by UFWOC
with the Internal Revenue Service listed
5,100 members. Sources close to the union
sald pald-up members now total about 15,000
because of a number of contracts signed this
year.

This compares with 284,000 farm workers
in California in 1969, including about 98,600
employed year-round and 200,400 on a sea-
sonal basis, the State Department of Human
Resources reports.

LEGALIZING LABOR
(By Ray Steele, Jr.)

The picketing of small ranches in the San
Joaquin Valley this summer by Cesar Chavez’
United Farm Workers Organizing Commit-
tee awakened a sleeping glant.

‘“We should have been in Delano fighting
UFWOC six years ago,” sald one Madera grape
grower. “But then I and a lot of my neigh-
bors sald that was their (the Delano grow-
ers’) problem. It's ours now. It's right at our
back door and we've got to do something
about it.”

In less than three month, five new farmer
organizations have sprouted and linked
themselves with existing farmer groups to
form a Valley Coordinating Committee rep-
resenting farmers in Tulare, EKings, Fresno
and Madera Countles.

Committee leaders estimate the member-
ship at about 11,000, but because one farmer
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may belong to two, three or even four orga-
nizations, the exact figure is probably lower,
Frank Bergon, the committee secretary, said.

The committee’'s purpose is to coordinate
efforts to combat UFWOC and show force to
get legislation passed to outlaw the second-~
ary boycott and provide for secret ballot elec-
tlons in farm worker unionization attempts.

Farmers say more than 50 per cent of their
cost is labor and UFWOC either will force
labor costs up so the small farmer cannot
compete or force him to mechanize and be-
come larger, a trend in US agriculture. The
family farm will vanish, they say.

NISEL LEAGUE

In combatting the union, the farmers
avolded such established groups as the
Grange and the Farm Bureau.

As one farmer put it: “They serve their
purpose and they're useful in some Ways, but
they haven't done a damn thing to help the
Ema]l .I.

:Brug:yBurkdoll. president of the 1,100-
member Central California Farmers Associa-
tion, sald many in the group felt it could
not work without representation from the
big land owners and packers. But when the
packers signed with UFWOC, they quit the
association and Burkdoll said “we've found
we're even more effective now.”

Because most farmers felt they had little
say In the large organizations and because
of the UFWOC activity, new groups were
formed. One of the most active is the Nisel
Farmers League, a group of 750 growers of
all nationalities which was formed when
UFWOC picketed 14 farms owned by Amer-
icans of Japanese descent.

Harry Kubo, the league's president, said
members have been ap before clubs

and civic groups throughout the valley to
explain the farmers’ position on unioniza-
tion.

Other groups have joined in farmer rallies
and have appeared before the legislature

when key bills affecting the farm and farm
labor came up before committees.

WHERE THE VOTES ARE

“This is something new to us,"” sald Eubo.
“I guess you might call it public relations.
But no longer can we sit back and be the
quiet guy. We can’t let the union go around
the country and tell half-truths and make
people believe what they say is the whole
truth. We can't let the farmer take all the
blame for higher food prices.”

The Nisel group was formed at first so
farmers could band together to protect lab-
orers as they entered and left the field against
harassment by UFWOC sympathizers.

“But we knew we had to go further,” said
Kubo. “Other farmers called us, wanting to
form new groups.”

To coordinate their efforts instead of golng
off on tangents and becoming ineffective, the
committee was formed.

EKubo, who also is the committee chairman,
sald the group belleves it can get legislation
passed to provide for secret ballot elections,
but legislation banning the secondary boy-
cott “looks more difficult.”

Bills dealing with both issues have been
before the legislature the last two years but
none have been signed into law.

“We aren't getting the bills passed because
the legislators don't worry about problems,
but where their votes come from,” said Eubo.

“Why would a legislator from Los Angeles
or San Francisco vote to ban the boycott or
for secret ballot elections when the people
who vote for him are supporting Chavez?

COMBAT IN THE CITIES

“We have to change the attitudes of the
people who vote for the legislators before the
legislators will change.

“To do that we need to get the Mexican-
American who 1s so opposed to Chavez to
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speak up. He's llke the Japanese-American;
he’s been too quiet.

“When it comes to the boycott, we plan to
combat Chavez in the clties. That’s where his
power i1s anyway. It's not on the farm. It's
in the cities. We're going to go to those cities
and tell the facts about farming. When
Chavez or one of his people tells an audience
the farm worker in California is getting $1.30
an hour, we're going to show them our books.

“Most of the population is in the urban
area and many of the people belong to
unions, They think any union is better than
no union and that's not always true.”

Many farmers sald Chavez opposes secret
ballot elections for farm workers “because he
knows he'll lose if they (the workers) get a
chance to vote.”

A UFWOC spokesman sald the union does
not oppose secret ballot elections.

“The union wants some guarantee written
into the law which provides the employe
with protection against interference, coer-
cion and restraint by growers,” he sald.

“If an election was held, it would be on the
grower’s place and he could easily threaten
workers so they would vote against it, It
happens anytime a union is getting started.
Who do we complain to, the grower? No. We
need some agency set up so we can file a
grievance if we have information that the
employer did not conduct a fair election.
That's what happened at Tenneco (where
UFWOC lost an election among asparagus
workers and is allegeding misconduct by
Tenneco).”

COMPETING WITH GEORGIA

EKubo said the farmers are fighting union-
ization because products produced here must
compete with products produced in other
states which do not pay as much for labor.
For instance, field workers in the Georgia
peach orchards make only $1.30 an hour at
best.

“If we get $3.50 a lug box for peaches, we
don’t see as much profit as the guy in Geor-
gia,” he sald.

If the farmers’ efforts do not bear fruit,
there is talk of combatting unionization in
other ways.

For instance, some farmers say they will
form cooperatives of four or five ranches,
build their own packing sheds and hire thelr
own workers.

“I don't think it will come to that,” an-
other farmer said. “Chavez doesn't have the
support in the fleld and packers are begin-
ning to realize that. There’s a lot of talk that
some packers with contracts are going to tell
UFWOC to get lost when they come up for
renewal."” No packers would comment.

Most farmers said it Is not hard to obtain
laborers and they admit that some are Mexi-
can aliens. “But we don't ask to see their
papers,” one added quickly, “and I bet no
city businessman does either. Hell, if they
didn't know they could make more money in
the flelds of California than anywhere else,
they wouldn't come here in the first place.
They know where the money’s at.”

FIeHTING THE ODDS
(By Ray Steele, Jr.)

Gene Bachman is bucking the trend; he is
buying a small farm.

Despite the forecasts of doom for the small
farmer, Bachman bought a 20-acre vineyard
in the Kerman area in May after leasing 20
acres for five years. He still leases property
and works for the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.

“We don’t believe the small farm is going
to die,” sald Mrs. Bachman. “And if the peo-
ple that say that would come out to our area
and look around, I don't think they would
say things like that.

“Our schools are just as full as the city
schools so there must be a lot of people still
in the farming business.”
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Mrs. Bachman sald she and her husband
hire help to prune the vines but they do the
tractor work and irrigating. They also help
in the harvest and vine tying.

“The decision facing us now is whether
my husband should leave his job and go into
farming full time,” she said. “We haven't
really decided but we think we can make it.”

University of California agricultural econ-
omists and farm experts throughout the
nation say the family farm is vanishing and
will be replaced by larger units which can be
operated more economically.

EXPAND OR SELL

They say it is higher costs which will force
the small farmer to either expand his unit
or sell.

But people like the Bachmans Jook at the
small farmer as a person who evervone should
have an interest in, Including the city
dweller.

“Farming is a big industry in California,”
said Bruce Burkdoll, a Dinuba grower. “Food
prices for the most part are cheap, farming
is a big source of employment and it's a lHv-
ing for a large number of people.”

“If the small farmer gives way to the big
guy, then watch food prices go sky high,”
sald George Kitihara, a Parlier-area grower.,
“There are enough small guys now to provide
the competition to keep prices lower—ad-
mittedly they are too low sometimes, at least
on our end. But without the small farmer,
the big guys who have their own fields and
packing houses and brokers will really send
prices up.”

Other farmers point to the large number
of farm employes—about 384,000 farm
workers and about 55,000 farmers—who rely
on the land for a living as a reason for
everyone having a stake in farming.

Kitihara sald clty people often fall to
understand the facts of farm life and “how
beneficial it is to everyone.”

“Some people don’t understand that the
urban problem of today was the ag problem
of yesterday,” he said. *“The farmer here has
got to compete with farmers in other parts
of the nation’'and for markets all over the
world with other nations.

CITY MIGRATION

“Since labor is becoming more and more
expensive, we have to mechanize in order to
compete. I don't want to mechanize but I
may have to. What happens to the farm
laborers then?

“Well, look what happened in the South
when labor started costing more and the
farmers there went into mechanization,
Negroes were pushed out of jobs because they
started using mechanical cotton pickers. So
the Negroes moved to the cities and look
at the problems that have been created.
There’s a lot of unemployment and there’s
a lot of money being spent on training pro-
grams to get people jobs that don’'t exist.

“I want to hire people to pick my crops.
But if it costs me too much I'll mechanize.
So what if I lose 50 per cent because the
fruits is scarred by a mechanical picker? I'll
still make more money than by paying high
labor costs.

“Farm work is not as menial, dirty and un-
attractive as a lot of people think, Farms
are putting people to work. If the city peo-
ple don't like it and they boycott our fruit
and force us to mechanize, then they can
have the farm workers. They haven't done
such & good job taking care of farm workers
forced out of the South, but they can have
them.”

TEN JOIN FORCES

While machines grind down the number of
Jobs, Cesar Chavez' United Farm Workers
Organizing Committee tries to unionize farm
workers to get them better wages, working
conditions and benefits.

Several Central Valleys farmers and pack-
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ers already have signed contracts. But the
majority of the workers still are nonunion,

The issue of farm labor unionization has
aroused the farmer to action. He is talking
about working together in small groups and
as one large unit.

Thousands of farm jobs in California al-
ready have been eliminated by machines.
Just as tractors replaced mules, machines
have gobbled up jobs once held by laborers
in the cotton and tomato fields. The machine
now is rumbling into the grape harvest and
experts say mechanical harvesting of tree
fruits is not far off.

Ten organizations have linked arms to
form the Valley Coordinating Committee to
fight unionization and tell the farmers’
story in urban areas.

One UC economist sald the action of
farmers to join together may have the side
affect of slowing the rapid demise of the
small farm.

“What they're doing is becoming less in=-
dependent, realizing they must rely on each
other for strength,” he sald. “If it is carried
through in the planting, production, har-
vesting, handling, processing and marketing
of their crops, they'll survive a lot longer.”

Most farmers and financial officials say
only the most efficlent operator will live on.

They point out that costs in the past 20
years have doubled, tripled or quadrupled
while prices have remained stable or in-
creased only slightly.

“The major problem facing the grower,
large or small, is trying to hold the line
on costs,” said Raymond L. Westrup, the dis-
trict appraisal officer for the Bank of Amer-
ica in Fresno.

“The margins are tighter and tighter.
Therefore, he's using equipment which
should have been replaced two or three years
ago. He cuts back on fertilizers or insec-
ticides and he loses In production. Unless he
can control his costs, he's going to be hurt-
ing.”

EDe.-s;.ait.e all his problems,” said Vernon
Wynn, manager of the Production Credit As-
soclation in Fresno, “I see a future for the
small farmer. He is usually more efficlent
and a better manager. As long as he can re-
main economical, and I think he can, the
small farmer will exist. And everybody will
benefit.”

THE EMPEROR’S CLOTHES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE)
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I appreciate having this oppor-
tunity to discuss with my fellow col-
leagues in this House some of the serious
charges which a number of us have been
bombarded with in recent weeks, since so
many of my colleagues have seen fit to
cosponsor H.R. 10914, the Foreign Trade
and Investment Act of 1972. The latest of
these attacks came from the chamber of
commerce last week. Since I feel some
responsibility for this bill’s existence,
having introduced it back in September.
I thought it only fitting that I should
take this time today to combat some of
the more glaring charges which have
been leveled against the bill. The fact is
that in spite of the impressive source of
some of these irresponsible charges, they
really do not stand up too well under
close examination. The situation is just
too serious for those that have enjoyed
the full fruits of our present policies—
while other sectors of our economy
withered and died on the vine, whole
communities were disrupted—to be al-
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lowed to adopt a completely intransigent
attitude about this problem. This con-
tinuous refusal to admit that serious
problems do exist, that something must
be done to right the overwhelming bias
under our present trade policy toward
greater imports and little exporting. This
head-in-the-sands attitude must cease
before it does any more harm. If re-
peated balance-of-trade deficits and in-
creasingly worsening balance-of-trade
figures would not do the trick, then it
seems that Congress has no alternative
but to accept the challenge which con-
fronts this Nation’s economy. I would
not go so far as to liken this Nation’s
present trade policies to the emperor who
wore no clothes, surrounded by multina-
tional trade advisors who continuously
reassured him he looked wonderful, but
I will go so far as to say that if the em-
peror has any clothes they are doubtless-
ly foreign made.

I want to first of all to comment on the
increasingly sharp attacks being circu-
lated against the Burke-Hartke bill, the
Foreign Trade and Investment Act of
1972—H.R. 10914 and S. 2592,

Needless to say, I would be taking too
much time if I tried to take on all the
various charges that have been leveled
against this bill. The most recent pub-
licity in the free trade press seems to
focus on the recent press release put out
by the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States. Actually, I am surprised
that the chamber has taken any public
position on the matter, in view of the
favorable attitude toward the bill held by
countless businessmen across the coun-
try, especially the smaller businessmen
who have suffered so much because of the
unbridled flooding of our domestic mar-
kets by cheaply produced, foreign-manu-
factured goods in recent years. In other
words, while I expected a task force rep-
resenting the international group of the
chamber to author a “study,” I wonder
just how much broad chamber support
across the country there is for Mr. Arch
Booth’s unqualified support of its find-
ings. I put the word study in quotes be-
cause it is apparent from reading the re-
port that there was a minimum amount
of research involved and what we have
basically is a rehash of some of the prop-
aganda bombarding the media in recent
months, funded and organized by various
associations of multinational business
firms. The coincidental release in the
space of 3 weeks of the Harvard Busi-
ness School study—headed by one
Harvard professor—the distribution of
an expensively produced glossy by the
National Association of Manufacturers—
retailing for $2.50 a copy and entitled
“U.8. Stake in World Trade and Invest-
ment"”—a survey released by the Depart-
ment of Commerce—repeating the same
statistics contained in these previous two
studies—and now, the chamber of com-
merce findings—is just too coincidential
to be believed and represents an obvious
reaction in concert by the multinational
corporations and their friends in the ad-
ministration.

Having said this much, I want to make
it clear that this barrage of free trade
propaganda, more than adequately fi-
nanced by the very well-off membership
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of ECAT hardly comes as a surprise. Be-
fore I even filed the bill, it was made
perfectly clear to me that I could safely
expect to be the number one target of the
free trade press. The chamber lists a
number of “particularly disturbing fea-
tures in the proposal in the Burke-
Hartke bill”—none of which really, I
think, are accurate statements of their
real concern over this legislation. Let us
take them one by one.

No. 1: Potential increases in costs to
the consumer. This is one of the oldest
arguments in the free trade litany. The
idea is that the tremendous differences
in prices between American-produced
goods and those produced with cheaper
foreign labor are passed on to the con-
sumer, yet what in fact is the case? Be-
cause of virtually no restrictions on
labeling by the Government, countless
goods stamped “Made in U.S.A.” are in
fact close to 100-percent made overseas.
In other words, component parts manu-
factured overseas are shipped to this
country and packaged and assembled. In
many cases, the consumer is paying
something very close to the American
selling price, if not as much, for this
cheap foreign product, disguised as it is,
for a genuinely American-made product.
Even in cases such as shoes or wholly
foreign-made electronic items which are
identifiable as foreign-made by the con-
sumer, the consumer is paying consider-
ably more than the foreign wholesale or
retail selling price and transportation
and customs costs. The following is but a
representative example of the fantastic
mark-up which occurs with most for-
eign imports and I think it clearly indi-
cates that the American consumer is
being gouged every day in the market-
place. Sure, he might be saving a few
pennies or even a dollar or two, but he
is, in many cases, paying many times
what it costs the importer, the middle-
man, to import the product.

The sections of my. bill which address
themselves to truth in labeling demon-
strate a greater concern for consumers,
it seems to me, than the chamber’s posi-
tion of letting things remain as they are.

Of perhaps even greater concern to me
in this is the long-range implications for
the consumer if our present policies re-
main unchanged. Again and again, for-
eign firms have demonstrated an ability
to undersell competitors for many years
and, in the process, sustain losses—some
of which are subsidized by their govern-
ments—in order to gain a foothold and
eventually a significant share of another
country’s market. Once this share is
theirs, previous savings to the consumer
disappear; then far from enjoying low
prices and keen competition, the con-
sumer often ends up hostage to prices
dictated by foreign manufacturing firms.
Insofar as my bill addresses itself to
strengthening antidumping provisions of
existing legislation, it attempts to ad-
dress itself to this widespread practice.
The Westinghouse case against Japan’s
transformer manufacturers is only now,
after 5 years of intensive study by the
Treasury Department, being referred to
the Tariff Commission for further review
and consideration, even though the
Treasury Department has decided, in
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fact, that there is adequate evidence of
dumping by foreign transformer manu-
facturers.

Price
landed
in the
United
States

Supgested
retail

Price in !
price

Product Japan
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AM-FM tuner amplifier
Do

Stereo cassette tape recorder.
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Portable cassette___ ...
Stereo cassette tape recorder
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Far too often, in other words, it seems
to me consumer and consumer groups
are sucked into the free trade camp by
illusory short-term monetary advan-
tages. In ignoring some of the long-term
implications of these short-term gains,
consumers are literally sacrificing f_u-
ture long-term benefits. When we dis-
cuss multinational corporations, we are
dealing with an even greater tendency
toward monopoly pricing policies as the
multinationals are increasingly control-
ling the supply of both domestic and
foreign-made goods. A quite prevalent
practice by some of the larger retail
merchandisers in this country is to buy
their goods in many different countries
at quite different prices and mingle the
goods to the extent that they all sell at
the same price in the United States re-
tail outlets. Gloves produced in several
different countries, for instance, at sev-
eral different prices are sold at the same
selling price here. In short, I see plenty
of evidence that what determines the
selling price of foreign imports is not
their true value or cost to the importer,
but rather the American selling price and
what American consumers are willing to
pay for items manufactured in this
country. -

The second disturbing factor men-
tioned by the chamber is future restric-
tions on buyer selection. Again, I think
this is a red herring. The experience of
the past 10 years is that in several vital
industries, American production is phas-
ing out and the consumers are left with
no alternative but to buy foreign items.
The American consumer can no longer
buy an American baseball or baseball
glove or an American-produced um-
brella. Very few ladies’ handbags are
made in this country today. Increasingly,
practically all of the small consumer
electronic items such as hearing aids,
transistor radios, phonographs, even ra-
dios and televisions are exclusively for-
eign-made. How this represents greater
consumer selection escapes me. Again,
my bill’s quota provisions are being
grossly distorted by the chamber and
other groups. Its quota provisions would
not exclude foreign-made products and
thus limit a buyer’'s selection to Amer-
ican products, but rather allow them to
retain their share of the domestic market
and even allow for an orderly growth as
our domestic market expands, for any
given product. In other words, it is the
epitome of an orderly market bill, pro-
viding for reasonable growth in the mar-
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ket and tying in for the first time foreign
imports with market growth. The pres-
ent policy has seen nothing short of
total market disruption in certain key
industries underneath the onslaught of
a veritable avalanche of cheap foreign
goods. I need only refer to our domes-
tic shoe market, electronic goods mar-
ket, our stainless steel market, and our
textile market for this point to be ap-
preciated. In other words, I seriously
challenge whether any nation can af-
ford to allow foreign domination of its
domestic market to increase in runaway
leaps and bounds and expect that the
consumers in the long run are going to
be the beneficiaries. Quota legislation
would, in fact, guarantee the continua-
tion of buyer selection by insuring the
continuation of the present blend of
American and foreign made goods.

As far as the Chamber’s third concern
goes, potential retaliatory action by
other governments, my initial instinet is
to retort with “retaliate?” Can they
really retaliate any more than they al-
ready are? This concern presupposes that
we are in fact living in a genuinely free
trade world at the moment. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Free
trade implies a two-way street, with our
goods having equally free access to the
markets of foreign nations as they have
to ours. Such is clearly not the case. The
myriad of trade barriers which has
grown up in the last 10 to 20 years in
both Japan and the Common Market
testifies that the opposite is the case, The
free trade lobby likes to point out prog-
ress made in the last 20 years in re-
moving tariff barriers, but what has
grown up to take the place of such bar-
riers are mechanisms and restrictions
which are as effective as they are in-
sidious. We find, for instance, import
licensing requirements a major feature
of the trade landscape today in foreign
countries, value added taxes with their
hidden export subsidies, whopping ex-
port tax credits subsidized by the foreign
taxpayers, border taxes on imports, gov-
ernmental restrictions in the name of
safety and consumer protection which
effectively, for instance, keep out from
some countries cars two inches longer
than the smallest cars made in this
country. In other words, I know of no
foreign government which has abdicated
governmental intervention in every as-
pect of the economy in the name of social
well being and economic progress of its
citizens. This is the only nation that
seems to feel that the laissez-faire stand-
ards of the 18th century should apply
where foreign trade is concerned, even
though the government is active in every
other area of our domestic economy.
Every nation in the world, including
ours, is dedicated to the pursuit of full
employment, yet ours is the only one,
it seems, that has agreed to pursue this
goal with one important hand tied be-
hind its back and that is the foreign
trade arm of our economy. Far from en-
couraging retaliatory action by other
governments, I am convinced that our
foreign trading partners would begin to
seriously negotiate the removal of many
of these barriers if they thought for one
minute the Burke-Hartke bill was under
serious consideration,
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I am convinced that much of the prog-
ress scored by this administration in
achieving voluntary agreements with our
foreign partners can be traced to the
realization by our trading partners that
Congress means business and its patience
cannot be taken for granted much longer.
It is only with the Burke-Hartke bill that
our negotiators for the first time have
something to trade off for foreign con-
cession. Thus, it seems to me that, far
from encouraging retaliation, my bill has
encouraged for the first time a willing-
ness to seriously negotiate a genuinely
worldwide market for the first time in
the last 20 years. This Nation's stagger-
ing series of trade deficits, balance-of-
payment deficits, unemployment rates,
budget deficits can no longer be ignored,
either by the elected officials of this
Government or any other nation in the
world. The continuing erosion of this Na-
tion's trading position cannot be solved
by platitudes about encouraging exports
and trying harder when we are con-
fronted with insurmountable trade bar-
riers in other nations, nor can it be
solved by rolling back the clock to the
days of the sweatshop, child labor, the
T-day workweek or by repealing the mini-
mum wage law. The workers have fought
hard for their present standard of living
and they are perfectly within their rights
in not wanting to work in conditions
similar to those in Japan, Korea, Indo-
nesia, or wherever else the cheapest for-
eign labor market is today. I am for free
trade, but genuine free trade, not the
sham we have today which is positively
injurious to this Nation's economic in-
terests.

As for the fourth point of the cham-
ber, that we are ignoring the positive con-
tributions of the multinational corpora-
tions, all I can say is that the chamber
has swallowed their claims without seri-
ous examination. The same Harvard
Business School that has recently re-
leased a study pointing out the good fea-
tures of the multinationals some years
back also released a study showing how
these giants have outgrown all national
boundaries, can no longer be relied upon
to have any true national loyalty, given
their global outlook and scale of opera-
tions, and which had grown like topsy
under the very eyes of the governments
of the world which, on the whole, have
been unaware of the implications of their
development.

Consequently, I fail to see how point-
ing to the marked increase in employ-
ment in these corporations in recent
years is something that is all to the good.
I fail to see how we can be too happy
with the much-touted export perform-
ance of these firms, when we realize that
the bulk of their exports is in the form
of machinery. In a real sense, any na-
tion, 45 percent of whose exports are in
the form of machinery, is in effect ex-
porting future jobs as well—as these ma-
chines are the very ones which will be
manufacturing goods to compete with
our manufactured goods, with cheap for-
eign labor making the vital competitive
difference. Excessive reliance on this kind
of exporting is ultimately self-defeating
and cannot be a source of too much long-
term comfort to the majority of Ameri-
can manufacturers. I fail to see how this
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Government can be entirely happy with
the fact that more and more these firms
are dependent in excess of 50 percent of
their earnings from foreign operations
and that increasingly our foreign policy
is being conducted, in part at least, to
protect the interests of these firms in
the far corners of the globe. If these
firms have no choice but to invest over-
seas or lose foreign business by defaulf,
then I fail to see why the taxpayers of
this country should be required to un-
derwrite and subsidize what is, after all,
only good business for them. The foreign
investment tax credit, to me, is nothing
more than a bonus tax loophole for mak-
ing business decisions which would prob-
ably be made with or without an invest-
ment tax credit. It is time that the tax-
payers of this country save some $3 bil-
lion a year, which this subsidization costs
them. A firm locating a plant in Appa-
lachia or one of the hard-pressed unem-
ployment areas on the west coast can
only hope for a tax deduction at best for
local taxes paid. Firms locating overseas,
in sharp contrast, are given a dollar-for-
dollar tax credit right off the top. It is
not surprising, therefore, that some of the
kindest things that have been said about
this bill have come from the tax reform
lobby. Firms doing business in this coun-
try have to abide by the terms of the
Sherman Antitrust Act and pay their
taxes. How can we justify any longer a
few multinationals increasingly domi-
nating various industries with an in-
creasingly larger share of their opera-
tions overseas and beyond the control
and restraints of this Government?

I can appreciate the chamber’s con-
cluding remarks that this bill goes
against the grain of their “free enter-
prise philosophy.” My only reply, and it
is a sincere one, is that if our domestic
manufacturers must operate in a less
than free enterprise atmosphere, with
all kinds of Government controls and
regulations, then I cannot justify in my
own mind how we can tolerate any
longer a glaring exception in the favor
of the multinationals. While employ-
ment in these firms increases, countless
other workers may never work again
because their mistake was to be em-
ployed by a small manufacturing firm
whose business has long since dis-
appeared. Unemployment compensation
is being exhausted and the welfare rolls
are increasing. To me, it does little good
to know that a few major firms are doing
well in the midst of all of this.

Finally, in this city one gets used to
the direst predictions imaginable. Right
now, the the multinationals are trying
to convince everyone through the press
that these giant industries will have to
shut down if the Burke-Hartke bill
passes. If I may be so bold as to suggest,
it seems to me that these firms are fight-
ing more for their profits than for their
lives and this is as it should be, in my
opinion, where serious questions of na-
tional interest have to be considered.

I would also want to call the attention
of the Members of the House to several
articles which have appeared in publi-
cations recently which merit serious
consideration.

The first, from that respected publi-
cation, Chemical and Engineering News,
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December 31, 1971, an article from a
recent edition of Dun’s, and finally a
newsletter from the Bourbon Institute
illustrating the export problems con-
fronting America’s “national” drink
overseas.

TRADING OUR FUTURE FOR PROFIT

Letters such as “Unions vs. the public”
(C&EN, Oct. 11, page 4) and “On profession-
alism” (Oct. 4, page 8) which blame “union
demands” for our inflation, unemployment,
and balance of payments problems, and sug-
gest salary cuts as a cure for inflation would
have been appropriate for 1936 editions of
The Wall Street Journal or Business Week.
The repetition of this common but clearly
fallacious argument, in a 1971 issue of C&ZEN
which represents working (or at least it is
hoped, working) sclentists, deserves a re-
buttal.

The industrial and agricultural worker in
the U.S.—blue-collar, white-collar, profes-
sional, union, and nonunion—requires a high
wage. It is he who supports through taxa-
tion the entire structure of welfare-subsidy-
ald-poverty program, ete., below, plus the
tax shelter-loophole-depletion allowance-
capital gains edifice above. In addition, he
supports a huge, growing and ever more ex-
pensive government bureaucracy. Therefore,
let us not bite the hand that feeds us, or
more appropriately, let’s not knock over the
trough at which the rest of the hogs fatten.

Most significant the middle-income tax-
paying worker supports an expensive but ex-
cellent educational system which produces
the people who create America's real re-
source—the world's most advanced tech-
nology.

For many years our advanced products
enabled us to compete in international mar-
kets despite high prices (and high wage
rates).

What has happened in the 1960’s and con-
tinues is that American corporations, via
licensing agreements, foreign plant construc-
tion, and other multinational arrangements,
have given away for a very small portion of
real cost and value, this advanced tech-
nology and with it, the jobs it created. When
a multinational corporation licenses a pro-
duet abroad, it gives away the technology
created by Americans educated at public ex-
pense, and the American jobs which produce
that product, for the 5 or 10% profit repre-
sented by the license fee or return on in-
vested capital. Result—the American worker
loses a job, the U.S. loses an export product
and becomes an importer of that product
and the corporation still nets 5 or 10%.
Result—unemployment plus balance of pay-
ments problems. Naturally, the forelgn pro-
ducer can sell for less—he hasn't had to
invest in the education, the R&D, or the
wages which support the “American system.”

That imported television set or scientific
instrument you buy ought to be cheap; we
paid for it once In R&D, we're paying for it
now in the jobs of American workers, and
we will pay In the future with our own and
our natlon's economic well-being.

Our willingness to permit this continued
unrestricted technology drain will result In
the destruction of the resources which sup-
port that technology in which case no
amount of “salary cuts" or pointing fingers
at “the unlons” will save our economy, our
jobs, or even ultimately, the corporation
which shortsightedly trade America’s leader-
ship and future for short-term profit.

NATHANIEL BRENNER,
Director of Marketing, Coates & Welter
Corp.
WasHINGTON DESK

Although he admits that there is a “strong
trend towards protectionism” in the United
States, Peter G. Peterson, Assistant to the
Presldent for International Economic Rela-
tions, is nevertheless optimistic. “I think this
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trend will reverse itself,” the former Bell &
Howell president told RUN'S.

The top Presidentlal alde bases his opti-
mism on the successful completion of the
various ongoing monetary and trade negotia-
tions, which should give us “hopeful outlook
for the balance of payments,” and an im-
provement in unemployment. “In fact,” adds
Peterson, “I have not noticed any pickup in
demands for more protection in recent
months,"

But despite Peterson’s optimism, there is
one facet of the trade picture that does not
augur well for the United States: half of our
exports stem from technology-intensive in-
dustries. On the face of it, this would seem
like a boon rather than a bane. But it is not,

For as soon as we achieve a technological
breakthrough, it is copied abroad. This was
not the case even a generation ago. Accord-
ing to studies by Peterson’s stafl, a half cen-
tury ago it took about twenty years for the
average new product to appear in another
country. By 1950, it toock about ten years.
Today, it takes no more than three.

Thus, the Administration’s upcoming pro-
gram to provide industry with more incen-
tives for research and development, which
should be unveiled this month, will not real-
1y be a panacea for the nation’s international
economic problems. For whatever new prod-
ucts are created as a result of this R&D will
soon appear abroad.

This, of course, does not mean that the
development of cost-reducing technology is
no longer worth the effort. That is far from
the case. In fact, cost reduction is surely
the only way that we can regain our suprem-
acy in the world market. But businessmen
must bear in mind that any new products
they might develop through stepped-up R&D
incentives will soon be copied overseas.

[From the Bourbon Newsletter, Dec. 27, 1971]
BLOCKS AND BARRIERS AROUND THE WORLD

Bourbon, the largest selling distilled spirit
in the U.S., has a difficult time trying to reach
consumers around the world. When an Amer-
ican distiller becomes interested in selling
Bourbon outside the U.S. borders the barriers
he faces, economic, tariff and non-tariff and
otherwise, are countless. It takes a lot more
than just marking the case “for export” to
make Bourbon available in liguor stores over-
seas.

The obstacles start with exhorbitant ocean
freight rates and run right through excessive
custom duties, special labelling and a myriad
of bottle size requirements.

For example, under the prevailing freight
rates 1t costs an American Bourbon producer
$87.50 per ton to ship from San Francisco to
Japan. A shipment of the same weight and
size from England to Tokyo costs only
$65.76—a differential of $21.74. The differen-
tial is compounded in Japan, as well as in
many other countries, where the import
duties and taxes are based on the value of
the Bourbon plus the insurance and the
freight costs. In most cases the total taxable
value of a case of Bourbon landing in Tokyo
reaches the point where the custom duty is
220%. In a country like Japan, the best Bour-
bon market to date in the Far East, the re-
taller must charge $15 to $20 per bottle if he
is to make any profit whatsoever. With these
marketing limitations it is obvious why, de-
spite the growing sales, the total value of
Bourbon exported to Japan last year was only
$388,000. In comparison, the dollar value of
the Japanese alcoholic beverages exported to
the United States was $2,573,000.

QUOTA BARRIERS

For many years they faced Bourbon export-
ers all over the world. Exports to any of these
countries could never exceed the gallonage
exported the previous year. England, France,

and Italy finally dropped their quota systems
a few years ago and Japan followed a little
over a year ago. Mexico still malntains a
quota on Bourbon shipments. In addition,
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the import duty on Bourbon entering Mexico
is up to 50% of the value. Interestingly, im-
ports of Mexican distilled spirits to the U.S.
in 1970 were close to a billion gallons. A total
of 27,683 gallons of Bourbon entered Mexico
in the same year—a ratio of 32 to 1.

- - - - -

Distillers must also keep in mind the varied
label requirements of every country. Many
insist on labeling in their own language.
Others, like Bragil, stipulate that bottles not
only have labels in Portuguese but also have
one in English. The information required on
it varies from country to country.

As a way of insuring their consumers
against bogus Bourbon, many countries, in-
cluding all those in the Common Market and
New Zealand, are requiring that every case
shipped from the U.S. bear an “authentlcity
certificate” signed by the producer.

Overall, these barriers have been contribut-
ing factors to the trade deficlt which exists
in alcoholic beverages. In the U.S., largest
market in the world for imported alcoholic
beverages, the trade deficit in all alcoholic
beverages last year was $659,000,000, and in-
dications are that it will be even greater this
year.

THE ADMINISTRATION'S POLICIES
ARE HARMFUL TO AMERICA'S
HEARTLAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. ALEXANDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr, Speaker, since
1970 I have periodically taken the floor
of the House of Representatives to urge
that we, as a Congress and as a nation,
make a firm commitment to the survival
of small towns and communities. These
are more and more recognized as the fu-
ture hope for achieving the goal we have
set for ourselves—the goal of providing
all persons in our country with a choice
of social, cultural, economie, and physi-
cal environments in which to live.

At other times I have used the medium
of the ConGressioNAL REecorp to share
with my colleagues information which I
feel is pertinent to the consideration of
programs designed to speed us to success
with our goal.

Most recently this information has
taken the form of testimony from a series
of hearings I have conducted in the First
Congressional District of Arkansas. This
testimony was taken from leaders in gov-
ernmental and private communities. It
also came from interested persons acting
on an individual basis.

In view of this deep and continuing in-
terest of mine in total community devel-
opment in nonmetropolitan areas, I
could have been expected to be enthusi-
astic about the fact that the President’s
February 1 message to the Congress took
}mt% of “the Problems of Rural Amer-
ca.

Early in the message I was encouraged
when I saw his comment that:

All Americans have a high stake in rural
development. For the problems which many

rural areas are now experiencing are directly
linked to those of our cities and suburbs.

For more than 2 years, I have repeat-
edly contended this is true. In his discus-
sion of population concentration prob-
lems the President said:

Our problems are not so much those of
numbers as of distribution. And, their solu-
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tion requires revitallzation of the American
countryside.

I agree, for I have said this frequently
since coming to the Congress. And, I
must admit to a bit of special enjoyment
when I read that the President did not
feel that more tax money from the tax-
payers was the sole solution. He said:

What we must now seek Iinstead is a
fundamental change in the way government
approaches the entire developmental chal-
lenge.

And, again, I agreed.

Now, Mr. Speaker, a few moments ago,
I indicated that my enthusiasm for the
President's Rural America message was
somewhat tempered. It was tempered by
the knowledge that I have of situations
which have developed in my district and
which adversely affect development in
nonmetropolitan regions. Situations
created by executive branch actions
which have resulted in more than 54 per-
sons losing their jobs. The jobs of at least
20 other persons are in jeopardy.

I do not believe it would be difficult to
find agreement that basic to the nucleus
of a small town with a future are three
things. These are the general store, the
post office and the doctor—not neces-
sarily in that order of importance.

The general store can provide local
residents with a gathering place for
neighbors and a variety of store-bought
supplies. These supplies are items the
creative, independent, imaginative, small
town people do not grow, build, or other-
wise devise for themselves. This store
acts as a basic building block for the
business community.

The doctor is the person to whom the
men and women of the community turn
to for aid in time of trouble. He is their
medicine man. He is the vital link be-
tween the people and good health. And,
frequently his 10 to 20-bed hospital is
the nearest point at which medical help
is dispensed. Its presence and that of the
doctor can also easily be the margin by
which this community wins the contest
for job producing enterprise.

One of the post office’s most important
roles—while it is not tangible—is vital to
the community. The post office does pro-
vide jobs and service, true. But, the most
important element is the town-identity
support yielded by the post mark used in
that post office.

This marking on letters which carry
news of the small town throughout the
Nation—and world—is evidence to the
stranger that Earle, Ark., is a tangible
place.

Now, the President has been telling
the Congress and the Nation that his
administration is aware of and favors
the revitalization of small towns and
nonmetropolitan America. And, even
while he is dispensing that news, at least
two elements of the executive branch
have been initiating actions which say
the exact opposite.

In the Manila and Leachville, Ark.,
areas, the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare has knowingly pur-
sued a course of action which directly
resulted in the closing of one small hos-
pital and threatens another. And, the ac-
tions may rob the area of resident doc-
tors. These medical units, Rodman Hos-
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pital, Inc., and Shaneyfelt Hospital, Inc.,
which closed February 18, 1972, provided
service to a 400-square-mile area. The
nearest large hospitals have annual aver-
age occupancy levels ranging from 58.8
percent to 81.4 percent.

While this occupancy rate indicates
some beds vacant, it is an average made
over the 365 days in a year. It does little
to indicate the critical bed shortage
which occurs during the annual sea-
sons of high incidence of illness.

In addition, action taken by the Ar-
kansas State Department of Health, in
reaction to edicts by HEW officials, has
deprived residents of the Trumann, Ark,,
area of the services of Smith Hospital,
Inc. This hospital had a 17-bed capacity.
Its patients will be forced to compete for
bed space in the same hospitals to which
those of the Shaneyfelt and Rodman
units will be directed.

The principal reason for HEW’'s de-
termination to force the closing of the
hospitals I have mentioned seems to be
the shortage of registered nurses avail-
able for 24-hour duty. Officials involved
cite Public Law 91-690 as their author-
ity for this action. Yet, Mr. Speaker, it
was clear, I believe, when we approved
including this flexibility in the medicare-
medicaid statutes that it was intended
to make possible the continued operation
of small, high quality medical units lo-
cated in low-population, nonmetropolitan
communities.

This action by HEW is, I believe, a sub-
version of the intent of Public Law 91—
690. These are actions which, deliberate-
ly or not, are designed to sharply cur-
tail the ability of small towns to persuade
members of the business and industrial
communities to locate new firms or
branches of existing firms in their areas.
Diminishing this capacity works as a di-
rect threat to the community's ability to
continue to exist as a cohesive unit.

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, the end result
of the administration’s policies are
harmful to America’s heartland. They
are weighed against the survival of small
towns. These policies are severely in-
creasing the difficulty of the nonmetro-
politan community’'s uphill fight to main-
tain or increase, in an orderly manner,
its current level of population.

I would urge my colleagues whose dis-
tricts encompass small towns and com-
munities—or whose districts are affected
by their fortune, whether it be good or
ill—to be aware of the results of the ad-
ministration’s policies. We must take very
close review of proposals by the admin-
istration. We must assure ourselves that
these suggestions and requests are not
designed to work to the detriment of the
nonmetropolitan segment of our Nation.
I expect to continue my practice of peri-
odically taking the floor of the House
to make my colleagues aware of situa-
tions such as the one I have brought to
your attention today.

PANAMA CANAL TREATY NEGOTIA-
TIONS: EXERCISE IN DIPLOMATIC
FUTILITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Froop) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, on Febru-
ary 9, 1972, President Nixon submitted a
report to the Congress on “U.S. Foreign
Policy for the 1970’s.” In the Latin Amer-
ican section of the report is this brief
though significant statement:

We have entered new negotiations with
Panama to achieve a mutually acceptable
basis for the continuing efficient operation
and defense of the Panama Canal.

The new treaty talks mentioned in the
report refer to the resumption of nego-
tiations that preceded the abortive 1967
treaties. To understand the full import
of the cited statement one must know
some recent history.

Starting on January 9, 1964, there
were 3 days of massive Red led Pana-
manian mob assaults on the Canal Zone
requiring the use by the United States
of its Armed Forces to protect the lives
of our citizens and the security of the
canal, but at no time did our forces
leave the Canal Zone. On orders of the
President of Panama the National Guard
of that country was kept in their bar-
racks thus giving the mobs free play. This
was his method for emphasizing Pana-
manian demands for a new canal treaty.

In a mistaken gesture of friendship,
President Johnson, though initially tak-
ing a correct position in support of our
treaty obligations, reversed himself and,
on the advice of the State Department,
acquiesced in the Panamanian demands
for the negotiations of new canal trea-
ties. He appointed Robert B. Anderson,
then chairman of the sea-level canal

study panel under Public Law 88-609, to
the additional office of Chief U.S. Nego-

tiator with the personal rank of
ambassador.

After lengthy diplomatic discussions,
the Presidents of Panama and the United
States in a joint statement on June 26,
1967, announced the completion of nego-
tiations for three proposed new canal
treaties: First, for the operation of the
existing canal; second, for the construc-
tion of a new canal of so-called sea-level
design; and third, for defense purposes.

Quoted in addresses in the Senate by
Senator Strom THURMOND in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of July 17, 21, and 27,
1967, respectively, the proposed treaties
evoked such hostile reactions in both
Panama and the United States that they
were never signed and consequently
never submitted for ratification.

The most significant points about
them were their provisions for making
Panama an active partner in the opera-
tion and defense of the canal and for
surrendering U.S. sovereignty over the
Canal Zone to Panama, a weak, unstable
and technologically primitive country
that in the last 69 years has had 59 pres-
idents, a recent one serving only 11 days.
Moreover, the proposed surrender of U.S.
territory and property was agreed to by
our negotiators despite the fact that the
U.S. Constitution—IV, section 3, clause
2—uvests the power to dispose of territory
and other property of the United States
in the Congress, which includes the House
as well as the Senate and which provision
was specifically followed in the case of
the 1955 treaty.
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On October 11, 1968, the constitution-
ally elected Government of Panama was
overthrown in a military coup d’e tat.
One of the first acts of the usurping re-
gime was the abolition of the National
Assembly of Panama, which body is the
only governmental agency of that coun-
try authorized to ratify treaties—article
118, Panama Constitution.

In connection with what has been
transpiring as regards the Panama Ca-
nal, it should be remembered that wrest-
ing its control from the United States
has been a major Soviet policy since 1917
and that the Communist take over of
Cuba in 1959 was the first specific step
in that direction.

After a brief delay following the 1968
Panamanian military coup, the revolu-
tionary Government of Panama, which
gradually revealed its pro-Soviet and
pro-Cuban affinities. Though it later re-
pudiated the proposed 1967 treaties as
unacceptable as a basis for future ne-
gotiations it sought to reopen diplomatic
talks with the United States for new
canal treaties.

Not withstanding all of this back-
ground, negotiations were resumed in
June 1971 under President Nixon, with
the same Ambassador Anderson again
as our chief negotiator.

Though not mentioned so far as
known in the press of the United States,
a November 22, 1971, newsstory from
Buenos Aires by Julio Argain for El1 Co-
lombiano was to the effect that Gen.
Omar Torrijos, the Panamanian mili-
tary strongman, conferred with Soviet
Leader Kosygin and Cuban Premier
Castro in Antilla, Cuba. The fact of this
conference has never been denied by
either Panama or the U.S.SR. It has
been reported that Kosygin promised
Torrijos financial aid, armaments, and
technical advisers. The last are already
arriving in the Isthmus as “guest speak-
ers,” but they remain as residents.

Recent information, as stated in my
press release of February 9, 1972, quoted
by me in an address to the House on the
same day, is that the plan of the present
U.S. administration calls for submitting
a new treaty to the Senate in March of
this year. To arouse support in the Con-
gress, Ambassador David H. Ward, newly
appointed Assistant Chief Negotiator for
the proposed treaty, has been interview-
ing Members of the Senate as well as
seeking interviews with Members of the
House. Such action, Mr. Speaker, is ex
parte in character and highly irregular.

Meanwhile, the people of the United
States, under well-informed leadership of
the American Legion and many other
patriotic and civic organizations, writers
and commentators, have been alerted to
the dangers involved in the surrender
proposals. My correspondence from all
over the Nation and Panama itself is
overwhelmingly and strongly opposed to
any surrender of any U.S. territory,
rights, power, or authority at Panama.
Our people in their instinctive reactions

are far ahead of their Government and -

do not wish a Suez situation on the Isth-
mus.

For many months the Panama press
under strict government controls has
been conducting a sensationally hostile
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campaign against the United States, us-
ing epithets regarding the Canal Zone
such as “imperialism,” *“colonialism,”
and “enclaves” and making impossible
demands, such as for the payment of
billions of dollars for canal lockage water
from the Chagres River. Water rights of
the United States are fully covered in
article IV of the 1903 Treaty. Threats
have even been made to divert Chagres
River water to the oceans.

The use of the term “enclave” by
revolutionaries to describe the Canal
Zone is merely dyed in the wool Red
terminology the use of which is aimed
at embarrassing the United States. The
Canal Zone territory is no more of an
enclave than the Gadsden Purchase. Yet
Red agents infiltrate Panama with im-
punity and are currently engaged in
counseling the leaders of the usurping
revolutionary government in making
their extreme and impossible demands
against the United States.

Mr. Speaker, in considering these
problems with respect to Panama Canal,
the Congress must ever bear in mind the
fact that the security of the Western
Hemisphere depends upon the United
States continuing its undiluted sov-
ereignty over the Canal Zone and canal.

It is highly significant that public
statements by present revolutionary offi-
cials of Panama have been featured by
the increased use of Communist terms,
threats to invade the Canal Zone at the
head of 6,000 rifies, and opposition to
holding congressional hearings by the
House Subcommittee on the Panama
Canal in the U.S.-owned zone territory,
which are now underway under Chair-
man JoEN M. MurPHY. The only possible
explanation for opposing such hearings is
that Panamanian revolutionaries do not
wish the Congress to have all the facts,
for Panama Canal employees know them
well.

Such truculence, Mr. Speaker, can be
explained only by the growing influence
of Soviet agents already placed in
Panamanian Government agencies and
in the University of Panama. Have any
of our high officials publicly answered
demagogic Panamanian accusations and
demands? They have not; and their fail-
ure to do so is the reason why from time
to time I have replied to them.

A surprising recent isthmian develop-
ment was the publication in screaming
red headlines in the January 29, 1972,
issue of La Hora, a leading Spanish
language newspaper in Panama, of a
newsstory denouncing General Torrijos,
the pro-Red dictator of Panama. It
charges him with being an assassin and
murderer, an embezzler, a member of the
Mafia engaging in illegal narcotics traf-
fic, and a traitor.

The fact that such an attack was made
at all indicates that Panamanians are
now preparing for another of their peren-
nial governmental overthrows; and pos-
sibly a return to constitutional govern-
ment. Furthermore, the attack may well
mark the beginning of the end for the
Torrijos revolutionary regime. In such
event imagine the ridiculous position in
which our Government would find itself,
for the last constitutional president of
Panama never used the canal issue for
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election purposes and never demanded
surrender of U.S. sovereignty over the
Canal Zone.

The Canal Zone territory as presently
constituted is the minimum area neces-
sary for the operation and protection of
the canal. Instead of reducing it the zone
should be extended to include the entire
watershed of the Chagres River for ob-
vious reasons.

During World War II, the entire Canal
Zone was virtually an armed camp, be-
cause of the danger involved. With Cuba
a U.S.S.R. satellite, Soviet agents in-
filtrated into the Panama Government,
and pro-Red revolutionaries poised to
strike at the zone, under no circum-
stances should be United States sur-
render any of the zone territory or any
of its rights, power, and authority there-
in

In spite of all the “sound and fury”
that has been generated on the Isthmus
and the covert efforts of State Depart-
ment officials engaged in the treaty ne-
gotiations to influence Members of the
Congress, the following conclusions are
justified:

First, That under the U.S. Constitu-
tion—article IV, section 3, clause 2—the
surrender of U.S. territory, property,
rights power, and authority over the
Canal Zone and Panama Canal cannot
be made without the specific authoriza-
tion of the entire Congress—House and
Senate.

Second. That the Congress as evi-
denced by the September 22-23, 1971,
hearings in Panama Canal sovereignty
resolutions before the Subcommittee on
Inter American Affairs will never au-
thorize any of the proposed surrenders
at Panama.

Third. That the pro-Red revolutionary
Government of Panama, which has lig-
uidated the National Assembly of that
country, has no constitutional means for
the ratification of treaties.

Fourth. That Panamaniams them-
selves now seem to be preparing to over-
throw the Torrijos government.

As a close student of Panama Canal
history and problems over many years, I
long ago recognized that recent Presi-
dents of the United States have received
some very bad advice from State Depart-
ment sources as regards Isthmian eanal
policy matters. It is crystal clear that the
present canal negotiations are exercises
in diplomatic futility and that the best
course for the administration to follow
is to remove both Robert B. Anderson
and David H. Ward from their present
positions, to terminate the current nego-
tiations, and to reestablish constitutional
procedures in there connections in
both Panama and the United States.
Then the way will be cpen for the major
modernization of the existing canal as
provided in S. 734 and H.R. 712, 92d Con-
gress, identieal bills introduced by Sen-
ator Thurmond and myself. The solutien
therein provided, which was derived
from almost 60 years of successful ex-
perience in operating the canal, is not
only the best from the operating, engi-
neering, economic and ecological stand-
points but also from the diplomatie, for
it does not require a new treaty and pre-
serves the economy and best interests
of Panama.
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The Canal Zone territory is constitu-
tionally acquired domain of the United
States owned and governed by the United
States, paid for by our taxpayers, and
absolutely necessary for the operation
and protection of the canal. For our
Government to undertake to arrive at a
“mutually acceptable” basis with the
Torrijos military dictatorship is about
as sensible as arranging a pact between
law enforcement agencies and a band of
robbers.

Our President is bound by oath to
“preserve, protect, and defend” the U.S.
Constitution and it remains to be seen
whether or not he observes it.

Because of its pertinence in the over-
all canal situation, I quote the 1971
memorial to the Congress prepared by
the Committee for Continued U.S. Con-
trol of the Panama Canal and commend
it for careful reading:

PaNAMA CANAL—SOVEREIGNTY AND
MODERNIZATION

Honorable Members of the Congress of the
United States: The undersigned, who have
studlied various aspects of interoceanic canal
history and problems, wish to express their
views:

(1) The report of the Interoceanic canal
inquiry, authorized under Public Law 88-608,
headed by Robert B. Anderson, recommend=-
ing construction of a new canal of so-called
sea level design in the Republic of Panama,
was submitted to the President on December
1, 1970. The proposed canal, initially esti-
mated to cost $2,880,000,000 exclusive of the
costs of right of way and inevitable indemnity
to Panama, would be 10 miles West of the
existing Canal. This recommendation, which
hinges upon the surrender to Panama by the
United States of all sovereign control over
the U.S.-owned Canal Zone, has rendered
the entire canal situation so acute and con=-
fused as to require rigorous clarification.

(2) A new angle developed In the courses
of the sea level Inquiry is that of the Panamic
biota (fauna and flora), on which subject, a
symposium of recognized sclentists was held
on March 4, 1971 at the Smithsonian Institu-
tion. That gathering was overwhelmingly op-
posed to any sea level project because of the
biological dangers to marine life incident to
the removal of the fresh water barrier be-
tween the Oceans, now provided by Gatun
Lake, including in such dangers the infesta-
tion of the Caribbean Sea and Atlantic Ccean
with the poisonous yellow-bellied Pacific sea
snake (Pelamis platurus).

(3) The construction by the United States
of the Panamsa Canal (1904-1914) was the
greatest industrial enterprise in history. Un-
dertaken as a long-range commitment by
the United States, In fulfillment of solemn
treaty oblgations (Hay-Pauncefote Treaty
of 1801) as a “mandate for clvilization” in
an area notorious as the pest hole of the
world and as a land of endemic revolution,
endless intrigue and governmental instability
(Flood, “Panama: Land of Endemic Revolu-
tion . . . Congressional Record, vol. 115,
pt. 17, pp. 22845-22848), the task was accom-
plished in spite of physical and health con-
ditions that seemed Insuperable. Its sub-
sequent management and operation on terms
of “entire equality” with tolls that are “just
and equitable” have won the pralse of the
world, particularly countries that use the
Canal.

(4) Full sovereign rights, power and au-
thority of the United States over the Canal
Zone territory and Canal were acquired by
treaty grant In perpetuity from. Panama
(Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty of 1903). In ad-
dition to the indemnity paid by the United
States to Panama for the necessary sover-
elgnty and jurisdiction, all privately owned
land and property in the Zone were pure
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chased by the United States from individual
owners; and Colombia, the soverelgn of the
Isthmus before Panama’s independence, has
recognized the title to the Panama Canal
and Rallroad as vested “entirely and abso-
lutely” in the United States (Thomson-
Urrutia Treaty of 1914-22). The cost of ac-
quiring the Canal Zone, as of March 31, 1964,
totalled $144,568,571, making it the most ex-
pensive territorial extension in the history of
the Unlited States. Because of the vast pro-
tective obligations of the United States, the
perpetuity provisions in the 1903 treaty as-
sure that Panama will remain a free and in-
dependent country in perpetuity, for these
provisions bind the United States as well as
Panama.

(6) The gross total investment of our
country in the Panama Canal enterprise, in-
cluding its defense from 1904 through
June 30, 1968, was $6,368,009,000; recoveries
during the same period were #£1,359,-
931,421, making a total net investment by the
taxpayers of the United States of more than
$5,000,000,000; which, if converted into 1871
dollars, would be far greater, Except for the
grant by Panama of full sovereign powers
over the Zone territory, our Government
would never have assumed the grave respon-
sibllities involved in the construction of the
Canal and its later operation, maintenance,
sanitation, protection and defense.

(6) In 1938, prior to the start of World War
II, the Congress authorized, at a cost not to
exceed $277,000,000, the construction of a
third set of locks known as the Third Locks
Project, then hailed as “the largest single
current engineering work in the world.” This
Project was suspended in May 1942 because
of more urgent war needs, and the total ex-
penditures thereon were $76,357,405, mostly
on lock site excavations at Gatun and Mira-
flores, which are still usable. Fortunately, no
excavation was started at Pedro Miguel. The
program for the enlargement of Gaillard Cut
started in 1959, with correlated channel im-
provements, was completed in 1970 at a cost
of $95,000,000.” These two works together rep-
resent an expenditure of more than $171,-
000,000 toward the major modernization of
the existing Panama Canal,

(7) As the result of canal operations in
the crucial period of World War II, there was
developed in the Panama Canal organization
the first comprehensive proposal for the ma-
jor operational improvement and increase of
capacity of the Canal as derived from actual
marine experience, known as the Terminal
Lake—Third Locks Plan. This conception in-
cluded provisions for the following:

(1) Elimination of the bottleneck Pedro
Miguel Locks.

(2) Consolidation of all Pacific Locks
South of Miraflores.

(3) Raising the Gatun Lake water level to
its optimum height (about 92').

_(4] Construction of one set of larger locks.

(5) Creation at the Pacific end of the Canal
of a summit-level terminal lake anchorage
for use as a traffic reservoir to correspond
with the layout at the Atlantic end, which
would improve marine operations by elim-
inating lockage surges in Galillard Cut, miti-
gate the effect of fog on Canal capacity, re-
duce transit time, diminish the number of
accidents, and simplify the management of
the Canal.

(8) Competent, experienced engineers have
officially reported that all “engineering con-
siderations which are associated with the
plan are favorable to it." Moreover, such a
solution:

(1) Enables the maximum utilization of all
work so far accomplished on the Panama
Canal, including that on the suspended Third
Locks Project.

(2) Avoids the danger of disastrous slides.

(3) Provides the hest operational canal
practicable of achievement with the cer-
tainty of success.
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(4) Preserves and Increases the existing
economy of Panama,.

(6) Avoids inevitable Panamanian de-
mands for damages that would be involved in
the proposed sea level project.

(6) Averts the danger of a potential bioclog-
ical catastrophe with international repercus-
slons that recognized sclentists fear might be
caused by constructing a salt water channel
between the Oceans.

{7) Can be constructed at *“‘comparatively
lov- cost” without the necessity for negotiat-
ing a new canal treaty with Panama.

(9) All of these facts are elemental con-
siderations from both U.S. national and in-
ternational viewpoints and cannot be ig-
nored, especially the diplomatic and treaty
aspects. In connection with the latter, it
should be noted that the original Third Locks
Project, being only a modification of the
existing Canal, and wholly within the Canal
Zone, did not require a new treaty with
Panama. Nor, as previously stated, would
the Terminal Lake—Third Locks Plan re-
quire a new treaty. These are paramount fac-
tors In the overall equation.

(10) In contrast, the persistently advocated
and strenuously propagandized Sea-Level
Project at Panama, initially estimated in 1970
to cost $2,880,000,000, exclusive of the costs of
the right of way and indemnity to Panama,
has long been a “hardy perennial,” accord-
ing to former Governor of the Panama Canal,
Jay J. Morrow. It seems that no matter how
often the impossibility of realizing any such
proposal within practicable limits of cost and
time is demonstrated, there will always be
someone to argue for it; and this, despite the
economic, engineering, operational, environ-
mental and navigational superiority of the
Terminal Lake solution. Moreover, any sea-
level project, whether in the U.S. Canal Zone
territory or elsewhere, will require & new
treaty or treaties with the countrles involved
in order to fix the specific conditions for its
construction; and this would involve a huge
indemnity and a greatly increased annuity
that would have to be added to the cost
of construction and reflected in tolls, or be
wholly borne by the taxpayers of the United
States.

(11) Starting with the 1936-39 Treaty with
Panama, there has been a sustained erosion
of United States rights, powers and authority
on the Isthmus, culminating in the com-
pletion, In 1867, of negotlations for three
proposed new canal treaties that would:

(1) Surrender United States sovereignty
over the Canal Zone to Panama;

(2) Make that weak, technologically primi-
tive and unstable country a senior partner in
the management and defense of the Canal;

(3) Ultimately give to Panama not only
the existing Canal, but also any new one
constructed in Panama to replace it, all with-
out any compensation whatever and all In
derogation of Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2
of the U.S. Constitution. This Clause vests
the power to dispose of territory and other
property of the United States in the entire
Congress (House and Senate) and not in the
treaty-making power of our Government
(President and Senate)—a Constitutional
provision observed in the 1955 Treaty with
Panama,

(12) It is clear from the conduct of our
Panama Canal policy over many years that
policy-making elements within the Depart-
ment of State, in direct violation of the in-
dicated Constitutional provision, have been,
and are yet, engaged in efforts which will
have the effect of diluting or even repudiat-
ing entirely the soverelgn rights, power and
authority of the United States with respect to
the Canal and of dissipating the vast invest-
ment of the United States in the Panama
Canal project. Such actions would eventually
and inevitably permit the domination of this
strategic waterway by a potentially hostile
power that now indirectly controls the Suez
Canal. That canal, under such domination,
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ceased to operate in 1967 with vast con-
sequences of evil to world trade.

(13) Extensive debates in the Congress
over the past decade have clarified and nar-
rowed the key canal issues to the following:

(1) Retention by the United States of its
undiluted and indispensable sovereign rights,
power and authority over the Canal Zone ter-
ritory and Canal as provided by existing
treaties;

(2) The major modernization of the exist-
ing Panama Canal as provided for in the
Terminal Lake Proposal.

Unfortunately, these efforts have been com-
plicated by the agitation of Panamanian ex-
tremists, aided and abetted by irresponsible
elements in the Unifted States, aiming at
ceding to Panama complete sovereignty over
the Canal Zone and, eventually, the owner-
ship of the existing Canal and any future
canal in the Zone or in Panama that might
be built by the United States to replace it.

(14) In the 1st Session of the 92nd Con-
gress identical bills were introduced In both
House and Senate to provide for the major
increase of capacity and operational im-
provement of the existing Panama Canal by
modifying the authorized Third Locks Proj-
ect to embody the prineciples of the previous-
ly mentioned Terminal Lake solution, which
competent authorities consider would supply
the best operational canal practicable of
achievement, and at least cost without treaty
involvement.

(15) Starting on January 26, 1971 many
Members of Congress have sponsored resolu-
tions expressing the sense of the House of
Representatives that the TUnited States
should maintain and proiect its sovereign
rights and jurisdiction over the Panama
Canal enterprise, including the Canal Zone,
and not surrender any of its powers to any
other nation or to any international orga-
nization in derogation of present treaty
provisions. .

(16) The Panama Canal is a priceless asset
of the United States, essential for interoce-
anic commerce and Hemispheric security.
The recent efforts to wrest its control from
the United States trace back to the 1917
Communist Revolution and conform to long
range Soviet policy of gaining domination
over key water routes as in Cuba, which
flanks the Atlantic approach to the Panama
Canal, and as was accomplished in the case
of the Suez Canal, which the Soviet Union
now wishes opened in connection with its
naval buildup in the Eastern Mediterranean
and Indian Ocean. Thus, the real issue at
Panama, dramatized by the Communist take
over of strategically located Cuba and Chile,
is not United States control versus Panama-
nian but United States control versus Soviet
control. This is the issue that should be de-
bated in the Congress, especially In the Sen-
ate. Panama is a small, weak country occu-
pying a strategic geographical position that
is the objective of predatory power, requir-
ing the presence of the United States on the
Isthmus in the interest of Hemispheric secu-
rity and international order.

(17) In view of all the foregoing, the un-
dersigned urge prompt action as follows:

(1) Adoption by the House of Represent-
atives of pending Panama Canal sovereignty’
resolutions and,

(2) Enactment by the Congress of pending
measures for the major modernization of the
existing Panama Canal.

To these ends, we respectfully urge that
hearings be promptly held on the indicated
measures and that Congressional policy
thereon be determined for early prosecution
of the vital work of modernizing the Panama
ﬁanal, now approaching saturation of capac-

v.

Dr. Karl Brandt, Palo Alto, Callf., Econ-
omist, Hoover Institute, BStanford, CA.,
Former Chairman, President’s Couneil of
Economic Advisers.
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Comdr. Homer Brett, Jr., Chevy Chase, Md.,
Former Intelligence Office, Caribbean Area.

Hon Ellis O. Briggs, Hanover, N.H., US.
Ambassador retired and Author.

Dr. John C. Briggs, Tampa, Florida, Profes-
sor of Biology, University of South Florida,
Tampa.

Wililam B. Collier, Santa Barbara, Calif.,
Business Executive with Engineering and
Naval Experlence.

Lt. Gen. Pedro A. del Valle, Annapolis,
Maryland, Intelligence Analyst, Former Com-
manding General, 1st Marine Div.

Herman H. Dinsmore, New York, N.Y.,
Former Associate Foreign Editor, New York
Times, Editorialist.

Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky, Alexandria, Va., Pro-
fessor of Economiec, Georgetown Univ.

Dr. Donald M. Dogzer, Sta. Barbara, Calif,
Historian, University of Calif., Sta. Barbara,
Authority on Latin America.

Lt. Gen. Ira C. Baker, Washington, D.C,,
Former Commander-in-Chief, Allied Air
Forces, Mediterranean, Analyst and Com-
mentator on National Becurity Questions.

K. V. Hoffman, Richmond, Va., Editor and
Author.

Dr. Walter D. Jacobs, College Park, Md,
Professor of Government and Politics, Uni-
versity of Maryland.

William R. Joyce, Jr., J.D. Washington,
D.C., Lawyer.

Maj. Gen. Thomas A. Lane, McLean, Va.,
Engineer and Author.

Edwin J. B. Lewis, Washington, D.C., Pro-
fessor of Accounting, George Washington
University, Past. President, Panama Canal
Soclety of Washington, D.C.

Dr. Leonard B. Loeb, Berkely, Calif., Profes-
sor of Physlcs Emeritus, University of Cali-
fornia.

William Loeb, Manchester, N.H., Publisher
and Author.

Lt. Col. Matthew P. McKeon, Springfield,
Va., Intelligence Analyst, Editor and Pub-
lisher.

Dr. Howard A. Meyerhoff, Tulsa, Okla., Con-
sulting geologist, Formerly Head of Depart-
ment of Geology, University of Pennsylvania.

Richard B. O'Keefe, Fairfax, Va., Asst. Pro-
fessor, George Mason College, University of
Virginia, Research Consultant on Panama
Canal, The American Legion.

Capt. C. H. Schildhauer, Owings Mills, Md.,
Aviation Executive.

V. Adm. T. G. W. Settle, Washington, D.C.,
Former Commander, Amphiblous Forces,
Pacific.

Jon P. Speller, New York, N.Y., Author and
Editor.

Harold Lord Varney, New York, N.Y., Presi-
dent, Committee on Pan American Policy,
New York, Authority on Latin American
Policy, Editor,

Capt. Franz O. Willenbucher, Bethesda,
Md., Lawyer and Executive.

Dr. Francis G. Wilson, Washington, D.C,,
Professor of Political Science Emeritus, Uni-
versity of Illinois, Author and Editor.

(Nore—Institutions are listed for identi-
fication purpcses only.)

REDUCE THE NATIONAL DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Nevada (Mr. BariNG) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARING. Mr. Speaker, on Febru-
ary 9, 1972, I voted against increasing the
national debt by any amount. I have
never supported increasing the debt ceil-
ing and I never will.

It is preposterous for this free spend-
ing authority to continue.

Mr. Speaker, an attempt should be
made to balance the budget and reduce
the national debt—not continuously in-
crease it.
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This current year, 1972, fiscal budget
deficit is way out of step to the tune
of a reported almost $40 billion. I do
not believe in further saddling the citi-
zens of tomorrow in this Nation, much
less the American citizens of today, with
a continued huge national debt which
has been and will bring extinction to any
chance of the United States attaining a
good, solid, and balanced financial con-
dition.

The financial condition of the United
States is bad enough as it is today with-
out adding further grief to the problem
or to further tax loads on American citi-
zens. If we do not wake up soon, we are
going to have a catastrophic financial
upheavel from sea to shining sea in the
United States which, of course, will ruin
world financial markets.

This national debt has to be pulled
back into reality. Raising the debt limit
again only gives the spenders of that
money, which is an eventual due bill, even
more money to play around with. This
has to be stopped, Mr. Speaker.

I further will state that I believe it is
high time that the Congress insist that
the administration come before the ap-
propriate House committees on a reg-
ularly scheduled quarterly or half-year
basis with their requests to increase the
debt so that each and every Member of
the House will have a continued update
as to the financial situation of the ad-
ministration’s fiscal requests and
budgets.

Ten billion dollars a year could be
spent on reducing the national debt in-
stead of the giveaway program—foreign

aid. I believe this would please the people
of the United States and especially the
people I represent in Nevada.

CANADA'S OPPOSITION TO THE
TRANS-ALASKA PIPELINE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AspIn) is rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, today I would
like to include in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp the text of an address by the
Honorable C. M. Drury, the president of
the Canadian Treasury Board. I am sure
that those of my colleagues concerned
with the trans-Alaska pipeline issue will
find these remarks of interest.

Once again, the Canadian Government
has expressed its strong opposition to
the proposed trans-Alaska pipeline. In
particular, I would point out Mr. Drury’s
remarks that:

To us, it appears that an ofl line from
Alaska through Canadian territory would
have the advantage of ruling out a vulner-
able tanker link to markets and would pro=-
vide more economic transportation of ofil to
the U.S. Midwest.

My colleague, the Minister of State for
External Affairs, has made clear in the House,
and the Government In an alde-memoire
sent to Washington last August, stated In
the strongest possible terms, Canada’s reser-
vations with respect to the ecological and
other hazards of movement of oil by tanker
from Alaska, down the West Coast and
through the Puget Sound to the northwest-
ern U.S. reflneries. Let no one suppose that
the opposition of Canadians—so effectively
volced by members of Parliament like David
Anderson—is not the genuine concern of this
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Government. We have made clear that full
indemnity will be required for the ravages
that oil spills could infiict on our coastline.

As far as we know, very little study has
been given by the proponents of this route
to the dangers of tanker movement in the
restricted channels adjacent to the southern
British Columbia coast, and what little as
has been presented by the companies in-
volved would only seem a faltering step in
defining the actual tonnage that would tra-
verse this route and the precautions needed
to safeguard our interests.

The full text of Mr. Drury’s remarks
follow:

RESOURCES AND PRIORITIES IN THE 1870's
INTRODUCTION

Mr., Chairman and delegates to the Con-
ference on Northern Pipeline Research, it
was certainly gratifying to recelve an invi-
tation to speak to your conference—touching
as it does on an aspect of resource develop-
ment which so clearly involves Canada’s pri-
orities in the "70's.

No problem is of deeper concern to man-
kind than that of coming to terms with the
natural environment so that it will support
a reasonably satisfying way of life.

Indeed, Time Magazine asked in its Jan-
uary 24 issue, “How Long Can Population
and Industrialization Continue to Grow on
this Finite Planet?”

Quoting a study done at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Time concludes:
*“. . . that the depletion of non-renewable
resources will probably cause the end of the
civillzation enjoyed by today’s contented
consumer. As industrialization grows, it vo-
raclously consumes enormous amounts of
resources. Resources become scarcer, forclng
more and more capital to be spent on pro-
curing our materials, which leaves less and
less money for investment in new plants and
facllities.”

The study sponsored by the Club of Rome
was based on a computer model developed
by MIT professor, Jay Forrester, Our own De-
partment of Energy, Mines and Resources re-
tained Forrester as a consultant in 1971 and
the Department has been holding discussions
about the resource role in society and about
policies shaped for the future, as the coordi-
nator of Canada’s resource management.

In 1963, Harold J. Barnett, then a profes-
sor of economics and chalrman of the eco-
nomics department of Washington Univer-
sity in 8t. Louls, and Chandler Morse, a pro-
fessor of economics at Cornell University,
writing on the economics of natural resource
availability, said:

“Man’s relationship to the natural en-
vironment, and nature's Influence upon the
course and quality of human life, are among
the oldest toples of speculation of which we
are aware, Myth, folktale, and fable; custom,
institution, and law; philosophy, seclence,

and technology—all, as far back as records -

extend, attest to an abiding interest in these
concerns.”

The doctrine of increasing natural resource
scarcity

The past two centuries—the period of in-
dustrial revolution, emergence of science,
and population explosion—have witnessed a
great broadening and deepening of interest
in natural resources. An influential expres-
sion of this growing interest was that of
British classical economics, early in the
nineteenth century, with its doctrine that
an inherently limited availability of natural
resources sets an upper bound to economic
growth and welfare. Later, there was the
Conservation Movement in the TUnited
States, which took shape around the turn of
the century. Arising out of concern over
natural resource scarcity and a consequent
endeavour to formulate policies for the use
of the extensive public domain, this move-
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ment provided broad, vigorous, and influen-
tial expression and political leadership. The
interests of the Conservation Movement
survive in a vast current literature of scien-
tists, engineers, social analysts, educators,
Jjournalists, businessmen, public officials, and
adherents of a wide variety of academic dis-
ciplines. The occurrence and economic con=-
sequences of natural resource scarclty, and
their social and policy implications, run like
strong threads through the variegated fabric
of contemporary public concern over natural
resources. The doctrine of increasing scarcity
and its effects has achieved remarkable via-
bility.

Classical economists—particularly Mal-
thus, Ricardo, and Mill—predicted that
scarcity of natural resources would lead to
eventually diminishing social returns to eco-
nomic effort, with retardation and eventual
cessation of economic growth. Indeed, classi-
cal economic theory acquired its essential
character, and for economies its reputation
as the “dismal science,” from this basic
premise. In a somewhat different formula-
tion, the scarcity idea also entered the
theory of natural selection when Darwin, ac-
knowledging a debt to Malthus, saw compe-
tition for limited means of survival as the
determinant of biological evolution.

The Conservation Movement accepted the
scarcity premise as valid for an unregulated
private enterprise society. But, rejecting
laissez faire, at least so far as activities con-
nected with natural resources were con-
cerned, they believed that the trend of social
welfare over time could be influenced by the
extent to which men conserved and managed
resources with an eye to the welfare of fu-
ture generations. The leaders of the Conser-
vation Movement proposed that soclety, tak-
ing thought for the consequences of its ac-
tions, should forestall the effects of increas-
ing scarcity by employing criteria of
physical and administrative—not economic—
efficlency.

They argued that government interven-
tion could improve on the untrammeled
processes of private decision making with
respect to natural resources, and that public
policies should be devised with this end in
view. Their willlngness to employ public
power as a check on business freedom, sig-
nifying as it did a certain disillusionment
with the principles of laissez faire, made the
Conservation Movement something of a
catch-all for interventionist ideas of all kinds.
This helps to explain its many-sided charac-
ter. But the core of the Movement was con-
cern for the effect of natural resources, and
especially natural resource policy and ad-
ministration, on the trend of soclal welfare
in a world subject to increasing resource
scarclty.

To an increasing extent the problems of
natural resources are qualitative. The difficult
questions now are not whether physical and
economic problems can be solved, but which
problems to solve and how to solve them. The
kinds and qualities of change in the environ-
ment, in the social production process, and
in commodities; the composition and the al-
location of benefits and costs; the standards
and the procedures by which alternatives are
to be evaluated—these, rather than the cost
of an increment to the pre-existing product
mix, have become of increasing concern. As
man extends his mastery over output and its
cost, it is Inevitable that these social prob-
lems will acquire increased significance and
receive greater attention. Whether the at-
tention they receive will suffice to assure con-
tinuing improvement in the quality of life 1s
an open question.

The capaclty of sclentific progress to create
new problems for soclety, it appears, has out-
run the capacity of soclal progress to solve
them. Because of the lag of soclal innovation,
it is possible to be concerned with whether
man has learned how to avold something
comparable to diminishing returns in the
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quality of life, a poilnt on which Mill was
optimistic. The dynamic, accelerative charac-
ter of technological change seems to suggest
that expansion in the number of social and
individual choices available to us is an end-
lessly cumulative prospect. But our caleculus
of decision-making and our soclal wvalue
standards are not much changed from Mill's
day. And, unlike Mill, we do not look forward
to a stationary state, with endless time to
contemplate and devise a steady, costless im-
provement in the quality of life. There is,
therefore, a question of whether requisite
changes iIn our mechanisms of choice will
keep pace with the dynamic development of
the scope of choice. The classical economists
saw the process of growth as subject to
limitations. But they saw the limitations as
residing in nature rather than in man.

Man's relations to nature, we could well
remember, were once regarded as governed
by uncontrollable natural forces. Science, in-
deed, had just crossed the threshold to ob-
Jectivity when the classical economists wrote;
and this is why they held its potential in such
low esteem. We may hope to stand on the
threshold of a similar transition to greater
objectivity with respect to man's relations to
man, which in our time has become crucial
for handling man’s relationship to the nat-
ural environment,

Some of the problems are old—but their
urgency is new.

SOME MAIN THEMES EMERGE

You will probably agree, then, that no
previous Canadian Government has ever had
as many important and difficult resource
questions before it as we have today. Several
main themes readily snapped into focus in
preparing these remarks for you tonight:

1. The impact of resource industries on en-
vironmental stability: The impact on man’s
physical environment and the continuing
economic growth and, in particular, the role
of energy and minerals in this growth. The
evaluation of the relationship between man’s
objective for economic betterment and his
physical security and comfort. Fundamen-
tally, the issue is: what kind of a soclety do
we want to live In?

2. Minerals in Canadian industrial devel-
opment: We might explore the role of min-
erals In the national economy, their com-
petitive nature in the world market and the
importance of an early return on our re-
source potential. Also, to be developed, would
be the relationship between resource strategy
and industrial growth strategy and their
role, in combination. in obtaining better re-
sults for Canada in international trade nego-
tlations.

3. “Good corporate performance” in the
minerals industry: We might review the role
which corporations are playing in the devel-
opment of our resource economy and the
need for closer co-operation between Govern-
ment and industry in developing national
policies and in seeing that agreed policies
are implemented. As you know, National Ad-
visory Committees are expected to play an
important role here,

4. The inter-energy competition: This sub-
Ject would analyze the way in which prices
and resources affect the kinds of energy
used—the nature of the present supply, and
resource development potential either In
Canada and the U.S. or on a world-wide
basis, and would predict the changing priori-
ties for energy. In addition, it would show
how environmental protection will condition
and channel the development and use of en-
ergy sources.

RESOURCES AND STRATEGIES FOR GROWTH

It is not my purpose to include in the
scope of these remarks an entire thesis on
the debate on the strategy for economic
growth in Canada and the role of the re-
source industries. Still, I have to make some
comment.

First, if we are to remain a modern indus-
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trial state with a high standard of living,
we must maintain the growth of our real in-
come at the same levels of performance as
other leading industrial states.

Secondly, this can only be done through
the production of technologically advanced
goods produced by an educatecd and efficlent
population. These goods must command a
premium for their usefulness and the quality
of the human labour contributed.

Third, the capital to finance this growth
and to sustaln the present level of activity
must come from established sources of earn-
ings and established markets for our goods.

Fourth, an essential part of our current
economic activity comes from the resource
and energy industries, and full advantage
should be taken of our competence in this
area and of the great demands on it from our
own and international sources.

Finally, Mr. Lincoln once said: “You don't
strengthen the weak by weakening the
strong.” The issue is not the weakening of the
primary industries to transfer capital re-
sources to other sectors which will initially
have a high risk factor and thus performance
lag, with the problem of how Canada pays
its way in the meantime. The issue is the
harnessing of the increasing wealth of the
natlon derived from sound primary resource
growth to the service of new and desirable
industrial growth outside resource indus-
tries. Whether you agree or not with the
methods, this is the balance which Mr. Ben-
son's new tax policles seek to strike.

RESOURCE POLICY—NORTHERN OIL
DEVELOPMENT

To this point, I have tried to describe the
general parameters for national resource
poliey. Now I would like to turn to desecribe
& specific resource development program and
ask you to bear in mind the context of what
I have sald previously. The program I am se-
lecting—the development of uvur northern
oil potential—is one of specific interest to
this group. Let me begin with a description
of government organization in this area and
then move to specific problem centres.

Task force on northern oil development

A Task Force on Northern Oil Development
was established by this government in De-
cember, 1968, under the chairmanship of the
Deputy Minister of Energy, Mines and Re-
sources, to consider all aspects of northern
oil development, transportation and market-
ing. The Task Force membership includes the
Deputy Minister of the Departments of In-
dian Affairs and Northern Development,
Transport, and Environment, and the Chair-
man of the National Energy Board. The long-
term plans of the Task Force call for the or-
ganization and appraisal of studies needed to
encourage optimum development of north-
ern oll resources and also to ensure adequate
government supervision and control over ac-
tivities related to this resource program.

With industry plans under way for oil
and gas pipelines from the far north, the
Task Force carries on a continuing review
and appraisal of industrial activity to en-
sure that industrial programs will be in the
national interest. Task Force plans are de-
signed towards the ultimate objective of the
most economic recovery of northern oil in
keeping with adequate protection of the
Arctlc environment and maximum employ-
ment opportunities for northern citizens,
that is at the lowest possible social cost.

During 1970, the Task Force made sev-
eral reports to government, one of which
led to the establishment of northern pipe-
line gulidelines. These guldelines provide
terms of reference for industry in its north-
ern oll activities and relate to the common
carrier concept of northern pipelines, en-
vironmental control, employment for north-
ern residents, and full opportunity for in-
vestment by Canadians in northern pipe-
lines. The Task Force also continued its on-
going appraisal program of exploration,
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transportation and market development re-
lated to northern ofil activity for the pur-
pose of advising the government on mat-
ters of national interest

Task Force plans for 1871 included fur-
ther development of the northern pipeline
gulidelines, special emphasis on coordination
of research concerned with environmental
control, and engineering and economic
studies of proposed oil and gas pipelines
from both the American and Canadian Arc-
tic to markets in eastern Canada and the
United States. This and related work is
continuing in 1972.

The Task Force is made up of five im-
portant committees.

The Pipeline Engineering Committee ap-
praises all matters relative to the construc-
tion and operation of oil and gas pipelines
in the north. The emphasis is on construc-
tion procedures and on design and opera-
tional criteria for these pilpelines. The
Committee maintains close contact with the
three gas pipeline companies who have de-
clared themselves as possible applicants to
build a gas pipeline from Prudhoe Bay across
northern Canada to continental gas mar-
kets.

The Committee also maintains close con-
tact with the group of oil companies which
is carrying out research relative to the
building of an oil pipeline in the Canadian
north. Additionally, representatives of this
Committee are meeting on occasion with
representatives of those oil companies who
are planning to bulld a trans-Alaska pipe-
line. This Committee also maintains close
contact with such assoclations as the Ca-
nadian Standards Association which deter-
mine specifications for pipeline materials.

The Economic Impact Committee 1is
charged with the responsibility of carry-
ing out studies to determine the expected
impact on the economy of the building and
operation of northern pipelines. The stud-
ies are carried out in terms of such criteria
as employment benefits, reglonal impacts,
balance of payments and exchange rate ef-
fects, investment impacts, availability of fi-
nances, etc. In general, the Committee's
work is concerned with the question as to
whether a northern pipeline would be a
benefit or an overall cost to the economy
and the nature and scale of the benefit-
cost balance.

The Marine Transport Committee focused
most of its attention in 1960 and 1970 on
matters relative to the voyages of the “Man-
hattan” and the possibilities of opening up a
“Northwest Passage’”. More recently it has
been given the responsibility of determining
whether it would be appropriate to have har-
bour studies in the Arctic. This follows a de-
talled study that had been carried out by the
Department of Public Works regarding the
feasibility of a supertanker harbour at Her-
schel Island.

The Marketing Committee is charged with
the responsibility of assessing the impact of
northern oil and gas on the energy supply
and demand patterns of North America. It
has had such specific assignments as that of
determining the extent to which the Pacific
Coast States of the U.8.A. could accommodate
Prudhoe Bay oll and price effects related
thereto. It has also done analyses of the laid-
down cost of northern ofl in such major
continental markets as Chicago and Toronto.

The Environmental-Soclal Committee has
been extensively developed because of the
major environmental program in which the
government of Canada is now involved.

The environmental program now under way
was approved for a three-year period by the
Cabinet last year and provides for an annual
expenditure of up to $5 million over a three-
year period. The program is a multidiseipli-
nary activity involving the field and labora-
tory research work of geologists, geophysi~
cists, cartographers, blologists, forestry
specialists, water resource and wildlife
specialists.
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There is a good expectation that by the
end of 1972 the field work will have advanced
to such a stage as to put the government in
& position whereby it could appralse, from an
ecologlcal point of view, any applications that
might be received by companies wishing to
build pipelines in the north. There would
then, of course, have to be very thorough
hearing procedures which would involve not
only the criteria developed by this Commit-
tee, but by the other four Committees of the
Task Force as well.

The continued success of Panarctic Olls
Ltd., the consortium in which the Govern-
ment of Canada retains a 45 per cent interest,
and stepped up exploration by Industry in the
North, only adds urgency to several policy
questions confronting the Canadian Govern-
ment in respect to oil and gas industries and
northern development.

THE “LAND BRIDGE” CONCEPT

I want to take this opportunity to restate
our view that the Canadian Government
would welcome applications to build oil or
gas pipelines from Alaska through Canada in
a “land bridge" to the continental United
States. Any such applications would be re-
viewed in a hearing process subject to the
guidelines mentioned earlier and in light of
the mounting research brought to bear on
these undertakings by private industry and
the Government,

The Canadian government welcomes the
periodical reports and discussions with in-
terested industry groups relative to the con-
struction and operation of northern pipe-
lines. We certainly look forward to further
exchanges covering such items as through-
put, spare capacity, financing, ownership, re-
sponsibility to carry Canadian oil and/or gas,
the role of northern people and environmen-
tal protection standards, to mention a few
key areas.

In the resource management of the North
American land mass, all the alternatives need
to be thoroughly investigated before any uni-
lateral actions are taken. That much seems
clear no matter what national strategies are
to be pursued by Canada and the United
States In satisfying thelr respective require-
ments for oil and gas.

To us it appears that an oil line from Alas-
ka through Canadian territory would have
the advantage of ruling out a vulnerable
tanker link to markets and would provide
more economic transportation of oil to the
U.S. Midwest.

My Colleague, the Minister of State for
External Affairs has made clear in the House,
and the Government in an aide-memoire
sent to Washington last August, stated in
the strongest possible terms, Canada’s reser-
vations with respect to the ecological and
other hazards of movement of oil by tanker
from Alaska, down the West coast and
through the Puget Sound to north western
U.8. refineries. Let no one suppose that the
opposition of Canadians—so effectively volced
by Members of Parliament like David An-
derson—is not the genuine concern of this
Government. We have made clear that full
indemnity will be required for the ravages
which oil spills could inflict on our coastlines.

As far as we know very little study has
been given by the proponents of this route
to the dangers of tanker movement in the
restricted channels adjacent to the southern
British Columbia coast, and what 1ittle has
been presented by the companies involved
would only seem a first faltering step in de-
fining the actual tonnage that would tra-
verse this route and the precautions needed
to safeguard our interests.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Canadians and their Gov-
ernment will continue to place a top prior-
ity on the development of policies for natu-
ral resources which will optimize their con-
tribution to national goals. For centuries,
public policy has sought to harmonize man’s
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relationship with his environment, his chang-
ing expectations with respect to economic
well being and the quality of life. Today,
sclence and technology have introduced a
new urgency to the calculation of decisions
about our future. Our ability to respond and
adapt to these challenges may require new
outlooks. But we must harness our strength
to that future and adapt to its challenges.

The broad range of public policies can
only work with the cooperation of govern=
ments, industries and, indeed, all Canadians,
in a world increasingly dominated by pow-
erful external forces which Canada confronts
in world markets. Our relationships with one
another have become important to the suec-
cess with which we meet the challenge to our
future.

Your conference can contribute signifi-
cantly to meeting the challenge of opening
up Canada's great oll and gas potential of
the north. Gathered here today are experts
from a broad cross section of diseciplines
which will be called upon to provide effec-
tive response to policy issues facing Canada
in the 1970’s. I wish you every success in
your deliberations.

DILEMMA ON DISPOSAL METHODS
FOR RADIOACTIVE WASTES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, the
increasing use of radioactive materials
in the United States and the rest of the
world has resulted in a growing dilemma
on disposal methods for radioactive
wastes.

Several proposals have been offered,
including a suggestion by Dr. J. R.
Schlesinger of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission that these wastes be disposed of
in outer space. However, most proposals
would have these waste products disposed
of underground, The Atomic Energy
Commission has in its possession studies
of several potential disposal sites in Kan-
sas and has assured Senator JAMES PEAR-
soN that its search for an appropriate
Federal repository will not be limited to
his State. According to Senator PEARSON,
the AEC will consider sites throughout
the continental United States.

We are all concerned about the harm-
ful effects which might result from the
underground disposal of these waste ma-
terials. Some radioactive wastes are not
as potentially dangerous as others. Chem-
ical and radiological composition of these
wastes depends upon source and previous
freatment and they are generally classi-
fied as low, intermediate, or high level
in terms of activity.

One can get an indication of how
harmful these waste materials might be
by examining their decontamination fac-
tors, a term used to describe levels con-
sidered safe for direct release into the
environment., Low-level wastes contain
more than 1,000 times the level of con-
centration authorized for direct release
into the environment. Intermediate-level
wastes contain still more and high-level
wastes contain 100,000 times the amount
considered safe for direct release. This
intensity of radioactivity in high-level
wastes, combined with the long half-lives
of some of the fission byproducts, makes
them potentially lethal to man and de-
structive to the environment for thou-
sands of years.
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Nobody knows exactly how much ra-
dioactive waste material will have to be
disposed of by the United States in the
coming years. Bui the Atomic Energy
Commission estimates that 5 million gal-
lons alone would come from operation of
nuclear fuel reprocessing plants. How-
ever, this 5 million gallons represents
only a fraction of the total international
radioactive wastes.

About 40 million gallons of concen-
trated high-level radioactive waste ma-
terial has already been generated by the
Atomic Energy Commission through de-
velopment of the U.S. nuclear weapons
program and in the development of
peaceful uses for atomic energy. The So-
viet Union has, in all probability, gener-
ated a like amount. West Germany,
France, and Great Britain have also ac-
cumulated large amounts of radioactive
waste material and all are experiment-
ing with methods of disposal. Lesser
amounts have been accumulated by In-
dia, Italy, Spain, Brazil, and Japan as
other countries progress in their tech-
nology in this field. A realistic figure for
the total amount of radioactive waste
material in the world may be around 83
million gallons. All of this waste material
is in temporary storage facilities.

This worldwide accumulation of po-
tentially harmful radioactive waste ma-
terial apparently has little utilitarian
value in the foreseeable future. The con-
sensus of scientists today is that all of
this waste material, along with all future
accumulations, must be stored indefi-
nitely in total isolation from the envi-
ronment.

Because the safe and expeditious dis-
posal of this waste material is a concern
to other countries as well as to the
United States, I am introducing a reso-
lution today asking for an international
conference on the management of nu-
clear wastes. The same resolution was
earlier introduced in the Senate by Sen-
ator PEARSON.

Under this resolution, the President
would invite the other governments to
join with us to deal with the problems of
radioactive waste disposal. I hope that
this conference would result in an inter-
national treaty on the subject aimed at
searching the world over for the ideal
conditions for disposal sites.

The development of nuclear power ca-
pabilities, both in weaponry and in
peaceful uses, has done much to impress
upon us the closeness of our world neigh-
bors, This development has also brought
with it the need for responsible and safe
use of these systems. Let us now join in
searching out responsible and safe meth-
ods for disposing of the wastes these
systems produce.

PEOPOSES BRINGING NORTHERN
IRELAND SITUATION BEFORE
UNITED NATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. MiNisH) is
recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, the recent
tragic events in Northern Ireland have
reemphasized the fact that the govern-
ments of Britain and Ulster are unable
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to solve this crisis in a fair and equitable
manner.

The present bloodshed can be traced
to years of systematic and deliberate
discrimination by the Government of
Northern Ireland against the minority
Catholic population. The current policy
of repression and intermment has only
served to prolong and escalate the con-
flict.

I have introduced House Concurrent
Resolution 538 which calls upon our
Government to take immediate steps to
bring the Northern Ireland situation be-
fore the United Nations.

The resolution calls upon the United
States to support the following proposi-
tions before the world body:

Immediate termination of the current
internment policy and the release of all
persons detained thereunder;

Arrangement for consultation among
all involved parties including the Irish
Republican Army;

Replacement of British troops in
Northern Ireland with a peacekeeping
force of the United Nations; and

International inquiry into the tragic
events of Sunday, January 30, 1972 in
which 13 innocent citizens were killed
by British troops.

On February 2 I called upon the House
Foreign Affairs Committee to give im-
mediate attention to the crisis in North-
ern Ireland and to the role our Govern-
ment might plan in seeking a workable
settlement. I am gratified that hearings
have been scheduled next week before
the subcommittee chaired by Congress-
man RoOSENTHAL of New York.

Questions of civil, political, and re-
ligious rights and of self-determination
transcend national boundaries and in-
volve the whole world community. The
Irish ask no other to fight their battles
for them, but they have the right to our
support in their efforts to achieve eco-
nomie, social, and political equality. We
cannot stand aside while the people of
Ulster are condemned to the rage and
death that have been their fate for too
many turbulent generations.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the Rec-
orp I include a resolution which bas
been adopted by the New Jersey State
Senate and a news article summarizing
a rally held in South Orange, N.J.,, on
February 13 to support the oppressed
minority of Northern Ireland:

SENATE RESOLUTION BY SENATOR DoDD,
ADOPTED FEBRUARY 7, 1972

Whereas, The continuing wviolence and
bloodshed in Northern Ireland is a cause of
the cieepeat concern to Americans of all
faiths and political persuasions; and,

Whereas, The causes of the present con-
flict may be traced to the systematic and de-
liberate discrimination in housing, employ-
ment, political representation and educa-
tional opportunities practiced by the govern-
mental authorities of Northern Ireland
against the minority there; and,

Whereas, The Governments of the United
Kingdom and of Northern Ireland have
failed to end the bloodshed and have failed
to establish measures to meet the legitimate
grievances of this minority; and,

Whereas, Continued repression and lack of
fundamental reforms in Northern Ireland
threaten to prolong and escalate the conflict
and the denial of civil liberties; now, there-
fore, be it
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Resolved, by the Senate of the State of
New Jersey: That this House hereby expresses
its deepest concern over the present situation
in Northern Ireland; and, be it further

Resolved, That this House hereby calls
upon the Government of the United States
to exert all diplomatic efforts to urge upon
the nations involved the implementation of
the following actions, in accord with funda-
mental concepts of nondiscrimination, fair-
ness, democracy, self-determination and jus-
tice:

1. Termination of the current internment
policy and the simultaneous release of all
persons detained thereunder;

2. Full respect for the civil rights of all
the people of Northern Ireland, and the ter-
mination of all political, social, economic and
religious discrimination;

3. Implementation of the reforms promised
by the Government of the United Kingdom
since 1968, Including reforms in the fields
of law-enforcement, housing, employment
and voting rights;

4. Dissolution of the Parliament of North-
ern Ireland;

5. Withdrawal of all British forces from
Northern Ireland and the institution of law
enforcement and criminal justice under local
control acceptable to all parties;

6. Convening of all interested parties for
the purpose of accomplishing the unification
of Ireland; and, be it further

Resolved, That duly authenticated coples
of this resolution shall be transmitted to the
President of the United States, the Vice
President of the United States and the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, the

Chairman of the Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations and the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs, and to each of the Members
of Congress elected from this State.

President of the Se;mte.
SETON RALLY FOR ULSTER DrAWS 2,000
(By Barbara Kukla)

About 2,000 persons of different national-
ities, religions, and political persuasions yes-
terday took part In a rally to urge the end
of violence and bloodshed in Northern Ire-
land and to commit themselves to independ-
ence for six Irish counties under British cdn-
trol.

The three-hour rally at Seton Hall Uni-
versity In South Orange was sponsored by
105 Irish-Americans groups in the state and
was called "The All-New Jersey Rally for Hu-
mm:l Rights and Justice in Northern Ire-
land.”

It featured a score of emotion-packed ad-
dresses by representatives of federal, state,
county and local governments as well as
talks by clergymen and labor leaders.

Most of the speakers called for the with-
drawal of British troops from Northern Ire-
land, the right of the people of the counties
to determine thelr own destiny, and a boy-
cott of all British-made goods.

The killing of 18 civilians by British troops
in Londonderry on Jan. 30 was condemned
by all,

According to Dr. John Campbell, chairman
of the New Jersey American Committee for
Ulster Justice, a one-day boycott of buying,
selling and transporting British-made prod-
ucts is scheduled for March 1.

Campbell sald his organization has been
promised the support of three major labor
groups, which have said they will refuse to
service British ships and alrplanes arriving
from points along the Eastern Seaboard to
Brownsville, Texas.

He saild plans also are being made for
picketing of the Newark ticket offices of the
British Overseas Airways Corp. (BOAC).

John Brown, state AFL-CIO secretary-
treasurer, in offering the support of the many
labor groups within his organization, ecalled
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for an immediate start of a prolonged boy-
cott,

“Ireland must guide it's own destiny,” he
told the standing-rcom-only audience. “If
you can't participate physically in gaining
her freedom, join together to boycott British
products,” he said.

He urged a boycott of at least 30 days,
claiming *“you’ll see results by March 17.”

The boycott theme also was pickd up by
Assemblyman Anthony Imperiale (Ind.-Es-
sex), who said:

“You don’t conduct a boycott by not buy-
ing goods on South Orange Avenue. You do it
by not letting the products off the ships.”

“When England seeks loans and credit from
the United States, England should be told
her credit card is non-valid,” Imperiale
added. Rumbling applause shook the room.

The audience was just as responsive to a
speech by Rep. Peter W. Rodino Jr. (D-10th
Dist.) as the congressman explained his ef-
forts to bring peace to Northern Ireland.

Rodino said that a congressional resolution
which he cosponsored urges the United Na-
tions General Assembly to:

Call for withdrawal of British troops from
Northern Ireland and establish a UN peace-
keeping force during that time; set up an
international inguiry into the 13 killings;
establish peace talks.

“This great country of ours must ralse a
voice as a moral persuader to be sure that
others listen,” said Rodino. “We cannot afford
to be saddened when justice is trampled
upon.”

In similar fashion, Rep. Joseph G. Minish
(D-11th Dist.) urged *‘the American people
to impress upon its people that the course of
action in Ireland must be changed.”

“The people in Ireland will not be con-
quered despite concentration camps and mas-
sacres,” he declared. “Civil, political and re-
liglous rights transcend national boundaries;
while I have no Irish blood in my veins I
stand with you on this issue side-by-side.”

Other presentations were made by Rep. Ed-
ward Patten (D-15th Dist.); State Commu-
nity Affairs Commissioner Lawrence Kramer;
State Sen. Willlam Bate (D-Passaic); State
Sen. Wynona Lipman (D-Essex), State Sen.
Frank Dodd (D-Essex); and Essex County
Freeholders Thomas Cooke and Phillip Eee~
gan,

Also Essex County Sheriff John Cryan;
Newark Fire Director John Caufield, repre-
senting Mayor Kenneth A. Gibson; Elizabeth
Mayor Thomas Dunn; Rabbi Ely . .. audlence
in the singing of “An Irish Lullaby.” Enter-
talnment also was provided by Irish folk-
singer Brian Anthony and two bagpipers.

The audience was welcomed by Msgr.
Thomas G. Fahy, president of Seton Hall,
and Dr. John Duff, executive vice president.
Michael L. Delahunty of Montclair was mas-
ter of ceremonies and rally coordinator,

A TRIBUTE TO ZENON C. R. HANSEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr., ROONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
Speaker, in our deliberations in this
Chamber we frequently focus on the sub-
ject of opportunity in America and at-
tempt to devise means by which our
young people are extended opportunities
to pursue their life’s goals and to achieve
to the limit of their abilities.

From time to time our attention is
attracted to instances in which individ-
uals have made extraordinary use of the
opportunities extended them and have
attained goals which seem phenomenal.

One such individual began working
in the parts department of the Inter-
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national Harvester Co. when he was 18.
Today, at 62, he is chairman and presi-
dent of Mack Trucks, Inc., a leader in its
field of truck manufacturing and a name
associated with rugged construction and
performance. !

Zenon C. R. Hansen lives in Macungie,
Pa., in my congressional district, a short
distance from the city of Allentown,
“Truck Capital of the World,” where the
Mack corporate headquarters and one
of its manufacturing plants are located.

His success story and his executive
philosophy are contained in feature ar-
ticles in the January issue of Nation’s
Business and in the December issue of
Professional Pilot.

I invite the attention of my colleagues
to both articles, not only to learn of
Zenon Hansen’s personal accomplish-
ments, but to understand some of the
problems which confront major domestic
industries today and to become ac-
quainted with Mack’s relentless and suc-
cessful efforts to compete in foreign
markets.

The articles follow:

ZENON HANSEN OF MAcCE TRUCKS—GIVING A
CompPaNY NEw GET-UP-AND-GoO

Driving south through Allentown, Pa., an
ordinary-looking, middle-sized city in the
pleasant Lehigh Valley, you suddenly enter
another world.

There, on the outskirts, 1s a broad, grassy
boulevard. It takes you to a large, tan build-
ing whose appearance smacks faintly of those
TV late-show movies that deal in lost civil-
izations.

Little bulldog insignia adorn signposts on
roadways around the building. And towering
above the entrance is the biggest bulldog
you'll ever see. It's a low-relief model, 24 by
22 feet.

If your imagination is running free, you
half expect to find chanting priestesses of
some forgotten cult inside the building.

But it's no ancient temple. It's the new
headquarters of & very-much-up-to-date
company—a leader in its fleld with 14,000
employees, and plants not only nearby in
Allentown but in Maryland, New Jersey, New
York, California, Canada and four countries
overseas.

The company is Mack Trucks, Inc., and the
bulldog has been its symbol since World War
I doughboys hailed a snub-nosed Mack prod-
uct for its rugged tenacious performance on
the battlefields of France.

Both company and symbol have been given
new life by an ebullient businessman named
Zenon C. R. Hansen, who has more than 44
years’ experience in the truck business.

Zen Hansen, 62, the company’s chairman
and president, came to Mack in 1965 from
a position as executive vice president and
director of The White Motor Co. and presi-
dent of its subsidiary, Diamond T Motor Car
Co.—which he had taken into a merger with
White seven years earlier. (He has since led
Mack, which operates with near-complete
autonomy, into subsidiary status with The
Signal Companies, of Los Angeles.)

When he arrived, the heavy-duty truck
maker (26,000 pounds and up) was facing
heavy going. While competitors thrived, Mack
profits were in a downturn. Morale had suf-
fered. There had been five presidents in less
than 10 years.

Today, profits are way up. Morale is as high
as that 24- by 22-foot fiber glass bulldog.

At a time when many firms were putting
old symbols on the shelf, Mack had lessened
its emphasis on its ldentification with the
bulldog. One of many steps Mr, Hansen took
to renew the company's vigor was to renew
that emphasis.

When you enter the headquarters building,
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you are presented with a bulldog lapel pin.
Bulldogs are on stationery, advertising, car-
peting, ashtrays, paperweights, even cookies
in company eating places.

Bulldogs are everywhere in Mr. Hansen's
sixth floor office—statues, portraits, on the
pipe he incessantly smokes, on his cuff links
and tie clasp. He may give you a key to the
city of Allentown (“The truck capital of the
world,” it boasts). On it, too, is a bulldog.

At his home in suburban Macungie (“MAC-
Kungie,” he insists) there is a room contain-
ing scores of model bulldogs. (Does he have
a live bulldog? Enough is enough. He has
three schnauzers.)

Mr. Hansen is notable for achlevements
outside the business arena as well as in it.
He never went to college, but he's been at
many of them to receive honorary degrees, to
serve as a trustee, or to speak.

It would take pages to list all his public
service positions or fraternal memberships.
They include: president, National Council,
Invest-in-America; former national treas-
urer, Boy Scouts of America (an Eagle Scout,
he earned 81 merit badges instead of the re-
quired 21); chairman, Committee of One
Thousand, Freedoms Foundation at Valley
Forge.

Accepting all the awards he receives for
good citizenship (the sources range from the
Fellowshlp of Christian Athletes to the
United Jewish Appeal) is almost a full-time
Jjob in itself.

The following interview with a Natlon’s
Business editor may give you some clues as
to how Mr. Hansen has been able to achieve
what he has.

Mr. Hansen, you have been in truck manu-
facturing since you were 18, haven't you?

Actually, I started out in the parts de-
partment with International Harvester Co.
In those days, in 1927, their truck business
was not anywhere near as big as it is today,
and anyone working with them who Indi-
cated an interest in trucks was told he might
not have a great future. The really great part
of the business, he was told, was in farm
equipment.

But you indicated you were interested in
the truck business, anyway?

That's right. I stayed in it and maintained
my Interest.

What prompted that interest?

Well, the truck industry was new, and in-
triguing to a young man.

At 55, you left Diamond T and White Motor
to take on an unknown quantity. What led
you to that?

Really, the challenge of turning something
around and establishing its rightful place in
the industry.

One of the first accounts I called on, when
I started selling trucks as a commission re-
tall salesman in the "30s, had a Mack bulldog
on his desk. And as I called on other accounts
I also would run into that bulldog. The bull-
dog kind of created an inferiority complex for
those of us in competitive companies, because
we recognized the great product that Mack
manufactured.

So when there was an opportunity for me
to come to Mack, I thought: “I've been in
this industry a long time, and in the closing
years of my career I might just as well end on
top if I can.”

But Mack wasn’t on top, was it? Hadn't its
share of the heavy-duty truck market
dropped from 21.4 per cent in 1959 to 15.9
in '64?

That's correct.

How did you turn the company around?

‘Well, I was a newcomer. I had not been in-
slde Mack Truck’s offices, factories or any-
where. So when I arrived, without my family,
I worked from early morning till very late at
night boning up on everything.

Mack’s big problem, I found, was not being
able to keep up with the growth of a rapidly
expanding industry. It had suffered for lack
of planning and perhaps management in pre-
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vious years, and though it had kept up prod-
uct-wise, technology-wise, it hadn't increased
production facilities to meet the require-
ments,

There were times when Mack could not
meet the customers' demand. It had a very
substantial backlog.

Most people were under the impression
that Mack was producing all the trucks it
could produce. But we went up to 70-plus
trucks a day with virtually the same facili-
ties that had been producing 50 to 55 pre-
viously. With an addition to the Allentown
plant, which was started within two or three
months, we were able to increase production
still further.

Then, the financial community all talked
about Mack's labor relations problems, and
the tremendous drains from our Hagerstown,
Md., plant and our foreign operations, which
were operating at heavy losses.

Well, coincidentally with the production
increase we concentrated on establishing bet-
ter labor relations.

Then we took a serious look at Hagerstown.
Outside consultants, instead of management,
had selected the plant location and laid out
the plant. There were many reasons why it
was not producing as it should.

So that was worked out, and within a rea-
sonable time Hagerstown had increased ca-
pacity and become profitable.

We also went to work on our foreign oper-
ations. For instance, their headquarters were
in Bermuda. It was really a country club, We
closed down the Bermuda offices and brought
those who were necessary back to the head-
guarters office where they could work to-
gether without loss of time in travel and
communications. And before long, we had
foreign operations on a profitable basis.

Now, another thing: Mack had moved into
new headquarters in Montvale, N.J., about
slx months before I came.

And during those long evenings of work
when I used to go through the building, I
managed to wander into the beautiful re-
ception room and just accidentally look into
the visitors' register.

I found out that nobody came there. There
were no customers, dealers or suppliers to
speak of.

And in trying to communicate with some
of the key executives, why, I found out that
they were either en route to or from Allen-
town or Hagerstown or somewhere else. There
was an awful lot of lost time.

The decision was made to move to Allen-
town,

What did you do to establish good labor
relations?

Well, one thing I have found is that the
boss should not hesitate to face employees
personally.

Regardless of what a burden it might be
on me to do so, I have made it a practice,
when the employees are having a plcnic or
anything on a weekend, or a meeting in the
evening, to try to attend. And that's whether
it's at Hagerstown, or Allentown, or Somer-
ville, N.J., or at our Brockway Motors Trucks
subsidiary in Cortland, N.Y. I haven’t slighted
anybody.

I have gone to retirees’ annual or semi-
annual gatherings whenever possible.

Then we have various small social groups
within the company, and whenever they have
Christmas parties or other affairs, why, I try
to attend. We encourage all of our top man-
agement to do so.

I have gotten a lot of good first-hand
knowledge talking to some of the people di-
rectly. I even have heard from some union
members about complaints that they thought
maybe their officers weren't bringing to the
front.

We also started our house organ, The
Mack Bulldog magazine. And we have told
the employees we would keep them informed
on anything important. We have been very
straightforward.
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In addition to making for better team
spirit, does this sort of thing affect results
at the bargaining table?

At least it does this: It creates a better
spirit of understanding and respect for each
other at the bargaining table.

What share of the heavy duty truck mar=-
ket does Mack now have?

‘Well, that varies from month to month,
but it's been 18.8 per cent recently. In
1970, we regained No. 1 position in diesel
truck sales.

Doesn't Mack have the lion’s share of U.S.
heavy-duty truck erports?

Yes, Mack has been very fortunate in its
ability to maintain its export markets. We
have varied from 40 per cent in some years
to, well, for the first six months of 1971 we
were at 48-plus per cent.

Have you faced competition to any extent
from foreign imports?

Actually, up to the present time, I don't
think any WU.S. heavy-duty diesel truck
manufacturer has,

In 1964, the year before you took over at
Mack, sales were $275 million. How are they
going now?

We had £534 million in 1970, Our first six
months of 1970 were all record-breakers. But
then came a crunch in the money markets,
and the last months of the year felt it. In
1971, we were not able to surpass our 1970
sales pace until August. Sales for the year
should come to more than $545 million.

Are profits keeping pace with the growth
in sales?

Well, not quite. We have had to absorb
heavy wage and fringe benefit increases.

Mr. Hansen, your attendance at those em-~
ployee gatherings might be considered exira-
curricular, and certainly the numerous pub-
lic service positions you have held are. How
do you manage to do it ali?

Well, you can always find time to do the
things you want to do. I have to work
harder, that's all.

Do you have special techniques for com-
pressing more work into less time?

Actually, no. I'm able to read pretty fast
and to absorb facts that are necessary to the
business and forget about those that are not.

And at Mack we have two pure jets, a tur-
bojet and two jet helicopters, all of which
help me and other executives to get more
done,

Do you go from your home to your office
by helicopter?

No. My drive from home is only about 10
minutes. And I often come in very early
and sometimes go home late—last night it
was 0:15 when I left the office. There’s no
point in having a helicopter crew standing
by for that.

I have, though, been picked up by helicop-
ter at home In winter when snow has
blocked the roads, or if I've been going out
to the alrport at the high density traffic
hour in the morning.

I use the 'copter on trips to New York,
Philadelphia and Washington.

You said you worked until 9:15 last night.
What's a typical working day?

Actually, there is no typlcal working day.
The schedule depends on what there is to do.

Now, I was involved in an important meet-
ing in Jacksonville, Fla., yesterday, which
was not over until about 2 in the afternoon.
So our jet brought me—and an assoclate
who was dropped off at Norfolk, Va.—back
up. We arrived in Allentown at 5. The heli-
copter was at the airport and I was in my
office at 5:065.

Well, there had been an accumulation of
material from the previous afternoon when I
left for Jacksonville, so I had to go through
it and get ready for a dictating session this
morning and handle some other matters so
that I can leave tomorrow noon for a trip
west.

We work weekends and holidays at Mack
Trucks.
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“We” meaning erecutives?

I mean not only me, but many of my as-
soclates as well as my secretaries.

Do you feel you get enough rest?

I can get by on very little rest as long as I
have something interesting and challenging
to do. But if I let down or there ls a lull,
then I feel I need a lot more.

Is trucking still a growth industry?

Oh, yes.

Do you see any major change ahead in
trucks? A new power train, perhaps?

Well, there are going to be changes to gas
turbines or other types of power trains, but
that is for the future. We are working on
them. Eeeps us pretty busy. But I don't see
anything tomorrow.

Was your merger with The Signal Com-
panies in 67 aimed at getting capital to fi-
nance growth?

No. That was the “mergeritis” time, when
a lot of companies were looking at other
companies and a lot of individuals were look-
ing to move in to take over.

Mack, which had had a rather poor earn-
ings record, had a very fine year in 1966.
Earnings had gone from 92 cents a share in
'64 to $4.26 in "66.

When a company turned its earnings
around and the outlook became favorable,
why, naturally all the vultures zerced in. I
can't even recall how many different com-
panies tried to take us over.

Sooner or later, regardless of the fact that

we were doing a good job and wanted to be
independent, we were going to be the victims
of a take-over, and perhaps by someone we
didn't want to be taken over by.
“So we looked over all the candidates and
when we met the group from The Signal
Companies we decided that as long as we
had to get under the umbrella of someone,
they were the best opportunity for us. Their
philosophy was to allow companies to oper-
ate autonomously. And each of their seg-
ments was in an industry unto its own—
Signal Oil and Gas Co., for example, and
Garrett Corp., in aerospace.

Have there been drawbacks?

Frankly, none.

I don’t know of any association that could
be as good as this one. In 1970, when the
financial crunch occurred, we had to rely
heavily on Signal from time to time, and
naturally we had problems. But they cer-
tainly were not serious.

Mr. Hansen, getting back to your personal
career, did you miss much by not going to
college?

Not a damned thing.

Is it still possible for a young man to be a
business success without college?

Yes. I think it is more difficult today, how-
ever, because we have such contradictory
laws and opinions in this country. For in-
stance, we talk about fair labor practices
and equal rights and all those things. But
just recently I met a young man at a com-
pany and told him I would see him again.

And he said, “No. I won't be here because
I have to go back to school to get my mas-
ter's degree.”

I said, “What in the hell do you have to
get that for?”

“Well,” he sald, “I have been passed over
twice for promotion because I didn't have a
master’'s degree. That's just one of the re-
quirements here. The degree isn't going to
do me a damned bit of good, but I've got to
get it.”

The same thing holds true in hiring prac-
tices at government agencies and other orga-
nizations.

‘We have this built-in handicap for people
who just don’t happen to have a college
degree but who may be equal or better in
knowledge and experience.

Have you eliminated that handicap in your
company?

Definitely.

5267

Are there other top executives at Mack
who have not been to college?

You know, I haven't even checked. Of
course, our executive vice president of en-
glineering is an MIT graduate.

And our legal people are law graduates,
and so forth. But, well, yes, our executive
vice president of marketing never went to
college.

You have been quoted as saying that too
many kids who are not qualified go to col-
lege, and that one of the problems is “pushy,
selfish parents.”

No question about it.

And you have said the worst thing that's
happened in America has been the invention
of the safety razor, because the old-fashioned
razor strop disappeared.

That’s right. That and the formation of
the P-TAs.

How about your own wupbringing? Were
you subject to the razor strop?

I was very definitely subject to the razor
strop, to the strictest discipline. And also
taught to say Yes, sir, No sir, and Thank you,
and to behave myself.

I was also brought up under the philos-
ophy that children should listen to what
their elders said, and not volce opinions.

That, of course, was prior to the time that
we oldsters decided to give the country to
the younger people.

How about your own three sons?

Well, they are all grown, and none of
them has been a problem. Only one saw fit
to attend college. And then, after leaving
college, he worked for a few years and decided
to return to get his law degree, which he has
done on his own. He is now establishing his
own private practice.

The other two are coming along satis-
factorily.

Mack Trucks has been a financial sup.
porter of educational institutions. Has wild-
ness on campus affected the company’s
policy?

We have discontinued support of schools
where it appeared that the students were
not appreciative of the opportunity being
given to them, and where there were indica-
tions that the faculty was far-out.

I get sick and tired of hearing that in-
dustry hasn't done a good job of selling our
educators and students on the benefits of
the free enterprise system.

If these college professors are so damned
smart, they ought to know that in many
instances the endowments for the buildings
they are in, the very campuses they are on,
have been created by the blood and sweat of
people who never had a college education.
If they are so dumb that they can’t figure
that out, we ought to get rid of them.

Mack has widely distributed a folder on
how to display and honor the U.S. flag. How
did that come about?

When President Nixon was inaugurated, I
was on the platform not too far away. And
I could observe the behavior of the members
of our Supreme Court, the President’s Cabi-
net, members of both houses, the Governors
of states and so forth.

It was appalling to me that, when the flag
was presented, there was either a lack of
knowledge of how to respect it, or lack of
desire, on the part of so many of these im-
portant people. And this was on natlonal
television,

So upon my return I asked the Flag Plaza
Foundation in Pittsburgh to produce a pam-
phlet for us.

Mack recently engaged in negotiations,
now terminated, about supplying the Rus-
sians with iruck-making tools. Do you see
anything incompatible between this type of
business deal and patriotism?

Absolutely not. As a matter of fact, Mack
thought it was patriotic. We are the only
major nation not really trading with the
Soviets, though many American firms do
business with them through foreign subsid-
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jaries from which we get no balance of trade
credit or employment or anything else.

And manufacturers from Britain, Germany,
France and Italy, for instance, had heen en-
deavoring to secure the business. Nothing
was going to be furnished to the Soviets
that they couldn't get on their own or from
some other country.

You were born in Hibbing, Minn., but went
to grade school in Miami, Fla., and to high
school in Sioux City, Iowa. Why so much
movement?

My mother and father were separated when
1 was about four years old. I was raised by
a grandmother and a couple of aunts. y

Your first name is unusual. A Jamily
name?

No. When I was a boy, I disliked it very
much. I found out that my mother, prior to
my birth, had been reading a book in which
there was someone by the name of Zenon.

In those days, we lived in a community that
was primarily Scandinavian. We had Swedes,
Danes and Norweglans, and there were a
great many Hansens, spelled either “s-o-n"
or “s-e-n.” And the first names were all
Scandinavian.

My mother decided I should have an un-
usual name. So she chose Zenon.

Until recently, in all my travels, I had
heard of no other Zenon, except once during
World War II. However, during the publicity
over Mack’s possible participation in the
Soviets’ truck plant, two Zenons wrote to me.
Both were so interested in finding someone
named Zenon that they journeyed to Allen-
town and we had visits.

We have since found another Zenon. We
are thinking of forming a Big Z or Zenon
club and trying to find out how many people
there are by that name.

Had the other Zenons’ mothers also read
that book?

No. One of these gentlemen is of Polish
extraction and the other Lithuanian, and I
find there is a background of using the name
among Poles and Lithuanians.

Your mother also decided to change the
spelling of your last name, didn’'t she?

Yes. The name should have been spelled
“s-o-n."” She decided to change it to “s-e-n"
when we moved one time. And it stuck.

Mr. Hansen, what would you say has been
the smartest decision you've ever made?

I think it was when I decided as a young
man not to do what I started out to do—
work & while and then go to college—but to
keep on working.

And what has been your biggest mistake?

Probably that I have not devoted enough
time to my personal affairs, particularly
financial. I have devoted a great proportion
of time to civic affairs and my businesses.

But I am going to get along all right. And
1 have had a great deal of personal satisfac-
tion working with and helping people. 8o I'm
not going to worry about it.

WINGS AND ROTORS OF BULLDOG AIRLINES

SrEEp Mack TRUCKS EXECUTIVES
(By Murray Smith)

Zenon C. R. Hansen has brought Mack
Trucks, the nation’s first truck manufacturer,
back from a losing position in 19656 to a
powerhouse in 1971. The company's new,
multi-million-dollar headquarters in Allen-
town is festooned with bulldogs. On the front
of the bullding above the entrance Is a 22-
foot-high Mack Bulldog which ls made of
fiberglass and is illuminated day and night.
The aviation department is referred to as
Bulldog Airlines, and Hansen credits some of
his success in rebuilding Mack to the moblil-
ity the flight department has brought to his
viable management team. When Chief Pilot
Bill Sapp arrived at Mack In 1965, his in-
structions were to bulld an effective flight
department. Sapp did, and it is.

Despite strong competition from Interna-
tional Harvester, White, General Motors, and
others in this country (and with increasing
competition from various foreign manufac-
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turers as well), Mack Trucks is a major power
in the heavy duty truck market and claims
20 per cent of the U.S. market, According to
Zenon C. R. Hansen, chairman of the board
and president of Mack Trucks, the past suc-
cess of the company had been bullt on its
matchless reputations for producing reliable,
high-quality products, and on its image as
the originator of more new ideas in the
motor truck industry than any other pro-
ducer.

“But past laurels aren’t worth a damn in
the fight for new business,” the dynamic 62-
year-old truck industry leader declared in
his recent interview with Pro Piloi. “You
can't live on your past reputation. You've
got to continue to bring new and better ideas
to truck building."”

Surrounded by Bulldog symbols and puffing
on one of his cavernous pipes, Hansen con-
tinued: “To develop new ideas you've got
to know your customers’ needs intimately.
You've got to get around. Having our own
fleet of turbine-powered fixed wing and ro-
tary wing aircraft gives us the opportunity
to move an effective management team
around the country quickly; to learn more
from our customers in face-to-face meetings;
to bring collected Information quickly to our
plant sites; to visit our parent company
headquarters; and to reach financial institu-
tions, vendors, or other suppliers in a mini-
mum of time. Being faster than our competi-
tion with our derlved product intelligence
and resultant new developments is really the
key to our current industry leadership here
at Mack Trucks.”

MACK NOT ALWAYS THE LEADER

Mack hasn't always been the leader. The
nation’s first truck-maker fell upon hard
tin:es in the late 1950s. A succession of fi-
nance-oriented chief executives—four within
seven years—were installed and removed by
a closed-end investment company. Central
Securities Corp., whose Northeast Capital
subsidiary was Mack's largest stockholder at
the time. None of these in-and-out Mack
leaders had any truck manufacturing experi-
ence. The results were appalling, and Mack’s
futures were plunging toward the point of
no return.

Mack management was isolated, and execu-
tive travel requests were frequently denied.
Facilitles had deteriorated, research atrophied
and inter-plant coordination was practically
non-existent. An obsolete plant was retained
too long, then suddenly scrapped for a snap-
decision replacement hundreds of miles away
in an area so devold of trained employables
that start-up costs topped $17 million. Morale
was low, work stoppages and strikes were
prevalent.

Between 1959 and 1964 Mack lost a third
of its share of the heavy-duty truck market,
sliding from 21.4 per cent to 15.9 per cent.
Earnings nosedived from $15.8 million to §3.4
million, and Mack stock plummeted. When a
desperate plan to merge with Chrysler was
denied by the Justice Department in 1964, it
looked as if the final curtain might be pulled
down on Mack Trucks.

At this supercritical time, Mack's directors
elected to try once more to find a new chief
executive—a man who was familiar with every
facet of the truck business and who had an
uninterrupted record of success., They de-
cided upon Zenon Clayton Raymond Han-
sen, president and director of Diamond T, and
also executive vice president and director of
the parent White Motor Company.

ZENON CLAYTON RAYMOND HANSEN

At the time Hansen was 55, had moved
up from sales vice president to president of
Diamond T eight years before, and had in-
creased the company’s revenues by more than
20 per cent and earnings by 800 per cent. He
negotiated the agreement making Diamond
T a subsidiary of White and subsequently
moved his headquarters and production op-
erations to Lansing, Michigan as a centrali-
zation move to improve corporate efficlency.
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“I believed in corporate air travel from
the days when I was vice president of sales
at Diamond T,” stated Hansen emphatically.
“Time was precious, and you could have it
with alr travel. When I was at Diamond T in
Chicago, back in the early fifties, it was my
idea to get a company helicopter to avoid
the traffic tieups between our plantsite and
the Chicago Midway Airport. We used a
four-place Bell Executive and found we
could cut company officer travel time from
an hour to only 15 minutes in carrying top
personnel from the plantsite to the airport.
I moved to allow more iiberal use of the
helicopter by other personnel with impor-
tant jobs, and even used the helicopter to
carry urgent or ‘fire’ orders to the airport
for airmail shipment to customers. Cost per
part might have been high, but fleet owners
remembered when we gave them overnight
parts delivery service, and many placed their
next truck orders with Diamond T because
of the overnight parts back-up service we
provided.”

“When I moved operations to Lansing, the
company bought a Twin Beech G18 to use
most frequently for travel from our office

in Lansing to the home office of White Motor
in Cleveland.”

HANSEN JOINS MACK

When the directors of Mack approached
Hansen with the proposal of leaving White
Motor to salvage the Mack Trucks operation,
they wisely didn't sugarcoat the position of
the company. “The idea of making the Mack
Bulldog growl again appealed to me,"” Han-
sen said. “I was number two or three or four
man at White. Here was a chance to put all
my ideas into effect and rebuild a very in-
dividual truck company back into the great
leader it had been before.”

When Hansen became president of Mack
in 1965, he did some pretty amazing things.
“I'm going to first rebuild this company’s
spirit,” he declared, and proceeded to do
Just that. He called In all employees for
meetings; promised to make all promotions
from within; and has kept that pledge. He
dusted off and reemphasized the Mack
Bulldog—perhaps the best known corporate
symbol In America—and started placing
bulldogs on everything. Bulldog pictures,
bulldog ashtrays, bulldog carpets, bulldog
blazer emblems, bulldog statues In steel,
wood, fiberglass, and even porcelain. He gave
out thousands of bulldog lapel pins. Person-
alized gold bulldog telephone covers soon
appeared in executive suites throughout the
country.

“Mack Trucks didn’t own an airplane when
I came,” continued Hansen, “but the word
got out on the pilots’ grapevine that we were
going to buy one. The grapevine was so ef-
fective that Bill Sapp had heard about it
within one day, and called to ask me if there
was a job open. I told him there was one;
that it would be the captain’s job; but that
he was employed, and It was not our policy
to proselytize personnel. He replied that he
had already planned to make a change, and
that as long as he was going to do so he
would prefer to come to Mack. I naturally
felt complimented, because he had experi-
ence with me and knew how I operated. When
he arrived, I told him to establish the best
damn flight department in corporate avia-
tion, and he got things off the ground within
a month.”

BULLDOG AIRLINES

“We started with a tri-gear Twin Beech,
followed by a second. An order was placed
for a DH 125, but deliveries in those days
were extended, and it was going to take 15
months to place it in operation. We needed
mobility and speed immediately, and so we
purchased a Learjet 23 and disposed of one
of the Twin Beeches. When the Volpar tur-
bine engine tri-gear became available on the
market, we placed it in service and disposed
of the second Beech. We are proud, of course,
that the Volpar is powered by turbine engines
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made by our affiliate company, the Garrett
Corporation.”

“As soon as jet helicopters were available,
a Bell JetRanger was placed in service, and
early this year, when the Bell 212 was pro-
duced, we received the first delivery for corpo-
rate alr service.”

Mack experienced a corporate air tragedy
in November 1969 when their first Learjet 23
was lost in Lake Michigan with a crew of
two and five passengers aboard. The aircraft
had just returned from its 100 hour air-
worthiness inspection, which had been per-
formed less than a week previously. Hansen
commented: “The loss was a great one to
Mack, and a personal one to Mack people.
Because we operate our corporate aircraft
with complete operational safety standards
and the finest equipment available, it had
to be concluded that everything possible had
been done to prevent such an occurrence. It
was most regrettable, but it should not inter-
fere with the air operations of the company.
Having known the crew and personnel, I
know it would have been their wish for Mack
to keep flying.”

MACK DEVELOPMENTS AND CURRENT OPERATIONS

Through location consolidations and the
use of company aircraft, Hansen unified
Mack's operations. He selected Allentown as
the center for operations, and tagged it “The
Truck Capital of the World."

Former management had been reluctant
to give the go-ahead for development and
production of the revolutionary Maxidyne
diesel engine and matching Maxitorque
transmission, both of which had been bullt
in prototype. Hansen gave the go-ahead im-
mediately, saying only “How long and how
much?” It was such an innovation that time
was of the essence, and the cost secondary.
Being a truck man himself, Zen Hansen
listens to his engineers and truckers; has a
gut feel about a good truck. He recognized
the fantastic potential of the Maxidyne en-
gine, and it has become the top seller of the
Mack line.

With sales climbing, the company needed
more money for new product development,
but its borrowing power was severely limited
by its common equity capitalization of only
$134 million, Hansen came to realize that a
merger with a larger organization was neces-
sary to supply adequate capital for expansion.
As Mack was enjoying a flush of prosperity,
and backlog orders for Maxidyne equipped
units and other Macks were high, many

corporations were eager to talk. In 1966

Mack's earnings reached $4.26 per share, up
from 92 cents per share when Hansen had
taken the helm two years before. A New York
bank suggested Signal Oil to Hansen, and
after a two and a half hour meeting with
the principals, Hansen had his deal. He would
have complete autonomy, and no other truck
manufacturer or similar company would be
in the corporation. Today, Signal's mainstays
are Mack, Garret, and Signal Oil.

The record for Hansen's first five years at
Mack (1964 to 1968) reads: sales up 94 per
cent to $533.3 million; unit production up
71 per cent to 24,518; net income up 417 per
cent to $25 million; earning per share up
471 per cent to $7.94; and return on equity
up 218 per cent to 12.7 per cent.

TOP MANAGEMENT SMALL GROUP BUT MOBILE

“Interestingly, 1 used the same manage-
ment team at Mack,” explained Hansen. “I
didn't expand the management team,; just
got them around faster. We've grown since
1965 from a $275 million company to a $550
million company only bectause we have the
mobility for our top executives through
Mack’s own Bulldog Airlines.”

“I believe in corporate aviation,” Hansen
told Pro Pilot. "I think companies that en-
gage in Interstate commerce and don't have
aircraft are lacking in guts, management or
something. I do belleve that what we've done
here at Mack Trucks is applicable to other

CXVIII—333—Part 5

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

companies. I must tell those executives who
aren’'t now using company alrcraft that they
Just don't know what they're missing. Only
with company aircraft can a business really
do the things that need to be done when they
should be done.”

HANSEN'S VIEWS OF FLIGHT DEPARTMENT

“I feel quite strongly about the advantages
of helicopters,” he continued. “Small heli-
copters are ineffective, but large ones—like
our twin turbine powered 212—can really do
a good job in point-to-polnt transportation.
We make numerous flights to New York City
heliport locations such as 60th Street and
Wall Street, and we also make runs to Phila-
delphia and into New Jersey. Not only do we
save hours upon hours of time, but we also
think it's much safer for our executives to be
above the highways than on the highways.”

“There should be no conflict between ro-
tary wing aircraft and fixed wing aircraft in
the flight department. Either you have a need
for a helicopter or you don't! If your plant
is located near a good all-weather airport,
you don’t usually need a helicopter. On the
other hand, if your plant is located some dis-
tance away from the alrport, a helicopter
with turbine power and sufficient size to
carry your management team would appear
to me to be a good Investment.”

“The proper flight department for each
company should be worked out in conjunc-
tlon with the aviation group and manage-
ment. In our company, we bring our aviation
department director, Bill Sapp, in on our ex-
ecutive travel planning needs and put him to
work on equipment suggestions. As far as
aviation is concerned, his is the ultimate
decision. We're not going to purchase a given
type of aircraft if he were to recommend
against it. Similarly, if he feels it would be
best to go a certaln route with aircraft or
avionics, we listen quite closely to him. He is
the expert in this field.”

INTERVIEW WITH MACK'S AVIATION DEPARTMENT
MANAGER

We then talked to Chlief Pllot Bill Sapp
and asked him about his decisions regarding
equipment for Mack aircraft. William C.
Bapp, 50, holds commercial multi instrument,
and has been Director of Transportation and
Chlef Pilot at Mack Trucks for the past seven
years. He holds type ratings in the Learjet
23/24, DH 125, L-18 and PV-1, Before Mack,
he worked at White Motor; prior to White he
flew for Lakeshore, and before that for Frue-
hauf Traller.

All aircraft and instrumentation selections
have been his. We talked to him about his
flight department:

“We call our operation the Bulldog Airlines,
and our fleet consists of the turbo powered
Volpar stretched Twin Beech based at Queens
City; the DH; the Learjet 24B; the JetRan-
ger; and the 212. We fly the Lear and the DH
about 600 hours a year each. The Volpar
Twin Beech goes a little more, say 700 hours
a year, and the helicopters fly about 1000
hours a year each. Central scheduling is han-
dled by Miss Mary Price at the corporate
headquarters office of Bulldog Airlines, She
handles both airline and in-house air travel
and will take a Mack employee traveling on
a scheduled commercial flight and put him
on a Bulldog flight if we have one going in
the same general direction.”

SELECTION OF EQUIPMENT

‘“We had demonstrations in about every-
thing before selecting the Learjet and the
DH. I evaluated the Falcon, Sabreliner, Jet-
Star, Jet Commander, the Learjet, and the
Hawker Siddley DH 125 for the Allentown
(ABE) Airport operation I suggested air-
craft to Mr. Hansen based upon our particu-
lar needs. Mack Headquarters is located near
two airports—Queen City and Allentown
(ABE). Queen City has only a VOR/DME ap-
proach, and the longest runway is 4000 feet.
We've had our jets into Queen City, but it’s
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not really a jet airport. However, Queen City
is & more convenient airport than Allentown
for us; it's a good bit closer, The Volpar Twin
Beech is based there, and is used as a com-
muter aircraft. At ABE we base both the Lear
and the DH. The DH is bigger and roomier,
but is more expensive to operate than the
Lear. So for quick, one day out-in-the-morn-
ing, back-in-the-evening trips for our sales
force and other management executives, the
Learjet is fine. For Mr. Hansen and his special
customers, Mack executives, and parent com-
pany executives, we use the DH. The DH is
more of a walk-around airplane, and there-
fore more comfortable for long trips.”

HELICOPTER DECISIONS FROM CHIEF PILOT

“It was also my recommendation to acquire
the helicopters. The JetRanger worked out
very well, and then when the 212 was avall-
able we thought we'd use it on a trial basis.
The Bell 212 has been an unusually good
aircraft. We're trying to license it for IFR
operations, and are making progress with
the FAA"

“On the helicopters, I looked at the Fair-
child Hiller FH-100, but was worried about
factory support. I also reviewed the Hughes
500, but it was smaller than the JetRanger.
Looking at the factory support angle, and
Bell's image as a leader in the executive heli-
copter field, I went with Bell on the Jet-
Ranger, and decided on the 212 as the only
twin turbine executive helicopter available.”

“I don't recommend having a fixed wing
pilot checked out to fly helicopters. I be-
lieve flying turbine powered helicopters is
a speclal profession; therefore we have five
fixed wing pilots and two helicopter pilots.
And the 212 is working out so well that we
might retire the JetRanger."

NEW AIRCRAFT VIEWS

“I have evaluated the Merlin III and the
Citation as possible replacements for the
Volpar Beech in the future. We want to con-
tinue to utilize the Queen City Airport, so
we need shorter field length requirements.
But these decisions are down the road a bit.”

AVIONICS VIEWS

“On avionies, I like Collins. I've planned
all the panels, and the Lear is all Collins, as
is the DH. The 212 has dual Collins PN-101s.
Every aircraft in our fleet is also equipped
with radar altimeters—I believe in them.
I'm using Collins in the DH, IFD in the Vol-
par Beech and 212, and the Bonzer in the
Lear and JetRanger.”

“We have new hangar and office facilities
at Allentown (ABE), and a smaller but effec-
tive office at Queen City. At ABE we handle
quite a bit of our routine maintenance, and
for the larger maintenance jobs, Atlantic
Aviation and AiResearch do the DH, and Ex-
ecutive Jet takes care of the Lear.”

PERSONAL THOUGHTS ON RULES AND REGS

“As far as my personal desires on rules and
regs are concerned, I'd like to see the twin
turbine helicopters certified for IFR, and I'd
sure like to see corporate aviation separated
from general aviation. All the general avia-
tion problems become our corporate aviation
problems—we're saddled with their accident
record, and their little airplane image. And
I'd like to see & mandatory retirement age
of 60 set by FAA for corporate pro pilots . . .
few corporate pilots will be around to enjoy
company retirement programs that begin
at 65."

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

(Mr. MILLS of Arkansas asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and to
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I am today introducing & bill which
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would provide a 20-percent increase in
social security benefits. In 1971, we
passed H.R. 1 which would do much to
improve social security protection for
certain beneficiary categories—including
increased benefits for widows, medicare
for the disabled, and making social se-
curity benefits inflationproof. However,
H.R. 1, now being considered by the Sen-
ate, would provide only a 5-percent in-
crease in cash benefits, effective this
June. The 5-percent increase would only
keep benefits up to date with the in-
crease in prices since January 1971, the
effective date of the last benefit increase.
The time has come, and the means are
available, to provide a substantial real
increase in benefits and thereby make
social security benefits for retired work-
ers, and for disabled workers and their
dependents, widows, and surviving chil-
dren, more nearly adequate.

Under my bill social security benefits
would be increased by 20 percent begin-
ning with benefits payable for June 1972.
The minimum benefit would be increased
from $70.40 to $84.50 a month. It is esti-
mated that the 20-percent increase along
with the other provisions in H.R. 1 would
increase the average benefits from $133
to $162 a month for retired workers,
from $222 to $269 for aged couples, and
from $114 to $153 for aged widows.

It is important to remember that
social security benefits are the major
reliance of the great majority of retired
workers and the sole reliance for about
half of them. Although about half of the
workers in the country are covered by
private pension plans, very few of the
retired workers are actually getting pri-
vate pension payments. Only 21 percent
of the couples receiving social security
benefits and 8 percent of the nonmarried
beneficiaries also receive private pen-
sions. Even when benefits from other
Federal Government programs are con-
sidered, only 30 percent of the couples
and 14 percent of the other beneficiaries
have a second pension.

Perhaps most important is the fact
that the 20-percent benefit increase and
the other cash benefit improvements in
H.R. 1 can be financed with the present
contribution rate of 4.6 percent each for
employees and employers for 1973-76
and with a rate of 4.9 percent for 1977-
2010 and a contribution and benefit
base—the amount of annual earnings
which are counted for benefits and on
which contributions are paid—of $10,200
in 1972 and $12,000 in 1973. The follow-
ing table shows a comparison of the rates
under present law, under H.R. 1, and
under my proposal.

0ASDI CONTRIBUTION RATES (EMPLOYEE AND EMPLOYER,
EACH)

[In percent]

H.R. 12 Proposal

4.
4.
4.
4,
4.
6.

2011 and after._._.....__...

1 $9.000 contribution and benefit base for 1972 and after.

2 $10,200 contribution and benefit base for 1972 with automatic
adjustments to increases in earnings levels thereafter.

% $10,200 contribution and benefit base for 1972 and $12,000
for 1973 with aut tic adjust ts to i in earnings
levels thereafter.
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I would like to stress the fact that the
cash benefit improvements that I am
proposing, kept up to date with the cost
of living, can be financed for the next 40
years or so with contribution rates that
are lower than the rates under present
law for that period. In addition, these
rates are well below the rates for 1975
through 2010 under H.R. 1; and the rate
for 2011 and after is the same as the
ultimate rate under H.R. 1. The 4.6-per-
cent rate is based on the concept of cur-
rent-cost financing and on the assump-
tion that both benefits and earnings
levels will rise in the future. Current cost
simply means setting the contribution
rates high enough to assure sufficient in-
come to meet current expenditures and
to allow for some growth in the trust
funds so as to maintain them at a rea-
sonable contingency level.

I think that it is obvious to most of
us that there is nothing new about cur-
rent-cost financing. Since the mid-1950’s,
whenever the Congress has provided for
major changes in the social security
program and set new contribution rates,
the intent has ordinarily been to set the
current contribution rate at a level
judged necessary to provide for relatively
small annual increases in the fund. Thus,
I am recommending that the policy of
current-cost financing, which has been
followed in practice, be recognized in the
law.

Basing the contribution rates for the
cash benefits part of the social security
program on the dynamic assumptions
that benefits will rise in the future to
take account of increases in prices—as
provided under H.R. 1—and that earn-
ings levels will rise is a departure from
past practice. In the past, the contribu-
tion rates were based on the assumption
that neither benefits nor earnings levels
would rise. And, as a result, when earn-
ings levels did rise, there was an auto-
matic excess of social security income
that the Congress would use to finance
benefit improvements. The use of the so-
called level-earnings assumption in the
financing of the cash benefits program
has resulted in the enactment of con-
tribution rates that, when earnings did
increase, actually provided financing in
advance for benefit increases that go be-
vond increases in the cost of living. The
use of dynamic assumptions would mean
that at any time in the future that Con-
gress chose to increase benefits by more
than the increase in the cost of living,
contribution rates would also have to be
increased.

The contribution rates I am recom-
mending are based on the best actuarial
estimate of future price and earnings re-
lationships but with a margin of safety
so that even if the estimate of actual
earnings and price relationship in the
future should vary to any significant de-
gree from the assumptions, the rates
provided by my bill will be sufficient to
meet the cost of benefits, adjusted in the
future for increases in the cost of living,
over the 75-year valuation period.

My financing proposals are based
largely on the recommendations of the
Advisory Council on Social Security. As
you know, the Council was a distin-
guished 13-member panel, which under
the law was made up of representatives
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of organizations of employers and em-
ployees and of the self-employed and
the public. The Council’s Chairman was
Arthur S. Flemming, a former Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, and
recently Chairman of the White House
Conference on Aging. Several members
of the Council have long, prominent ca-
reers in finance. In addition, the Council
was assisted in its review of the financ-
ing of the program by nationally ree-
ognized actuaries and economists, in-
cluding two outstanding private pension
consultants. My financing proposals dif-
fer in one important respect from the
Advisory Council recommendations, that
is, that my proposals include a margin
of safety. I am inserting for the record
excerpts from the report of the Advisory
Council on Social Security on the spe-
cific financing recommendations on
which the financing of my bill is largely
based and a list of the distinguished
members of the Advisory Council and
the panel of actuaries and economists
that assisted the Council in its study of
social security financing.

The increase in the earnings base to
$12,000 in 1973 would result in substan-
tially improved benefit protection for
workers with above average earnings.
The base is a major factor in determin-
ing the level of social security protection
for such workers. Increasing the base
to $12,000 would move in the direction
of covering the proportion of workers’
earnings that were covered under the
original Social Security Act. In 1938, the
$3,000 earnings base covered the full
earnings of 97 percent of all workers. A
$12,000 base would cover the full earn-
ings of about 86 percent of all workers in
1973.

Another reason for increasing the base
is that, in general, with any given level
of benefits, a higher earnings base makes
possible lower contribution rates; con-
versely, a lower base means higher con-
tribution rates, with a correspondingly
greater part of the cost of the program
being borne by lower paid workers.

Social security is the Nation's basic
income insurance program. It provides
protection for American workers and
their families against loss of income due
to the retirement, disability, or death of
the family earner. There is no other pro-
gram as effective in helping to assure
economic security while maintaining
dignity for workers and their families.
The success of the social security pro-
gram as the Nation's basic income insur-
ance program is in large part due to the
fact that workers earn future economic
security as they earn their living. En-
titlement to benefits is based on past
employment, and the amount of cash
benefits is based on past employment,
and the amount of cash benefits a worker
and his family receives is related to his
earnings in covered work.

The social security program today is
a universal system, serving workers at
all income levels. The program touches
the lives of practically every family in
our country. About 91 percent of the
elderly are getting benefits or would be
eligible for them when they or their
spouses stop working, and 93 percent of
those reaching age 65 in 1972 are eligible
for benefits. More than 9 out of 10 peo-
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ple in paid employment and self-
employment are covered, or eligible for
coverage under the program. Ninety-
five percent of the children under 18
and their mothers can count on monthly
cash benefits if the family earner should
die. More than 27 million men, women,
and children—one out of every eight
Americans—are getting monthly cash
benefits. In addition, virtually all of the
aged are eligible for hospital insurance
benefits and 95 percent of them have en-
rolled in the supplementary medical
insurance program.

The time has come to make a sub-
stantial improvement in the social se-
curity program and thereby improve its
effectiveness as the Naton's basic in-
come maintenance program. We can
provide this very substantial increase in
social security benefit amounts in a way
that does not impose an undue tax bur-
den on covered workers, and in a way
that assures that social security will
continue to be financed on a conserva-
tive and actuarially sound basis. The en-
actment of my bill would accomplish all
these objectives.

The excerpt of the previously referred
to report follows:

ExCerPTS FROM THE REPORT OF THE ADVISORY
CoUuNCIL ON SOCIAL SECURITY
EARNINGS ASSUMPTION

The Council recommends that the actu-
urial eost estimates for the cash benefits pro-
gram be based—as the estimates for the hos-
pital insurance program mnow are—on the
assumptions that earnings levels will rise,
that the contribution and benefit base will
be increased as earnings levels rise, and that

benefit payments will be increased as prices
rise.

Actuarial estimates of income to the hospi-
tal insurance part of the Medicare program
are based on the realistic assumptions that
earnings levels will continue, on the average,
to rise in the future as they have over the
long-range past, and that the contribution
and benefit base will be increased propor-
tionately as earnings levels rise. Benefit out-
go under hospital insurance of course in-
creases with the cost of hospital care, and
this fact is also taken into account in the
hospital insurance cost estimates.

In the same way, the Council believes, the
long-range cost estimates for the cash bene-
fits program should be based on the assump-
tions that earnings levels and the earnings
base will rise, and that as prices rise, benefits
will be increased accordingly.

Up to now, estimates of the long-range cost
of the cash beneflts program have been based
on the assumption that both earnings and
benefits will remain level over the valuation
period. The Council recognizes that the as-
sumption of level earnings and level benefits
has been adopted as a convenient device for
cost estimating purposes and is not intended
as a prediction of actual experience. With the
use of this device, the estimates do not have
to involve assumptions about the long-range
movement of wages and prices; at the same
time, the establishment of contribution rates
based on these estimates results in a very
considerable margin of safety in the financ-
Ing of the program.

This is true because earnings levels will in
fact rise (contrary to the assumption used
in the estimate), and the additional income
from rising earnings is substantially greater
than the benefit liability arising from the
higher earnings. Thus, a long-range actuarial
surplus is created each time earnings in-
crease. As a matter of fact, if the other as-
sumptions on which the cost estimates are
based turn out to be approximately correct,
the additional income that develops as earn-
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ings rise will be enough to provide for bene-
fit increases that go beyond increases in
prices.

Although there are advantages in this
estimating technique, the Council believes
the disadvantages outweight the advantages.
First of all, the Council believes that the
obvious understatement of the dollar figures
of pragram income and outge that results
from projections based on .evel earnings and
level benefits can lead to a misunderstanding
of the nature of the estimates. It cannot
easily be made clear that both the income
and outgo over the long-range shown in the
trustees' reports, for example, are really to
be expected to reach much higher levels
than those shown,

Secondly, the use of the level-earnings as-
sumption for a system that is in fact respon-
sive to increases in earnings and prices re-
sults at any one time in a considerable over-
statement of the role of inierest earnings in
financing the program for the long run. As
Is discussed in part IV, in practice the pro-
gram has for many years been financed on a
current-cost basis and the large funds which
would result from allowing scheduled in-
creases In the contribution rates to go into
effect never materialized. Thus the portion
of long-range benefit costs to ba met directly
by contributions is in fact larger than the
estimates indicate.

More importantly, the Council belleves that
assumptions concerning such fundamental
cost-determining elements as future earnings
levels and future benefit levels should be ex-
plicitly stated so that they can be examined
for reasonableness. To base contribution rates
on estimates that assume that earnings,
prices, and benefits will remain level is, in
practice, to assume that as earnings ana
prices do, in fact, rise, the Congress will act
not merely to maintain the purchasing power
of the benefits but to provide for real in-
creases in benefit levels. The assumption is,
in effect, that when earnings rise, benefits
wil. be increased sufficlently s> that the an-
nual cost of the program as a percentage of
payroll will be unchanged (after due allow-
ance for any difference between the other
assumptions underlying the cost estimates
and actual experience).

The Council believes that contribution
rates for the cash benefits program should be
based on estimates that project the cost of
existing law, as kept up to date in terms of
prices. It may well be that the Congress will
vote real Improvements in the program as
the general level of living rises in the future.
In fact, the Council has recommended that
Congress make such improvements on an ad
hoc basis. But the Council does not belleve
that financing for such improvements—mak-
ing them all but inevitable—should be re-
flected in the contribution rate schedule
ahead of time.

Although it recommends that, as a mini-
mum guarantee in the law, benefits be kept
up to date with prices automatically and
that the contribution and benefit base be
kept up to date with earnings automatically,
the Council does not believe that the adop-
tion of these automatic provisions is critical
to the estimating principles here recom-
mended; these principles are, in the Council’s
opinion, the best ones to follow for estimat-
ing purposes in any event.

In summary then, the Council proposes
that the cost estimates for both cash bene-
fits and health insurance be based on the
same assumptions concerning the future
movement of earnings, with cash benefit
levels adjusted for price changes and Medi-
care cost levels adjusted for price changes
therein. The Council believes that estimates
based on these assumptions would give the
public and the Congress a better understand-
ing of the most likely course of the program.
Moreover, professional and peer assessment
of the assumptions on which the estimates
are based would be more readily obtainable
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if the assumptions on the movement of
wages, prices, and benefits were stated ex-
plicitly, as would be the case under the Coun=-
cil’s recommendation. The Council believes
that the discipline inherent in the contrib-
utory program would be strengthened if, at
times when improvements in the benefit
level that go beyond adjustment for rising
prices are considered, the contribution rates
are revised at such times to reflect the in-
creased cost that necessarlly accompanies
the improvement.
CURRENT-COST FINANCING

The financing of the program should be
on a current-cost basis, with the trust funds
maintained at a level approzimately equal to
one year’'s expenditures.

The Council agrees with previous Councils
that under compulsory social insurance it is
unnecessary and undesirable to depend on
trust funds to assure future payment of bene-
fits. As indicated earlier, unlike the situation
in private insurance, trust fund accumula~-
tions are not necessary to provide for secu-
rity of payment. Under a compulsory soclal
insurance program, it is proper to take ac-
count of future contributions as a balancing
item against future benefit obligations; so-
clal insurance is soundly financed as long as
provision is made to meet all benefit pay-
ments and administrative expenses as they
occur. The financing of the program hag al-
ways rested, and will continue to rest, on
anticipated future contribution Income,
which in turn rests on the commitment of
the Government to use its taxing power to
meet the program’s obligations. This is true
regardless of the extent to which the com-
mitment is recognized by a particular form
of a governmental promise to pay, that is,
the holding of Government securities in s
trust fund.

Reserve financing is not only unnecessary
under social insurance but the Council be-
lieves that it is undersirable in financing the
general expenses of the Government to rely
to any significant extent on borrowing from
social insurance trust funds. The general ex-
penses of Government should be met directly
through the tax resources of the Federal
Government, or, as the case may dictate, by
borrowing from voluntary sources. The Coun-
cll does not belleve it is sound policy to
support the operations of Government by
borrowing from trust funds that grow out
of the forced savings represented by soclal
security contributions that are more than
currently necessary.

Thus, the Council believes that the trust
funds should be held to a reasonable con-
tingency level, and it suggests the level of
approximately one year's expenditures. Trust
fund balances of this size would be more
than ample to meet temporary excesses of
outgo over income due to relatively high
benefit costs or low social security tax ylelds
in a particular period.

There is nothing new about this recom-
mendation, Over the years, it has been widely
recognized that the funds should be held
to such a contingency function, Since the
mid-1850's, whenever the Congress has pro-
vided for major changes in the social security
program and set new contribution rates, the
intent has ordinarily been to set the current
contribution rate at a level judged necessary
to provide for relatively small annual in-
creases In the fund.

Although the Congress has restricted the
trust funds to a contingency-reserve func-
tion so far as actual operations are con-
cerned, the law nevertheless has continued
to prescribe future contribution rate in-
creases which, if allowed to go into effect,
would produce very large trust fund accumu-
lations. As a result, long-range actuarial
estimates for the present cash benefits pro-
gram show a trust fund of nearly a trillion
dollars by the end of year 2025. And even
medium-range cost estimates indicate a trust
fund 15 years from now of only slightly
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under $200 billion. Since these results will
not, in fact, occur under a continuation of
the long-standing policy of postponing those
increases not found to be currently neces-
sary—a policy which the Council belleves to
be correct—the financial picture based upon
the assumption of such large-scale trust fund
growth is misleading.

The Council recommends that the policy
of current-cost financing, which has been
followed in practice, should be recognized
in the provisions of the law. To carry out
this recommendation, the contribution rate
charged should be sufficient only to result
In trust funds equal to approximately one
year's benefit expenditures, and the law
should be changed to require the boards of
trustees to report immediately to the Con-
gress whenever it is expected that the size
of any of the trust funds will fall below
three-quarters of the amount of the follow-
ing year's estimtaed expenditures, or will
reach more than one and one-guarter times
such expenditures. The trustees should be
responsible for proposing changes that would
keep the trust funds at the recommended
level.

One result of limiting the trust funds to
a contingency-reserve function and of mak-
ing “he amounts needed for this purpose the
determinant of the contribution rate charged
is to postpone until well into the next cen-
tury any increases in the contribution rates
for a cash benefits program with benefits ad-
justed to price changes. The present rate of
4.6 percent each for employees and employ-
ers is more than sufficient to support the cash
benefits part of the program for the next
4 decades or more. The contribution rate of
5 percent each for employees and employers
now scheduled in the law to be effective for
1973 and the 5.15 percent rate now scheduled
in the law to be effective in 1976 are not nec-
essary for meetlng current costs. The only
function of rates this high is that if they
were charged during the next several dec-
ades, very large funds would be bulilt up, and
the interest earnings on those funds would
make it possible to have somewhat lower
contribution rates than would otherwise be
needed in the next century.

As a matter of fact, a current-cost approach
under the Council’s recommended actuarial
assumptions and methodology shows that
the cost of the cash benefits program over
the next 3 or 4 decades will be a smaller
percentage of estimated covered payrolls
than it is at the present time. Costs as a
percentage of covered payrolls would then
rise somewhat beginning about the year 2010
because of the growth of the retired popula-
tion relative to the employed population as
those born during the high birth-rate years
following World War II reach age 65. The
table following shows contribution rates that
would be sufficient to meet the estimated
costs of the cash benefits program under the
Council's recommended actuarial assump-
tions and methodology and to allow for
growth in the trust funds. The table indi-
cates the combined employer-employee con-
tribution rates by 2-year intervals for the
years 1973 through 1986 and 5-year intervals
for the years 1985 through 2045.

Contribution rates
<Calendar year:

1973

1976 -
1977

;uqmcuoou.bcno-aw

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

This estimate is based on the assumption
that prices and wages will rise as follows:

[In percent] Rate of increases

Calendar year: Prices Wages
6.0
5.6
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THE PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT ON
SOUTH ASIA

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Record and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent's report to the Congress on US.
foreign policy for the 1970's, entitled
“The Emerging Structure of Peace,” is a
voluminous document and in the pres-
sure of other work in the Congress, there
may be those Members who have not had

* Resigned—replaced by Joseph P. Tonelli.
? Resigned—replaced by Arthur Larson.
2 Deceased—March 11, 1971.
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full opportunity to study and digest its
contents.

I was particularly struck by the Presi-
dent’s handling of the subject of South
Asia. It provided detailed information of
our country's efforts to prevent armed
conflict between India and Pakistan. It
spells out beyond question the refusal of
India to accept negotiation and the clear
conclusion that India was the aggressor.
The President’s discussion of this con-
troversial question is frank and clear. It
should receive widespread and careful
attention, and I am pleased to ask that
it be reprinted in the CoNGRESSIONAL
RECORD:

SoUTH AsTA

“I shall never forget the conversation I had
with Prime Minister Nehru . . . when I was
Vice President. On that trip around the
world of 73 days, in 20 countries, I asked
every head of government and state what he
wanted most for his country. Some said
roads; others said industrial development;
others sald education. Prime Minister Nehru
did not answer in that way. He thought a
moment, and he sald, ‘What India needs,
what the world needs, is a generation of
peace.’ "—Remarks at a Dinner Honoring the
Prime Minister of India, November 4, 1971.

The United States made a determined
effort throughout 1971 to prevent a war in
South Asia and to encourage a political solu-
tion. We did not succeed.

A year ago I described the broad objectives
of United States policy in South Asia:

“Our aim is a structure of peace and
stability within which the people of this
region can develop its great potential and
their independent vision of the future. Our
policy is to help these nations deal with their
own problems, and to bring our activity into
a stable balance with that of the other major
powers with interests in the area.”

This structure of regional peace broke
down in 1971.

The United States has had an enduring in-
terest in the security, independence, and
progress of both India and Pakistan. On my
visits to their capitals in the summer of
1869, in my two previous Foreign Policy Re-
ports, and on many other occasions, I have
expressed my strong personal interest in
warm relations with both countries, There
have been fluctuations in our political rela-
tionships over the years—from our earliest
ties with Pakistan in SEATO and CENTO, to
our defense cooperation with India after the
1962 border war with China, to the Nixon
Doctrine’'s posture of balance and restraint.
But our fundamental interests and ties have
been constant.

India is a great country, a free and dem-
ocratic nation, in whose future as a model
of progress for the developing world the
United States has invested its hopes and re-
sources. India has been by far the principal
beneficiary of U.S. development assistance—
to the extent of approximately $10 billion
since its independence. In Fiscal Year 1971,
this Administration provided £540 million,
or approximately two-thirds of the world's
net development ald to India.

The United States has long maintained a
close tie also with Pakistan. Since its inde-
pendence we have contributed almost $4 bil-
lion to its economic development.

In 1971, these constructive relationships

and shared hopes for progress were shaken
by war.

UNITED STATES POLICY IN THE EMERGING
CRISIS

The crisis began as an internal conflict in
Pakistan. Pakistan's elections in December
1970 gave a majority in the National Assem-
bly to the Awami League, a movement seek-
ing substantial autonomy for the Bengalis
of East Pakistan. When negotiations between
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the Government and the League on a formula
for autonomy broke down at the end of
March 1971, the Government ordered the
army to suppress all separatist opposition.
The League was banned; its leader, Sheik
Mujibur Rahman, was jailed for treason. As
the army’s compaign advanced in East Pak-
istan through spring and summer of 1971,
countless thousands were killed, civil admin-
istration crumbled, famine threatened, and
millions left their homes and fled to India.

The United States did not support or con-
done this military action. Immediately, in
early April, we ceased issuing and renewing
licenses for military shipments to Pakistan,
we put a hold on arms that had been com-
mitted the year before, and we ceased new
commitments for economic development
loans. This shut off $35 million worth of
arms. Less than $5 million worth of spare
parts, already in the pipeline under earlier
licenses, was shipped before the pipeline driea
up completely by the beginning of Novembe1.

The crisis quickly acquired an interna-
tional character. The flood of refugees was a
tremendous burden on India’s scarce re-
sources and a threat to political stability in
the Indian states into which the refugees
poured. With support from India, a guerrilla
movement developed in East Pakistan. Both
countries moved their military forces to their
common borders, and tensions mounted dan-
gerously between them.

It was a foregone conclusion that if war
broke out, India would win. But in our view
war was neither inevitable nor acceptable.

We realized full well that there were ob-
jective limits to what the United States could
do. South Asia was a region in which we had
no preeminent position of influence. Ten-
slons between Hindus and Moslems, and
among the many feuding ethnic groups in
this subcontinent of 700 million people, had
endured for centuries. Nevertheless, because
of our ties with both countries. in 1971 we
were the only great power in a position to
try to provide a political alternative to a mil-
itary solution.

There were three levels of the crisis, and
the United States addressed them all:

The humanitarian problem of the Bengall
refugees in India and the millions who re-
mained in East Pakistan facing chaos and
the threat of famine;

The problem of political settlement be-
tween East and West Pakistan—the baslec
issue of the crisis; and

The danger of war between India and
Pakistan, which grew week by week.

On May 28, I expressed our concerns in let-
ters to the leaders of both Pakistan and
India. To President Yahya, I wrote:

“I feel sure you will agree with me that
the first essential step Is to bring an end to
the civil strife and restore peaceful condi-
tions in East Pakistan. Then full-scale ef-
forts can go forward within an international
framework to help your government provide
relief assistance to the people who need
e s

“While this is being done, it will, of course,
be essential to ensure that tensions in the
region as a whole do not increase to the
point of international conflict. I would be
less than candid if I did not express my deep
concern over the possibility that the situa-
tion there might escalate to that danger
point. I believe, therefore, that it is abso-
lutely vital for the maintenance of peace in
the Subcontinent to restore conditions in
East Pakistan conducive to the return of
refugees from Indian territory as quickly as
possible. I urge you to continue to exercise
restraint both along your borders with India
and in your general relations with that coun-
try. We are counseling the Government of
India to do the same.

“It is only in a peaceful atmosphere that
you and your administration can make effec-
tive progress toward the political accommo-
dation you seek in East Pakistan.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

To Prime Minister Gandhi, I wrote:

“We share your government’s hope that
peace and stability can be restored in the
subcontinent and that all the countries of
the area can develop democratic systems of
government consistent with their own tradi-
tions and history.

“The United States Government has not
been a passive observer of these events. We
have under active and continuous review
two elements of the situation which we re-
gard as particularly urgent: the human suf-
fering and dislocation which has taken place
and the basic political cause of this suffer-
ing and dislocation.

“In regard to the basic cause of this hu-
man suffering and dislocation, my govern-
ment has also been active. We have chosen
to work primarily through quiet diplomacy,
as we have informed your Ambassador and
Foreign Minister, We have been discussing
with the Government of Pakistan the im-
portance of achieving a peaceful political
acco ‘modation and of restoring conditions
under which the refugee flow would stop and
the refugees would be able to return to their
homes. . . .

“I am also deeply concerned that the
present situation not develop into a more
widespread conflict in South Asla, either as
a result of the refugee flow or through ac-
tions which might escalate the insurgency
which may be developing in East Pakistan.
The problems involved in this situation can
and should be solved peacefully. As you
know, in recent months we have been im-
pressed by the vitality of Indian democ-
racy and the strength of purpose which your
government has shown in meeting the com-
plex social and economic problems which In-
dia faces. India's friends would be dismayed
were this progress to be interrupted by war.
As one of Asia's major powers, India has a
special responsibility for maintaining the
peace and stability of the region.”

Throughout the summer, we refrained
from public declarations but continued to
express our concerns privately to all parties.
It would have served neither India nor Ben-
gali Interests for us to alienate ourselves
from the Government of Pakistan, whose pol-
icy and action were at the heart of the prob-
lem. This was explained again to the Govern-
ment of India in July; its response was to
express hope that our influence would pro-
duce results.

The three problems—the humanitarian,
the political, and the danger of war—were ob-
viously interlinked. The tragedy was that
they could not all be resolved within the
same timeframe. The humanitarian problem
was monumental and immediate. A political
settlement would take time. The threat of
war, tragically, had its own momentum.

We responded to the humanitarian emer-
gency with an urgent and massive program
of relief, in the framework of a United Na-
tions effort. We were ready to provide $500
million in cash or commodities, nearly twice
as much as the rest of the world combined.
We committed $91 million through the UN
for the support of the nearly ten million
refugees in India and $158 milllon both
through the UN and bilaterally for the 60-70
million people in East Fukistan to help avert
famine and stem the further outflow of ref-
ugees. I asked the Congress for $250 million
more, and stated that more food would be
provided if needed. We financed the charter-
ing of vessels to transport grain into the in-
terior of East Pakistan. We gave financial and
technical support to ithe whole UN program.
Although pockets of 1.eed remained, by No-
vember, provincewide famine had been
averted In East Pakistan. The refugees In
India were sustained at least above the level
of starvation.

But we knew that political settlement be-
tween East and West pPakistan was the key
to ending the crisis. Our rellef program was
an effort to gain the needed time for a polit-
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ical process to work. Direct relief to the ref-
ugees in India was essential if India were
to manage their support; famine in East
Pakistan would have made impossible any
restoration of normal .ife or civil peace, re-
doubling the flood of refugees and further
inflaming tensions between Pakistan and
India.

It was obvious to us ihat a lasting political
solution could be found only on the basis of
some form of sutonomy for East Pakistan.
Over the summer, in ccntacts in Washington
as well as in their capitals, we made clear to
all parties that we favored such a solution.
We sought to set In motion a process of ac-
commodation.

We obtained assurance from President
Yahya that Sheikh Mujibur Rahman would
not be executed. At our urging, Pakistan
agreed to an Internationalized relief presence
in East Pakistan. We urged an amnesty for
refugees of all creeds, replacement of the
military governor of East Pakistan by a
civillan, and a timetaktle for return to full
civilian rule. Pakistan took all these steps.
Return to civillan rule was pledged for the
end of December and could have increased
the chances for a political settlement and the
release of Sheikh Mujib. Meanwhile, in Au-
gust, we established contact with Bengali
representatives in Calcutta. By early Novem-
ber, President Yahya tuld us he was prepared
to begin negotiation with any representative
of this group not charged with high crimes
in Pakistan, or with Awami League leaders
still in East Pakistan. In mid-November, we
informed India that we were prepared to
promote discussion of an explicit timetable
for East Pakistani autonomy.

India was kept fully informed of all these
developments at every stage. It Indicated
little interest. Meanwhile, India expanded its
support of the guerrillas, and hostilities es-
calated along the eastern border.

The United States cannot be certain that
the steps it proposed would have brought
about a negotiation, or that such a negotia-
tion would have produced a settlement. But
it is clear Lhat a political process was in train,
which could have been supported and facili-
tated by all the parties involved if they had
wished. This is the basis for the profound
disappointment we felt and expressed when
war erupted.

We had known the danger of war would in-
crease toward the end of 1971, as weather
conditions and India's military readiness im-
proved and as the guerrilla forces completed
training. In addition to humanitarian and
political steps to provide alternatives to war,
we sought directly to ease the military con-
frontation. In contacts in Washington and
other capitals, in letters and face-to-face
meetings with heads of government, foreign
ministers, and ambassadors, we exerted our
induence for restraint.

To the Soviet Union, we made the point
repeatedly over the summer that it be-
hooved the two superpowers to be forces for
peace. We asked the Soviet Union for its
ideas on possible joint action.

We continued to urge Pakistan to re-
store normal life in the East, and to put
together a program of administrative and
political steps that could stem the tide of
refugees and lay a basis for a constitutional
settlement.

We told India that we attached the great-
est importance to close U.S.-Indian relations,
would do all we could to help with the
burden of the refugees, but could only re-
gard an Indian resort to armed attack as a
tragic mistake. As early as August 11, Sec-
retary Rogers told the Indian Ambassador
that the Administration could not continue
economic assistance to a nation that started
A War.

As the tension along the border intensi-
fled in the fall, the United States proposed
that both India and Pakistani troops pull
back from the borders. Pakistan accepted
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this proposal; India turned it down. UN Sec-
retary General Thant placed his good offices
at the disposal of both. Pakistan responded
favorably, and in addition suggested the
dispatch of UN observers to both sides of
the border. India refused the Secretary Gen-
eral’s offer, and declined to accept UN ob-
servers. The United States then proposed to
Pakistan that it pull its forces back from
the borders unilaterally, as a first step to-
ward a mutual pullback. Pakistan accepted
this icCea, provided India would give some
assurance that it would eventually recipro-
cate. India would not.

Time had run out on a peaceful solution.
In late November, open war on a broad
front erupted between India and Pakistan.

The United States had sought for many
years to establish conditions of stability
which would have made this war less likely.
We had observed an embargo on heavy arms
to both sides since their 1965 war over
Kashmir. Our military deliveries to both,
amounting to only $70 million over six years,
were restricted to non-lethal equipment and
spare parts for equipment previously sup-
plied. We concentrated instead on assistance
for economic development. Our economic ald
to India in those six years totaled some $4.2
billion. We provided over $1.3 billion in eco-
nomic assistance to Paklstan over the pe-
riod—with an increasing concentration on
promoting development in East Pakistan.

Over the six years of our embargo, how-
ever, the Soviet Union and its Eastern Euro-
pean allies sharply expanded their military
supply to India and furnished over $730 mil-
llon of arms—including tanks, combat air-
craft, artillery, surface-to-air missiles, sub-
marines, missile boats, and other heavy
equipment. Our six-year arms embargo had a
much greater impact on Pakistan than on
India. India’s total military procurement
after 1966—not a perlod of increasing tension
with China—was more than four times that
of Pakistan. While China supplied Pakistan
with £133 million in arms over the period,
India obtained from abroad almost twice the
quantity of arms as Pakistan. Moreover, at
the same time India bullt up its capaclty to
produce its own heavy arms—a capacity
which Pakistan did not have. As a result, the
military balance shifted decisively toward
India between 1966 and 1971.

THE OUTBREAK AND CONTAINMENT OF WAR

When war erupted toward the end of No-
vember, the world community was close to
unanimous that there was one urgent neces-
sity—to stop it.

On December 4, the United States re-
quested an urgent session of the UN Security
Council, which voted, 11 to 2, for an Immedi-
ate ceasefire and withdrawal of foreign forces.
The USSR vetoed this and a second resolu-
tion soon after. A similar resolution then
passed on December 7 in the General Assem-
bly by 104 to 11, with 10 abstentions. Of all
the nations of the UN, only the USSR, some
of its East European allies, India, and
Bhutan opposed it; our position was sup-
ported by the overwhelming majority of the
nations of the world. The Soviet Union
blocked international action until the cap-
ture of East Pakistan was a fait accompli.

Then, during the week of December 6, we
received convincing evidence that India was
seriously contemplating the seizure of Paki-
stan-held portions of Kashmir and the de-
struction of Pakistan’s military forces in the
West. We could not ignore this evidence, Nor
could we ignore the fact that when we re-
peatedly asked India and its supporters for
clear assurances to the contrary, we did not
receive them. We had to take action to pre-
vent a wider war. On December 12 we called
for another emergency session of the UN
Security Council. We declared:

“With East Pakistan virtually occupled by
Indian troops, a continuation of the war
would take on increasingly the character of
armed attack on the very existence of a mem-
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ber state of the UN. All permanent members
of the Security Council have an obligation to
end this threat to world peace on an urgent
basis."”

The Soviet Union vetoed again. Intensive
exchanges took place with the Soviet leaders.
A ceasefire, however, was not agreed to until
December 17.

The U.S. had two cholces when war broke
out.

We could take a stand against the war and
try to stop it, or we could maintain a “neu-
tral” position and acquiesce in it. The former
course meant strains in our relations with
India, as well as the risk of fallure. But the
latter course, I concluded, ran even greater
risks. Acquiescence had ominous implica-
tions for the survival of Pakistan, for the
stabllity of many other countries in the
world, for the integrity of international
processes for keeping the peace, and for rela-
tions among the great powers. These risks
were unacceptable,

We did not act out of bias, or in ignorance
of India's agony under the burden of the
refugees, or in sympathy with Pakistani ac-
tions that had generated the crisis. As Am-
bassador Bush stressed in the Security
Council on December 4, the United States
“values its close relations with both India
and Pakistan.” He continued:

“We recognized that a fundamental politi-
cal accommodation still has not been
achieved in East Pakistan . . . this body
cannot accept recourse to force to solve this
problem. . . . The very purpose which
draws us together here—building a peace-
ful world—will be thwarted if a situation is
accepted in which a Government intervenes
across its borders in the affairs of another
with military forces In violation of the
United Nations Charter."

If we had not taken a stand against the
war, it would have been prolonged and the
likelihood of an attack in the West greatly
increased. It was not my view in the first
place that war was the solution to & human-
itarian problem. The complete disintegration
by force of a member state was intolerable
and could not be acquiesced in by the
United Nations. The war had to be brought
to a halt.

The global implications of this war were
clear to the world community. The resort to
military solutions, if accepted, would only
tempt other nations in other delicately~
poised regions of tension to try the same,
The credibility of international efforts to
promote or guarantee regional peace in
strife-torn reglons would be undermined.
The danger of war in the Middle East, in
particular, would be measurably increased.
Restraints would be weakened all around
the world.

Internal ethnic conflicts and separatist
strains, moreover, are a phenomenon of the
contemporary world, India, more than most,
has a heavy stake in the principle that such
instabilities should not be exploited by other
countries through subversion or resort to
arms. The alternative is a formula for an-
archy. The unanimity of Third World coun-
tries against this war was testimony to the
universality of this concern.

Beyond this, there were implications for
great-power relations.,

Soviet poliey, I regret to say, seemed to
show the same tendency we have witnessed
before In the 1967 Middle East war and the
1970 Jordanian crisis—to allow events to
boll up toward crisis in the hope of political
galn. The Soviet Union assured us that its
August treaty of friendship with India was
designed to strengthen its influence for
peace. Whatever the intent, In retrospect it
appears that the treaty, together with new
arms deliveries and military consultations,
gave India :dditional assurance of Sovlet
political support as the crisis mounted.

The United States, under the Nixon Doc-
trine, has struck a new balance between our
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international commitments and the increas-
ing self-rellance of our friends; the Soviet
Union in the 1970's is projecting a political
and military presence wthout precedent into
many new regions of the globe. Over the
past three years, we have sought to encour-
age constructive trends in U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions. It would be dangerous to world peace
if our efforts to promote a detente between
the superpowers were interpreted as an op-
portunity for the strategic expansion of
Soviet power. If we had failed to take a
stand, such an interpretation could only have
been encouraged, and the genuine relaxation
of tensions we have been seeking could have
been jeopardized.

Finally, it was our view that the war in
South Asia was bound to have serious impli-
cations for the evolution of the policy of the
Peoples Republic of China. That country’s
attitude toward the global system was cer-
tain to be profoundly influenced by its as-
sessment of the principles by which this
system was governed—whether force and
threat ruled or whether restraint was the
international standard.

These were our overwhelming concerns.
They underlay our efforts to prevent war and
our efforts to stop war when it broke out.
They went to the heart of our responsibility
as a great power.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

The crisis of 1871 transformed South Asia.
We enter 1972 acutely aware of the chal-
lenges the new conditions present.

Pakistan remains a close friend. Its peo-
ple face the ordeal of rebullding the soclety
and economy of a shattered state. The United
States stands ready to help. Our concern for
the well-being and security of the people of
Pakistan does not end with the end of a crisis.

Our relief effort in East Bengal will con-
tinue. The authorities face the grim chal-
lenge of creating a viable political structure
and economy in one of the most impover-
ished—and now newly devastated—areas of
the world. We have never been hostile to
Bengall aspirations. Our aid program in the
1960's increasingly concentrated on develop-
ment in East Bengal. We provided two-thirds
of the world’s emergency aid to the province
in 1971. We would expect other nations to
bear a proportionate share of that respon-
sibility in the future, but as the United
States strengthens new relationships in Asia,
we have no intention of ignoring these 70
million people.

The United States, of course, has a tra-
dition of friendship with India as well as
Pakistan. Our strong interest in Indian de-
mocracy and progress is not diminished.

It makes no sense to assume, however,
that a country's democratic political sys-
tem—or its slze—requires our automatic
agreement with every aspect of its foreign
policy. We have our views and concerns in
the world, just as India has its own. We
disagreed with specific Indlan actions in No-
vember and December, and we sald so.

We did not expect this to be popular in
India. Great nations like our two natlons,
however, do not make their policy on so
ephemeral a basis, For this reason, we could
not accept the argument that our criticism
would drive India into the arms of the Soviet
Union. India itself, we knew, had the strong-
est interest of all in its own democracy and
nonalignment. And India and the Soviet
Union already had a political tie of a kind
that the U.S. would not attempt to match.
This tie—inherent in the expanding Soviet-
Indian military supply relationship after
1965—originated long in advance of the No-
vember war, the August treaty of friendship,
our July China initiative, or the March crisis
in Pakistan. When the August treaty was
signed, both sides told us that it had been
in preparation for more than two years.
Beyond this, in the 1971 crisis, the Soviet
Union was willing to veto UN action and to
make military moves to deter China on
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India’s behalf. For the United States to
compete with the Soviet Union in fueling
an arms race, obstructing UN efforts to stop
a war, and threatening China, was out of
the question.

We are prepared now for a serious dlalogue
with India on the future of our relations.
We look forward to a fruitful discussion.
This will depend not on an identity of poli-
cies, but on respect for each other's views
and concerns. This should go both ways.

Just as the success of Indian democracy
and progress is important to us, we also
have a continuing interest in India's inde-
pendence and non-alignment. Thus our
political as well as our economiec relationship
will naturally be the subject of our dialogue.
If India has an interest in maintaining bal-
anced relationships with all major powers,
we are prepared to respond constructively.
Of interest to us also will be the posture
that South Asia’s most powerful country
now adopts toward its neighbors on the sub-
continent.

I know that Indla will have its own lssues
to add to the agenda. India’s basic policy
choices are India's to make. We both, never-
theless, have an interest in finding common
ground. We can search out ways of tran-
scending our recent differences and resum-
ing our traditionally close relationship.

What will be the role of the great powers
in the subcontinent’s future? The 1971 crisis
was bound to affect great-power relations.
After my July 15 Peking summit announce-
ment, and also during the diplomacy of the
South Asian crisis, there was fanciful specu-
lation of a U.S.-Chinese alignment. There
is no such alignment; neither of my summit
meetings is directed against any other na-
tion. And there were ample opportunities
for the Soviet Union to help prevent the
Pakistani political conflict from being turned
into an international war.

A more constructive approach to great-
power relations in South Asia—and else-
where—will be one of the goals I hope to
further in my discussions in both Peking
and Moscow.

A tragic irony of 1971 was that the con-
flict in South Asia erupted against a back-
ground of major developments, global and
regional, which had offered unprecedented
hope:

Globally, we could see the beginnings of
a new relationship between the United
States and the Peoples Republic of China;
concrete progress on important issues in U.S.-
Soviet relationships; a maturing relation-
ship between the U.S. and East Asia as the
Nixon Doctrine took effect and the TU.S.
sharply reduced its military involvement in
Vietnam; the Iincreasing contribution of
Japan in Asian affairs; and efforts among in-
dustrialized nations to create new economic
relationships increasing the trade oppor-
tunities of the developing world.

Reglonally, there were breakthroughs in
economic development. The “green revolu-
tion" in agriculture was laying the basls for
industrial development and steady growth.
Trade earnings were financing an increasing
proportion of development needs, strength-
ening economic and political self-reliance.

Our purpose now will be to recapture the
momentum of these positive developments.
The 700 million people of the subcontinent
deserve a better future than the tragedy of
1971 seemed to portend. It is for them to
fashlon their own vision of such a future.
The world has an interest in the regional
peace and stability which are the precon-
ditions for their achieving it.

THE HONORABLE CARL ALBERT TO

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous maftter.)

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Speaker, this is a week
when legislators, regardless of party af-
filiations, will join in honoring our be-
loved speaker, CARL ALBERT, who on Fri-
day night is to receive the Minute Man
of the Year Award from the Reserve Of-
ficers Association of the United States.

When the announcement of this latest
honor for “the little giant” from Okla-
homa was made, Brig. Gen. Gerald A.
Hart, national president of the Reserve
Officers, described the Congressman as
“the citizen who has contributed most
to national security,” and added:

He has worked to build a better America
and to insure a lasting peace. He has worked
for progress and the strengthening of all of
our free institutions,

I would like to second these senti-
ments.

The Minute Man of the Year Award
carries a very distinguished tradition.
The first individual to be named was the
late Gen. David Sarnoff. Other outstand-
ing Americans who have received this
honor are the late Senator Richard Rus-
sel, our beloved former colleague Carl
Vinson, Senator MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
the late Congressman Mendel Rivers,
Senator JoHN STENNIS, Congressman F.
Epwarp HEBERT, former House Speaker
John MecCormack, Secretary of Defense
Melvin Laird, and Senator Strom THUR-
MOND.

Which brings me back again to David
Sarnoff, who so recently left this earthly
plane. It is significant that Sarnoff, the
first award winner, a giant in American
industrial development is now followed
by another great American who holds
one of the highest positions in Govern-
ment and who enjoys the respect and
esteem of Democrats and Republicans
alike.

These and other honorees have helped
in molding the greatness of America.
They are the type of citizen who labors
to keep our Nation strong and free.

CArRL ALBERT has been a member of
the Congress of the United States for
nearly a quarter of a century. Measured
by his character and his works, he is
readily seen to be among our Nation’s
leading figures.

He is the leader in one of the greatest
and most powerful legislative bodies in
the world. He says as did his predeces-
sors, that the United States to be free
must first be secure, and that is his
policy, his purpose, his grail.

Speaker ALBerT, along with the Re-
serve Officers Association, in this, its
golden anniversary week, I salute you.

THE FAIR SCHOOL FUNDING
ACT OF 1972

(Mr. MIKVA asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorD) .

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, in a message
to Congress almost exactly 11 years ago
today, President John Kennedy told us
that our progress as a nation can be no
swifter than our progress in educa-
tion. That has even more truth to it now
than it did in 1961. In the long run, the
standards of excellence set in our schools
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will determine the standards of excel-
lence for this country, Unfortunately,
judging by the state of education in many
American communities today, we are far
from setting any standards of excellence.

There is a crisis in American education.
The schools are in trouble—not just in
the big cities, but in the suburbs as well—
and, as a result, the education of our
young people is suffering. The problems
of the Chicago school system are not un-
known. They are characteristic of the
problems of school systems in most big
cities, but it is a bit worse in Chicago.
This year, school may have to close 2
weeks early simply because there is not
enough money to keep them operating.

What is not as well known is the dilem-
ma of the public school systems in the
suburbs. In Cook County, 60 percent of
the 145 suburban school districts had to
borrow money to stay open—some of
them have borrowed up to their legal
limit. The reasons behind the financial
problems are not difficult to understand:
teachers need higher salaries, more and
more students are filling the schools, tax
collections often are late and, finally,
there is an understandable reluctance on
the part of the taxpayer, especially the
property owner, to pay ever more taxes
to support the schools. Time after time,
voters have rejected increases in school
taxes proposed in a community referen-
dum. We can no longer bail out the school
system year after year by constantly in-
creasing real estate taxes.

When it comes to the schools, there is
no lack of problems. There is a lack of
sensible and immediate solutions—solu-
tions that do not bankrupt the commu-
nity or the taxpayers—solutions that
take the burden off the already overbur-
dened property tax without lowering the
level of quality education.

Mr. Speaker, it is urgent that the Fed-
eral Government act now to ease the fi-
nancial dilemma which faces school sys-
tems around the country.

I am pleased to introduce today a bill
which will provide billions of dollars of
new funds for elementary and secondary
schools without imposing new and
regressive taxes on the taxpayers of
America.

The Fair School Funding Act is de-
signed to do three things—it will provide
vital Federal assistance for public school
systems across America; it will bring
some relief from regressive local property
taxes; and it will reduce the inequities
in the present Federal income tax struc-
ture by closing up some of the major
loopholes.

Under this bill, the Federal Govern-
ment will pay each State two-thirds of
what it costs the State to increase the
per-pupil expenditures in the under-
financed schools to a level comparable to
the wealthiest schools in the State. At
present, because schools rely primarily
on local property taxes for their financ-
ing, there is a wide gap within each State
in the amount of money localities are
able to spend on their schools. In Illi-
nois, for example, the wealthiest school
district spends $2,295 on each pupil in
its elementary and secondary schools. In
another part of the State, the local gov-
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ernment can raise only enough revenue
to spend $391 per pupil in its schools.

Mr. Speaker, no one should make the
mistake of equating money with quality
of education, but quality education does
cost money, and there can be no dispute
that the pupils in the school system
which spends $2,295 per pupil are more
likely to receive a quality education than
the students in schools receiving only
$391 per pupil. This inherent inequality
of opportunity has generated several re-
cent court decisions holding that meth-
ods of school funding which produce
such extreme inequality in spending
among school districts are unconstitu-
tional.

LAWSUITS CHALLENGING PROPERTY TAX
ENDANGER QUALITY OF EDUCATION

The California and Texas court de-
cisions pose an urgent dilemma for
school systems around the country—they
are obligated to equalize spending among
all the schools within the State, but there
is already too little money to go around.
There is a grave danger that these law-
suits challenging the use of the property
tax for local education will produce a
perverse result. Without some new source
of funds, equalization of expenditures
will mean lowering the quality and the
spending in the best funded schools in
order to improve that of the poorest
schools. Mr. Speaker, it is unthinkable
that the improvement of underfunded
schools should come at the expense of
the schools at the other end of the scale.
Clearly, the only sensible approach is to
raise the lowest schools up to the level of
the highest. To do that, the States will

require substantial additional funds.
That is why I have proposed the Fair
School Funding Act.

FEDERAL FUNDS FOR EQUALIZING FPER PUPIL
EXPENDITURES

Under the act, the Federal Govern-
ment would contribute $2 for each dollar
the State contributes toward equaliza-
tion of per pupil expenditures. The State
must continue to spend at least as much
as it did before the act; only increases in
State spending would be matched by the
Federal Government on a 2-for-1 basis.
This 2-for-1 matching would be avail-
able until every school in the State was
receiving as much money per pupil as
the average school in the 90th percentile
was receiving per pupil the year before,
ranking all schools in the State in order
of increasing per pupil expenditures.
For example, if a State has 300 schools
they would be ranked in order of their
per pupil expenditures, from the lowest
to the highest. The three lowest would
constitute the first percentile, the next
three the second percentile, and so on.
The 90th percentile would contain three
schools also, and only 30 schools in the
State would be spending more per pupil
than those three schools in the 90th per-
centile. If we took the average per pupil
expenditure of the three schools in that
90th percentile, that would give us the
standard which all schools in the State
must meet to achieve equalization. Until
all schools are brought up at least to
that level, the Federal Government would
provide two Federal dollars for each new
State dollar spent on equalization. The
result is to equalize expenditures by
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bringing up the lowest schools, not by
bringing down the highest.

FEDERAL INCENTIVE FOR REDUCTIONS IN LOCAL
FPROPERTY TAXES

Once equalization is achieved, the Fair
School Funding Act moves into its sec-
ond phase. It then makes available
matching Federal funds wherever local
real estate taxes on residential property
are reduced and are replaced by in-
creased State contributions for educa-
tion. For each extra dollar given to the
schools in a locality which reduces its
property taxes, the Federal Government
would be required to give a Federal dol-
lar. This provides a strong incentive for
reduction of regressive local property
taxes and their replacement by more
equitable forms of statewide revenue
raising. It also gives local school systems
an additional opportunity to catch up
with their needs without placing an extra
burden on the taxpayer. In fact, under
this section of the Fair School Funding
Act, local real estate taxes would go
down in many parts of the country.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, it is im-
portant to remember that money does
not create quality education. That re-
quires good teachers, innovative admin-
istrators, and creative educational pro-
grams. Unfortunately, none of these is
likely to be available without adequate
financial resources. The Federal Gov-
ernment has no business dictating to the
States or localities how they should go
about developing quality education. But
the Federal Government does have an
obligation to help provide them with
the funds so that they can develop qual-
ity education on their own.

CLOSING INCOME TAX LOOPHOLES WILL RAISE
$12 BILLION A YEAR FOR SCHOOLS

The question eventually must be faced:
How is the Federal Government going to
pay for this? Where is the money going
to come from? The answer given by the
Fair School Funding Act is to close the
most costly loopholes in the Federal in-
come tax structure. Title IT of the bill
proposes to eliminate seven loopholes,
and thus to increase the Federal Treas-
ury by more than $12 billion per year.
This is almost the total amount spent by
all 50 States combined on elementary and
secondary education in the 1968 school
year, according to the latest figures avail-
able from the Office of Education.

Increased tax equity is a way both to
raise the additional revenue needed to
ease the burden on State and local fund-
ing for education and to assure the tax-
payers who are footing the bill that
everyone is bearing his fair share of the
cost of educating the next generation of
Americans—a generation which will in-
herit the problems and the destiny of
the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to list seven
specific examples of the glaring inequities
in the present Federal income tax struc-
ture. Although this list does not exhaust
the possibilities for tax reform by a long
shot, these are the seven loopholes which
the Fair School Funding Act would close,
with a net gain of more than $12 billion
a4 year.

First, the grandfather of all tax loop-
holes, the percentage depletion allow-
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ance for mineral deposits, including gas
and oil. This device enables mineral pro-
ducers to recoup many times the actual
depletion of their resources, at a cost to
the rest of us of approximately one and
a quarter billion dollars a year.

The baby brother of the percentage
depletion allowance is the treatment of
intangible drilling and exploration costs,
which enables gas and oil magnates to go
around the world looking for new for-
tunes, courtesy of the American taxpayer.
Closing this loophole would earn another
three-quarters of a billion dollars a year
for the Treasury.

Third, we must begin taxing fully all
capital gains on property which is passed
on at the owner’s death. More than $3
billion a year slips through that particu-
lar hole in the income tax structure, as
wealth is passed on from generation to
generation without ever being fully taxed.

Fourth, we should end the farce of
treating executive stock options as
though they were capital gains rather
than income. The Tax Reform Act of
1969 did only part of the job in this
area—doing the rest will put about $150
million into the Treasury each year.

Fifth, the bill would repeal the $25,000
surtax exemption on corporate earnings.
This bargain basement tax treatment for
corporate income primarily benefits cor-
porations which do not need the help
which was originally intended to be given
to small struggling businesses. The net
gain to the Treasury would be $1.6 billion
a year.

Sixth, the bill would put the skids to
the biggest boondoggle to come along in
quite a while, the asset depreciation range
changes implemented recently by the ad-
ministration. By allowing manufacturers
to pretend that their assets are depreciat-
ing much faster than is actually the case,
the Treasury is engaging in a special
form of revenue sharing on behalf of the
wealthy, to the tune of $2 billion a year.

Finally, there is the investment tax
credit which the administration success-
fully pushed through Congress in the
Revenue Act of 1971. This epitomizes the
“trickle down” economics which has been
so productive politically for the adminis-
tration—subsidize the people at the top,
and hope that some of the money will
trickle down to the rest of the people.
The investment tax credit provides the
people at the top with $3.5 billion a year.
That money should be brought back into
the Treasury and utilized in more effi-
cient ways to reach the problems of the
Nation, namely funding elementary and
secondary education.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, the Fair School Funding
Act offers a positive solution to some of

the pressing problems faced by school
systems around the country. It will assist

the States in equalizing per pupil ex-

penditures so that the opportunity to re-
ceive a quality education will not turn on
where a child is born. And it will make
this possible without reducing the level of
assistance to the schools on the high end
of the financial ladder.

Second, the bill will help to relieve the
burden of regressive property taxes which
weigh heavily on the middle-income and
fixed-income taxpayer.
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Finally, it will introduce a greater
measure of tax equity into the income tax
structure, so that the cost of supporting
our schools and dealing with pressing so-
cial problems is more evenly distributed

among the taxpayers of America—ac-
cording to their ability to pay rather than
according to their political clout.

For years the Federal Government has
been subsidizing the construction of
highway systems across the United States
by matching State expenditures at a level
of 9 to 1. With the help of 90 percent
Federal funding we have constructed the
most exhaustive network of pavement the
world has ever seen. But these roads will
be no more than dead-end streets if we
do not begin to make the same kind of
national commitment to other areas of
social development, including education.
That is the intention of the Fair School
Funding Act, a road to reform for the
financing of elementary and secondary
education.

U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN FRENCH AT-
MOSPHERIC NUCLEAR TESTING

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, France
is one of two nuclear powers which has
not vet signed the treaty banning test-
ing of nuclear weapons in the atmos-
phere. The French are currently con-
ducting such tests in French Polynesia.
The United States, however, has signed
the test ban treaty. I was most disturbed,
therefore, to receive a report from a for-
mer member of my staff who is now
traveling in the South Pacific which in-
dicates that American officials are ap-
parently involved and cooperating with
the French in their atmospheric tests,
and are even engaging in activities which
appear designed to enable us to benefit
from the tests.

Any such involvement, Mr. Speaker,
certainly would be a violation by this
Nation of the spirit, if not the letter, of
the nuclear test ban treaty. Rather than
cooperating with the French, we should
be doing everything possible to persuade
them to end their testing and to sign the
treaty. With that in mind, I am directing
letters to the Secretary of Defense and
the Director of the U.S. Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency requesting
them to confirm or deny this apparent
American involvement in the French
nuclear testing program about which I
have been informed, to outline our policy
toward these tests, and to inform me of
any efforts we may be making to achieve
French compliance with the test ban.

The text of the report by my former
staffl member, Mr. Arthur Condliffe, and
my letters to Secretary of Defense Laird
and Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency Director Gerard Smith follow:
Hon, MELVIN LAIRD,

Secretary of Defense.
Hon. GERARD SMITH,
Director, Arms Conirol and Disarmament

Agency.
DEARr : I was most disturbed by a
report (copy enclosed, from a former member

of my staff who is now traveling in the South
CXVIII——334—Part 5
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Pacific indicating that American officials are
cooperating with the French in their atmos-
pheric nuclear testing program in French
Polynesia, and that we are even engaging in
actlvities which appear designed to enable us
to benefit from these tests.

I will appreciate receiving whatever infor-
mation you can provide confirming or deny-
ing the specific examples of American in-
volvement in the French testing program
cited in the enclosed report, along with a
statement of U.S. policy toward the French
tests and a review of any efforts we are mak-
ing to achieve French compliance with the
treaty banning nuclear testing in the atmos-
phere.

Sincerely,
JBE.

TouJoUurRs LA BOMBE
(By Arthur J. Condliffe)

December 16, Papeete, Tahittl, home of
Gaugin, Somerset Maugham, and beautiful
Polynesian girls combing their hair under
clear waterfalls, is also home of “La bombe."

France is one of only two nations in the
world to be actively testing nuclear weapons
in the atmosphere. French Polynesia, of
which Tahiti Is the main island, is the loca-
tion of the French testing program.

The average tourist coming to Tahitl would
not likely be aware of the magnitude of the
French effort here. There are two thousand
French military personnel and five hundred
French civillans working on the bomb but
many of them live on the atoll of Mururoa,
three hours by DC—6 from Tahiti, near the
actual test sites. What military facilities
there are on Tahiti itself are outside Papeete,
the main town and the center of tourist
activities,

This low profile of bomb related activities
has not, however, lessened the economic
impact. Papeete is not only the principal
town on the island; it is Tahitl's only deep
water port and has Tahiti's only jetport near-
by. Young men who once would have made
a happy if meager living from the production
of copra and the cyclical harvesting of vanilla
beans now work unloading the many cargo
ships that bring necessary supplies, in con-
struction jobs of all kinds, and in the wide
range of other support activities. Any opera-
tion of this magnitude would be like a shot
of economic adrenalin to Papeete's popula-
tion of only 50.000.

This fragile prosperity may have short-
run benefits to the people of Tahiti but most
of the nations of the world recognize the folly
and danger in continuing atmospheric testing
of nuclear weapons when they signed the
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. One would expect
that those nations who signed the treaty
would want to bring all the pressure they
could bring to bear on non-signatory na-
tions, particularly on the two who are now
conducting tests, to sign the treaty.

Contrary to expectation, however, it is the
United States and Britain, aside from France
herself, who galn the most knowledge with
each French blast and therefore have less
motivation to seek a cessation of the tests,
Both the American ship Richfield (T-AGM-
4) and the British ship Sir Perceval are con-
stantly on station near the French testing
area. During times of actual tenting, a sec-
ond American ship arrives and the two Amer-
ican ships place themselves on opposite sides
of ground zero to monitor the .blast. The
Russians also monitor the French tests, but
not regularly. When they do come, they arrive
in fishing trawlers, ostensibly minding their
own nets.

In addition to having two, on-site moni-
toring ships, the United States has various
land-based monitoring stations. Also, within
as little as one minute after a nuclear deto-
nation, an Hawalii-based Air Force KEC-135,
the military version of the Boeing 707, flies

5277

directly through the atomic cloud collecting
samples for later analysis.

Good relations prevail between the French
“testers” and the American and British “ob-
servers.” The French provide the Americans
and the British with the exact time and loca-
tion of each test, they bring mail to the
American and British ships by helicopter and
they will evacuate American or British sallors
in a medical emergency. The French, on one
occasion, rescheduled one of their tests so
as not to interfere with an Apollo mission.

The Americans and British, in turn, have
each been host to the French commanding
officer and his top sclentists aboard their re-
spective ships. Purther, on request from the
French, the Americans have provided the
French with some of the results from our
monitoring stations. One wonders if the co-
operation ends here.

What the full extent is of the American
involvement in the French testing program
is not publicly known and American officials
are reluctant to discuss the subject. For
example, earlier this year, the Governor of
American Samoa, in discussing the U.S. role
in American Samoa over local television,
mentioned the monitoring of the French nu-
clear tests as one aspect to the American
presence but he did not elaborate. There is,
however, a U.S. Air Force installation on
American Samoa and the activity greatly in-
creases during the summer months when the
French conduct most of their tests. Last sum-
mer, a team of American scientists from the
University of Denver were on Amerlcan
Samoa, under government contract, to moni-
tor the French tests.

Also last summer, an American EKC-135,
belleved to have taken off from American
Samoa, flew through the atomic cloud fol-
lowing a French nuclear explosion and
crashed en route to Hawall with its samples.
All 19 persons aboard the plane were killed
but news of the crash was hushed up by
American authorities.

Whatever the extent and nature of Amer-
ican involvement In these tests, it seems
that any involvement would violate the spirit
if not the letter of the Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty. At the very least, the American peo-
ple should be told exactly what our involve-
ment is and what steps are being taken to
urge the French to end their tests and sign
the treaty.

MUSKIE OR MUSK-OX ON
NATIONAL SECURITY?

(Mr. WYMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, hints of
what some of the alternatives to Presi-
dent Nixon might involve for the United
States of America next year, are to be
found in today’s Evans and Novak col-
umn in the Washington Post. Implicit in
the reporting of these distinguished writ-
ers is the suggestion that Candidate
Muskie would cut defense funds and to
blazes with the national security.

This ties in with another Democrat
contender, Senator McGoverN, who has
publicly proposed a $33 billion cut in
defense over a 3-year period—all while
the incontrovertible evidence is that the
Soviet Union is sharply increasing its
defense—offense?—spending and the
United States is spending for defense
even if the DOD fiscal year 1973 requests
are not cut, $6.6 billion below the 1964
budget.

I wonder if either of these gentlemen
who aspire to the Presidency of the Unit-
ed States with its solemn responsibilities,
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realize that increases in prices and in-
creases in pay and allowances for mili-
tary personnel since 1964 have increased
defense costs for these items alone by
more than $32 billion since 1964? And
none of this buys us any hardware or re-
search and development.

I wonder, also, if these would-be Presi-
dents realize that nondefense spending
alone is up 150 percent since 1964?

President Nixon has requested a mod-
est budget increase for defense, princi-
pally for new ships and submarines. May
the Lord save America if anything less
than this become the order of the day.

It is the continuing responsibility of
those of us in the Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch to keep America strong so
our people can be safe. There are no pov-
erty programs in Communist nations—
only concentration camps for protes-
ters—or mental hospital if they are too
brainy.

The utter indifference to the national
security of the Muskie, McGovern posi-
tions is a caution to voters who want a
free, safe America in the years ahead.
It is said that voters do not carefully
ponder such things. I believe they do.

The article follows:

SENATOR MUSKIE'S DISARMERS
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The pressure for wholly irresponsible cuts
in defense spending by Sen. Edmund S.
Muskle's active supporters is reflected In a
bizarre discussion last November among his
secret policy advisers ending with recom-
mendations smacking of unilateral disarm-
ament.

The Muskie advisers talked about cutting
$30 billion from Pentagon spending ($75.8
billion for this fiscal year) and redistributing
the money to the poor. Although it is in-
conceivable that Muskie as president would
even contemplate such irresponsibility, one
of the senator’s top aldes sat in on the meet-
ing without one serious word of dissent.

That reflects a little understood fact about
the Muskie campaign. Whereas the senator
maintains a centrist image in his drive for
president, both his paid staff and his volun-
tary advisers are situated well to the left.
Consequently, Muskie will prove an eXtraor-
dinary political balancer if he can appeal to
the masses and simultaneously satisfy his
ideoclogically rigid supporters.

Such supporters make up the “Muskie
Domestic Issues Group' headed by Morris B.
Abram, distinguished attorney and former
president of Brandels University. It meets
regularly at Abrams' elegant Manhattan
apartment in The Dakota with Donald E.
Nicoll, Muskle's longtime aide and confidant,
fiying up from Washington to attend.

The Nov. 17 meeting of the Abram group
accurately reflected the caliber of its advice
to Muskie. 8. M. Miller, professor of educa-
tional soclology at New York University,
presented a paper on redistribution of in-
come which proposed $30 billion of tax re-
lief for poor-to-middle brackets by cutting
annual defense spending that much within
three or four years.

Even Muskie's own liberal staffers privately
acknowledged $30 billion easily transcends
reality when Soviet military spending is omi-
nously rising. Moreover, currently studying
possible defense cuts, the Muskle staff, prop-
erly, starts from what U.S. foreign policy
commitments ought to be and how much
must be spent for defense to sustain them.,
Prof. Miller's approach—setting an arbitrary
$30 billion target—reverses this,

But Nicoll, Musklie's staffer present at The
Dakota, offered no rebuke. Instead, he
echoed the sidestepping of Muskie himself on
defense. According to the meeting's official
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minutes: “Nicoll sald that Sen. Muskie’s
position was that the military budget must
be cut but that he had not proposed a fixed
amount for that cut, because we are not sure
of the correct figures involved and it is very
difficult to get these figures.”

That triggered several flights of fancy.
Miller said the way to cut defense spending
was t0 promise more spending in education
and housing. Soclologist Herbert Gans talked
about cutting military spending for “right
wing dictatorships” (actually an Insignifi-
cant amount).

At no time were the harsh realities of na-
tional security discussed.

Abram agreed that the defense budget “"had
become almost a sacred cow,” adding: “This
military budget is a monstrosity and a dis-
grace. We should lock the Chlefs of Staff in a
room and tell them not to come out until they
have cut $20 billion from the military budget
and we should use that money to raise the
minimum (tax) exemption to $1200 per per-
son (presently $750)."

In conclusion, Nicoll injected a note of
political, though not military caution. “. . . It
is hard to sell a $20-billion reduction now
with the economic situation as bad as it is.
He (Nicoll) liked the approach of going at the
problem in stages and talking of reduction
gradually over three or four years.”

Officially, the Muskie camp values the
Abram group’s advice. Privately, however,
Muskie aldes say it is humored mainly be-
cause of Abram's talents In attracting big
campalign money,

Nevertheless, advice from it and other
leftish sources has its relevance. With Muskie
getting lurid recommendations of $30 billion
in defense cuts, a reduction of a few billion—
dangerous though that might be to national
security—might seem quite modest to him.
Certalnly, there is no voice today warning
Muskie of the peril to the nation in the
years immediately ahead.

THE 100TH BIRTHDAY OF ST. LOUIS
NATIONAL STOCKYARDS

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, the
St. Louis National Stockyards in Na-
tional City, Ill., is celebrating its 100th
anniversary this year. Established in
1873, the stockyards has withstood dis-
aster and change to become one of the
largest livestock marketing centers in the
United States.

The stockyards provides important
services to the modern day consumer. Its
facilities enable today’s shopper to en-
joy quality products through effective
processing, distribution, and marketing
capabilities. It is important to the eco-
nomic vitality of the area in which it is
located by providing employment oppor-
tunities and generating tax revenues. It
provides the farmer with a central point
for marketing his livestock. Clearly, the
stockyards provides multifaceted serv-
ices which are important to individuals
in all walks of life.

I salute the stockyards on its 100th
birthday, the people associated with it,
and the people it serves. Mr. Speaker, at
this point in the REecorp, I include an
article from the February 13 edition of
the Metro-East Journal on the stock-
yards anniversary:

THE 100TH BIRTHDAY OF ST. LOUIS NATIONAL
Stock YARDS

St. Louls National Stock Yards in National
City now is in its 100th year.

It was established in the beginning of
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1873 and has withstood floods, droughts, fires,
wars, depression and constant change. It has
been famillar to several generations of live-
stock farmers and stockmen.

With the completion of one century, Na-
tional Stock Yards is looking forward with
great anticipation to the next one, accord-
ing to C. J. “Cap” Smith, public relations
director.

A major building and expansion program
is under way at the yards. In two years, the
company has spent nearly #250,000 in up-
grading buildings and facilities. A new Swift
& Co. plant was completed there last year.

New personnel also are brightening the
stock yards outlook, Smith says.

“We're bringing in young men—all highly
recommended by thelr colleges,” he says.
Most are graduates in animal husbandry.
Physical facilities are only half a market,
Smith says, “It's the skill of a salesman that
really counts.”

In 1971, National Stock Yards received
shipments of livestock from 19 states. Sal-
able cattle, calves, hogs and sheep totaled
2,107,283 head—up from 2,062,493 handled
during 1970.

The biggest market was in hogs. Receipts
were 1,647,316 head worth a total of $69.5
million, according to figures compiled by Joe
A. McClure, head of the National Stock Yards
Market News Bervice. No hogs were ever
turned away due to lack of space.

WAR POWERS

(Mr. DULSKI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, there has
been considerable discussion recently of
war powers. What were the intentions of
our Nation’s founders in framing the
Constitution? Should there be clarifica-
tions in law in view of the numerous
controversial actions of recent years?

Last February, I introduced a joint
resolution concerning the war powers of
the Congress and the President. An
identical resolution was approved by the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs and
was passed by the House last August.

The Senate now has pending the War
Powers Act, which deals with the same
subject through legislation rather than
by joint resolution.

Last week, the Senate approved unani-
mously legislation to require all interna-
tional agreements entered into by the
United States to be transmitted to the
Congress within 60 days of their execu-
tion. Treaties already are required to be
submitted to the Congress for ratifica-
tion, but such a requirement does not
apply to Executive agreements.

I am pleased that both the House and
the Senate have seen fit to act affirma-
tively on this important subject of war
powers. This is in no way a reflection
upon the incumbent administration in
particular, but rather is intended to deal
with Executive practices which have been
developing over a period of years.

Corrective action is overdue and I sup-
port the current efforts on both sides of
the Capitol to deal with our handling of
international affairs.

I am today introducing in the House
the War Powers Act which generally is
similar to the measure pending before
the Senate.

As part of my remarks, I include two
editorials dealing with the House and
Senate actions during the past year:
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[From the Buffalo (N.Y.) Evening News,
Feb. 18, 1972]
SENATE WaANTS To “Abpvise, CONSENT"

The Senate has made a new attempt to
share in the making of foreign policy—as the
constitution intends—by 1ts passage of a
measure that would require the President to
submit texts of all international agreements
to Congress for its information. The strong
Senate feeling on the subject (as reflected in
the 81-0 vote) has in the past been expressed
in moves to limit a President’s war powers.

The present move is a fairly modest one,

no direct presumption as to the
formulation of policy but merely seeking to
be kept informed. The impetus for the meas-
ure came from the surprising revelatlons
about secret agreements made in the 1960s
with Laos, Ethiopia, Thalland, Spain and
others.

The relationship between the executive
and legislative branches is a delicate one
and has been constantly redefined since the
earliest days. In accordance with the Con-
stitution's provision that treaties should be
made “by and with advice and consent of the
Benate,” President Washington once went to
confer with the Senate but recelved such a
cool reception that he sald, as one historian
tells it, “he would be damned if he ever went
there again.” He didn't and neither did any
other President, with the result that the
Senate at times feels ignored.

The problem has been accentuated in re-
cent decades by the complexity of America’s
worldwide role and by a tendency for Presi-
dents to negotiate “executive agreements"
instead of treaties, thus avolding the neces-
sity of ratification by the Senate. There is a
shadowy area here, since some agreements do
not deserve the status of treaties, while
others leave the nature of the U.S. commit-
ment uncertain.

There is, of course, a place for secrecy in
diplomacy—although this usually has to do
more with the process of arriving at agree-
ments than with the national commitments
ultimately arrived at. Mr. Nixon’'s long nego-
tiations preceding his trip to China and
President Eennedy's negotiations in the
Cuban missile crisis are examples, The meas-
ure just passed by the Senate recognizes this
by providing for the revelation of secret
agreements only to the relevant congressional
committees, rather than to the entire Con-

While no direct check on presidential
power, the measure would put Congress in &
better position to challenge executive poli-
cles. It would help to restore the “advise and
consent” relationship that is often forgot-
ten—especlally in these days of one-man
diplomacy.

[From the Buffalo Evening News, July 30,
1971]
RESTORING CONGRESS WAR POWER

The United States Senate, which has had
some soul-searching debates on the Vietnam
war over the years, at last seems to have
found a sultable vehicle to express its frus-
trations and to reassert its traditional role
in foreign policy. The decision of Hugh Scott,
the Senate Republican leader, to throw his
support to plans to limit presidential power
has greatly enhanced the prospects for leg-
islation to assure Congress “the right to
participate, in accordance with the Constitu-
tion, in the whole enormous business of how
wars are begun.”

The problem has been that, while Congress
is supposed to have the responsibility for de-
claring war, it has In many cases, such at the
Tonkin Gulf affair and the plot against Pres-
ident Diem, been kept in the dark llke the
rest of us. With each President running his
own show, Congress has seemed to be left
only with the unhappy cholce of going along
or directly undercutting him.
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A particularly glaring example of just how
quickly and deeply this can get us over our
heads In a war that Congress has neither
debated nor declared can be seen in the
Pentagon Papers—in two 19656 memoranda by
Defense Secretary McNamara to President
Johnson,

The first, in July, called for a 100,000 raise
in the U.S. manpower ante, calmly predicted
that “the U.S. killed-in-action might be in
the vicinity of 500 a month by the end of
the year,” but—without a by-your-leave for
Congress—confidently predicted that U.S.
public opinion would support such a course
“because it is sensible and courageous” and
likely to bring success.

The other memo, just four months later,
recommended a still greater escalation during
1066 but warned that this “will not guar-
antee success,” that U.8. killed-in-action
“can be expected to reach 1000 a month,”
and glumly conceded “the odds are even that
we will be faced in early 1967 with a ‘no
decision’ at an even higher level.”

Yet in the face of this grim forecast of
1000 U.S. killed-in-action for the sake of a
50-50 chance of a “no decision” outcome
neither Secretary McNamara nor President
Johnson evidently saw any reason to lay the
problem before Congress and share the re-
sponsibility for such a bloody war of attri-
tion with the constitutional branch of our
Government that supposedly has the sole
power to declare war.

“Burely whenever ANY President's foreign
policy has reached a point where the plans
call for an acceptance of 12,000 Americans
killed-in-actlon per year for as far ahead
as anyone can see, the time has come to go
to Congress and ask at the least for a formal
declaration of war!

The various measures now being considered
in the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee
are designed to insist that Congress be made
a partner instead of a rubber stamp in the
fashioning of such war policies.

Most of these measures, like that proposed
by Sen. Javits (R., N.Y.), would allow the
President to take emergency war action but
would bar him from continuing hostilities
beyond a few weeks without congressional
consent.

The measures are not something that has
been hatched by Senate doves in the Foreign
Relations Committee by proposals backed by
both hawks and doves, by both Democrats
and Republicans. They go far beyond the
immediate 1ssue of the Vietnam war.

The broader issue is whether warlike op-
erations should be worked out by a Presl-
dent and a small band of advisers and then
presented to Congress as & series of accom-
plished facts. Not only is this dangerous from
& democratic point of view but it is not even
productive. Former Undersecretary of State
George Ball says Congress can provide the
objectivity a President lacks and that a re-
assertion of congressional power could block
“the kind of creeping involvement to which
we succumbed in Vietnam."”

In this constructive context, the Senate
proposals should be seen not as attacks on
the presidency but as moves to restore a
vital and meaningful partnership between
two constitutionally coordinate branches of
government.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Brarnix (at the request of Mr.
BocGes), for February 23 through Febru-
ary 24, on account of official business.

Mr. DaniersoN (at the request of Mr.
BogGes), for February 23 through Febru-
ary 24, on account of official business for
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ArcHER) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, for 5 minutes
today.

Mr. SeseLIUs, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. RosisoN of New York, for 10 min-
utes, on February 24.

Mr. Mmurer of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. Sanpman, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Crang, for 15 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoLi) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr, GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BecicH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RosTENROWSKI, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr, Sisk, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Burge of Massachusetts, for 15
minutes, today.

Mr, ALEXANDER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Froop, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Baring, for 5 minutes, today.-

Mr. Aspin, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr, HarriNGTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, MinisH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RooNey of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. MoLLoBAN, for 5 minutes, Febru-
ary 24,

Mr. BecicH, for 5 minutes, February
24,

Mrs. Aszug, for 30 minutes, February
24,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. PurceLL, to revise and extend his
remarks prior to close of general debate
on HR. 12931.

Mr. MiLLEr of Ohio, to extend his re-
marks prior to vote on section 104 and
section 310(b) of H.R. 12931.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ArcHER) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr, RoussELOT in two instances.

Mr. DerwinskI in two instances.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. NeLseN in three instances.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr. Brown of Ohio in two instances.

Mr. WHITEHURST in two instances.

Mr. SEBELIUS.

Mr. BAKER.

Mr. MICHEL.

Mr. AnpErsoN of Illinois.

Mr. BROTZMAN,

Mr. Epwarps of Alabama.

Mr. FrenzeL in two instances.

Mr. Rosison of New York in two in-
stances.

Mr. Steicer of Arizona in two in-
stances.
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Mr. Veysey in four instances.

Mr. ARCHER.

Mr. Duncayw in two instances.

Mr. McKEVITT.

Mr. PerTis in three instances.

Mr. MiLLeEr of Ohio in four instances.

Mr. Smite of New York.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts.

Mr. Bray in three instances.

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr. SCHWENGEL.

Mr. SteEIicer of Wisconsin.

Mr. CLEVELAND.

Mr. McKINNEY.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mazzor1) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. ICHORD.

Mr. SISK.

Mr. WoLFF in two instances.

Mr, DRINAN.

Mr. Biacer in five instances.

Mr. BecicH in five instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of Tennessee in four in-
stances.

Mr. Hagan in three instances.

Mr. GonzALEZ in two instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. Rocers in five instances.

Mr. BADILLO.

Mrs. Aezuc in 10 instances.

Mr. Dices in four instances.

Mr. RANGEL in two instances.

Mr. DuLskK1I in six instances.

Mr. DingeLL in three instances.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Mr. BincuHAM in three instances.

Mr. SYMINGTON.

Mr. DE LA GARZA.

Mr. Ropivo in two instances.

Mr. ROYBAL.

Mr. O'HARA.

Mr. VaNIk in two instances.

Mr. GALLAGHER.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON.

Mr. DENT.

Mr. HarrINGTON in two instances.

Mr. DornN in two instances.

Mr. MoorHEAD in five instances.

Mr. HamirToN in two instances.

Mr. Rowncavrto in 10 instances.

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. 3197. An act to Increase the dollar limi-
tation on the cost for construction of Federal
Reserve Bank branch buildings; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 36 minutes pm.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, February 24, 1972, at 12 o'clock

noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
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1644, A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting an annual report for
calendar year 1971 on pay for officers holding
positions of unusual responsibility and of
critieal nature, pursuant to 37 U.B.C. 306;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

1645. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting a report for the first half of fiscal
year 1972 showing the total amount of as-
sistance-related expenditures in, for, or on
behalf of Laos, pursuant to sectlon 505(f)
of Public Law 92-156; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1646. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Lo-
gistics), transmitting a report of military
procurement actions for experimental, de-
velopmental, test or research work negoti-
ated under the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2304
{(a) (11), and in the interest of national de-
fense or industrial mobilization under the
provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2304(a) (16), cover-
ing the period of July-December 1971, pur-
suant to section 2304(e): to the Committee
on Armed Services.

1647. A letter from the Deputy Asslstant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca-
tion, nature, and estimated cost of certain
facilities projects proposed to be undertaken
for the Naval and Marine Corps Reserves,
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2233(a)(1); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1648. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the Annual Report of
the Econcmic Development Administration
for fiscal year 1971; to the Committee on
Public Works.

RECEIVED FrOM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

1649, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the audit of payments by the De-
partment of Defense from the speclal bank
account to Lockheed Aircraft Corp. for the
C--5A aircraft program during the quarter
ended December 31, 1971, pursuant to Public
Laws 91—441 and 92-156; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

1650. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port of a survey of the budgetary and fiscal
information needs of the Congress; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

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. PASSMAN: Committee of conference.
Conference report on H.R. 12067 (Rept. No.
92-849). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 838. Resolution providing
for the comsideration of the conference re-
port on HR. 12067, an act making appro-
priations for Foreign Assistance and related
programs for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972, and for other purposes, (Rept. No, 92—
B47). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas: Committee on
Ways and Means H.R. 6547. A bill to amend
section 582(e¢) (3) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, as amended; with amendment
(Rept. No. 92-848) . Referred to the Commit-
teel 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:
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By Mr. ALEXANDER:

H.R. 13314. A Dbill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to
exempt retail lumber dealers, in States hav-
ing laws regulating safety in the retall lum-
ber business, from the Federal standards
created under such act; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 13315. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to provide for the dis-
semination and use of criminal arrest rec-
ords in a manner that insures their security
and privacy; to the Committee on the
Judiclary

By Mr. ABERNETHY:

H.R. 13316. A bill to authorize pilot field-
research programs for the suppression of
agricultural and forest pests by integrated
control methods; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

H.R. 13317. A bill to amend title 39 of the
United States Code, to provide that the en-
velope or any other cover on mail matter
shall include a marking by the Postal Serv-
ice to designate the post office at which it
is malled; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service,

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (for
himself, Mr, Gupg, and Mr, HoGAN) :

H.R. 13318. A bill to establish an independ-
ent monitor over the operations and use
of the District of Columbia sewage systems
in order to provide for a cleaner Potomac
River; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. DELLUMS:

HER. 13319. A bill to establish an Inde-
pendent Board of Parole, to provide for fair
and equitable Federal parole procedures, to
establish a National Parole Institute, and to
provide assistance to the States for the op-
eration of fair and adequately staffed parole
systems, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MILLS of Arkansas:

HR. 13320. A bill to amend title IT of
the Social Security Act to provide a 20-per-
cent across-the-board increase In benefits
thereunder, to increase the amount of earn-
ings counted for benefit and tax purposes,
and to make appropriate adjustments in
soclal security tax rates; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr, FASCELL:

HR. 13321. A bill to facilitate the pres-
ervation of historlc monuments, and for oth-
er purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 13322. A bill to amend section 2(3),
sectlon 8¢(2), sectlon Bc(6) (I), and section
8c(T)(C) of the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr.
FINDLEY, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. FLOWERS,
Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr.
RoyBaL, Mr, Sisg, Mr. McDabe, Mrs,
Mmnk, and Mr. VAN DEERLIN) :

H.R. 13323. A bill to require that an addi-
tional $#4 per month (reflecting post-1970
across-the-board increases in social security
and railroad retirement benefits) be passed
along to public assistance recipients, either
by disregarding such amount in determining
their need or otherwise; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GARMATZ (for himself and
Mr. PELLY) :

HR. 13324, A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1973 certain mari-
time programs of the Department of Com-
merce; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisherles.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 13325. A bill to amend title 32, United
States Code, to provide that Army and Alr
Force National Guard technicians shall not
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be required to wear the military uniform
while performing their duties in a clvilian
status; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 13326. A bill to provide for the credit-
ing of certain past employment by certain
persons subject to the National Guard Tech-
nicians Act of 1968; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. KEMP (for himself, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. AspPIiN, Mr. BeviLn, Mr. BIAGGI,
Mr. BLanTON, Mr. BYrRON, Mr. Davis
of South Carolina, Mr. DenNT, Mr.
DERWINSKI, Mr. DuNcaN, Mr.
HANLEY, Mr. HurcHINSON, Mr. LENT,
Mr. Mazzorr, and Mr. PIKE) :

H.R. 13327. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to permit the appoint-
ment by the President of certain additional
persons to the service academies; to the
Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. KEMP (for himself, Mr. BELL,
Mr. DaNieLsoN, Mr. GoOODLING, Mrs.
Grasso, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr.
McCLURE, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. NEL-
sEN, Mr. NicHors, Mr. PopELL, Mr.
VeYsSEY, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. YOUNG
of Florida, and Mr. ZWACH) :

H.R. 13328. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to permit the appoint-
ment by the President of certaln additional
persons to the service academies; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Bervices.

By Mr. KEMP:

H.R.13320. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. EUYKENDALL (for himself
and Mr. BAKER) :

H.R.13330. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.8.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. McCOLLISTER (for himself and
Mr, THONE) ;

H.R.13331. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an itemized
deduction for State and local motor vehicle
registration fees paid or accrued; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R. 13332. A bill to authorize pilot field
research programs for the control of agri-
cultural and forest pests by Integrated
biologlieal-cultural methods; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MIEKVA:

H.R. 13333. A bill to provide for Federal
grants to States which equalize expenditures
for public elementary and secondary schools,
to bring about a reduction in local real prop-
erty taxes, and to provide for Federal tax
reform; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MILLS of Arkansas (for himself
and Mr. ByrNes of Wisconsin) :

H.R. 13334. A bill to establish certain posi-
tions in the Department of the Treasury, to
fix the compensation for those positions, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MITCHELL:

H.R. 13335. A bill to establish an independ-
ent Board of Parole, to provide for fair and
equitable Federal parole procedures, to estab-
lish a National Parole Institute, and to pro-
vide assistance to the States for the opera-
tion of fair and adequately staffed parole
systems, and for other purposes; to the Com=~
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MORGAN:

H.R. 13336. A bill to amend the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act, as amended, in
order to extend the authorization for appro-
priations; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 13337. A hill to eliminate excess

charges for services rendered in connection
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with real estate settlements, to provide home
buyers with necessary information related to
real estate settlements, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. POAGE:

H.R. 13338. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41) to
provide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr.
WiLriam D. Forp, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mrs.
Grasso, Mr. HALFERN, Mr. HAMMER-
scHMIDT, Mr., HARRINGTON, Mr, HEL-
sTosKI, Mr. HosMEer, Mr. HUNGATE,
Mr. Eemp, Mr. KiNc, Mr, McDoNALD
of Michigan, Mr. MEeTcALFE, Mr,
Mrigva, Mr. MircHELL, Mr. MooORr-
HEAD, Mr, Morsg, Mr. MurrHY of
Illinois, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PEYSER, Mr,
Price of Illinois, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr,
RosSENTHAL and Mr. RYAN) :

H.R. 133308. A blll to regulate the interstate
trafficking and sale of hypodermic needles
and syringes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mrs.
ABzUG, Mr. ADDABEO, Mr. ALEXANDER,
Mr. AnpErsoN of Tennessee, Mr.
BAKER, Mr. BarinGg, Mr. BeLn, Mr.
Bracer, Mr., BincHAM, Mr. Brasco,
Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. Carey of New
York, Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr, CLAY, Mr,
CLEVELAND, Mr. CoLrinNs of Illinois,
Mr. ConNYERsS, Mr. Derrums, Mr.
Dices, Mr. DiNceELL, Mr. DONOHUE,
Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. FisH, and Mr.
FLOWERS) :

HR. 13340. A bill to regulate the inter-
state trafficking and sale of hypodermic
needles and syringes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. STokEs, Mr. TIERNAN,
Mr. Veysey, Mr. Ware, Mr. WaITE-
HURST, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr, Nix, Mr.
Ropino, and Mr. COLLIER):

H.R. 13341. A bill to regulate the interstate
trafficking and sale of hypodermic needles
and syringes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. SayrLor, Mr. Nix, Mr.
Ware, Mr. ScENEEBELI, and Mr,
GOODLING) :

H.R. 13342, A Dbill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.5.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. RYAN (for himself and Mr.
CORMAN) :

H.R. 13343. A bill to amend the Lead-
Based Paint Polsoning Prevention Act; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 13344. A bill to amend the National
Defenss Loan Program to provide that the
obligations of student borrowers to make
payments on their loans shall be suspended
while they are performing alternative service
under the Military Selective Service Act; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. SPRINGER:

H.R. 13345. A hill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certaln circumstances exclu-
sive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by request)

(for himself and Mr. K¥Ros) :

H.R. 13346. A bill to amend chapter 15, title
38, United States Code, to liberalize the com-
putation of a spouse’s Income for veterans'
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pension purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 13347. A bill to amend chapter 15,
title 38, United States Code, to exclude in
the computation of income for death pen-
slon purposes private or commercial life in-
surance to the amount of $10,000; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 13348. A bill to amend chapter 55,
title 38, United States Code, so as to increase
the amount of benefits payable to certain
hospitalized veterans; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs,

H.R. 13349. A bill to amend section 410 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide a
statutory presumption of service-connected
death of any veteran who has been rated
totally disabled by reason of service-
connected disability for 10 or more years;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia:

H.R. 13350. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mrs. ABZUG:

H.R. 13351. A bill to amend the Fair Pack-
aging and Labeling Act to provide for a uni-
form system of quality grades for food prod-
ucts, to provide for a system of labeling of
food products to disclose the ingredients
thereof, to provide for a system of national
standards for nutritional labeling of food
products, and to provide for a system of
labeling of perishable and semiperishable
foods; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

HR. 13352. A bill to insure the right of
citizens to have access to the Federal courts
to redress the deprivation of rights, privi-
leges, and immunities secured by the Con-
stitution and laws of the United States; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

HR. 13353. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide a 20-percent
across-the-board benefit increase with sub-
sequent cost-of-living increases, to raise the
earnings base; to liberalize the retirement
test; to increase widows' and widowers' bene-
fits; to improve benefit computation; to in-
crease the lump-sum death payment, to pro-
vide benefits for additional disabled chil-
dren and dependent parents of insured in-
dividuals, and to liberalize qualifications for
disability benefits; to provide medicare bene-
fits for all individuals receiving cash bene-
fits based on disability; to provide benefits
for dependent brothers and sisters of retired,
disabled, or deceased insureaq individuals; and
to provide a $5,000 income tax exemption
for Individuals 65 years of age or over; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 13354. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that tultion
for the education of a handicapped depend-
ent at a private school shall be treated as
a medical expense of the taxpayer when such
education is recommended by a physiclan: to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CHAPPELL:

H.R. 13355. A bill to require the payment
of interest on escrow accounts held in con-
nection with residential real estate mortgage
loans; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. CLARK:

H.R. 13356. A bill to further amend the
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amend-
ed, to authorize establishment of national
standards for threads and couplings of fire-
hoses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

H.R. 13357. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Railroad Re-
tirement Tax Act to revise the eligibility
conditions for annuities, to change the rail-
road retirement tax rates, and for other pur-
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poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.
By Mr, COTTER:

H.R. 13358. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Thaddeus Kosciuszko Home
National Historic Site in the State of Penn-~
sylvania, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. DULSKI:

H.R. 13359. A bill to make rules governing
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States in the absence of a declaration of war
by the Congress; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

H.R. 13360. A bill to amend section 109 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide bene-
fits for members of the armed forces of na-
tions allied with the United States in World
War I or World War II; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina (for
himself and Mr. MizeLL, Mr. ABBITT,
Mr. McMiILLaN, Mr. MmmLer of Ohio,
Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. WAMPLER, Mr.
FOUNTAIN, Mr. MatHis of Georgla,
Mr. HenpersoN, and Mr. PREYER of
North Carolina) :

H.R. 13361. A bill to amend section 316(c)
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 13362. A bill to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to provide emer-
gency grants for operating subsidies to urban
mass transportation systems on the basis of
passengers serviced; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. KEOCH (for himself and Mr.
CoLuins of Illinois) :

H.R. 13363. A bill to amend the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 to permit the walver of
matching requirements in special and un-
usual circumstances; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R. 13364. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of an Office for the Aging in the
Executive Office of the President, for the ful-
fillment of the purposes of the Older Ameri-
cans Act, for enlarging the scope of that act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

H.R.18365. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act so as to provide for the
prevention and control of venereal disease;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. SISK (for himself, Mr. ABBITT,
Mr. BErTs, Mr. BRoYHILL of Virginia,
Mr. Don H. Crausen, Mr. COLLIER,
Mr, Davis of Wisconsin, Mr. EDWARDS
of California, Mr. PuqQua, Mrs. GREEN
of Oregon, Mr. GuUBsEr, Mr. JoHN-
soN of California, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr.
McFaLL, Mr. MAILLIARD, Mr. MATHIAS
of California, Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr,
HamMeERsCHMIDT, Mr., McCORMACK,
Mr. MEeps, Mr. MicHEL, Mr. NELSEN,
Mr. Roeinson of Virginia, Mr. SMITH
of New York, and Mr, STEIGER of Wis-
consin) :

H.R. 13366. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of losses incurred by domestic growers,
manufacturers, packers, and distributors as
a result of the barring of the use of cycla-
mates in food after extensive Inventories of
foods containing such substances had been
prepared or packed or packaging, labeling,
and other materials had been prepared in
good faith relilance on the confirmed official
listing of cyclamates as generally recognized
as safe for use in food under the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judi-
cl

" By Mr. SISK (for himself, Mr. TAL-
corT, Mr. TEAGUE of California, Mr.
TeAGUE of Texas, Mr. ULLMAN, Mr,
Vicorrro, and Mr. WALDIE) :
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H.R. 13367. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of losses incurred by domestic growers,
manufacturers, packers, and distributors as
a result of the barring of the use of cycla-
mates in food after extensive inventories of
foods containing such substances had been
prepared or packed or packaging, labeling,
and other materials had been prepared in
good falth reliance on the confirmed official
listing of cyclamates as generally recognized
as safe for use in food under the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. UDALL:

H.R. 13368. A bill to designate as wilder-
ness certain lands within the Chiricahua Na-
tional Monument in the State of Arizona;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.J. Res. 1073. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to prohibit compelling attend-
ance in schools other than the one nearest
the residence and to insure equal educa-
tional opportunities for all students wherever
located; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.J. Res. 1074. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the attend-
ance of Senators and Representatives at ses-
slons of Congress; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.J. Res. 1076. Joint resoclution designating
the work of March 20-26, 1972, as “American
Football and Basketball Coaches Week"; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CASEY of Texas:

H.J. Res. 1076, Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to insure the rights of parents
and local school authorities to determine
which school the children in that locality
will attend; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. FISHER:

H.J. Res. 1077. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the reconfirma-
tion of judges after a term of 6 years; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.J. Res. 1078. Joint resolution relating to
sudden infant death syndrome; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. Gar-
maTz, Mr. HEcHLER of West Virginia,
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. REEs, Mr. PRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. Hicks of Washington,
Mr. MArLiarp, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr,
Mrxva, Mr. St GERMAIN, Mr. Gie-
BONS, Mr, SARBANES, Mr, BeLLn, and
Mrs. GRrasso):

H. Con. Res. 541. Concurrent resolution
expressing the support of the Congress for
the U.8. delegation to the United Nations
Conference on the Human Environment; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI (for himself, Mr.
ForsYTHE, Mrs. CHIisHoLM, and Mr.
ALEXANDER) :

H. Con. Res. 542. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for the recognition of Bangladesh; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. GARMATZ:

H. Res. 839. Resolution to provide further
funds for the expenses of the investigations
and study authorized by House Resolution
21.

By Mr. HARRINGTON :

H. Res. B840. Resolution; International
Conference on Management of Nuclear
Wastes; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mrs.
ABzUG, Mr. BapmLio, Mr. BURTON,
Mrs. CHiIsHOLM, Mr. CrLAaY, Mr. CoL~
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riNs of Illinois, Mr. ConNYERS, Mr.
Epwarps of California, Mr, HALPERN,
Mr. HarriNGTON, Mr. HeEcHLER of
West Virginia, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mrs.
Hicgs of Massachusetts, Mr. Hun-
GATE, Mr. EKocH, Mr. Migva, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. RYAN, Mr, ST GERMAIN,
Mr. SEIBERLING, and Mr. STOKES) :

H. Res. 841. Resolution; Health Bill of
Rights; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H. Res. 842. Resolution providing for the
expenses incurred pursuant to House Reso-
lution 213; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself, Mr.
Frowers, Mr. RHopEs, Mr. REes, Mr.
HosMmer, Mr. BrRoTzMAN, Mr. BUurkKE
of Florida, Mr. DErRwINSKI, Mr. Mc-
CLoRY, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. FRENZEL,
Mr. THONE, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr.
HunT, Mr, SANDMAN, Mr, FORSYTHE,
Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr, RoBisoN of New
York, Mr. TErRrY, Mr. CONABLE, Mr.
HenDERSON, Mr. DEVINE, Mr. WYATT,
Mr. Ware, and Mr. Jouwnson of
Pennsylvania) :

H. Res. 843. Resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to
expedite the enactment of general appro-
priation measures, to facilitate the making
of appropriations for subsequent fiscal years,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself, Mr.
DuwcaN, Mr. FisHeEr, and Mr. Roe-
msoN of Virginia) :

H. Res. 844, Resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to
expedite the enactment of general appro-
priation measures, to facilitate the making
of appropriations for subsequent fiscal years,
;m:. for other purposes; to the Committee on

ules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

315. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Senate of the State of New Jersey, relative
to the situation in Northern Ireland, to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

316. Also memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Iowa, requesting the Congress
to call a convention for the purpose of pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States providing that a portion
of the faxes levied on income by Congress
shall be made available to State governments;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts introduced
a bill (H.R. 13369) for the relief of Wojclech
Ostrowski; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

195. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the City
Counecil, Washington, D.C., relative to the
conduct of public hearings before the Zoning
Commission of the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

196. Also, petition of Alfonso S. Valmorida,
Cagayan de Oro City, Philippines, relative
to extending recognition to the Talisayan
Guerrilla Force; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.
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