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THIRD MEMBER OF FAMILY RE-
CEIVES LIFE SAVING AWARD

HON. ED JONES

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, June 19, 1974

Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker,
I would like to take this opportunity to
honor Mr. Herman Zimmerman of Dy-
ersburg, Tenn., who was awarded the
Red Cross Certificate of Merit for Life-
saving on June 18, 1974, in ceremonies
at Dyersburg State Community College.

Mr. Zimmerman, an engineer with
Heckethorn Manufacturing Co., Inc., of
Dyersburg received the highest award
made by the Red Cross for saving a per-
son's life through the use of first aid.
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Mr. Zimmerman, 58, is the third mem-
t?ier of his family to receive such a cita-
on.

Zimmerman successfully administered
mouth-to-mouth resuscitation to W.
Marvin Early, a Heckethorn employee,
who had collapsed at the Dyersburg plant
from a heart attack. Mr. Zimmerman ac-
companied the heart seizure victim to
the hospital and assisted in transferring
him to the emergency room. Mr. Early
later recovered and has since returned
to work.

Mrs. Jan Zimmerman, his wife, was the
first to receive the Red Cross Certificate
of Merit. In 1963 she and her husband
came upon an automobile accident near
Lebanon, Ill. Stopping at the crash scene
Mrs. Zimmerman identified herself as a
first aid instructor and offered to assist.
Police at the scene gave her permission
and Mrs. Zimmermann crawled through
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the window of the disabled vehicle and
began administering mouth-to-mouth
resuscitation to the accident victim, con-
tinuing until units from the Lebanon
Fire Department arrived.

Their daughter, Mrs. Lynn Mann, was
in her kitchen in an east Memphis apart-
ment in 1970, when neighbors came to
ask her if she could help with a 7-year-
old boy who had been rescued from the
complex’s pool. She ran to the poolside
and immediately applied artificial respi-
ration and revived the child by the time
an ambulance arrived. The youngster
was taken to a hospital and later was
pronounced in good condition.

Mr. and Mrs. Zimmermann are both
Red Cross first aid instructors and Mrs.
Mann has received Red Cross first aid
training and is a Red Cross water safety
and swimming instructor volunteer.

SENATE—Friday, June 21, 1974

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. Howarp M.
MEeTZENBAUM, a Senator from the State
of Ohio.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward L.
R. Elson, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Father, we thank Thee that
where the spirit of the Lord is there is
liberty. May Thy spirit pervade the life
of this Nation that we may be kept by
Thy grace. Keep us captive only to Thy
spirit—that we may be free from bond-
age—to self, to things, to position, to
power. Hold us firmly and guide us clearly
that we may pursue only what is good
and true and just. Help us all to live the
God-centered life we profess, to obey
Thy laws, to love Thy ways, to keep Thy
covenant.

And to Thee shall be all thanksgiving
and praise. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SBENATE,
President pro tempore,
Washington, D.C., June 21, 1974,
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. Howarp M.
METZENBAUM, & Senator from the State of
Ohlo, to perform the duties of the Chalr
during my absence.

Janmes O, EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. METZENBAUM thereupon took
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr, Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the enrclled
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bill (H.R. 13839) to authorize appropria-
tions for carrying out the provisions of
the International Economic Policy Act
of 1972, as amended.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
subsequently

pore (Mr. METZENBAUM)
signed the enrolled bill.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs-
day, June 20, 1974, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

THE JUDICIARY

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nominations in the judiciary as follows:

William H. Orrick, Jr,, of California, to be
U.S. district judge for the northern district
of California.

Henry F, Werker, of New York, to be US.
district judge for the southern district of
New York,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, the nominations

are considered and confirmed en bloc.
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
notified of the confirmation of these
nominations.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
turn to the consideration of legislative
business.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
ITEMS ON THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendars
Nos. 913, 914, and 918.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

The bill (S. 3389) to amend the act
entitled “An act to incorporate the Amer-
ican University,” approved February 24,
1893, was considered, ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That (a)
the first section of the Act entitled “An
Act to incorporate the American University”,
approved February 24, 1893 (27 Stat. 476),
as amended, is amended (1) by deleting
“three-fifths of whom" and inserting in lieu
thereof “at least one-fourth of whose duly
elected number”; (2) by deleting “the
Methodist Church” and inserting in lieu
thereof “The United Methodist Church”; (3)
by inserting immediately after “required
for” the words “carrying out”, and (4) by
deleting “eleven of whom™ and inserting in
lieu thereof “at least eleven or more of
whom, as determined by duly adopted by-
laws,"".

(b) Section 2 of such Act, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. After the date of the enactment
of this section—
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“(1) in order to advance the educational
intentlion and spirit of The United Meth-
odist Church in founding the university, all
property, both real and personal, of the cor-
poration shall be held in perpetuity for edu-
cational purposes;

“(2) in the event that all of the property,
both real and personal, of the corporation
shall no' longer be held for educatiomal
purposes as provided in paragraph (1) of
this subsection, all right, title, and interest
of the corporation, subject to enforceable
liens, reservations, and restrictions, shall
vest in the Board of Education of The
United Methodist Church, a corporation
organized under the laws of the State of
T or its su r; and

“(3) no amendment to 'this Act shall be

PTO by the board of trustees unless first
approved by not less than two-thirds of the
total duly elected membership of such
board.”

COMPULSORY VACCINATION FOR
PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The bill (HR. 8747) to repeal section
274 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States relating to the District of Colum-
bia, requiring compulsory vaccination
against smallpox for public school stu-
dents, was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

TO PROVIDE FOR PAYMENTS BY
POSTAL SERVICE TO CIVIL SERV-
ICE RETIREMENT FUND

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 29} to provide for payments by
the Postal Service to the civil service
retirement fund for increases in the
unfunded liability of the fund due to in-
creases in benefits for Postal Service em-
ployees, and for other purposes, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service with an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That section 8348 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection:

“{h) (1) Notwithstanding any other stat-
ute, the United States Postal Service shall be
liable for that portion of any estimated In-
crease in the unfunded Hability of the Pund
which is attributable to any benefits payable
from the Fund to active and retired Postal
Bervice officers and employees, and to their
survivors, when the increase results from an
employee-management agreement under title
39, or any administrative action by the Postal
Service taken pursuant to law, which author-
izes increases in pay on which benefits are
computed.

“{2) The estimated increase in the un-
funded liability, referred to In paragraph (1)
of this subsection, shall be determined by the
Civil Service Commission. The United States
Postal Service shall pay the amount so de-
termined to the Commission in thirty equal
annual installments with interest computed
at the rate used in the most recent valuation
of the Civil Service Retirement System, with
the first payment thereof due at the end of
the fiscal year in which an increase in pay
becomes effective.”,

Sgc. 2. (a) The last sentence of section
10056(d) of title 39, United States Code, is
repealed. .

(b) Section 1006(d) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following mew sentence: "“The
Postal Service shall pay into the Civil Service
Retirement and Disability Fund the amounts
determirved by the Civil Service Commission
under section 8348(h) of title 5.".

Sec, 3. The effective date of this Act shall
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be July 1, 1971, except that the Postal Service
shall not be required to make (1) the pay-
ments due June 30, 1872, June 30, 1978, and
June 30, 1974, attributable to pay increases
granted by the Postal Service prior to July
1, 1973, until such time as funds are appro-
priated to the Postal Service for that purpose,
and (2) the transfer to the Civil Service Re-
tirement and Disability Fund required by
title II of the Treasury, Postal Service, and
General Government Appropriation Act, 1974,
Public Law 93-143.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

COST OF VIETNAM WAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have asked the Library of Congress to
furnish me with a statement relative to
the cost of the Vietnam war and also the
total number of casualties, including spe-
cifically the number of paraplegies and
quadraplegics. I have been using some
figures which have been quite exagger-
ated.

I ask unanimous consent, so that the
record can be made clear as to the num-
ber of paraplegics and quadraplegics re-
sulting from the war in Vietnam, as well
as the cost of the war up to the end of
1973 and the projected cost into the next
century, that the complete statement I
received from the Library of Congress be
printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

CosT OF VIETNAM WAR

In response to your inquiry of May 23,
1974, concerning the best available estimates
of the cost of the Vietnam War, the follow-
ing information is supplied:

1. U.5. CASUALTIES

According to Department of Defense (DoD)
figures, as of May 18, 1974, there were 46,243
combat deaths and 10,326 nonhostile deaths
of U.S. military personnel in Southeast Asia
during the Vietnam War; 153,311 were
wounded and hospitalized and 150,343 were
wounded but not hospitalized. DoD has been
requested by the Congressional Research
Service to supply these casunalty data for
each of the four countries mentioned in your
letter (Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, and Thai-
land) and this information will be forwarded
when available.

2, VIETNAM VETERANS

According to the most recent Veterans’
Administration (VA) figures, in September
1973 there were 1,824 paraplegics—including
1,077 double amputees—538 quadraplegic
cases Involving loss of use of all four limbs,
and 6 quadraplegic amputees among the
6,760,000 U.S. veterans of the Vietnam War
period. VA expenditures for Vietnam era
veterans through June 380, 1972, totalled
$7,271,180,000; these expenditures through
June 30, 1973, totalled $10,847,227,000 and
included disability compensation and pen-
sions, vocational rehabilitation and training,
and education and fralning. It should be
noted that these expenditures pertain to all
veterans of military service during the Viet-
nam War period. Only a part of these total
costs are attributable to U.S. participation in
that war.

3. VIETNAM WAR COSTS REFLECTED IN DOD

APPROPRIATIONS

Total obligation authority through the
DoD budget in support of U.S. military op-
erations In Southeast Asia for Fiscal Years
1965-1974 totalled $137.9 billion in full costs
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and $110.4 billion in incremental costs. Esti-
mated outlays for FY 1965-74 totalled $138.2
billion in full costs and $110.1 billion in
incremental costs. According to DoD defini-
tions of “full costs™ and “incremental costs,”
Full Costs cover all the forces engaged, plus
their support, including the costs of added
personnel, aircraft operations, munitions
used, equipment lost and supplies consumed
in Southeast Asia or elsewhere i{n suppeort
of those forces deployed. I'ncremental Costs
cover only the costs for non-baseline forces
plus extra costs above the normal peacetime
operating level of baseline units engaged.
For example, full costs include all costs of
alrcraft operations in the theater, fuel, parts,
maintenance and base operations. In peace-
time, the baseline units involved would be
fiying the aircraft in training and other mis-
sions, and would Incur costs. By the same
token, all ammunition consumed in the
theater is reflected under full costs. Since
the baseline units involved would consume
some ammunition in peacetime training,
only the difference is included in the incre-
mental cost.

4. OTHER COSTS RELATED TO VIETNAM

U.8. loans and grants to Vietnam for eco-
nomic sssistance through Agency for Inter-
national Development (AID) and Food for
Peace programs in FY 1953-1973 totalled $6.3
billion; loans and grants for military assist-
ance during this 20-year period totalled $14.6
billion, including $12.5 billion in Military As-
sistance Service-funded (MASF) grants
through the DoD budget beginning in PY
1965. It should be noted that these MASP
funds are included in the war cost figures
cited above.

5. LONG-RANGE COSTS OF VIETNAM WAR

To date, there has been no official study
of the long-range costs of the Vietnam con-
flict. The figure of $352 billion contained in
the 1972 and 1973 editions of the Statistieal
Abstract of the United States derives from
the testimony of Prof. James L. Clayton of
the University of Utah before the Joint Eco-
nomic Commitiee on June 4, 1969. (US. Con-
gress. Joint Economic Commitiee. Subeom-
mittee on Economy in Government. The Mili-
tary Budget and Natlonal Economic Priori-
tles. Hearings, 91st Congress, 18t session, Part
1, June 3, 4, 5, 6, & 9, 1969. Washington, U .S.
Govt. Print. Off.,, 1969. p. 143-150.) Prof.
Clayton's estimate of the “ultimate cost of
the Vietnam conflict” included $220 billion
in veterans' beneflts, and he noted that “the
greatest increase in costs of any war in our
history comes after the fighting stops in the
form of veterans' benefits.”

The most comprehensive treatment of the
subject appears to be a doctoral disserta-
tlon on the economic effects of the Indochina
War by Mr. Tom Riddell of American Uni-
versity, Washington, D.C., who is currently
teaching economics at Bucknell University
In Lewisburg, Pennsylvania, The major con-
clustons of this research were reported in an
articls by Mr. Riddell, “The $676 Billion
Quagmire,” which appeared in The Progres-
sive, August, 1973, p. 33-37, and was entered
by Senator Mansfield in the Congressional
Record, vol. 119, pt. 24, pp. 31764-31787. At
such time when Mr. Riddell's dissertation
may be published or otherwise made avail-
able for public distribution, it will be possi-
ble to evaluate the statistical data and re-
search methodology upon which his conclu-
sions are based; however, In the meantime,
the figures cited and the projections and
extrapolations from these figures in the ar-
ticle noted above cannot be eritically evalu-
ated as to their factual accuracy of predic-
tive capabilities.

Please advise if further assistance is re-
quired.

WESTERN COAL
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
this morning’s Wall Street Journal there
is an excellent article written by Edwin
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MecDowell, who is a member journalist on
the editorial staff, entitled “The Shoot-
out Over Western Coal.”

Mr. McDowell traveled through Mon-
tana and I am sure into North Dakota
and Wyoming as well. From Colstrip,
Mont., he has created a story which I
think gives a pretty fair analysis of the
situation which confronts those of us so
vitally interested in the agricultural
economy of eastern Montana and, I
would assume, of North Dakota and
Wyoming as well, and the possibilities
inherent in unregulated strip coal min-
ing.

My, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the article printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE SHoOTOUT OVER WESTERN COAL
(By Edwin McDowell)

CoLsTRIP, MoNT.—Almost a century after
the rush to California’s gold fields, another
Westward migration in search of riches is
under way. But this time the prize is coal
rather than gold. And the newcomers are
not individual prospectors or adventurers
but mining engineers and coal companies.

Coal, which at one time supplied 75% of
America’s energy needs, has slipped to a point
where it provides only 20¢:, but it faces
enormous demands. Dwindllng dc tic oil
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three years from now. It has more than a
billion tons in reserve at Colstrip and has
contracts for the next 356 years.

Strip mining on this rolling, rugged
prairie looks like simplicity itself. It is far
safer than undeground mining and on av-
erage requires only a third as many work-
ers to produce the same tonnage mined un-
derground. Two enormous machines sit on
the edge of two open pits and steadily
scoop out as much as 385 cubic yards of ov-
erburden. When the soil is removed, huge
power shovels at the bottom of the pit load
the coal into trucks that take it to a nearby
preparation point. There it is crushed and
funneled in 10,000 ton loads into a string of
100 high-capacity coal cars (unit trains)
for an 850-mile journey to Minnesota
Power & Light Co.)s plant in Cohasset,
Minn.

In all, four unit trains leave Big Bky
Mine each week for Cohasset; another 10
leave Western Energy's Colstrip mine
bound for Billings, Minneapolis and Chi-
cago. Increasingly, utilities in the Midwest
and Southeast are looking toward Western
coal and urging the government to end its
moratorium on Western coal leasing.

But some environmentalists argue that
coal companies already are sitting on
hundreds of leases to federal land contain-
ing billions of tons of coal.

The coal company rejoinder to this is that
Western development has heen hobbled
largely by conflicting and vague federal coal
leasing laws, Moreover, because of transporta-
tion costs Eastern coal traditionally has been

and gas reserves soon will be unable to sup-
ply more than 40% of the nation’s growing
energy needs and if the U.S. is to achieve
anything like self-sufficiency by 1980, it will
have to find a replacement for an estimated
12 million barrels of oil daily that otherwise
would have to be imported at that time,

Thus the burden is largely on coal as
the nation's most abundant and economi-
cal energy source. One ton contains the en-
ergy equivalent of about four barrels of oll,
and the nation’s coal reserves are esti-
mated wupwards of three trillion tons—
enough to satisfy America’s energy de-
mands for decades and perhaps even cen-
turies. More than half the known recovera-
ble reserves lie west of the Mississippi,
much of it in the Fort Union formation that
extends across Montana, Wyoming and
North Dakota.

Only about 5% of the 600 million tons of
coal produced in the U.S. last year was ex-
tracted from Western mines. But that is
about to change. Though coal from the
East and the Midwest is far more efficient
in terms of energy output (BTUs) than
Western sub-bituminous and lignite, it is
estimated that less than 109% of coal re-
serves east of the Mississippi can meet the
standards of the Clean Air Act, scheduled
to go into effect July 1, 1975,

Moreover, the low sulfur Western coal
lies just below the surface in seams some-
times as thick as 100 feet. Some 50 surface
mines are currently in operation through-
out the West and a number of new ones are
in various stages of development. Although
the existing mines produced only about 41
million tons in 1972, by 1985 their output is
expected to increase 15-fold to supply
about half the nation’s coal needs.

PEABODY'S PLANS

Here in Rosebud County, Peabody Coal
Co. and Western Energy Co. are each min-
ing two seams, an upper seam about 25
feet thick and a lower one about nine feet
thick. Peabody, the nation's largest coal
produc r, turned out two million tons last
yvear here at its Big Sky Mine and expects
to double that in 1874 and remain at that
level for at least another 30 vears. Western
Energy, a subsidiary of Montana Power
Co., mined 42 million tons last year and
expects to mine more than 13 million tons

cheaper. And Western development has been
slowed because until recently utilities have
been unwilling to enter into long term con-
tracts for Western coal as long as there was
a chance federal air quality standards would
be lowered or postponed, or until they knew
for sure whether the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency would relax its position on
scrubbers—devices to remove sulfur dioxide
from the smokestacks of coal-fired power
plants.

EFPA Administrator Russell Train estimates
that almost 600 power planis may need
scrubbers—or contract for Western coal. The
cost of installation could add 156% to the
average utility bill, he calculates.

But surface mining in the West raises im-
portant problems beyond cost comparisons
with Eastern coal and other economic con-
siderations. Digging out huge chunks of earth
creates serlous environmental and ecological
dislocations. And many Westerners simply
don't want their unspoiled land to become
the nation’s utility backyard at any price.

Most Western states now require that
stripped land be graded and reclaimed. But,
according to a recent report by the National
Academy of Sciences, the state agenciles
charged with enforcement are generally un-
derstaffed and the state laws do not provide
for “adequate planning, monitoring, enforce-
ment and financing of rehabilitation.”

The House of Representatives is about to
begin debate on the merits of a strip mine
control bill that would set federal minimum
reclamation standards. So far, the bill which
recently emerged from the House Interior
Committee, seems to have pleased almost
nobody. Environmentalists charge it is too
weak, while industry officials say it is “puni-
tive.” The Nixon administration also is crit-
ical, claiming the bill would reduce coal
production by up to 187 million tons a year—
a charge the chairman and ranking member
of the subcommittee on the environment
heatedly deny.

But even without federal minimum na-
tional standards, and despite weak state
enforcement, the coal industry insists it is
eager to restore and protect the land. Re-
search dollars are being put into everything
from mine safety to converting solid coal into
clean-burning synthetic oil or natural gas.

Critics reply that this is small consolation
after the industry spent only 8 million in
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mining research between 1969 and 1973. And
they argue that less than one half of US,
land previously stripped for coal has ever
been reclaimed.

Here at Blue Sky Mine, Gene A. Tuma,
Peabody's Western director of reclamation,
proudly points to 3,000 cottonwood, pine,
plum, willow, ash and crab apple trees that
have been planted on reclaimed land. Al-
though he says it takes perhaps four years
to get a really good cover over restored land,
the five or six kinds of grass he has mixed
with alfalfa and sweet clover appear to be
growing well. Moreover, it's evident from the
care with which workers have bulldozed
around rather than over trees and shrubbery
that others here share his conservationist
ethic.

It's agreed by many conservationists that
reclamation can be successful as long as
industry and consumers are willing to pay
for it. Estimates range upward to $4,000 an
acre to restore Western land to its original
value. But this amounts to only about 20
cents per ton and at most would probably
add no more than 3% to the average resi-
dential eleetric bill,

Not everyone, however, is convinced. One
of the skeptics is Wallace McRae, 38, who
owns a 30,000-acre ranch near here and has
emerged as a principal spokesman for the
Rosebud Protective Association of some 50 or
60 rancher members. “There are too many
unresolved questions about the disruption of
surface and ground water,” he says. He
thinks 50 years, not four, would be a better
estimate for the probable time needed to de-
termine strip mining's impact on Western
land and watersheds.

“Even where reclamation locks good, it's so
artificial,” Mr. McRae says. “Western En-
ergy's 1l0-acre reclamation showcase is a
mecca for everyone who's out to prove that
it works, and if photography could kill grass
it would have been a desert long ago. But
that's not reclamation. No lawn in the state
gets better care. Reclamation is restoring
land when it's treated like our range grass.”

SIMILAR SKEPTICISM

Mr. McRae's cousin, Evan (Duke) McRae,
46, owner of Greenland Cattle Co., is sim-
ilarly skeptical even though several years ago
he sold five or six sections (640 acres) of his
34,000-acre cattle ranch to Peabody, which
leases it back to him to raise cattle and will
eventually resell it to him under terms of
a buy-back option. (Under the complex legal
framework of Western land, surface rights,
mineral rights and water rights on the same
property may each have different owners and
be regulated by different levels of govern-
ment.) He used the money to buy 12 addi-
tional sections nearby. But he says he
wouldn’t sell another acre, even though he
says he has been offered up to $12 million
for his property.

“I just don't think the reclamation is all
that good,” he says. “It seems like the coal
companies have to be forced before they’ll
make real lasting improvements. Some of my
property has been reclaimed three times and
it still doesn't look good.”

Both McRaes admit it's hard for ranchers
to resist the lure of multimillion dollar offers
and some have, In fact, welcomed the cosal
companies with open arms. But they say
they wonder about their obligation to family
and neighbors and they wonder how long it
will be before encroaching men and ma-
chines destroy the isolation necessary for
successful ranching operations.

Like many Westerners, they worry about
what mine-mouth conversion plants and gas-
ification plants will do to the region’s water
tables. They question the social and economic
impact of mining on an area so lacking
in houses, stores and provisions that it isn’t
uncommon for mine workers to commute
each day from as far away as Billings, 125
miles to the west. They claim school enroll=
ments have tripled in two years and they
shudder at the thought of instant cities go=-
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ing up around land their grandfather settled
almost 90 years ago.

It isn’t always easy for strangers to under-
stand the concern of ranchers, who require
about 40 acres of land for each head of cattle.
Even the National Academy of Sciences study
says that projections indicate a disturbance
of only about 300 square miles of Western
lands by the year 2000, a figure less than 1%
of the total area of eight Western coal states
and only 156% as much as the nearly 2,000
equare miles of land already disturbed by
surface mining in the East. Moreover, only &
fraction of the total acreage to be mined will
ever be disturbed at any one time.

But that is small consolation in this state,
where close to half the coal lies beneath pri-
vate rangelands to which the federal govern-
ment owns mineral rights. If Western coal is
absolutely necessary, opponents say, it should
be excavated from deep mines even if it
means having to leave a good part of it un-
derground.

PROFESSOR WEBER'S CONTENTION

In fact, Professor W. Mark Weber, a geolo-
gist at the University of Montana and a
member of the Sierra Club’s fossil fuel sub-
committee, contends that industry should
make a greater commitment toward remov-
ing the remaining guantities of low-sulfur,
high-BTU coal in Eastern underground mines
before it even thinks about stripping the
West. He insists that the so-called Mansfield
amendment in the strip mining bill passed
by the Senate last year, banning all surface
mining of coal where the government has re-
tained mineral rights, “would buy time for
Western statles to evaluate more fully the en-
vironmental consequences of strip mining,
while providing an incentive to improve, ex-
pand and perfect deep mining in both West
and East.”

The effect of this, reply the coal people,
would be to keep billions of tons of coal from
ever being mined.

However Congress eventually resolves the
strip mining dilemma and even if it is unable
to agree on a federal law, the essential ques-
tions will probably remain, Even out here in
the Big Sky country, where man and the
land seem so much more closely entwined,
the dilemma remains as vexing as when
viewed from afar, About the only clear im-
pression that emerges is that even here on
the Great Plains nature is unlikely to remain
in its relatively undisturbed state for very
long.

“Some of my property has been reclaimed
three times and it still doesn’t look good."—
Evan (Duke) McRae.

ORDER OF EUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The distinguished Republican
leader is recognized.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
vield back my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BIDEN) is now recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order ac-
corded to the distinguished Senator
from Delaware (Mr. BipEn) to speak
today be vacated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR EXTENSION OF TIME
FOR TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that instead of the
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15 minutes ordered for morning busi-
ness today, there be a time limitation
of not to exceed 30 minutes for the same

purpose.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The third assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

DEATH OF CLEM H. SEHRT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, last Friday,
I lost a lifelong friend and Louisiana
lost one of its most outstanding citizens.

Clem H. Sehrt was one of the best men
it was ever my privilege to know. His life
should be an inspiration to Americans of
humble birth everywhere. By dint of
hard work, perseverence, loyalty, and
love of his fellow man, he arrived at the
top of the business, professional, and gov-
ernmental leadership of Louisiana.

Clem first became involved in politics
almost immediately following his gradu-
ation in 1932 from Loyola Law School.
And his political career spanned the en-
tire period from the days of my father,
Huey Long, until his death last week.
During that time he managed many po-
litical campaigns in New Orleans and
achieved numerous victories.

It was my good fortune that Clem was
my campaign manager in New Orleans
the first time I ran for the U.S. Senate.
Had it been otherwise, I would not have
had the opportunity to serve this Gov-
ernment in the Nation’s Congress.

Throughout the years it has been my
privilege to work with this great and
dedicated American. I found that he was
one of those who demanded little of life
and gave much to it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this
point an article published in the June 186,
1974, edition of the New Orleans Times
Picayune which highlights Clem Sehrt’s
career.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SeHRT FORCE IN STATE's PoLiTiCS
(By James H. Gillis)

The late Clem H. Sehrt's political career
spanned the entire period from the Huey
Long era until his death Friday.

Sehrt managed many political campaigns
and he helped to put together the victories
of numerous candidates for office, but he
never held elective office.

He was a political power in several state
administrations, but from the standpoint of
public visibility the most important office
he held was that of state banking commis-
sioner in the administration of former Gov.
John J. McKeithen.

Yet he maintained strong political ties
with members of the Loulsiana congressional
delegation and with the national Democratic
Party, During the years in which many
Louisiana politicians flirted with States
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Rights and Dixiecraft movements, Sehrt
never strayed off the party reservation.

Hence, he was in excellent standing in
Washington whenever a Democrat was Presi-
dent. This paid off in patronage. Sehri's own
former law partner, Edward J. Boyle, is now
& federal judge. So Is James A. Comiskey, son
of the late Assessor James E, Comiskey, who
for many years worked in close political col-
laboration with Sehrt,

POLITICAL OUTSET

He became involved in political activity
almost immediately following his graduation
in 1932 from the law school of Loyola Uni-
versity where he was a star football lineman.

The first important political campaign in
which he became involved was as an active
worker in behalf of the candidacy of the late
Francis Willlams for mayor in a race against
the late Mayor T. Semmes Walmsley who had
the support of the Regular Democratic As-
sociation and the late John Klorer, who was
backed by the late Sen. Huey P, Long.

Wamsley was elected. Willlams ran third
and the elements in his political organiza-
tion dispersed into other factions. Sehrt
aligned himself with the Long faction, which
was then ascendant and was to remain so
for some time in state politics.

The bitter 1940 campaign for governor
found Sehrt managing the campaign of the
late Gov. Earl K. Long, who had succeeded
to the state’s top executive office following
the resignation of the late Gov. Richard W.
Leche. Long was defeated by Sam H. Jones,
but Sehrt was to have success with Long as
a candidate in future campaigns.

The election of the late de Lesseps 8. Mor-
rison as mayor of New Orleans in 1946 began
a period of over 15 years during which Sehrt
and his alljgnments with the Long and Old
Regular factions was to be on the other
side.

In 1948, after supporting Earl Long's suc-
cessful campalign for governor, Sehrt became
the governor’'s chief political representative
in New Orleans and in the fall of the vear
he became chairman of the Louisiana Demo-
cratic Association, which had been the Long
political organization since Huey’'s day.

In February of 1951, Gov. Long ordered
the LDA merged with the Old Regulars, who
also were beneficiaries of his patronage. It
was done, and Sehrt became chairman of
the new organization, which became known
as the Louisiana Regular Democratic As-
sociation.

GOVERNOR KENNON

The election of Judge Robert F. Kennon
as governor in 1852 over an Earl Long-backed
candidate was a political setback for Sehrt.
However, in 1956, Sehrt and Comiskey, who
was the key political leader among the Regu-
lars, helped put together a first primary vic-
tory for Earl Long for another term.

This time Long’s chief opponent was the
late Mayor Morrison. However, within a few
months Sehrt fell out politically with Gov.
Long over the governor's attempt to raise
taxes and call a state constitutional conven-
tion.

In the 1959-60 campalgn Sehrt supported
the candidacy of former Gov. Jimmie H.
Davis who defeated Morrison. In the fall of
1960, Earl Long, a long-time political ally of
Sehrt, died. Sehrt, however, remained active
in various political campaigns. One of those
whose successful campaigns he backed was
former Mayor Victor H. Schiro.

In the meantime, Sehrt’s activity hegan
to shift from politics to banking. In July of
1963 he became president of the National
American Bank. In November cf 1966 he was
appointed by former Mayor Schiro to the
Louisiana Superdome Commission. He held
membership on the commission at the time
of his death through reappointment by
Mayor Moon Landrieu.

In December of 1967, Sehrt was named
vice chairman of the board of the National
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American Bank. He divested himself of his
banking connections in January of 1969 when
former Gov. McEeithen appointed him bank-
ing commissioner. He continued to hold his
position until Gov. Edwin Edwards succeeded
McKeithen in 1972,

SENATOR JOHNSTON

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, my junior
colleague from Louisiana, Senator J.
BENNETT JOHNSTON, has been a Member
of this body for less than 2 years but
already he has gained a reputation for
hard work, perserverence, and integrity.

I was pleased to read in last Sunday’s
Washington Post a profile of my col-
league entitled, “A Glimpse Into a Day
of a Typical Senator.” While I enjoyed
reading the article, written by David C.
Martin of the Associated Press, I might
disagree with the headline that Senator
JounsToN is “typical.”

He goes well beyond the standards ex-
pected of all of us in exercising the public
trust that is implicit in our election to
office. He and I have worked well together
as a team to help Louisianians.

‘While we naturally have disagreed on
some issues, this has not affected our
ability to get together to help our great
State and try to serve our constituents
when the public interest was at stake.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the article be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

A GLIMPSE INTO A DAY OF A TYPICAL SENATOR
(By David C. Martin)

The junior senator from Louisiana hangs
up his telephone with a sigh and looks at the
celling. “Damn,” he breathes.

Bennett Johnston has just spent a halfl
hour explaining why & fellow senator’s pet
provision is being cut from legislation John-
ston plans to Introduce later in the day.

“Bi1l, if our chances weren't so dim any-
way, I'd say let's go ahead and leave itin . . .
But Bill, let us leave it out. I am for you, but
I just don't want to kill the whole bill. It
could lose us those one or two key votes.”

And so it goes—and goes. *‘Here's the thing,
Bill. But Bill, don’t you see . . .” Bill appar-
ently doesn't see, for he refuses to accept
Johnston's reasoning, although he has no
cholce but to go along.

Finally, Johnston cuts off the conversation.
“Let me think about it, Bill,” he tells his
colleague, but his tone makes clear that he is
not about to change his mind.

As Johnston hangs up, his personal secre-
tary enters to tell him that two Democratic
colleagues, Sens. Edmund S. Muskie of Maine
and Adlai E. Stevenson III of Illinois, want
to discuss legislative strategy over lunch at
12:30. This creates a problem since Johnston
is scheduled to preside over the Senate for
an hour beginning at 1 o'clock. But the
secretary already has taken care of that with
a phone call to Sen. Floyd Haskell (D-Colo.),
who has agreed to take Johnston’s place on
the floor.

“All right,” Johnston says. “Now I don't
want anybody to interrupt me for the next
hour.,” He said the same thing about an
hour ago, but this time he looks like he
means it.

Between his recalcitrant colleague and a
string of unscheduled visitors and callers,
Johnston has yet to prepare the statement
he will deliver in a few hours on the floor of
the Senate when he introduces his bill to
establish a system of standby wage and price
controls,
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Johnston, 41, says this is probably the
single most important plece of legislation
he has handled in his two-plus years in the
Senate. For that reason, he explalns, today
is not entlrely typical.

But still this day does have the basic in-
gredients of any other day, requiring him to
balance his legislative duties, either in com-
mittee or on the floor, with enough down-
home politicking to keep the folks back in
Louisiana happy. “You can spend all your
time politicking,” Johnston says, but “if
you're doing your job right you're either in
committee or on the door.”

Many times politics and legislation coin-
cide, such as when Johnston fought to kill
an oil price rollback that would have upset
a lot of powerful constituents in oil-rich
Louisiana,

But today his sponsorship of standby eco-
nomic controls goes agalnst the grain of most
of his constituents, particularly some Loui-
slana businessmen who happen to be in town.
He'll have some explaining to do this evening
when he attends a Chamber of Commerce
cocktail party.

“One of the most difficult things up here is
to try to get the story across back home,”
he says.

This morning, for instance, an influential
constituent called to ask why the senator
was advocating an immedlate and indefinite
freeze on all wages and prices. He wasn’t, The
biggest frustration in being a senator, John-
ston says, is “being almost totally misunder-
stood and seeming almost powerless to do
anything about it.”

Another frustration is the unwanted but
unavoidable interruptions that occur during
even the hest-planned days. Each morning
when he arrives in his office, Johnston is
handed a 5-by-8-inch pink slip and a 3-by-5
green card, both outlining his schedule for
the day. He keeps the pink slip on his desk
and carries the green card in his coat pocket.

Today his first appointment is not until
4 p.m. But when he arrives in his office a few
minutes past 9, a gentleman from Covington,
La, 1s waiting to see him. Johnston says,
“All right, for just a minute.”

The man, & gasoline dealer whom Johnston
has helped in gaining relief from the Federal
Energy Office, is ushered in for his allotted
minute. Johnston says how glad he is that
he could help, manages a reference by name
to the visitor's wife, tells him to “make this
your headquarters while you're here,” and
walks him to the door, explaining that "to-
day’s a big day.”

That done, Johnston sits down at his desk
to discuss his controls bill with a legislative
assistant who is miffed that Muskie and Ste-
venson have emerged as the principal names
on the measure.

Johnston puts in a call to Stevenson and
starts working his way through the “IN™
box on his desk when his secretary brings
word that a man from the Baton Rouge
Chamber of Commerce is outside.

The senator hustles to the outer office. “To-
day's a big day for us,” he says, before laps-
ing into a moment of pleasantries about how
members of the Baton Rouge delegation man-
aged to miss their plane.

Johnston returns to his gold-carpeted in-
ner sanctum where a call from Stevenson
is waiting. The two spend a few minutes
planning a floor exchange that will explain
the effect standby controls would have on
the health care industry. This canned debate,
officially known as a “collogquy,*’ 1s necessary
to establish the legislative Intent of the bill
should it become law, Johnston explains,

Hanging up the phone, he turns to a job
he says 1s “worse than anything else in the
world"—answering mail. His staff already has
drafted the needed replies, “but they just
don't guite sound right.” So he dictates
them again.

Next a phone call from a Louislana re-
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porter who wants to know what Johnston
will be doing on the floor this afternoon.

In mid-explanation, Johnston®s private
phone rings. He answers and proceeds to cut
his first secret deal of the day.

“You're going to owe me a lot of favors,
pal,” Johnston says. “Like what?'" gueries
the voice on the other end. “Like anything
I say,” Johnston tells his l4-year-old son,
spokesman for a small but powerful special
interest group.

Young Bennett taken care of, Johnston is
back to the Louisiana reporter and a brief
discourse on the consumer price index. As
soon as he hangs up, another Louisiana re-
porter is brought in to ask the same gues-
tions and receive the same answers,

It is now 10:45 and Johnston has just is-
sued a ban on further interruptions. No
sooner said than the phone rings, carrying
the insistent voice of his congressional friend
with the deleted provision. By 11:30 the
conversation is over and the second order
ageinst Interruptions has gone out.

He spends the next hour dictating the
floor statement now scheduled for 2 pm,
then rushes to keep his lunch date with
Stevenson and Muskie. Two steps out the
door, he stops, sticks his head back in and
asks where the luncheon is.

Back in the office shortly after 2, John-
ston reads his floor statement aloud to his
legislatlve assistant—"You like that little
allusion to an economic ambush?'—and
then, for the first time today, heads for the
Senate floor.

Stepping off the elevator at the entrance
to the chamber, he runs into a trio of labor
lobbyists who make one last effort to con-
vince him of the folly of standby controls.

Passing into the chamber, Johnston, “the
distinguished gentleman from Louisiana,”
as he's now called, takes a seat front row
center, and shortly launches into his appeal.
Only a few senators are present and the
press gallery is almost empty.

But over In the spectator galleries, his
wife, Mary, has just brought in a high school
group from Shreveport to watch their sen-
ator in action.

Thirty minutes later, Johnston is finished
and Muskie takes over, elaborating further
on the inescapable need for this legislation.
Then opponents of the measure rise to de-
scribe at length the havoc it would bring.

It's almost 6 o’clock now. The high school
group has long since departed, and the gal-
leries are all but deserted. Besides Johnston,
three senators are on the floor.

Sen. Hubert H, Humphrey is winding up
a lengthy and passionate speech in favor of
the Johnston bill. As Humphrey finishes,
Johnston rises to compliment the distingu.
ished gentleman from Minnesota on his re.
marks, adding if “the Senate as a whole
heard that speech I think the bill would be
passed overwhelmingly.”

In fact, two days later it was defeated.

The Senate adjourns for the day and John-
ston heads back to his office, trying to ex-
plain what has been accomplished by so
much debate before so few peocple.

“It has a certain educational value,” he
says, noting that other senators will read
portions of the debate in the Congressional
Record the next day.

But mainly, he concedes, it is a chance for
senators to deliver themselves of their
rounded phrases and to hear themselves
praised as the distinguished gentlemen
from here or there who have so eloquently
presented the case for this or that.

At 6:30 Johnston is back in his office sign-
ing the letters he dictated earllier. It is too
late to attend the Japanese embassy recep-
tion in honor of the Emperor's birthday, but
the Chamber of Commerce cocktails are a
must. And his late arrival will make it Im-
possible to turn down a dinner invitation
after he gets there.
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He says he tries to keep such social events
down to a maximum of two nights a week.
“You can really run that sort of thing into
the ground,” he says, “not getting your real
work done. But sometimes,” like tonight,
“you just can't avoid it. They're good friends
and supporters.”

They are walting when he arrives, gather-
ing around shaking his hand. Flashbulbs
pop as the senator engages in earnmest con-
versation with one constituent after another.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for the
guorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. METzENBAUM) laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

INCREASE IN BUDGET FOR THE PaNAMA CANAL
GOVERNMENT AND COMPANY FOR FISCAL
YEar 1875 (S. Doc, 93-87)

A communication from the President of
the United States transmitting proposed
amendments to requests for appropriations
for the fiscal year 19756 providing an in-
crease in the budget for the Panama Canal
Government and Company (with an accom-
panying paper). Referred to the Committee
on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

ENROLLED EBEILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on June 20, 1974, he presented to
the President of the United States the
following enrolled bill:

8. 411, An act to amend title 39, United
States Code, with respect to certain rates
of postage, and for other purposes,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee
on Appropriations, with amendments:

H.J. Res. 1062. A joint resolution making
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1975, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 93—
9851) .

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce, without amendment:

S. 3320. A bill to extend the appropria-
tion authorization for reporting of weather
modification activities (Rept. No. 93-952).

By Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, with an amend-
ment:

8. 2848. A bill to extend and improve the
Drug Abuse Education Act of 1970 (Rept.
No, 83-953).

By Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment, and without recommendation:

H.R, 9456. A bill to extend the Drug Abuse
Education Act of 1970 for three years (Rept.
No. 93--954).

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:
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S. Res. 345. An original resolution authoriz-
ing supplemental expenditures by the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relatlons for a study of
matters pertaining to the foreign policy of
the United States. (Referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration) (Rept.
No. 93-955).

AUTHORITY TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT DURING THE ADJOURN-
MENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare be
authorized until midnight tonight to file
a conference report on H.R. 7724, a bill
to amend the Public Health Service Act
to establish a national program of bio-
medical research fellowships, trainee-
ships, and training to assure the con-
tinued excellence of biomedical research
in the United States, and. for other
purposes.

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

INTRODUCTION NOF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous conseni. the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (by request) :

S. 3689. A bill to complement the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself and
Mr. BROCE) :

S.3690, A bill to amend the Civil Liability
Provisions of the Truth in Lending Act, and
for other purposes. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (by re-
quest) :

S. 3689. A bill to complement the Vien-
na Convention on Diplomatic Relations.
Referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS ACT OF 1874

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce for appropriate ref-
erence a bill to complement the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations in
order to promote the conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States by
specifying the privileges and immunities
which foreign diplomatic missions and
their personnel may be accorded in the
United States.

The bill has been requested by the De-
partment of State and I am introducing
it in order that there may be a specific
bill to which Members of the Senate and
the public may direct their attention and
comments.

T reserve my right to support or oppose
this bill, as well as any suggested amend-
ments to it, when it is considered by the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the Recorp at this point, to-
gether with the letter from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State for Congressional
Relations to the President of the Senate
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dated June 14, 1974, as well as a section-
by-section analysis and the text of the
Vienna Convention.

There being no objection, the bill and
material were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

5. 3689

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 “Diplomatic Rela-
tions Act of 1974."

STATEMENT OF FURPOSE

Sec. 2. The purpose of this Act is to
promote the conduct of the foreign relations
of the United States by specifying the priv-
fleges and immunities to which foreign
diplomatic missions and the personnel there-
of are entitled and by authorizing the Presi-
dent to regulate, consistent with treaties and
other international agreements of the Unit-
ed States, customary international law and
practice, and this Act, the granting of such
privileges and immunities.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. As used iIn this Act, the phrase
“foreign diplomatic mission and the person=-
nel thereof” includes

(a) any duly accredited permanent or spe-
cial diplomatic mission of a sending state to
the United States, including special envoys,
and the members of the staff of the mission,
the members of the families of such mem-
bers of the staff, the private servants of the
members of the mission, and diplomatic
couriers.

(b) the head of a foreign state or the head
of the government of a foreign state, and,
when they are on an official visit to or in
transit through the United States the for-
eign minister of a forelgn government, and
those members of the official party accom-
panying such officials.

AUTHORITY OF THE PRESIDENT

Sec. 4. (a) The President is authorized,
upon a basis of reciprocity and under such
terms and conditions as he may from time
to time determine—

(1) to apply the treatment prescribed by
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions, or any part of parts thereof, to those
foreign diplomatic missions and the person-
nel thereof not otherwise entitled to such
treatment;

(2) to extend more favorable treatment
than is provided in the Vienna Convention
on Diplomatic Relations to foreign diplomat-
ic missions and the personnel thereof with
respect to—

(A) exemption from Federal taxes; and

(B) immunity from ecivil and criminal
Jurisdiction of the United States or of any
State, territory, or possession thereof for
those persons defined in the Vienna Conven-
tion on Diplomatic Relations as the mem-
bers of the administrative and technical
stafl and the service staff of the mission.

(b) The determination of the President as
to the entitlement of a foreign diplomatic
mission and the personnel thereof to diplo-
matic privileges and immunities under the
Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations
or under this Act, shall be conclusive and
binding on all Federal, State, and local au-
thorities.

(¢) The President shall from time to time
publish in the Federal Register of the United
States a list of the permanent foreign diplo-
matic missions and the personnel thereof en-
titled to diplomatic privileges and immu-
nities.

JUDICIAL MATTERS

Sec. 5. (a) Whenever any writ or process is
sued out or prosecuted in any court, qua-i-
Jjudielal bedy, or administrative tribunsal of
the United States, or of any State, territory,
or possession thereof, against a person or the
property of any person entitled to Immunity
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from such suit or process under the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations or pur-
suant to this Act, such writ or process shall
be deemed void.
EXERCISE OF FUNCTIONS

Sec. 6. The President may exercise any
functions conferred upon him by this Act
through such agency or officer of the United
States Government as he shall direct. The
head of any such agency or such officer may
from time to time promulgate such rules
and regulations as may be to carry
out such functions, and may delegate au-
thority to perform any such functions, in-
cluding, if he shall so specify, the authority
successively to redelegate any of such func-
tions to any of his subordinates.

EFFECTIVE DATE AND REPEALS

Sec. 6. (a) This Act shall be effective im-
mediately.

(b) Sections 4063, 4064, 4065, and 4066 of
the Revised Statutes (22 U.S.C. 252-254) are
repealed upon the effective date of this Act.

(c) The repeal of the several statutes or
parts of statutes accomplished by this Act
shall not affect any act done or right accruing
or accrued, or any suit or proceeding had or
commenced in any civil cause before such
repeal, but all rights and liabilities under
the statutes or parts thereof so repealed
shall continue, and may be enforced in the
same manner as if such repeal had not been
made, subject only to the applicable immu-
nitles heretofore flowing from customary
international law and practice.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., June 14, 1974.
Hon. GeraLp R. Forbp,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. PresmenT: Enclosed is a draft
bill “to complement the Vienna Convention
on Diplomatic Relations” which was ratified
by the United States on November 13, 1972.
The purpose of the bill is to promote the
conduct of the foreign relations of the
United States by specifying the privileges
and immunities which foreign diplomatic
misslons and their personnel may be accorded
in the United States. This bill is virtually
identical to 8. 1577 which was passed by the
Senate in the 90th Congress except that,
upon the recommendation of the Depart-
ment of Justice, Section 5(b) dealing with
criminal penalties for a knowing violation
of the statute has been eliminated. Bills
identical to 8. 1677 have been introduced in
subsequent years, the latest such bill in 1970
during the 91st Congress. A sectional analysis
of the proposed bill is enclosed.

The primary purpose of reintroducing the
bill at this time is to bring about uniformity
in United States practice relating to diplo-
matic privileges and immunities following
the entry into force of the Vienna Conven-
tion (TIAS 7502). At present, there are two
distinct standards, one international and
one domestic, for determining the scope of
privileges and immunities which may be ac-
corded foreign diplomatic missions and their
personnel, The Vienna Convention, which is
in force foer 112 countries, including the
United States, embodies in most material re-
spects customary rules of international law
in this area. In addition, Sections 4063-4066
of the Revised Statutes (22 USC §§252-254)
provide a separate and, in some respects,
broader standard of immunity for varlous
classes of diplomatic mission personnel.

One reason for the bill is that as a matter
of domestic law, the Vienna Convention does
not repeal or supersede 22 U.S.C. §$252-254
in situations in which both are applicable.
This is made clear by the text of the Con-
vention (Arts. 38 and 47) and the legislative
history of its consideration (Ex. Rep. No. 6,
89th Cong. 1st Sess., Ex. H, 88th Cong, 1st
Sess., p. 11 (1965) ). This vlew has been con-
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firmed by an opinion from the Office of Legal
Counsel, Department of Justice, dated May 4,
1973.

In addition to bringing about conformity
between the international and domestic legal
standards in immunities through repeal of
the above-mentioned sections of the Revised
Statutes, the bill will serve the following
major purposes:

(1) suthorize the President, upon a basis
of reciprocity and at his direction, to accord
the privileges and immunities specified in the
Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations
to diplomatic missions and their personnel
of states not partles to the Convention;

(2) authorize the President to extend on
the basis of reciprocity more favorable treat-
ment than required by the Vienna Conven-
tion to diplomatic missions and their per-
sonnel with respect to:

(a) Federal taxes, and

(b) the civil jurisdiction of the United
States, or of any State, territory or possession
over persons who are members of the admin-
istrative and technical stalf of the diplomatic
mission, as defined in the Vienna Convention,
and the civil and eriminal jurisdiction over
members of the service staff of the diplomatic
mission, as also defined in the Vienna Con-
ventlon;

(3) make binding and conclusive on all
Federal, State and local authorities any de-
termination by the President as to the en-
titlement of a foreign diplomatic mission or
its personnel to privileges and Immunities
under the Vienna Convention or the subject
Act;

(4) direct the President to publish from
time to time in the Federal Register a list of
the foreign diplomatic missions and their
personnel entitled to diplomatic privileges
and/or immunities; and

(5) make void any writ or process sued out
or prosecuted in any court, quasi-judicial
body, or administrative tribunal of the United
States, or of any State, territory or posses-
sion thereof, against a person or the property
of any person entitled to immunity from such
suit or proceeds.

The Department of Justice concurs in the
submission of this proposed legislation and
recommends its enactment,

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that enactment of the enclosed draft
bill would be consistent with the Adminis-
tration’s program.

In view of the continuing potential for un-
desirable consequences stemming from the
existing legal framework, prompt action is
urged on this legislation.

Cordially,
Lanwwoon HoLTowN,
Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations,
Enclosures: As stated.
SECTION-BY~SECTION ANALYSIS
SECTION 1. TITLE

This may be cited as the “Diplomatic Re-

latlons Act of 1974".
BECTION 2. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This states the purpose of the bill, which
is is to promote the conduct of the foreign
relations of the United States by specifying
the privileges and immunities to which
foreign diplomatic missions and the person-
nel thereof are entitled, and by authoriing
the President to regulate, consistent with
treaties and other international agreements,
customary international law and practice,
and this proposed legislation, the granting
of such privileges and immunities.

SECTION 3. DEFINITIONS

This defines the phrase "foreign diplo-
matic mission and the personnel thereof™ as
including not only members of permanent
diplomatic missions, their families, and their
private servants, but also heads of foreign
states and heads of forelgn governments,
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whether in the United States for official or
personal reasons, foreign ministers when on
an official visit to or in transit through the
United States, and persons on special dip-
lomatic mission te the United States, to-
gether with the members of the official par-
ties accompanying all such persons. The defi-
nition also includes diplomatic couriers. This
broad definition is desirable for several rea-
sons. The Vienna Convention on Diplomatic
Relations has reference only to permanent
diplomatic missions, and, in limited respects,
to diplomatic courlers. The privileges and
immunities that are everywhere accorded to
visiting heads of state and heads of govern-
ment should have some basis in the statutory
law of the United States.

SECTION 4. AUTHORITY OF THE PRESIDENT

Paragraph (a) of this Section authorizes
the President, on a basis of reciprocity and
under such terms and conditions as he may
from time to time determine;

(1) to apply the treatment prescribed by
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions, or any part or parts thereof, to those
foreign diplomatic missions and the person-
nel thereof not otherwise entitled to such
treatment.

(2) to extend more favorable treatment
than is required by the Vienna Convention
on Diplomatic Relations to foreign diploma-
tic missions and the personnel thereof with
respect to (a) exemption from Federal taxes;
and (b) immunity from criminal and clvil
Jurisdiction for members of the administra-
tive and technical staff and the service staff
of the mission. The taxes to which Section 4
applies will be those imposed by or pursuant
to Acts of Congress. This provision will en-
able the United States to continue to accord,
in return for an appropriate quid pro guo by
the sending state, (1) the exemptlon from
Federal taxes presently enjoyed by duly ac-
credited diplomatic officers and members of
the administrative and technical staff who
are natlonals of the appointing state, (2)
complete immunity from criminal jurisdic-
tion to members of the service staff who
are not nationals or residents of the United
States, and (3) immunity from eivil and
criminal jurisdiction in respect of official
acts to members of the administrative and
technical staff who are nationals or residents
of the United States.

Paragraph (b) of Section 4 reaffirms the
primacy of the Executive Branch's deter-
mination with respect to entitlement of a
particular foreign diplomatic officer or em-
ployee to diplomatic privileges and immuni-
ties. The making of a determination of diplo-
matic immunity, from civil or eriminal juris-
diction would presumably be delegated to
the Department of State pursuant to Sec-
tion 6, would be exercised by the Secreiary of
State or his designee In the Ilght of the
purpose set forth in Section 2 and the cer-
tificate of the Secretiary of State or his desig-
nee would be transmitted by the Attorney
General to the appropriate court.

Paragraph (c) of Section 4 adopts the
notice feature of 22 U.S.C. 254, with these
changes: the names of persons in the per-
manent foreign diplomatic missions entitled
to immunity, instead of just those persons
presently listed in the so-called “White List,”
will be required to be made of public record;
these names will be published in the “Fed-
eral Register’ rather than posted in the of-
fice of the Marshal for the District of Colum-
bia.

SECTION 5. JUDICAL MATTERS

Paragraph (a) provides that any writ or
process sued out or prosecuted agalnst a
person or the property of any person entitled
to immunity from such process shall be
deemed void.

SECTION 6. EXERCISE OF FUNCTIONS

This 1s a standard delegation of authority

provision.
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BECTION 7. EFFECTIVE DATE REPEALS

Paragraph (a) provides that the “Diplo-
matic Relations Act of 18974" will be effective
immediately. Paragraph (b) provides for the
repeal of Sections 4063, 4064, 4065, and 4066
of the Revised Statutes (22 U.S.C. 252-264),
upon the effective date of the Act. Paragraph
(c) is a clause regarding legal acts done or
rights accrued, or proceedings commenced in
any civil cause before the repeal of the several
statutes referred to in paragraph (b) above.

June 1974.

(Reprint of English Text Only)

VIENNA CONVENTION ON DIPLOMATIC RELA-
TIONS AND OPTIONAL ProTOCOL ON DISPUTES

MULTILATERAL

Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations
and Optional Protocol on Disputes

Done at Vienna April 18, 1961;

Ratification advised by the Senate of the
United BStates of America September 14,
1965;

Ratified by the President of the United
States of America November 8, 1872;

Ratificatlon of the United States of Amer-
ica deposited with the Secretary-General of
the United Nations November 13, 1972;

Proclaimed by the President of the Uniied
States of America November 24, 19732;

Entered Into force with respect to the
United States of America December 13, 1872,
BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF

AMERICA

A proclamation

Considering that:

The Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Re-
lations and the Optional Protocol Concern-
ing the Compulsory Settlement of Disputes
were opened for signature on April 18, 1961,
and were signed on behalf of the United
Btates of America on June 29, 1961, certified
coples of which are hereto annexed;

The Senate of the United States of Amer-
ica by its resolution of September 14, 1965,
two-thirds of the Senators present concur-
ring therein, gave its advice and consent to
ratification of the Convention and the Op-
tional Protocol;

On November 8, 1972, the President of the
United States of America ratified the Con-
vention and the Optional Protocol, in pur-
suance of the advice and consent of the
Senate;

The United States of America deposited its
instrument of ratification of the Convention
and the Optlonal Protocol on November 13,
1972, in accordance with the provisions of
Article 40 of the Convention and Article VI
of the Optional Protocol;

Pursuant to the provislons of Article 51 of
the Conventlon and Article VIII of the Op-
tional Protocol, the Convention and the
Optional Protocol will enter into force for
the United States of America on December
13, 1972, the thirtleth day after deposit of
the instrument of ratification;

Now, therefore, I, Richard Nixon, Presi-
dent of the United States of America, pro-
claim and make public the Convention and
the Optional Protocol to the end that they
shall be observed and fulfilled with good
faith on and after December 13, 1972, by the
United States of America and by the citizens
of the United States of America and all other
persons subject to the jurisdiction thereof.

In testimony whereof, I have signed this
proclamation and caused the Seal of the
United States of America to be affixed.

Done at the city of Washington this
twenty-fourth day of November in the year
of our Lord one thousand nine hun-
dred seventy-two and of the Inde-
pendence of the United States of
America the one hundred ninety-seventh.

RICHARD NIXON.

[sEAvn]

By the President:
WirLiam P. ROGERS,
Secretary of State.
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[United Nations Conference on Diplomatic
Intercourse and Immunities]

VIENNA CONVENTION OF DIPLOMATIC
RELATIONS

{United Nations 1961)

The Staies Parties to the present Conven-
tion,

Recalling that peoples of all nations from
ancient times have recognized the status of
diplomatic agents,

Having in mind the purposes and prin-
ciples of the Charter of United Natlons ! con-
cerning the sovereign equality of States, the
maintenance of international peace and se-
curity, and the promotion of friendly rela-
tions among nations,

Believing that an international convention
on diplomatic intercourse, privileges and im-
munities would contribute to the develop-
ment of friendly relations among nations,
irrespective of their differing constitutional
and social systems,

Realizing that the purpose of such priv-
fleges and immunities is not to benefit indi-
viduals but to ensure the efficlent perform-
ance of the functions of diplomatic missions
as representing States.

Affirming that the rules of customary in-
ternational law should continue to govern
questions not expressly regulated by the pro-
visions of the present Convention,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1

For the purpose of the present Convention,
the following expressions shall have the
meanings hereunder assigned to them:

(a) the “head of the mission™ is the per-
son charged by the sending State with the
duty of acting in that capacity;

(b) the “members of the mission” are the
head of the mission and the members of the
staff on the mission;

(e) the “members of the staff of the mis-
slon” are members of the diplomatic stafl,
of the administrative and technical staff and
of the service staff of the mission;

(d) the “members of the diplomatic staff”
are the members of the staff of the mission
having diplomatic rank;

(e) a *“diplomatic agent” is the head of
the mission or & member of the diplomatic
stafl of the mission;

(f) the “members of the administrative
and technical stafl” are the members of the
staff of the mission employed In the admin-
istrative and technical service of the mis-
sion;

(g) the “members of the service staff” are
the members of the stafl of the mission in
the domestic service of the mission;

(k) a “private servant” is a person who
is in the domestic service of a member of
the mission and who is not an employee of
the sending State;

(f) the “premises of the misslon” are the
bulldings or parts of bulldings and the land
ancillary thereto, Irrespective of ownership,
used for the purpose of the mission Includ-
Ing the residence of the head of the mission.

ARTICLE 2

The establishment of diplomatic relations
between States, and of permanent diplomatic
missions, takes place by mutual consent.

ARTICLE 3

1. The functions of a diplomatic mission
conslst inter alia in:

(a) representing the sending State In the
receiving State;

(b) protecting in the receiving State the
interests of the sending State and of Its
nationals, within the limits permitted by in-
ternational law;

(¢) negotiating with the Government of
the recelving State;

(d) ascertaining by all lawful means con-
ditions and developments in the recelving

1 T3 983; 59 Stat. 1031.
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State, and reporting thereon to the Govern-
ment of the sending State;

(e) promoting friendly relations between
the sending State and the receiving State,
and developing their economic, cultural and
scientific relations.

2. Nothing in the present Convention shall
be construed as preventing the performance
of consular functions by a diplomatic
mission,

ARTICLE 4

1. The sending State must make certain
that the agrément of the recelving State has
been given for the person it proposes to
accredit as head of the mission to that
State.

2. The receiving State is not obliged to
glve reasons to the sending States for a
refusal of agrément.

ARTICLE &

1. The sending State may, after it has
given due notification to the receiving States
concerned, accredit a head of mission or as-
sign any member of the diplomatic staff, as
the case may be, to more than one State,
unless there is express objection by any of
the receiving States.

2. If the sending State accredits a head of
mission to one or more other States it may
establish a diplomatic mission headed by a
chargé d’affaires ad interim in each State
where the head of mission has not his
permanent seat.

3. A head of mission or any member of the
diplomatic staff of the mission may act as
representative of the sending State to any
international organization.

ARTICLE 6

Two or more States may accredit the same
person as head of mission to another State,
unless objection is offered by the recelving
State.

ARTICLE 7

Subject to the provisions of Articles §, 8, 9
and 11, the sending State may freely appoint
the members of the staff of the mission. In
the case of military, naval or air attachés, the
recelving State may require their names to
be submitted beforehand, for its approval.

ARTICLE 8

1. Members of the diplomatic staff of the
mission should in principle be of the nation-
ality of the sending State.

2, Members of the diplomatic staff of the
mission may not be appointed from among
persons having the nationality of the recelv-
ing State, except with the consent of that
State which may be withdrawn at any time,

3. The receiving State may reserve the same
right with regard to nationals of a third
State who are not also nationals of the send-
ing State.

ARTICLE 9

1. The receiving State may at any time and
without having to explain its decision, notify
the sending State that the head of the mis-
slon or any member of the diplomatic staff
of the mission is persona non grata or that
any other member of the staff of the missicn
is not acceptable. In any such case, the send-
ing State shall, as appropriate, either recall
the person concerned or terminate his func-
tions with the mission. A person may be de-
clared non grata or not acceptable before
arriving in the territory of the receiving
State.

2. If the sending State refuses or falls
within a reasonable period to carry out its
obligations under paragraph 1 of this Article,
the recelving State may refuse to recognize
the person concerned as a member of the
mission.

ARTICLE 10

1. The Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the
recelving State, or such other ministry as
may be agreed, shall be notified of:

(a) the appointment of members of the
mission, their arrival and their final depar-
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ture or the termination of their functions
with the mission;

(b) the arrival and final departure of a
person belonging to the family of a member
of the mission and, where appropriate, the
fact that a person becomes or ceases to be a
member of the family of a member of the
mission;

(e) the arrival and final departure of pri-
vate servants in the employ of persons re-
ferred to in sub-paragraph (a) of this para-
graph and, where appropriate, the fact that
they are leaving the employ of such persons;

(d) the engagement and discharge of per-
sons resident in the receiving State as mem-
bers of the mission or private servants en-
titled to privileges and immunities.

2. Where possible, prior notification of ar-
rival and final departure shall also be given.

ARTICLE 11

1. In the absence of specific agreement as
to the size of the mission, the receiving
State may require that the size of a mission
be kept within limits considered by it to be
reasonable and normal, having regard to
circumstances and conditions in the receiv-
ing State and to the needs of the particular
mission.

2. The receiving State may equally, within
similar bounds and on a non-discriminatory
basis, refuse to accept officials of a particu-
lar category.

ARTICLE 12

The sending State may not, without the
prior consent of the receiving State, estab-
lish offices forming part of the mission in
localities other than those in which the mis-
sion itself is established.

ARTICLE 13

1. The head of the mission is considered as
having taken up his functions in the receiv-
ing State either when he has presented his
credentials or when he has notified his arrival
and a true copy of his credentials has been
presented to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs

of the receiving State, or such other ministry
as may be agreed, in accordance with the
practice prevalling in the receiving State
which shall be applied in a uniform manner.

2. The order of presentation of credentials
or of a true copy thereof will be determined
by the date and time of the arrival of the
head of the mission.

ARTICLE 14

1. Heads of mission are divided into three
classes, namely:

(a) that of ambassadors of nuncios ac-
credited to Heads of State, and other heads
of mission of equivalent rank:

(b) that of envoys, ministers and inter-
nuncios accredited to Heads of State;

(c) that of chargés d’affaires accredited to
Ministers for Foreign Affairs.

2. Except as concerns precedence and
etiquette, there shall be no differentiation
between heads of mission by reason of their
class.

ARTICLE 15

The class to which the heads of their mis-
sions are to be assigned shall be agreed be-
tween States.

ARTICLE 18

1. Heads of mission shall take precedence
in their respective classes in the order of the
date and time of taking up their functions in
accordance with Article 13.

2. Alterations in the credentials of a head
of mission not involving any change of class
shall not affect his precedence.

3. This article is without prejudice to any
practice accepted by the receiving State re-
garding the precedence of the representative
of the Holy See.

ABTICLE 17

The precedence of the members of the dip-
lomatic staff of the mission shall be notified
by the head of the mission to the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs or such other ministry as
may be agreed.
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ARTICLE 18

The procedure to be observed In each State
for the reception of heads of mission shall
be uniform in respect of each class.

ARTICLE 19

1. If the post of head of the mission is
vacant, or if the head of the mission is un-
able to perform his functions, a chargé
d’affaires ad interim shall act provisionally
as head of the mission. The name of the
chargé d’affaires ad interim shall be notified,
either by the head of the mission, or in case
he is unable to do so, by the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs of the sending State to the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the receiving
State or such other ministry as may be
agreed.

2. In cases where no member of the dip-
lomatic staff of the mission is present in
the receiving State, a member of the ad-
ministrative and technical staff may, with
the consent of the receiving State, be desig-
nated by the sending State to be in charge
of the current administrative affairs of the
mission,

ARTICLE 20

The mission and its head shall have the
right to use the flag and emblem of the
sending State on the premises of the mission,
including the residence of the head of the
mission, and on his means of transport.

ARTICLE 21

1. The receiving State shall either facili-
tate the acquisition on its territory, in ac-
cordance with its laws, by the sending State
of premises necessary for its mission or assist
the latter in obtaining accommodation in
some other way.

2. It shall also, where necessary, assist mis-
sions in obtaining suitable accommodation
for their members.

ARTICLE 22

1. The premises of the mission shall be in-
violable., The agents of the receiving State
may not enter them, except with the consent
of the head of the misslon.

2, The recelving State is under a special
duty to take all appropriate steps to protect
the premises of the mission against any in-
trusion or damage and to prevent any dis-
turbance of the peace of the mission or im-
pairment of its dignity.

3. The premises of the mission, their fur-
nishings and other property thereon and the
means of transport of the misslon shall be
immune from search, requisition, attach-
ment or execution.

ARTICLE 23

1. The sending State and the head of the
mission shall be exempt from all national,
reglonal or municipal dues and taxes in re-
spect of the premises of the mission, whether
owned or leased, other than such as represent
payment for specific services rendered.

2. The exemption from taxation referred to
in this Article shall not apply to such dues
and taxes payable under the law of the re-
celving State by contracting with
the sending State or the head of the mission.

ARTICLE 24

The archives and documents of the mis-
slon shall be inviolable at any time and
wherever they may be.

ARTICLE 25

The receiving State shall accord full facili-
ties for the performance of the functions of
the mission.

ARTICLE 26

Subject to its laws and regulations con=
cerning zones entry into which is prohibited
or regulated reasons for reasons of national
securlty, the receiving State shall ensure to
all members of the mission freedom of move-
ment and travel in its territory.

ARTICLE 27

1. The recelving State shall permit and

protest free communication on the part of
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the mission for all official purposes. In com-
municating with the Government and the
other missions and consulates of the sending
State, wherever situated, the mission may
employ all appropriate means, including
diplomatic couriers and messages in code or
cipher. However, the mission may install
and use a wireless transmitter only with the
consent of the receiving State,

2. The official correspondence of the mis-
sion shall be inviolable. Official correspond-
ence means all correspondence relating to the
mission and its functions.

3. The diplomatic bag shall not be opened
or detained.

4. The packages constituting the diplo-
matic bag must bear visible external marks of
their characfer and may contain only diplo-
matic documents or articles intended for
official use,

5. The dipomatic courier, who shall be
provided with an official document indicating
his status and the number of packages con-
stituting the diplomatic bag, shall be pro-
tected by the receiving State in the perform-
ance of his functions. He shall enjoy per-
sonal inviolability and shall not be liable to
any form of arrest or detention.

6. The sending State or the mission may
designate diplomatic couriers ad hoe. In
such cases the provisions of paragraph 5 of
this Article shall also apply, except that the
immunities therein mentioned shall cease to
apply when such a courier has delivered to
the consignee the diplomatic bag in his
charge.

7. A diplomatic bag may be entrusted to
the captain of a commercial aircraft sched-
uled to land at an authorized port of entry.
He shall be provided with an official docu-
ment indicating the number of packages
constituting the bag but he shall not be
considered to be a diplomatic courler. The
mission may send one of its members to take
possession of the diplomatic bag directly and
freely from the captain of the aircraft.

ARTICLE 28

The fees and charges levied by the mission
in the course of its official duties shall be
exempt from all dues and taxes.

ARTICLE 29

The person of a diplomatic agent shall be
inviolable. He shall not be liable to any form
of arrest or detention. The receiving State
shall treat him with due respect and shall
take all appropriate steps to prevent any
attack on his person, freedom or dignity.

ARTICLE 30

1. The private residence of a diplomatic
agent shall enjoy the same inviolability and
protection as the premises of the mission.

2. His papers, correspondence and, except
as provided in paragraph 3 of Article 31, his
property, shall likewise enjoy inviolability.

ARTICLE 31

1. A diplomatic agent shall enjoy immunity
from the criminal jurisdiction of the re-
celving State. He shall also enjoy Immunity
from its civil and administrative jurisdiction,

(a) a real action relating to private im-
movable property situated in the territory
of the recelving State, unless he holds it on
behalf of the sending State for the purpose
of the mission;

(b) an action relating to succession in
which the diplomatic agent is Involved as
executor, administrator, heir or legate as a
private person and not on behalf of the
sending State;

(e) an action relating to any professional
or commercial activity exercised by the diplo-
matic agent in the receiving State outside
his official functions.

2. A diplomatic agent is not obliged to give
evidence as a witness.

3. No measures of execution may be taken
in respect of a diplomatic agent except in |
the cases coming under sub-paragraphs (a),
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(b) and (c) of paragraph 1 of this Article,
and provided that the measures concerned
can be taken without infringing the invio-
lability of his person or of his residence.

4. The Immunity of a diplomatic agent
from the jurisdiction of the receiving State
does not exempt him from the jurisdiction
of the sending State.

ARTICLE 32

1. The immunity from jurisdiction of dip-
lomatic agents and of persons enjoying im-
munity under Article 37 may be waived by
the sending State.

2. Waiver must always be express.

3. The initiation of proceedings by a dip-
lomatic agent or by a person enjoying im-
munity from jurisdiction under Article 37
shall preclude him from invoking immunity
from jurisdiction in respect of any counter-
claim directly connected with the principal
claim,

4. Walver of immunity from jurisdiction
in respect of civil or administrative pro-
ceedings shall not be held to imply walver
of immunity in respect of the execution of
the judgment, for which a separate walver
shall be necessary.

ARTICLE 33

1. Subject to the provisions of paragraph
3 of this Article, a diplomatic agent shall
with respect to services rendered for the
sending State be exempt from social security
provisions which may be in force In the
recelving State.

2. The exemption provided for in para-
graph 1 of this Article shall also apply to
private servants who are in the sole employ
of a diplomatic agent, oncondition:

(a) that they are not nationals of or per-
manently resident in the recelving State;
and

(b) that they are covered by the social
security provisions which may be in force
in the sending State or a third State.

3. A diplomatic agent who employs per-
sons to whom the exemption provided for in
paragraph 2 of this Article does not apply
shall observe the obligations which the social
security provisions of the receiving State
impose upon employers.

4, The exemption provided for in para-
graphs 1 and 2 of this Article shall not pre-
clude voluntary participation in the social
security system of the recelving State pro-
vided that such participation is permitted
by that State.

5. The provisions of this Article shall not
affect bllateral or multilateral agreements
concerning social security concluded previ-
ously and shall not prevent the conclusion
of such agreements In the future.

ARTICLE 34

A diplomatic agent shall be exempt from
all dues and taxes, personal or real, na-
tional, regional or municipal, except:

(a) indirect taxes of a kind which are
normally incorporated in the price of goods
or services;

(b) dues and taxes on private immovable
property situated in the territory of the
recelving State, unless he holds it on behalfl
of the sending State for the purposes of the
mission;

(c) estate, succession or inheritance duties
levied by the receiving State, subject to the
provisions of paragraph 4 of Article 39;

{d) dues and taxes on private income hav-
ing its source in the receiving State and capi-
tal taxes on investment made in commercial
undertakings in the receiving State;

{e) charges levied for specific services ren-
dered;

(f) registration, court or record fees, mort-
gage dues and stamp duty, with respect to
immovable property, subject to the provi-
sions of Article 23.

ARTICLE 353

The recelving State shall exempt diplo-
matic agents from all personal services, from
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all public service of any kind whatsoever,
and from military obligations such as those
connected with requisitioning, military con-
tributions and billeting.

ARTICLE 36

1. The receiving State shall, in accordance
with such laws and regulations as it may
adopt, permit entry of and grant exemption
from all customs duties, taxes, and related
charges other than charges for storage, cart-
age and similar services; on:

(a) articles for the official use of the mis-
sion;

(b) articles for the personal use of a diplo-
matic agent or members of hs family form-
ing part of his household, including articles
intended for his establishment.

2. The personal baggage of a diplomatic
agent shall be exempt from inspection, un-
less there are serious grounds for presuming
that it contains articles not covered by the
exemptions mentioned In paragraph 1 of this
Article, or articles the import or export of
which is prohibited by the law or controlled
by the quarantine regulations of the receiv-
ing State. Such inspection shall be conducted
only in the presence of the diplomatic agent
or of his authorized representative.

ARTICLE 37

1. The members of the family of a diplo-
matic agent forming part of his household
shall, if they are not nationals of the receiv-
ing State, enjoy the privileges and immuni-
ties specified in Articles 29 to 36.

2. Members of the administrative and tech-
nical staff of the mission, together with mem-
bers of their families forming part of their
respective households, shall, if they are not
nationals of or permanently resident in the
receiving State, enjoy the privileges and im-
munities specified in Articles 20 to 35, ex-
cept that the lmmunity from civil and ad-
ministrative jurisdiction of the receiving
State specified in paragraph 1 of Article 31
shall not extend to acts performed outside
the course of their duties. They shall also
enjoy the privileges specified in Article 386,
paragraph 1, in respect of articles imported
at the time of first installation.

3. Members of the service stafl of the mis-
sion who are not nationals of or permanently
resident in the recelving State shall enjoy
immunity in respect of acts performed in
the course of their duties, exemption from
dues and taxes on the emoluments they re-
celve by reason of their employment and the
exemption contained in Article 33.

4_Private servants of members of the mis-
sion shall, if they are not nationals of or per-
manently resident in the receiving State, be
exempt from dues and taxes on the emolu-
ments they receive by reason of their em-
ployment. In other respects, they may enjoy
privileges and immunities only to the extent
admitted by the receiving State. However, the
receiving State must exercise its jurisdic-
tion over those persons In such a manner as
not to interfere unduly with the performance
of the functions of the mission.

ARTICLE a8

1. Except Insofar as additional privileges
and Immunities may be granted by the re-
celving State, a diplomatic agent who Is a
national of or permanently resident in that
State shall enjoy only immunity from juris-
diction, and inviolability, In respect of
official acts performed in the exercise of his
Tunctions.

2. Other members of the staff of the mis-
sion and private servants who are nationals
of or permanently resident in the recelving
State shall enjoy privileges and Immunities
only to the extent admitted by the receiving
State. However, the receiving State must
exercise its jurisdiction over those persons
in such a manner as not to interfere unduly
with the performance of the functions of the
mission.
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ARTICLE 389

1. Every person entitled to privileges and
immunities shall enjoy them from the
moment he enters the territory of the
receiving State on proceeding to take up his
post or, if already in its territory, from the
moment when his appointment is notified to
the Ministry for Foreign Affairs or such other
ministry as may be agreed.

2. When the functions of a person enjoy-
ing privileges and immunities have come to
an end, such privileges and immunities shall
normally cease at the moment when he
leaves the country, or on expiry of a reason-
able period in which to do so, but shall
subsist until that time, even in case of
armed conflict. However, with respect to acts
performed by such a person in the exercise of
his functions as & member of the mission,
immunity shall continue to subsist.

8. In case of the death of & member of the
mission, the members of his family shall
continue to enjoy the privileges and immu-
nitles to which they are entitled until the
expiry of a reasonable perlod In which to
leave the country.

4. In the event of the death of a member
of the mission not a national of or perma-
nently resident in the recelving State or a
member of his family forming part of his
household, the receiving State shall permit
the withdrawal of the movable property of
the deceased, with the exception of any
property acquired in the country the export
of which was prohibited at the time of his
death. Estate, succession and Inheritance
duties shall not be levied on movable prop-
erty the presence of which in the receiving
State was due solely to the presence there
of the deceased as a member of the mission
or as a member of the family of & member
of the mission,

ARTICLE 40

1. If a diplomatic agent passes through or is
in the territory of a third State, which has
granted him a passport visa if such visa was
necessary, while proceeding to take up or
to return to his post, or when returning to
his own country, the third State shall accord
him inviolability and such other Immunities
as may be required to ensure his transit or
return. The same shall apply in the case of
any members of his famlily enjoying privileges
or immunities who are accompanying the
diplomatic agent, or traveling separately to
Join him or to return to their country.

2. In ecircumstances similar to those
specified in paragraph 1 of this Article, third
States shall not hinder the passage of mem-
bers of the administrative and technical or
service stafl of a mission, and of members of
thelr familles, through their territories.

3. Third States shall accord to official
correspondence and other officlal communica-
tions in transit, including messages in code
or cipher, the same freedom and protection
as is accorded by the recelving State. They
shall accord to diplomatic couriers, who
have been granted a passport visa if such
visa was necessary, and diplomatic bags in
transit the same Inviolability and protec-
tion as the recelving State is bound to accord.

4. The obligations of third States under
paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of this Article shall
also apply to the persons mentioned respect-
tively In those paragraphs, and to official
communications and diplomatic bags, whose
presence in the territory of the third State
is due to force mejeure.

ARTICLE 41

1. Without prejudice to thelr privileges and
immunities, it is the duty of all persons en-
Joying such privileges and immunities to re-
spect the laws and regulations of the receiv-
ing State. They also have a duty not to in-
terfere in the internal affairs of that State.

2. All official business with the receiving
State entrusted to the mission by the send-
ing State shall be conducted with or through
the Ministry for Forelgn Affairs of the re-
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ceiving State or such other ministry as may
be agreed.

3. The premises of the mission must not
be used in any manner incompatible with
the functions of the mission as laid down
in the present Convention or by other rules
of general international law or by any spe-
clal agreements in force between the sending
and the receiving State.

ARTICLE 42

A diplomatic agent shall not in the re-
ceiving State practice for personal profit any
professional or commercial activity.

ARTICLE 43

The function of a diplomatic agent comes
to an end, inter alia:

(@) on notification by the sending State
to the receiving State that the function of
the diplomatic agent has come to an end;

(b) on notification by the recelving State
to the sending State that, in accordance with
paragraph 2 of Article 9, it refuses to recog-
nize the diplomatic agent a~ a member of the
mission.

ARTICLE 44

The recelving State must, even in case of
armed conflict, grant facilities in order to
enable persons enjoying privileges and im-
munities, other than nationals of the re-
celving State, and members of the families of
such persons irrespective of their nationality,
to leave at the earliest possible moment. It
must, in particular, in case of need, place at
their disposal the necessary means of trans-
port for themselves and their property.

ARTICLE 45

If diplomatic rclations are broken off be-
tween two States, or If a mission is perma-
nently or temporarily recalled:

ia) the receiving State must, even in case
of armed conflict, respect and protect the
premises of the mission, together with its
property and archives;

(b) the sending State may entrust the
custody of the premises of the mission, to-
gether with its property and archives, to a
third State acceptable to the receiving State;

(e) the sending State may entrust the
protection of its interests and those of its
nationals to a third State acceptable to the
receiving State.

ARTICLE 46

A sending State may with the prior con-
sent of a receiving State, and at the request
of a third State not represented in the re-
ceiving State, undertake the temporary pro-
tection of the interests of the third State
and of its nationals.

ARTICLE 47

1. In the applicaticn of the provisions of
the present Convention, the receiving State
shall not discriminate as between States.

2. However, discrimination shall not be
regarded as taking place:

(a) where the receiving State applies any
of the provisions of the present Convention
restrictively because of a restrictive appli-
cation of that provision to its mission in
the sending State;

(b) where by custom or agreement States
extend to each other more favourable treat-
ment than is required by the provisions of
the present Convention.

ARTICLE 48

The present Convention shall be open for
signature by all States Members of the
United Nations or of any of the specialized
agencies or Parties to the Statute of the In-
ternational Court of Justice,® and by any
other State invited by the General Assembly
of the United Nations to become a Party to
the Convention, as follows: until 31 October
1961 at the Federal Ministry for Foreign Af-
fairs of Austria and subsequently, until 31
March 1962, at the United Nations Headquar-
ters in New York.

2 TS 993; 59 Stat. 1056,
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ARTICLE 49

The present Convention is subject to rati-
fication. The instruments of ratification shall
be deposited with the Secretary-General of
the United Nations.

ARTICLE 50

The present Convention shall remain open
for accession by any State belonging to any
of the four categories mentloned in Article
48. The instruments of accession shall be
deposited with the Secretary-General of the
United Nations.

ARTICLE 51

1. The present Convention shall enter into
force on the thirtieth day following the date
of deposit of the twenty-second instrument
of ratification or accession with the Secre-
tary-General of the United Nations.

2. For each State ratifying or acceding to
the Convention after the deposit of the
twenty-second instrument of ratification or
accession, the Convention shall enter into
force on the thirtieth day after deposit by
such State of its instrument of ratification
or accession.

ARTICLE 52

The Secretary-General of the United Na-
tlons shall inform all States belonging to
any of the four categories mentioned in Arti-
cle 48:

(a) of signatures to the present Conven-
tion and of the deposit of instruments of
ratification or accession, in accordance with
Articles 48, 49 and 50:

(b) of the date on which the present Con-
vention will enter Into force, in accordance
with Article 51,

ARTICLE 53

The original of the present Convention,
of which the Chinese, English, French, Rus-
sian and Spanish texts are equally authentic,
shall be deposited with the Secretary-Gen-
eral of the United Nations, who shall send
certified copirs thereof to all States belong-
ing to any of the four categories mentioned
in Article 48.

In witness whereof the undersigned Pleni-
potentiaries, being duly authorised thereto
by their respective Governments, have signed
the present Convention.

Done at Vienna, this eighteenth day of
April one thousand nine hundred and sixty-
one,

OrTIONAL PrRoOTOCOL CONCEENING THE CoOM-
PULSORY SETTLEMENT oF DISPUTES

(United Nations, 1961)

The States Parties to the present Protocol
and to the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic
Relations, hereinafter referred to as “the
Convention", adopted by the United Nations
Conference held at Vienna from 2 March
to 14 April 1961,

Expressing their wish to resort in all mat-
ters concerning them in respect of any dis-
pute arising out of the interpretation or ap-
plication of the Convention to the compul-
sory jurisdiction of the International Court
of Justice, unless some other form of settle-
ment has been agreed upon by the parties
within a reasonable period,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

Disputes arising out of the interpretation
or application of the Convention shall lie
within the compulsory jurisdiction of the
International Court of Justice and may ac-
cordingly be brought before the Court by
an applicatlon made by any party to the
dispute being a Party to the present Proto-
col.

ARTICLE II

The parties may agree, within a period of
two months after one party has notified
its opinion to the other that a dispute
exists, to resort not “o the International
Court of Justice but to an arbitral tribunal.
After the expiry of the sald period, elther
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party may bring the dispute before the
Court by an application.

ARTICLE INI

1. Within the same perlod of two months,
the parties may agree to adopt a concilia-
tion procedure before resorting to the In-
ternational Court of Justice.

2. The conciliation commission shall make
its recommendations within five months
after its appointment, If its recommenda-
tions are not accepted by the parties to the
dispute within two months after they have
been delivered, either party may bring the
dispute before the Court by an application.

ARTICLE IV

States Parties to the Convention, to the
Optional Protocol concerning Acquisition
of Nationality, and to the present Protocol
may at any time declare they will ex-
tend the provisions of the present Protocol
to disputes arising out of the interpretation
or application of the Optional Protocol con-
cerning Acquisition of Nationality. Such
declarations shall be notified to the Secre-
tary-Geaeral of the United Nations.

ARTICLE V

The present Protocol shall be open for
signature by all States which may become
Parties to the Convention, as follows: until
31 October 1961 at the Federal Ministry for
Forelgn Affairs of Austria and subsequently,
until 31 March 1962, at the United Nations
Headquarters in New York.

ARTICLE VI

The present Protocol is subject to ratifica-
tion. The Instruments of ratification shall
be deposited witlr the Secretary-General of
the United Nations.

ARTICLE VII

The present Profocol shall remain open
for accession by all States which may be-
come Partles to the Convention. The instru-
ments of accession shall be deposited with
the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

ARTICLE VIII

1. The present Protocol shall enter into
force on the same day as the Convention or
on the thirtieth day following the date of
deposit of the second instrument of ratifica-
tion or accession to the Protocol with the
Secretary-General of the United Nations,
whichever day is the later.

2. For each State ratifying or acceding to
the present Protocol after its entry into force
in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Arti-
cle, the Protocol shall enter into force on the
thirtieth day after deposit by such State of
its instrument of ratification or accession.

ARTICLE IX

The Secretary-General of the United Na-
tions shall inform all States which may be-
come Parties to the Convention:

(a) of signatures to the present Protocol
and of the deposit of instruments of ratifi-
catlon or accession, in accordance with
Articles V, VI and VII;

(b) of declarations made in accordance
with Article IV of the present Protocol;

(e) of the date on which the present Pro-
tocol will enter into force, In accordance with
Article VIII.

ARTICLE X

The original of the present Protocol, of
which the Chinese, English, French, Russian
and Spanish texts are equally authentic,
shall be deposited with the Secretary-Gen-
eral of the United Nations, who shall send
certified coples thereof to all States referred
to in Article V.

In witness whereof the undersigned Pleni-
potentiariés, being duly authorized thereto
by their respective Governments, have signed
the present Protocol.

Done at Vienna, this eighteenth day of
April one thousand nine hundred and sixty-
one.
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By Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself
and Mr. BROCK) :

S. 3690. A bill to amend the civil lia-
bility provisions of the Truth in Lending
Act, and for other purposes. Referred to
the Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs.

ALTERNATIVE TO CLASS ACTION SUITS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
bill which Senator Brock and I are
jointly introducing today amends section
130 of the Truth in Lending Act to pro-
vide a new remedial scheme for viola-
tions of that act. The bill would substi-
tute a so-called Qui tam remedy for the
present class action remedy under Truth
in Lending. This alternative remedy is
intended to apply to violations of the
disclosure requirements under chapter 2
and to such additional requirements
which may be subsequently added to the
act including the requirements added by
the proposed chapter 4 on credit billing
practices.

The proposed bill, which is introduced
for purposes of discussion and compar-
ison with existing law and with other re-
form proposals, was drafted after exten-
sive consultation and discussion with
both consumer and industry representa-
tives. This does not imply that those who
participated in these discussions neces-
sarily agree with all of the provisions in
the proposed bill. I am sure that recom-
mended changes will be forthcoming and
both Senator Brock and myself reserve
the right to consider further changes in
the bill. As I indicated, the primary pur-
pose of introducing the bill is to get a
discussion going between industry and
consumer groups on an alternative to the
class action approach. Neither Senator
Brock nor myself have taken a final posi-
tion on the Qui tam remedy or on the de-
tails of the proposed bill.

The bill provides that when a creditor
is charged with violating the Truth in
Lending Act, a debtor or bona fide con-
sumer protection organization may bring
a civil suit in his own name and in the
name of the United States, for injunctive
relief and for assessment of a civil
penalty.

The United States must be notified of
the suit, and may step in and take it over;
if the United States decides not to par-
ticipate, the suit may be carried on by
the person who originated it. If the court
finds that a violation has occurred, the
creditor will be required to pay a civil
penalty, and a portion of this penalty is
awarded to the person who initiated the
suit. Costs and reasonable attorney’s fees
shall also be awarded to a successful
plaintiff.

The purpose of providing this ecivil
remedy, of the type long known in the
courts as a ‘“qui tam” action, is to en-
courage creditors to comply with the law
by making it more practical for private
parties to bring a suit to enforce the law.
In this case, the incentive for private par-
ties to bring suit takes the form of a por-
tion of the fine imposed plus reimburse-
ment of costs and attorney’s fees. The
qui tam remedy thus can increase com-
pliance with the statute without requir-
ing an additional active detection and
enforcement effort by already overbur-
dened Government agencies.
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The need to establish new remedies
for the Truth in Lending Act has been
evident for some time. The present rem-
edies are unsatisfactory from the point
of view of both creditors and debtors. Un-
der section 130 in its present form, a
creditor who fails to make the disclosures
required by the act is subject to suit by
a debtor for twice the finance charge as-
sociated with the transaction, with a
minimum liability of $100 and a maxi-
mum liability of $1,000. In addition, the
successful plaintiff is entitled to court
costs and a reasonable attorney's fee.

This relatively small statutory liability
does not appear sufficient to encourage
diligent compliance with the law on the
part of all creditors. The $100 minimum
recovery for a single plaintiff is less than
a slap on the wrist for many creditors.
Moreover, because of the complexity of
the law it is unlikely that a large number
of individual consumers will realize that
a violation has occurred and bring suit
against any given creditor.

An alternative which has been at-
tempted by a number of plaintiffs is the
class action, in which suit is brought by
one consumer on behalf of himself and
all other persons affected by the credi-
tor’'s illegal conduct. If the suit is suc-
cessful, all members of the class can re-
cover. However, a problem arises in ap-
plying the minimum liability provisions
of section 130 to a class action involving
millions of consumers. If each member of
the class were to collect the minimum
award of $100, the creditor's liability
would be staggering. As a result, courts
have generally been unwilling to permit
truth-in-lending suits to proceed as class
actions. A potentially valuable consumer
protection tool has therefore been un-
available, On the other hand, many
creditors fear that a future court may
still certify a suit for class action and
subject the creditor to the risk of a crip-
pling penalty. Thus, both consumers and
creditors have reason to be dissatisfied
with the present law.

In an attempt to deal with this prob-
lem the Senate last year passed section
208 of S. 2101, which is now pending be-
fore the House of Representatives. In the
case of a class action, this section elimi-
nates the $100 minimum recovery and
sets a maximum total recovery for the
class of the lesser of $100,000 or 1 percent
of the net worth of the creditor.

While this solution eliminates the risk
of astronomical crippling liabilities, it
creates new problems. The division of
the maximum class recovery among -
very large class of customers may mean
that each member of the class recovers
only a few cents, or, at best, a few dol-
lars—often not enough to cover the cost
of identifying him and mailing him his
share of the award. It seems likely that,
under these circumstances, many plain-
tiffs or many courts will feel that the
costs of the class action outweigh the
benefits in truth in lending cases. We
may thus find ourselves back where we
started, with no effective civil remedy.
Moreover, the Supreme Court has re-
cently decided that the cost of notifying
the members of the class must be borne
by the plaintiffs. (Eisen, et al. v. Carlisle
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& Jacquelin, et al.,, No. 73-203, May 28,
1974).

It is my feeling that the qui tam rem-
edy may overcome many of the diffi-
culties inherent in the class action. In
those cases where no consumer suffers
actual damages because of the creditor's
violation, che central object of a reme-
dial statute is not to distribute a sum of
money to each of the creditor's custom-
ers. Rather, the purposes are two: First,
to establish a monetary liability large
enough to motivate the creditor to com-
ply with the statute; and second, to cre-
ate a sufficient, but nct overly large, in-
centive for private enforcement of the
law.

The proposed amendment achieves
these purposes by providing that a cred-
itor who violates the law shall be liable
for a civil penalty of not less than $15.-
000 nor more than $200,000. The court,
in determining the precise amount of
the penalty, is to consider the resources
of the creditor, the number of persons
adversely affected by the illegality, and
the extent of the creditor’s attempts to
comply with the law. In order to en-
courage private parties to assist in the
enforcement of the statute, the court is
to award between $5,000 and $10,000 to
the person who initiated the suit. The
remainder of the civil penalty, of course,
will be paid into the U.S. Treasury.
Since this arrangement should provide
adequate enforcement of the law, the
amendment explicitly abolishes the right
to initiate a class action suit in truth in
lending cases.

The oroposed amendment is novel in
some other respects. It recognizes that,
because of the complexity of the law, a
layman usually cannot detect a violation.
In reality, viclations are often identified
by a concerned organization, which then
brings suit in the name of a consumer
who has dealt with the creditor. The
proposed amendment would simplify
and streamline matters by permitting
bona fide consumer protection organi-
zations to bring suit in their own names.
It also provides that the attorney's fees
awarded to the successful plaintiff shall
not be decreased by the fact that his
attorney is retained or employed by a
nonprofit organization. Furthermore, be-
cause the counsel fees paid to the de-
fendant's lawyers provide a useful meas-
ure of the amount of work involved in
carrying on the law suit, the court is
instructed to consider such fees in deter-
mining the amount of a reasonable at-
torney’s fee to be awarded to the plaintiff.

In summary, it appears to me that the
proposed qui tam remedy provides for
effective, economical enforcement of the
law, without placing an additional bur-
den on our law enforcement agencies
and without the complexities and costs
inherent in the class action approach. I
hope the Senate will give it serious con-
sideration.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks a statement on the
bill by Senator Brock together with the
text of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR BROCK

I am delighted to join the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. Proxmire) In sponsoring
legislation to amend the Truth-in-Lending
Act to substitute a qui tam remedy for class
actions.

When the Subcommittee on Consumer
Credit was working on Truth-in-Lending Act
Amendments we found that the Federal
courts had experienced problems in certify-
ing class actlon suits for the enforcement of
that Act. Section 130 of the Truth-in-Lend-
ing Act permits consumers to bring civil
actlons in the Federal courts against any
creditor who fails to disclose the Information
required by the Act. A problem has arisen In
applying the minimum llability provisions
of the Act in class action suits involving mil-
lions of consumers. As a result the present
civil remedy serves neither the consumers
intended to be aided by the Truth-in-Lend-
ing Act nor the creditors intended to be
subject to its controls. In addition, the ruling
of the Supreme Court in the Eisen case re-
quiring persons initiating class actlon suits
to notify at their expense all other persons
in the class, will make it next to impossible
for consumers to utilize the class action
remedy.

As a solution to the problem a number of
scholars have suggested that the class action
device be statutorily limited to the recovery
of actual damages and that a new tech-
nigue—the qui tam action—be utilized to
encourage the private attorney general to
prominently participate in the enforcement
of truth-in-lending.

In an effort to fashion a legislative ap-
proach which will improve the effectlveness
of the Truth-in-Lending Act, I join with
Senator Proxmire in offering this amendment
to the Truth-in-Lending Act. This will give
the public an opportunity to comment on
the provisions in this legislation, on which
I retain an open mind.

5. 3690

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
o] Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Section 130(a) of the Truth in Lending
Act (156 U.S.C. Sec. 1640) is amended to read
as follows:

“(a) (1) Except as otherwise provided in
this section, any creditor who, with respect
to any person, falls to comply with any re-
quirement imposed under this title (other
than Chapter 3) is liable to such person for
an amount equal to the greater of (1) twice
the finance charges imposed but not less than
$100 nor more than $1,000, or (2) the actual
damages sustained by that person; Provided,
however, That in the case of a violation in-
volving conduct which was part of a creditor's
course of conduct with respect to which a
judgment has been entered against that cred-
itor pursuant to Paragraph (3) the creditor
is liable under this proviso for any actual
damages sustained by & person bringing an
action under this Paragraph.

“{2) (A) Except as otherwise provided in
this section, any obligor, whether or not actu-
ally damaged, may bring a civil action in
any United States district court pursuant to
Title 28, U.S.C. Sec. 2201 for a declaration that
a creditor of such obligor has engaged in a
course of conduct In violation of the re-
quirements imposed by chapter 2 of this
title (provided that at least one such viola-
tion occurred within one year before the initi-
atlon of the action), for injunctive relief
and for the relief provided by Paragraph (3).

“{B) Except as otherwise provided in this
section, any bona fide consumer protection
organization, whether or not actually dam-
aged, may bring a civil action in any United
States district court pursuant to Title 28,
U.S.C. 2201 for a declaration that a creditor
has engaged in a course of conduct in viola-
tion of the requirements imposed by chapter
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2 of this title (provided that at least one
such violation occurred within one year be-
fore the initiation of the action and regard-
less of whether such organization is an obli-
gor of such creditor), for injunctive relief
and for the relief provided by Paragraph 3.
In the case of actions brought under this sub-
paragraph, the court shall determine, as soon
as practicable, whether the plaintiff is a bona
fide consumer protection organization. In
making this determination, the court shall
consider, among other factors, the length of
time the organization has been in active ex-
istence, the nature and level of its activities,
the size of its membership, and its experi-
ences in consumer protection litigation. An
organization established solely or primarily
for the purpose of bringing the particular
action in which the determination is belng
made is not a bona fide consumer protection
organization.

*“(C) The person bringing an action under
this paragraph shall allege all such courses
of conduct by the creditor that are claimed
to be in violation and known to the person.
Such action shall be brought in the name
of and for the United States as well as for
the private plaintiff. The person bringing the
action shall immediately give notice of the
pendency thereof to the United States by
sending to the Board and to the Attorney
General of the United States by certified
mail, a copy of the complaint together with
A summary statement in writing outlining
the evidence and information in the posses-
sion of the plaintiff material to the effective
prosecution of the action. A copy of the
notice, with proof of mailing, shall be filed
with the court. If within sixty days after
notice, the United States falls to file with
the Court a formal notice of its Intervention
as a co-plaintiff, or if it earlier declines in
writing to the court to enter such action,
the action may be carried on by the person
bringing it, provided that the court finds, on
motion made by such person within 60 days

after the expiration of such period or the
declination of the United States, that such
person can and will adequately prosecute the
action.

“(3) In the event that more than one eivil
action shall be instituted pursuant to Para-
graph (2) involving the same course of con-
duct, the court shall determine in which case
the plaintiff will best, most effectively rep-
resent the position or positions adverse to
the defendant, and shall stay further pro-
ceedings in the other actions until that case
has been adjudicated; between two plaintifis
who represent those positions equally well,
the one who filed first shall be preferred. If
a person bringing such action, or the United
States, prevails in the action, the court may
enjoin the course of conduct, and shall im-
pose & civil penalty on the creditor within
the limitations specified in Paragraph (4),
of whilch amount not less than $5000 nor
more than $10,000 shall be awarded to the
person who prevalled and the balance shall
be awarded to the United States. No such
civil penalty shall be awarded In any other
action with respect to the same course of
conduct of the creditor oecurring prior to
the time at which the judgment lmposing
the penalty or enjoining such conduct be-
comes final,

“*(4) A creditor shall be liable under para-
graph (3) for not less than $15,000 nor more
than $200,000. In determining the amount of
this civil penalty, the court shall consider
the resources of the creditor, the number of
persons adversely affected by the course of
conduct, and any affirmative action taken
by the creditor, prior to the filing of the
suit, to achieve compliance with chapter 2.
The court may permit the defendant to pay
the United States share of the judgment in
installments.

“(5) In any successful action brought
under paragraph (1) or (2), the court shall
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award to the person who prevailed in the
action costs and a reasonable attorney’s fee.
In determining the amount of a reasonable
attorney’s fee, the court shall consider,
among other relevant factors,

(A) the time required to prosecute the ac-
tion;

(B) the novelty and dificulty of the issues
involved and the skill required to prosecute
the cause;

(C) the
cess; and,

(D) the amount of counsel fees that the
defendant incurred in connection with its
defense of the action.

The fact that a plaintiff is represented by an
attorney retained or employed by a non-
profit organization, shall not preclude an
award of attorney's fees under this sub-
section.

*(6) The remedies provided by this sub-
sectlon may not be enforced in a class ac-
tion.”

Sec. 2. The amendments to section 130(a}
of the Truth in Lending Act made by this
Act shall apply to actions initiated after
the date of enactment of this Act and to any
action pending on such date if such action
is so amended with the consent of all par-
ties. All other actions pending on the date
of enactment of this Act shall be subject to
the provisions of section 130(a) in eflect
prior to the date of enactment of this Act.

contingency or certainty of suc-

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
8. 2801

At the request of Mr. Proxmirg, the
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2801, to
prevent the Food and Drug Administra-
tion from regulating safe vitamins as
dangerous drugs.

8. 3879

At the request of Senator McGOVERN,
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. TarL-
MADGE), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EasTLAND), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. HumpHREY), the Senator
from EKentucky (Mr. HuppLESTON), the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. CLARK) , the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) , the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr., MONTOYA),
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN),
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Youne), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr,
CurTis), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DorE), the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BerLmoN), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. HaskeLL), and the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) were
added as cosponsors of S. 3679, a bill to
provide emergency financing for live-
stock producers.

SENATE RESOLUTION 345—ORIG-
INAL RESOLUTION REPORTED AU-
THORIZING SUPPLEMENTAL EX-
PENDITURES BY THE COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

(Referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations reported the
following resolution:

S. REs. 345

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 241, 93d
Congress, agreed to March 1, 1974, is amended
as follows:

(a) In section 2, sirike out the amount
8708,800" and insert in lieu thereof
“$851,000",
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AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
ASSISTANCE ACT—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 1511

(Ordered to be printed and referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.)

Mr. ABOUREZK submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 3394) to amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, and for other
purposes.

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, the
now familiar panacea for domestic ills,
law anc order, has long been used to
describe American objectives in the
troubled areas of Africa, Asia, and Latin
America. While the Federal Government
did not start aiding local U.S. police
agencies until 1968, we have been sup-
plying the police of selected underde-
veloped nations with equipment, arms,
and training since 1954. U.S. funds have
been used to construct the National Po-
lice Academy of Brazil, to renovate and
expand the South Vietnamese prison sys-
tem, and to install a national police com-
munications network in Colombia. The
Agency for International Development
estimates that over 1 million foreign po-
licemen have received some training or
supplies through the U.S. public safety
program—a figure which includes 100,000
Braziliar police and the entire 120,000-
man National Police Force in South
Vietnam.

U.S. foreign aid programs in the un-
derdeveloped third world call for a
modest acceleration of economic growth,
to be achieved wherever possible
through the normal profitmaking activ-
ities of U.S. corporations and lending in-
stitutions. It is obvious, however, that
an atmosphere of insecurity and rebel-
liousness does not provide an attractive
climate for investment. In the rapidly
urbanizing nations of the third world,
civil disorders have become a common
phenomenon as landless peasants stream
to the cities in search of economic and
cultural opportunities.

Since most of these countries cannot
satisfy the aspirations of these new city-
dwellers under present economic and so-
cial systems built up tensions are increas-
ingly giving way to attacks on the status
quo. After his 1969 tour of Latin Amer-
ica, Nelson Rockefeller noted in his re-
port to the President that while Latin
armies:

Have gradually improved their capabilities
for dealing with Castro-type agrarian guer-
rillas, it appeared that radical revolutionary
elements in the hemisphere are increasingly
turning toward urban terrcrism in their at-
tempts to bring down the existing order.

This prediction has already been borne
out in Brazil and Uruguay, where urban
guerrillas have in the past staged spec-
tacular bank robberies and kidnappings.

Since the late 1950’s a paramount con-
cern of American policymakers has been
the preservation of social stability in
countries deemed favorable to U.S. trade
and investment. U.S. military planning
has been shaped by the need to provide,
on a moment’s notice counterinsurgency
forces that can be flown in to the ald
of friendly regimes threatened by popu-
lar insurrection. The military assistance
program has been used to upgrade the
capabilities of indigenous forces to over-
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come the rural guerrilla forces. Finally,
on the premise that the police constitute
the first line of defense against subver-
sion, the Agency for International De-
velopment has funneled American funds
and supplies into the hands of third
world police forces.

During hearings on the foreign assist-
ance appropriations for 1965, AID Ad-
ministrator David Bell described the ra-
tionale behind U.S. police assistance pro-
grams as follows:

Maintenance of law and order including
internal security is one of the fundamental
responsibilities of government. . .

Successful discharge of this responsibility
is imperative if a nation is to establish and
maintain the environment of stability and
security so essential to economie, social, and
political progress. ..

Plainly, the United States has very great
interests in the creation and maintenance
of an atmosphere of law and order under hu-
mane, civil concepts and control . . . When
there is a need, technical assistance to the
police of developing nations to meet their
responsibilities promotes and protects these
U.S. interests,

The public safety program is not large
in comparison to the military aid pro-
gram—but its supporters can muster
some impressive arguments in its favor.
It is argued, for instance, that the
police—being interspersed among the
population—are more effective than the
military in controlling low-scale insur-
gency. Supporters of the police assistance
program also point out that police forces
are cheaper to maintain than military
forces, since they do not require expen-
sive “hardware” like planes, tanks, and
artillery.

These arguments, advanced by men
like Col. Edward Lansdale, formerly of
the CIA, received their most favorable
response from President John F. Ken-
nedy and his brother Robert, then the
Attorney General, in the early 1960’s.
Presidential backing was responsible for
a substantial expansion of the public
safety program in 1962, and for the cen-
tralization of all U.S. police assistance
activities in ATD's Office of Public Safety.
The State Department memorandum es-
tablishing OPS is noteworthy for its
strong language—the memo, issued in
November 1962, declared that ATD—

Vests the Office of Public Safety with the
primary responsibility and authority for pub-
lic safety programs and gives that Office a
series of powers and responsibilities which
will enable it to act rapidly, vigorously, and
effectively . . . powers greater than any other
technical office or division of AID.

The two Kennedys also gave enthusi-
astic support to the creation of an Inter-
American Police Academy in the Panama
Canal Zone. Later, in order to open the
Academy to police officers from other
countries, it was moved to Washington,
D.C., and reorganized as the Interna-
tional Police Academy.

The Office of Public Safety is empow-
ered to assist Third World police orga-
nizations in three ways: First, by sending
“public safety advisers” who provide “in-
country"” training for rank and file po-
licemen only at the expense of the host
country; second, by providing training at
the International Police Academy and
other U.S. schools for senior police offi-
cers and technicians; and, third, by ship-
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ping weapons, ammunition, radios, patrol
cars, jeeps, chemical munitions, and re-
lated equipment.

Last year, after the passage of an
amendment to the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1974, I directed a letter to USAID
requesting information on what the OPS
program would encompass in the next 2
vears, taking in consideration the new
congressional limitations imposed on
OPS.

Mr. Matthew Harvey, AID Assistant
Administrator for Legislative Affairs, re-
sponded only in part to the question by
choosing to omit the OPS plansg for the
continued export of police and para-
military weaponry. Harvey states:

During the next two years, the Office of
Public Safety projected assistance to a num-
ber of countries. Currently Public Safety
programs are being implemented In 18 coun-
tries.

Commitments Include Public Safety ad-
visory assistance mainly in the field of ad-
ministration and management— tralning
both in-country and at the International
Police Academy in Washington, D.C.—com-
modity assistance which includes items such
as vehicles, communcations, police type
weapons and training alds.

The International Police Academy is sched-
uled to provide training for police officers
from nations of the free world. Of high
priority is training of foreign police officers
who are responsible for the maintenance
of law enforcement resources which are
committed to the International narcotics
control efforts. The Public Safety program
also includes a training program for the
Africa region which will enable police offi-
cers from 21 countries to receive U.8. train-
ing.

The Office of Public Safety is also sched-
uled to provide TDY technical assistance to
countries in the development of the police
Institution. The Office of Public Safety has
been tasked to provide technical assistance
in developing narcotic control programs
which include such specialized fields as
criminalistics, records and communlications.

b. As you are probably aware the Senate/
House conferees have reported out the for-
eign ald bill which under Section 112 re-
quires the ending of all Public Safety over-
seas programs. If signed into law in this
form, the Bill would not affect the activ-
ities of the International Police Academy in
Washington. The Academy would continue
to train police officers in modern police man-
agement and techniques as at present.

Using Latin America to measure the
scope of these activities, we find that over
150 public safety advisors have been sta-
tioned in 15 countries until now, and that
some 2,000 Latin police officers have re-
ceived training at the International Po-
lice Academy. In addition, over $42 mil-
lion has been given to these countries in
OPS supporting assistance programs in
the last 3 years alone. Until 1972, the
leading beneficiary of the public safety
program in Latin America was Brazil,
which received almost $8 million in OPS
funds by the middle of 1972. Since then,
the largest recipients of OPS aid have
been Colombia and Guatemala.

In providing this kind of assistance,
OPS notes that:

Most countries possess a unified civil secu-
rity service which "“in addition to regular
police include para military units within
civil police organizations and paramilitary
forces such as gendarmeries, constabularies,
and civil guards which perform police fune-
tions and have as their primary mission
malintaining internal security.
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The AID program is designed to en-
compass all of these functions. According
to OPS:

Individual Public Safety programs, while
varying from country to country, are focused
in general on developing within the civil se-
curity forces a balance of (1) a capability for
regular police operations, with (2) an in-
vestigative capability for detecting and iden-
tifying criminal and/or subversive individ-
uals and organizations and neutralizing their
activities, and with (3) a capability for con-
trolling militant activities ranging from
demonstrations, disorders, or riots through
small-scale guerrilla operations.

As noted in the 1962 State Depart-
ment memo, OPS possesses unigque pow-
ers not granted to other AID bureaus.
These powers enable OPS to “act rapidly,
vigorously and effectively” in aiding
Latin regimes threatened by popular up-
risings When a crisis develops in a Latin
capital, OPS officials often stay up “night
after night"” in their Washington, D.C.,
office to insure that needed supplies—in-
cluding radios and tear gas—reach the
beleaguered police of the friendly regime.

ATD officials insist that public safety
assistance is “not given to support dic-
tatorships.” Bui there are apparently ex-
ceptions to this rule: Administrator Bell
told a Senate Committee in 1985 that:

1t is obviously not our purpose or intent
to assist a head of state who is repressive. On
the other hand, we are working in a lot of
countries where the governments are con-
trolled by people who have shortcomings.

Not wanting to embarass ATID or any
of the people we support who have
“shortcomings,” Bell did not mention
names.

It is entirely possible that one country
Bell was referring to is Brazil—a country
which until 1972 enjoyed a substantial
OPS contribution despite well-docu-
mented reports that political prisoners
are regularly being tortured by the police.
In justifying continued OPS aid to such
regimes, Bell explained that:

The police are a strongly anti-Communist
force right now. For that reason it is a very
important force to us.

It is no surprise that these men should
consider a small amount of allegedly
Communist-led terrorism to be sufficient
reason to subsidize the repressive ap-
paratus of a totalitarian regime.

THE "PUBLIC SAFETY PROGRAM"™ IN SOUTH

VIETNAM

According to a letter I received from
the State Department dated February 5,
1974, Assistant Administrator Harvey
stated that after June 14, 1974, there will
be no South Vietnamese police officers
admitted to training courses of what-
ever nature at the International Police
Academy.

In another letter, dated January 28,
the Department states that:

No U.S. personnel, either civilian or mili-
tary, are advising the Vietnamese National
Police under any contracts with the De-
partment of Defense or other government
agency. Such action would be in viclation of
the Ceasefire Agreement of January 27, 1973
which has been strictly complied with.

Yet, in an article dated February 16,
David K. Shipler, a New York Times cor-
respondent stated that he has found a
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great deal of evidence to the contrary.
Shipler writes:

Although the Paris agreements explicitly
rule out advisers to the police force, the
South Vietnamese National Police continue
to receive regular advice from Americans.

In a recent conversation with this corre-
spondent, two high-ranking officers said they
and thelr staffs met frequently with the
Saigon station chief of the C.I.A. and his
staff. Sometimes, they said, the C.I.A. chief
acks the police to gather intelligence for him,
and often they meet to help each other
analyze the data collected.

A police official confirmed that in some
provinces “"American lialson men"” who work
with the police remain on the job. “There are
still some, but not so many,' he sald.

EPISODE IN POLICE STATION

Local policemen still refer to "American
pollice advisers,” according to James M. Mark-
ham, Salgon bureau chief of The New York
Times, who was detained by the police late
in January after a visit to a Vietcong-held
area.

Mr. Markham said that in both Qui Nhon,
where he was held overnight, and Phan
Thiet, where he was detained briefly while
being transferred to Saigon, policemen, talk-
ing among themselves, referred to the “po-
lice adviser.” In Phan Thiet, he reported, a
policeman was overheard saylng. “Let's get
the American police adviser over here.”

In the last six weeks The New York Times
has made repeated attempts to interview
officials in the United States Agency for
International Development who are responsi-
ble for American aid to the police. Although
the oificials appeared ready to discuss the
subject, they were ordered by the United
States Ambassador, Graham A, Martin, to
say nothing.

Contrary to assurances from the State
Department, it is doubtful that police as-
sistance to South Vietnam has been ter-
minated. One is compelled to ask, there-
fore, just what the Congress and the
American people have to do fo stop the
incessant funding of the South Viet-
namese police forces. What does it take
to tell AID, OPS and others in the ad-
ministration, no. We have passed a law
specifically prohibiting U.S. police as-
sistance or training to South Vietnam
and yet, the programs continue to go
on, apparently almost unabated.

In 1971, Michael Klare wrote an excel-
lent report on the public safety program
in South Vietnam. While the report may
not be a description of the public safety
program as it exists today in South Viet-
nam, it does represent the most accu-
rate history and description of the pro-
gram as it existed until recently. It in-
dicates, I believe, the real focus and in-
tent of the public safety program even
as it exists today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the report be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REPORT

The Public Safety program in South Viet-
nam is the largest and one of the oldest U.S.
police assistance programs—half of AID's
Public Safety Advisors and more than half
of OPS's annual budget are committed to
Vietnam operations. The Vietnam program
began in 1955, when Michigan State Uni-
versity received a contract from the Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration (AID's
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predecessor agency) to assemble a team of
police experts to advise the government of
Ngo Dinh Diem. Ultimately 33 advisors
served in the Police Division of the now
famous Michigan State University Group
(MSUG); of this group, at least a few are
known to have been CIA agents. The police
division supervised the reorganization of
Vietnam’s decrepit police system, provided
training in a variety of police skills, provided
small arms and ammunition, and helped
establish a modern records system for filing
data on political suspects.

The MSUG effort was superseded in 1959
by a Public Safety Division (PSD) under
direct U.S. management. In keeping with
President Kennedy's call for increased
counterinsurgency initiatives, the program
was vastly expanded in 1962, Beginning with
a stafl of six in 1959, the PSD mission in Viet-
nam inecreaed to 47 in 1963, and to 204 by
mid-1968. Total support of the PSD program
had reached $95,417,000 by the end of fiscal
year 1968, and has continued at the rate of
about $20 million a year; (some of these
funds are supplied by the Department of
Defense rather than by AID).

From the very start of the Vietnam con-
flict, the Natlonal Police (NP) of South
Vietnam has been regarded by our govern-
ment as a paramilitary force with certain
responsibilities related to the overall counter-
insurgency effort. In the Foreward to a man-
ual on The Police and Resources Control in
Counter-Insurgency (Salgon, 1964), Chief
Frank E. Walton wrote that ““the methods
included in this text are emergency proce-
dures not utilized in a normal peace-time
situation. They are stringent, war-time
measures designed to asslst in defeating the
enemy . . ." In order to upgrade Vietnamese
police capabilities to carry out its wartime
responsibilities, PSD supervised the con-
solidation of all regional, provincial and
specialized police agencies under the direc-
torate of National Police in 1962, and sub-
sequently prepared a “National Police Plan™
for Vietnam in 1964. Under the plan, the
NP's personnel strength grew from 19,000
men in 1963 to 52,000 by the end of 1965,
70,000 in 1967, and 85,000 by the end of
1969. To keep pace with this rapld growth,
the plan provided for a vast increase in U.S.
technical assistance, training and commod-
ity support. Public Safety Division aid and
management have become so extensive, that
the Natlonal Police might more properly be
considered a U.S. mercenary force than an
indigenous institution.

SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS

The specific counterinsurgency functions
performed by the police—resources control,
identification, surveillance and pacification—
are spelled out in an OPS brochure on The
Role of the Public Safety In Support of the
National Police of Vietnam (Washington,
D.C., 1869), and in AID’s Program and Proj-
ect Data Presentations to the Congress for
Fiscal Year 1871.

Resources Control is defined by Public
Safety Advisor E. H. Adkins Jr. as “an effort
to regulate the movement of selected re-
sources, both human and material, in order
to restrict the enemy’s support or deprive
him of it altogether . . ."” In order to prevent
the flow of supplies and people to and from
villages loyal to the National Liberation
Front (NFL). 7,700 members of the National
Police currently man some 650 checkpoints
at key locations on roadways and waterways,
and operate mobile checkpoints on remote
roads and trails, By 1968, more than 468,456
persons had been arrested in this program,
of whom 28,000 were reported as “VC sus-
pects.” AID reported that ‘‘Resources control
efforts in 1969 resulted in nearly 100,000 ar-
rests including more than 10,000 known or
suspected Vietcong. Confiscations included
50,000 units of medicine /drugs and 6,000 tons
of contraband foodstuifls.




June 21, 1974

The National Identity Regisiration Pro-
gram is deseribed by OPS as “an integral part
of the population and resources control pro-
gram.” Under a 1957 law, amended in 1967,
every Vietnamese 15 years and older is re-
quired to register with the Saigon govern-
ment and carry identification cards; anyone
caught without the proper ID cards is con-
sidered a “VC suspect” and subject to im-
prisonment or worse. At the time of registra-
tion, a full set of fingerprints is obtained
from each applicant, and information on his
or her political beliefs is recorded. By 1971,
12,000,000 persons are to have been reached
by this identification /registration program.
“Once completed,” explains, “the identi-
fication system will provide for a natlonal
repository of fingerprints and photographs
and biological data. It will be one of the most
complete national identification systems in
the world, and one of the most badly
needed."”

Surveillance of persons and organizations
suspected of harboring anti-government sen-
timents is the responsibility of the NP's
Special Police Branch (SP). The Special
Branch is nothing more or less than Viet-
nam's secret police; originally the Indo-
Chinese branch of the French Surete, the
SP was known as the Vietnamese Bureau of
Investigation during the Diem regime. Ac-
cording to the 1962 decree establishing the
National Police, the SP was given the re-
sponsibilities of: “Gathering information on
political activities,” and “carrying out un-
dercover operations throughout the country,
searching for, investigating, keeping track of,
and prosecuting elements indulged in sub-
versive activities.” OPS documents state that
“SP agents penetrate subversive organiza-
tions,” and “use intelligence collection, po-
litical data [and] dossiers compiled from
census data . . . to separate the bad guys
from the good.” AID has nothing to say
about the criteria used to separate the “bad
guys"” from the “good guys"; anyone familiar
with the Vietnamese scene knows, however,
that the SP's major responsibility is surveil-
lance of non-Communist groups that could
pose a political challenge to the regime in
power. Persons who advocate negotiations
with the NLF are routinely picked up by the
Special Police and sentenced to stiff prison
terms.

Pacification usually brings to mind “good
will” projects like school construction and
free medical care in Vietnam, however, the
paramount task of the U.S. pacification
effort is the identification and neutralization
of the local NLF administrative apparatus—
in Pentagon nomenclature, the *“Viet Cong
Infrastructure” (VCI). The counter-infra-
structure campaign was initiated by the CIA
in July 1968 as the “Phung Hoang" pro-
gram—better known In English as Operation
Phoenix. This program, incorporated into
the Civil Operations and Revolutionary De-
velopment Support (CORDS) eflort, is de-
scribed by American officials as “a systematic
effort at intelligence coordination and ex-
ploitation." In the intelligence phase, all
allied intelligence services—including South
Vietnam's Special Police Branch and Amer-
ica's CIA and military intelligence organiza-
tion—are supposed to pool the data they
have collected (or forcibly extracted) from
informers and prisoners on the identity of
NLF cadres. It is for this ultimate purpose
that most of the other police functions de-
scribed above—interdiction, identification,
registration and surveillance—are carried on.
In the exploitation phase of Phoenix, mem-
bers of the paramilitary National Police Field
Forces, sometimes assisted by the Army,
make secret, small-scale raids into contested
areas to seize or eliminate persons who have
been identified by the intelligence services
as “VCI agents.” In testimony before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the
head of CORDS, ex-CIA agent William E.
Colby stated that in 1960 a total of 19,534
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suspected VCI agents had been "neutral-
ized"—of this amount 6,187 had been killed,
8,515 arrested, and 4,832 persuaded to Join
the Saigon side, Colby insisted that Phoenix
did not constitute an “assassination” or
“counter-terror” operation.

Each of the counterinsurgency programs
described has been accompanied by an ex-
pansion of the prison population of South
Vietnam. Since prison management is con-
sidered a major task of the overall police
responsibllity, the U.S, Public Safety pro-
gram includes substantial assistance to the
Directorate of Corrections—the Saigon
agency ultimately responsible for the opera-
tion of South Vietnam’s 41 elvil prisons. U.S.
aid has enabled the Directorate to enlarge
the prison system from its 1967 capacity of
20,000 prisoners to the present capacity of
33,435 inmates.

From 1967-1969, OPS expenditures in sup-
port of prison maintenance have totaled $1.6
million, Specific project targets in 1969, ac-
cording to AID's Program and Project Data
Presentations to the Congress, include: “The
renovation and expansion of selected correc-
tion centers, the addition of up to 1,000
trained personnel to administer correction
centers . . . and the implementation of a
plan for relocating prisoners in order to re-
duce overcrowding and provide greater
security from VC attacks.” To achleve these
targets, “AID will provide technical advisors
to help supervise relocations and to train
new recruits . .. [and] will provide sup-
plies for prison security ...” One of the
facllities selected for the relocation program
was the dread prison of Con Son Island with
its now-notorious “tiger cages.”

TIGER CAGES GET HIGH RATINGS

Americans who were in Saigon in the late
Fifties under the Michigan State-CIA police
advisory mission noted at the time that op-
position politiclans were frequently carted
off to Con Son. The U.S. government’s own
figures state that at least 70 percent of the
prisoner population throughout Vietnam is
political, and another nine percent is “mili-
tary"—that is, POW's. It has been sald for
years that to know the status of the non-
communist political opposition, Con Son
was the place to go.

U.S. Publlc Safety Advisor Frank Walton,
former Los Angeles Deputy Chief of Police,
with a reputation for being hard on minor-
ities, is one of 225 Public Safety Advisors
with the Agency for International Develop-
ment in Vietnam. Walton declared Con Son
to be “a correctional institution worthy of
higher ratings than some prisons in the U.8.”
with “enlightened and modern administra-
tion.”

In order to upgrade the administrative
capabilities of the Corrections Directorate,
AID regularly provides training to Vietnam-
ese prison officials “outside of Vietnam." Al-
though AID does not divulge any details, the
ten officials receiving such training in fiscal
year 1969 are probably among the 60 Viet-
namese police officers brought to the U.S.
to attend special courses. According to the
AID manual on Public Safety Training, for-
eign police personnel can attend an 18-week
course in “Penology and Corrections at
Southern Illinois University in Carbondale.
The Southern Illinois program includes in-
struction in such topics as: “disposition of
convicted offenders and juveniles; philosophy
and practice of correctional institutional
management; methods of correctional staff
training and development.” The program also
includes a course on “Correctional Institute
Design and Construction.”

One begins to appreciate the breadth of
the Vietnam program by reading AID's 1971
budget request—#13 million is being sought
to achieve the following “Project Targets:

. « . provision of commodity and advisory
support for a pollce force of 108,000 men by
the end of FY 1971 . . . assisting the National
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Identity Registration Program (NIRP) to reg-
ister more than 12,000,000 persons 15 years
of age and over by the end of 1971; continu-
ing to provide basic and specialized training
for approximately 40,000 police annually;
providing technical assistance to the police
detention system including planning and
supervision of the construction of facilities
for an additional 2,000 inmates during 1970;
and helping to achieve a major increase in
the number of police presently working
(6,000) at the village level.

This presentation, it must be remembered,
only represents programs under ATID author-
ity; missing from this prospectus are NP ac-
tivities financed by the CIA and the Defense
Department. Military Assistance funds are
used to finance the activities of the parlia-
mentary National Police Field Forces (NPFF),
which, by January 1269, constituted a small
army of 12,000 men organized into 75 com-
panies (our expansion plans call for a total
complement of 22,500 men and 108 compan-~
ies by the end of 1970) . Because of the “mill-
tary commonality” of their equipment, all
commodities support to the NPFF is provided
by the Pentagon. The extent of CIA contri-
butions to the National Police is of course
impossible to determine; it is known, how=-
ever, that the CIA has been involved in
modernizing Vietnam's secret police files
since 1955. One does not have to invoke the
sinister image of the CIA, however, to estab-
lish beyond a doubt that the United States
is intimately involved in every barbarous act
committed by the South Vietnamese police
on behalf of the Salgon government,

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, there
are other programs in the Office of Pub-
lic Safety which concern me a great deal.
According to reports which I received
last year, the U.S. Government has been
training foreign policemen in bomb-mak-
ing at a remote desert camp in Texas. At

the U.S. Border Patrol Academy in Los
Fresnos, Tex., foreign policemen are
taught the design, manufacture and po-
tential uses of homemade bombs and in-
cendiary devices by IPA instructors. At
least 165 policemen have taken this
“Technical Investigations Course” since
it was first offered in 1969.

While I was assured at the time that
the course had been terminated, I have
recently learned that it has resurfaced—
this time in Edgewood, Md. According to
E. H. Adkins, Deputy Director of the IPA,
in an interview with Carol Clifford of
the Los Angeles Times, the course has
been “revamped” and renamed preven-
tion and investigation of contemporary
violence.

In addition to the bomb school, I have
learned that International Police Acad-
emy graduates also attend a school for
Psychological Operations at Fort Bragg,
N.C.

The school, which is held at the U.S.
Army Institute for Military Assistance at
Fort Bragg, N.C., includes courses with
such titles as subversive insurgent meth-
odology, psychological operations in sup-
port of internal defense and develop-
ment, the role of intelligence and inter-
nal defense. According to Adkins, the
purpose of the school is to “teach police
how the military handles psychological
warfare problems."”

We have also learned that the IPA
counts among its graduates security
guards employed by Aramco, the Arabian
American Oil Co.

I could go on, with other reports of
OPS activity which I have found in the
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last year including letters from foreign-
ers indicating U.S. complicity in the use
of torture in countries abroad, but I think
that the point is clear:

This country is involved in an activity
which is totally divorced from the scope
and intention of U.S. foreign aid. The
Office of Public Safety and the Interna-
tional Police Academy mocks the purpose
of other AID programs and has inflicted
an indelible blemish on the past record
and accomplishments of USAID pro-
grams.

For this reason, I am introducing an
amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1975 which would prohibit this in-
sensible activity from continuing.

Last year we were only partially suc-
cessful in curtailing the activities of the
OPS. Presently, only U.S. funds for police
training in foreign countries is pro-
hibited. Obviously, a great deal of activity
has continued to persist. The Interna-
tional Police Academy has now graduated
4,000 students and they continue to come.
Supporting assistance to many of the
most repressive governments in the world
today continue to go on unabated. And
new programs such as the “contemporary
violence” course in Maryland continue to
spring up.

It is time, I believe that the Congress
terminates this program and all related
activities in regard to police and prison
support. I am hopeful that my colleagues
will agree with me, and support this
amendment when it comes up for con-
sideration later this summer.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1511

On page 7, between lines 13 and 14, Insert

the following new section:
PROHIBITING POLICE TRAINING

Sec. 10, (a) Chapter 3 of part III of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“Sgc. 659. (a) Prohibiting Police Train-
ing.—None of the funds made available to
carry out this or any other law, and none
of the local currencies accruing under this
or any other law, shall be used to provide
training or advice, or provide any financial
support, for police, prisons, or other internal
security forces of any foreign government or
any program of internal intelligence of sur-
yeillance on behalf of any foreign govern-
ment within the United States or abroad.

“(b) Subsection (a) of this section shall
not apply—

“(1) with respect to assistance rendered
under section 515(¢) of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, or with
respect to any authority of the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration or the Federal Bureau
of Investigation which relates to crimes of
the nature which are unlawful under the
laws of the United States; or

“(2) to any contract entered into prior

to the date of enactment of this section with
any person, organization, or agency of the
United States Government to provide per-
sonnel to conduct, or assist in conducting,
any such program.
Notwithstanding clause (2), subsection (a)
shall apply to any renewal or extension of any
contract referred to in such paragraph en=-
tered into on or after such date of enact-
ment."
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(b) Section 112 of such Act is repealed.
On page 7, line 16, strike out “Sec. 10” and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec, 11",

AMENDMENT NO. 1512

(Ordered to be printed and referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.)

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, today
I am introducing amendment to S. 3394,
the foreign aid bill which provides
that no military assistance shall be
made available to any foreign govern-
ment during any period in which that
government does not allow such inter-
national organizations as the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross, the
International Commission of Jurists,
Amnesty International, and the Inter-
American Commission on Human Rights
free access into their prisons for the sole
purpose of conducting inspections with
respect to alleged violations of human
rights.

I join a growing number of Americans
who are deeply concerned over the ram-
pant violations of human rights and the
need for a more effective response from
the U.S. Government. Despite national
differences, ideological variances, and
numerous reasons, a large and ever-grow-
ing number of American citizens find a
common cause in coming to the aid of the
oppressed in countries throughout the
world.

The sad but unfortunate fact is that
gross and malicious violations of human
rights continue to persist in almost every
part of the world. Torture, mass impris-
onment, summary executions, and dis-
crimination, and other abhorent viola-
tions continue to be used—sometimes
quite overtlv—in countries whose gov-
ernments the United States consider to
be among its closest friends.

While no one disputes the role of any
government in guaranteeing to its citi-
zens the most basic freedoms and rights
accorded to every human being, it has be-
come apparent in recent years that many
governments not only neglect to guaran-
tee these rights but actually deny them.

Contrary to what many now believe,
government repression is not limited to
one particular ideology. Governments
from every part of the political spectrum
have at one time in recent years been ac-
cused of violating the fundamental rights
of its citizens.

While the protection of human rights
remains essentially the responsibility of
each government, it becomes the respon-
sibility of the international community
when violations occur at the hands of
the government. It must be the respon-
sibility of concerned governments and in-
ternational organizations to help defend
the human rights of all people through-
out the world.

For this reason, the United Nations
and its specialized agencies have de-
veloped an extensive body of interna-
tional law pertaining to human rights.
In the latest U.N. compilation of specific
human rights instruments of the U.N. 13
declarations and 23 conventions are
listed.

Unfortunately, the U.S. record on
ratification of human rights treaties has
been a dismal failure. According to the
report on Human Rights in the World
Community submitted to Congress by the
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House Subcommittee on International
Organizations and Movements earlier
this year, the United States, through this
failure to become a party to all but a
few of the human rights treaties, has
become increasingly isolated from the
development of human rights law. There
can be little question that this embar-
rassing failure has impaired both our
participation in international coopera-
tion in human rights as well as any bi-
lateral efforts which this Government
may have considered to persuade govern-
ments to respect international human
rights standards.

One major cause for the embarrassing
failure on the part of the United States
in this regard is that the people in this
country have not been made aware of
the inhuman atrocities and the repres-
sive and barbaric tactics which some gov-
ernments in the world insist on using as
their only means of staying in power.

They have not been told that people
are thrown in prison in many countries
simply because of their beliefs or their
disagreement with their own govern-
ment. They are not told that the most
unhbelievable forms of torture known to
man are used daily by some government
officials on their own citizens. Ameri-
cans are unaware that thousands of in-
nocent people are shot each year with-
out so much as a hearing on the crimes
which they are accused of committing.
Most important of all, few U.S. taxpayers
know that part of their hard-earned
wages are going, in taxes, to support
these repressive measures—sometimes
directly through the export of police and
prison equipment and many times indi-
rectly through direct payments to many
of the most repressives regimes in the
world today.

A large part of the problem lies di-
rectly within our own State Department.
The Department as well as the entire
Nixon administration chooses to pretend
that that repression, torture, and the
abridgement of human rights simply does
not exist. A recent example of this is the
response received by Senator KENNEDY
from the State Department in reply to
the recommendations contained in a
study mission report submitted by his
Senate Subcommittee on Refugees. In
regard to political prisoners in South
Vietnam, the Department stated:

The Department of State cannot agree with
the Study Mission's assertion that “the rec-
ord is clear that political prisoners exist in
South Vietnam."

We would add that the extensive evidence
available to us simply does not sustain the
highly publicized charges that civilian pris-
oners are subjected to widespread, systematic
mistreatment in the jails of the Republic of
Vietnam.

Time and again, the administration
continues to attempt to solve the prob-
lems of blatant and gross violations of
human rights simply by denying that
they exist. The State Department asser-
tion that there are no political prisoners
in South Vietnam defies not only the
findings of the Refugee Subcommittee,
but also the scores of reports by respon-
sible humanitarian organizations whose
documented evidence leaves absolutely
no question that these violations exist.
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In Chile, while people are arrested, tor-
tured, and summarily killed for any rea-
son or even no reason, our Government
is asking $85 million in bilateral aid for
the next fiscal year. Unlike other West-
ern countries, we have offered no asylum
to Chilean refugees. And we have said
nothing, officially, about the murder and
savagery.

If the United States only spoke out
against the torture, if our Embassy in
Santiago was active in watching the
trials and other visible manifestations of
oppression, if Congress could, just once,
attach conditions to aid, those who rule
Chile, South Vietnam, and other repres-
sive countries would listen.

But we in the Government of the
United States show no official concern
for human rights. We have nothing to
say about the repression and slavery of
the Ache Indians in Paraguay or about
the documented brutalities which have
occurred in some of Paraguay’s neigh-
boring countries. In Korea, in Indonesia,
in the Philippines, in Uruguay, in Brazil,
and in scores of other countries whose
governments are our “friends,” the Gov-
ernment of the United States sits idly
by as while grave acts of torture and
murder continue to be committed.

In a recent article in the New York
Times, Anthony Lewis summed up
American indifference best:

Some of the nastiest governments in the
world today were born or grew with Amer=-
fcan ald. That being the case, the most mod-
est view of our responsibility would require
us to say a restraining word to them oc-
casionally. But we say nothing, we hear
nothing, we see nothing,

Citing the State Department response
regarding the nonexistence of South
Vietnamese political prisoners which I
mentioned earlier, Lewis writes:

Thus thousands of non-communists in
South Vietnamese jails were made to vanish,
the twisted creatures In tiger cages waved
away. Thus the idealism that once marked
America’s place in the world has become in-
difference in the face of inhumanity,

Mr. President, it is appalling that the
concern for human rights is not even
considered in our country’s foreign pol-
icy. It has been pushed from a low prior-
ity to total invisibility behind the “more
important considerations” of political,
economic, and military decisionmaking.
It has been totally neglected and all but
dismissed as a factor in United States
foreign policy.

While one would be foolish to suggest
that the human rghts factor should be
the only consideration, or even the single,
major factor in determining our foreign
policy, there is little doubt that it ought
to be accorded far greater import than
what now exists. If the United States
cannot play a role in setting some kind
of example for other countries to follow,
then surely we cannot expect some other
country or international organization to
do so either.

In this country, respect for human
rights is a fundamental tradifion set
down in the Constitution. The citizens in
this country have long cherished this
tradition as one of the most fundamental
of all and one which is worth fighting for.
We have encouraged other countries and
their governments to accept the princi-
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ples of our Bill of Rights to the point
where we have even helped write their
existing constitutions. The U.S. Govern-
ment has had ample opportunity to im-
press upon these governments of the im-
portance of guaranteeing human rights
to all of their people—regardless of be-
lief, race, or ideology.

Yet, the State Department has taken
the position that questions involving hu-
man rights are domestic in nature and
not relevant in determining bilateral
relations. With almost weekly charges
of serious violations of human rights
somewhere in the world, the most the
Department has done is to make private
inquiries and low-keyed appeals to the
government concerned.

While the State Department continues
to rely on the “nonintervention” ration-
ale in cases involving human rights, it is
all but forgotten at other times. In the
last 15 years alone, we have seen overt
examples of U.S. intervention in the
Dominican Republic, in Cuba, and in
Southeast Asia, merely to name three.
God only knows how many covert opera-
tions the Unitec States has been involved
in during this same time pericd.

In addition, the United States has not
hestitated to criticize violations of hu-
man rights in the Soviet Union—espe-
cially in regard to the Solzhenitsyn af-
fair. Even a vast number of Members in
the Senate have attempted to threaten
to curtail trade with the Soviet Union if
its emigration policy for Jews is not
modified. Current U.S. policy, however,
has made it clear that Soviet violations
of human rights will not deter efforts to
promote détente with the Soviet Union.

I concur with those who argue that as
the importance of ideology in interna-
tional relations continues to lessen, the
United States must begin to consider a
certain government’s adherence to ob-
jective human rights standards as one
important criterion in determining our
foreign policy. Certainly, protection of
human rights is often a better measure
of the performance of a government than
is ideology.

In the last year, the Senate has had
the opportunity on several occasions to
emphasize the importance of human
rights in the implementation of foreign
policy. We have attempted to establish
some criteria which could be considered
in determining who should receive U.S.
foreign aid and just what that aid should
consist of,

On each occasion, however, the sup-
porters of this effort have been accused
of intervening in the domestic affairs of
another country, of using faulty cri-
teria in establishing foreign policy, and
of jeopardizing U.S. international po-
litical and military positions by offering
or supporting such legislation.

Mr. President, I Join those who be-
lieve that arguments such as these are
completely wrong and totally without
merit. I believe that the only way in
which basic houman rights can be con-
sidered in the overall determination of
foreign policy is for the Congress to dem-
onstrate its concern: Members of Con-
gress should not hesitate to speak out
forthrightly in calling for action by the
executive branch in defense of interna-
tional standards of human rights when
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they are violated. It simply has got to
start here.

It is for this reason that I am now
introducing this amendment to the fiscal
1975 foreign aid bill.

The sole purpose of this amendment
is to insure that those people who are
imprisoned in countries whose govern-
ments are receiving U.S. military aid
are being accorded the most basic of
human rights. If, in the opinion of any
one of the four organizations the Gov-
ernment is insuring these rights to its
citizens, then there would be no dques-
tion as to their eligibility for receiving
U.S. foreign aid. However, if on the other
hand, the organization determines that
the rights of its citizens are being vio-
lated, the country would not be eligible
for U.S. military assistance until those
rights are restored.

The international organizations are a
vital contributor to the infternational
protection of human rights. Their value
arises from their independence from
governments which enables them to view
objectively human rights situations in
various countries without regard to po-
litical considerations. These traits of ob-
jectivity and political independence make
it possible for nongovernmental orga-
nizations to speak out against human
rights violations when governments are
silent, I am therefore convinced that
with the assistance of such international
organizations, the United States can go
a long way in insuring that at least in
those countries who receive U.S. military
aid, the basic human rights of their citi-
zens are allowed.

In recent years, the world has wit-
nessed an alarming increase in the viola-
tions of human rights including the
practice of torture. Amnesty Interna-
tional estimates that torture exists in
at least 64 countries at last count—many
of whose governments are considered
friends of ours. Until this country speaks
out in defense of these rights, until we
use our massive influencz with many of
these countries to terminate their in-
humane treatment of their own citizens
the violations will continue to occur and
most likely increase.

This amendment is an attempt to use
that influence. Members of the Senate
will have the opportunity to put the Con-
gress on record as opposing the repug-
nant treatment of millions of people by
their own government. It is an oppor-
tunity to begin to put an end to the tor-
ture, the unjust imprisonment, and the
mass murders of thousands of innocent
people. I believe that it is not only an
opporiunity, but a responsibility.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment be
inserted into the REecorbp.

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

AMENDMENT No. 1512

On page 7, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

ACCESS OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS TO
PRISON

Sec. 10. Chapter 3 of part III of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section:

“Sec. 6569, Access of International Organiza-
tions to Prisons.—No funds made available to
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carry out this or any other law shall be used
to provide military assistance or security sup-
porting assistance or to make military sales,
credit sales, or guaranties, to or for any for-
eign government during any period in which
that government does not allow the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross, the
International Commission of Jurists, Am-
nesty International, or the Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights, free access
into the prisons of that country for the sole
purpose of conducting inspections with re-
spect to alleged violations of human rights.”

On page 7, line 16, strike out “Sec. 10" and
insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 11",

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN THE
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT—AMEND-
MENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 1513

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and Mr.
MansrFIELD) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them jointly
to the bill (H.R. 14832) to provide for
a temporary increase in the public debt
limit.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I sub-
mit an amendment authored by the dis-
tinguished majority leader (Mr. Mans-
FIELD) and myself to set a certain date,
December 31, 1974, by which time pri-
vate citizens shall be permitted to own
gold for investment purposes. Under our
amendment, the President would have
discretionary authority to remove the
present restrictions on private ownership
before December 31. However, and I want
to emphasize this point, the amendment
would permit private ownership as of
December 31 even if the President did
not act. It should be noted that our
amendment is essentially the same as the
gold ownership provision contained in
H.R. 15645 which has just recently been
reported by the House Banking Commit-
tee. Consequently, we are confident our
amendment would be acceptable to the
House.

Mr. President, this is a matter in which
Senator MansrIeLD and I both have long
been interested, and we feel strongly that
the time has arrived for resolving this is-
sue once and for all. Last year, of course,
the Senate passed legislation (S. 929)
that would have permitted private owner-
ship of gold beginning on December 31,
1973. The House bill, however, did not
permit private ownership until such time
as “the President finds and reports to the
Congress that international monetary re-
form shall have proceeded to the point
where elimination of regulations on pri-
vate ownership of gold will not adversely
affect the United States international
monetary position.” As Senators know,
the House provision prevailed in con-
ference.

Mr. President, we can see how it might
be beneficial to allow the administration
some flexibility in bringing the present
restrictions on private ownership to an
end. However, all of us in this body know
from hard experience how matters of
this sort have a habit of just dragging on
and on without final resolution.

The amendment we are offering today
addresses both of those concerns—the
need on one hand to give the administra-
tion some flexibility and the necessity
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on the other hand of assuring that this

matter will be brought to a final conclu-

gfr? within a reasonably short period of
e,

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1514

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I submit
an amendment to H.R. 14832, which
would prohibit the reduction of certain
veterans' benefits as a result of increase
in social security or railroad retirement
benefits or certain other annuities.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the amendment be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 1514

At the end of the bill add a new section
as follows:

SEc, . (a) Bection 415(g) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof a new paragraph as fol-
lows:

“(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1) of this subsection, in deter-
mining the annual income of any person for
any year there shall not be included in such
income—

“{A) the amount of any increase in
monthly insurance benefits payable to such
person during such year under section 202
or 223 of the Social Security Act, the amount
of any increase in the monthly payment of
annuity or pension payable to such person
during such year under the Raillroad Retire-
ment Act of 1935 or the Railroad Retirement
Act of 1837, or the amount of any cost-of-
living adjustment of an annuity under sec-
tion 8340 of title 5, United States Code, if—

“(i) such increase results from provision
of law enacted after December 30, 1973, pro-
viding increases in the monthly benefits
payable to individuals entitled to benefits
under such section 202 or 223 of the Social
Security Act, such increase results from pro-
visions of law enacted after such date pro-
viding increases in railroad retirement bene-
fits, or such adjustment results from a cost-
of-living adjustment in a civil service re-
tirement annuity eflective after December
80, 1973; and

**(ii) for the month (or any portion there-
of) in which the Aet containing such pro-
visions of law was enacted or for which such
adjustment was effective, such person was
entitled to (I) & monthly insurance benefit
under section 202 or 223 of the Social Se-
curity Act, monthly payment of annuity or
pension under the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937 or the Railroad Retirement Act of
1935, or an annuity under subchapter III
of chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code,
(or other comparable provision of law), as
the case may be, and (II) dependency and
indemnity compensation under the provi-
sions of this chapter; and

“(B) the amount of any lump-sum pay-
ment paid to such person during such year
i1—

“(1) such payment is attributable to an
increase in (I) the monthly insurance bene-
fits to which such person is entitled under
section 202 or 223 of the Social Security Act,
or (I1) the amount of the monthly payment
of annuity or pension payable to such per-
son under the Railroad Retirement Act of
1035 or the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937;

“(ii) such increase results from the enact-
ment, after December 30, 1973, of any provi-
sion of law increasing (I) the monthly ben-
efits payable to individuals entitled to ben-
efits under section 202 or 223 of the Social
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Becurity Act, or (II) the monthly payments
of annuity or pension payable to individuals
under the Rallroad Retirement Act of 1935
or the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937; and

*(iii) such lump-sum payment is paid sep-
arately from the rest of any monthly insur-
ance benefit of such person under section 202
or 223 of the Social Security Act or of any
monthly payment of annuity or pension pay-
able to such person under the Railroad Re-
tirement Act of 1937."”

(b) Section 503 of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof a new subsection as follows:

*(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a) of this section, in determin-
ing the annual income of any person for any
year for purposes of this chapter or the first
sentence of gection 9(b) of the Veterans’
Pension Act of 1959 or any prior law, there
shall not be included in such income—

“(1) the amount of any Increase In
monthly insurance benefits payable to such
person during such year under section 202
or 223 of the Social Security Act, the amount
of any increase in the monthly annuity or
pension payable to such person during such
year under the Railroad Retirement Act of
1835 or the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937,
or the amount of any cost-of-living adjust-
ment of annuity under section 8340 of title
5, United States Code, if—

“{A) such increase results from provisions
of law enacted after December 30, 1973, pro-
viding increases in the monthly benefits pay-
able to individuals entitled to benefits under
such section 202 or 223 of the SBocial Security
Act, such increase results from provisions
of law enacted after such date providing
increases in railroad retirement benefits, or
such adjustment results from a cost-of-living
adjustment in a civil service retirement
annuity eflective after December 30, 1873,
and

“{B) for the month (or any portion there-
of) in which the Act containing such pro-
visions of law was enacted or for which such
adjustment was effective, such person was
entitled to (i) a monthly insurance benefit
under section 202 or 223 of the Social Secu-
rity Act, a monthly payment of annuity or
pension under the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937 or the Rallroad Retirement Act of
1935, or an annuity under subchapter III of
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code
(or other comparable provision of law)}, as
the case may be, and (ii) pension under
the provisions of this chapter or the first
sentence of section 9(b) of the Veterans'
Pension Act of 1959 or any prior law.

“(2) the amount of any lump-sum pay-
ment paid to such person during such year
if—

“(A) such payment is attributable to an
increase in (1) the monthly insurance bene-
fits to which such person is entitled under
section 202 or 223 of the Soclal Security
Act, or (ii) the amount of the monthly pay-
ment of annuity or pension payable to such
person under the Rallroad Retirement Act of
1935 or the Rallroad Retirement Act of 1937;

“(B) such increase results from the en-
actment, after December 30, 1973, of any
provision of law increasing (i) the monthly
benefits payable to individuals entitled to
benefits under section 202 or 223 of the Social
Security Act, or (ii) the monthly payments
of annuity or pension payable to individuals
under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1935
or the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937, and

“(Cc) such lump-sum payment is paid
separately from the rest of any monthly in-
surance benefit of such person under section
202 or 223 of the Social Security Act or of
any monthly payment of annuity or pension
payable to such person under the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1935 or the Raillroad Re-
tirement Act of 1937.".

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act
to provide for a temporary increase in the
public debt limit, and for other purpoze:.”
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AMENDMENT NO. 1515

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, today I
am introducing an amendment to H.R.
14832, the Debt Ceiling Act, providing
for a $205 tax credit in place of the per-
sonal exemption in existing law., This
$205 tax credit, which would be used by
all taxpayers, is a proposed substitute
to the amendment offered by some of my
colleagues providing for a $190 tax credit
or a $825 personal exemption at the
option of the taxpayer. Their amend-
ment is tax reduction without tax re-
form.

A fundamental inequity of our present
tax law is that the value of personal
exemptions depends on one's tax bracket.
The personal exemption is a deduction
from adjusted gross income and is of
substantially greater value to wealthy
families.

For example, today’s $750 exemption
reduces the income tax of a person in
the lowest income tax bracket by $106—
14 percent of $750—but saves a high-
income person as much as $525—70 per-
cent of $750. Let us consider a man with
half a million dollars of income who is
in the 70-percent bracket and a man
earning $5,000. If each is married with
two children, the wealthy man will save
$2,100 because of the personal exemp-
tion and the man with $5,000 will save
about $470. For a man in the 14 percent
bracket, the birth of a child provides
him with tax relief of $105; for the man
in the 50-percent bracket whose income
may be over $50,000, the relief is $375,
and for the wealthy man in the 70-per-
cent bracket, the relief is $525.

Logic would suggest that tax relief
based on family size, should be greater
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or at least the same for low-income
families than for the high-income one.
The advantage of a tax credit over the
personal exemption has been recognized
by tax experts and public leaders for
many years. For example, this April 11
Senator KEnNNEDY, in a Senate speech
stated:

We also need to overhaul the relationship
between tax credits and tax deductions in
the Internal Eevenue Code. In the past, as
part of overall tax reform, I have urged Con-
gress to allow credits instead of deductions
in a number of major areas, including the
personal exemption, . . .

It makes no sense to me that, because of
the rate structure of our revenue laws, a
child in a wealthy family is worth a tax
saving of $526 to his parents while a ghetto
child is worth only $105 in tax relief.

Rather than ending this inequity, the
optional approach increases it. The op-
tional approach of a tax credit or an in-
creas d tax exemption would further re-
duce the progressivity of our tax system
above the cut-off point—in this case,
around $20,000—since these high-income
taxpayers would still benefit relatively
more than the individual who takes the
credit.

The across-the-board $205 tax credit
would achieve not only tax relief but
greater equity in our tax law. A $205 tax
credit which would be a deduction from
the final tax bill would be of equal value
to <11 families. Providing for a credit in-
stead of an exemption will make the in-
come tax system far more progressive,
and provide a substantial new equity for
millions of taxpayers.

Furthermore, a tax credit concentrates
tax relief among low- and middle-income
families where it is most needed. For
example, a study by the Joint Economic
Committee shows that a family with a
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budget of $12,614 had to pay an extra
$1,168 just to maintain their 1972 living
standards. Over the weekend, the Labor
Department published a report demon-
strating the devastating effect on middle
Americans’ standard of living and pur-
chasing power. It provided fresh evidence
that last year’s inflation squeezed lower
income and intermediate families harder
than those at “higher” levels. This is be-
cause food prices rose the most last year
and food, in percentage terms, is a bigger
budget item for the less-well-off than
the well-to-do.

For example, a typical lower income
urban family of four needed 10.8 percent
more money to sustain itself at the same
standard of living in 1973 as they had in
1972. A middle-income family needed 10.3
percent more money to maintain the
same standard of income.

It is these very people that would be
helped the most by an across-the-board
$205 tax credit rather than an optional
credit. For example, a couple with one
dependent whose adjusted gross income
is $12,500 would have a tax savings of
$75 from present law under the optional
credit, but $120 under the $205 tax credit.
If this couple had two dependents, the
tax savings would be $111, and $171 re-
spectively.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert into the CoNGREssIONAL
Recorp at this time, two tables, one show-
ing the Federal individual income tax
liability under present law and under the
optional tax credit and the $205 tax
credit, and the other showing the differ-
ent tax savings for certain categories of
taxpayers.

There being no objection, the tables

were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:

TABLE I.—FEDERAL INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX LIABILITY UNDER PRESENT LAW, UNDER A $190 NONREFUNDABLE TAX CREDIT OR AN $825 PERSONAL EXEMPTION DEDUCTION AT THE
TAXPAYER'S OPTION (PROPOSAL NO. 1), AND UNDER A $205 NONREFUNDABLE MANDATORY TAX CREDIT (PROPOSAL NO, 2)—SINGLE PERSON AND MARRIED COUPLE WITH No, 1

2, AND 4 DEPENDENTS

[Assuming deductible personal expenses of 15 percent of income]

Tax liability

Single person

Married couple with no

Married couple with 1
dependents dependent

Married couple with 4

Married couple with 2
d dependents

ependents

Under
present
law

Und ei
proposa
No. 1

Under
. praﬁusal
Adjusted gross income 0.2

Under Under. Unde[ Unde[ Unde[

Unde[ Undez Unde[ Under Under Unde;

present p p
law

No. 2 Mo, 1

p present

proposal
law 1

pluﬁ:snzl

18133

1§69
1481

1 443
1 647
1

1§28 L R C e e A, e
13159 et
1563

1,

1,87
2, 566 2,
3,098 2, 2,925
4, 268 4, 4, 165

B
818
08

1,024
1, 435
1,903
2,385
3,470

1 Computed without reference to the tax tables for returns with adjusted gross income under ~ Source: Staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, May 30, 1974,
10,000.

TABLE I1.—TAX SAVINGS

Married couple with 2
dependents

Under $205
tax credit

alternative

Adjusted gross income tax eredit

two other major reasons why the $205

tax credit is to be preferred over the op-
tional tax credit. First, it costs less, sec-
ond, since it would take effect after De-
cember 31, 1974 it would not be financed
by retroactive repeals, as of January 1,
1974, of existing laws.

The $205 tax credit would provide
$6.786 billion in tax relief to 58,603 mil-
lion American taxpayers. It would elimi-
nate entirely the tax burden for 7,657
American taxpayers—mostly working
families with moderate and low incomes.

The net cost to the Treasury, however,

would be $5.274 billion—about 1 billion
less than the optional tax credit—be-
cause tax relief based on family size
would be of equal value to all taxpayers.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert into the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp at this time, a table showing the
aggregate decrease and increase in Fed-
eral individual income liability resulting
from the $205 tax credit.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:
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ESTIMATED AGGREGATE DECREASE IN FEDERAL INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX LIABILITY RESULTING FROM THE SUBSTITUTION OF A $205 MANDATORY NONREFUNDABLE TAX CREDIT
FOR THE 3750 PERSONAL EXEMPTION DEDUCTION—BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME CLASS, 1974 INCOME LEVELS

Adjusted gross income class

Returns with tax decrease

Returns with tax increase

Total number
with tax

made

Enfaﬂﬁl&\

D in Number of
tax liahilit returns
{millions (thousands)

Increase in
tax Nabilit
(millions]

_ Net change
in tax liability
(millions)

1
Q)

$223
632
800
1,578
, 322
970
161

1

o

—5223

2
833
6, 423
652
159

884
445
145

58, 603 7,657

8,363 1,511

1 Less than 500 returns or $500,000.

Source: Staff of the Joint Committes on Internal Revenue Taxation, June 3, 1974,

Note: Details will not necessarily add to totals because of rounding.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, as I men-
tioned earlier, this proposal, unlike the
$190 alternative credit—will concentrate
tax relief among low- and middle-income
taxpayers. This proposal would result in
less tax liability than under present law
for all the following categories of tax-
payers—assuming deductible personal
expenses of 15 percent of adjusted gross
income:

Single person $14,264. 71
Married couple with no dependents 20, 196.08
Married couple with one

dependent

Married couple with two
dependents

Married couple with four
dependents 22,941.18

In other words, families of four with
adjusted gross incomes of $22,041.18 or
less would pay less in tax than under
the present law.

Even for many taxpayers above the
break-even point, there would only be a
minor increase in taxes. For example, a
married couple with one dependent with
adjusted gross income of $25,000, tax
liability would increase by $65. For the
same couple with two dependents, their
tax liability would increase by $70.

Finally, I have grave reservations about
the soundness—except in extraordinary
circumstances—about retroactively re-
pealing existing laws. Regardless what is
believed to be the faults of a particular
tax provision, taxpayers at the beginning
of a tax year have the right to expect
that laws they relied on will exist for that
year. Otherwise, they could be penalized
for tax decisions they have no opportu-
nity to change. For these reasons, I have
proposed that the repeal of DISC and
the strengthening of the minimum tax
be effective at the end, rather than the
beginning of this year. On the other
hand, the oil industry has clearly been
on notice that Congress will make major
changes in their tax law. Repeal of the
percentage depletion as of January 1,
1974 is necessary to reduce windfall
profits already enjoyed by the oil indus-
try.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to insert into the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp at this time, a table showing the
revenue effects of my bill S. 3437 which
I reintroduced as amendments to H.R.
8217 to indicate the kind of tax package
possible that:

20, 882. 35

First, would combine tax relief with
tax reform,

Second, would not increase Federal
deficits but, in faect, raise Federal rev-
enues, and

Third, would not require unreasonable
retroactive repeal of existing tax laws.

There being no objection, the table was

ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

REVENUE EFFECTS OF S. 3437 INTRODUCED BY SENATOR
NELSON ON MAY 2, 19741

In billions

Provisions 1974

1975

Sec. 2— $205 credit

Sec. 3— Repeal of depletion percentage.
Sec. 4— Strengthening minimum tax 3. .
Sec. 6— Limitation on foreign tax cred

Sec. 7— Repeal of foreign intangibles__.
See. 8— Taxation of undistributed profits
Sec. 9— Repeal of DISC.... ... ...
Sec. 10— Repeal of WIHC_ __

Sec. 11— Repeal of ADR___.

Revenue gain

t Revenue estimates provided by the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxation. Some of the figures have been
rounded and because of the interaction among the provisions,
totals may have to be modified. E

2 Sec. 5, whose revenue impact begins in 1977 has been
omitted,

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, changing
the present personal exemption to a
$205 tax credit would be a fundamental
reform of a tax system, making it more
progressive and would concentrate tax
relief for those groups who have been
hit hardest by inflation.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert into the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp at this time, two examples of
the effects of the proposed amendment
to substitute a $205 credit for the per-
sonal exemption.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
orp, as follows:

Ezample I. A married man with two children
with an income of §10,000 assuming the
standard deduction
A, Tax under present law:

Adjusted gross income

Less standard deduction (15%)--

Equals

Less four personal exemptions of

8750
Equals taxable income
Tax from table (schedule Y)

B. Tax under the proposed amend-
ment:

Adjusted gross income

Less standard deduction (15%)--

Equals taxable income

Taex from table (schedule Y)_---

Less credits (4 times $205)

Equals tax lability

Ezample 1I. A married man with two children
with adjusted gross income of §50,000
assuming itemized deductions of 15%

A. Tax under present law:

Adjusted gross income

Less itemized deductions

Equals

Less four personal exemptions of
$750

Equals taxable income.

Tax from table (schedule ¥)

B. Tax under the proposed amend-
ment:

Adjusted gross income

Less itemized deductlons

Equals taxable income

Tax from table (schedule Y).__-

Less credits (4 times 8205)

Equals tax liability

AMENDMENT OF HEARINGS ON 8. 6,
EDUCATION FOR ALL HANDI-
CAPPED CHILDREN

Mr. RANDOLPH., Mr. President, as
Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee
on the Handicapped, I announce that the
subeommittee will hold a hearing on S. 6,
a bill for the education of all handi-
capped children, on Monday, June 24,
1974, at 10 a.m. in room 5302, Dirksen
Senate Office Building. Persons wishing
to present a statement should contact
Mrs. Patria Forsythe, professional staff
member, or Miss Anne Hocutt, research
assistant, Subcommittee on the Handi-
capped at (202) 225-9075.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
REHABILITATION LEGISLATION

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, at my
request, the senior Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. CraNsTON) , an effective advocate
and leader in the development and en-
actment of the Rehabilitation Act of
1974, will chair a hearing of the Sub-
committee on the Handicapped on S.
3108, a bill to transfer the administra-
tion of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
from the Social and Rehabilitation Serv-
ice to the Office for Human Development
at the Department of Health, Education,
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and Welfare; H.R. 14225, a bill to extend
and authorize additional appropriations
under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973;
and related measures.

The hearing will be held at 9:30 am,,
Thursday, June 27, in room 4232, Dirksen
Office Building. Administration wit-
nesses will testify. Persons wishing to
submit written statements for the hear-
ing record should contact Mrs. Patria
Forysthe, professional staff member or
Miss Anne Hocuft, research assistant,
Subcommittee on the Handicapped, at
(202) 225-9075.

NOTICE CONCERNING A NOMINA-
TION BEFORE THE COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, the following nomination has been
referred to and is now pending before the
Committee on the Judiciary: Gordon
Krupsaw Milstone, of Maryland, to be
Examiner-in-Chief of the U.S. Patent
Office, vice John Stevens Lieb, resigned.

On behalf of Committee on the Judi-
ciary, notice is hereby given to all per-
sons interested in this nomination to file
with the committee, in writing, on or be-
fore Friday, June 28, 1974, any repre-
sentations or objections they may wish to
present concerning the above nomina-
tion, with a further statement whether it
is their intention to appear at any hear-
ing which may be scheduled.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

RAYMOND NOYES, CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD CLERK FOR 38 YEARS,
RETIRING

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I wish to
call attention to my colleagues the re-
tirement this week of Raymond F. Noyes
as CoNGRESSIONAL REecorp clerk after 39
vears of service with the Government
Printing Office.

Mr. Noyes was detailed to the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp clerk's office in May
of 1953 and in less than 5 years he ad-
vanced to the top position in that office.

An intensely dedicated man, Raymond
Noyes performed the intricate duties of
his office with diligence, patience, and
untiring energy. As a member of the
Joint Congressional Committee on Print-
ing I have had the opportunity of observ-
ing Mr. Noyes' unflagging devotion to an
arduous and painstaking job.

I wish for him a long and happy re-
tirement, knowing that he carries with
him the warmest good wishes from those
he served so well.

BILINGUAL PROGRAMS

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, within re-
cent days, we have had final congres-
sional action on the second supplemental
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1974,
and on the bill to amend and extend the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. In each instance, Congress has ap-
proved certain language that will, in
effect, impact in a very positive manner
in title VII of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, or what is com-
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monly known as the Bilingual Education
Act.

As my colleagues are aware, the bilin-
gual education program is a discretionary
grant program that provides funds to
local education agencies for projects
that are designed to meet the needs of
children who come from environments
where the dominant language is other
than English, and who come from low-
income families. From $8 million in 1969,
the program has grown to one for which
Congress authorized $53 million in fiscal
year 1974,

In approving the second supplemental
appropriations bill, Congress recently
added an additional $12 million to the
bilingual education program for fiscal
year 1974. These funds will remain avail-
able for use until December 31, 1974,

In approving the elementary and sec-
ondary education legislation, I am very
pleased to note that the Congress has
recognized the concept of bilingual vo-
cational training, which I originally in-
troduced in 1973, by approving the Tow-
er-Dominick Bilingual Vocational Train-
ing Act. Although hearings are currently
being held in the House on the Vocational
Education Act, congressional approval of
this extremely important concept as a
l-year program is of great signifi-
cance to the Spanish-speaking citizens
of Texas as well as to the entire country.

Mr. President, the key to the success
of the overall bilingual education effort
in this Nation rests wholly upon a full
understanding of this program by our
local education agencies and by our local
communities. This understanding is
greatly assisted by the public-spirited
and conscientious efforts of individuals
such as Mr. Jack Roth, president of
KONO/KITY Radio in San Antonio,
Tex, Since one of his recent editorials
has been followed by significant con-
gressional legislative activity relating to
the bilingual education concept, I ask
unanimous consent that this editorial
entitled “Understanding the Bilingual
Concept” be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp
as follows:

UNDERSTANDING THE BILINGUAL CONCEPT

About 50 percent of Mexican-American
pupils in the Southwest enter school without
knowing the English language—even enough
to communicate on a primitive basis, In San
Antonio, the primary alm of our bi-lingual
programs is to change this pitiful situation.
Yet, the bi-lingual concept is probably one of
the most misunderstood in our community,
We want to see thousands of citizens of the
Mexican-American community become re-
sponsible, productive members of society;
therefore, support of our bi-lingual programs
is as vital to our community as water is to
a well,

The United States is an English-speaking
country. Yet thousands of its citizens grow up
with little or no knowledge of the English
language . . . or even the ability to identify
objects! This deficiency drives these people
back into the barrio, where they remain
shackled and where their potential withers
away and dries up. The non-English-speaking
first grader is frustrated and eventually quits
school, in most cases . . . giving up what
seems to him a losing battle. Not only is this
a considerable handicap for the individual,
but it also deprives the entire community of
sharing the rich culture and heritage which
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the Mexican-American people have to give.
Bo—all segments of soclety suffer. The cur-
rent efforts on the part of organizations such
as the Adult Learning Center of San Antonio
are paramount in reversing the hopelessness
of the Mexican-American, non-English-
speaking citizen.

Studies prove that the learning processes
of a human being begin at birth. During
these years, English must be the primary
language in the home. The child can grow
up to speak both English and Spanish, and,
indeed, he should . . . but English must be
first for the sake of his future in an English-
speaking country. So—the approach of the
Adult Learning Center of San Antonio is to
work with the adults of the home so that
they can teach their pre-school children
English. These children deserve a chance to
fulfill themselves as individuals and valuable
members of our community. The programs
of bi-lingual education warrant your under-
standing and support if the well is not to
run dry.

WISCONSIN AIR NATIONAL GUARD
115TH FIGHTER GROUP

Mr., PROXMIRE, Mr. President, it was
my pleasure to have recently received
from one of my constituents, Mrs. Alice
B. Nilsson, a letter in which she expressed
her gratitude for the aid several members
of the Wisconsin Air National Guard
115th Fighter Group gave her in moving
from her apartment this spring. Accom-
panying this letter was a news report
concerning a citation this fighter group
was awarded for their superior combat
capability.

Mr. President, it is reassuring to ob-
serve the unselfish personal conduct and
professional achievements of this fighter
group, especially during a time when
many Americans feel pessimistic and
critical about many aspects of their col-
lective lives. I believe that Mrs. Nilsson's
letter and the accompanying news report
concerning the combat readiness of the
Wisconsin Air National Guard 115th
Fighter Group speak for themselves in
this regard, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that they be printed in full in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Maprson, Wis,,
May 23, 1974.
Hon, WiLLiam PROXMIRE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEear Sir: Recently there was some con-
sideration of closing Truax Field and moving
the U.S. Air National Guard away from
Madison but I believe that will not now he
done,

Mr. and Mrs. Ronald Rueckert, who are
both members of the Air National Guard,
lived across the hall from me in this apart-
ment building until they recently moved
into a home of their own which they had
Just purchased. I am explaining this because
some of the members of the Truax Air Na-
tional Guard performed a most welcome
community service for me.

I am 81 years c¢ld, tho active, and needed
the space this apartment would give, so ar-
ranged to rent it when I learned the Rueck-
erts were leaving., (Until I retired, I was a
departmental secretary at the University of
Wisconsin.) Members of the Air National
Guard stationed here heard I wanted to
move and on the date came in for an hour
and a half or two hours and moved all my
furniture into the new apartment. Mrs.
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Rueckert transferred all my dishes and
helped with my cooking equipment and mis-
cellaneous items until everything was com-
pleted. This experience was a total and de-
lightful surprise to me financially as well as
physically. I cannot express my apprecla-
tion adequately.

As 1 didn't write down the names of the
participating men, I cannot give their names
but I did express my appreciation. A commu-
nity service is such a rarity in my experience,
I felt you would be interested.

Very truly,
Mrs. ALicE B. NiLssoN.
[From the Wisconsin State Journal, May 186,
1974]

Am GUARD AWARDED CAPABILITY CITATION

The Wisconsin Air National Guard 115th
Fighter Group, stationed at Truax Field, was
recently awarded the United States Air Force
A Award, for superior combat capability from
1971 to 1973.

Individual honors were also earned by
8 Sgt. Leo V. Clark, M Sgt. James R. Breed-
love and Capt. Dale L. Ebben.

WESTERN COAL DEVELOPMENT

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the issue
of the energy crisis reached a peak sev-
eral months ago, and since that time it
has slipped to minor importance in the
minds of some individuals. One of our
best informed colleagues, Senator CriF-
Forp P. Hansexy of Wyoming, in an ad-
dress to the National Coal Association
during their 57th annual convention, co-
gently reminds us that this crisis has not
passed and that we must make good use
of this time to plan and direct our at-
tention toward resolving our energy-re-
lated problems. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to print in the Rec-
orp Senator Hawsen’s remarks, which I
know will be of interest to all the Mem-
bers. I want to pay tribute to Senator
Hanseny for his leadership and far-
sightedness in working to meet our en-
ergy needs.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

WESTERN CoAL DEVELOPMENT

(By Senator CrLiFrorp P. HANSEN)

JUNE 18, 1974,

In front of the National Archives bullding
in Washington there is a statue with the In-
scription, “What is past is Prologue.” A
visitor in passing asked a cab driver what the
inscription meant.

“It means,” sald the cabbie, “you ain't
seen nothing yet.”

Despite the fact that we are no longer in-
convenienced by long lines at the gas pumps,
we face the very real danger that in terms
of the energy crisis “we ain't seen nothing
yet.”

The title of this 57th Anniversary Con-
vention of the Natlonal Coal Association is
most appropriate. Coal is an American asset,
It is the resource which is the key to achiev-
ing energy self-sufficiency.

In days past, we have seen the rise and
fall of the use of coal as a source of energy.
Whereas coal supplied 40 percent of our na-
tion's energy in 1950, it now only supplies
18 percent.

Considering that coal reserves constitute
approximately 88 percent of our nation's
known energy reserves, this decline is dra-
matic. To meet our increasing energy needs,
we looked to petroleum and natural gas. We
became over-dependent in using these two
hydrocarbons, Today these two sources of
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energy supply 77 percent of our total energy
requirements.

In light of the experience that America
has had this past winter, we know how cru=-
clally important it is to take the necessary
steps to minimize our dependence upon for-
eign sources of energy. While much money
will be expended on research and develop-
ment of new technologies, substantial lead
time will be needed before the exotic sources
of energy can be utilized. For the time be-
ing, we must stick with the traditional
sources of energy.

To meet the goal of energy self-sufficiency
by 1985, a recent report of the National Acad-
emy of Engineering makes the prediction that
even if we can hold down 1985 energy de-
mand by 15 percent, the use of coal must
be doubled, nuclear generating capacity
must be increased by a factor of 15, and oil
and gas production must be increased by 20
percent. Coupled with the fact that coal
could be substituted for oill and gas thia
underscores the Importance of developing
our coal reserves.

We in the Northern Great Plains area have
become increasingly aware that the coal re-
serves of the West will play a significant role
in meeting our energy demands and in at-
taining national self-sufficiency. Most of the
Western coal is low in sulfur. It is in great
demand by utilitles who must comply with
pollution abatement requirements of the
Clean Air Act. It lies in thick seams and is
easy to mine by surface mining methods.
The recoverage reserves of coal-bituminous,
subbituminous and lignite—in the Northern
Great Plains Area constitutes 43.8 percent
of the total recoverage reserves of the Na-
tion. These coal reserves are indeed an asset.
However, In the eyes of many, they are a
lability.

To properly develop this asset of western
coal reserves, we must account for all liabil-
ities. Measures must be incorporated into
surface mining legislation and federal coal
leasing policy which will protect the unigue
environment of the West, preserve our water
supply, and avold the adverse soclal and
economic impacts of wide-scale coal develop-
ment. With the cooperative efforts of Con-
gress, the Administration, state and local
governments, industry, and general public,
the balance sheet will show that develop-
ment of western coal is a sound investment.

One of the greatest liabilities that the coal
industry faces is the uncertainty which has
been generated by the pending surface min-
ing legislation and federal coal leasing policy.

There Is a need for legislation which will
protect our environment and still allow us
to recover our natural resources. We owe it
to ourselves and our posterity to preserve our
environment. Likewise, the soclal and eco-
nomic well-being of our Nation is dependent
upon the continued recovery of coal by sur-
face mining. The goals are compatible and,
in light of our modern technology, can be at-
tained if reasonable legislation is enacted.

I favor the enactment of comprehensive
Federal legislation which would place the
primary responsibility for implementation
and enforcement with the States, If the
States’ laws do not meet the minimum stand-
ard, the Federal Government should have
authority to force compliance. However, such
legislation should be flexible enough to allow
States latitude in adopting legislation that is
suited to the diverse climatic and topographic
variations of our Nation. For example, re-
quirements that would be appropriate for the
Western States might not be appropriate for
the Appalachian States.

It would be folly to shui down surface
mines in any section of the country for the
sake of uniformity in the federal law. I be-
lieve the people of the States in Appalachia
are competent to set restrictions and recla-
mation standards that will assure the future
usefulness of the surface of these lands in
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the coming years. The real criterion is
whether the land can be reclaimed. I hope
that the coal industry will resist pressures
that would pit the East agalnst the West.

In the long run our nation cannot afford to
“write off" any significant amount of this
abundant energy resource.

I joined with the able Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. METCALF) in supporting an amend-
ment, which was adopted in the BSenate
passed bill, that would allow the States to
require reclamation standards more stringent
than the minimum required by Federal law.
While the purpose of the bill is to assure
that no mining of lands occur unless recla-
mation can be accomplished, I want to assure
that the environment in the West is ade-
quately protected. As I have reiterated time
and time again before the Senate, while
tougher State environmental standards
might increase the cost of the energy that
the consuming States receive from the pro-
ducing States, if consuming States want the
energy, they should be willing to share in
the cost of protecting the environment.

Despite my concern for the environment,
I will not support unreasonable reclamation
standards. In the deliberation of the bill, I
tried to spell out the costs of reclamation.
Let no one doubt who will pay for it: the
man who flips the light switch. The con-
sumer should realize that the price includes
the costs involved in the reclamation of
mined land.

The plight of the consumer s fraught
with higher prices and inflation. There is
no need to add to this burden by imposing
controls in the name of environmental pro-
tection that do nothing but inflate the cost
of energy. We need to get the reclamation
job done without enacting excessive con-
trols.

In short, we need balanced legislation
which will adequately protect our environ-
ment, allow us to utilize coal as a means to
increase our domestic energy supplies, and
stabilize the economic and social welfare
of our Nation.

I am confident that all of you would sup-
port such legislation. Needless to say, it is
a challenge to enact balanced legislation.
Too often many of our legislative proposals
involve emotional issues which cloud the
otherwise good judgment of all concerned.
Surface mining legislation 1is such an
example.

Our legislative experience with surface
mining legislation reminds me of the story
of the old gentleman in the hospital whose
doctors were uncertain of the causes of his
illness.

He asked his grandson to follow them from
the room and attampt to overhear their
prognosis.

The boy returned shortly and reported to
his grandfather that the doctors said they
did not know what was wrong with him, but
they would find out when they did the
autopsy.

And that is just what would be accom-
plished if some of the provisions In the
pending surface mining legislation are not
changed. Fortunately, there is still some
time to practice some preventive medicine in
remedying the deficiencies of the legislation.
I think that this can be done and I think
that this session of Congress is the time to
do it.

The Senate passed its surface mining bill,
S. 425, on October 9, 1973. As you may know,
I voted for final passage of this bill because
I wanted to record my approval of the many
commendable provisions and features con-
tained in that legislation. Following exten-
sive hearings and debate, the final committee
version generally reflected an awareness of
the problems associated with surface mining,
as well as a determination to improve our
technigues in meeting our energy require-
ments through the use of coal.
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As I noted to no avail during consideration
ol B, 425 on the Senate floor, if the Mansfield
amendment, which prohibits surface mining
of federal coal where the surface ownership
is privately held, were enacted into law, Con-
greas would make a drastic mistake.

I do not mean to imply that I am not
sympathetic with the ranchers whom Sena-
tor Mansfield meant to protect by offering
his amendment. As a rancher myself, I un-
derstand why the surface owners of the
Northern Great Plalns are so concerned about
their land.

Generally, the source of conflict between
the ranchers and coal mining companies
stems from the Stock-Railsing Homestead
Act of December 29, 1916, This Act requires
that all patents issued under its provisions
shall contain a reservation to the United
States of all coal and other minerals together
with the right to prospect for, mine, and re-
move such minerals. Thus, the rancher owns
the surface but the subsurface, In the case
of coal, is leaseable.

Present law provides that the person who
has acquired the coal lease may enter and
occupy so much of the surface as may be
required for purposes reasonably incident to
the mining or removal of the coal provided
that: (1) payment is made for damages to the
crops or other tangible improvements to the
owner thereof, where agreement may be had
as to the amount of damages; or (2) written
consent or waiver of the owner of the land
is obtained; or (3) in lieu of either of the
foregoing the mining company could execute
a good and sufficient bond or undertaking to
the United States for the use and benefit
of the owner of the land to secure the pay-
ment of any damages. I have been informed
that the general practice is to obtain written
consent or walver of the owner of the land.
This consent is usually obtalned by paying
the surface owner for the use of the land or
by buying the land outright.

I understand it is the practice of some
mining companies to buy out the rancher,
mine the land, and then deed the land back
to the rancher after it has been reclaimed.

During the consideration of the Senate
surface mining bill, it was advocated that
the bond provision of the law should be
deleted. This would give the ranchers the
final say as to whether their land would be
mined. Senator Mansfield originally intended
to sponsor such an amendment. However, he
recognized that there would be some legis-
lative problems in that it would enable sur-
face owners to demand exorbitant prices
from coal mining companiles In exchange for
acquiring the surface rights. Ironically, the
House Interior Committee adopted a surface
owner consent amendment.

Most ranchers who contacted me prior to
Senate debate on the bill had been led to
believe that the Mansfield amendment would
give the surface owner the exclusive right
to determine whether the minerals could be
mined. But the Mansfield amendment in-
corporated in the Senate bill was quite dif-
ferent in that it gave the surface owner no
right of determination and precluded sur-
face mining regardless of the intent of the
surface owner. Although the amendment
would permit underground mining, most of
the coal in the areas affected by the amend-
ment 15 so close to the surface and the
seams are so thick that underground min-
ing methods would be wholly impractical
and iIn most instances impossible. The
amendment is in effect a prohibition.

The Department of the Interior estimates
that the Mansfield Amendment would have
a profound effect on coal development.

Initially, Interior predicted that about
14.2 billion tons of Federal coal could not
be mined wunder the restrictions of the
Mansfield Amendment., National Coal esti-
mates that the figure is about 37.5 billion
tons. A Staff Analysis of the Office of Energy
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and Natural Resources in the Department
of the Treasury translated these estimates
into the dally equivalent crude oil produc-
tion. Assuming a 30 year deposit life, 5.4 or
14.3 million barrels of crude oll per day, de-
pendent upon the estimate used, Is the
equivalent of the energy which would be
lost if this coal is withdrawn. To put this
in the proper perspective, I quote from the
report: . using the more conservative
Interior figures, the Federal coal that could
not be mined . . . is approximately equiv-
alent to current total U.S. crude oll imports.
The higher National Coal Association figure
is only 2.7 million barrels per day short of
current total U.S. oil consumption.” (Im-
pact of Coal Surface Mining Legislation on
Energy Supplies, Stafi Analysis of Office of
Energy and Natural Resources, Department
of the Treasury, by Douglas L. McCullough,
November 9, 1973).

The House Interior Committee's response
to the surface owner consent provision is not
a solution to the Mansfield amendment. As
I indicated previously, the Melcher amend-
ment requires surface owner consent with
varlations based on how the surface owner
obtained his title.

Since I don't often have the privilege to
associate myself with the views of my good
friend from Arizona, Mo Udall, let me ob-
serve that I subseribe to the additional views
of Mr. Udall, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Taylor, Mr,
Ruppe, and Mr, Martin contained in the
House Report on HR. 11500. These able
gentlemen noted that: "If surface owner
consent becomes law, the possibilities for
unjust enrichment and anti-competitive
practices are obvlous. ... [Clonferring a

mining veto on the surface owner will not
stop mining; it will mean rather that min-
ing will follow an irrational pattern dictated
by the willingness of individual surface own-
ers, rather than the systematic development
of the coal deposits best sulted to mining

and reclamation.”

As an alternative to the Mansfleld and
Melcher surface owner protection amend-
ments, it is urged that the surface owner
is entitled to more than surface damage
payments and proper reclamation. To ac-
complish this, some have proposed that the
surface owner should receive from the mine
operator an amount egual to 4th of the
Federal royalty for each ton of coal mined
and sold, which royalty shall always extend
to the benefit of the surface owner not-
withstanding any change in surface own-
ership.

Considering the three alternatives and the
present law, I have to conclude that both the
Mansfield and Melcher amendments are
completely unsatisfactory, and the royalty
provision and present law are deficient.
Hopefully, with the input of all concerned
parties, Congress will resolve the issue in a
manner which will be fair to both the
ranchers and the mining companles.

There are other provisions in the leglsla-
tion which must be remedied. Paramount
among these is the “approximate original
contour” provision. There is a need to clarify
that all restoration methods may be used.
This clarification is essential In regard to
the problems associated with the mining of
mountain tops and thick seams.

I have no objection to designating an area
as unsuitable for mining if it cannot be re-
claimed or if the surface mining would be
incompatible with existing land use plans.
However, I do object to the blanket designa-
tion of areas of critical environmental con-
cern as being unsuitable for mining. Part of
my fears were eliminated by an amendment
in the Senate bill which would guarantee
that before such a designation could be
made, a detailed study would have to be
completed. The comparable provision in the
House bill Is too sweeping and could result
in protracted litigation with attendant loss
of the resource.
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Before concluding my remarks on the
pending legislation, let me make one final
observation. I am grateful that our Found-
ing Fathers had the wisdom to establish a
blcameral legislature. The recent experience
of Congress with land use legislation illus-
trates my point. The Senate passed a land
use bill, but the House recognized that there
was a vast difference between the popular
concept and the actual legislation. Despite
the threats of the proponents of the legisla-
tion, the House defeated the Jackson-Udall
bill, Hopefully, if the next Congress con-
siders land use planning due consideration
will be given rights of property owners which
the Jackson-Udall bill ignored.

While I applaud the action of the House
in defeating the land use legislation, I hope
that this will not be the case with the sur-
face mining legislation. Rather I hope that
the House will pass reasonable legislation
which will adequately protect the environ-
ment and still allow for recovery of the coal.
I make this distinction between land use and
surface mining because the bill that the
Senate passed, S. 425, with the exceptions I
previously noted, is sound Ileglslation. It
would be an excellent vehicle to use in a
Senate-House Conference.

While I know that the mining industry
has been accused of conspiring with the Ad-
ministration to defeat the surface mining
legislation, I do not believe that this is the
case. It is in the national Interest that a
good surface mining law be enacted. I be-
lieve the Senate passzed bill provides a basls
on which to work.

Recent hearings on the federal coal leasing
policy demonstrate how significant this
legislation is in the eyes of the public. At
these hearings, your able President, Carl
Bagge, expressed the hope that through the
resolution of the surface mining legisla-
tlon, the legitimacy of the coal industry
would be recognized by the affected states
and local communities, and that the indus-
try would have the opportunity to cooperate
fully in a true partnership to plan for the
development of this abundant, vital Ameri-
can asset. I hope that this goal will be
achieved in the near future,

WELCOMING OLDER AMERICANS AT
THE COLLEGE OF SOUTHERN
IDAHO

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, recently
I conducted a hearing for the Senate
Committee on Aging in Twin Falls,
Idaho. The site for that hearing—which
dealt with “future directions in social
security”—was the magnificent audito-
rium in the College of Southern Idaho.

Dr. James L. Taylor, the president of
CSI, welcomed the committee and made
a brief statement about the efforts made
at that college to accommodate the spe-
cial needs and inferest of older Ameri-
cans.

Dr. Taylor's commentary was signifi-
cant and welcome, because it expressed a
clear realization by Dr. Taylor and his
associates that there is a place in higher
education for older persons, not only as
students but as members of the faculty
or staff.

I believe that the efforts being made
on behalf of the elderly at CSI are worthy
of note elsewhere, and I ask unanimous
consent that Dr. Taylor’s statement be
printed at the end of this statement in
the RECORD,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JamEeEs L.
TaYLoR, PH. D., PRESIDENT, COLLEGE OF
SOUTHERN IDAHO

Senator Church, distinguished platform
guests, senlor citizens, ladies and gentlemen,
it is indeed a pleasure for me to welcome all
of you to the College of Southern Idaho.

We feel very strongly that this college is a
people’s college. We have tried to develop the
college in such a way that it meets the ap-
proval of not only the community college
district, but likewise the citizens of this
great state.

There are a few things that we have at-
tempted to do at this institution, which I
feel has significant value for senior citizens.
It is our feeling that we have responsibili-
ties to develop new innovations in curricu-
lum so that learning experiences might be
helpful and beneficial to our senior citizens.

In order to do that, we have developed
this institution so that it is practically free
of physical barriers for the aged, or the
infirmed.

We have developed in our curriculum
programs that senior citizens can retrieve
from our library, where they can study in-
dividual studies, where they can make move-
ment in this direction as freely as they would
like.

Likewise we have developed physical
therapy, and physical activities in our fine
gymnasium, with a special room designated
for senior citizens to use to the extent that
they are capable.

In addition, we are quite proud of our
local unit of the Retired Senlor Volunteer
program. Under this program, we have de-
vised what we call a gold card, which enables
the senior citizens to attend the various ac-
tivities that occur on campus.

These activities are sponsored by our stu-
dent association, and they are free to our
students, and they are free to our senior
citizens.

In addition, we have established tuition-
free courses for senior citizens. We have pro-
vided work opportunities for the retired peo-
ple that have special skills, we have included
in our monitoring and instructional pro-
grams these work opportunities.

Older people that have skills, we have em-
ployed them in various facets of the college,
and, of course, I guess for one thing that
most of you have enjoyed in the last few
hours is riding in our golf courts, and I am
quite sure some of you that have ridden, are
not really infirmed, but you are attracted by
the wheel, but we wish you well, and we
certainly will continue to do all we can for
you.

Other things that I think we could and
should do for our senior citizens are the
things that you as individuals would want
this institution to do.

Again, it is my personal privilege and
pleasure, Senator Church, to be here, and
to welcome your Committee, and most espe~-
clally to welcome the CSI, the Senior Cltizens
of this state.

WAGE AND HOUR LAW: ANOTHER
VIEW

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 1974
amendments to the so-called Fair Labor
Standards Act have been the source of a
great deal of distress in my State, and I
have no doubt in many other areas of the
country.

In addition to providing increases in
the minimum wage, this legislation ex-
tended the act to include employees not
previously covered. One such group is do-
mestic service workers. It is provided
that initially these employees are to be
compensated at the rate of $1.90 per
hour. Provisions are made for subse-
quent increases to a substantially higher
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rate. This may seem all very well at first
glance, but closer analysis mandates a
different conclusion.

I voted against these amendments be-
cause it was easy to predict the conse-
quences.

Many working mothers—and with the
current rate of spiraling infiation, many
mothers must work—need maids and
babysitters to maintain their home and
care for their children during business
hours. Often these mothers earn little
more than they are required to pay their
domestic worker. The result is a most
unfortunate situation. Large numbers of
these domestic workers are being dis-
charged, not because their work is unsat-
isfactory, but because it is simply not
economically possible for the working
mother to afford them, Then, the mother
must either discontinue working or leave
her children without proper care and
supervision.

If the mother discontinues working in
order to care for her children, she no
longer has a job that she needs, a busi-
ness no longer has an employee that it
needs, and a domestic worker no longer
has a job that she—or he—needs. An
overzealous Congress has, again, made a
negative contribution to the well-being
of the American people. This is one of
the problems resulting from this legisla-
tion. There are others.

For example, this legislation fosters
the view that an employee should appear
for work at a stated hour and promptly
leave at the conclusion of a given work
period. An employer is discouraged from
allowing an ambitious young person to
remain overtime, because he wishes to
gain experience or take advantage of
additional opportunities to learn. This is
true, because of the accelerated payment
provisions for overtime work. I recently
came across an editorial that makes this
point very clearly. Perhaps others will
find it interesting.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial by Joan Black
Bakos which appeared in Restaurant
Business be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE RIGHT To WORK OVERTIME—NOT FOR
MoxNEY, BuT FOR ENOWLEDGE

In reading what was avallable of the new
regulations under the Fair Labor Standards
Act, I was struck by the overtime provisions
of the bill. I can understand the spirit of the
law; workers should not be exploited, should
not work without being compensated for
their labor. Labor is truly “worthy of its
hire.”

But I could not help remembering how I
learned my craft. Not in journalism school—
although that obviously helped—but in
hanging around the editors' offices long after
five to learn from professionals all that
the professors never knew or could never
teach. I was forunate to work for a small
publishing company in New York which pub-
lished three magazines and one newspaper
in the hotel and restaurant field. The com-
pany was Ahrens, long since gone from the
scene, but the people who were there—the
editors and writers—taught me more than I
had ever learned before. Not between nine
and five—we were all too busy then—but
after five, when the phones stopped ringing,
and the clerks went home, and the office was
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quiet. That's when the learning process
began.

Sometimes it meant going over an Issue
that had just been published, or making
elaborate—if impossible plans—for issues yet
to come. Sometimes it meant re-editing
reams of galleys—or facing the realization
that a pet story just would not work. Some-
times it meant going to association or pro-
fessional meetings to meet the leaders in the
hotel and restaurant business at that time.
Whatever the reason, in hanging around after
quitting time, I learned my craft. If that
publishing company had to pay me for those
hours, they would never have hired me,
and would certainly never have kept me.

Tyros learn from professionals. And it
doesn't much matter what the field is. A
young man or woman will learn the restaur-
rant business by watching the professionals
at work. If the law stipulates that he must
be pald for that time—or if union regula-
tions demand such payment—the ambitious
beginner is at a disadvantage. His growth in
his profession will be stunted.

There should be a provision in the law for
individual choice. There should be a way for
a worker to decide freely that spending some
of his extra time and labor to learn his craft
would not make his employer a lawbreaker.

The writers of this law wanted to protect
the worker from exploitation. An honorable
goal. But for some, work is more than so
much pay for so many hours. And while I
understand the necessity of assuring workers
fair and equitable payment for their labor, I
wonder how the ambitlous worker, the
worker with plans for himself, the worker
with a dream of having his own restaurant
or being manager someday, will ever realize
his ambition if under the law he must clock
in and out at a certain time.

There is so much to learn that 48 hours
just isn't enough time for some people. It
wasn't for me. Talented people were willing
to teach me all they knew during some late
hours in those early years. Fortunately there
were no regulations to prevent me from
learning.

NASHVILLE INNOVATES TO SOLVE
DUAL PROBLEMS OF POWER AND
POLLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
energy crisis has made it only too clear
that new methods are needed to provide
the energy that we so heavily rely upon
in our homes and businesses, and at rea-
sonable prices. At the same time, new
solutions to our solid waste disposal
problems are desperately needed. In re-
gard to both these problems the progres-
sive city of Nashville, led by its mayor,
the Honorable Beverly Briley, has again
achieved a pioneering milestone in the
realm of urban management.

Today the Nashville Thermal Trans-
fer Corp. will be dedicated. This facility
is a great fuel-saving, waste-consum-
ing innovation that should serve as an
example to the rest of our Nation’s cities
that alternative means of generating
power and disposing of solid waste are
available.

Nashville and Mayor Briley should be
applauded for their efforts and accom-
plishments, and their example should be
followed by other cities facing these same
problems. I, therefore, ask unanimous
consent that a background summary of
the Nashville Thermal Transfer Corp.
project be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
REecorDp, as follows:
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NasHVILLE THERMAL TRANSFER CORP.
BACKGROUND SUMMARY

{a) The project is the first in the nation
to provide both heating and cooling for
downtown district distribution through the
incineration of solid waste,

(b) The $11 million project includes no
federal subsidy or local tax revenue. It is
100% privately financed through the sale of
bonds.

(e) The project was developed on the ini-
tiative of the Metropolitan Government of
Nashville and Davidson County and is a co-
operative venture of local government, state
government, and private interests.

(d) Twenty-four private and eighteen
government bulldings have already con-
tracted for Thermal services.

{e) Thermal users will realize at least a
25% savings over their 1973 heating and
cooling costs.

(f) The plant ultimately will consume
1,440 tons of solid waste daily—equal to the
total volume of county refuse collection.

(g) The local government will save $114
million annually through the elimination of
landfill activity, plus additional income
through sale of the process residue.

(h) Pollution emission levels are being re-
duced by over 50 percent as existing sys-
tems are replaced by Thermal.

(1) Thermal also utilizes waste oll (auto-
mobile crankcase waste) as stand-by-fuel,
thus relieving a secondary waste problem.

(j) Thermal generates electricity to meet
its own power needs.

(k) The incinerator receives the solid
waste straight from collection without any
pre-processing.

(1) Thermal delivered initial steam service
in February and began fueling with solid
waste on May 8.

AWACS PROGRAM

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a re-
cent article in Government Executive
magazine clearly discusses the issues in-
volved in the AWACS program. I believe
that this article answers many of the
questions that have been raised about
AWACS. I commend it to the attention
of every Senator and ask unanimous
consent to have it printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

AWACS
HEAVY FIRE

There is an adage among Alr Force crew
chiefs that “If it works, don't fix it.” AWACS
{officlally, “E-3A Airborne Warning and Con-
trol System') proponents in not only the
Air Force, which is developing it, but Army
and Navy would be justified, under the cir-
cumstances, to wonder why the program has
come under such heavy fire lately, particu-
larly on Capitol Hill,

Points out AWACS program director, Air
Force Brig. Gen. Larry Skantze, “It has met
or is ahead of every schedule milestone laid
down for it in July, 1970. Development costs
are on farget and could come in under target
when we're finished.”

‘What, then, is the beef? Usually, Congress,
for one, criticlzes Defense for cost overruns
and delivery slippage on programs—implying
that the operational requirement for the
criticized system is unguestioned. Uniguely
in the AWACS case, the critics’ case seems
founded on challenging its ability to survive
and perform in its operational environment,

Which leaves AWACS proponents even
more mystified. If any two pleces of the
AWACS pleture have received the most at-
tention, they are operational capability and
system survivability in combat.

The “out front” sources of the criticism
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are easy enough to trace. Last year, Senator
Thomas Eagleton (D-Mo.) challenged the
system’s survival chances in combat and
called for, in effect, a suspension of funding
pending additional study. He was persuaded
to let Fiscal 74 funding go through but asked
at the same time for a General Accounting
Office (GAO) study prior to Fiscal '756 budget
hearings,

Thelr report released in March, 1974, in-
cluded no prior inputs or discussions with
elther the Air Force Systems Command'’s
Electronic Systems Division, USAP Tactical
Alr Command, Aerospace Defense Command,
the AWACS project office or the major con-
tractors (Boeing, Westinghouse, et al).

The Air Force had only seven calendar days
to respond to the finished report which it
had not seen prlor to the final draft.

Not surprisingly, therefore, their report
tends to confirm Sen, Eagleton’s worries.
Since the report's release, in side-by-side
testimony (Skantze and the GAOQ) before
appropriate Congressional committees, GAO's
verbal view is much closer to the Air Force's
confidence about the program—but the pub-
lished criticism has not been overruled with
an up-dated GAO release.

Here, in brief, are the criticisms and a con-
densed version of Skantze's answers:

“Our reservations . . . do not pertain so
much to the need for the systems but rather
to the management approach for its develop-
ment and procurement.”

Few military development programs have
been approached with as much attention
to reducing the declsion-making risk as has
AWACS, “The initial requirement,” points
out Skantze, was spelled out “in 1963 and re-
sulted in a six-year Overland Radar Tech-
nology program to determine if, technolog-
ically, a ‘look-down' radar of this size and
range could be developed, having a very high
target resolution in spite of ground clutter.”

In 1969, two final-competition contractors
(Hughes Ailrcraft and Westinghouse) were
pitted against each other in a so-called
Brassboard competition. The objective was
to see which could best meet the operational
requirement. Westinghouse got the job
though both contenders met the minimal
performance specifications.

After that 1972 decislon, the Pentagon
authorized, with then in-effect Congressional
approval, full-scale development in 1973—
with proviso for additional studies.

But three years earlier, with then-Defense
Secretary Dave Packard chairing the DSARC
(Defense Systems Acquisition and Review
Committee) meeting, a step-by-step develop-
ment program had been laid on, deslgned
basically to reduce decision-making risk to
a minimum,

That objective, in effect an AWACS version
of “fiy-before-buy,” has been and still is
being followed. The radar, for instance, is
not, as the GAO printed report charges,
“brand new and unproven.” (On the An-
tenna Phase Shifter component, for exam-
ple, Westinghouse, having been working on
it since 1963, has today what It considers
about a third or fourth generation sub-
system.)

“The ultimate design configuration will
not be known for several years and the Air
Force is uncertain about retrofitting earlier
models of AWACS as the desired equipment
is defined ...”

That claim, Skantze feels, results from
critics’ confusion about two things. For one,
AWACS is now moving from the Brassboard
to a preproduction configuration on, in sim-
plest terms, the avionics package. That
means, among other things, microminiatur-
izing it and similar “polishing of the design”
geared to simplifying malntenance and im-
proving reliability.

All that, in turn, means greater capability
in a smaller package which means, in turn,
the possibility of putting even more ca-
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pability into a single airframe than is now
planned,

Which leads to the second part of what
Skatze feels is the confusion., “"What (a
DSARC meeting) said last November was,
‘maybe you need more capability than you
are developing now.' The inference to those
watching our work is that this is something
we suddenly thought of and It involves brand
new equipment.”

Fact is, “as with any command and con-
irol system, we are certain we'll have evolu-
tion as we learn more about how to use the
system.” In the meantime, certaln advances
Skantze, and others, already see possible
“would be desirable to have and we can reach
these through a predictable system evolu-
tion.”

“There has been little or no demonsiration
of the capability of AWACS to properly man-
age the tactical alr situation in a high den-
sity combat environment such as is expected
to be encountered in Europe.” For instance,
“there is a reasonable basis to believe that
the AWACS radar can be jammed by the
enemy from about 200 miles away.”

Far back from the battle line (where
AWACS' airborne station would be, as they
say, opilmal) the AWACS aircraft, says
Skantze, will be able Lo see interceptors be-
fore they see it. Moreover it will be living
in as reasonably friendly an environment as
can be found in a tactical war zone, ie. in
amongst a nest of available, but not dedi-
cated, protective fighter aircraft and sur-
face-to-air missiles—with AWACS capable,
itself, for that matter of 400 mile-per-hour
maneuver.

As to Jamming, “the AWACS radar,” says
Skantze, “is an order of magnitude maore
resistant to Jamming than any other radar
ever bullt.” And in tests against the highest
powered airborne electronic jammers that
the United States currently has in tactical
aircraft, “they haven't been able to degrade
the radar performance to any significant
degree.”

Of course, Skantze adds, * ‘Survival’ Is not
the same as ‘immortal.’ Even AWACS can
be jJammed, in spite of its pulse doppler
radar's ability to override ground clutter,
if any enemy wants to put enough resources
into the effort.

“And the aircraft can be shot down, if an
enemy wants to pour enough fighters and
missiles at the target.

“But it will cost him a lot of resources,
far more than we think any commander
could justify devoting to just one objective,
in the real world of tactical combat.”

As to AWACS critics’ concern that De-
cember, this year, is too early to be making
a production decision, Skantze disagrees and
points to the “minimal risk” base the pro-
gram has been on since the start., The air-
craft, he says, is a Boeing derlvative of the
long operational 707, will be powered by
TF-33 engines like those currently driving
the C-141 transport, will have 1300 flying
hours with the Brassboard radar system on
board and operating by decision time in
December.

As to the pre-production radar and all its
components being, in effect, repackaged from
the Brassboard into the preproduction ver-
sion, “it will be a relatively easy matter to
test the preproduction model (as Air Force
is now doing) against test data already de-
rived from the Brassboard version; and ex-
trapolate from that whether we have it (the
preproduction) meodel right or not. We will
know that by December as well.”

NO ENTHUSIASM

A program costing an estimated $2.5 billion
overall could be expected to attract atten-
tion. While the critics’ concern has been
well publicized, most of the developing en=
thusiasm for the program has not.

Item: “I have been telling (the other mems=-
bers of the Joint Chiefs),” says former Air
Force Chiefl of Staff George Brown, “to think
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of AWACS as a national asset, not just an
Air Force asset.” Army and Navy preliminary
studies bear him out. Both BServices con-
cluded it can perform necessary missions for
them which otherwise couldn't be done—
at least not with the efliciency and eflective~
ness of AWACS.

(Brown has been nominated to be the next
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.)

For example, in a demonstration flight
over Europe it showed an ability to provide
long range tracking data to Army SAM bat-
teries on the ground, and long range air
surveillance data to Navy task forces.

Item: NATO has set up a committee to
study possible NATO-wide purchase and use
of the system. Iran is interested in buying
AWACS, and the Japanese have asked for
preliminary cost and schedule information.

Item: All interested parties see merit, not
only in the performance capability it is
rapidly proving, but in the fact that, even
from the U.S,, it could be deployed and fully
operational in no more than hours where a
ground system with more Ilimited range
would take days.

{(One by-product functional value is
AWACS' emergency capability to take over
commercial air traffic control—'provided a
methodology can be worked out with the
FAA"—in case airport ground power is lost
as happened in the Northeast U.8. in the
mid-Sixties.)

DIRECTED STRETCHOUTS

When it comes to finding other uses and
new customers for AMACS, Skantze, by him-
gelf, has enough breadth of background to
help in the selling. He enlisted in the Navy
in 1946, served as a radio operator until 1948
when he received a competitive appointment
to the Naval Academy from the Atlantic
Fleet.

After graduation in 1952, he was sworn into
the Alr Force as a second lieutenant, and
served in EKorea. He has a masters degree in
nuclear engineering, has served with the AEC
as well as In the Air Force R&D complex
(among other places, as SRAM program di-
rector).

As to the AWACS production decision due
to be made this December, he says, “the nec-
essary testing for performance, capability and
capacity . . . will have been accomplished in
sufficlent depth such that all the informa-
tion necessary for sound decislon-making will
be available.”

On the cost side, the production funding
request before Congress is for the first 12
operational aircraft. If this price seems high-
er than the Air Force may have indicated a
few years ago, the answer, says Skantze, has
nothing to do with technological unknowns
being uncovered. Rather, it's simply the re-
sult of directed stretchouts and/or cut-backs
of originally planned production buys on the
system.

Specifically, Air Force at first planned to
buy 64 aircraft—Ilater dropped that to 42 to
be purchased over a two-year period. They
are down to 34 to be bought at a rate of one-
a-month in yearly bunches of 12-12-T7 over a
two-and-one-half-year period.

(The difference between 31 and 34 is retro-
fitting the current three test aircraft into an
operational mode.)

With that stretchout, learning curves, l.e.
production costs, tend to flatten out rather
than drop sharply through experience. A past
pattern of pressing inflation will make the
last of the aircraft cost mnore in 215 years
than they would if delivered in two.

In sum, &s noted at the outset, AWACS
seems like one of the few programs harboring
virtually no managerial mysteries. What then,
its proponents are lately wondering, is all the
fuss about?

PSRO

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, we have
recently witnessed considerable contro-
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versy concerning Professional Standards
Review Organizations. I refer to section
2491 of Public Law 92-603, the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1972, This law
mandates that local physician review
boards be created in areas throughout
the country that will monitor the neces-
sity and quality of medical care reim-
bursed by medicare and medicaid. The
intent of the program is to be eventually
extended to monitor all medical services
reimbursed through a national health in-
surance program.

The serious nature of the controversy
is evidenced by the fact that 14 State
medical societies have passed resolutions
for repeal of the law: 29 other State so-
cieties support repeal or amendment to
remove the objectionable parts; and the
American Medical Association, repre-
senting 80 percent of the board certified
physicians in the country, has, in accord-
ance with a resolution of its house of
delegates, asked for amendment to the
law, and, if that fails, repeal of the law.

This concern for the law is reflected
also by bills now before the Congress ask-
ing for repeal supported by 96 Congress-
men; 25 other Congressmen support
amendment to the existing law.

These efforts can well be summarized
by the statement of AMA President Rus-
sell B. Roth, M.D., before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee oversight hearings:

The best efforts of the legislators involved,
the staff of the Senate Finance Committee,
the staff of the PSRO administrative office
in HEW, and physicians from AMA, from as-
sorted state medical socleties and specialty
medical organizations, have not succeeded in
creating in the profession the climate of ac-
ceptance and cooperation essential to suc-
cess. The fault does lie with the sincerity or
intensity of the effort to cooperate, it lies
with the basic ineptitude of the statute.

I have become increasingly concerned
with the PSRO issue. In the past I have
hesitated to support repeal of the law,
or even to change it in the absence of
real evidence indicating how PSRO is
working.

On May 8 and 9, the Senate Finance
Health Sucommittee, of which I am the
ranking minority member, held oversight
hearings on PSRO implementation. We
heard testimony from the best experts in
the country on how PSRO is shaping up.
As a result of those hearings, I would
like to share several of my preliminary
impressions and observations:

First. A review program composed of
physicians to accomplish effective peer
and quality review of medical services
must have the unqualified support of the
physicians themselves to be of any real
benefit;

Second. PSRO, now a requirement of
the law, is being implemented widely. The
concept of peer review has proven to be
a workable and beneficial one in controll-
ing utilization and improving quality of
medical services;

Third. The current qualified physician
support, which, as I mentioned, is neces-
sary for the review program, is based on
current implementation procedures and
regulations that have not been grossly
unfair or objectionable;

Fourth. The current alienation against
the program seems equally justified, how-
ever, in the face of dangerous and dis-
criminatory administrative abuses that
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are not sufficiently dealt with by the stat-
ute; and

Fifth. The current PSRO statute, while
being essentially praiseworthy in concept
and intent, may contain some basic prob-
lems.

In the context of the present discus-
sion of this issue, I suggest that we ma-
turely and objectively analyze all facets
of the situation.

PSRO, in my opinion, is one of the most
important issues before this Congress, as
it may change the very nature of the
medical care delivery system. The pro-
found and far-reaching implications of
this legislation will undoubtedly extend
into many other areas of American life
as the philosophy represented by the law
will be incorporated into government
policy.

It would seem unwise if the Congress
was to take the attitude that the present
law is above reproach and cannot be
changed. I suggest that we remain open
to constructive amendment of this im-
portant law.

To such efforts, I pledge my whole-
hearted support.

AN IDAHO VIEW OF “FUTURE DI-
RECTIONS IN SOCIAL SECURITY”

Mr., CHURCH. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate Special Committee on Aging has al-
ready conducted 5 days of hearings in
Washington, D.C., over the past few
months on “Future Directions in Social
Security.”

Testimony at those hearings has been
illuminating and timely, providing very
helpful information about the strengths
of our social security systems as well as
some of its problems. The national per-
spective provided by the witness has been
invaluable.

And yet, a program as vast and vital
as social security must also be viewed
in terms of its direct impact upon the
people it serves.

For that reason, I recently conducted
the first field hearing on “Future Di-
rections.” It was held in Twin Falls,
Idaho, at the College of Southern Idaho
in conjunction with the annual State
conference on aging, and it provided a
very helpful closeup view of social secu-
rity at work.

Part of that view was reassuring. It
showed a system which, despite an in-
creasingly heavy work load, has the re-
silience and a firm foundation needed
to cope with new assignments imposed
by the Congress.

Other, lesser parts of the view were
disturbing. They indicated that the So-
cial Security Administration will need
strong support and understanding from
the Congress during an important phase
of its development.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an opening statement I made
at the hearing be printed at the close
of these remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the
statement describes the ways in which
social security has responded to its many
new responsibilities, and it also describes
the attempts by the Congress to keep
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benefits apace with inflation—a task be-
coming more and more difficult in the
face of administration drift and inde-
cision.

My opening remarks also note my con-
cern about reports that some problems
have arisen in Idaho and elsewhere in
regard to the implementation of the sup~
plemental security income program, en-
acted by the Congress to provide assist~
ance to aged, blind, and disabled persons
whose incomes fall below certain stand-
ards.

SSI was certainly on the minds of
many of the witnesses at Twin Falls,

Mr. Guy Shambaugh, director of the
social security office at Boise, said:

We get some feeling of frustration in our
jobs as we find ourselves with too little time
to do as thorough an interview as is really
necessary to fully explain the benefits of the
(S8I) program and achieve full understand-
ing on the part of the applicants for benefits.

He said that it takes about 30 minutes
on the average for an SSI interview and
45 minutes to file a disability benefit ap-
plication. Despite the increased workload,
his office staff has increased only by two
regular employees over the last 1Y, years.
His personnel must work week-ends and
at night to keep up with demand.

Another Social Security Director,
John Carlton of Twin Falls, said:

The SSI program could well be a proto-
type for future actions of a similar nature.
If the future of social security includes the
administration of other programs aimed at
solving the problems of the needy, I have
two requests. Give us sufficient staff to handle
the work and keep the programs fiscally

separate from the present social security
system.

Closely related testimony was given
about SSI Alert, the program launched
last year to locate and sign up persons
eligible to receive the SSI benefits.

Mr. Wil Overgaard, Deputy Director
of the Idaho State Office on Aging, de-
scribed the effect of SSI alert in that
State:

There were some 10,000 elderly in the State
who were contacted. One out of ten are
found to be qualified which means then that
there are 9 out of the 10 that for some
reason were borderline cases; -somehing is
wrong; they did not quite make it; and so
there is going to be an impact on them
particularly in their attitude toward this
type of a program,

A research specialist at the Office on
Aging, Mr. David Mueller, said that SSI
Alert is significant because it sets prece-
dent for actively recruiting participants
for an income benefit program. He
pointed out, however:

That backlogs of applicants occurred
at district social security offices after
screening by SSI volunteers;

That there was confusion as to regula-
tions and their interpretation;

That “the means test required for
qualifying has become as stigmatic as
the system we were trying to avoid”; and

That SSI benefit levels are far too low
in the face of rising inflation.

These and other criticisms made of
SSI can lead to positive corrective ac-
tions at an early date. I will, therefore,
devote 3 days of hearings next month
to future exploration of SSI issues and
I will seek additional suggestions for im-
provement. SSI is too important to fall
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by the wayside or to fail in fulfilling its
mission satisfactorily.

On the matter of social security levels
in general, the Twin Falls testimony
provided ample evidence about the great
needs of so many older persons totally
or primarily dependent upon their
monthly social security checks.

Mrs. Ruth Mitchell, chairman of an
areawide planning and service Task
Force on aging, said:

I have seen senior citizens and disabled
persons not living, but existing on $87 a
month. This will not cover the necessities of
life, such as clothing, food, shelter, and utili-
ties, let alone medical attention, transporta-
tion, or recreation. Therefore, I feel that So-
cial Security, Medicare, and SSI are inade-
quate. I have assisted senior citizens with ap-
plications (for SSI or disability) and in many
cases we have had no response for as much
as 90 days.

Members of a panel accompanying
Mrs. Mitehell—Miss Elsie Lindgren of
Twin Falls, Mrs. Edna Belle Oslund of
Twin Falls, Mr. Howard Burkhart of
Twin Falls, Mr, Earl Long of Murtaugh,
Mrs. Hildred Howard of Hansen, and Mr.
Juan Trevino—provided other useful in-
sights into social security operations.

As I have said, these operations are
vitally important to older Americans.
What happens when a mistake is made?
An extreme, but very significant, ex-
ample was discussed at Twin Falls. Mrs.
Blenda Jenkins, a 7T0-year-old widow
from Basalt, did not receive her social
security check in January, Weeks passed
and she received no check despite in-
quiries. Finally in March she was told
that the computer had listed her as dead,
a mistake which, as Mrs. Jenkins told the
Committee, “was not very nice.”

It was not until April 18 that she re-
ceived a check, and even then she re-
ceived two overpayments which she had
to turn back.

Her daughter, Mrs. Alice Moore of
Pocatello, said that such mistakes are
generally regarded as rare. But, she
added:

It is more frequent than people believe.
A computer error was made on my brother's
(disability) check. He waited from November
until about March 20, because the computer
had made an error on his check.

She provided other examples and I will
take special interest—at next month’s
hearing on SSI—in seeking out facts
about SSA computer operations. Expen-
sive, complicated equipment should be at
the service of SSA and its beneficiaries;
it should not become a bottleneck.

Mr. President, our hearing record was
too rich for adequate summarization
here. I would, however, like in particular
to note that Mr. Eenneth Hill and Mrs.
Faye Rebenstorf of the Joint State
Legislative Committee of the National
Retired Teachers Association-American
Association of Retired Persons provided
valuable testimony on a number of is-
sues, including the need for further lib-
eralization of the retirement test and an
updating of the retirement income tax
credit., Larry P. Evans, president of the
National Council of Senior Citizens Club
in Boise, advocated a strong, independ-
ent Eocial Security Administration as
8 separate agency outside of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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As the sponsor of legislation which
would deal with these and other issues,
I was of course pleased to have such sup-
port. I was also convinced all the more
that our social security system has
strong roots, a sturdy trunk, and far-
reaching branches. It is worthy of con-
tinuing concern and improvement by the
Congress, and it will continue to grow
and serve even more persons even while
we preserve its essential features.

ExHisT 1
Furture DIRECTIONS IN SOCIAL SECURITY

Onece again I am in Idaho to open an offi-
cial hearing of the Senate Committee on
Aging.

We will take a written transcript, which
will help the Committee and the Congress
to consider legislative proposals for older
Americans.

Our subject today is “Puture Directions in
Soclal Security.” And I can say that some of
the best counsel I have received on this sub-
ject has been given to me by the citizens of
Idaho I meet along the way—sometimes at
my courthouse days and sometimes on the
street corner when I stop to chat.

Talk turns so often to Social Security
during my visits to Idaho simply because so
many people are affected by it.

And the first point to be made 1s that
Social Security is more than just a retire-
ment program for the elderly. It is also fam-
ily security—providing protection against
loss of earnings because of death, disability,
or retirement.

In one form or another, Social Securlty
affects the lives of almost every family in
the United States.

I don’t want to overwhelm you with sta-
tistical data, but I think a few key facts
about Social Security would illustrate its
importance for all Americans.

Today 30 million persons receive monthly
benefits. For the vast majority of elderly
persons, Social BSecurity is the economic
mainstay.

It accounts for over half of their income.

It also helps to keep more than 12 million
individuals out of poverty.

Without these benefits, most older Ameri-
cans would not be able to achieve a moderate
standard of living.

Social Security is also vitally important
right here in Idaho.

In fact, the recently enacted 11 percent in-
crease will provide an additional $9 million
this year for 108,000 Idahoans.

Without this raise many would have
slipped further behind in theilr race with
inflation.

Our Social Security system, then, is of
vital iImportance not only to older Americans
but to other generations as well. Much de-
pends upon how well it does its job, and this
is even more true now since the Congress
has added so many new responsibilities to
the work of the Soclal Security Administra-
tion.

One of the blggest additions, of course, was
Medicare. In 1965, when the Congress enacted
this legislation, it was thought that just
about all of the paper work would be done
by fiscal intermediaries—the insurance com-
panles and others responsible for processing
claims.

But, of course, the local Social Security of-
fices are constantly receiving requests for
help on Medicare. At the district office in
Bolse, I understand that five staffl persons are
specialists who spend most of their time an-
swering questions about Medicare,

Clearly, Medicare has added significantly
to the work load at Social Security offices.

But other responsibilities have been added
in recent years, as well. President Nixon, at
the White House Conference on Aging, said
tho' SSA offices should provide information
an refcrral services on aging. In other words,
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the SSA offices should be able to help older
persons in need of a service or facts about
services. Congress has made SSA offices re-
sponsible for administering black lung bene-
fits to former miners with respiratory prob-
lems. Medicare has been broadened to in-
clude kidney dialysis, and so on.

The biggest new responsibility, of course, is
the new Supplemental Security Income pro-
gram, or SSI as it is known. I was one of the
supporters of SSL I believed that the time
had come to replace the Inadeguate and in-
equitable Old Age Assistance program, which
offered widely varying payments on a state-
by-state basis. Not only that, Old Age Assist-
ance was administered through the local wel-
fare office, causing many people to shun that
program because they saw no reason to turn
to welfare in their old age after avoiding it
during all of their earlier years.

S8I was intended to overcome the welfare
stigma. It would be administered by the So-
clal Security Administration; and the
monthly check would be enclosed with the
regular Social Security check. The ldea was
to help those older Americans—as well as the
blind and disabled—who couldn't make it in
any other way. Another purpose was to bring
benefit levels up to a more adequate level
than was generally true under Old Age
Assistance.

One of the reasons I supported SSI is be-
cause I saw a clear need to help millions of
older persons who stayed near or close to the
poverty level, no matter how Congress ralsed
the Social Security levels.

And yet, I did not want to disrupt one
of the Tundamental and essential values of
our Social Security system: the principle that
workers in this country contribute to their
own retirement securlty by making payroll
contributions during their years in the labor
force. In other words, they are helping to
pay for their own Social Security benefits.

8SI is intended to preserve that feature
while meeting direct need. And it is essen-
tial that SSI work, and work well, The Sen-
ate Committee on Aging has been keeping
watch over the early months of SSI, which
began in January. I am concerned by reports
that some problems have arisen, and I want
to explore those problems here today. I also
would like to give credit to those who are
working so hard to make SSI work: the So-
clal Security employees who are working
after hours and on Saturdays, the volunteers
of SSI ALERT, and national and local orga-
nizations concerned about aging.

If, however, problems are emerging in SS8I,
now is the time to face them, while the pro-
gram is young.

I have another reason for concern about
SSI; I believe that it could become the means
for ending poverty once and for all among
the elderly of this nation. At that time, per-
haps five million older persons in the United
States are below poverty levels or so close
that they might as well be considered so.
881, if it is improved and made more work-
able, can be used to help them, while still
preserving the essential concepts of our So-
cial Security system.

But only if it is a flexible and compas-
slonate program, and only if people believe
in it.

This afternoon’s hearing, I want to empha-
size, will not be limited to S8I, but will
deal with other issues related to Soclal Se-
curity.

Inflation, of course, is very much on our
minds. Back in 1972, when I sponsored a 20
percent increase in Social Security, it locked
as If we might have at last caught up with
rising prices, In that same year, Congress ap-
proved & cost-of-living adjustment mecha-
nism to help Social Security benefits con-
tinue to stay at least roughly in the race
with the cost of living.

But it soon became evident that we
couldn’t wait until 1875, when the automatic
increases were due to begin. We had to en-
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act the two-step, 11 percent Increase which
is taking effect this year.

Even so, inflation has not been overcome.
Unfortunately, some of the steepest Increases
have been concentrated in areas where the
elderly have their greatest expenditures.
Food prices, for example, have jumped by al-
most 28 percent. Certain home fuel olls have
increased by an astounding 73 percent. Just
think of it: almost double the amount you
were paying during the fall of 1972.

This is & major reason why I supported
legislation to roll back home fuel prices by
as much as 40 percent. But the White House
would not go along with this measure. And
we were unable to secure the needed two-
thirds vote in Congress to override the veto.

This is another reason why I led the suc-
cessful fight to block the pay raise for Mem-
bers of Congress, the Federal Judiclary, and
top officials of the Administration. If we are
going to lick infiation, we must show some
self-restraint. And there is no better place to
start than right at the top In the Federal
Government.

Another concern of mine, one which will
be discussed in testimony today, is the ris-
ing cost of health care and sometimes the
unavailability of such care.

The Senate Committee on Aging recently
determined that Medicare pays only about 40
percent of all health care costs of older
Americans. I say that not to denounce Medi-
care, but to argue that it could be extended
and improved. And my number one priority
is Medicare coverage of certaln out-of-pocket
prescription drugs. We will hear again today
about the severe impact that drug costs have
upon the budgets of older persons; it is high
time that something be done about them.

I am also hopeful that my legislation to
improve home health coverage can soon be
enacted into law. Many of the key concepts
for that bill were developed at a hearing last
year—just like the one we are conducting to-
day—in Coeur d’Alene.

Witnesses at the Coeur d’Alene hearing
repeatedly emphasized that many older
Americans were placed in hospitals at a
much higher public cost, simply because
other forms of care were not available.

Yet, if we could just shave one day off
the Medicare national hospital average, we
could produce a savings approaching $400
million.

Most older Amerlcans also would prefer to
remain in their homes, rather than being in-
stitutionalized, if appropriate forms of care
are avallable.

I will not at this point give a detailed de-
scription of legisiation which I have intro-
duced to improve economic security in re-
tirement years. I hope to have that oppor-
tunity as the hearing continues.

Let me close by saying that I will make
every effort in the mext few months to ad-
vance a bill of mine to establish the Social
Security Administration as an independent
agency, outside of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. It Is essential that
ESA, which has been remarkably free of pollt-
fcal manipulation, continues to remain so.
Those who hold elective office should not be
permitted to use the system to promote their
candidacy. My bill would prohibit insertion
of self-serving statements in the envelope
used for Soclal Security checks.

All in 8ll, Social Security has served us
well since 1ts enactment in 1935,

‘This hearing, and others I have conducted
in Washington, will help to assure that it
continues its work on behalf of all citizens,
young or old, present and future,

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Genocide Convention has been a target
oi severe critical attack from both highly
responsible and highly irresponsible
sources. I have refuted the many unin-
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formed charges against the Genocide
Convention in a number of statements.
Today I address those critics who have
responsibly considered the text of the
treaty and still hold reservations.

The report on the Genocide Conven-
tion from the Committee on Foreign
Relations acknowledged certain difficul-
ties of interpretation which occur in the
text of the treaty itself. In four “under-
standings” the committee recommended
specific interpretations of certain para-
graphs in order to allay any misconcep-
tions.

The Genocide Convention has as its
stated objectives the preservation of
man’s most precious right, the right to
live, When the Genocide Convention was
submitied to the Senate 22 years ago
only 5 nations had ratified it. Since then
another 70 nations have ratified the
treaty, but not the United States.

Mr. President, America is conspicuous.
We are conspicucus for our remarkabie
national record in the struggle for
human rights. We are just as conspicu-
ous for our international absence in the
ratification of the United Nations Con-
vention on Genocide. We should resolve
without further hesitation or excuse this
hypocritical indifference.

Mr. President, I call upon the Senate
of the United States to ratify this docu-
ment without further delay and so
proclaim to all the world our couniry’s
united condemnation of the inhuman
barbarism by which one group would ex-
terminate another from the face of the
Earth.

EILEEN HUNTER

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, in a day
when increasing numbers of people are
looking toward Government for the as-
sumption of more and more responsibili-
ties that were once considered individual
or family in character, it is gratifying
and reassuring to note that there are
still persons willing to do, voluntarily,
those good deeds which we most admire.

Eileen Hunter, my friend, friend of
Jackson Hole, and benefactor of its good
instituticns, was given only a fraction
of the eredit which is her due when St.
John's Hospital patrons honored her
recently.

I ask unanimous consent that the
citation read at the 16th annual Spring
Fling at Jackson Lake Lodge in Grand
Teton National Park be printed in the
ERECORD.

There being no objection, the citation
was ordered to be printed in the Recoro,
as follows:

EiLeeN HUNTER

St. John's Hospital in the village of Jack-
gon, in the valley of Jackson Hole, County of
Teton, State of Wyoming, is blessed with a
guardian angel.

St. John's has been blessed with many
guardian angels. From its inception, baeck in
the days when land, lumber, logs, and labor
were donated to get the first building started,
it has been a community project. Ever since,
a host of community angels have pitched in
to keep it operating. In these later years of
buiiding & new and modern St. John's Hos-
pital, Elleen Hunter has been one of the most
active angels in attendance. Hers has been
the spark which said, "Let’s do it!" when
the necessary “doing" seemed Impossible.

Back In 1857 when Dr. Peter Ward, of Chi-
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cago, inspecting the old St. John's Hospital
for accreditment, he stated that it was, “Un-
safe, inadequate and uneconomical”—some-
thing had to be done. The hospital board
found themselves with massive economic
problems as well as the need for a larger, but
still convenient site. Willlam Hunter Memo-
rial Park, the site of the new hospital, was a
gift to the community from Eileen Hunter.
Eileen acquired the desirable piece of prop-
erty and, working through the Episcopal
Church, made it available for the building
location.

Eileen likes to keep her left hand from
knowing the good deeds which her right hand
doeth, so she claims innocence or forgetful-
ness about them, but the hospital board
knows that she is always there when a need
becomes apparent. St. John's Hospital has
just completed an expansion that adds six
semi-private rooms, a physical therapy de-
partment and a nurses' station, The project,
located in the southeastern corner of the
hospital, was begun over a year ago as a re=-
sult of the efforts of Eileen Hunter.

Noting that the nursing home facility
might be phased out due to a rapid increase
of acute (short term) care patients, during
1973 Mrs. Hunter raised the initial $50,000.00
of the total $150,000.00 for the expansion.
She then spearheaded the drive to make up
the full amount. The cost to put these addi-
tional rooms into operation was approxi-
mately $9,400 per bed, compare construction
recently done at the Cody Hospital which
cost $50,000 per bed. Thanks be to the orig-
inal planning of the building, which allowed
room for expansion within the original walls.

When asked an approximate total of her
hospital donations Eileen replies—with typi-
cal Eileen Hunter Style—"If I can afford to
give a lot and another can afford to give a
dollar, then we're even.”

William and Eileen Hunter came to Jack-
son in the early 1930’s when they established
the Hunter Motors Garage and Ford Auto-
mobile Agency. It was located at the corner
of Broadway and Cache Avenue, in the
building now housing Paul Hansen Gifts.
They were no strangers to Jackson, having
sold to the natives of the valley. Bill Hunter
had established Ford agencies in Kemmerer
and also in Ogden, Utah.

In 1946 the Hunters bought the ranch now
known as the Hunter Hereford Ranch; the
home which Eileen claims has the ‘best view
in the valley.’ Lying north of Kelly, in the
foothills of the east side of the valley, her
home commands a sweeping view across the
sage covered Snake River flats, until it is
stopped by the stupendous wall of the Teton
range of mountains.

BEill loved the ranch more than any place
on. earth and is buried on a part of it; a
spot where Eileen intends to join him some-
day. In the meantime she has a tremendous
zest for living, Most of all she enjoys peo-
ple—her hospitality is legend. She has enter-
tained many of the most important people
of the land, as well as some who needed
sanctuary and the soothing solitude of the
open spaces. There is a spaciousness in her
friendship.

Tonight the community served by 8t.
John's Hospital salutes this vibrant lady who
has done so much to make St. John's Hos-
pital the modern facility which we are proud
to have serving our county.

J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, nation-
ally-syndicated columnist Tom Braden
recently wrote a perceptive piece on J.
Wirriam FuLBricHT that I think deserves
the Senate’s attention. Mr. Braden re-
counts about Senator FULBRIGHT:

This was the man who helped Franklin D.
Roosevelt found the United Nations . . .

This was also the author of the plan to
spend counterpart funds by the massive for=
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eign scholarship program which bears his
name, This was the first man in the Senate
to recognize the dangers of McCarthyism.
This was the man who first polnted out to
the nation that Lyndon Johnson and his
aldes were not telling the truth about the
war in Vietnam.

And this was the man who was advocating
an approach to China and detente with Rus-
sia long hefore President Nixon put the idea
into action.

I share Tom Braden‘'s hope that the
statesman—and our distinguished
friend—from Arkansas will remain in
publie service. J. WiLLiaMm FULBRIGHT has
served ‘“‘the Nation’s good” so well and
so uniquely for 30 years; a place is needed
for him in the future, too, so that his
voice will be heard and his counsel will
be available.

I ask unanimous consent that Tom
Braden’s column that appeared in the
Washington Post be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

A PLACE FOR THE FULBRIGHTS
(By Tom Braden)

The voters of Arkansas have declded to
deprive the nation of the services of a most
knowledgeable man, and the fact points to
a pecullar weakness in our American system
of government.

I used the word “peculiar’ because in other
democracies—England’s, for example—J. Wil-
liam Fulbright, having fallen from power,
would nevertheless be used. His party would
find a safe seat for him, or he would enter
the House of Lords, His voice would be heard,
and his counsel would be available.

Not so here. Fulbright can go back to the
university life from which he came or he can
become a gentleman farmer once again. What
& pity to waste those long years of experience
and study, the lessons learned in moments
of high action and decision—what a pity to
waste them on a college classroom or a few
friends gathered for a chat near the barmn
door.

What ought we to do about the waste of
human material which comes from political
defeat? Granted, we cannot appoint to high
office every defeated senator, About many of
them there would be disagreement as to
whether salvage was worthwhile.

But even his opponents might argue that
J. Willlam Fulbright's 80-year record of
high-minded intelligence deserves special
consideration,

This was the man who helped Franklin D.
Roosevelt found the United Nations. It is
not his fault that the reality never attained
the dream. Somebody once asked him how
long it took to write his resolution calling
for the creation of “appropriate interna-
tional machinery with power adequate to
prevent future aggression.”

His response highlights one aspect of the
problem he now presents: “I think,” he said,
“about 15 years.”

This was also the author of the plan to
spend counterpart funds by the massive for-
eign scholarship program which bears his
name. This was the first man in the Senate
to recognize the dangers of McCarthyism.
This was the man who first pointed out to
the nation that Lyndon Johnson and his
aides were not telling the truth about the
war in Vietnam.

And this was the man who was advocat-
ing an approach to China and detente with
Russia long before President Nixon put the
idea into action.

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger is an
admirer of Fulbright. It may be that the
Secretary of State can find some means to
use him for the nation’s good. But if so, it
will be fortuitous.
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This country has no systematic way of sus-
taining its nationally oriented talent against
the onslaught of local popularity.

The voters of Arkansas liked a man named
Dale Bumpers. It is their privilege. But for
the nation, Bumpers is to Fulbright as some-
body in Bristol was to Edmund Burke. The
lesson te be learned is not that Fulbright
should be younger, more handsome, better
on TV. The lesson is that we need to find
a way to avold the waste of our best-educated
talent,

“The amount of energy wasted by men and
women of first-class guality in arriving at
their true degree, before they begin to play
upon the world stage, can never be meas-
ured,” wrote Winston Churchill. “One may
say that 60 per cent, perhaps 70 per cent, of
all they have to give is expended on fights
which have no other object but to get to
their battlefield.”

It 18 a wise observation, and a sad one.
But how much sadder it is to reflect that
some men, having gained the battlefield and
won great exploits, are then eliminated by a
chance encounter totally irrelevant to the
action In which they have been engaged.

CONSERVATION OF ELECTRICAL
ENERGY

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I would
like to share with my colleagues the com-
mendable results of Capitol Hill energy
conservation efforts during the past 6
months.

In separate letters of November 14,
1973, to the Members of the Senate and
the House, both the Speaker and I de-
scribed actions which the Architect of
the Capitol was undertaking, with our
approval, in order that the Congress
might effectively participate in the na-
tional effort to conserve energy. These
measures include: Earlier than usual dis-
continuance of air conditioning last fall;
reduction of Capitol dome lighting by 70
percent and of other public space light-
ing by about 50 percent; shorter oper-
ating hours for escalators; and 68°
thermostat settings in spaces other than
the Members' office suites and commit-
tee rooms. These measures were expected
to reduce electrical power consumption
by about 15 percent and heating fuel re-
quirements by about 10 percent. In order
to further reduce energy requirements,
Members and committees were asked to
reduce thermostat settings and lighting
levels in their offices to the extent prac-
ticable.

I am very pleased to report that the re-
sults exceeded the aforementioned goals.
Our consumption of electrical power has
dropped, compared with the same months
of the previous year by 14.4 percent in
December, 17.8 percent in January, 17
percent in February, and an impressive
23.3 percent in March. At the same time
consumption of steam which was pro-
duced primarily by coal, also dropped
significantly, that is, 14.5 percent in Jan-
uary alone. I wish to commend and con-
gratulate my colleagues in both Houses
and all employees of the Congress for
this fine effort.

It appears timely now to point out that
the forthcoming months of the air cool-
ing season offer the greatest annual op-
portunity to save significant amounts of
electrical energy, primarily because our
chilled water compressors are driven
electrically, During the unpredictable
temperatures of April and May, and later
in September and October, attempts to
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save air cooling energy by higher set-
tings on thermostats can sometimes have
the reverse effect on unseasonably cool
nights when the switch releases steam
into the system. Now that we can expect
consistently high summer temperatures,
however, the Architect will set thermo-
stats in public spaces at T8 degrees, in
accordance with acceptable recommen-
dations. Members and committees and
their staffs are requested to do likewise
in their offices, to the extent practicable,
and to continue their other commendable
economies in the use of electrical appli-
ances and lighting.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING BUSI-
NESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, are
we still in the morning hour?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is now closed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider Execu-
tive C, 93d Congress, 2d Session.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider executive business.

PROTOCOLS FOR THE EXTENSION
OF THE INTERNATIONAL WHEAT
AGREEMENT, 1971

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to consider Executive C, 93d Con-
gress, 2d session.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Montana?

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a member of my
staff, John Baines, be permitted on the
floor during the course of the discussions
of the treaty.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so0 ordered.

Mr. McGEE, Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There being no objection, the Senate,
as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded
to consider Executive C, 93d Congress, 2d
session, the protocols for the extension
of the Wheat Trade Convention and the
Food Aid Convention constituting the
International Wheat Agreement, 1971,
which was read the second time, as fol-
lows:

PROTOCOLS FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE
WHEAT TRADE CONVENTION AND FOOD
ATD CONVENTION CONSTITUTING THE
INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREEMENT,
1971

PREAMBLE

The Governments participating in the
Conference to establish the texts of the
Protocols for the extension of the Conven-
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tions constituting the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971,

Considering that the International Wheat
Agreement of 1949 was revised, renewed or
extended in 1953, 1956, 1959, 1962, 1965, 1966,
1967, 1968 and 1971,

Considering that the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971, consisting of two separate
legal instruments, the Wheat Trade Conven=-
tion, 1971 and the Food Aid Convention, 1871,
will expire on 30 June 1974,

Have established the texts of Protocols for
the Extension of the Wheat Trade Conven-
tion, 1971 and for the Extenslon of the
Food Alr Convention, 1971.

PROTOCOL FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE
WHEAT TRADE CONVENTION, 1971

The Governments party to this Protocol.
Considering that the Wheat Trade Conven-
tion, 1971 (hereinafter referred to as “the
Convention”) of the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971 expires on 30 June 1974,
Have agreed as follows:
ARTICLE 1

Extension, expiry and termination of the
Convention

Bubject to the provisions of Article 2 of this
Protocol, the Convention shall continue in
force between the parties to this Protocol
until 30 June 1975, provided that, if a new
international agreement covering wheat en-
ters into force before 30 June 1975, this
Protocol shall remain in force only until the
date of entry into force of the new agreement.

ARTICLE 2

Inoperative provisions of the Convention

The following provisions of the Conven-
tion shall be deemed to be inoperative with
effect from 1 July 1974:

(a) paragraph (4) of Article 19;

(b) Articles 22 to 26 inclusive;

{¢) paragraph (1) of Article 27;

(d) Articles 29 to 31 inclusive.

ARTICLE §
Definition

Any reference in this Prolocol to a “Gov-
ernment” or “Governments” shall be con-
strued as including a reference to the Eu-
ropean Economic Communify (hereinafter
referred to as “the Community”). Accord-
ingly, any reference in this Protocol to “sig-
nature” or to the “deposit of Instruments
of ratification, acceptance, approval or con-
clusion” or “an instrument of accession™ or
a ‘“declaration of provisional application™
by a Government shall, in the case of the
Community, be construed as including
signature or declaration of provisional ap-
plication on behalf of the Community by
its competent authority and the deposit of
the instrument required by the Institutional
procedures of the Community to be deposited
for the conclusion of an international agree-
ment,

ARTICLE 4

Finance

The initial contribution of any exporting
or importing member acceding to this Proto-
col under paragraph (1)(b) of Article 7
thereof, shall be assessed by the Council on
the basis of the votes to be distributed to it
and the period remaining in the current crop
year, but the assessments made upon other
exporting and importing members for the
current crop year shall not be altered.

ArTICLE 5
Signature

This Protocel shall be open for signature
in Washington from 2 April 1974 until and
including 22 April 1974 by Governments of
countries party to the Convention, or which
are provisionally regarded as party to the
Convention, on 2 April 1974, or which are
members of the United Nations, of its spe-
cialized agencies or of the International
Atomic Energy Agency, and are listed in
Annex A or Annex B to the Convention,

June 21, 1974

ARTICLE 6

Ratification, acceptance, approval or
conclusion

This Protocol shall be subject to ratifica-
tion, acceptance, approval or conclusion by
each signatory Government in accordance
with its respective constitutional or institu-
tional procedures. Instruments of ratifica-
tion, acceptance, approval or conclusion shall
be deposited with the Government of the
United States of America not later than 18
June 1974, except that the Councll may
grant one or more extensions of time to any
signatory Government that has not deposited
its instrument of ratification, acceptance,
approval or conclusion by that date.

ARTICLE 7
Accession

(1) This Protocol shall be open for acces-
slon:

{e¢) until 18 June 1974 by the Government
of any member listed in Annex A or B to the
Convention as of that date, except that the
Council may grant one or more extensions of
time to any Government that has not de-
posited its instrument by that date, and

{b) after 18 June 1974 by the Government
of any member of the United Nations, of its
specialized agencies or of the International
Atomic Energy Agency upon such conditions
as the Council considers appropriate by not
less than two-thirds of the votes cast by ex-
porting members and two-thirds of the votes
cast by importing members.

(2) Accession shall be effected by the de-
posit of an Instrument of accession with the
Government of the United States of America.

(3) Where, for the purposes of the opera-
tion of the Convention and this Protocol,
reference is made to members listed In Annex
A or B to the Convention, any member the
Government of which has acceded to the
Convention on conditions prescribed by the
Council, or to this Protocol in accordance
with paragraph (1) (b) of this Article, shall
be deemed to be listed in the appropriate
Annex.

ARTICLE B
Provisional application

Any signatory Government may deposit
with the Government of the United States of
America a declaration of provisional applica-
tion of this Protocol. Any other Government
eligible to sign this Protocol or whose appli-
cation for accession is approved by the Coun-
cil may also deposit with the Government of
the United States of America a declaration
of provisional application. Any Government
depositing such a declaration shall provi-
slonally apply this Protocol and be pro-
visionally regarded as a party thereto.

ArTICLE O
Entry into force

(1) This Protocol shall enter into force
among those Governments which have de-
posited Instruments of ratification, accept-
ance, approval, conclusion or accession, or
declarations of provisional application, in
accordance with Articles 6, 7T and 8 of this
Protocol by 18 June 1974, as follows:

(@) on 19 June 1974, with respect to all
provislons of the Convention, other than
Articles 3 to 9 inclusive and Article 21, and

(b) on 1 July 1974, with respect to Arti-
cles 3 to 9 inclusive, and Article 21 of the
Convention,
if such instruments of ratification, accept-
ance, approval, conclusion or accession, or
declarations of provisional application have
been deposited not later than 18 June 1874
on behalf of Governments representing ex-
porting members which held at least 60 per
cent of the votes set out in Annex A and rep-
resenting importing members which held at
least 50 per cent of the votes set out In An-
nex B, or would have held such votes re-
spectively if they had been parties to the
Convention on that date.
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(2) This Protocol shall enter into force for
any Government that deposits an instrument
of ratification, acceptance, approval, con-
clusion or accession after 19 June 1974 in
accordance with the relevant provisions of
this Protocol, on the date of such deposit,
except that no part of it shall enter into
force for such a Government until that part
enters Into force for other Governments un-
der paragraph (1) or (3) of this Article.

(3) If this Protocol does not enter into
force in accordance with paragraph (1) of
this Article, the Governments which have
deposited instruments of ratification, accept-
ance, approval, conclusion or accession, or
declarations of provisional application, may
decide by mutual consent that it shall enter
into force among those Governments that
have deposited instruments of ratification,
acceptance, approval, conclusion or accession,
or declarations of provisional application,

ArTICLE 10

Notification by depository Government

The Government of the United States of
America as the depository Government shall
notify all signatory and acceding Govern-
ments of each signature, ratification, accept-
ance, approval, conclusion, provisional ap-
plication of, and accession to, this Protocol,
as well as of each notification and notice re-
ceived under Article 27 of the Convention and
each declaration and notification received
under Article 28 of the Convention.

ArTICLE 11
Certified copy of the Protocol

As soon as possible after the definitive
entry into force of the Protocol, the deposi-
tory Government shall send a certified copy
of this Protocol in the English, French, Rus-
slan and Spanish languages to the Secretary-
General of the United Nations for registra-
tion in accordance with Article 102 of the
Charter of the United Nations. Any amend-
ments to this Protocol shall likewise be com-
municated.

ArTICLE 12

Relationship of Preamble to Protocol

This Protocol includes the Preamble to the
Protocols to extend the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971,

IN wITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, hav-
ing been duly authorized to this effect by
their respective Governments or authorities,
have signed this Protocol on the dates ap-
pearing opposite their signatures.

The texts of this Protocol in the English,
French, Russian, and Spanish languages shall
be equally authentic. The originals shall be
deposited with the Government of the United
States of America, which shall transmit cer-
tified copies thereof to each signatory and
acceding party and to the Executive Secre-
tary of the Council.

FROTOCOL FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE
FOOD AID CONVENTION, 1971

The parties to this Protocol,

Considering that the Food Aid Conven-
tion, 1971 (hereinafter referred to as “the
Convention”) of the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971 expires on 30 June 1974,

Have agreed as follows;

ArTicLE I
Ezrtension, expiry and termination of the
Convention

Subject to the provisions of Article II of
this Protocol, the Convention shall continue
in force between the parties to this Protocol
until 30 June 1875, provided that, if a new
agreement covering food aid enters into force
before 30 June 1975 this Protocol shall re-
main in force only until the date of entry
into force of the new agreement.

ArTICLE II
Inoperative provisions of the Convention

The provisions of paragraphs (1), (2) and

(3) of Article II, of paragraph (1) of Article
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III, and of Articles VI to XIV, inclusive, of
the Convention shall be deemed to be in-
operative with effect from 1 July 1974,

ArTICLE III
International food aid

(1) The parties to this Protocol agree to
contribute as food ald to the developing
countries, wheat, coarse grains or products
derived therefrom, suitable for human con-
sumption and of an acceptable type and
quality, or the cash equivalent thereof, in
the minimum annual amounts specified in
paragraph (2) below.

(2) The minimum annual contribution of
each party to this protocol is fixed as fol-
lows:

Metric tons
23, 000

225, 000
495, 000

14, 000

225, 000

35, 000

32, 000

Argentina
Australia

Switzerland
United States of America 1, 890, 000

(3) For the purpose of the operation of
this Protocol, any party which has signed
this Protocol pursuant to paragraph (2) of
Article V thereof, or which has acceded to
this Protocol pursuant to the appropriate
provisions of Article VII thereof, shall be
deemed to be listed in paragraph (2) of
Article ITI of this Protocol together with the
minimum contribution of such party as
determined in accordance with the relevant
provisions of Article V or Article VII of this
Protocol.

ArTICLE IV
Food Aid Commiitee

There shall be established a Food Ald Com-
mittee whorse membership shall consist of
the parties listed in paragraph (2) of Article
III of this Protocol and of those others that
become parties to this Protocol. The Com-
mittee shall appoint a Chairman and a Vice-
Chalrman.

ARTICLE V
Signature

(1) This Protocol shall be open for signa-
ture in Washington from 2 April 1974 until
and including 22 April 1974 by the Govern-
ments of Argentina, Australia, Canada, Fin-
land, Japan, Sweden, Switzerland and the
United States of America, provided that they
sign both this Protocol and the Protocol to
extend the Wheat Trade Convention, 1971.

{2) This Protocol shall also be open for
signature, on the same conditions, to parties
to the Food Ald Convention, 1967 or to the
Food Ald Conventlon, 1971, and to those pro-
visionally regarded as parties to the Food
Ald Convention, 1971, which are not enumer-
ated in paragraph (1) of this Article, pro-
vided that their contribution is at least equal
to that which they agreed to make in the
Food Ald Convention, 1967 or, subsequently,
in the Food Ald Convention, 1971.

ArTrcLe VI

Ratification, acceptance, approval or

conclusion

This Protocol shall be subject to ratifica-
tion, acceptance, approval or conclusion by
each signatory in accordance with its con-
stitutional or institutional procedures, pro-
vided that it also ratifies, accepts, approves
or concludes the Protocol to extend the
Wheat Trade Convention, 1971. Instruments
of ratification, acceptance, approval or con-
clusion shall be deposited with the Govern-
ment of the United States of America not
later than 18 June 1974, except that the
Food Ald Committee may grant one or more
extensions of time to any signatory that has
not deposited its instrument of ratification,
acceptance, approval or conclusion by that
date.
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ArTICLE VII
Aeccession

(1) This Protocol shall be open for acces-
slon by any party referred to in Article V of
this Protocol, provided it also accedes to
the Protocol to extend the Wheat Trade Con-
vention, 1971 and provided further that in
the case of parties referred to in paragraph
(2) of Article V their contribution is at
least equal to that which they agreed to
make in the Food Ald Convention, 1967 or,
subsequently, in the Food Ald Convention,
1971. Instruments of accession under this
paragraph shall be deposited not later than
18 June 1874, except that the Food Ald Com-
mittee may grant one or more extensions of
time to any party that has not deposited its
instrument of accession by that date.

(2) The Food Aid Committee may approve
accession to this Protocol, as a donor, by the
Government of any member of the United
Nations, of its specialized agencies or of the
International Atomic Energy Agency, on such
conditions as the Food Ald Committee con-
siders appropriate, provided that the Gov-
ernment also accedes at the same time to the
Protocol to extend the Wheat Trade Conven-
tlon, 1971, if not already a party to it.

(3) Accession shall be effected by the de-
posit of an instrument of accession with the
Government of the United States of America.

ARrTICLE VIII
Provisional application

Any party referred to in Article V of this
Protocol may deposit with the Government
of the United States of America a declara-
tion of provisional application of this Pro-
tocol, provided it also deposits a declaration
of provisional application of the Protocol to
extend the Wheat Trade Convention, 1971.
Any other party whose application for ac-
cession is approved may also deposit with
the Government of the United States of
America a declaration of provisional applica-
tion, provided that the party also deposits
a declaration of provisional application of the
Protocol to extend the Wheat Trade Conven-
tion, 1971, unless it is already a party to
that Protocol or has already deposited a dec-
laration of provisional application of that
Protocol. Any such party depositing such a
declaration shall provisionally apply this
Frotocol and be provisionally regarded as a
party thereto.

ArTICLE IX

Entry into force

(1) This Protocol shall enter into force for
those parties that have deposited instru-
ments of ratification, acceptance, approval,
conclusion or accession.

(a) on 19 June 1974 with respect to all
provisions other than Article II of the Con-
vention and Article III of the Protocol, and

(b) on 1 July 1974 with respect to Article
II of the Convention and Article III of the
Protocol

provided that all Governments listed in para-
graph (1) of Article V of this Protoeol have
deposited such instruments or a declara-
tion of provisional application by 18 June
1974 and that the Protocol to extend the
Wheat Trade Convention, 1971 is in force.
For any other party that deposits an instru-
ment of ratification, acceptance, approval,
conclusion or accession after the entry into
force of the Protocol, this Protocol shall
enter into force on the date of such deposit.

(2) If this Protocol does not enter Into
force In accordance with the provisions of
paragraph (1) of this article, the partles
which by 19 June 1974 have deposited Instru-
ments of ratification, acceptance, approval,
conclusion or accession, or declarations of
provisional application may declde by mutual
consent that it shall enter into force among
those parties that have deposited instruments
of ratification, acceptance, approval, con-
clusion or accession, or declarations of pro-
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vislonal application, provided that the Proto-
col to extend the Wheat Trade Convention,
1971 is in force, or they may take whatever
other action they consider the situation
requires.
ARTICLE X
Notification by depositary Government

The Government of the United States of
America as the depositary Government shall
notify all signatory and acceding parties of
each signature, ratification, acceptance,
approval, conclusion, provisional application
of, and accession to this Protocol.

ARTICLE XI
Certified copy of the Protocol

As soon as possible after the definitive
entry into force of this Protocol, the deposi-
tary Government shall send a certified copy
of this protocol in the English, French, Rus-
sian and Spanish languages to the Secretary-
General of the United Nations for registra-
tion in accordance with Article 102 of the
Charter of the United Nations. Any amend-
ments to this Protocol shall likewise be com-
municated.

ArTicLE XII
Relationship of Preamble to Protocol

This Protocol includes the Preamble to
the Protocols to extend the International
Wheat Agreement, 1971.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, hav-
ing been duly authorized to this effect by
their respective Governments or authorities,
have signed this Protocol on the dates
appearing opposite their signatures.

The texts of this Protocol in the English,
French, Russian and Spanish languages shall
all be equally authentic. The originals shall
be deposited with the Governments of the
United States of America, which shall trans-
mit certified coples thereof to each signa-
tory and acceding party.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time for debate on this treaty shall
be limited to 30 minutes, with 30 minutes
on any amendment, reservation, or un-
derstanding, and 20 minutes on any de-
batable motion or appeal. The vote
thereon will occur at 1:30 p.m.

The clerk will read the resolution of
ratification.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
resolution as follows:

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators
present concurring therein), That the Senate
advise and consent to ratification of the Pro-
tocols for the Extension of the Wheat Trade
Convention and the Food Aid Convention
constituting the International Wheat Agree-
ment, 1971, which was open for signature in
Washington from April 2, through April 22,
1974.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I support
the treaty now before the Senate. This
would extend for 1 year the Food Aid
Convention and the Wheat Trade Con-
vention. Both of these conventions are
helpful to the wheat farmers in Ne-
braska and the Nation.

Under the Food Aid Convention all of
the developed nations attempt to reach
some agreement as to how much wheat
and other food grains each country will
contribute to the less-developed coun-
tries. I believe it is in the national in-
terest to assure such multilateral assist-
ance remains available and that this
country is not required to carry the en-
tire burden of feeding a less-developed
world.

The Wheat Trade Convention has
been successful in collecting factual data
as to what is actually happening around
the world in wheat trade. Hopefully the
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Russians and other nonparticipating
countries will begin to provide data on
production and consumption to the
wheat trade secretariat in order that the
wheat producing countries of the world
can be better prepared for situations
that occur, such as the huge Russian
wheat purchases of 1972.

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will overwhelmingly approve this 1-year
extension of these two conventions,

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield
back my time on the treaty.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays been ordered on the
treaty?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, They have been ordered on the
resolution of ratification. The vote will
occur at 1:30 p.m. pursuant to the pre-
vious order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Did the Senate give
its assent that the conference on the
budget would follow the consideration
of the treaty?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ate will now return to legislative session
and proceed to the consideration of the
conference report on H.R. 7130. Time for
debate on this conference report will be
limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. Percy) and the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Ervin). They will
‘both occur after the vote on the execu-
tive proceeding.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, with time
not being taken out of either side.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the clerk will
call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREE-
MENT CONFERENCE

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
business be temporarily set aside so that
we might call up a resolution,

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

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I call up
Senate Resolution 340.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will read the resolu-
tion.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the
Senate that the President should request
the International Wheat Council, at the
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earliest possible date, to request the Secre-
tary-General of UNCTAD to convene a nego-
tiating conference as provided in article 21
of the International Wheat Agreement, con-
cluded at Geneva on February 20, 1971, with
a view toward the negotiation of provisions
relating to the prices of wheat and to the
rights and obligations of members in respect
of international trade in wheat.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to its
consideration.

Mr, McGEE. Mr. President, I do not in-
tend to speak at length on this matter.
The point is the Senate considered this
matter in 1971 when the wheat agree-
ment was last agreed upon, the preced-
ing one, and there was no objection ex-
pressed in the final vote. It was accepted
unanimously. It is simply a proviso that
urges the wheat operation through the
international wheat signatories to nego-
tiate price agreement to protect the
wheat farmers in any international wheat
understanding. It is a sense of the Senate
resolution that followed the last time, as
it will be associated with this time, the
International Wheat Agreement. There
is no opposition on either side of the aisle
to this.

Mr. President, we have before this body
Senate Resolution 340 which I have
joined in submitting with Senator Hum-
pHREY. This resolution reintroduces the
language of Senate Resolution 136.

Members of the Senate will recall that
Senate Resolution 136 was passed by the
Senate in 1971 in conjunction with the
International Wheat Agreement. That
agreement was ratified by the Senate by
a vote of 78 to 0. By a similar vote the
Senate passed Senate Resolution 136—a
unanimous show of strength for an or-
derly marketing system for wheat.

I introduced this resolution in 1971
after becoming very concerned that the
International Wheat Agreement did not
include any provisions relating to the
prices at which signatory nations agreed
to import and export wheat. Indeed, I am
even more convinced now than in 1971
when I sponsored Senate Resolution 136
that some extra effort should be forth-
coming from the administration in this
direction.

Clearly, the administration’s track rec-
ord in maintaining a stable farm and
food situation has not been good. Yet
accord on pricing arrangements is es-
sential both for the farmer and the con-
sumer. Such an accord would aid in the
development of a stable market situation.
Farmers would be assured of fair and
equitable prices as would consumers. In
addition, fluctuations in supply would be
better controlled.

I must point out that the present
wheat agreement has a very positive fea-
ture—the provision of a Food Aid Con-
vention. Under this convention developed
countries have agreed to make contribu-
tions of wheat, coarse grains or products
deriving from them to the developing
countries. This is especially significant in
light of the world’s dwindling food sup-
ply and decline in foreign exchange re-
serves of these nations as a result of the
increase in price for petroleum products.
Under this convention the United States
has a commitment of 1.9 million metric
tons. Yet, despite this very significant
feature there is no mechanism provided
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in the agreement which would stabilize
international trade between exporting
and importing countries.

Presently, the existing agreement is
merely a statement of principle and good
intentions on the part of the world’s
major wheat traders. Unfortunately, it
does not deal with the basic problems of
international trading in wheat. These
shortcomings were recognized by the
agreement’s drafters when they pro-
vided a mechanism through which on-
going negotiations could take place. That
mechanism was established in article 21
of the agreement which provided that
the International Wheat Council should
examine questions of prices and related
rights and obligations of the signatories
to the agreement when it determined
that these matters were capable of suc-
cessful negotiation. The Wheat Council
is specifically authorized under article 21
to request the Secretary-General of the
United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development—UNCTAD—to convene a
negotiating conference.

Reports from a recent conference of
the International Federation of Agricul-
ture Producers indicate that broad agree-
ment exists among more than 40 nations
for the renewal of efforts to negotiate
substantive and viable pricing provisions.
These nations recognize that interna-
tional commodity agreements have little
substance unless a range of price move-
ment and the establishment of a mini-
mum price are agreed upon. Such action
would clearly aid in stabilizing the world
market and offer a measure of protection
to those producers involved. In addition,
it would tend to insulate the developing
countries from severe fluctuations in the
world commodity price market for wheat.

The world is becoming increasingly in-
terdependent politically and economi-
cally, and producers and consumers real-
ize this. World trade must be expanded.
Yet it must be expanded in an orderly
fashion. This expansion makes the farm-
ers' problems in the United States an
international one. Nations simply can-
not ignore the economic concerns of pro-
ducers in other countries. If trade ex-
pansion is to continue and if that expan-
sion is to contribute to a lessening of in-
ternational tension, it is imperative that
accords be reached.

Mr. President, it is my view that in-
ternational agreements on wheat will
avoid disruptive competition between
producers and will tend to expand com-
modity markets in a way that will not
disrupt the international system. All na-
tions wish to protect their primary pro-
ducers, and the United States is no dif-
ferent in this regard. However, I trust
that our Government is not unmindful
of the views and needs of other nations
as well. Senate Resolution 340 will enable
us to combine the vital interests of the
United States with those of other na-
tions—a rare opportunity in internation-
al affairs.

This resolution, which I am cosponsor-
ing today, will serve to express the con-
cern and the sense of the Senate that the
President should request, through the In-
ternational Wheat Council, furthe: nego-
tiations aimed at securing an agreement
on pricing provisions which the present
wheat agreement totally lacks.

Mr, President, I offered this resolution
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because I believe that the International
Wheayv Agreement, as it comes to the
Senate, is deficient and requires improve-
ment. The Senate should not proceed to
give its advice and consent to it without
clearly indicating the urgent need to cor-
rect the agreement’s obvious deficiency.
Without such correction the agreement
will be ineffective and unworkable.

I want to call into special notice that
associated with this effort was the Sena~
tor from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY),
and that the two of us have jointly
pressed for the reinstitution of this same
sense of the Senate resolution.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am
happy to rise today in support of Senate
Resolution 340, I introduced this resolu-
tion on June 13 on behalf of Senator
McGee and myself.

The Senate passed this same resolu-
tion in 1971 by a 78 to 0 vote, and the
need for it should be evident to all today.

The International Wheat Agreement
recommended to the Senate for its ap-
proval does not include any provisions
relating to the prices at which the sig-
natory nations to the agreement agree
to export and import wheat.

Moreover, the agreement also fails to
include the designation of reference
wheats, basing points or definition of im-
porters’ and exporters’ obligations. The
agreement as it now stands is a mere
statement of the good intentions among
the major wheat traders of the world.

Mr. President, I have stated many times
that® a volatile, fluctuating market does
not benefit the farmer, and it also does
not benefit the urban consumer.

We are aware that the main benefi-
ciary of fluctuating prices is the specu-
lator. The farmer never receives the very
high prices, and the prices paid by the
urban consumer tend toward the peak
of the price swing.

I think it would be an accurate state-
ment that most farmers would much
prefer to receive a fair and adequate re-
turn rather than ride a roller coaster
which for them goes mainly down.

There is a large group of wheat farm-
ers who are here this week to see their
Senators on this very issue. They have
been speaking out in favor of this res-
olution. I believe the great majority of
wheatgrowers would support the wheat
agreement with the addition of Senaie
Resolution 340.

I would not want to mislead anyone
into believing that negotiating these is-
sues would be anything other than a dif-
ficult job. My point is that we should
not pass what is basically a toothless
agreement without noting its shortcom-
ings.

Resolution 340 attempts to eliminate
these defects and it envisages convening
an international conference to negotiate
provisions on wheat export and import
prices, reference wheats and basing
points.

The point eof this resolution is to help
protect the American wheatgrower in
the international wheat market. These
are matters which have been basic con-
siderations of the American wheat-
grower for a great many years.

It is imperative, therefore, that there
be the maximum of effort made,
through agreement, to protect the Amer-
ican wheatgrower from the uncertainties
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that tend to dominate the world mar-
ket. We feel that it would be helpful if
we could enter into this new Interna-
tional Wheat Agreement armed with an
expression of interest from the Senate
that this is important to the American
wheatgrower, and this resolution would
strengthen the hands of our negotiators
when this whole question is reopened.

This resolution provides that we will
try again, at the earliest possible moment
after ratifying the new International
Wheat Agreement, to take up and nego-
tiate these issues. I believe it will be
helpful if the Senate endorses the con-
cept of protecting the American wheat-
grower through these negotiations.

We think it also would be worthwhile
to adopt this resolution indicating our
moral support of the efforts of the Amer-
ican members of the International Wheat
Council.

Resolution 340 is entirely consistent
with article 21 of the International
Wheat Agreement which envisions the
calling of negotiating sessions when it
is judged that these matters are capa-
ble of successful negotiation.

I hope that the Senate will approve
Senate Resolution 340 and that this will
result in a negotiating conference ar-
ranged by the International Wheat
Council at the earliest possible date in
order to reach agreement on provisions
relating to the prices of wheat and the
rights and obligations of the importing
and exporting countries.

The United States has been a partner
in international agreements regarding
trade in wheat since the first Interna-
tional Wheat Agreement was ratified by
the U.S. Senate in 1949, These treaties
represented an attempt to establish in-
ternational amity and equity at the ne-
gotiating table rather than the alterna-
tive of unrestrained price-cutting com-
petition.

This country should take the lead in
confinuing this kind of international un-
derstanding. Approval of Senate Resolu-
tion 340 today will clearly show the
intent of the Senate that this be done.

Mr. McGEE. We are ready for the
question,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. McGEE. I move to reconsider the
vote by which the resolution was agreed
to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr.
move to table that motion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

President, I

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Heiting, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer (Mr. Crarx) laid before the Sen-
ate messages from the President of the
United States submitting sundry nomi-
nations which were referred to the ap-
propriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
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printed at the end of the Senate
proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
1062) making continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 1975, and for other
purposes, in which it requests the con-
currence of the Senate.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1062)
making continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year 1975, and for other pur-
poses, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND IM-
POUNDMENT CONTROL ACT OF
1974—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will resume the con-
sideration of the report of the committee
of conference on H.R. 7130 which the
clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
7130) to improve congressional control over
budgetary outlay and receipt totals, to
provide for a Legislative Budget Office, to
establish a procedure providing congressional
control over the impoundment of funds by
the executive branch, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses this report,
signed by all the conferees.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, the Senate will
resume its consideration.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the CoONGREsS-
sioNAL REecorp of June 11, 1974, at pp.
18759-187173.)

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
following members of the staff of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
have the privilege of the floor during the
consideration of the budget reform con-
ference report:

Wwilliam McWhorter Cochrane, Tony
Harvey, and Joseph O'Leary.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, during
the consideration of this conference re-
port, I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Winslow Turner and Mr. Don Tacheron
of my staff be permitted the privilege of
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Alvin From of
the staff of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations and Allen Schick of the
Congressional Research Service be ac-
corded the privilege of the floor during
the consideration of this conference re-
port.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Who yields time?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, and ask
unanimous consent that the time not be
charged to either side.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
‘Who yields time?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may use from the time
at my disposal.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing staff members be allowed to re-
main on the floor during consideration
of, and votes on, the conference report
on H.R. 7130: Robert Bland Smith, Jr.,
W. P. Goodwin, Jr., Alvin From, Herbert
Jasper, J. Robert Vastine, and Allen
Schick. v

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ERVIN, Mr, President, the con-
ferees have reconciled by unanimous
vote all differences between the legisla-
tion of the two Houses reforming the
congressional budget process and insti-
tuting controls on the impoundment of
appropriated funds—Senate report No.
93-924. I strongly urge the Senate to
agree to the conference report.

To my mind, this is the most impor-
tant piece of legislation that I have
worked on during the 20 years that I
have served in the Senate. It is the
finest example of the legislative process
at work that I have ever witnessed.

The Joint Study Committee on Budget
Control began work in this area before
legislation was even introduced, and to
a large extent this act is the outgrowth
of the Joint Study Committee’s endeav-
or. By the same token, the Committees
on Government Operations and Rules
and Administration in the Senate have
done outstanding work in the formula-
tion of the bill which passed the Senate
unanimously on March 22, Many other
committees made significant contribu-
tions to the development of this meas-
ure during the past year and a half.

The committee of conference owes its
gratitude to a staff drafting group which
assisted greatly in resolving the differ-
ences between the House and Senate
versions and in formulating the compro-
mises which the conferees have ac-
cepted. The Senate conferees were aided
by Robert B. Smith, Jr., chief counsel
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and staff director of the Government
Operations Committee, Herbert N. Jas-
per, Alvin From, J. Robert Vastine, and
W. P. Goodwin, Jr. The conferees also
were assisted most magnificently by
Harry Littell, the Senate’s legislative
counsel and his assistant, Larry Monaco,
and by W. Thomas Foxwell, stafl editor
of the Committee on Government Oper-
ations.

Special praise must go to Allan Schick
of the Congressional Research Service.
Dr. Schick’s knowledge, advice, and dili-
gent endeavors have contributed greatly
to the enactment of this complex legis-
lation within one Congress, a remark-
able feat in itself. Also, I should like
to express my personal appreciation to
Robert A. Wallace, president of the Ex-
change National Bank of Chicago, who
served as chief consultant to the Govern-
ment Operations Committee during its
consideration of the bill.

With the help of all these persons,
and more from the House staff, the con-
ferees were able to work out a very good
solution to the differences between the
Senate and House versions.

The conferees were faced with a host
of issues to resolve, the most important
of which were the type of congressional
budget office to create, the timetable for
the congressional budget process, the
manner in which authorization bills are
to be handled in the future, the nature
of the annual budget resolutions and
crosswalks by committee functions, and
the method by which the congressional
budget actions are to be reconciled before
the start of each fiscal year. These have
been resolved in a fashion which has
taken into account to a remarkable de-
gree the interests of all committees in-
volved in the budget process.

The impoundment of appropriated
funds by the President—a highly contro-
versial issue that has plagued the Con-
gress for many years—is dealt with by
way of an effective compromise.

I have worked on this issue for the
past several years, and, I am extremely
pleased that the major concerns of each
House have been taken care of in title
X of the act, which I believe will provide
a sound and workable solution to the
problem.

The impoundment title is based on the
assumption that the President has no
power under the Constitution to im-
pound lawfully appropriated funds in the
absence of a delegation of such author-
ity by the Congress. However, it recog-
nizes that there are times when the
proper exercise of the executive func-
tion might make the deferral or rescis-
sion of budget authority the best pub-
lic policy. In order to meet these situa-
tions, the title deals with three types of
executive actions and places restrictions
on each of them.

First, it retains the Senate’s modifica-
tion to the Antideficiency Act which pro-
vides for routine reservations of budget
authority “solely to provide for contin-
gencies, or to effect savings whenever
savings are made possible by or through
changes in requirements or greater ef-
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ficiency of operations.” The so-called
other developments clause of the Anti-
deficiency Act—which has been used by
the Executive to justify many impound-
ments—is deleted, and reservations are
restricted to those made under the pro-
visions of that act or other laws.

Second, it requires the President fo re-
quest the rescission of all or part of an
appropriation which he determines is
unnecessary to carry out the full objec-
tives and scope of a program or which
should not be obligated for fiscal policy
or other reasons, including the termina-
tion of programs. In other words, both
Houses of Congress must pass a rescis-
sion bill in order for the President to
terminate or cancel a program or to de-
lay the obligation of 1-year appropria-
tions to the end of the fiscal year in
which they are available.

Third, it delegates to the President a
limited authority to defer the obligation
of budget authority for a period not to
exceed the expiration of the fiscal year
in which they are deferred. Deferrals by
the President include any delay or with-
holding of budget authority, whether by
establishing reserves or otherwise. The
President must notify Congress that he
proposes to defer budget authority, and
the deferral will be subject to the dis-
approval of either House of Congress by
adoption of an “impoundment resolu-
tion.” If either House passes a resolution
of disapproval at any time, the Presi-
dent is thereby required to make the
budget authority available for obliga-
tion.

Proposed rescissions and deferrals will
be submitted to Congress by special mes-
sage which will be published as a House
or Senate document and in the Federal
Register. They will be delivered to the
Comptroller General and be referred to
the appropriate committees. Both rescis-
sion bills and impoundment resolutions
disapproving proposed deferrals will be
referred to the appropriate committees,
with provision for their discharge by pe-
tition after 25 days.

The Comptroller General will be
granted authority to sue in the Federal
Distriet Court for the District of Colum-
bia to enforce the provisions of the title,
using attorneys of his own choosing, 25
days after he gives notice to Congress.
This authority is not intended to infringe
upon the right of any other party to ini-
tiate litigation. The Comptroller General
also will be charged with the responsibil-
ity of monitoring the Executive and re-
porting to Congress on any deferrals,
reservations, or impoundments which are
not reported by a special message.

A disclaimer section directs that noth-
ing in the impoundment title should be
construed as ratifying or approving any
past or present impoundment, affecting
the claims or defenses of any party to
litigation concerning any impoundment,
or asserting or conceding the constitu-
tional powers or limitations of either the
Congress or the President. The disclaim-
er also disavows any intention by Con-
gress to supersede any law which requires
the mandatory obligation of budget au-
thority, since several such statutes have
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been enacted in response to the wholesale
impoundment of funds appropriated for
specific programs.

The President is required to notify
Congress by the 10th of each month the
amount of budget authority which is
being reserved or deferred, including the
amounts which he has proposed to be
rescinded or deferred. These monthly re-
ports will take the place of the present
quarterly reports required by the Fed-
eral Impoundment and Information Act
of 1972, as amended, which will be re-
pealed.

The delegation to the President of au-
thority to ‘“defer” the obligation of
budget authority for definite and limited
periods of time is not the same as a
wholesale license to “impound” as that
term is commonly understood today. This
is an important distinction because no
authority is granted to terminate or can-
cel a program, whether by direct or in-
direct action, or by inaction, nor is the
authority to defer granted for indefinite
periods of time.

Mr. President, I firmly believe that the
impoundment control and congressional
budget procedures provided in this act
are workable. They constitute the first
major reform of the method of author-
izing and appropriating funds in more
than half a century, and they are neces-
sarily complex. However, men of reason
and good faith can make them work effi-
ciently so that Congress can gain effec-
tive control over the financial resources
of the Federal Government.

This act will not guarantee fiscal re-
sponsibility on the part of Congress and
the Executive, but it will make that goal
attainable by those who serve here in
the future so that history will record this
act as the most lasting achievement of
the 93d Congress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a brief
statement which summarizes the prin-
cipal budget control features of the con-
ference report.

There being no objection, the summary
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND IMPOUNDMENT
CoONTROL ACT OF 1974
SUMMARY OF TITLES I THROUGH IX

Titles I through IX of the conference
report on H.R. 7180 may be cited as the
“Congressional Budget Act of 1874". They
provide the procedures and other reforms
which are intended to enable the Congress
to enact a comprehensive congressional
budget each year.

Title X, which may be cited alone as the
“Impoundment Control Act of 1974", pro-
vides procedures to effectively control the
practice of Executive Impoundment of
appropriated funds. It is not discussed
herein,

Title I. House and Senate budget committees

Budget Committees are established in the
House and the Senate, with parallel jurisdic-
tions over the congressional budget process.
Membership on the Senate Budget Commit-
tee is the same as was provided in the
SBenate bill, The Senate Budget Committee
will be a Category A committee, subject to
the limit of two memberships on such
committees beginning with the 95th Con-
gress in 1977. The 15 members of the Senate
Budget Committee are to be appointed in the
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same manner as members of other standing
committees. Proceedings of the Senate
Budget Committee are to be open except
when closed for cause by majority vote of
the Committee.

Title II. Congressional Budget Office

A Congressional Budget Office is to be
established, headed by a Director appointed
for a 4-year term by the Speaker of the
House and President Pro tem of the Senate
upon the recommendations of the Budget
Committees. The Congressional Budget
Office will be responsible for assisting all
commitiees and Members regarding budget
matters. Priority is to be given te the
Budget Committees (which will have stafls
of their own) and to the Appropriations and
Tax Committees. Other committees are
entitled to obtain available information and
other assistance to the extent practicable.
Members are to be given available budget
information.

The Congressional Budget Office is to co-
ordinate its activities with other congres-
elonal agencies—the General Accounting Of-
fice, the Library of Congress, and the Office
of Technology Assessment, It also is author-
ized to secure information, facilities, and
services from the executive branch. The
Budget Office is authorized to hire staff and
to obtain computer capability (with approval
from the Senate Rules and Administration
and House Administration Committees for
major eguipment). Except for certain ex-
cluded categories, information obtained by
the Congressional Budget Office is to be avail-
able for public copying.

Title I11. Cangressional budget process

The President is to submit a current serv-
ices budget by November 10, and the regular
budget in January. The timetable of the con-
gressional process provides for all commit-
tees to report their views and estimates to
the Budget Committees by March 15 and
for the Congressional Budget Office to re-
port by April 1. Adoption of the first Budget
Resolution is to be by May 15, with the
same deadline for the reporting of authoriz-
ing legislation. After completing action on
all regular appropriation bills, Congress
adopts a second Budget Resolution by Sep-
tember 15, foilowed by any reconciliation
action necessary to implement the budget.

The Budget Resolutions are to set forth
total level of revenues, new budget authority,
outlays, public debt, and budget surplus or
deficit. The Budget Resolution also is to
allow spending among the major functions
in the budget, and these allocations are to be
subdivided in committee reports to show new
and continuing programs, permanent and
regular appropriations, and controllable and
other expenses. A crosswalk procedure is
established for relating the amounts in the
Budget Resolution to committee jurisdic-
tions and the various appropriation bills.

No revenue, spending, entitlement, or
debt regulation (other than advance reve-
nues and advance appropriations) may be
considered prior to adoption of the first
Budget Resolution. The resolution estab-
blishes targets to guide subsequent con-
gressional action, but it does not limit the
amounts that may be appropriated. Score-
keeping procedures are established to pro-
vide reports on congressional budget actions
and to protect the G-year impacts of these
actions.

The second Budget Resolution sets firm
levels for revenues and expenditures, and
these must be adhered to in subsequent leg-
islation. It is permissible to adopt additional
resolution revising the amounts in the
budget. The second Budget Resolution may
direct that changes be made in revenues,
expenditures, or debt, and these directions
are to be implemented in a reconciliation
process before the start of the new fiscal year.
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Title IV. Procedures for budget
improvement

Special procedures are provided for back-
door spending and entitlement legislation.
Contract and borrowing authority is to be
effective only to the extent provided by ap-
propriations. Entitlement bills are to be
referred to the Appropriations Committee
(under a 15-day limit) if they provide new
spending authority above the relevant alloca-
tions in the Budget Resolution. These proce-
dures would apply ony to new backdoor
spending, not to existing contract, borrowing,
or entitlement authority. Nor would they
apply to exempt programs such as social
security funds, 90 percent self-financed trust
funds, or government corporations. The dead-
line for the reporting of authorizing legisla-
tion is set at May 15, with provisions for a
waiver in the House or the Senate. The
May 15 deadline does not apply to entitle-
ment bills or to omnibus soclal security leg-
islation.

The Congressional Budget Office is to make
cost analyses of reported bills (other than
those of Appropriations Commitiees). The
jurisdiction of the Appropriations Commit-
tees is adjusted in accord with this legis-
Iation.

Title V. Change of fiscal year

The fiscal year is to be changed to an
October 1-September 30 cycle, beginning
with the 1977 fiscal year. The preceding
fiseal year will run from July 1, 1976
through June 30, 1976. There will be a 3-
month interim period (July 1-September 30,
1976) for which budget estimates will be
submitted in accord with arrangements to
be made in consultation with the appropri-
atlons Commitees.

Title V has provision for the transition to
the new fiscal year, for the conversion of
suthorizations to the new timetable, and
for accounting adjustments.

Title VI. Budget and Accounting Aet amend-
ments

The President’s budget is to contain esti-
mates for each of the items in the Budget
Resolution, It also requires reports on vari-
ances between estimated and actual revenues
and between estimated and actual uncon-
trollable expenses. The budget is to be up-
dated by April 10 and July 15 and it is to
have 5-year cost projections.

By November 10 of each year, the Presi-
dent is to submit a current services budget
based on a continuation of current programs
without policy change. The President also
is to submit proposed authority legislation
one year in advance of the year in which it
is to take effect.

Title VII. Program review and evaluation

The General Accounting Office is charged
with responsibilify for assisting committees
in the evaluation of government programs,
including the development of statements of
legiclative objectives, methods for review and
evaluation of such programs, and the analy-
sis of program results. An Office of Program
Review and Evaluation is to be set up in the
General Accounting Office.

Title VIII. Fiscal and budgetary information

The Secretary of the Treasury and Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget
are to cooperate with the Comptroller Gen-
eral In developing standardized budget In-
formation systems. GAO is to devise standard
budget codes, terminology, and classifica-
tions for the use of federal agencies in sup-
plying fiscal information to Congress. Par-
ticular consideration is to be given to the
needs of the Budget, Appropriations, and
Tax Committees. GAO is to assist committees
in identifying thelr informational needs. Ex-
ecutive agencies are to furnish budget in-
formation and program evaluations to con-
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gressional committees. Data inventories with
appropriate files and indexes are to be de-
veloped, and to the extent practicable, budg-
et information is to be supplied to State and
lecal governments.
Title IX. Implementing provisions

The rules of the House and the Senate are
modified as appropriate for the congressional
budget process. The various provisions of the
bill are enacted as an exercise of the rule-
making powers of the House and the Senate
and can be change by either. Provisions of
Tities IIT and IV can be walved by majority
vote or unanimous consent in the Senate.

A phased implementation schedule is pro-
vided for the various components of the con-
gressional budget process and authority is
given for a limited application of the budget
resolution procedure for fiscal year 1976.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina for yielding to me at this time.
I rise to commend him for his leadership
on the Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act and to commend
him also for his outstanding leadership
in such a broad range of Government
activities and Government policies.

The distinguished Senator from North
Carolina is crowning a distinguished
career in the U.S. Senate with a 2-year
period of activity encompassing some of
the greatest achievements ever made by
a United States Senator in any compar-
able period of time.

In my opinion, the Senator’s record
in the last 2 years, with his wide range
of interests—in the field of fiscal integ-
rity for the Government, in the field of
ethical conduct by officials of Govern-
ment, in the field of clean political cam-
paigns, in the field of first amendment
rights, in the great breadth of his knowl-
edge, and in the leadership he has dis-
played in so many other areas of our
Government—is without equal in the
history of the U.S. Senate. I would be
remiss in my duty if I did not commend
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina for his outstanding record.

The Senate, which is said to be the
greatest deliberative body in the world,
is going to lose a great deal of its luster
when the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina retires from this body.
It will be a great loss to the Senate; it
will be a great loss to the entire Nation.

I want to add my words of apprecia-
tion for the outstanding leadership of
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina. It is amazing that he is able to
cover such a wide range of governmental
interests. Any subject before the Senate
is of interest to the Senator from North
Carolina, and he has a broad background
of information that he is able to add to
almost any discussion in the Senate.

I also commend the distinguished
Senator from Illinois (Mr, Percy) for the
leadership he has displayed; the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MercaLF), one of
the pioneers in this effort to obtain con-
gressional budgetary control; the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York (Mr.
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Javrrs), one of the leaders in this field;
the distinguished Senator from Maine
(Mr, Muskig) ; the distinguished Sena-
tor from Florida (Mr. CriLes), the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr.
Nunn), the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. ErocK) and the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
HUDDLESTON).

However, marching ahead of the entire
group has been the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Carolina. We owe him
a debt of gratitude, and I commend the
Senator.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am
deeply grateful to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama for his most gracious
remarks.

I had great assistance in this work
from the distinguished Senator from
Maine (Mr. Musgig); the distinguished
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF) ;
the distinguished Senator from Xen-
tucky (Mr. Hvuppreston); the distin-
guished Senator from Florida (Mr-
CHiLES) ; the distinguished Senator from
Ilincis (Mr. PeErcy); the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. JAvITS);
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see (Mr. Brock); and the distinguished
Senator from Georgia (Mr. NUNN).

Mr, President, every member of the
committee worked extremely hard on this
matter. We had great work from great
staffs. Then the Rules Committee did a
fine job on reviewing our work and in
proposing certain amendments. I think
the Nation owes a great debt of gratitude
to every member of the Government Op-
erations Committee.

The development of this bill represents,
in my opinion, the legislative process
working at its very best.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I had promised to yield
to the Senator from Maine.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for 1 minute?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes.

Mr. JAVITS. I beg Senator MUSKIE'S
indulgence.

Mr. President, I do have one question,
but I would first like to join Senator
ALLEN in hailing this as a real milestone,
especially in the fight on inflation, which
I am sure Senator ArLiENn would have
mentioned.

Mr. President, the key to the fight on
inflation is a grip on expenditures, which
to me is as important as the amount of
the budget balance, and so forth. I have
had a long struggle here to try and put

Congress on a level with the executive,
and this is one of the really historic steps
in that direction.

1, too, would like to join Senator Ervin
in thanking the members of the com-
mittee. If I may be permitted to single
out my beloved friend and colleague,
Senator Percy, he did something beyond
the call of duty. He actually went out
and sold this program to the business
leaders of America.

Their friendship or opposition could
have been decisive. So I really think we
are deeply indebted to him for carrying
that part of the load.
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I also thank Senator Muskie for his
collaboration with me on the bill and
especially in the area of tax expendi-
tures.

I now ask the Senator a question
which relates to tax expenditures, that
is, the tax indulgences and what they
cost us, which is woven through the bill.

Because of my continuing interest and
concern in the matter of indirect spend-
ing by way of tax expenditures, I pro-
posed amendments to S. 1541 in the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee that
sought to include the concept of tax ex-
penditures in the budget process as spec-
ified by that bill. My amendments were
accepted by the committee and passed
the Senate with only minor changes.

The purpose of the tax expenditure
language in the present bill is to provide
that tax expenditures shall be considered
at each step of the budget process to
measure their impact on budget author-
ity and outlays, their effects on revenue
and their general operations in the
budget process. If this information is
placed clearly before the Congress,
spending decisions will be made on a
more informed basis than they have been
in the past.

It is essential that any contemplated
changes in revenues through tax expend-
itures should be brought to the attention
of the Congress during the debate on the
congressional budget. Therefore, the re-
port accompanying the concurrent reso-
lution shall contain a list of the estimated
levels of tax expenditures by major func-
tional categories. Most importantly in
the case of legislation proposing new or
increased tax expenditures the revenue
commitiees of each House are charged
with the duty of maintaining the appro-
priate levels of revenues and tax expend-
itures as set forth in the report accom-
panying the budget resolution or these
committees must explain any deviation
from those levels.

While new or increased tax expendi-
tures are not prohibited, the revenue
committees will have the burden of ex-
plaining any changes and this should
lead to a closer examination and more
thorough debate of tax expenditures. The
provisions of the conference report re-
garding tax expenditures are practically
identical with the provisions of the Sen-
ate bill.

For purposes clearly of spelling out
what is meant by the tax expenditure
provisions in the bill, I ask unanimous
consent that the appropriate parts of the
report of the Committee on Government
Operations accompanying S. 1541 be
printed in this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the excerpts
from the report (No. 93-579) were or-
dered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

The bill provides that tax expenditures
shall be considered at each step of the budget
process to measure their impact on budget
authority and outlays, their effects on rev-
enue and their general operations in the
budget process, If this information is placed
clearly before the Congress, spending deci-
sions will be made on a much more informed
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basis in each particular area than they have
been in the past.

The committee feels that any contem-
plated changes in Federal revenues through
tax expenditures should be brought to the
attention of the Congress when they are de-
bating the Congressional budget. Therefore,
the concurrent resolution will reflect any
anticipated decreases in Federal revenue at-
tributable to new or expanded tax expendi-
tures contemplated by the tax writing com-
mittees for the fiscal year in question. The
budget resolution will reflect the considered
best judgment of the Congress in regard to
appropriate levels of revenues and outlays.

In the case of legislation proposing new or
increased tax expenditures, the revenue com=-
mittees of each House are charged with the
duty of maintaining the appropriate levels
of revenues and tax expenditures as set forth
in each concurrent resolution or of justify-
ing any deviation from those levels.

The Budget Committee shall review and
consider existing tax expenditures. Thi~ will
ensure that any decision or direct spending
priorities will be made after consideration of
present indirect spending through tax ex-
penditures. The Budget Committee will also
determine appropriate changes in the level
of revenues including any decrease contem-
plated from new tax expenditures to be en-
acted in the fiscal year in question. The Com-
mittee shall also determine the existing lev-
els of tax expenditures and consider their
effects on Federal revenues and their rela-
tionship to other matters within the Com-
mittee's jurisdiction. Finally, the Commit-
tee shall make continuing studies of tax ex-
penditures and methods of coordinating tax
expenditure programs and direct budget
outlays.

- - - L .

ASSISTANCE TO BUDGET COMMITTEES

Section 202(a) provides that it shall be the
duty and function of COB to provide the
Budget Committees of both Houses with in-
formation with respect to the budget, appro-
priation bills, other bills authorizing or pro-
viding budget authority or tax expenditures,
revenues, receipts, estimated future revenues
and receipts, changing revenue conditions
and such other information as the commit-
tees may request. It further provides that at
the request of the Budget Committees, per-
sonnel of COB shall be assigned, on a tem-
porary basis, to assist each such committee.

. . * . .

PROJECTION OF REVENUES AND BUDGET OUTLAYS

Section 202(e) requires that the Director
develop for the Congress information as to
the effect of existing revenue laws, including
tax expenditures, and existing authorizations
and budget authority on expenditures during
the current fiscal year and for the ensuing
4 fiscal years. This is in keeping with the em-
phasis on long-range program evaluation and
planning required in other sections of the
Act. (See titles VI through VIII.)

- - - - -
Sec. 307(d). REPORTS ON LEGISLATION PROVID-
e New Tax EXPENDITURES

Committees reporting legislation contain-
ing new or increased tax expenditures shall
include details of how the legislation will af-
fect existing levels of tax expenditures as
contained in the budget resolution and why
such action is necessary, The revenue com-
mittees of each House are charged with the
responsibility of fully explaining any new
or increased tax expenditures and their effect
or impact and have the task of justifying any
deviation from the level set forth in the most
recent Concurrent Resolution. This is to in-
sure that any new or increased tax expendi-
ture will be approved by the Congress only
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after a thorough consideration of all relevant
factors. The report will project resulting tax
expenditures for each of the budget year and
the four following years, and indicate the
impact, if any, on state and local government.

Mr. JAVITS. The report will accurately
detail the operation of the tax expendi-
ture concept except for the inclusion of
tax expenditures in the concurrent res-
olution. They are now in the report ac-
companying the resolution.

It should also be pointed out that in
the discussion of estimated revenues and
their sources it is also appropriate to dis-
cuss tax expenditures as they bear di-
rectly on revenues raised through the tax
system and any changes therein may
have the result of increasing or decreas-
ing estimated revenues.

Finally I would like fo reiterate that
it is extremely important to consider in-
direct outlays by way of tax expenditures
in the general debate on the budget and
also at such times as the Congress is
considering tax legislation. If we do this,
decisions made in this area will be on
a more informed basis than ever before
and will be coordinated to a much greater
degree with our direct spending through
the budget process.

Mr. President, this legislation provides
a workable way for Congress to under-
take its examination of the needs and
program alternatives, and the allocation
of revenues to diverse human and na-
tional needs. It will establish a means for
more responsible and disciplined execu-
tion by Congress to its responsibilities in
the budget-policymaking fields.

It will allow Congress to acquire the
means for the gathering of interpretive
and analytical data on spending and re-
lated programs. Most importantly, it will
facilitate the use of objective expendi-
tures analyses to help it form independ-
ent judgments on appropriations mat-
ters. There are no simple solutions or
panaceas for this problem. I trust that
some of the solutions wheih will begin to
resolve these problems may be found in
this bill.

One other change that should be
pointed out is that section 311 which
deals with limitations on consideration
of new budget authority legislation, en-
titlersient legislation or revenue reducing
legislation also includes consideration of
tax expenditure measures.

I note that the managers added a
statement at page 64 of the report which
reads:

Although there is no specific mention on
the consideration of tax expenditure meas-
ures, the managers note that after comple-
tion of the reconciliation process, Congress
may not consider tax expenditures legisla-
tion that would have the effect of reducing
total revenues below the appropriate level of
the most recent concurrent resolution,

I ask the Senator from North Caro-
lina whether, therefore, we are right to
assume that, basically, the Senate pro-
visions regarding tax expenditures are
incorporated in this conference report.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes, they are.

Mr. President, the Senator from New
York made many valuable contributions
to the Senate bill and to this report.
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I think one of the wisest things ever
suggested to any committee of the Sen-
ate was the suggestion of the Senator
from New York that instead of having
controversies in which the President im-
pounds funds when he feels that some
program ought to be eliminated or some
appropriation for some program should
be reduced, we establish the principles
incorporated in the conference report—
that the President asks Congress to make
a rescission of the programs, to revoke
the program or to rescind the appropria-
tion, or to reduce the appropriation. This
is an orderly way to solve the problem
which the executive branch and the leg-
islative branch have been quarreling
about, I suppose, almost since George
Washington took his first oath of office
as President.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague very much for noting that.
I believe the impoundment issue is one
of the most important in the relationship
between Congress and the Executive and
always thought that the rescission
method was the most appropriate way
to deal with expenditures that the Presi-
dent did not want to undertake. I am
very pleased the conference request in-
cludes that provision and also tightens
use of the antideficiency act in this area.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield to
Senator Muskie as much time as he may
require and then I will yield to the Sena-
tor from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, may I just
have 30 seconds?

Mr. MUSKIH. Yes, I yield.

Mr. PERCY. While my esteemed friend
and colleague, Senator JaviTs, is present,
I would like to pay particular tribute to
him for writing in the tax expenditure
provisions in the bill.

Mr. President, I will have some more
extensive comments on those provisions
when I later make my comments on the
bill. While the Senator from New York
is on the floor, I want to pay tribute to
him for this, and much other, extremely
valuable assistance that he provided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I join in
the commendations that have been ex-
pressed on the floor of the Senate this
morning, and I especially would like to
direct my comments to the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina.

The observations made by Senator
ALLEN are most appropriate. I have con-
sidered it a privilege to serve under Sen-
ator Ervin's leadership during the past
2 years. He should be complimented upon
the record of that leadership.

Mr. President, I join the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina and the
distinguished Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PercY) in urging adoption of the confer-
ence report on H.R. 7130, the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974.

Mr. President, this legislation is the
best kind of reform measure—self-re-
form. It will give Congress the means to
deal in an orderly and comprehensive
fashion with our most important deci-
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sions—those of budget policy and na-
tional priorities.

The Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 is per-
haps the most important bill Congress
will consider this session.

It is designed to give Congress the in-
formation and staff necessary to deter-
mine each year how much money the
Government has, how much it should
take in, and how much it should spend,
before determining what to buy with the
taxpayers’ dollars.

Duriirg the past healf century, the Con-
gress has witnessed a steady erosion of
its control over the budget. In contrast,
we have seen a consistent escalation of
executive influence over budget and fiscal
policies.

The Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 will give
us the means to reverse that erosion. It
can reform the most serious shortcom-
ings in the system by which Congress
currently considers the budget.

It will provide the Congress with addi-
tional resources it needs, both in terms
of staff and information, to make inde-
pendent decisions on budget policies.

It will establish a realistic timetable
for congressional consideration of the
budget, enabling Congress to complete its
work on the budget before the beginning
of each new fiscal year.

It will, for the first time, provide Con-
gress with the mechanism for overall,
comprehensive consideration of budget
policies.

Mr. President, I think it is appropriate
to pay tribute to a staff drafting group
which was of great assistance to the
conferees in the resolution of the dif-
ferences between the House and Senate
versions and in the drafting of the con-
ference report. That group consisted of
Robert Bland Smith, Jr.; Herbert N.
Jasper; Alvin From; W. P. Goodwin, Jr.;
and J. Robert Vastine; with help from
Harry Littell and Larry Monaco of the
Legislative Counsel’s Office and Allen
Schick of the Library of Congress.

The distinguished Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin) has already ex-
plained, in some detail, the anti-im-
poundment provision in the conference
report. I would like now to discuss the
major elements of the budget reform pro-
visions of the conference report to which
Senator Ervin has alluded.

First, the conference report, as did the
Senate bill, calls for the establishment of
a Congressional Budget Office—CBO—as
an agency of the Congress. In agreeing to
a Congressional Budget Office, the con-
ferees anticipate that the Budget Com-
mittees in both Houses will have their
own staff.

The CBO will meet our need for a
highly competent staff to guide us in
fiscal policy and budgetary considera-
tions. It will be a full-time, year-round,
nonpartisan staff that will compare with
the General Accounting Office and will
provide Congress with the knd of infor-
mation and analyses it needs to work
on an equal footing with the executive
branch.

In my view, the creation of the CBO is
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an essential element of the budget process
established in this bill.

Second, the conference report includes
a workable and realistic timetable for
congressional consideration of the budg-
et. The cornerstones of this reformed
budget process are two budget resolu-
tions. The first enacted by May 15 would,
in effect, establish the congressional
budget for the fiscal year beginning the
next October 1. That resolution would
establish appropriate overall spending
levels and recommended subtargets by
functional categories as well as appropri-
ate levels for revenues and projected and
desirable surpluses or debts.

The second budget resolution must be
enacted by September 15. This resolution
would provide Congress with the oppor-
tunity to reassess its initial budget and
priority decisions just before the begin-
ning of the new fiscal year—taking into
account the most current economic data
and the intervening actions of individual
spending measures. If the latest revenue
estimates and the individual spending
measures previously enacted differ from
the appropriate levels established in that
second budget resolution, the resolution
will also direct committees of jurisdiction
to recommend the legislative action nec-
essary to reconcile those differences.

Congress will then complete its action
on the budget by September 25 by enact-
ing the reconciliation bill mandated by
the second concurrent resolution.

‘While the enactment dates for the two
budget resolutions are the keys to the
timetable, the conference report includes
other deadlines that are important to the
success of the reformed budget process.
It calls for the President to submit a new
“current services” budget to Congress by
the previous November 10. It reguires
the President to submit his final budget
15 days after Congress convenes, the
same as in current law. And it calls for
all spending legislation to be enacted by
the Tth day after Labor Day.

Third, an essential part of the re-
formed budget process is the completion
of consideration of authorization meas-
ures, which must be enacted before Con-
gress can act upon appropriations bills.

The conference report, as did the Sen-
ate version, calls for a May 15 deadline
for committee reports on authorization
measures, with no enactment deadline.
In addition, the conference report re-
quires the President to submit his au-
thorization request to Congress a year
in advance so that the authorization
committees can get a head start on
meeting their deadlines.

Fourth, the conference report requires
that the first budget resolution contain
enough detailed data to insure a mean-
ingful debate on budget and program
priorities each spring. And it mandates
additional backup information necessary
for that debate be included in the com-
mittee report.

Further, the conference report in-
cludes a workable procedure for trans-
lating the functional breakdowns in the
budget resolutions into congressional
committee and appropriations subcom-
mittee allocations. This procedure is nec-




June 21, 1974

essary to insure effective scorekeeping
during consideration of spending and
revenue measures,

Fifth, the conference report insures,
as did the Senate bill, that all spending
measures be sent to the President as they
are completed, though they would not
become effective until October 1 or later.
This insurance is necessary to prevent
the President from undercutting the
congressional budget process by vetoes
of spending bills just before the begin-
ning of the fiscal year. And the confer-
ence report provides, as did the Senate
bill, that the scope of the reconciliation
process be broad enough to generate a
comprehensive review of the congres-
sional budget actions each September.

Mr. President, this legislation repre-
sents a reaffirmation of the determina-
tion of members of both political parties
to establish an open, informative and
thorough way for Congress to handle the
Federal budget.

Those of us who have worked with this
legislation for more than a year believe
it will work.

However, it will not work unless Sena~
tors—and that includes all of us—are
willing to change their style of living in
this body.

It is going to mean that we are going to
have to keep our noses to the grindstone
on a year-round basis to meet the dead-
lines set out in the bill. It is going to re-
quire that our entire staffs are attuned
to what is happening in the budget proc-
ess for many weeks in a row.

Mr. President, in drafting this legisla-
tion in the Committees on Government
Operations and Rules and Administra-
tion, as well as on the Senate floor, we
have attempted to develop a procedure
for congressional consideration of the
budget that is beth disciplined and
flexible.

That is a difficult balance to achieve.
But I am hopeful we have accomplished
it.

To be sure, particularly in its first
years, the implementation of the process
may be erratic and deadlines may be
missed. But the process in this legisla-
tion is flexible enough to survive a trying
transition period. And it will not collapse
as long as the Members of Congress want
it to work.

All told, some 35 or 40 Senators con-
tributed to the development of this bill.
And the best guarantee for the sucess of
the process established in this bill is
for the Members of Congress to exhibit
the same kind of determination to imple-
ment it that they did to draft it.

Mr. President, this legislation is too
important for us to allow it to fail.

Mr. President, in closing I wish to give
a special word of personal appreciation
to the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. METCALF).

Senator MeTcaLr was elected chairman
of the Subcommittee on Budgeting, Man-
agement, and Expenditures more than a
year ago in the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. He proceeded with the
work that responsibility imposed upon
him at a time when there was a great
deal of pessimism as to whether or not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

all of the complex problems this legisla-
tion posed could be resolved—and re-
solved in a meaningful piece of legisla-
tion in this Congress.

It is because of his persistence and de-
termined commitment to that objective
more than any other single force that
we are now acting on this conference re-
port and about to send a bill to the Pres-
ident for his signature.

I compliment the distinguished Sena-
tor.

Mr. ERVIN, Mr. President, I will say
to the Senator from Arkansas that I
promised to yield briefly to the Senator
from Montana, but first I want to say
that the Senator from Maine has given
an excellent analysis of the major pro-
visions of the bill, and it would be impos-
sible for me to overmagnify the great
work he displayed in making this bill
possible,

Also, I would like to join in his tribute
to the Senator from Montana, who con-
ducted the spadework hearings that con-
tributed to the bill, and he also made
magnificent contributions to the bill.

I yield to the Senator from Montana
such time as he may use.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I am
especially grateful to the Senator from
Maine for his gracious remarks. I am
very appreciative of them. He was on the
subcommittee day after day when it met.
We heard from every area of government
and from the academic community. We
had the most superb staff that I have
ever seen working together. We had con-
sultants from many areas.

Finally, of course, let me say I feel we
have come forth with a bill which, as the

Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
Ervin) has said, is probably the most
important bill to be passed in this Con-
gress.

As far as I am concerned, it is prob-
ably the most important bill I have
worked on in the more than 20 years I
have been in Congress.

1 want to especially commend my col-
league on the Budgeting and Manage-
ment Subcommittee, Senator Saxbe, who
was the ranking minority member and
worked, along with me, to get hearings
and get guorums, and get discussions
and work the bill out. I know Senator
Saxbe’s contributions to this legislation
will also be remembered.

I would also like to compliment the
Senator from Maine for the description
of how the bill is going to work, for sum-
marizing the timetables involved. Of
course, I agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that the conference com-
mittee and the staff and the committees
of both Houses and all of us have done a
great deal of work and have made a con-
tribution. But we cannot sit back. We
cannot say, “All right. Here we have
passed this legislation that is so impor-
tant and so significant, and now let us
relax,” because, as the Senator from
Maine has suggested, some of the most
important parts of this legislation are
the titles providing for constant input of
information to the committees of Con-
gress and the Congressional Office of the
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Budget and the separate staffs of the
committees.

Under the provisions of the bill as
reported by the conference, we have to
select a director of the Congressional
Office of the Budget, who is appointed
by the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the President pro tem-
pore of the Senate on recommendation
of the Budget Committees in both
Houses. So we cannot wait until next
year to establish the Budget Committees.
We need to do it right away, because the
most important and significant part of
this bill is the constant flow of informa-
tion, the constant preparation of infor-
mation, parallel to that provided by the
Office of Management and Budget.

Many and many a time the distin-
guished Senator from Xlinois (M,
PErcY) has pointed out that this prob-
ably is the most significant part of the
legislation, the operation of the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

This is vital. It will have a significant
impact if all of us will do as the Sena-
tor from Maine has suggested—try to
make it work, and to start working now.
The leadership has to meet and we have
to select members of the Budget Com-
mittee, so that we can get a Director of
the Congressional Budget Office and be-
gin to put this into operation.

Moreover, I want to thank the Sen-
ator from West Virginia for seeing to it
that, after this bill was written, it went
to the Rules Committee, and, I helieve
with great statesmanship, and with more
farsightedness as to what would happen
to the various Members of the Congress
than we realized on the Government Op-
erations Committee, he provided that
Senators could serve on the Budget Com-
mittee, initially, without losing their
rights on other committees. Later, in the
95th Congress, they could make the im-
portant decision as to whether or not
they want to serve on the Budget Com-
mittee, which will be a major commit-
tee, or whether they want to go back to
the Committee on Appropriations, the
Committee on Finance, the Committee
on Armed Services, or whatever other
second class A committee they had.

In any event, it is imperative that the
Senate Committee on the Budget be cre-
ated immediately, so that it can make
recommendations to the President pro
tempore immediately, so that it can
start work immediately, and we can have
a Director of the Congressional Office of
the Budget working in this period, so
that we will be prepared to get the nec-
essary information in the next Congress.

I discussed some of these matters with
the Comptroller General in a hearing of
the Joint Committee on Congressional
Operations on the day before yesterday,
and he has already appointed Mr. Phillip
“Sam” Hughes to head up his staff, and
start his staff operations in anticipation
of this legislation, But we also have to
start our operations to provide them the
necessary information requirements.

I think this is a major operation. This
is one of the legislative accomplishments
that we will be able to look back upon,
and I think that we will have a great




20470

deal of pride that we participated in it,
But we can only justify that pride if we
continue to keep the pressure on, and
get the Congressional Budget Office Di-
rector appointed and get this informa-
tion flowing into the Congress, so we will
be ready, when the President sends up
his budget message next year, and the
committees will be ready, to act and
report.

I have the same praise for the Senator
from North Carolina, and especially for
the Senator from Illinois who has been
just as persistent as any Senator I can
remember, in getting this legislation,
who made the compromises that per-
mitted us to get legislation to the floor.

But I want to admonish all of my col-
leagues that we have only begun to fight.
Let us get this bill passed today and
underway as a part of the machinery
of the Senate tomorrow, or as soon
thereafter as possible.

Mr. President, now that we have ar-
rived at the final stage of the Budget
Control bill, perhaps the most important
thing we can do is to express gratitude
for the legislative process which has pro-
duced it. From its beginning with the
Joint Study Committee on Budget Con-
trol, the bill has undergone intensive in-
vestigation and negotiation by Members
and staff in both Houses, on both sides
of the aisle, Indeed, thousands of hours
have been spent in testing its political
feasibility and its parliamentary work-
ability, The basic features and require-
ments of this bill are the result of some-
times drastic changes, not easily arrived
at, or willingly agreed to, but I believe
it is the best we could have done—given
the scope of the challenge before us.

That challenge—stated plainly—was
to find a mechanism by which 535 Mem-
bers of Congress could determine an ap-
propriate budget for the Nation and con-
duet their legislative business within it.
Sinee 1921, attempts have been made by
Congress to meet this challenge. All have
failed for a variety of reasons, not the
least of which were political. The result
has been increasing control over fiscal
poliey by the executive branch, not pro-
vided in, nor even contemplated by, the
Constitution.

The mechanism created by this legis-
lation is more comprehensive, more dy-
namie, than anything previously con-
sidered. It is framed within the tradi-
tions and procedures of Congress, but at
the same time it provides a new set of
rules which, if followed, will work. The
very nature of Congress is that it acts
by majority vote. It does what it wants
to do based on its responsibility to the
electorate. The budget bill provides the
opportunity for Congress to act in an or-
ganized and intelligent manner, to de-
velop a fiscal policy and to provide budg-
etary control. That is all we can do.

But whatever the future of the budget
procedure mechanism, there are some
very far-reaching and long-needed in-
stitutional reforms in this bill, and I
think they should be emphasized.

First, each House will have a Budget
Committee which will look at expendi-
tures and revenues in the light of the
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economy and recommend appropriate
budgetary levels—first, in the spring,
and then again by September.

These committees will assert a score-
keeping pressure on spending and reve-
nue legislation, and will provide Congress
with a continuing picture of budgetary
requirements.

Second, there will be established a new
Congressional Budget Office with its own
director, personnel, and equipment to
analyze budgetary information on a
year-round basis, and furnish such in-
formation as well as personnel assistance
on a priority basis to the budget commit-
tees; to the appropriations and revenue
committees, on request; and, to the ex-
tent practicable, to other committees and
Members. The CBO would be nonpar-
tisan, and responsible for developing an
informational base upon which all Mem-
bers of the Congress can make their
decisions.

Third, the bill provides extensive au-
thority to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice to obtain budget and fiscal informa-
tion, including estimates and statistics
from the various agencies and depart-
ments in the executive branch, and from
congressional agencies, Except for cer-
tain necessary constraints as to con-
fidentiality, such information and data
shall be made public.

In addition, in title VIII, the bill con-
tains provisions which, properly imple-
mented, will vastly improve the quality
of fiscal, budgetary, and program infor-
mation in the executive and make such
information readily available to Con-
gress. Briefly stated, these are designed
to establish a procedure for Congress,
acting through the Comptroller General,
to specify the format and content of the
fiscal, budgetary, and program informa-
tion it needs for the executive mandate
data classification on a uniform program
basis, so the Congress can more readily
identify, and select more sensibly among
competing program interests and priori-
ties direct the GAO—and the Congres-
sional Budget Office—to create and
maintain files of fiscal, budgetary, and
program data, for congressional use, in
a form for computer processing; and
direct the Comptroller General, in
cooperation with the Congressional
Budget Office and the appropriate ex-
ecutive agencies, to develop and main-
tam an up-to-date inventory and direc-
tory of sources of such information in
the executive branch.

Mr. President, on Wednesday, in hear-
ings of the Joint Committee on Con-
gressional Operations on research sup-
port and information services needed by
Congress, I had a dialog with Comp-
troller General Staats and Philip S.
Hughes of his staff on GAO’s plans for
implementation of these vitally im-
portant provisions of the hill.

I ask unanimous consent that relevant
portions of the hearing transeript be
included in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my statement today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, paran-
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thetically in developing title VIII, I had
the fullest support and assistance of
members of the House Appropriations
Committee staff. I wish at this time to
express my particular appreciation to
Keith Mainland, Bruce Meredith and Eu-
gene Wilhelm, all of whom made valu-
able contributions.

As I have said many times, informa-
tion is the name of the game in budget
control. Expenditure levels and revenue
estimates and projections must be de-
veloped from hard data, most of which
is stored in the executive branch. For
the legislative budget control mecha-
nism to work effectively, that data must
be made available to the Congress, when
and as needed.

Fourth, the legislation provides for a
new fiscal year—beginning October 1.
This will provide both the authorizing
and spending committees with breathing
room to complete their legislative work-
loads. More important, it will give Con-
gress a reasonable time in which to
establish budgetary targets early in the
yvear, and make a final judgment as to
appropriate expenditures and revenues
before the fiscal year begins, The July 1
fiscal year—which grew out of another
era when Congresses went home early
in the summer—has increasingly pro-
vided a problem for appropriations and
other spending measures frequently re-
sulting in continuing resolutions. Con-
gressional intent as to this change in
the fiscal year is underscored by the fact
that both the Senate and the House com-
mittees set the October 1 date early in
the consideration of their respective bills,
and it was sustained.

Fifth, an impoundment control feature
has been added, and the impasse between
the House and Senate on this important
matter has been resolved. Under the bill,
the Antideficiency Act has been tight-
ened up to permit reserves solely for con-
tingencies and to effect savings or
efficiencies.

Whenever the President seeks to im-
pound by terminating programs or cut-
ting spending for fiscal policy reasons, he
would be required to send Congress a
message requesting the recission of
budget authority. Unless both Houses
complete action on the rescission in 45
days, he may not impound and must con-
tinue to spend the money for the objec-
tives established by Congress.

For all other impoundments, including
reserves under the Antideficiency Act,
the President must notify Congress, and
if either House passes an “impoundment
resolution” disapproving such impound-
ment, he is required to release the funds.

In themselves, these five features pro-
vide Congress with the tools and time by
which Congress can educate itself as to
the effect of spending and revenue levels
on the economy and on national growth.
For the first time in its history, Congress
and its relevant committees will have
their own informational base for assess-
ing alternative budgetary approaches and
program priorities. It will be able to look
at what it has spent and what it intends
to spend as parts of a total picture. It will
be able to keep score on itself. It will have
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its own built-in early warning system on
the economy. For the first time, it will
have the capability of making fiscal
policy without having to rely primarily
on Executive expertise. And it will have
a check on the President when he seeks
to impose his own fiscal policy through
the impoundment process.

Mr. President, I am delighted with this
“Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974” because it
contains many of the features of a sub-
stitute amendment which was submitted
by the then junior Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Saxee) and me very early on in the
subcommittee consideration of 8. 1541,
the basic Senate bill. It was our feeling
then that congressional budget reform
was the No. 1 priority of the 83d
Congress, but in order to get Congress to
support it, there had to be a mechanism
devised which would allow Congress suf-
ficient flexibility to arrive at spending
and revenue decisions within its own pro-
cedural framework, rather than to im-
pose rigid rules of restraint.

This bill, as finally revised and im-
proved, supports thati policy of flexibility.
I urge adoption of the conference report.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
ExHIEIT 1.—EXCERPTS OF TESTIMONY BY COMP-

TROLLER GENERAL ELMER B. STAATS

Mr. StaaTs. Section 202 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1870 provided for a
standard classification of budgetary and fis-
cal data. Responsibility for development of
that classification was assigned to OMB and
Treasury in cooperation with the GAO.

H.R. 7130, as agreed to by the conference
committee, would amend Title IT of the Leg-

islative Reorganization Act of 1970 to place
responsibility for the development
of standard data classifications and congres-

sional reporting requirements with the
Comptroller General.

I have testified on many occaslons and we
have worked closely with the many parties
involved in the development of H.R. T130.
We firmly support the objectives of this leg-
islation. We recognize the congressional
needs for and the problems involved in de-
veloping data classifications that will meet
these needs. We will devote the resources
required to effectively carry out that respon-
sibility.

To carry out our responsibilities under
sections 201, 202, and 203 as they exist now,
we have a full-time 24 person staff, This
group has developed and maintains an in-
formal but close working relationships with
various congressional committees’ staffs, es-
pecially the appropriations committees.

The group’s major activities are almed at
improving the accessibility and usefulness
of data currently reported to the Congress
or avallable in the executive agencles. For
example, they have been conducting a pilot
study with the BSubcommittee on HUD,
Space, Science, and Veterans of K the House
Committee on Appropriations to identify iis
needs for budgetary and program informa-
tion about the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) and te specify
the classifications to be used in reporting
to the SBubcommittee.

We referred to this effort in a May 1973
report to this Commitiee. We are pleased to
report that we have now developed proposed
classifications for each of the 48 HUD ap-
propriations accounts and have presented
them to the Subcommittee staff.

More recently, we have directed our atten-
tion to 14 Department of Agriculture ac-
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counts in a similar effort. With the increase
in staff and the experlence gained in the
HUD pilot study we will be moving into other
areas In the near future.

We are confident that we have developed
the capability and etsablished the working
relationship with the Congressional commit-
tees and the executive agencles which will
enable us to carry out the reporting re-
quirements and classifications work that
would be assigned to us under HR. T130.

Since our prior report to the Joint Com-
mittee, the Office of Management and Budget
and Treasury have created a team to de-
velop a plan for addressing the Congres-
sional information needs identified by the
survey of committees and members we con-
ducted in 1971 and reported in February
and November 1972.

We are continuing to serve as the agent
of Congress in working with the Office of
Management and Budget and Department of
the Treasury team on a day-to-day basis.
Their team issued its plan on March 7, 1974.

This plan covers a wide range of the in-
formation needs of the Congress. Of par-
ticular interest at this time when H.R. 7130
is in focus are the categories which deal with
Federal budget and supporting information,
budget and fiscal status information, pro-
gram oriented information and tax expendi-
ure information. The plan also includes cate-~
gories of information on fiseal policy, foreign
currency, Federal employment, grant pro-
grams and social and economic conditions.

Several task groups have been created to
assess the executive branch capabilities to
meet these needs. We are participating in
this work, especially in the further identifica-
tion of congressional information require-
ments.

The OMB and Treasury March Tth plan
does not propose to address needs which deal
with social and economic information on
the grounds that these types of data are not
within the scope of budget and fiscal data
included in Title II. We do not agree with
their position. However, enactment of Title
VIII of HR. 7130 will settle that issue—the
Congressional requirement is made clear that
program-related data and information, such
as social and economlic data, are within the
scope of this title.

In addition to efforts directed at improv-
ing the classification and reporting to the
Congress, we believe it essential that Con-
gress be given assistance In obtaining the in-
formation it needs., The OMB/Treasury team
recognizes this problem. In their plan they
state that “it is apparent that many of the
information problems are due to difficulies in
identifying information sources and In ob-
taining and aggregating disparate data, and
are not due to a lack of data.” An inventory
and directory services for the Congress to
permit it to obtain data from executive
branch sources is needed. We are exploring
ways such a service could be established. H.R.
7130 would amend section 203 to require such
assistance from us. We agree that it is needed
and feasible to develop.

The Chairman of the House Committee on
Appropriations has requested us to help them
develop procedures for acquiring and using
8- to G-year projections of Federal outlays
and receipts, especially for the major pro-
grams that are not subject to annual con-
gressional funding. In addition, the GAO staff
is identifying the resources available in the
executive branch for providing such forecast
or data from which forecasts can be made.
We are also cooperating with the Congres-
sional Research Services in its work on
budget analysis and estimating procedures,

Senator Mercarr. I have sald on several
occasions the most exciting and thrilling
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thing about the Budget Control Act—which
I hope will be finally approved by the Con-
gress this afternoon—is that, among other
areas pertaining to our information needs,
it provides an opportunity for gathering and
assembling information on the budget at the
same time as the OMB.

As you know, some of my Senate colleagues
felt that you could not, or would not, do the
job, Those of us who supported Title VIII,
however, felt that GAO was the best agency
for this,

I expect to go to the floor at 2 o’clock this
afternoon and speak on the conference re-
port. Can you assure me now, so that I can
assure members of the Senate that we will
see progress in your capacity in making this
new budget process, and this new informa-
tion process, work?

Mr. Staars. I can give you that assur-
ance, and we are already well under way with
efforts which will fit in with the responsibil-
ities that we will have under Title VIII.
However, we will need some additional re-
sources.

Senator Mercary. You need some more
manpower, and so forth, to do the job.

Mr, Staars. We are currently examining
our own internal allocations of our staff,
with this in mind, but I think I can give you
the assurance you are seeking here that we
will not only be able to do it, but we think
we can do it in a very satisfactory way.

Senator MEeTtcaLFr. With the cooperation
of the Congress?

Mr. StaaTs. Yes.

Senator Mgrcarr. Mr. Hughes may want
to add something here.

Mr, HugHES. I am certainly, not surpris-
ingly, supporting the Comptroller General in
his statement. We are working very closely
with the OME and the Treasury, particularly
OMB, to carry out the provisions of the pres-
ent law and the anticipated provisions of HR.
T130.

The job is not going to be easy. We feel—
and I think OMB and Treasury agree—that
our efforts should be to develop & complex of
systems that will meet both Executive
Branch and Congressional needs, rather than
duplicating systems.

That is not an easy job, as you can imagine,
because of inevitable problems on both sides,
but in recent months the cooperation be-
tween all parties has been very good, and we
are hopeful we can do what needs to be done
on a unified basls, or for the most part at
least on & unified basis.

We have been taking a somewhat more
agressive stance with the Executive Branch
in this recently, because we think it is neces-
sary, and also it helps to move the work
along.

Our work with the subcommittees on ap-
propriations with respect to classifications
has been of great help in convineing the ex-
ecutive agencies that it 1s important they
involve themselves in this kind of an effort.

There are some difficult problems, for ex-
ample, arising out of executive branch re-
sponsibility for the President’s budget, vis a
vis congressional responsibilities and con-
gressional needs for data. We need to work
with the Executive agencies in a fashion
which is consistent with the Budget and
Accounting Act and presidential and OMB
responsibllities under that Act, but at the
same time gets the Congress the informa-
tion that it needs for budget and program
analysis. My personal feeling, and I think
the feeling of those who are working on these
problems in GAO, is that we are moving well,
and much better than we did for a period of
time, and frankly, I think the discussions
around H.R. 7130 and its progress through the
Congress have been very important in this,

Those were discussions at a staff level.
Mr. Tacheron and others participated in
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them, and organized them. I think they were
very helpful.

Senator Mercarr. We had a magnificent
staffl effort, of course, and a magnificent effort
on the part of consultants and advisers who
came in here and offered their expertise to
help us work out a very complex and dif-
ficult problem. But you have all read the
news reports and the Congressional Record
this morning of the discussion of the Con-
ference Report on the floor of the House by
Members of Congress, where longtime Mem-
bers say it will not work. I am taking this
opportunity to get your assurance that some-
thing that I think is the most exciting part
of the new budget bill—this information
standardization and gathering process—as set
forth in Title VIII can and will work.

Mr. StaaTs. I would like to say to you, Mr.
Chairman, we supported Title VII and Title
VIII in our discussions with the House and
with the Conferees. We do think that Title
VII and VIII are both very important pieces
of this total legislation,

I would like to add one other thing which
we have emphasized at the times we have
made formal testimony on this budget legis-
lation before the different committees of the
Congress, There will be problems in the first
year or the second year, Things will have to
be worked out, but the important thing is to
give the new organization time to work out
those problems.

Referring back to my own background in
the Budget Bureau, where we attempted
many years ago to develop overall targets for
the Presidential budget along the same con-
ceptual line as this legislation, we had great
difficulty the first two or three years and we
had to work out those problems. The agen-
cies did not understand what we were trying
to do. I hope that the Congress does not get
discouraged if this does not work smoothly
the first time around, because I am sure

there will be problems, just as there were in
the executive branch.

Senator MeTcALF. I am sure there will be,
too. I was pleased that Mr. Hughes assured us
that there has been cooperation from the
Treasury Department and from the OMB, in
trying to work out the initial stages of this,
because—even though I like the statement
that GAO will take an aggressive attitude—
there are executive and administrative prob-
lems that are going to be unsurmountable, if
there is not mutual understanding and co-
operation. I am glad you have that coopera-
tion.

Mr. HucHES. Cooperation has been good,
Mr. Chairman, particularly recently.

As you say the problem has to be solved.
The data must come out of the executive
agencies, They have it by and large. That is
why it must originate there, and we must
resolve those problems.

Senator METcaLF. We would like to have it
a little earlier, that is all. We would like to
have it as part of the preparation of the
budget, instead of having it thrown at us on
the 21st of January.

Mr. HugHes. I think that is a reasonable
goal, and we should be able to achieve it.

The one comment, repeating myself a lit-
tle bit with respect to the dialogue that I
had with Mr. Cleveland, is that these are
complicated problems, and by and large, they
are human problems, problems of human in-
terrelationships, not sclvable by machines.

Machines may help, but there remain
fundamental difficulties. We had some rather
candid dialogue with the Executive Branch
people and I think one of them stated the
ultimate problem rather well. He said there
may come & point when they would rather
take the heat of not providing the informa-
tion than take the heat involved in providing
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it. Those dilemmas need somehow to be faced
up to.

Senator MercALF. That is
think.

Mr. HucHEs. That is the kind of issue we
are struggling with., The computers will not
help on these human problems.

Senator MercaLF. Sometimes you may find
that the Congress will pull the rug out from
under you, by deciding that some kinds of
information you seek should not be provided.
But most of the time, I hope, we will be able
to give you cooperation in your search for
information to make this new congressional
budget process work.

Mr. Staars. The important thing here is
that the legislation does provide the charter,
and it also provides the mechanism for a
continuing dialogue on this with the execu-
tive branch. This is very Important, because
without that, we are not really going to make
progress. It may be slow in some areas, but
even so, I think the fact that there is a
charter and the mechanism now for this dia-
logue to take place will be a great step for-
ward.

Senator Metrcarr. I think this will be help-
ful, and I am going to ask the stafl to ex-
tract this, and I will put it in the Congres-
sional Record as a part of the discussion so
that we will make some legislative history.

Mr. Sraars, Very good.

(This terminated the excerpt.)

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield now
to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I de-
sire to have the distinguished chairman
of the Government Operations Com-
mittee clairfy some of the intent of that
committee, and of the conferees, in draft-
ing the language of title X of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, S. 1541.

Title X of S. 1541 must be correctly
understood and interpreted at the outset
by members of the executive branch if
that statute is to be fully effective.
Therefore, I would like the chairman of
the Senate Committee to explain some
portions of title X of that legislation so
as to more fully explain the interrela-
tionships of its provisions, to demon-
strate how these various subsections are
intended to operate harmoniously so as to
remove any possible ambiguity or con-
flicts between these provisions.

In short, I believe that the answers to
the fcllowing questions will be helpful to
Members in considering this legislation
correctly and in properly reconciling the
intended overall operation of its various
sections.

Can the President propose the deferral
of multiyear funds beyond the end of any
fiscal year?

Mr. ERVIN. No, he can propose de-
ferral only to the end of the fiscal year in
which he proposes the deferral. If the
Congress does not disapprove the pro-
posed deferral, he must then make all
the funds available for obligation in the
next fiscal year—unless he proposes de-
ferral of part of the remaining funds in
a new message in that fiscal year.

For example, the President could, un-
der section 1013, propose to defer all or
part of a 3-year appropriation for pro-
curement for the first fiscal year of its
availability. At the end of that fiseal
year, he would be required to make the
budget authority available for obligation

inevitable, I

June 21, 1974

or submit another proposal covering the
second year. This can go on until the last
vear of availability. At that time, if the
President proposed further deferral, sec-
tion 1012 would apply—since deferral to
the end of that year would result in the
termination of the procurement pro-
gram. This would require a rescission
bill. Of course, should such a deferral
have, at any time, the effect of termi-
nating all or part of a program—even
during the first fiscal year—the Presi-
dent would be required to comply with
section 1012.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Can the President,
under section 1013 of the bill, propose to
“defer” any 1-year budget authority for
the entire fiscal year for which that
budget authority is provided?

Mr. ERVIN. No, that would be a pro-
posed reservation of the budget authority
under section 1012. Thus, the exception
in section 1013(c) would deny the Presi-
dent the authority to propose a ‘“de-
ferral” for the entire fiscal year. The
President would be obliged to proceed
under section 1012 if his intent was to
defer the obligation of 1-year budget au-
thority for the entire fiscal year.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then, insofar as 1-
year money is concerned, section 1013
merely provides a procedure under which
the President can propose the deferral of
expenditures to a later point in the fiscal
year involved but, in no event, can such
proposed deferral extend to the end of
that year?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does this mean that
where the apportionment process is used
50 as to cause a deferral of expenditures
to a later quarter—other than those ap-
portionments which merely allocate ex-
penditures on a basis so as to avoid de-
ficiency spending—all such apportion-
ments will in the future be required to
be reported to the Congress?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes, that was our intent in
drafting these sections and we under-
stand that the Appropriations Commit-
tee needs to have these reports so as to
assure that the apportionment process is
not being used for a purpose unintended
by the conferees.

Mr. McCLELLAN. What happens if a
“deferral” of budget authority is pro-
posed for single-year funds so that the
effect of the deferral would be to with-
hold or delay funds until a point in the
fiscal year such that the programs or
projects to- which those funds would be
applied are effectively stymied or
changed?

Mr. ERVIN. The situation you describe
cannot occur since such action would
not be a bona fide proposed ‘“deferral”
but in fact a proposed reservation which
must be reported under section 1012. The
language of section 1012 “to be reserved
from obligation for such fiscal year”
would apply to that kind of action and
thereby require the President to proceed
under section 1012.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I take it then that
the phrase “is to be reserved from obli-
gation for such fiscal year,” as used in
section 1012, is not restricted to a situa-
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tion when a “reserve,” as specifically au-
thorized by law, is proposed to be estab-
lished?

Mr. ERVIN. That is correct. The
phrase is not restricted to any proposed
establishment of “reserves” but covers
all procedures or actions which propose
or would result in withholding of obliga-
tion of budget authority for the entire
fiseal year.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The conference re-
port defines “deferral of budget author-
ity” to include the “withholding or de-
laying” the obligation of budget author-
ity or any other action which precludes
the obligation of budget authority. Could
the definition be interpreted to include
withholding or other action which per-
manently prevents the obligation of
budget authority? If so, the President
might then proceed under section 1013
rather than section 1012, if he wishes.
Is that the intention of the conferees or
of the language of this legislation?

Mr. ERVIN. Definitely not. Any action
or proposal which results in a permanent
withholding of budget authority must be
proposed under section 1012. Section
1013 (c) specifically provides that section
1013 does not apply to cases to which
section 1012 applies. Only temporary
withholding may be proposed under sec-
tion 1013—and any such deferrals must
be proposed under this section only.

The conferees have included both
“withholding” and “delaying” in the defi-
nition of “deferral of budget authority”
in order to insure that all actions which
have the effect of preventing the obliga-
tion of budget authority for any length
of time shall be subject to the terms of
the impoundment control title. Such ac-
tions which result in a temporary delay
in obligation are included in section
1013; those which result in the termina-
tion of a program or the reservation of
1-year funds to the end of the fiscal year
in which they are available are included
in section 1012 and precluded from ac-
tion under section 1013.

Mr. ERVIN, Mr. President, the ques-
tions the Senator has asked call for
answers; and the questions and answers
together, I think, clarify completely the
essential questions that might arise un-
der the impoundment and deferral pro-
visions of the bill. The Senator has
rendered a great service to the Senate
in propounding these questions and in
giving me an opportunity to answer
them.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield now for one or two
other quesitons that are not covered in
the prepared statements?

Am I correct in understanding that
section 1012 means that the President
may send to Congress a message request-
ing a rescission of certain appropria-
tions, either in part or in full, of what-
ever Congress may have appropriated
for any particular item of function of
Government?

Mr. ERVIN. That is the purpose of the
section. It is to provide an orderly
method by which differences of opinion
may be reconciled between the Presi-
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dent and Congress in respect to the
amounts of appropriations sought. It
is a sound and sensible method, without
going to a confrontation.

Mr. McCLELLAN, But that message
has no legal effect. What it amounts to,
does it not, is simply the President’s rec-
ommendation to Congress to enact a hill
to rescind those items of appropriations
that he desires to have rescinded?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator is absolutely
correct. The recommendation of the
President that an appropriation be
eliminated or reduced in and of itself
would have no legal effect whatsoever.
In other words, for it to become effective,
both Houses of Congress, by a majority
vote, would have to take action either
eliminating the appropriation or reduc-
ing the appropriation.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, the
message has no effect until and unless,
within the prescribed period of time—
45 days—Congress has completed action
on a rescission bill rescinding all or a
part of the amount proposed to be re-
scinded, or is that to be reserved?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. What would be the
effect if, by the end of the 45 days, Con-
gress had not completed action on the
bill, but within a few days thereafter it
did complete action? It would be legis-
lation, the President could sign the bill,
and the rescission would then become
law.

Mr. ERVIN. Oh, yes, I think so, be-
cause under the legislative authority
given to the Congress by article I of the
Constitution and also by the necessary-
and-proper clause, even though Con-
gress does not act in the 45 days it could
act thereafter.

Mr., McCLELLAN. It could. There is
nothing to keep Congress from acting
upon it.

Mr. ERVIN, No.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That does not pre-
vent or preclude Congress from rescind-
ing thereafter.

Mr. ERVIN. I might say that the 45-
day provision is placed in the bill for
the purpose of spurring speedy congres-
sional action, but with recognition of the
fact that Congress cannot deprive itself
of any other power it has under the
Constitution.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is right. In a
rescission message, rescission requires
the enactment of a bill, whereas a defer-
eral does not require the enactment of
a bill.

I turn now to section 1013. As I inter-
pret it, this section provides that the
President can send a message requesting
a deferral, but the deferral shall be made
available for obligation if either House
of Congress passes an impoundment
resolution disapproving such proposed
deferral.

Mr, ERVIN. Yes.

Mr. McCLELLAN It takes only one
House to act on a deferral, whereas a
rescission takes a bill, an action of both
Houses.

Mr. ERVIN. That is right. In other
words, section 1013 applies to what might
be called the multiyear appropriation.
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It would authorize the President to defer
any particular year's appropriation to the
end of that year. But either House of
Congress could veto his deferral, and in
that case it would become necessary for
him to carry out the project as author-
ized and funded by Congress.

Mr. McCLELLAN. This language can-
not be corrected if it needs to be. I am
not sure whether additional language is
needed in section 1013 in order to avoid
a possible ambiguity regarding the limi-
tation of the applicability of that section
to multiyear appropriations. However,
the needed clarifying language may
already be implicit in the present text
of section 1013(a) which reads:

Whenever the President, the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, the
head of any department or agency of the
United States, or any officer or employee of
the United States proposes to defer any
budget authority provided . . .

It seems to me that this language
would be necessary to read: “Provided,”
and I then necessarily read this to mean
that it applies to “appropriation aects
with availability of 2 or more years.”

Is the omission of the above nine words
inadvertent, or does the Senator think
these words are not needed since they
are necessarily implied in the conferees
intent as to the operation of section 1013?

Mr. ERVIN. It is implied. Section 1013
is intended to apply to multiyear appro-
priations because Congress in effect ex-
presses its intent that single-year funds
be obligated during the year of their
availability by making them single-year
funds in the first place.

The conferees intend that every execu-
tive action or inaction which has the
effect of preventing the obligation of
budget authority for any length of time
be reported to Congress by special mes-
sage, either under section 1012 or 1013.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator had
the bill back on the drafting board, I
think maybe that language should have
been inserted.

Mr. ERVIN. It might have been better
to put it in, but I think it is implied.

Mr, McCLELLAN. It probably is. It
just occurred to me, though that while
that language is necessarily implied, it is
better to make this intent explicit now
so that there will be no future misunder-
standing of the intended operation of
these sections. I therefore thank the
Senator.

I did want this observation in con-
cluding my remarks, Mr. President. At
the time the bill was before the Senate, I
think on the day of final passage, I made
some remarks, and I reiterate those re-
marks today by reference. They appear
at page 7932 of the CONGRESSICNAL REC-
orp of March 22, 1974.

I may say that I today express the
same concern regarding this bill—
whether it is going to be workable or
not—and I also express the same hopes
for the ultimate good that will come out
of the very strenuous and dedicated ef-
forts that have been made by those who
have worked on the bill in an effort to
find a solution to a tremendous problem
that confronis us in budgetary matters
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and in trying to handle the fiscal policies
of the Nation.

I have sometimes said—and I think
with some justification and with factual
information to sustain it—that the Gov-
ernment today has simply become so big,
its financial obligations are so great and
so varied, that it is almost impossible to
manage it efficiently under the democrat-
ic processes.

In view of that, it is compelling upon
us to search for, to grope for, to experi-
ment with, and to make every effort
within our capacity and ingenuity to
find a way to master this terrific prob-
lem; and if we do not, I fear we are in
for even greater trouble than the strain
we now feel.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
yielding to me. I compliment those who
have worked so hard on this measure,
and I still express the hope and the as-
piration that good will come from it, and
that this is a step, a definite measure of
progress in this field, and in the proper
direction.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from Arkan-
sas, whose mother came from North
Carolina, has always been one of the
strongest advocates in Congress of fiscal
responsibility on the part of the Federal
Government and, of course, fiscal re-
sponsibility on the part of the Federal
Government requires fiscal responsibil-
ity on the part of Congress.

While we do not know how this bill
will operate, we do know that it will op-
erate successfully only if an effort is
made by the Senate to make it operate
successfully; and I think that this bill
is the best proposal that has thus far
been made to make effective what the
Senator from Arkansas and the Senator
from North Carolina have been fighting
for for the last 20 years, and that is
financial responsibility on the part of
Congress as well as on the part of the
executive.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the distin-
guished Senator for yielding to me.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I had promised to yield
first to the distinguished Senator from
Ilinois (Mr. PErcy), who is one of the
Senators who have done yeomen work
in bringing this proposal to its present
state.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished colleague. I know the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin is
anxious to clear up some points that may
be ambiguous. So, before I begin my own
comments, in the interest of the time of
the Senator from Wisconsin, I am happy
to yield to him for the purpose of clari-
fying any guestions he may have.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Illinois. That is
most helpful. I shall not take more than
a couple of minutes, but I would like some
clarification of the intent of the commit-
tee of conference with respect to those
agencies which are now excluded from
the President’s budget under provisions
of law. There are six such agencies, of
which the largest in terms of outlays is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the Export-Import Bank. The Senate
voted to repeal those exemptions, that
is, to put those agencies back under the
budget. The conference committee did
not adopt the Senate position but rather
provided that the budget committees
would study these exemptions on a con-
tinuing basis and report to their respec-
tive Houses any recommendations for
changes.

In the Senate Banking Committee the
other day, we had considerable debate as
to whether or not we should put the Ex-
port-Import Bank back in the budget.

I had an amendment to do that. We
had a close vote on it, and my amend-
ment lost. The only argument, really, that
was made against my amendment was
that the conference had agreed that
there would be a study made, and that
under those circumstances, the author-
izing committees would act improperly
and in contradiction of what the confer-
ence intended.

So I would like to ask the distinguished
Senator from Illinois and the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina,
first, did the conference committee in-
tend by this to preclude any action by
the relevant authorizing committees to
put exempt agencies like the Export-Im-
port Bank back in the budget?

Mr. PERCY. In answer to the guestion
of the Senator from Wisconsin, abso-
lutely nct. There was no intention to
preclude any attempt to put exempt
agencies like the Export-Import Bank
back in the budget by the relevant au-
thorizing committees, in this instance the
banking committees.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In the second place,
was it the intention of the conference
commitiee to assign to the budget com-
mittees definitive responsibility for the
resolution of this issue?

Mr. PERCY. Absolutely not. In none
of the discussions we have had or in none
of the language of the report or the
language of the law as I read it, did we
attempt in any way to assign to the
budget committees exclusive responsi-
bility for decisions on this issue. The
budget committees are merely asked to
keep the issue under study. They cannot
report legislation to change the law, nor
was it ever our intention that they do so.

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is a question
of timing here that is of considerable
significance, and I think is really the
heart of the objection to our acting on
the Export-Import Bank now. The argu-
ment was made that since a study had
been authorized, and the study would
recommend a change, the Banking and
Currency Committee should await the
study by the budget committees before
taking any action; that that might not
be until some time next year or the year
after, but whatever time it was, the
budget committees should be given the
courtesy of an opportunity to make such
a study and make recommendations one
way or the other. Is it the view of the
Senator from Illinois that the authoriz-
ing committee, in this case the Banking
Committee, should wait on the study by
the budget committees before it acts?

Mr. PERCY. I would think—and this
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is a personal view—that if there is a
reasonable expectation that the budget
committees will get these studies under
way, in this case the budget committee
of the Senate, recognizing the fact that
this is a controversial matter in which
there are arguments on both sides by
very responsible Members of this body,
and if there is a reasonable expectation
that those studies can be completed in
time, then it would be well for the au-
thorizing committees, perhaps, to wait.

However, if it does not appear as
though, after a reasonable period of
time, such study can be quickly accom-~
plished, then I would say the authorizing
committees should go right ahead and
make their own decisions, based on their
own expertise, because after all, they
have been involved in these matters for
a long time.

The Senator from Illinois is really
quite sympathetic with the argument
that the Export-Import Bank should be
included in the Presidenf’s budget. But
the Senator from Illinois determined that
we really did not have enough facts, as
of this time. There was a presumption
on my part that it would be a good idea,
but there was strenuous objection from
respected sources, and for that reason
the committee of conference decided that
a study would be desirable before deci-
sions were made.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That answer gives
me some trouble, because my notion was
that we could act within the next couple
of weeks when the Export-Import Bank
bill comes before the Senate. It is sched-
uled to do that—the time might be ex-
tended, but sometime in the next month
or so, and I had hoped that at that time
we could put an amendment in to have
it covered in the budget.

It seems to me that the presumption
should be, on the part of those who
would exclude anything from the budget,
that it should stay out. I would hope we
would not have to wait until the budget
committees could be organized and
staffed, and spend some time making a
study. It might be a year before we could
get a conclusion under those circum-
stances. I would hope the Senator would
indicate, at least, that the Senate could
act without doing any serious violence
to the intention of the conferees.

Mr. PERCY, I should not think any
authorizing committees would feel that
they are duty bound to wait until these
stucies have been completed. The woriz
of the Senate must go on.

It is the understanding of the Senator
from Illinois, however, that there are ob-
jections other than the fact that studies
are being made. There is deep concern
on the part of some Members of the Sen-
ate that proper lending activities might
be curtailed as a result of the Export-
Import Bank being placed in the Presi-
dent’s budget process. But I should think
the authorizing committees should make
their own decisions in this respect, taking
into account that a very high priority
would be placed by the budget commit-
tees, and certainly, if the Senator from
Illinois would have anything to say about
it—I believe I would do so on behalf of
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the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina. I know that this is a highly
controversial matter of great impor-
tance and I would urge we use our infiu-
ence to urge the Budget Committees to
undertake the studies at the earliest pos-
sible moment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It was in the budget
until 1971. No arguments were made that
it inhibited proper lending activities.
The Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, the Comptroller General, and
others recommended that it be put in the
budget.

I simply ask a couple of other ques-
tions briefly. Is it in fact the case that
the congressional concurrent resolutions
provided for in this act could include
outlays for the agencies now exempt
from the Federal budget—in other
words, it would be proper? I do not say
mandatory but it would be proper for the
resolutions on the budget to include the
Export-Import Bank, My point is, if this
is done and the budget that comes from
the President does not include the Ex-
port-Import Bank, then we would have
a discrepancy and it would appear that
Congress was asking for a bigger budget
than the executive. That would not be
fair or accurate. It would be untrue. The
only way we could prevent that is by put-
ting the Export-Import Bank into the
budget.

Mr. PERCY. I think that would be a
very unfortunate occurrence if the con-
gressional budget would appear to be
larger than the President’s budget as a
result of these exclusions. We should
have a mutual agreement between the
executive and congressional branches as
to what is to be included.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator.

Would the Senator from North Caro-
lina indicate whether he would agree
with the statements just made by the
distinguished Senator from Illinois (Mr,
PERCY), for the record?

Mr. ERVIN. I would like to say that
the agencies which are exempted from
the President’s budget number six;
namely, the Export-Import Bank, the
Rural Electrification Telephone Revolv-
ing Fund; the Rural Telephone Bank;
the Federal Financing Bank; the En-
vironmental Financing Authority; and
the U.S. Railway Association.

My personal conviction is that every
item of expenditure which is going to be
made by the Federal Government should
be dealt with in the President’s budget
as well as in the congressional budget.
Frankly, the provision in this study was
a compromise between two contending
groups, one felt they should be exempted
and the other felt they should not be
exempted on these particular items. The
Senator from North Carolina would like
to see them all included in the budget of
the President. I think that they should
be there.

I think that the Senator from Wiscon-
sin would be fully within his rights as a
Member of the Senate to propose that at
any time in a bill or an amendment to a
relevant bill, to put the Export-Import
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Bank in. It would be entirely within the
rights of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Frankly, I would tell the Senator, I
would vote for such a provision.

Mr. PROXMIRE., 1 thank the Senator
from North Carolina very much. That is
a great help.

Mr. ERVIN. The analysis of the Sen-
ator from Illinois—his views and mine
so far as the matter of powers is con-
cerned—is entirely in accord. We made
this agreement as to what it should be
in this particular instance, but so far
as the authority of the Senator from
Wisconsin to take such action with re-
spect to the Export-Import Bank is con-
cerned, we agree that he has it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator
very much.

I would conclude by saying that I agree
with what has been said this morning
about the very great importance of this
legislation. It has been said that this is
the most important bill that will be han-
dled by the Senate in this session. Others
say it is the most important bill we have
had in a very long time.

I should like to point out that I have
been making a series of speeches on what
is right with the Federal Government.
Many people think there are many things
wrong with Congress—and, indeed, there
are. No one will deny that our actions
seem weak sometimes, But in taking this
action today, when the House has already
passed this conference report and the
Senate passed the earlier version by a re-
sounding vote, the Senate is improving
in significant and substantial ways,
which should give the American people
some encouragement and hope that we
are progressing in providing better gov-
ernment. With all kinds of problems and
weaknesses and difficulties still, this will
be a better Congress, a better operating
Congress, and a more fiscally responsible
Congress. It will mean that Congress has
determined its priorities, and that it will
have more clout in the future because of
the action that the conference has taken
and I hope that the Senate is about to
take today.

Mr, PERCY. Mr. President, I-thank
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin for his comments. He serves as the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Econ-
omy in Government on the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee. It is a great pleasure
for me to serve as the ranking Republican
on that committee.

The Senator from Illinois, when he
first came to the Senate, set as one of his
objectives that every single day in the
year he would try to find a way to reduce
Federal expenditures by the amount of
his annual salary. The record will show
that we have exceeded that amount
many times over. I would hope that that
objective could be shared with many
other colleagues. It certainly has been in
the case of the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin who, ever since he came
to Congress, has tried to make our dol-
lars go farther, and has tried to work
them harder. This is the whole purpose,
really, of budget reform. The passage of
this conference report is rightly hailed as
an historic moment for Congress. I do
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not know what the vote today will be. We
will have a rolicall vote on it but I do feel
that it will probably be unanimous. The
vote of the House the other day was 401
to 6 which, considering the diverse views
and ideologies of House Members, is vir-
tually unanimous. The Senate voted
unanimously to pass S. 1541, 80 to 0,
even after it had been broadcast that
we could not possibly pass such a bill be-
cause of the conflicting views of our
Members, because of the way it would in-
vade the particular turf or territories of
a particular Senator or a particular com-
mittee.

This is testimony to the fact that when
we set our minds to do something, we
really can accomplish something that is
in the national interest and that cer-
tainly will serve the interests of every
taxpayer and citizen in this country. If
is probably the achievement of reform,
urged on us for many decades, and which
represents thousands of hours of dedi-
cated work by Members of Congress and
their staffs for all the consideration of
the questions of committee jurisdiction
entailed, and for all the complexities of
the issues which were involved, the bill
was passed in an extraordinarily short
period of time. For such a bill to be passed
within a single Congress is a tribute to
the dedication with which Senators and
Representatives have approached this
very difficult task.

It also demonstrates that the Amer-
ican people demand better performance
by Congress. The makeup of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee on the Re-
publican minority side is diverse, diverse
in territorial distribution, diverse in the
constituencies they represent, and di-
verse in their various political philosoph-
ies, But certainly the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. Javits) has
rendered valuable service. Deep down in
his heart he knows, and has known from
the outset of this debate, that the best
way to keep a sound government, a sound
country, a sound people, is with sound
fiscal procedures. He has contributed im-
mensely, as has the distinguished Sen-
aotr from Florida (Mr. GurNeEY) who has
worked so tirelessly with us in this effort,
as has the distinguished Senator from
Delaware (Mr. RorH), and the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock) both of whom served not only
in the conference but presented many
ideas, amendments, and suggestions, and
who participated with particularly good
effect in the months of debate on the
bill in the subcommittee and in the com-
mittee. To them I am deeply grateful
indeed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Al Buckberg and Thomas White
of the Joint Committee on Internal Rev-
enue and Taxation be given the privilege
of the fioor during this discussion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crarx). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. TUNNEY. I should like to con-
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gratulate the committee on the very fine
work it has done. As one Senator who
intrcduced a bill on the same subject
over a year ago, I think that the commit-
tee is to be commended for the hard
work it has done in making it possible to
achieve the results that we are going to
have today when this bill passes—prob-
ably unanimously—the Senate.

I do not think there is any way in
which we can determine our social pri-
orities more clearly than through the
mechanism of the Federal budget. For
Congress not to have the ability to estab-
lish, at the very beginning of each ses-
sion, a ceiling, and then to relate each
appropriation bill to that overall ceiling,
does not make any sense at all.

I believe that this represents one of the
major systemic reforms that have been
desperately needed for a long time. The
fact that the committee was able to take
so many divergent views and fashion
them into a package, a whole, demon-
strates that our system can work, and it
will work much more effectively in the
future.

I thank my distinguished colleague for
yielding.

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, I thank my
distinguished colleague not only for his
comments, but also for his very active
cooperation.

I also point out that another distin-
guished Senator from California, Sen-
ator CransToN, joined the Senator from
Illinois and the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. Harry F. Byrop, Jr.) in introducing
S. 846, at the beginning of this Congress.
This was one of the bills on which the

Senate budget reform bill, 5. 1541, was
based, because it embodied many of the
concepts that we believed in deeply at the
time. We were almost pioneering at that
time.

I am deeply grateful for the assistance
and encouragement offered to me by the

distinguished Senator
(Mr. CRANSTON) .

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. Fresident, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. CRANSTON. I am grateful for the
generous remarks of the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. Percy) and for the oppor-
tunity to join with him and the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. Harry F. BYRD, JI.)
to do some of the pioneering work on
this legislation.

I believe that this is probably the most
important bill that has been passed or
considered by Congress during the time I
have been in the Senate. Its long-range
consequences will be tremendous in
terms of easing the pains of taxpayers
and enabling Congress to examine the
wisdom of spending priorities and the
effect of these on the operations of the
Government and the whole economy.

I congratulate the Senator from Ili-
nois and all those who have worked on
this matter, Senators ErviN, CANNON,
and Javirs and others, for their tremen-
dous work.

I know that Senator MercarLr and
Senator Muskie have done great work,
and I congratulate them. The Senate
owes their leadership a great debt.

Last winter, when many students of
Congress began to express serious doubts

from California
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that any congressional budget control
legislation could ever be reduced to
workable practical form, Senator ROBERT
C. Byrp truly distinguished himself and
earned a place as one of the masters of
the science of the legislative process by
the painstaking revisions of S. 1541 un-
dertaken by his Subcommittee on Rules
and Procedures. There is no doubt in
my mind that this master of procedure
deserves the lion’s share of the credit for
making the substantive proposals of the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 workable.

Mr. President, today the Senate will
complete final action by Congress on a
most important piece of legislation.
From the standpoint of the fiscal well-
being of the Nation, the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974 is a most significant achieve-
ment of Congress.

The Budget Control Act represents
years of very hard work. I commend
the members of the Senate Government
Operations Committee and the Senate
Rules Committee—and the able staffs of
both committees—for the months of un-
tiring effort they have put into bringing
us to the point where congressional
budget control can be realized.

I have long advocated a limit on Gov-
ernment spending. I have thought that
this issue never has been one of liberals
versus conservatives. The debate, in-
stead, is about what spending is really
necessary within predetermined limits.

The Congressiongl Budget Control
Act, I believe separates this traditional
debate between different political philos-
ophies into two major debates. One is
over the spending limit itself. How much
shall we spend? What revenues will be
coming in to meet expenditures? Should
we aim for a surplus? A deficit? Or a
balanced budget? Will we need more
revenues to meet anticipated needs?

These questions relate to the larger
economic aspects of the budget which
Congress in the past pieced together in
some 13 separate appropriations bills,
and in any number of supplemental ap-
propriations bills.

The other debate will—and should—
take place over priorities for spending.
Unquestionably, this will promote a new
and far healthier form of competition
for funds. Some fear this competition
will mean the end of programs for those
without powerful political voices to
speak for them. This need not be the
result. Congress in the past has con-
scientiously exercised its role as Federal
guardian of those who lack the numer-
ical and financial strength to prevail
by sheer political force. There is no rea-
son why Congress should abandon this
obligation and duty. I and others will
work to see that it does not.

Competition can produce very bene-
ficial results. It can best take place in the
context of the procedures of the Congres-
sional Budget Control Act. Old programs
which have accomplished their original
goals will be subjected to closer scrutiny
as fo their current usefulness. Resources
still being spent on objectives long ago
attained can be shifted to areas of great-
er need. Competition with leaner and
better programs will either improve out-
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moded programs or eliminate them alto-
gether. I think this is all to the good,
and it certainly constitutes an overdue
reform.

As important as the Pudget control
features of this legislation are to Con-
gress and the Nation, the impoundment
provisions are worthy of special mention.
For many years, Presidents have ex-
ercised their prerogative under the Anti-
Deficiency Act to withhold appropriated
funds for contingencies, to effect savings
and enhance efficiency, or to respond to
other developments which oceur sub-
sequent to Congress appropriating the
funds. In recent years, this authority has
been greatly expanded by President
Nixon, far beyond what I believe was the
original intent of Congress. The Presi-
dent ignored the legislative will of Con-
gress by selectively withholding billions
of dollars from vital programs through
the impoundment mechanism.

I cosponsored legislation in the 92d
Congress to require congressional ap-
proval of impoundments. Later, I was an
original cosponsor of Senator Ervin's hill
in the 93d Congress. It prohibited im-
poundments for any reason, without a
formal rescission resolution by both
Houses of Congress within 60 days after
notification by the President of his desire
to withhold funds.

I am very pleased that the conferees
on budget control have put the anti-im-
poundment measure in final form. It is
an excellent provision. It requires the
President to submit to Congress in writ-
ing his request to withhold funds from
any appropriation. A reseission bill must
be passed by both Houses within 45 days
to approve the President’s request. With-
out both rescission bills, the budget au-
thority must be released for obligation.

One other feature of this historic legis-
lation which I would like to call to the
attention of my colleagues are provisions
concerning entitlements—something of
particular importance to veterans and
others. I introduced the original amend-
ment of this matter, and I am delighted
with the final version that has been
worked out in conference.

Finally, let me say that I know of the
tremendous contribution made by Herb
Jaspers of the Labor Commifttee staff to
this legislation. He performed one of
the ablest pieces of staff work I have
witnessed on Capitol Hill. His work in
coordinating the efforts of an unusually
large number of staffers was magnificent.
and I congratulate him—and them.

Mr. President, after this vital piece of
legislation passes the Senate today and
is sent to the President, I hope he will
sign it and pledge to cooperate with Con-
gress in a new effort to combat inflation
by controlling Federal spending.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished colleague.

Mr. President, looking at the majority
side of the Government Operations Com-
mittee, I have read any number of edi-
torials recently that this particular piece
of legislation or that particular piece of
legislation is going to be the crowning
jewel in the legislative career of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Government
Operations Committee, the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN) .
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I have participated with him in cer-
tain legislation that we have introduced
this year to repeal the no-knock legis-
lation, the rights of privacy legislation
now in the process of hearings in the
Government Operations Committee, a
field in which the distinguished Senator
has worked for some 20 years.

The lead editorial in last night’'s Wash-
ington Star indicated that this may be
the crowning jewel in the distinguished
career of the Senator from North Caro-
lina.

I feel very strongly, indeed, that the
budget reform bill and the work done by
the distinguished Senator will, for many,
many decades to come, be one of the fin-
est achievements of his political and
public career. We are very grateful to
him, and to Senator McCreErraw, the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee and past chairman of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee, for his
very constructive help, without which we
simply could not have made the progress
we did make,

The distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. JacksoN) maintained a deep
interest throughout the course of our
deliberations, and his expertise in many
areas was of immense help.

Mr. President, I had the great pleas-
ure of working with the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Risi-
coFF), and particularly with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine (Mr.
MUSKIE) on many, many aspects of this
bill. We had many areas where we
agreed; we had certain areas where we
disagreed. But always through an ex-
change of views and an understanding
of each other’s point of view, we were
able to reconcile our differences. This
bill is the result.

I have said many times that the un-
sung hero—and he will not be unsung
much longer, because we are all singing
his praises—the distinguished Senator
from Montana (Mr. MeTCALF), provided
a tremendous degree of assistance as the
chairman of the subcommittee which
dealt with this particular piece of legis-
lation.

It was his persistence, his spirit of
compromise, his 1resilience, and his
tenacity which made possible the pro-
posed legislation,

I think we should make note of the
fact that the present Attorney General
of the United States, former Senator
Saxbe, served as the ranking minority
member of that subcommittee. We are
grateful for his participation and his
help.

Senator Arren, with his usual exper-
tise and knowledge, has been of great
assistance. The Senator from Florida
(Mr. CuiLES) provided many new in-
sights to us on the legislation. His pene-
trating questions were always helpful.
We immensely enjoyed working with the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. Nunn) and
the Senator from EKentucky (Mr. Hup-
pLESTON), Who, in spite of their having
been on the Government Operations
Committee for not quite as long a period
as many others, actively participated in
the consideration of this legislation. In
their own right, they provided a tre-
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mendous insight into the nature of some
of the problems as we dealt with them.

Ouwr achievement is great, and we are
rightly proud of it. But the implementa-
tion of this bill will be even more dif-
ficult. It will require even more determi-
nation than its enactment.

Even though we are feeling extraordi-
narily good about the work we have ac-
complished to date, the assistant ma-
jority leader, the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RoserT C.
Byrp), who is a realist, always brought
us back to the point of realism in the
hearings that were held before the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration,
which he chaired, The distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan, Senator GRIFFIN,
who is ranking minority member of the
Subcommittee on Standing Rules of the
Senate, deserves great credit for assist-
ing consideration of the bill by the Rules
Committee.

I point out, once again, that during
the year-end Christmas holidays the
Senator from West Virginia was here,
busy at work on this legislation, so that
we might, when we returned from that
recess, immediately implement many of
the fine ideas that he elicited.

Mryr. ROBERT C, BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank the distinguished Senator.

Mr. PERCY, Mr. President, the imple-
mentation of this legislation will be im=-
portant, for, unlike the vast majority
of bills which we pass, we must imple-
ment this legislation ourselves. This is
nothing that we can pass on to the execu-
tive branch and say, “We have passed the
laws; you implement them.”

This implementation must be done by
ourselves. The executive branch cannot
be blamed for failure this time. If we
fail, only we can be blamed.

There is a skeleton hiding in our col-
lective closet, reminding us that in the
late 1940's an effort to reform the budget
process gave up the ghost. That skeleton
of failure is rattling its bones today, re-
minding us that we cannot afford to fail
again.

Mr. President, certainly the ecritical
period that we are facing today, with
two-digit inflation, with a failure of con-
fidence by the American people in the
future value of their dollar and of their
wages and earnings, is an indication that
it would be absolutely a catastrophe if we
failed to implement the spirit and intent
of this legislation,

This institution cannot survive much
more of the “I told you so” cynicism that
prevails in public opinion. We must make
budget reform work, and we will rightly
be blamed if it does not work.

Mr. President, this task will not be
easy. We may already be behind sched-
ule, The bill provides that the new con-
gressional budget organization, the
Budget Committee and the Congres-
sional Budget Office, be created immedi-
ately upon enactment, and that we begin
the trial run of some of the key processes
next spring. The bill makes these trial
run procedures optional, but I believe
they are absolutely critical to the success
of reform.

If we do not make maximum use of the
trial run, we could fatally cripple the im-
plementation of the mandatory processes
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that come into force in 1976. This is be-
cause the bill creates procedures that
will make new demands on virtually all
the committees. Congress must become
accustomed to the new procedures in the
course of time. To attempt to implement
them without a trial period could result
in outright congressional rejection of the
entire reform.

By April 15, 1975, less than 10 months
from today, the Budget Committee
should report the first concurrent resolu-
tion—the first truly congressional
budget. By April 1, 1975, the CBO should
make its major report on fiscal policy.
These two key events will require the
creation, as soon as possible, of the
Budget Committees, the appointment of
the Director of the CBO, and the build-
ing of very competent stafis. The CBO
must be funded, preferably by the Legis-
lative Appropriation Act, though during
the interim period until such appropri-
ation can be made the contingent fund
of the Senate will be used for this
purpose.

At this point, I wish to ask the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Government Operations and the
chairman of the Subcommittee on the
Budgeting, Management, and Expendi-
tures whether or not it would be well
right now to once again establish, as I
said in our discussions in subcommittee
and committee, and as I believe we have
tried to establish in the letter and spirit
of the law, as well as the report itself,
that the budget committees truly de-
mand, if any committees demand it, ex-
pertise on the part of the members of
those committees, and that the seniority
system certainly should be abandoned in
this particular area; that it would be a
great disservice to the people of this
country, to the taxpayers of this coun-
try, and the whole idea of congressional
reform if seniority were the only basis
for deciding which Republicans and
which Democrats were to be assigned by
the respective caucuses or Committee on
Committees, to the Budget Committee;
that there should be a degree of expertise,
and a degree of knowledge; and that we
want on those committees, the best,
broadest representation we can have of
expert thought in the Senate.

This is a human judgment, obviously,
that will be made, but I think the spirit
of what we tried to accomplish should be
implemented.

I am very happy to yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Montana (Mr.
MeTcaLrr) , the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, for any comments he cares to
make.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, with
permission of the chairman of the com-
mittee, may I be permitted to respond
first?

Mr, ERVIN. I would be delighted if the
Senator world.

Mr. METCALF. The Senator from Ill-
inois will recall that when we organized
the subcommitiee and started hearings
on this matter we had before us the Joint
Study Committee on Budget Control’s
bill and we had the report from that com-
mittee providing that the Committee on
Appropriations had to have so many
members, with so many members from
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Finance, and so many members from
Ways and Means, and so forth.

Then there were suggestions, and I had
one of them, that we have limited terms
so that we would have not only experi-
enced senior members, but also we would
have some of the new, interested and in-
volved junior members.

Finally, the Senator from Illinois him-
self came up with the idea, to appoint
this committee in the same way as all the
other committees, by the caucuses, but
with the understanding that we need
some input from the Appropriations
Committee, we need some of the expertise
from the Finance Committee, and at the
same time we need the young and the
new ideas that are generated by the jun-
ior Members of this Congress.

The Senator from Illinois has men-
tioned the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
HuppresTON) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. NuNN) who are new mem-
bers, who made a tremendous input on
the Democratic side; the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. Brock) and the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. RoTH), who made a
tremendous input on the Republican side.
Members such as those Senators should
certainly have an opportunity, should
certainly be considered in the selection of
Senators who are to serve on this impor-
tant committee.

I hope that in the caucus we will review
the recommendation we started with 2
Years ago and provide that we are not
just going to have senior members; but
give an opportunity to all members to
demonstrate their interest and their con-
cern in the budget process. Some of the
best speeches in the Senate to bring this

bill up over the years have been by such
members as the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. Nunn) and the Senator from New

Mexico (Mr. Domenici) who made a
splendid speech. They should also be con-
sidered, along with, of course, the experi-
enced and the knowledgeable members
of the Appropriations Committee, the
Finance Committee, the Armed Services
Committee, and other committees di-
rectly involved in budgetary decisions.

As the Senator from Illinois knows, we
went over this entire matter, and the
Senator from Montana suggested that
perhaps we should have limited terms. I
believe the way the Senator from Illinois
worked it out, and the way it was worked
out in the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, is that we have the prospect
of a better committee if our respective
caucuses are not confined only to those
persons of seniority.

Mr. PERCY. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Montana, and I do feel
that the Senator from Illinois is going to
have some degree of impartiality because
his seniority in the Senate as of, I would
anticipate, the first of next year, will be
under the 50 mark, so I would be about
midway. That is not a self-serving com-
ment.

The Senator from Illinois had in mind
the outstanding work of the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. Rora) and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock), who
are lower in seniority, but who are very
high in their performance; and certainly
the work of the distinguished Senator
from Alabama whose seniority is not as
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great as other Members, but who would
take second place to virtually no one in
the U.S. Senate for his parliamentary
skills and abilities and knowledge, and
certainly in the field of budget and
budget reform. He has been a tower of
strength, as has the Senator from Florida
(Mr. CHILES), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. Nunn), the Senator from EKen-
tucky (Mr. HuppLESTON), who are lower
in the seniority ranks, but their contri-
butions have been immense.

I would hope that all of them would
have an eligibility for membership on
the Budget Committee and would be
given consideration by the caucuses even
though on a straight seniority basis they
would not have that position.

For that reason, we tried in every way
we could to indicate that representation
of a number of committees including au-
thorizing committees as well as the tax
and spending committees, knowledge,
and deep interest rather than seniority
should be the guiding rule.

Mr. President, we have much to do
and we will need full cooperation. The
public and private groups that have
pressed us for enactment of this reform
must keep up their pressure. They must
demand a high standard of perform-
ance. The congressional agencies—the
Library of Congress, the General Ac-
counting Office and the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment—must assist their
new sister organization in every way. The
administration—most notably the Office
of Management and Budget—I hope will
abandon whatever cynicism it has about
the capacities of Congress to implement
this reform, and do everything possible
to work cooperatively with our new
budget processes and our new congres-
sional budget organizations.

But the best way to have cynicism
removed is by the performance of the
Congress in implementing and carrying
out the intent and purpose of budget re-
form. This is too important a reform to
be encumbered by any jealousies or ri-
valries between the branches. It is, after
all, the vitality and balance of our two
major constitutional institutions that is
at stake. Their cooperation to date has
been excellent. We must sustain it.

Mr. President, for purposes of legisla-
tive history I would like to discuss the
provision of the conference report re-
lating to the content of the first concur-
rent resolution on the budget.

The bill as passed by the Senate re-
quired a somewhat detailed subdivision
or breakdown of the 14 major functional
categories contained in the first concur-
rent resolution on the budget.

The division consisted of the fol-
lowing. Within each functional category,
the allocation would be divided between
total funds for existing programs, and
the total for proposed programs. It would
thus have enabled Congress to determine
explicitly the amounts it anticipated for
program initiatives and new priorities.
The allocations for existing programs
would have been further divided between
permanent and current appropriations
and, within the latter, between control-
able amounts and other amounts. Thus,
in summary form, the budget resolution
would have indicated the amounts that
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would become available without any cur-
rent action of Congress and the amounts
estimated to be made available through
the appropriations process for that year.
The budget resolution would also have
disclosed which appropriations were
within the effective control of Congress
and the amounts not controllable under
existing law.

An example of this breakdown is con-
tained on page 15 of the Rules Commit-
tee’s report on S. 1541 (S. Rept. 93-688).
There were twe important purposes of
this division. First, it was intended to
provide a more accurate basis for the
crosswalk exercise. This is the procedure
in section 302 of the bill which provides
that the budget committees (with the
Appropriations Committees) shall trans-
late the targets established in the con-
current resolution for the 14 major funec-
tional categories into targets for each
spending bill to be considered by the Sen-
ate and House after the concurrent res-
olution is adopted. The effective opera-
tion of the crosswalk is critical to the
success of the budget reform. It will be
on the basis of the targets derived from
the crosswalk that the scorekeeping
process will occur. Each committee and
subcommittee reporting budget authority
bills must know what its target is, as
must the Congress. If, for example, the
Senate is about to vote an increase in the
funding contained in the bill above the
target, it should know that it is about to
breach that target. Without the disci-
pline of the targets and the scorekeeping
process, the total of the budget authority
bills actually voted by Congress may very
substantially succeed the spending level
in the first concurrent resolution, and
jeopardize the effectiveness of the recon-
ciliation process.

The second purpose of the division re-
quired by the Senate bill was to force a
more realistic debate on spending and
priorities. Too few members understand
the extent to which spending for a great
many programs is uncontrollable. It is
easy, but extremely misleading, to pro-
pose substantial budget cuts when it is
almost literally impossible to cut back
spending without taking the cuts en-
tirely out of the ever-smaller portion of
the budget which is really controllable.
Were the concurrent resolution to con-
tain the divisions required by the Senate
bill, the debates on priorities for spending
would be better informed.

The committee of conference agreed
to delete the requirement that the first
concurrent resolution contain the fur-
ther division. Instead, this division is re-
quired in the budget committees® re-
ports on the resolution. However, in
section 301(a)(6) the conference re-
port provides that the budget commit-
tees may, at their diseretion, include in
the concurrent resolution—

Such other matters relating to the budget
as may be appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act,

Under this provision, it is clear that
the budget committees may include the
further division, or some wvariation or
modification of it, if they determine that
it is necessary to make the essential
crosswalk and scorekeeping procedures
of the bill effective. In short, the dele-
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tion of the requirement that the concur-
rent resolution contain the further divi-
sion of the 14 major functional categor-
ies was not intended to limit the ability
of the budget committees to include that
breakdown in the first concurrent reso-
lution itself.
IIr

Mr, President, a variety of funding de-
vices are used in the budget and the
status of some of these is to be modified
by this legislation. For purposes of clarity
and legislative history, therefore, I will
review the main types of spending and
their treatment in H.R. 7130.

Budget authority: This is authority
provided by Congress to enter into obli-
gations. Budget authority usually is fur-
nished in annual appropriations, but it
also may be provided in permanent ap-
propriations and through backdoor pro-
cedures such as contract or borrowing
authority.

It is important to note that budget
authority relates to authority to obli-
gate—not to spend—Government funds.
Through its enactments, Congress has
control over the obligations but not the
outlays of Federal agencies. Once the
budget authority has been granted, Con-
gress traditionally has had no control
over the timing of the expenditure. One
of the purposes of the congressional
budget process is to give Congress a
measure of control over outlays.

Section 3 of the legislation excludes
guaranteed and insured loans from the
definition of budget authority. These
loans are contingent liabilities of the
United States and are not direct obli-
gations.

The appropriate level of new budget
authority is to be set in the first con-
current resolution on the budget, section
301, to guide Congress in its subsequent

consideration of appropriations and
other spending bills. The appropriate
level of new budget authority in the
second required budget resolution, sec-
tion 310, is a firm ceiling and may not
be exceeded in later congressional ac-
tions, unless Congress were to revise the
ceiling during the fiscal year by means
of a new concurrent resolution.

Outlays: This term refers to the
amount of expenditures and net lending
made during a fiscal year, Net lending
is the excess of borrowings over loan re-
payments. Budget authority is the source
of all outlays for under the Constitution
money may be drawn from the Treasury
only pursuant to an appropriation.‘

The amount of outlays in a particular
fiscal year is determined by the current
and past actions of Congress in provid-
ing new budget authority. More than
$100 billion in fiseal 1975 outlays derives
from past enactments and at the end of
the fiscal year the unspent budget au-
thority available for outlay in future
vears will exceed $300 billion. This pipe-
line is one of the main reasons why 75
percent of the outlays in the 1975 budget
are uncontrollable.

The appropriate level of outlays is to
be set forth in the first and second, and
any additional budget resolution. Al-
though appropriation bills only indicate
the amounts of new budget authority
that are to be provided, committee re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

ports accompanying such bills are to
project the 5-year outlays resulting from
them, and the Congressional Budget Of-
fice is to furnish various status and score-
keeping reports relating to the effects of
congressional actions on budget outlays,
section 308.

Functional allocations of budeget
authority and outlays: The total budget
authority and total outlays set forth in
a budget resolution are to be allocated
among major functional categories. As
I discussed above, at the present time
there are 14 such major functions in the
President’s budget and under the bill,
these may be changed only after con-
sultation with Congress, section 802. The
major functions are: national defense,
international affairs and finance, space
research and technology, agriculture
and rural development, natural re-
sources and environment, commerce and
transportation, community development
and housing, education, and manpower,
health, income security, veterans benefits
and services, interest, general govern-
ment, and general revenue sharing. A
special, crosscutting energy category was
introduced in the 1975 budget.

The functional categories overlap the
appropriations categories used by Con-
gress. Accordingly, the congressional
budget reform legislation provides two
crosswalk procedures before and after
adoption of the budget resolution. The
committee report accompanying a budget
resolution is to indicate how the amounts
were derived and the relationship of the
functional allocations to other budget
categories, section 301(d) (8). In addition,
the joint explanatory statement of the
managers accompanying a conference
report on a budget resclution is to pro-
vide an estimated allocation among vari-
ous congressional committees. The House
and Senate Appropriations Committees,
after consulting one another, are to sub-
divide their allocations among subcom-
mittees, thereby providing a concrete
basis for subsequent scorekeeping re-
ports.

Tax expenditures: These are credits,
deductions, and exemptions which have
the effect of reducing the amount of Fed-
eral income tax paid by an individual or
corporation, They are named tax expend-
itures because they have the same sub-
sidy effect for the recipient as a direct
expenditure.

In recent years, awareness of the scope
and magnitude of tax expenditures has
expanded, and are estimated to be in
excess of $50 billion per year. The budget
reform bill provides for inclusion of tax
expenditures estimates in the President’s
budget, the tax expenditure budget, sec-
tion 601, committee reports on budget
resolutions, section 301(d) (6), committee
reports on tax expenditure measures, sec-
tion 308(a), and Congressional Budget
Office scorekeeping reports, section
308(b). In addition, the Budget Commit-
tees are charged with the responsibility
of requesting and evaluating tax ex-
penditure studies, section 101 and 102.
The result of these provisions should be
a mnew congressional awareness and
public knowledge of the costs of special
tax exclusions, exemptions, deductions,
or credits.

20479

No special controls are imposed on tax
expenditure legislation. However, after
adoption of the second budget resolution,
Congress would not be permitted to con-
sider an increase in tax expenditures that
would have the effect of reducing reve-
nues below the level specified in the latest
resolution.

I wish to call particular attention to
the contribution of my distinguished col-
league from New York (Mr. JAvITS) in
writing these tax expenditure provisions
into the bill.

Off-budget agencies: With adoption
of the unified budget in 1968, all Gov-
ment funds and agencies were included
in the budget. However, since 1971 at
least six agencies have been granted
off-budget status, that is, their financial
transactions are not included in the
President’s budget, though they are
annexed to it in the budget Appendix.
The six agencies are the Environmental
Financing Authority, the Export-Import
Bank, the Federal Financing Bank, the
Rural Electrification and Telephone
Revolving Fund, the Rural Telephone
Bank, and the U.S. Railway Association.
The off-budget status of some of these
agencies also includes exemption from
any statutory ceiling on total budget
authority and outlays. In fiscal 1975, the
outlays of the off-budget agencies will
be above $3 billion.

Section 606 of the budget reform bill
calls for a study of off-budget agencies
by the House and Senate Budget Com-
mittees. The statement of managers on
the conference report indicates that off-
budget funds need not be included in the
budget authority and outlay amounts
in the congressional budget resolution.

Contract and borrowing authority:
The budget reform bill makes a sub-
stantial change in the status of contract
and borrowing authority. Contract au-
thority is the authority enacted by Con-
gress for an agency to enter into a con-
tract In advance of appropriations.
Borrowing authority is the authority
given to an agency to borrow from the
Treasury, public debt receipts, or directly
from the public, agency debt receipts. In
the case of contract authority, an appro-
priation is made after an obligation has
occewrred when funds are needed to
liquidate the obligation. In this circum-
stance, the appropriation is an unecon-
trollable act, for Congress has no alterna-
tive but to fulfill the obligation. In the
case of borrowing authority, the bor-
rowed funds have the same impact on
the Treasury and on fiscal policy as a
direct expenditure. Often, borrowing au-
thority is wused for commereial-type
operations and is in the form of a
revolving fund. As a loan is repaid to the
agency, its borrowing authority is
restored by an equivalent amount.

Contract and borrowing authority are
two of the main forms of backdoor
spending. The term used for them in the
bill is spending authority. Backdoor
spending does not go through the
regular appropriations process, and
there is a tendency for Congress to
increase backdoor authority above the
amounts requested by the President
while reducing regular appropriations
below the President’s budget.
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Under the budget reform legislation,
new contract and borrowing authority
no longer would have the status of
budget authority. That is, it no longer
would be permitted to enter into obli-
gations or to borrow pursuant to such
authority. Rather, the authority would
have to be provided in appropriations
acts. The net effect, therefore, would be
to change new contract and borrowing
authority into conventional authorizing
legislation, with funds available only to
the extent provided in subsequent appro-
priations (section 401(a)).

This new procedure would not apply
to existing contract or borrowing au-
thority. Nor would it apply to certain
exempted programs such as social sec-
urity trusts, 90-percent self-financed
trust funds, or Government corporations.

Entitlement authority: This is an-
other type of backdoor spending in which
Congress entitles a person or a govern-
ment to certain benefits and the money
must be provided either in subsequent
appropriations or in permanent appro-
priations, that is budget authority which
becomes available without current action
by Congress, Even when entitlements are
funded through the appropriations proc-
ess, Congress must provide the money
required for the entitlement. Thus, the
last point at which an entitlement can
be effectively controlled is before the
entitlement is enacted. Well over $100
billion of uncontrollable spending in the
1975 budget derives from mandatory en-
titlements.

The budget control bill establishes a
variety of procedures for new entitlement
legislation. First, such legislation may
not be considered prior to adoption of the
first budget resolution, section 303. The
purpose is to enable Congress to deter-
mine entitlements in the light of its
overall budget policy. Second, a new en-
titlement cannot take effect before the
start of the next fiscal year, section 401
(b) (1). The objective is to enable Con-
gress to reconsider the level of entitle-
ments in its second budget resolution and
in a subsequent reconciliation process,
section 310.

Third, entitlement bills as well as om-
nibus social security legislation may be
considered even if they have been re-
ported after the May 15 deadline for the
reporting of authorizing legislation, sec-
tion 402(e). Inasmuch as they may not
be considered on the floor prior to May
15, it would be inappropriate to apply
the May 15 reporting deadline to them.
In the case of social security programs,
the deadline is waived to allow consid-
eration in the same omnibus bill of close-
ly related programs.

Fourth, if it exceeds the relevant al-
location in the budget resolution, an
entitlement bill is to be referred to the
Appropriations Committee, with a 15-
day limit. The Appropriations Committee
can report the entitlement with an
amendment limiting the amount of new
authority provided by it. Thus, unless
it is within the budget resolution figure,
an entitlement bill will be subject to
Appropriations review. This referral pro-
cedure does not apply to social security
and 90-percent self-financed trusts or to
Government corporations. The status of
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general revenue sharing is to be deter-
mined in subsequent legislation.
Vi

The final bill contains important pro-
visions of interest to State and local gov-
ernments. Most of these provisions were
written by the Government Operations
Committee, in coordination with orga-
nizations representing these govern-
ments, and they have been retained in-
tact in conference. In addition, the bill
contains the potential exemption for rev-
enue sharing which was included in the
bill by the Rules Committee. These pro-
visions are:

First. Section 301(d) (7). This section
provides that the report on the first con-
current resolution include “a statement
of any significant changes in the pro-
posed levels of Federal assistance to State
and local governments.” This provision
was section 301(c) (5) of the Senate-
passed bill.

Second. Section 303(b) (1). This sec-
tion provides that bills providing ‘“‘new
budget authority which first becomes
available in a fiscal year following the
fiscal year to which the concurrent resol-
ution applies’’ may be considered by both
Houses before the concurrent resolution
is adopted on May 15 each year. Juris-
diction over such bills is retained by the
Appropriations Committees. This was
section 303(b) (3) of the Senate-passed
bill.

Third. Section 308(a) (1) (C). This
section provides that whenever a commit-
tee of either House reports a bill provid-
ing new budget authority, but not con-
tinuing appropriations, the committee’s
report shall contain a statement, pre-
pared after consultation with the CBO
Director, detailing “the new budget au-
thority, and budget outlays resulting
therefrom, provided by that bill or resol-
ution for financial assistance to State and
local governments.” This was section 308
(a) (3) of the Senate-passed bill. |

Fourth. Section 401(d) (2). This sec-
tion provides that Congress, when reau-
thorizing the general revenue sharing
program in 1976, may provide that the
authorization bill need not be subject to
funding through the Appropriations
Committees. However, the provision does
not exempt the revenue sharing act from
coverage under title ITII: revenue sharing
must be included in the first concurrent
resolution and it is subject as well to the
reconciliation process. Same section as in
the Senate-passed bill.

Fifth. Title VIII, amendment to Sec-
tion 203(d) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1970, page 37. This section
provides that the OMB, cooperating with
the CBO, GAO, and representatives of
State and local governments, shall pro-
vide to such governments fiscal and pro-
gram data necessary to help them deter-
mine accurately and timely the impact of
Federal assistance on their budgets.
Same section as in the Senate-passed bill.

v

Finally, Mr. President, I would like to
call attention to the bill’s provisions for
openness. A very important element of
this reform is to bring out into full pub-
lic view congressional budget procedures
that, by their complexity, tend to con-
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fuse and obscure them from public un-
derstanding.

The bill contains at least three explicit
provisions that will add measurably to
public understanding. I have already al-
luded to one of them, that is the new
visibility given to tax expenditures.

The second openness provision requires
open operation of the Budget Committees
themselves. Under the bill, the Senate
Budget Committee must conduct all of
its business in public unless it votes to
close its meetings for one or several spe-
cific reasons. This is the first commit-
tee of the Senate to be under such a re-
quirement. It is a forerunner, I am sure,
of the procedures that we will soon apply
to all Senate committees. Our own ex-
perience in the Government Operations
Committee, which adopted an openness
rule at the beginning of this Congress,
has unquestionably shown that openness
works.

The third provision is that the Con-
gressional Budget Office make available
to the public budget information that it
obtains from the executive branch and
other congressional agencies. These lat-
ter provisions were included in the bill
at the suggestion of common cause.

However, there will be an even greater
public information value in the budget
bill as a result of the operation of the
new procedures. The bill provides a new
vote, or series of votes, on budget aggre-
gates. For the first time the public can
hold us accountable for our fiscal actions
by monitoring out votes on the concur-
rent resolutions and the reconciliation
measures. Will we set targets for our-
selves only to exceed them? Or will we
act with self-discipline and apply our
self-created budgets to our actual spend-
ing actions. By creating a congressional
budget process we enable the public to
relate our spending and revenue-raising
actions to their own family budget prac-
tices.

In conclusion, Mr, President, I should
like to mention also the great contribu-
tion that the chairman of the Rules
Committee, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannoN) has made. Without his
help and the help of the ranking minor-
ity member on the Rules Committee, the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), we
simply could not possibly have moved this
legislation forward.

Although Senator Cookx is necessarily
absent today, I would like very much for
the record to show that he has plaved
an important role in the drafting of this
most important legislation. As the rank-
ing minority member of the Senate Rules
and Administration Committee, he was a
member of the House-Senate conference
which drafted the report we are now
considering, and he has approved and
signed the report.

Although he will be unable to vote
today, he has asked to be positioned in
favor of the bill. His contribution has
been invaluable, and he deserves our
thanks.

I want to mention just a few members
of our professional staffs for commenda-
tion. Allan Shick, senior specialist of the
Library of Congress Congressional Re-
search Service has made a crucial con-
tribution to this bill. Our Senate legis-
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lative counsel, Harry Littell, also merits
special commendation for the skill and
acuity with which he has, again and
again, prepared the drafts of the bill in
all the stages through which it has gone.

Other members of our staff deserve
our appreciation. Alvin From, staff direc-
tor of the Intergovernmental Relations
Subcommittee, has played a very im-
portant role in fashioning this bill, as has
Herbert Jasper, the general counsel of
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, and Robert Smith, chief counsel of
our own Government Operations Com-
mittee, and Bill Goodwin of the com-
mittee professional staff, with whom we
have worked very closely.

The staff of the Committee on Rules
and Administration, headed by its dis-
tinguished staff director, William Mc-
Whorter Cochrane, deserves special
thanks. Under his direction and that of
Joseph O’Leary, the committee minority
counsel, and with the particular assist-
ance of James Medill, Anthony Horney,
John Coder, and Jack Sapp, the Rules
Committee held hearings, redrafted, and
reported S. 1541 in what must surely be
considered record time for such an im-
portant and complex bill.

I want also to thank Robert Vastine,
Minority Counsel of the Government Op-
erations Committee, for his dedication
to the objective of passing this extraor-
dinarily important legislation, He has
shown, through his tenacity, through his
perseverance, through his sacrifice of
personal life, really, this past year, a ded-
ication which I think is symbolic of the
staff, and many staffs of the U.S. Sen-
ate, and to him I am personally indebted,
as are all members of the committee.

I also wish to thank Robert Wallace,
who has served as consultant to the
Government Operations Committee
throughout our work on this bill. Mr.
Wallace has just been made president
of the Exchange National Bank of Chi-
cago, and I know our chairman joins me,
as he has commended Mr. Wallace on a
number of occasions, in congratulating
him on this very important new assign-
ment and extending to him our best
wishes. Certainly, no person out of pri-
vate life could have contributed more
substance on a more important piece of
legislation of lasting value than in the
present budget reform bill that is before
the Senate.

I thank my distinguished colleague for
yvielding.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, in addition
to the Senators whom I have heretofore
mentioned in connection with their con-
tributions to this legislation, I would like
to mention Senators Jackson, RIBICOFF,
and AireEN, of the Government Opera-
tions Committee, and Senators CaNNON,
RoBerT C. Byrp, and Cooxk, of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

The Senator from Alabama (Mr, AL-
LEN) made a great contribution because
he happened to have been a member of
both the Government Operations Com-
mittee and the Commitiee on Rules and
Administration, and he deserves the
thanks of us all for his efforts.

CONTROLLING IMPOUNDMENTS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the

Senate is indebted to the work performed
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by the senior Senator from North Caro-
lina and his colleagues. Their efforts on
the budget reform bill are to be com-
mended.

I am particularly interested in the
provisions of title X dealing with im-
poundment control. Does the Senator be-
lieve that the information submitted by
the President, in the form of special mes-
sages and monthly reports, will be ade-
quate for congressional review and ac-
tion?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from Minne-
sota puts his finger on an essential as-
pect of impoundment control: the quality
of reporting by the executive branch. He
is author of the Federal Impoundment
and Information Act of 1972. Ever since
the passage of that act he has been ac-
tive in monitoring the timeliness and
substance of OMB impoundment reports.
He has been disappointed with their
quality. So have I, and criticism has
come from many other quarters. When
the Senate Committee on Government
Operations reported out S. 373, the im-
poundment control bill, it raised a num-
ber of objections as to the incomplete-
ness and lack of clarity on OMB im-
poundment reports.

I think I can assure the Senator that
the budget reform bill contains incen-
tives for better reporting. If the President
wants our support for a proposed rescis-
sion or deferral, he will have to document
his case and thoroughly set forth the rea-
sons. If his reports are inadequate, he
simply will not have the support of Con-
gress.

Mr. HUMPHREY. To the extent that
he needs our support, I agree that this
bill contains incentives for better report-
ing. But therc are three types of reports:
two special messages—one for rescission
and one for deferral—and a monthly re-
port. I think the incentives are different
for each. The incentive would be highest
for a rescission special message, because
there he needs the support of both
Houses within 45 days. It is probably a
little lower for a deferral special mes-
sage, which allows an impoundment to
continue unless disapproved by one
House. There the burden is on Congress
to overturn a proposal. I think the incen-
tive is at its lowest ebb on the monthly
reports. I am particularly concerned that
those reports may come to resemble what
we now receive on a quarterly basis.

But let me first ask a general question.
Does the Senator agree that reporting
must be of the highest quality when im-
poundments are of the policy variety,
whether they appear in a rescission spe-
cial message, a deferral special message,
or a monthly report?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator is correct. If
funds are held in reserve for routine pur-
poses—pursuant to the Antideficiency
Act or in response to some other specific
legislative authority—extensive report-
ing is not necessary. But the quality of
reports for police impoundments must be
of the highest order.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator
agree that while no precise definition
exists for policy impoundment, we can
agree upon certain general under-
standings?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator is absolutely
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correct. When OMB first supplied us with
voluntary impoundments reports, back
in 1971 and 1972, they distinguished be-
tween routine and nonroutine impound-
ments. But that distinction was not used
in implementing the Federal Impound-
ment and Information Act. Every action,
whether routine or policy, was mixed to-
gether in one report.

I think the concept of a policy im-
poundment is reasonably clear. If the
President proposed to terminate a pro-
gram, that is certainly a policy action.
He seeks to undo through impoundment
what we have achieved through legisla-
tion. Policy is also involved when the
President seeks to curtail a program as
part of his anti-inflation efforts. Why did
he single out that program among all
others? That, too, is a policy action.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is no doubt
about either of those categories. I think
policy impoundments also include situa-
tions where the administration seeks to
restriet a program to the level requested
in the President’s budget. He then im-
pounds any additional amounts provided
by Congress. For example, in fiscal 1971
the President impounded all of the add-
on money for public works. He proceeded
to administer only public works projects
that had been included in his budget,
completely ignoring all of the extra
funds and projects voted on by Congress.
Moreover, in fiscal 1973 we had prob-
lems with continuing resolutions cover-
ing Labor-HEW programs. The President
restricted health and education programs
to the levels of his budget request, even
though higher levels had been voted on
by the House or Senate. Many of those
impoundment actions reached the Fed-
eral courts, and in every single instance
the courts held that the President should
have administered the programs at the
higher congressional levels. So this is an-
other area of policy impoundment.

Mr. ERVIN. Those examples help to
illustrate what we mean by policy im-
poundment. I think we can generalize
by saying that a policy impoundment is
an instrument used to pursue the admin-
istration’s goals at the expense of those
enacted by Congress.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is it in a nut-
shell. A policy impoundment occurs when
the administration opposes the scope or
design of a program enacted and funded
by Congress. Under those types of situa-
tions, and the ones we have described,
the monthly reports and special mes-
sages must delineate with considerable
detail the reasons for withholding budget
authority.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator is correct.
We expect a full and complete disclosure
of the administration’s position for pro-
posing a policy impoundment. No gener-
alized codes will do. That is not an un-
reasonable request. I doubt if there are
more than a few dozen policy impound-
ment actions a year. The reports and
special messages should give them special
treatment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It makes no sense
to have a Member plow through a report
containing hundreds and hundreds of
routine impoundments in order to locate
a few significant items.

Mr. ERVIN. No; we should not have
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to do that. Unless policy actions are
highlighted and given individual atten-
tion, perhaps by being set aside in a
separate section, reporting becomes de-
ceptive and confusing.

Mr. HUMPHREY. A mediocre and in-
complete handling of policy impound-
ments can be disguised or obscured by
adding a multitude of detail on routine,
insignificant actions. That type of
puffed-up report is not useful to us.

Mr. ERVIN. I have found that to be
the case. The quarterly impoundment re-
ports now submitted to Congress have
not been helpful for congressional action.
The body of the report is limited to the
technical concept of budgetary reserves,
which is not what you requested in the
Federal Impoundment and Information
Act. The reports appear to be organized
and structured for the convenience of
executive officials rather than for the
convenience of Congress. Commonsense
and good-faith efforts would have pro-
duced a more useful report for us.

Mr. HUMPHREY. And for the public
also. Impoundment reports must be com-
prehensible to them as well.

Mr. ERVIN. That is right. It is their
money. The programs are being enacted
and implemented for the publie.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad fto hear
that from the senior Senator from North
Carolina. We are setting up a structure
of decisionmaking on impoundment, to
be shared by both branches. Good-faith
efforts and openness are crucial for that
kind of structure. If the Executive thinks
funds should be rescinded or deferred, let
him state the case publicly and openly.
Let him argue his case and give reasons.
If they are sound and persuasive, I am
confident that Congress will support him,
We do not want to waste public funds.
But a full justification is his responsi-
bility. We should not have to dig around,
make calls to agencies, hold hearings,
and wade through unfocused and con-
fusing impoundment reports to find out
why a program or activity is scheduled
to be curtailed or terminated.

Let me ask a final question about the
reports required by this budget reform
bill. For either special message, the Presi-
dent must report—to the maximum ex-
tent practicable—the estimated fiscal,
economic, and budgetary effect of the
proposed rescission or deferral. The same
requirement appears in the Federal Im-
poundment and Information Act. Is the
Senator satisfied with the way that OMB
has implemented that portion of the act?

Mr. ERVIN. Do you mean by the use
of codes?

Mr. HUMPHREY, That is correct.

Mr. ERVIN. I do not think that the
codes are responsive to the act. They are
too generalized and obscure. For example,
the most frequently used code, which is
code I, reads as follows:

Same effect as set forth in the most re-
cently submitted budget document, of which
this item is an integral part.

What is Congress or the public sup-
posed to make of that? It says, in es-
sence: “Go to the budget and try to
find it there.” None of the other codes
used for estimated fiscal, economic, and
budgetary effects are sufficiently useful
or comprehensive to include in an im-
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poundment reporf. Particularly when it
comes to the policy impoundments, we
expect specialized treatment for each ac-
tion. They should state, with narrative
and statistics, the estimated fiscal, eco-
nomiec, and budgetary effects for pro-
posed recessions and deferrals.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Senafor
for that clarification.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to add one further word. I had
hoped this bill would contain a provision
providing for the salary of the Director
of the Congressional Budget Office
equally between the Senate and the
House. Representative Ricaarp BoLring,
who has done yeoman work on this leg-
islation in the House, had agreed on that
being done, but, unfortunately, under
the House rules, after the conference
report had been approved by the confer-
ence, it was not possible to get that done.

The provision in this bill would pro-
vide that appropriation reports for this
new Budget Commission and also for the
Congressional Budget Office shall be
made in the legislative appropriation.
The present bill provides, in section 201,
subsection (f), that until an appropria-
tion is made, the operating funds be paid
out of the Contingency Fund of the Sen-
ate.

The Senafor from Maine (Mr. Mus-
KIE) yesterday engaged in a coloquy with
the Senator from South Carclina (Mr.
HoLrings), who always handles for the
Appropriations Committee the Legisla-
tive Appropriation bill, in which the
Senator from South Carolina promised
that this matter would be handled in
a supplemental bill.

For that reason, we can look forward
to the time when the matter of finances
can be satisfactorily adjusted between
the Senate and the House, and at that
time we can get an appropriation pro-
viding for this particular salary as be-
tween the two Houses.

One other member of the committee
who did a great deal of work on this bill
is the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
Nunn), and I think he would like to
make a few remarks at this time.

Mr. NUNN. Mr, President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina for allowing me time for a few brief
comments on what I think is a very
significant development in the presenta-
tion of this final conference report in the
Senate.

First, I want to compliment the stafl
of the committees for their excellent
work, both of the Government Opera-
tions Committee and the Rules Commit-
tee, which also considered this legisla-
tion after the Government Operations
Committee approved this bill. I want to
thank a young man who did a lot for me,
on my personal staff, as we worked on
this bill. He has been a member of the
Government Operations Committee for
some time, Mr. Nick Bizony, who was one
of the most knowledgeable staff mem-
bers, and certainly rendered considerable
service to me on the commitiee.

Also, I want to commend the director
of the staff of the Government Opera-
tions Committee, Mr. Bob Smith, who did
so much to guide the efforts on the bill.
He not only directed the staff generally
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in the Government Operations Commit-
tee, but also made it a top priority item
and helped guide it through the Senate
and the conference.

Mr. President, I am most gratified that
today, after some 15 months or more of
major efforts in both Houses, we will be
casting the final vote on what I believe
is one of the most significant pieces of
legislation to come out of Congress in
a good many years.

The efforts of the Subcommittee on
Budget and Accounting in the Senate
really, I do not think, can be overem-
phasized. The Senator from Montana
(Mr. Mercarr) did a yeoman’s job in
coordinating, in pushing, in reconciling
the varying views so that the subcom-
mittee could finally present its bill to
the full Committee on Government Op-
erations. There were many strong dis-
agreements within the subcommittee,
and the Senator from Montana (Mr.
MeTrcarr) himself took very strong posi-
tions, as did I and other Members. How-
ever, affer the decision was made, he, as
chairman of the subcommittee, was pri-
marily responsible for reconciling the
views and getting us back on track, keep-
ing in mind that the overall objective
was budget reform.

The Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE)
did outstanding work. I do not know of
anyone who contributed more of his
time, effort, and substance. A great deal
of this legislation is the result of those
efforts.

Also, I would like to say exactly the
same thing regarding the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. Percy). He spent hundreds
of long hours—he and his staff—in their
efforts, and the overall goal was never
lost sight of. So much of the substance
of this legislation is directly a result
of his input.

Also, the Senator from North Caro-
lina’s part in this endeavor cannot be
overemphasized. Once the bill reached
the full committee, we would never have
been able to get it passed here on the
floor, without his continuing leadership
and effort. Without the lending of his
great prestige, and his making it a top
priority item for Congress, we would not
have this historic legislation before us
today. So his role will certainly be re-
membered.

Senator ErviN, I contend, will be re-
membered for years to come not alone for
his efforts in the investigation that has
taken place in this country for the last
18 months, but I predict that, histori-
cally, this bill, which he has guided
through the Senate, which he has com-
manded through conference, will go

. down as one of his foremost contribu-

tlons to the United States of America
and to this body. I do not think it will
be forgotten in the annals of history, nor
will his efforts in this regard.

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
HupprLEsTON) also made great contribu-
tions, as did Senators Brock, RoTH, and
CHILES.

We have before us the conference re-
port on H.R. 7130, perhaps better known
here as S. 1541, now called the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974. I feel that the conferees
have done an excellent job, combining, in
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most instances, the best features of the
measures passed in each House, and pre-
senting us with a meaningful, practical,
and realistic mechanism for responsible
exercise of the most basic congressional
power: the power of the purse.

I am particularly pleased that the
measure recommended by the conferees
retains the prohibition which I proposed
on the floor against spending, revenue
and debt action until after adoption of
the first concurrent budget resolution
each year. We must have a comprehen-
sive plan before we take action that
would affect either the debt, the revenue
or the spending of our Nation. Having
this overall plan first is absolutely vital
to the very concepts of budgetary control.

I am also pleased that the conferees
retained the basic structure of the meas-
ure as passed by this Chamber with re-
spect to control of what are often loosely
called “trust fund” or “self-financing”
programs. The report recommends, as
the Senate bill provided, that certain
safeguards of the budget control system
shall be relaxed only with respect to pro-
grams that are truly 90 percent or more
self-supporting. Some earlier versions of
this legislation left a loophole in this
area that I, for one, found most danger-
ous. My Senate colleagues agreed with
me and adopted my floor amendment to
close this loophole.

I do feel constrained not to leave the
subject without pointing out a potential
pitfall or two because I do not think that
even this bill today which has, I think,
the very best efforts of what we are able
to put together now as the final product,
is going to be enough to really come to
grips with fiscal responsibility in this
country.

I believe that this is the beginning. I
believe that this is the foundation, a very
good foundation; but I believe in the fu-
ture we will have to build on this founda-
tion. In my estimation, we will have to
tighten to some degree some of the pro-
cedures as we move along to insure that
our overall purposes are complied with.

I do think the conferees diluted to
some extent several of the requirements
that we had here in the Senate relating
to the comprehensive nature of the
budget resolution. But, I am glad that
they did put in a provision which allows
the budget committee to make the first
concurrent resolution more comprehen-
sive in the sound discretion of the com-
mittee. I believe that the committee, per-
haps not the first year but as we move
along, will use that sound discretion in
making tha’ resolution even more com-
prehensive than is absolutely mandated
under the final report.

I also continue to believe, Mr. Presi-
dent, that at some point we are going to
have to come to grips with the so-called
trigegering provision. I do not quar-
rel with those who feel that it is a step
that goes beyond what we should do at
this time. I, perhaps, am also of that
opinion now, although I have consistent-
ly maintained that at some point we are
going to have to have a ftriggering
process which is necessary for full con-
trol. Hopefully, we will not lose sight of
this and, particularly, I hope that the
Budget Committee does not lose sight of
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this, as a possible option as we proceed,
as we experiment, and as we try to de-
velop a final process which will indeed
be satisfactory in the overall fiscal dis-
cipline.

Despite one or two misgivings, how-
ever, I am generally optimistic about the
product. It embodies a system which will
spotlight our fiscal and economic actions
and which clearly delineates our priority
choices.

One thing that we have done through-
out this entire bill and its development,
those on the liberal side, those on the
conservative side, and those in between
have tried to create a neutral mechanism
that does not reflect the political prefer-
ences toward spending of any particular
philosophy, whether it be liberal or con-
servative. We have sought to develop a
neutral mechanism on which this body
can work its will each year. I am sure
that the reflection and the final product
of the spending each year will vary, de-
pending on what the Senate chooses,
whether it be a program geared more to
domestic spending, to foreign spending
or to military spending.

We have the best possible example of
a neutral mechanism that we could pres-
ently devise here before us today, and I
hope, the Senate will give final approval
to this measure.

I believe that people of every persua-
sion who worked on this legislation, all
Senators particularly with whom I am
familiar, agree that it should be a neu-
tral mechanism. No one here today con-
tends it is going to in any way insure
spending in one arena or another,
whether it be in the national security
area or whether it be in our domestic
needs.

The American people who are con-
cerned with continuing deficits, with
rampant inflation, and with fiscal irre-
sponsibility will now have a focal point
on which they can make their voices be
heard and on which their philosophy can
be reflected.

I believe the system is workable. That
is not to say that I believe it will work
automatically. Like any rule or proce-
dure that we impose on ourselves it is we
here in the Senate and also in the House
who must make it work.

Our task is far from complete, but I
am confident that we will carry it
through. The measure before us today
gives us a long needed tool to help ac-
complish this budgetary discipline which
is so important to our Nation.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield?

Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to yield to the
Senator from Maine.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I would
like to take this opportunity to commend
the distinguished junior Senator from
Georgia for his contribution in the de-
velopment of the bill that is before us.

He was a member of Senator METCALF'S
subcommittee. I was privileged to be a
member as well. The distinguished Sena-
tor and I did not always agree in our
votes on this measure as it developed in
the subcommittee. But I must say that I
was impressed with his ability to grasp
the complexities of the problem, to deal
with them, to develop viable ideas for
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resolving them and then, with the quali-
ties of character and personality that
enabled him to work amicably with those
of us who disagreed with him, I think
it was a very interesting exercise.

I was especially pleased on a personal
basis with the column that appeared in
this morning’s Washington Post by
Stephen S. Rosenfeld entitled “Senator
Nunn's NATO Maneuver."

I think that Mr. Rosenfeld did an ex-
cellent job in capturing the essence of
the distinguished Senator’s abilities that
he has demonstrated in the Committee
on Armed Services and on the floor of
the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this article be included in the
REecorp at this point with my comments.

There being no objection, the news-
paper article was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

SENATOR NUNN'S NATO MANEUVER
(By Stephen S. Rosenfeld)

Sam Nunn (D-Ga.), 35 years old, not 20
months & TUnited States Senator, saved
NATO the other day. His was as solid and
deft a parliamentary performance in the
national security area as the Congress has
seen in years, belying the common notion
that a legislator must have seniority or
“power"” to get something important done.

What Nunn did was to block—and rechan-
nel—a campaign led by Senate Majority
Leader Mike Mansfield (D-Mont.) to demobi-
lize 125,000 men out of American ground
forces overseas. This was the 1974 model of
the now-traditional “Mansfield Amendment"”
to enact unilateral troop cuts in Europe.

Anticipating this campaign, Armed Serv-
ices Chairman John C. Stennis (D-Miss.)
last February sent the member he has called
“last but not least” on his committee, on a
study mission to Europe. Nunn, a great-
nephew and once a staff alde of the late
House Armed Services Chairman Carl Vinson
(D-Ga.), occuples the Senate seat—and the
Armed Services seat—of the late Richard
Russell (D-Ga.). “We have military bases in
Georgia,” Nunn explains. “People in the
South are much more tuned to a military
and patriotic spirit than some of the other
sections.”

A lawyer and four-year state legislator,
Nunn recalls putting in 100 hours preparing
for his European trip—"getting through the
first layer of propaganda.” His report, “Policy,
Troops and the NATO Alliance,” though cov-
ering an oft-plowed fleld, nonetheless star-
tled specialists with 1its freshness and
command.

Nunn thinks the Mansfield Amendment
approach could produce results—lowering the
nuclear threshold, undermining the force-
reduction talks—that the country wouldn't
like. He concluded his report with a call for
the administration and Congress to find to-
gether “a long-range NATO stance that we
are willing to live with, politically, economi-
cally and militarily.”

In pursult of just such a joint long-term
stance, Nunn then wrote three amendments
to the basic military procurement bill,

Nunn had already, last year, joined with
Sen. Henry Jackson (D-Wash.), an acknowl-
edged expert at legislating policy by amend-
ments, to sponsor an amendment requiring
the NATO allies to pick up a greater share of
the cost of maintaining U.S. troops in Europe
or to face a reduction in U.S. troop commit-
ments. That amendment, almost everyone
agrees, has been extremely effective, where
years of State Department entreaties had not.

The three new amendments were designed
to provide a constructive alternative to
Mansfield, one answering to the same world-
weariness and the same felt need to update
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American policy but doing so in a way that
would not upset negotiations with the Rus-
slans or unduly alarm the Allles,

One amendment makes it the sense of
Congress that NATO support units (the Al-
liance's notoriously long “tail”) be cut by
20 per cent in two years, the men to be re-
placed—if the administration chooses—by
combat soldiers (“teeth”).

The second requires the Pentagon for the
first time to justify the numbers and pur-
poses of the outsized and unplanned U.S.
force of 7000 “tactical” nuclear warheads in
Europe. Sen. Stuart Symington (D-Mo.) had
investigated this matter during the year but
it took Nunn with his non-threatening
Southern manner to move into it legisla-
tively.

The third amendment compels the Penta-
gon to report on what it's doing to reduce
the costs and the loss of combat effectiveness
stemming from failure to standardize NATO
equipment.

Politically, these amendments have a broad
appeal, promising more military efliciency
to defense conservatives and greater civillan
control and lower costs to defense liberals.
Ideologically, they are neutral. The Armed
Services Committee endorsed them wunani-
mously, though House conferees’ approval re-
mains uncertain.

In the Senate debate on the Mansfield
Amendment the other day, Nunn, who is a
pleasant-looking soft-spoken fellow with a
drawl, stood right up to the Majority Leader.
He was well prepared. He had a folksy
Georgia story about a preacher ready for a
change of pace. Quite firmly, he managed to
steer the whole debate away Irom the con-
troversial ground of whether in general the
United States should be doing more or less,
into the smoother area of how specifically
we ought to proceed. And, in a word, he won.

When I talked with Nunn about this a few
days later he was sure, but self-effacing,
pleased with his success while intent on
saying nothing that could give umbrage to
his Senate brethren. He is not one for de-
bates on great issues. He thinks national
security debates can and should be waged
on the basis of what is “efilective and sen-
sible.” You must be armed with a good bit
of background ito get down to the quick,”
he added.

What will Nunn be looking into next? His
chairman Stennis wants him to get into per-
sonnel, he said—it takes 57 per cent, by
some counts 67 per cent, of the military
budget. I found myseli thinking: Go, Sam,
we're watching.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator has now impressed me with respect
to his work on the budget bill and with
respect to his work in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and I predict a promising
future for him in the Senate.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague and friend from Maine.

I will say many times during the course
of this budgetary hearing, which took
hundreds and hundreds of hours, and
which received very little attention from
either the public or the media for a long
time, the Senator from Maine and I did
disagree on occasion. Many times, how-
ever, I was persuaded by the fundamen-
tally sound logic that my colleague from
Maine displayed.

I will have to confess that sometimes
I kept arguing even after I was convinced
he was probably correct.

Mr. MUSKIE. It is a typical senatorial
trait, I might say.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I say to the distinguished Senator from
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Maine and the distinguished Senator
from Georgia that I had also intended to
ask that the commentary which appeared
in this morning’'s Washington Post en-
titled “Senator Nunn’s NATO Maneuver,”
written by Stephen S. Rosenfeld, be
printed in the Recorp, because I think
it is a commendatory and worthwhile
article, and I wish to join the distin-
guished Senator from Maine in all the
kind words—and well deserved they
were—which he had to say about the
Senator from Georgia. I ask the Senator
from Maine if he will allow me to have
the privilege of joining with him in in-
serting this commentary in the Recorp.

Mr. MUSKIE. I am proud to have the
Senator join me in that request.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank the
majority leader, and I really would like
to say in reply that I believe the major-
ity leader has done as much as anyone I
know to point out many of the real, le-
gitimate frustrations that we in America
have with our NATO allies. I believe the
majority leader's work in this regard has
contributed significantly to real move-
ment within the alliance to address many
of these legitimate grievances. I believe
the alliance is moving now, and I believe
much of that movement can be attrib-
uted to the efforts of the majority leader
in pointing these problems out. Although
we did not agree on the conclusion, we
did agree on many of the frustrations. I
look forward to the opportunity to con-
tinue to work with the majority leader,
the Senator from Maine, and many oth-
ers to move toward correcting many of
these frustrations we do have in dealing
with our NATO allies, because I think
NATO remains an important part of our
national security as well as the security
of the NATO countries.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There will be a con-
tinuing effort, I assure the Senator.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote on the conference re-
port occcur immediately after the vote on
the Wheat Convention.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD, Have the yeas and
nays been ordered?

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
on behalf of the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovern), I yield 3 min-
utes to the Senator from Maine,

Mr., MUSKIE. Mr, President, I under-
stand that while I was temporarily off
the floor, there was some discussion about
the makeup of the budget committees.
I would like to endorse the view that
the budget committees be as broadly
based and representative as possible, and
that we do not resort to the rule of
seniority automatically to exclude from
the committees younger members who
have shown an interest in this legisla-
tion and who offer the qualities of
character and ability to carry that re-
sponsibility.

I know that this was the sense of much
of the discussion in the Committee on
Government Operations as we considered
the budget committees, and I simply
wanted to make this point on the Senate
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floor as we come to the closing moments
of deliberation on this measure so that
the record may be clear.

I thank the distinguished majority
whip for yielding to me.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, to-
day, by joining in the House of Repre-
sentatives’ overwhelming approval of
the conference report on the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974, the Senate will finally take
the long-awaited step fo inject con-
gressional discipline into the budget
making process. Finally, the Congress
of the United States will have shown
long-overdue initiative in fiscal respon-
sibility. At last we are not merely react-
ing to intrusion or presidential encroach-
ment, though lessons of the past have
provided a compelling spur; instead we
are methodically planning for the future.
Congress is not delegating to the execu-
tive; we are not frantically parrying off
advances from the White House. Rather,
the legislative branch of the Government
is constructively and positively reorga-
nizing to deal with the hard decisions of
fiscal policy that we as a body have
shirked and shunted for too long.

Little more than 20 months ago the
situation was reversed; then, the Sen-
ate was considering an increase in the
public debt ceiling and placing a limita-
tion on expenditures. More importantly,
the bill also carried a provision which
would have in effect granted the Presi-
dent an item veto over any appropria-
tion.

Above and beyond any past vote, had
this measure passed with its grant of fis-
cal discretion to the President it would
have crippled Congress and given the
Presidency unassailable power. Worse
than the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, such a
provision would have enabled the Presi-
dent to rule supreme, across-the-board,
in foreign and domestic affairs.

Thankfully, this extraordinary power
was not granted to the President. The
time has come when Congress must seize
the reinsof leadership and place this
Nation back on the path of fiscal re-
sponsibility. Congress will never lead the
INation if it casts only a negative, defen-
sive shadow, preventing Executive dic-
tatorship but at the same time avoiding
legislative leadership. It is a limbo of
avoidance detrimental to this country’s
best interests. For if the Congress has
lost its responsibility and sense of direc-
tion, the public will eventually lose, too.

The Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 reconsti-
tutes Congress proper role in budget
formulation By establishing a tight con-
gressional budget timetable, by realining
the fiscal year, by creating House and
Senate budget committees, and by creat-
ing a specialized Congressional Budget
Office, we are providing the essential
means for an efiective legislative budget.
Such action removes Congress from the
budget policy dark ages, where we have
softened from disuse over the years, and
quite possibly might edge the budget
nearer the black, which we have not wit-
nessed in many a year of hardened def-
icit spending.

And so, Mr. President, I enthusiasti-
cally support the conference report with
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only one cautionary thought, This legis-
lation provides the necessary tools for
reassertion of congressional budget for-
mulation, and as I said earlier the first
step is open to us, but the avenue ahead
is long and steep. We have bemoaned the
abdication of congressional prerogatives
to the Executive in the past, and now
with the promise of budget reform we
must stick to our guns and we must have
the resolve to follow through. It is high
time we stopped the mere mouthing of
outrage at fiscal irresponsibility. We
must bite the fiscal bullet and forge
ahead.

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, I want to
express my support for the conference
report on the budget reform bill. This
legislation establishes some rational
mechanisms for the consideration of per-
forming our constitutional duty with re-
spect to the appropriations process. By
enacting a definite time frame to consider
overall spending limitations, the Con-
gress will be achieving the first step on
the road back to respectability.

Our greatest fault in the eyes of the
American people has been the haphazard
way in which we implement and modify
the budget requests of the President. I
firmly believe that the low standing given
to the Congress in the opinion polls is
due primarily to this inability to act re-
sponsibly on the Federal budget.

The conference report establishes a
May 15 deadline for the consideration of
authorization legislation. Consideration
of authorizing legislation after that date
could only occur upon the approval by
the Senate of a waiver from the rule,
and in the House after the Rules Com-
mittee adopted an emergency waiver. On
February 5, I introduced Senate Resolu-
tion 275 which would have established a
May 31 cutoff date for the consideration
of authorization legislation, This resolu-
tion was a product of strong interest by
the Republican Policy Committee in
budget reform.

Title X establishes a mechanism to
deal with the question of impoundment.
‘While I believe the President was forced
to initiate impoundments due to our in-
ability to recognize our responsibility in
keeping spending down, the procedure in
the conference report is a reasonable one
and in light of the questionable legality
of the impoundment action up to this
time, title X should result in a more bal-
anced and rational resolution of these
problems.

Mr. President, I applaud the work of
those committees and their members
who have worked so diligently on this
legislation. The bill will prove to be of
immense value to the Appropriations
Committees which have been forced to
fulfill their responsibilities under the
most difficult circumstances. As a co-
sponsor of the Senate version of this
budget reform bill, I want to record my
strong endorsement of this legislation. At
the same time, we should all note that
the legislation only establishes a proce-
dural means to carry out our respon-
sibilities. It will be up to each and every
Member to work in a positive fashion to
secure a policy of fiscal responsibility in
the Congress.

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, this
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legislation is a comerstone in efforts to
restore public trust and confidence in
Congress. It probably is the most impor-
tant bill we have passed during this Con-
gress.

The low estimation of Congress by the
public stems in large part from a recog-
nition by people that Congress is too
haphazard in its taxing and spending
policies. Meaningful budget reform legis-
lation should instill greater responsibil-
ity on Congress as a body to face up to
our fiscal duties.

Provisions of the bill controlling the
President’s ability to impound appropri-
ated funds also should help restore a bet-
ter balance between the executive and
legislative branches of Government.

I also want to pay tribute to the lead-
ership role played by Oregon Congress-
man Ar Urrman in shaping this legisla-
tion in the House of Representatives. I
recall he was the chairman of the com-
mittee that studied this hydra-headed
problem, and he really gave a push to the
final direction to the bill now before us.
As a member of the Senate Rules Com-
mittee, I was involved in our commit-
tee's deliberations on this bill. I want to
pay tribute to the Senators who worked
hard at this difficult task of shaping the
bill, and whose work helps Congress to-
day take such an important step as we
are doing in passing the budget reform
bill.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate considers today the conference re-
port on H.R. 7130, the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974. The conference bill before you
represents a compromise between the
Senate’s Congressional Budget Act of
1974, which passed the Senate unani-
mously on March 22, 1974, and the House
of Representatives Budget and Im-
poundment Act of 1973, which over-
whelmingly passed the House on Decem-
ber 5, 1973. I am pleased to report to you
that this compromise conference bill re-
tains the flexible and workable frame-
work for a congressional budget process
which was hammered out during the
Rules and Administration Committee’s
deliberations with the other standing
committees of the Senate, under the able
leadership of Senator Rosertr C. B¥rD,
chairman of the Rules Committee’s Sub-
committee on Standard Rules of the Sen-
ate. The conference bill further provides
a redrafted anti-impoundment title
which is acceptable to both the Senate
and House managers of the conference.
Senator Sam Ervin, who as chairman of
the Senate Committee on Government
Operations, has labored long and fruit-
fully on the whole issue of congressional
budget reform, is to be commended
again for his eloquent articulation of the
sense of the Senate concerning the
troublesome issue of Presidential im-
poundment funds for statutorily author-
ized Federal, State, and local programs.

Mr. President, I urge support on the
part of all Members of the Senate for
the passage of this important act. The
people of the United States are presently
looking to their elected representatives
in the Congress for national direction
and for more effective control of the Fed-
eral budget and the programs funded by
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that budget—programs that affect every
aspect of their, and our, daily lives. Upon
passage of this conference bill, and its
implementation over the next 2 years,
the Congress will have a new opportu-
nity to more effectively assert its vital
constitutional role in directing the ex-
penditures of our national resources to-
ward a sound national economy, in pro-
viding a healthy and controlled rate of
national growth, in curbing the inflation
which robs us all of our hard-earned re-
sources, in insuring a restoration of good
employment levels, and, of great concern
during the past several years, in the
formulation of a Federal budget, bal-
anced both to the needs of the people of
this country, and to the proper level of
Federal revenues. The accomplishment
of these tasks will require the sincere
commitment of each of us to the budget
control report being considered today.

Mr. President, as chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, I take great pride in the role played
by that committee and its staff in the
legislative development of this ecrucial
bill. In addition, the Senators, Repre-
sentatives, and staffs throughout the
committees of both Houses are to be con-
gratulated for the diligent and coopera-
tive efforts which they displayed in
bringing this measure to the point of en-
actment.

This has been a fine example of the
Congress working at its best; and to be
a successful step forward in the congres-
sional control of the Federal budget
process, more cooperative efforts of this
magnitude will be required during the
working out of the provisions in the con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974,

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, the senior
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Tarr), who is
necessarily absent, has contributed im-
portantly to the budget reform bill now
before us. He has requested that I submit
a statement for him. Accordingly, I ask
unanimous consent to have his state-
ment printed in the Recorp.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR TAFT

It gives me great pleasure to have before
us for debate the conference report on the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, I belleve that this legis-
lation conceivably could become the most
significant bill to be debated and passed by
the 93d Congress. It is potentially one of the
most lmportant bills to come before us in
years,

At this point I would like to express my
appreciation to the conferees for carrying out
their promise to reconsider section 606 of
the Senate bill, in connection with my
amendment to retain the off-budget status of
the Federal Financing Bank, I note that this
amendment in effect has been accepted. This
assures that the Bank will carry out its desig-
nated function which will save the taxpayers
many millions of dollars of interest expense.

The need for budget control legislation
has long been obvious. No properly run busi-
ness in the Nation considers each proposed
expenditure piecemeal, independently of a
careful assessment of total expenditure de-

mands and revenues available. No properly
run business with varying investment con-
cerns falls to assess whether its investment in
each concern relative to the rest reflects the
priorities it deems most beneficial Tor its in-




20486

terests. Yet, Congress has continued to op-
erate our Government, in which our tax-
payers have far more money invested than
in any corporation, in a manner which allows
expenditures to be agreed upon without con-
sideration of either their effect upon the total
budget picture or their relationship to Con-
gress sense of national priorities.

The legislation before us would provide a
structure for alleviating these problems. For
the first time, it would provide a regular con-
gressional framework for debating national
priorities, rather than only the merits of
individual proposals. It would also provide a
procedure for consideration of overall reve-
nue and expenditure levels and to some ex-
tent, the relationship of individual proposals
to these levels and the priorities agreed upon.

I weicome in particular the bill's new
controls on “backdoor spending,” such as
contract authority and “mandatory entitle-
ment” bills. During the past 6 fiscal years,
Congress has cut the administration’s appro-
priations requests by about £30 billion. How-
ever, during this same period, Congress ap-
proved in bills other than appropriation
bills—or “backdoor spending”—amounts in
excess of $30 billion more than the adminis-
tration's budget estimates.

I would be remiss if I did not mention my
doubts about the inechanics of this bill, The
proposed timetable for considering the budg-
et is strict and I remain concerned abgut
the early deadline for reporting of all legisla-
tion continuing authorizations, as well as the
expectation that all revenue, entitlement and
“controllable” appropriations bills could be
enacted In even the lengthened time period
agreed upon by the conferees. The time
periods between receipt by the Congressional
Office on the Budget, of information from all
authorizing committees; its report to Con-
gress on the budget; and reporting of a reso-
lution proposing appropriate budget levels
by the budget committees, remain very short,
while the period allowed near the end of the
fiscal year for budget reconciliation measures
may prove so short that it iIs unrealistic.

This bill is nevertheless a major first step
toward more responsible congressional action
on the budget. We must keep in mind, how-
ever, that it is only a first step. The intended
effect of any procedures we set up, including
these procedures, can be nullified or com-
promised, on any issue if the will is there
to do so0. Effective budget reform will follow
this procedural reform only to the extent it
is accompanied by increased “budget con-
sclousness” by individual Congressmen and
Senators, as reflected in the specific actions
of future Congresses.

EMERGENCY FINANCING FOR
LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No.
920, 8. 3679, that it be made the pend-
ing business until the hour of 1:30 p.m.
today, and that following the two votes,
the Senate return to the consideration
of S. 3679 if necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (8. 3679) to provide emergency fi-
nancing for livestock producers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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t.imThe PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
e?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
for the quorum call not be charged to
either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The third assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crarx). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

How much time does the Senator yield
himself?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield myself 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I support
the bill that will provide some financing
for our farmers who have suffered great
losses in “he cattle industry. As I have
said, let me say that I wholeheartedly
support the bill now before the Senate.

As the Washington Post stated in a
June 19 editorial:

The fundamental equilibrium of American
agriculture has been destroyed and the busi-
ness of breeding and raising cattle for the
market, never a safe enterprice, has sud-
denly become spectacularly risky.

Mr. President, I have never thought
the editoria! writers of that newspaper
to be particularly perceptive. However,
this sentence I have just read expresses
very succinctly the plight of livestock
producers today.

The editorial points out that the wild
swings in prices the past year have
turned the cattle business, and, I might
add, the entire livestock and poultry in-
dustry, “into an intolerably dangerous
speculation.”

The bill now pending, Mr, President,
will allow the most efficient producers of
livestock to remain in business until the
supply-demand situation comes back
into line and prices stabilize.

The loan guarantee program provided
in this bill will allow private lenders to
make long-term loans to livestock pro-
ducers in order to allow them to recover
from the disastrous losses sustained dur-
ing recent months. These loans will be
made at the market rate of interest and
only to individuals who depend primar-
ily upon the receipts from agricultural
production for their livelihood.

Mr. President, I understand the con-
cerns of those who fear that adoption of
this legislation will set a precedent. I
would share their concern were it not for
the fact that Government actions pre-
cipitated the destruction of fundamental
equilibrium of the livestock industry.

The imposition of the 90-day freeze
on meat prices last summer was the be-
ginning of the end for many producers
and will mean the bankruptcy of many
others unless the pending bill is adopted.

The biological cycle has been discussed
previously and the effect that any reduc-
tion in the number of breeding animals
will have on the long-range supply of
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beef, pork, poultry, milk and eggs. Credit
must be available to allow producers to
remain in business if we are to prevent
shortages and higher prices in coming
months.

Mr. President, I have always been an
advocate of the free enterprise system
and minimum Government interference
in our economy. However, the Govern-
ment did become involved in the econ-
omy in the form of price and wage con-
trols. Under this circumstance, I do not
believe it unreasonable for the Govern-
ment to provide loan guarantees to those
producers who have been driven to the
wall as a result of this Government ac-
tion.

Anyone who reads the newspapers or
listens to radio and television has heard
about the $100 to $200 per head losses
on beef cattle sold in recent months. Tes-
timony before the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry has revealed losses
of more than $600,000 in the past 6
months on one family farming operation
in Nebraska.

As one producer has stated:

To sum it all up, it seems to me that as a
result of much adverse publicity and public
misunderstanding of the economic problems
of the cattle industry, the people who have
taken the required risks will end up lcsmg
their investments as will the banks that
have thus far so generously backed them. In
the end the public will be the losers because
no one will be willing to risk their monetary
and personal effort resources against such
high odds, Would you?

Mr. President, S. 3679 is one way that
the Government can assist producers and
consumers with very little risk that the
taxpayer will be required to pay a dime
for some assurance that a plentiful sup-
ply of beef, pork, dairy products, poultry
and eggs will remain available.

Mr. President, let me stress again that
the primary factor in creating the dis-
astrous situation in the cattle industry
was the placing of price ceilings on beef.
It was a mistake to put the ceilings on.
It was a greater mistake for the Cost
of Living Council to stubbornly hang on
and hang on and refuse to remove those
ceilings at a time when everyone knowl-
edgeable about agriculture had told
them it was a mistake.

That is one of the basic problems.
There are other factors which have con-
tributed to the losses sustained by our
cattlemen.

The pending bill, as I have stated, is
so written that its benefits will go to the
pecople who are primarily engaged in
agriculture and who depend upon agri-
culture for their living. It is not a bill
to bail out the Wall Street farmer or
any other investor who has invested in a
cattle feeding enterprise. It is not a
proposal intended to do that. As a matter
of fact, there is a twofold limit on the
amount of the loan. The amount of the
loan is geared to past operations. It can-
not exceed that. There is also a dollar
limit of $1 million. The bill I originally
proposed had a limit of $250,000. I would
have no objection if this bill were re-
duced to $500,000. It is not intended and
will not bail out the nonfarmer investor
in a feeding operation. And that is right.

A report has come to me that one feed-
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ing operation in a State other than mine
lost $44 million. That operation was fi-
nanced by sophisticated and knowl-
edgeable people of, no doubt, great
wealth; but it is in the interest of every-
one, consumers, cattle feeders, ranchers
everywhere, that the ordinarily stable
agricultural production of cattle will go
on. Is it in the interests of banks and all
businesses on Main Street that this bill
be passed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following staff members of
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry be permitted the privilege of the
floor during debate and any votes on
5. 3679: Forest W. Reece, Jr., C. M.
Mouser, Henry Casso, and Carl P. Rose.

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

Mr., YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yield. How
much time does the Senator desire?

Mr. YOUNG. Three minutes or 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I yield the
Senator 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this is a
very important piece of legislation for
the cattle producers as well as the con-
sumers. Cattlemen, especially the feed-
ers, are in deep financial trouble, to the
extent that many of them will be going
out of business unless they can get some
financial assistance such as this bill
would provide.

Many will cut down their operations,
anyway. They will have to, because they
have lost so much money. These loans
will tend to keep more of them in busi-
ness and give some assurance to con-
sumers that they will have better supplies
available to them in the future than
would otherwise be possible without any
legislation at all. These loans are at reg-
ular commercial rates.

Mr. President, I commend the Senator
from Nebraska for a very fine statement.
I join him in what he has said about this
bill. It is a very important piece of legis-
lation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the
chairman of the subecommittee which
held hearings, I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
ABOUREZK) ,

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, first,
I congratulate my colleague from South
Dakota, the senior Senator (Mr. Mc-
GoverN) , for the leadership he has taken
on this issue, which is so critical not only
to the people of South Dakota but also
to all people throughout the country. If
we can do anything to preserve the do-
mestic livestock industry by way of pro-
viding credit so that they do not go under
in this very serious time, we will have
done a service not only for the livestock
people, not only for the people of South
Dakota themselves, but also for all con-
sumers throughout the United States of
America,.

Mr. President, the reason why that
particular statement is applicable, and
importantly so, is that if the livestock
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industry is allowed to go under because
of a manipulation of prices, because of
the serious defects in the market situa-
tion, in a year or two there may be a tre-
mendous shortage of beef. If consumers
think the prices of beef are high now,
wait until there is a tremendous short-
age, when people have culled their herds
and have stopped producing beef. There
will be a shortage. There will be a near
monopoly situation, with just a few large
feeders and packers controlling the situa-
tion, who will then charge as much as the
traffic will bear, to say nothing of the in-
crease in prices because of a shortage
created as a result of what is happening
in the livestock industry this year.

Mr, President, the majority of these
people are small farmers and small
ranchers. They do not deserve the eco-
nomic treatment they are getting.

Therefore, I congratulate my senior
colleague from South Dakota, the other
members of the commitiee, and the peo-
ple from agricultural States who have
worked in this regard to try to preserve
the livestock industry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANSFIELD). The senior Senator from
South Dakota is recognized.

(At this point, Mr. ABOUREZK assumed
the Chair,)

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

For a long time now, those of us who
have a deep inferest in agriculture have
been aware of the fact that the great
livestock sector of our agricultural plant
was badly hurt economically.

I think that beginning roughly last
October the collapse of livestock prices
affecting cattle, hogs, poultry, and non-
dairy products, has been one of the most
painful and traumatic experiences that
the livetock industry has known in many
Yyears.

The normal stability disappeared from
this complex production and marketing
operation due to a host of reasons.

These have been stated time and time
again on the floor of this Senate. Suffice
it to say, however, that the series of jolts
hitting the livestock sector have pre-
vented a return to normalcy.

As a result, producers of livestock are
faced with imminent disaster.

I had the privilege of chairing the
hearings on the legislation that is now
pending before us.

Hearings were held during January by
the comimttee in Jowa. In March, addi-
tional hearings were held in Washington.
And finally on Monday, June 17, 1974,
my subcommittee held an emergency
hearing on a loan guarantee program for
the hard-hit livestock sector of our agri-
cultural economy.

Four bills were before the committee,
all with the same objective. S. 3597 in-
troduced by Senator Curris and others:
S. 3605 introduced by Senator MoNTOYA
and others; S. 3606 introduced by my-
self, Senator ABoUrEzK, and others; and
S. 3624 by Senator DoLE,

During the course of our subcommittee
hearings we listened to the reactions
with respect to these four proposals, and
to other suggestions that were made by
knowledgeable people in the field. Then
the committee drafted a composite bill
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which, I think, represents the best of
these four measures to which I have re-
ferred.

During the course of the hearings, the
committee heard dramatic testimony
about the mounting losses experienced
by all involved in producing livestock,
dairy products, poultry, and eggs.

The subcommittee, therefore, resolved
that immediate action be taken on the
loan guarantee legislation pending be-
fore it. And on Wednesday, June 19,
1974, the full committee approved a bill,
S. 3679, which is now before the Senate.

The bill being reported by the com-
mittee—

First. Establishes a temporary guar-
anteed loan program to assist bona fide
farmers and ranchers—including oper-
ators of feedlots—who are primarily en-
gaged in agricultural production for the
purpose of breeding, raising, fattening,
or marketing beef cattle, dairy cattle,
swine, chickens, turkeys, or the products
thereof.

Second. Requires the Secretary of
Agriculture to guarantee up to 90 per-
cent of loans made by any Federal or
State chartered lending agency or other
approved lender. The guarantee would
be applicable to new loans and loans
made to refinance existing indebtedness
where absolutely essential in order for
the farmer or rancher to remain in busi-
ness.

Third. Provides that the borrower
must be unable to obtain financing in
the absence of the guarantee authorized
by the bill.

Fourth. Provides that guaranteed
loans must be repayable in not more
than 7 years, but may be renewed for
not more than 5 additional years.

Fifth. Provides that the interest rate
under guaranteed loans shall be a rate
to be agreed upon by the lender and
borrower.

There is no subsidized interest rate
in this legislation. One witness after an-
other who testified said that they were
not interested in a subsidy; they were
simply interested in a formula being es-
tablished, under which they could get
emergency credit. They are willing to
pay the going interest rate to pay off
their loans. I think this legislation is ab-
solutely essential toward that end.

The authority to guarantee loans
would expire 1 yvear from the date of
enactment of the bill. However, the pro-
gram could be extended for an addi-
tional 6 months if the Secretary deter-
mined that continued guaraniees were
necessary.

It is particularly important to note
that this bill contains no subsidies of
any kind,

It is a straight guaranteed loan pro-
gram with interest charges set at com-
petitive open market rates.

Guarantees are up to 90 percent of the
total loan and interest charges are at
such rates as agreed to by lenders and
borrowers.

Loans are to be made to bona fide
farmers and ranchers, including the op-
erators of feed lots, who are primarily
engaged in the production of livestoek,
poultry and the products thereof. Ii is
not the intent of the committee to pro-
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vide emergency credit to those who pro-
duce ‘livestock as a hobby or as a tax
shelter.

There are a number of young farmers,
presently identified as part time, be-
cause they, and perhaps even their wives,
work in towns whose aim is to build up an
equity in farming to the point where it
will be a full-time operation. Their pres-
ent income from farming may be less
than off-farm income, but their dream
is to the future. And I personally believe
that these industrious young farmers do
guality as bona fide farmers and are
eligible for guaranteed loans under the
provisions of the bill.

These young people are part of the
entire livestock industry now caught in
a cost-price squeeze that threatens the
economic viability of that industry.

The purpose of the committee bill is
to provide credit to those farmers and
ranchers who cannot get credit elsewhere
and the committee bill clearly requires
that a farmer or rancher who is able to
get credit elsewhere does not qualify for
assistance. The legislation requires only
a certification by the borrowers and the
lender with respect to credit elsewhere. It
does not require additional proof.

Although the committee recognized
the livestock industry has many large
producers who have been driven to the
wall financially because of the current
economic crisis, it felt that there should
be some limit on the amount of any loan
to be guaranteed by the Federal Govern-
ment. Therefore, the committee bill lim-
its any loan to be guaranteed under the
bill to the amount necessary for the pro-
ducer to maintain his operation. In no
case, however, shall any loan be guar-
anteed to a single borrower in excess of
one million dollars. However, the com-
mittee expects that most of the loans to
be guaranteed under the bill will be much
smaller than this. The credit elsewhere
requirement is expected to exclude most
of the larger operators.

The central thrust and purpose of this
legislation are to save from financial ruin
and economic liguidation the family
farmer, who is the backbone of this Na-
tion’s rural economy. It is the tremen-
dous influx of desperate pleas from these
family farmers in the form of calls, let-
ters, and telegrams that has prompted
the committee to act so expeditiously.

One of the most dramatic situations is
evident for beef, where prices have fallen
more than 25 percent since January. The
cow-calf operator whose market is de-
pendent upon the feeder has seen paral-
lel or even greater price declines for their
calves. And hog prices have fallen 43
percent since January.

Dairy, poultry, including turkeys, and
egg producers are facing the same im-
minent threat of complete financial col-
lapse that cattle and hog producers are
facing. Since January, egg prices and
broiler prices are down 37 percent and
13 percent respectively. Turkey prices in
May were 24 percent below a year earlier
and manufacturing milk prices are down
by 10 percent just since March.

But, this is only one side of the vise
now pressuring livestock producers. The
other is increased production costs.

The price of corn, the major grain, is
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about 20 percent higher than a year ago,
farmland prices increased by 21 percent
in 1973, and interest rates have sky-
rocketed. And the total index of product
costs is up by more than a fifth.

Testimony before the committee indi-
cated that cattle feeders are now losing
from $100 to $200 per head marketed;
and hog feeders about $30 per head. Esti-
mates for the poultry industry indicate
egg producers are losing about 10 cents
per dozen on eggs, broiler producers are
suffering a 6-to-8-cent-per-pound loss
and turkey producers are now facing
losses of 10 to i2 cents per pound.

This devastating situation threatens
the well-being of every farmer, every
rural bank, every small businessman,
and verily, the economy of the entire
Nation.

Mr. President, on Monday last, a large
part of the day was taken up by Sena-
tors outlining the emergency nature of
the crisis facing the livestock industry.

Also, on Monday last, a letter to the
President, initiated under the auspices
of the majority leader, Senator MixE
MaNSFIELD, and signed by 43 Senators of
both parties, presented the facts of the
case.

Mr. President, it is important to un-
derstand that this is a bill not simply de-
signed to stabilize and assist the livestock
industry, but also to assist the entire
economy of the United States. If that im-
portant sector of our agricultural in-
dustry were to go under—and many of
our producers now appear to be so situ-
ated—it would have a devastating effect
on the whole agribusiness economy and
indirectly upon the economy of the en-
tire Nation.

The inevitable result of that is not
only the depressing effects on the Ameri-
can economy but also the collapse of
these meat producers followed in very
short order by the disappearance of meat
supplies, with consequent problems for
the consumer ir the form of much higher
prices.

Mr. President, I think it is important
particularly for those who are operating
caftle ranches to understand that this
problem is very close to them as well
as to the feeders.

This is an emergency situation and I
urge the Senate to approve this bill
expeditiously.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the ReEcorp an
excerpt from the committee report on
the pending measure, the emergency
livestock credit bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

SHORT EXPLANATION

The bill being reported by the Committee—

(1) Establishes a temporary guaranteed
loan program to assist bona fide farmers and
ranchers—including operators of feedlots—
who are primarily engaged in agricultural
production for the purpose of breeding, rais-
ing, fattening, or marketing beef cattle, dairy
cattle, swine, chickens, turkeys, or the prod-
ucts thereof.

(2) Requires the Secretary of Agriculture
to guarantee up to 60 percent of loans made
by any Federal or State chartered lending
agency or other approved lender. The guaran-
tee would be applicable to (a) new loans
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and (b) loans made to refinance existing
indebtedness where absolutely essential in
order for the farmer or rancher to remain in
business.

(3) Provides that the borrower must be
unable to obtain financing in the absence
of the guarantee authorized by the bill.

(4) Provides that guaranteed loans must
be repayable in not more than seven years,
but may be renewed for not more than five
additional years.

(5) Provides that the interest rate under
guaranteed loans shall be a rate to be agreed
upon by the lender and borrower.

The authority to guarantee loans would
expire one year from the date of enactment
of the bill. However, the program could be
extended for an additional six months if the
Secretary determined that continued guaran-
tees were necessary.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

This bill is not designed to bail the live-
stock industry out of a loss situation at the
expense of the government; nor is it designed
to provide livestock, dairy, poultry, and egg
producers with low interest loans backed by
little or no security.

Rather, it is an attempt to bring back to
that industry the financial stability so neces-
sary to its survival.

The guaranteed loans provided by this bill
will be at full market interest rates and bor-
rowers will be required to demonstrate a lack
of credit availability on the one hand and
credit worthiness on the other.

As a matter of fact, the hearings held by
the Committee are replete with assertions by
livestock producers that they desire neither a
handout nor a subsidy, They want only a
source of immediate credit at going market
interest rates in order to survive.

All segments of the American livestock in-
dustry are caught in a cost-price squeeze that
threatens the economic viability of the in-
dustry. One of the most dramatic situations
is evident for beef, where prices have fallen
more than 25 percent since January. The cow-
calf operator whose market is dependent
upon the feeder has seen parallel or even
greater price declines for their calves. And
hog prices have fallen 43 percent since
January.

Dairy, poultry (including turkeys), and
egg producers are facing the same imminent
threat of complete financial collapse that
cattle and hog producers are facing. Since
January, egg prices and broiler prices are
down 37 percent and 13 percent respectively.
Turkey prices in May were 24 percent below
a year earlier and manufacturing milk prices
are down by 10 percent just since March.

But, this is only one side of the vise now
pressuring livestock producers, The other is
increased production costs.

The price of corn, the major grain, is about
20 percent higher than a year ago, farmland
prices increased by 21 percent in 1973, and
Interest rates have skyrocketed. And the total
index of production costs is up by more than
one-fifth.

Testimony before the Committee indi-
cated that cattle feeders are now losing from
$100 to $200 per head marketed; and hog
feeders about $30 per head. Estimates for the
poultry industry indicate egg producers are
losing about 10 cents per dozen on eggs,
broiler producers are suffering losses of about
6 cents per pound, and turkey producers are
now facing losses of 10 to 12 cents per pound.

This situation cannot be easily dismissed
as “normal” market adjustment. The fac-
tors that have contributed to the current
crunch are as diverse as drought and the
devaluation of the dollar.

Clear consumer preference for beefl has
been evident since the mid-50's. This has
been demonstrated by expanded per capita
beef consumption—86 percent more in 1872
than in 1962. Pork consumption has con-
tinued at a fairly constant rate. Poultry meat
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consumption has expanded as increased effi-
ciency of production brought broilers to the
table at lower and lower prices.

The changing consumption patterns seem-
ingly all culminated between 1969 and 1971.
At this point, the historic price relationships
between beef at retail and other meat broke.
The traditional 10 to 20 cents per pound pre-
mium for beef over pork surged to a 34-cent-
average in 1971 and continued at 30 cents in
1972. This fact alone caused a near depres-
sion for the pork industry in 1971. And broiler
consumption stabilized. For the period 1970
to 1973, real disposable personal income rose
at an increasing rate, expanding demand for
all livestock products, especially beef, Con-
current expansion of food stamp programs
also gave additional food buying power to the
group with the highest marginal propensity
of food demand, especially livestock products.
The effect of this rising demand, in the face
of fixed supplies in the short term, resulted
in rising prices,

Beef is the dominant sector and consumers
have demonstrated a clear preference for beef.
Beginning in 1971 beef producers began ac-
celerating expansion to meet the rising de-
mand. However, efforts to expand livestock
production and specifically beef production
resulted in an initial decline in supply.

This problem is the result of producers
holding heifers back for cow herd expansion
rather than marketing them. The biological
cycle for cattle—helifer retention to fed
calf—is approximately three years. This ex-
pansion effort is only now becoming evi-
dent in larger supplies of feeder calves and
subsequent supplies of slaughter cattle.

This entire effort had the misfortune of
coinciding wth an unexpected surge in ex-
ports of grain and protein feeds, This surge
in shipments along with expanding domestic
use pulled grain stocks to critically low
levels and precipitated skyrocketing com-
modity prices.

The unrelenting upward trend of prices in
1973 was partially offset by broad expansion
in personal incomes that held real incomes
at a fairly constant level. This permitted
consumers to continue their bid for beef.
And beef producers, in their efforts to ex-
pand, were forced to buy high priced feed
and feeder cattle and to use increasing
amounts of credit at higher and higher in-
terest rates.

The same economic situation is also fac-
ing the Nation's dairy farmers. Because of
rising production costs, dairymen have been
reducing production or going out of busi-
ness at an alarming rate. Milk production in
the United States has fallen steadily since
October 1972, In 19872, U.S, milk production
totaled 119.9 billion pounds. Last year it was
115.6 billion pounds, and through the first
five months of 1974 production is 2.6 per-
cent under last year.

Faced with rising costs, the dairyman has
seen his income deteriorate markedly in the
last sixty days. The Minnesota-Wisconsin
Price Series for milk, a basic measure of the
prices paid for manufacturing milk in this
major dairy area and the basic determi-
nant of milk price levels in the Federal milk
market orders, has dropped $1.22 per hun-
dredweight since March. Prices for basic
manufactured dairy products such as Ched-
dar cheese, butter, and nonfat dry milk has
declined by 16 to 20 percent since early
April.

Imports of both dry milk and cheese have
also contributed materially to the existing
problem. At the present time, the govern-
ment i8 having to purchase cheese to sta-
bilize this market.

Consumers will benefit in the long run if
farmers are now assured that milk prices
will not fall precipitously and remain at be-
low cost of production levels for a prolonged
period.

The signals of problems started appearing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

as poultry and dairy producers necessarily
cut production as costs outstripped returns.

Hog producers still remembering the price
break in 1971 and faced with high costs and
an uncertain market, delayed expansion in
spite of rising hog prices. Beef producers ex-
perienced repeated market disruptions, but
the turning point was the downturn of feed-
ing margins in September, Since that time, a
loss position has persisted and for many pro-
ducers has intensified.

The market has been further dampened by
a turndown of real per capita personal dis-
posable income in the fourth quarter of 1973
that has also continued. Finally, the world
economy hit with the energy crisis has
slumped, taking the edge off world demand
for meat products. This has turned a world
meat deficit into a relative surplus over-
night.

The list of factors that have contributed
to the U.S. livestock industry’s problems is
long and this adds to the complexity of the
problem. With the advantage of hindsight,
many of the problems could have been min-
imized but probably none could have been
completely avoided. Appropriately, the intent
of this Act is not to focus blame but rather
to minimize consequences.

The current situation the livestock indus-
try is in is somewhat similar to that experi-
enced in 1951 and 1952, The beef experience
at that time provides a historic reference of
the impending problems.

In April of 1951, beef prices peaked at just
over $30 per hundredweight. Prices then be-
gan a two and one-half year decline, reach-
ing a low of $14.50 per hundredweight and,
in November of 19563, a 52 percent decline.
No real strengthening of the market was
evident until 1957.

This long period of price declines set off
& chaln reaction that compounded the prob-
lem. First, the build-up of the cow herd that
the high prices stimulated was reached just
when prices reached their low. The liguida-
tion of cattle in response to falling prices
held farm prices down and in fact saw an
almost eight percent decline in the cow herd.
No increases in cow herd was evident until
1959 and it did not regain its 1054 levels
again until 1963—nine years later.

Because of the long time period for beef
production response, it is imperative that no
inappropriate adjustments be made. The
dairy cow cycle is about the same as for beef,
The hog cycle is somewhat shorter as are the
cycles for poultry. In every case, however,
there is a lag between demand and supply
response,

Today the situation is even more pre-
carious than in the 1950's because of several
structural changes that have developed over
the past twenty years.

1. There are significantly fewer producers
and feeders today so any loss of livestock en-
terprises has a larger impact.,

2. The average equity position of agricul-
ture is lower. In 1951, it was a little over 90
percent. Today, it is below 80 percent and
many producers are in the 50 percent range.
This fact, plus the higher cost of eredit, puts
producers in a much more vulnerable
position.

3. Today there is almost no “beef reserve”.
In the past a large share of all cattle was
marketed as lightweight or unfinished cattle.
Today nearly all animals are fed-out, which
maximizes per animal beef production. A
large share of the 100 percent increase in
beef production in the last two decades has
been achieved in this manner. Therefore, the
loss of animal numbers cannot be made up
in 1974 as it could be done in the 1950's.

4. Finally, beef is much more important to
American consumers today than it was in
the past, In the early fifties beef accounted
for about 45 percent of all meat consumed,
whereas it accounts for 60 percent today.

We are now faced with the guestion of
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whether to intervene in the livestock market
or to leave the industry to its plight. If the
experience of the fifties is germane, the in-
dustry, left to its own plight, would undergo
& sharp decline and a long period of trying
to rebuild. In all likelihood the American
consumer would not find beef in the same
guantities as 1972 again until nearly the
mid-80's. Other livestock products would
follow a similar pattern. While immediate
price relief might occur, the shortages that
would develop would guickly turn this relief
into distress,

In addition to the simple supply-demand
equation of meat, it is worthy to note that
the decline in livestock prices during the
fifties caused a parallel decline in grain
prices. Corn prices, for instance, fell nearly
40 percent over eight years and only began
to rebound when livestock production began
to pick up again.

Grain prices are unusually high today be-
cause of the low stocks. But if livestock
feeding, which consumes about 5.3 billion
bushels of grain a year, declines 20 percent
and current crop projections are reached,
serlous surpluses could develop overnight.
This would deal a crushing blow to grain
farmers and could necessitate government
purchases and storage,

The integrated nature of agriculture sug-
gesta that failure to maintain viability in
one sector can cause collapse in others. This
would in turn threaten the many industries
directly related to agriculture as either sup-
pliers or processors.

The welfare of rural communities is ab-
solutely tled to agriculture and agribusiness.
If these communities that already lag the
Nation slip further behind, they may be lost
forever. Finally, if this scenarlo occurs, it is
clear that the impact will spread throughout
the economy and could signal imminent eco-
nomic disaster.

Clearly no responsible government would
ever permit this to progress to culmination.
Intervention would come at some point; but
if we wait until the problem spreads, the
cost will be greater and the risk of failure
will be greater. The current bill is preventive,
temporary, and at virtually no cost.

The preventive factors include the timeli-
ness of stopping the problem before it be-
comes more serious. Also, it avoids the irre-
sponsible action of negating the expansion
efflorts of livestock producers over the past
three years. Producers and consumers would
then be forced to agaln endure the pains of
shortages and lags.

The bill is temporary in that it has a one-
year life. There is a proviso for a six month
extension if the Secretary of Agriculture
deems it necessary. Feeder prices are down,
and projected crop levels this year should
moderate feed costs. But if producers aren't
helped through the interim this will be of
no importance.

The program will have virtually no costs
in that it is not a subsidy, all the guaranteed
loans will be secured, and it will use existing
agencies to administer it. The benefits in the
immediate time frame are continuity of live-
stock production. In the longer run, they are
adequate supplies of quality livestock prod-
ucts at reasonable prices.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The Commitiee on Agriculture and Fores-
try has been concerned about the plight of
livestock producers for some time. On Jan-
uary 16 and 17 the Subcommittee on Agri-
cultural Production, Marketing, and Stabil-
ization of Prices held hearings in Sioux City,
Iowa, and Maquoketa, Iowa, on livestock
feeding problems. At these hearings the Sub-
committee heard dramatic testimony about
the mounting losses that cattle feeders were
beginning to experience. Again the Subcom-
mittee held hearings on the farm and retail
prldce:;‘}for beef in Washington on March 13
an .
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Since January of this year the plight of
livestock producers has steadlly worsened.
The prices of beef, pork, poultry, and eggs
have continued to trend downward while
feed costs have remalned high and other
costs of production have dramatically in-
creased.

Livestock producers are basically at the
mercy of free market fluctuations and do not
have the benefit of a government price sup-
port program. Therefore, in spite of the
Committee's awareness of problems in the
livestock industry, there has been very little
that the Committee could do to alleviate
their problems. However, several Members of
the Committee have forcefully urged the
President to reimpose meat import quotas
and quotas on dairy imports.

The continued disastrous condition of
many segments of the livestock industry
and the threat of wholesale bankruptcles in
rural areas prompted emergency hearings of
the Subcommittee on Agricultural Credit
and Rural Electrification on June 17. After
hearing the plight of the livestock industry,
the Subcommittee resolved that immediate
action must be taken on legislation pending
before it. Four bills had been introduced to
provide for emergency livestock loans. These
are S. 3597, S. 3605, 8. 3606, and S. 3624, The
subcommittee combined the features of
these bills in a proposed revised bill and if
was considered by the full Committee in the
Executive Session on June 19,

The Committee considered this legislation
with an overwhelming sense of urgency, for
the collapse of an entire industry is possible
if immediate credit relief is not provided.
However, the Committee considered carefully
each point in the legislation and took special
care that the new emergency credit program
that is to be established would not be sub-
ject to misuse, abuse, and scandal.

The Committee felt strongly that emer-
gency credit should be provided only to indi-
viduals who are bona fide farmers and
ranchers, including operators of feedlots,
who are primarily engaged in livestock pro-
duction. The Committee agreed that the gov-
ernment should not provide emergency
credit relief to those who invest in or pro-
duce livestock as a hobby or as a tax shelter.
The Committee felt also that the credit to be
provided under the bill should not be avail-
able to any individuals not actively engaged
in the production of llvestock prior to the
enactment of the bill.

The purpose of the Committee bill is to
provide credit to those farmers and ranchers
who cannot get credit elsewhere and the
Committee bill clearly requires that a farmer
or rancher who is able to get credit elsewhere
does not qualify for assistance, Although the
Committee recognized the livestock industry
has many large producers who have been
driven to the wall financially because of the
current economic crisis, it felt that there
should be some limit on the amount of any
loan to be guaranteed by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Therefore, the Committee bill 1im-
its any loan to be guaranteed under the bill
to the amount necessary for the producer to
maintain his operation. In no case, however,
shall any loan be guaranteed to & single bor-
rower in excess of one million dollars. How=-
ever, the Committee expects that most of the
loans to be guaranteed under the bill will be
much smaller than this. The credit elsewhere
requirement is expected to exclude most of
the larger operators.

The central thrust and purpose of this leg-
islation are to save from financial ruin and
economic liguidation the family farmer, who
is the backbone of this Nation’s rural econ-
omy. It is the tremendous Influx of desperate
pleas from these family farmers in the form
of calls, letters, and telegrams that has
prompted the Commiftee to act so expedi-
tiously.

The Committee hopes that the current
financial emergency that exists In the live-
stock industry will be short-lived. If the
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causes of the current crisis are mot elimi-
nated, certainly a huge part of the produc-
tive capacity of this Nation will be elimi-
nated and both producers and consumers will
suffer for years to come. The Committee
recognizes that this bill deals only with the
symptoms of the current problem, and not
with the causes. Since the Committee felt
that the current emergency situation must
and will be worked out within the next few
months, it felt that emergency credit relief
should not be available indefinitely, There-
fore, the bill would limit to one year the
period in which the Secretary of Agriculture
can guarantee loans. The Secretary would
have the power to extend the guarantee au-
thority for an additional six months if he
determines that such guarantees are neces-
sary and if he notifies the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate and
the Committee on Agriculture of the House
of Representatives.

Traditionally, llvestock producers have
been a flercely independent group of people
and they have never wanted to rely on gov-
ernment assistance and government sub-
sidies. Even In thelr current dire straits, the
livestock producers of this Nation do not
want a subsidy. They merely want an exten-
sion of credit to allow them to remain in
business until their prices improve. The Com-
mittee agreed with this sentiment, and the
Committee bill provides that the interest to
be charged on the loans guaranteed under the
bill shall be & rate to be agreed upon by the
lender and the borrower. However, the Com-
mittee expects that the interest rate will be
lower than the current rates being charged
by banks and other lending institutions. Un-
der normal circumstances, the interest rate
on a loan is a function of the supply and de-
mand for funds and the risk involved. Under
the Committee bill up to 90 percent of each
loan involved would be guaranteed by the
government. As a result, the lending institu-
tions' risk will be significantly reduced and
this reduction in risk should be reflected in
lower interest rates,

The Committee bill would create no new
bureaucracy and would involve a minimum
of red tape. Under the Committee bill, the
Becretary of Agriculture will rely primarily
on local lending institutions to handle the
paper work and make the proper determina-
tions on credit applications. It is expected
that the Secretary will administer this pro-
gram through the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration.

While Farmers Home Administration will
have some discretion in approving loan ap-
plications, it must rely primarily on the
judgment of banks, the institutions of the
Farm Credit System, and other agricultural
lenders that will be making the loans. Be-
cause these lenders will not have the benefit
of a government guarantee on at least 10
percent of each loan, they may be expected
to exercise good judgment. The Committee
does not want the FParmers Home Admin-
istration to take an inordinate amount of
time to issue regulations and it does not feel
that an undue amount of paper work should
be necessary. If this emergency credit bill is
to have any benefit for America’s livestock
producers, it must be implemented Immedi-
ately, with a minimum of bureaucratic red-
tape. Therefore, the Coinmittee bill requires
that the Becretary issue regulations to im-
plement the Act not later than 10 days after
its enactment.

The Chalrman of the House Committee on
Agriculture has indicated his willingness to
move very quickly on emergency credit leg-
islation that is passed by the Senate. In
fact, the House Committee is currently hold-
ing hearings on the Ilivestock situation.
Therefore, the Committee believes that the
Department of Agriculture should now begin
work on regulations and procedures to im-
plement the Committee bill. If the Depart-
ment of Agriculture will take such steps at
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the present time, it can be in a position to
start guaranteeing loans immediately for
livestock producers when the President signs
the bill.
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS
Section 1. Short title

Section 1 provides that the short title is
the “Emergency Livestock Credit Act of
1974,

Section 2. Emergency guaranteed loan
program

Section 2 requires the Secretary of Agri-
culture to provide financial assistance to
bona fide farmers and ranchers, including
operators of feedlots, who are primarily en-
gaged in agricultural production for the
purpose of breeding, raising, fattening, or
marketing beef cattle, dairy cattle, swine,
chickens, turkeys, or the products thereof.

Subsection (b) provides that the Secre-
tary shall provide such assistance by guar-
anteeing loans made by any Federal or
State chartered bank, savings and loan asso-
cilation, cooperative lending agency, or other
approved lender.

Subsection (c) provides that no contract
guaranteeing any such loans by an approved
lender shall require the Secretary to partici-
pate In more than ninety per centum of any
loss sustained thereon.

Section 3. Certifications for guaranteed loans

Bection 3 requires certifications by the
lender and the farmer or rancher applying
for a guaranteed loan.

Subsection (a) requires that the lender
certify that (1) he will be unable to provide
credit to the borrower in the absence of the
guarantee authorized by the bill; (2) the

borrower 18 primarily engaged in agricultural
production, and the financing to be fur-
nished the farmer or rancher is to be used
for purposes related to the breeding, raising,
fattening, or marketing of livestock or live-
stock products; (3) the loan is for the pur-

pose of maintaining the operations of the
farmer or rancher; and (4) in the case of
any loan to refinance a farmer or rancher, the
loan and refinancing are absolutely essen-
tial in order for the farmer or rancher to
remsain in business.

Subsection (b) requires that the farmer or
rancher certify that he will be unable to ob-
tain financing in the absence of the guar-
antee authorized by this Act.

Section 3 also provides that the total loans
guaranteed under the bill for any farmer or
rancher shall not exceed $1,000,000,

Section 4. Security

Section 4 provides that guaranteed loans
shall be secured by the personal obligation
and available security of the farmer or
rancher, and in the case of loans to corpora-
tions or other business organizations, by the
personal obligation and avallable security of
each person holding as much as ten per
centum of the stock or other interest in the
corporation or organization.

The loans shall be payable in mot more
than seven years, but may be renewed for
not more than five additional years.

Guaranteed loans shall bear interest at a
rate to be agreed upon by the lender and
borrower,

Section §. Outstanding loan guerantees

Section 5 provides that outstanding loan
guarantees shall not exceed $3 billion at one
time. Subject to the provisions of section
2(c) of this bill, the Secretary shall use the
fund created by Section 309 of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act to
pay to the holder of any note in default, upon
assignment of the note to the Secretary at
the Secretary's request, the balance due on
the loan.

Section 6. Limitation on guaranteed loans
made by individuel lenders

Section 6 prohibits the Secretary from
guaranteeing loans made by a single lender




June 21, 197}

in excess of the highest amount of agricul-
tural loans the lender had outstanding in the
eighteen-month period prior to enactment of
the bill. In the case of lenders who had no
agricultural loans outstanding, the Secretary
is prohibited from guaranteeing loans in ex-
cess of ten times the capital and surplus of
such lender.
Section 7. Budget impact

Section 7 provides that guarantees shall
not be included in the totals of the budget
of the United States Government and shall
be exempt from any general limitation im-
posed by statute on expenditures and net
lending (budget outlays) of the United
States.

Section 8. Termination of program

Section 8 provides that the BSecretary's
authority to make guarantees shall expire
one year from the date of enactment. How-
ever, the Secretary may extend the authority
for an additional six months if he deter-
mines that adequate credit cannot be ob-
tained without the guarantee and he notifies
the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry and the House Committee on Agri-
culture at least 30 days prior to announcing
such extension.

Section 9. Exemption from SEC regulation
and assignability of guarantees

Subsection (a) provides that the provisions
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act exempting securities based on or
backed by loans guaranteed under such Act
from Securities and Exchange Commission
regulation are extended to loans guaranteed
under the bill.

Subsection (b) provides that contracts of
guarantee shall be fully assignable,

Section 10. Regulations

Section 10 authorizes the Secretary of Agri-
culture to issue such regulations as he deems
necessary to carry out the bill. The regula-
tions are to be issued not later than 10 days
after the enactment of the bill.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION

Statement of J. Phil Campbell, Under Secre-
tary, U.S. Department of Agriculture—
June 17, 1974

I welcome this opportunity te work with
the Congress to find a solution to the dis-
tressed situation livestock producers are now
facing. As this testimony is being presented,
there is also a meeting at the White House
that includes all segments of the cattle and
food industry to discuss the problems of
cattlemen. Hopefully, we can make progress
today in better understanding and solving
these problems which would benefit us all.

The bills now before the Congress would
make more money available to the cattle in-
dustry through financial assistance from the
Department of Agriculture. While the spon-
sors of these bills are properly concerned and
are making a sincere effort to help an alling
industry, we are opposed to S. 3597, S. 3605,
S. 3606, and S. 3624 as well as other similar
bills which may be introduced. We believe
that they offer only a partial short term solu-
tion to a very complex set of circumstances
and would be more harmful than helpful to
the cattle industry in the long run,

While all of the bllls have the common
purpose of providing financial assistance to
livestock producers and feeders, the provi-
sions of the bills contain considerable dif-
ferences. Some of the similarities and differ-
ences are as follows:

(1) All of the hbills would authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to guarantee loans
to assist livestock producers and feeders to
finance normal operation in connection with
buying, ralsing, and selling livestock, at varl-
ous interest rates, some of which require a
Government subsidy. 8. 3597 would also ap-
pear to authorize a direct loan program.

(2) With the exception of S. 3605, all
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would establish permanent assistance pro-
grams,

(3) Again with the exception of 8. 3605,
the bills amend the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act which Is the basic
autthority of the Farmers Home Administra-
tion.

(4) There is no uniform requirement in all
of the bills that an applicant be unable to
obtaln credit elsewhere at reasonable rates
and terms.

(5) S.35087 and 8. 3624 limit the guarantee
of any loan to 80 percent of any loss. 8. 3605
limits any guarantee or commitment to guar-
antee to 90 percent of the outstanding
principal amount of any loan.

(6) S. 36056 authorizes coverage of persons
engaged in the “cattle-raising business";
B. 3606 authorizes coverage of livestock pro-
ducing operations of cattle, hogs and pigs;
and 8. 3597 and 5. 3624 authorize coverage
of livestock operations without defining the
term “livestock.”

(7) All of the bills authorize financial as-
sistance to individuals and 5. 3606 would also
permit such assistance to partnerships and
family corporations.

With this as background, I would like to
go into more detail about why we do not
recommend enactment of these bills. We
must keep in mind as we consider financial
assistance to cattlemen that cattle feeders
have experienced extreme swings in the eco-
nomics of catile feeding since early last
year. A number of factors converged during
the latter half of 1973 and so far this year
to place cattle feeders, particularly those
having cattle custom fed, in a finaneial
squeeze, These factors include extended price
controls on beef during 1973, prolonged feed-
ing periods which led to the marketing of
many over-fat cattle, transportation and
labor problems, consumer resistance to higher
retail meat prices, sharp rises in feed costs,
high costs of feeder cattle until recently,
and the general rise of other cost items as-
sociated with cattle feeding.

We see little chance of a return to a “nor-
mal" profit situation for most cattle feeders
until sometime in the fall, but the worst
may be over, Prices of feeder cattle have de-
clined sharply and feed cosis are expected
to moderate some later this year if the crops
turn out as large as now indicated. Moreover,
the number of cattle currently on feed ap-
pears to be coming in line with demand.

Cattlemen are discouraged and some are
asking for help in the form of low interest
and Government guaranteed loans. But many
others are strongly opposed to any such ac-
tion that would nudge the Government to-
ward a deeper Involvement in the cattle busi-
ness. This has always been the case. Most
cattlemen have been very vocal about not
wanting any outside help. They have pre-
ferred to solve their own problems.

And as many long time observers of the
cattle Industry know, anything that would
artificially stimulate the number of cattle
placed on feed, such as low interest loans,
would only worsen and prolong the current
situation. It is our opinion that the financial
assistance offered in these bills would have
that effect. The cattle inventory has been
building for several years and the breeding
herd is now large enough to provide substan-
tially more cattle for the slaughter market
during the next 2 or 3 years. The hard facts
are that fed cattle weigh more than grass
fed cattle. So if we move a larger than nor-
mal percentage of cattle through feedlots
during the next year or so, we will be adding
a large tonnage of beef to a market that will
be absorbing large quantities of beef as the
inventory adjustment takes place. This we
believe is what current bills now before the
Congress would do—add more beef to an
already swollen market. In other words, what
would appear to be a short run solution
would actually darken the profit pieture for
catilemen in the longer run.
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There would also be a tendency for any
low interest loan type program to become a
permanent fixture in the cattle business and
to become a cruteh for the less efficient pro-
ducers. While these bills restrict loans to only
cattlemen or livestock producers, enactment
would provide a precedent for other groups
to request loan assistance.

Some of the low interest loan programs
advocated in these bills could cost taxpayers
as much as §300 million in interest subsidies.
In the administration of such a loan program
it would be virtually Impossible to monitor
the use of funds to prevent their use for
capital expansion.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my state-
ment. I will be glad to answer any guestions
you or the Committee may have.

COST ESTIMATES

All lpans are to be guaranteed and there-
fore no direct costs to the Treasury are an-
ticipated. But in the few cases where loan
guarantees are exercised, the securlty back-
ing the loan would make this cost nominal,

Some administrative costs will be incurred,
but the Secretary of Agriculture is expected
to hold these to a minimum.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise
in support of S. 3679, a bill to provide
emergency credit guarantees to Ameri-
can producers of beef and dairy cattle,
swine, poultry, and turkeys.

The beef industry, which has been
in trouble for some time, has seen the
situation grow even worse in recent
months. Losses for cattle have been run-
ning from $100 to $200 per head. Pro-
ducers of swine have been losing about
$30 per head. Losses to the cattle indus-
try are estimated at $1.5 billion since
last fall.

I have been meeting with constituents
of mine who are solid citizens and good
farmers. Some have been in the business
for 30 years. For many of these people,
bankruptey is a serious possibility.

They face the threat of having their
lifetime savings wiped out as well as, in
many cases, the family farm. We also can
assume that many of our young people
will make a firm decision against going
into agriculture.

Many farmers have talked to me or
called my office about their complete
discouragement over this crisis which is
spreading to other areas of agriculture.
This is why the bill was designed to in-
clude dairy cattle, swine, poultry, and
turkeys as well as beef cattle.

The upper limit of this bill is $3 bil-
lion, and the purpose is to guarantee
up to 90 percent of the value of the live-
stock loans. The Government would not
actually make the loans, but it would pro-
vide guarantees with an upper limit of
$1 million per borrower.

This act will enable lending agencies
to continue to extend credits so that pro-
ducers can remain in business. The
benefits under the act would be limited
to bona fide producers. This would mean
basically producers who have been in the
business for some time and make their
livelihood from agriculture,

The length of the guarantee coverage
under the bill would be 12 months with
a renewal possible for up to 6 additional
months,

The alternative of not acting would
mean wholesale foreclosures on loans
which are now secured by farms and
farm property.

I was unhappy that the bill did not
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provide for interest rates below the go-
ing commercial rates. This is one of the
cost escalators which has helped put the
industry in its present situation.

However, I reluctantly yielded on the
grounds that subsidizing the interest rate
would eat into the funds available for
the guarantee side of the program.

This bill should not, incidentally, be
viewed to be of minor sectional impor-
tance, since 30 of our States have a mil-
lion head of cattle or more. It is a major
segment of the agricultural economy, and
the national economy will suffer dire
consequences if we allow the industry to
go under.

The consumer should also beware that,
unless the problems of the industry are
addressed now, the future is likely to
feature fewer cattle and at much higher
costs.

The prices in the supermarkets have
come down very little, but the prices re-
ceived by farmers have been coming
down sharply in recent months.

The producers have already cut the
number of cattle being fed, with feedlots
at only 60 percent of capacity. The pro-
ducers will need to be given some new
signals if the American consumers wish
to have reliable supplies of good meat in
the future.

The livestock industry suffered from
the price freeze of the fall of 1973. The
inereased costs of production, combined
with falling cattle prices, have prevented
the market from rebounding as had been
expected.

This act is a necessary first step to
keep the patient alive, bui we have also
got to remove the problems so that re-
covery is achieved.

I am encouraged that the administra-
tion announced the purchase of $100 mil-
lion worth of beef and swine for the
school lunch program. Additional pur-
chases should be made to get some of
the overweight cattle off the market.

The administration has also begun to
recognize the problem of rising imports
at a time when our exports have been
cut off in a number of countries. I intro-
duced a resolution, which the full Agri-
culture Committee supported, urging the
administration to tackle this problem by
voluntary agreements and a reimposition
of quotas if the voluntary approach fails.

We also must recognize a problem that
my constituents have pointed out. And
that is the need for the Department of
Agriculture to improve its reporting of
the livestock market. This would be use-
ful to both consumers and farmers in
presenting a more accurate marketing
picture than has been available.

Mr, President, we must not forget the
need for subsequent action. While this
bill is vital, other steps will be needed.
I strongly urge that we proceed to pass
this bill and without delay. We can do
no less.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the plight
of the livestock industry in this country
has grown increasingly critical. On Mon-
day of this week a number of my col-
leagues in the Senate engaged in an
extensive discussion of the seriousness of
this problem. Newspaper articles and edi-
torials in recent days have emphasized
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the proportions of the problem. Immedi-
ate action is needed to provide relief
for the livestock industry.

This week the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee has moved with commendable
dispatch to find a solution. This is an
excellent example of the ability of the
Congress to respond to a potentially dis-
astrous condition.

On Monday the committee held a hear-
ing on several bills which would provide
Government loan guarantees to help
keep in business livestock feeders and
producers who would otherwise face
bankruptcy. After hearing testimony
from Senators, Congressmen, bankers,
and livestock growers themselves, the
committee reported favorably a measure
which is scheduled for a vote in this body
on Monday.

In the other body of the Congress,
prompt action has also been taken. Hear-
ings this week in the House have ex-
plored the seriousness of the livestock
problem generally, and on Tuesday the
House Agriculture Committee will begin
hearings on similar loan guarantee legis-
lation. If is my hope that such legislation
will be reported by the committee to the
House with deliberate speed.

The Senate has also made additional
efforts to provide relief for the livestock
industry. Legislation to provide congres-
sional authority to reimpose beef im-
ports has been introduced. A resolution
cosponsored by 43 Members of the Sen-
ate was passed, requesting the President
to exercise his authority under the 1964
meat import quota law to reimpose
quotas on meat imports. Hopefully, these
actions will permit further avenues of
relief for the livestock industry.

The expeditious handling of this leg-
islation by the Agriculture Committee is
much appreciated by this Senator, and
I am sure by many of my colleagues in
the Senate. The livestock industry is on
the brink of finaneial ruin and prompt
passage of this legislation by the Senate
may serve to stave off complete disaster
for this important segment of our agri-
cultural economy.

Briefly, the legislation reported by the
committee would authorize the Farmers
Home Administration of the Department
of Agriculture to guarantee 90 percent of
loans to “bona fide” livestock raising, fat-
tening, or marketing operations when
usual sources of credit are not available.
“Bona fide” operations would include
beef, dairy, swine, and poultry and would
limit the amount of such a loan guar-
antee to the levels of operation over the
last 18 months of the business.

Interest rates on these loans would be
established between the borrower and
the lender with a limitation of $1 million
for each operation which meets the
“bona fide” test. This is to give the pro-
ducer or feeder a quick source of credit
to meet immediate financial needs. The
loans can be for up to 7 years with an
option for extension for another 5. The
life of the loan program, however, is for
only 1 year, with discretion in the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to extend the pro-
gram for 6 months if the situation war-
rants,

Mr. President, this is not a handout.

June 21, 1974

It is not charity. It is simply a Govern-
ment guarantee of loans to ranchers and
feeders who have traditionally rejected
direct subsidies and controls by the Fed-
eral Government. This legislation can
provide the necessary credit to carry the
livestock industry through one of its most
critical periods of financial difficulty in
years.

It is not a cure-all for the livestock
industry. It is a positive step by the Con-
gress and the Federal Government to
provide to the industry the ability to
continue its vital contribution to the eco-
nomic and social well-being of this Na-
tion, It will allow the livestock industry,
and particularly the cattle industry, to
carry out its mission: the capacity to
produce an assured and ample supply of
quality meat at reasonable prices.

Mr. President, this is in reality con-
sumer legislation. Prices that will not as-
sure a return to the farmer and rancher
his cost of production plus a reasonable
profit will have a disastrous effect;
namely, a reduction in livestock supplies.
Like other investors, farmers, and ranch-
ers will neither venture nor long remain
in a market activity with a built-in loss.
A lower supply of cattle and other live-
stock in due time means a lower supply
of meat. This translates into higher meat
prices on the retail market, and that is
bad news for the consumer. Lower sup-
plies with a high demand means a higher
retail price for the housewife to pay.

When the cattleman is unable to com-
pete effectively in the domestic economy,
and he is forced to reduce the size of his
herds and his production, everyone is
hurt. Feed grain suppliers, small busi-
nessmen in rural communities who sup-
port the agricultural industry, and fi-
nally, the consumer will ultimately feel
the impact of lower production levels.
This legislation can help to prevent such
a result.

I recognize that many consumers be-
come concerned by increases in the cost
of meat. It is frequently suggested that
the American housewife is prepared to
cheat the cattle producer by paying less
than a fair price for the meat she buys.
I reject this notion completely. The
American housewife no more wants to
profit at the expense of the beef producer
than she wants her husband to get less
than a fair price for the product of his
labor., No one has a right to call upon
the cattleman to be forecd to sell his
product under the cost of production.

Those who argue for the consumer
and the possibility of increased prices
ignore a simple fact. Cattlemen do not
sell meat, they sell cattle. They deserve to
receive a fair market price for their time
and investments. Feed prices are up and
other costs to the livestock grower and
feeder have gone up with other prices.
The livestock producer is not asking to
be subsidized for his labors. He is simply
trying to receive a fair market price and
at the same time assure good quality
meat in ample supplies for the American
consumer.

Mr. President, this legislation, 8. 3679,
can provide the kind of relief which will
enable the livestock industry to get back
on its feet and fulfill its mission in the
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American economy. I hope that this

measure will receive wide approval in

the Senate and in the House when it

comes before that body.

MINNESOTA GROUP OFFERS RECOMMENDATIONS
ON THE LIVESTOCK CRISIS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a
group of my constituents recently com-
pleted a study on the ecrisis in our cattle
and livestock industry. I have already
shared this report with the members of
Senate Agriculture and Forestry Com-
mittee.

The report makes a number of sugges-
tions to deal with the present crisis, One
major point, which has not been widely
discussed in the Congress, is that much
of the Department of Agriculture’s re-
porting on cattle prices and cattle sup-
plies has not been accurate.

My constituents do not believe the re-
ports or predictions put forth by the
USDA. In addition, newspaper reports do
not offer the real prices that farmers re-
ceive for their cattle. We need to look for
ways of improving the statistical report-
ing services of the USDA.

Mr. President, I request that this in-
formative report be included in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

AGRICULTURE AND LIVESTOCK ANALYSIS,
SUMMARY, AND SUGGESTIONS
(Prepared by a group of farmer-feeders,

finance officers, and other concerned citi-

zens, June 10, 1974)

STATEMENT OF POSITION

The purpose of this paper is to further
acquaint you with the seriousness of the
problems facing the livestock industry today.
The problam is not that of the livestock
feeder alone. Within a short period of time it
will extend to other industries such as pack-
ing houses and their labor force, the trucking
industry, the grain farmer, and the finance
industry to name just a few. Ultimately, it
becomes the problem of the consumer, since
the reduction in the number of livestock
feeders will cause serlous food shortages that
will greatly increase the cost of food to the
consumer, The overall impact on our economy
is certainly difficult to predict, but it certainly
will be serious.

The purpose of this paper is not to cry over
the present low price of livestock, but to point
out solutions that will help the livestock
feeder to remain in business. The solutions
were considered by a group of farmers, finance
officers and other concerned citizens who real-
ize the seriousness of the situation, not only
for the rural midwestern areas, but for the
entire nation.

How serious is the problem? Here are some
reports recently published in the newspapers,
or seen over the wire services:

A farmer from Nebraska was unable to sell
a load of prime beef steers in the Sioux City.
terminal recently. The beef would normally
be used as steaks and other prime cuts at the
best restaurants, He was forced to sell the
steers to a broker for $.30 a pound to be used
for dogfood.

It was reported in the Minneapolis Tribune,
through the State Commissioner of Agricul-
ture, that a Luverne, Minnesota attorney
was presently processing 12 bankruptey cases
involving livestock feeders.

It has been reported that some financial
institutions have required severe culling of
cow herds by cow-calf operators in order to
reduce their obligation to the banks.

Many examples similar to the above could
be cited, these just bappen to be the most
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recent, How many situations similar to the
above go unreported?

We have included as exhibits in this re-
port, the dollar loss per head of livestock
raised under the present market conditions.
As you can see, the losses do not include any
amounts for labor or cost of the facilities. As
you will note, these are real cash losses and
not just paper losses. The figures are based
on industry averages published by the USDA
or the agriculture oriented universities.

What has caused the farmer-feeder to
over produce? Partly it is the fault of the
feeder for holding his livestock off the mar-
ket walting for higher prices. This was justi-
fied, however, by the bullish reports issued
by the U.S.D.A. livestock reporting services.
These reports were inaccurate by substantlal
amounts and greatly confused farmer-feeders
as to the directlion of the markets. A report
of the inaccuracies of the reporting systems
is Included in this report.

Another factor contributing to the over
supply was the decrease in per capita con-
sumption by the consumer. This was caused,
in a large part, by the unwillingness of the
wholesaler-retailer complex to lower the cost
of meat in relation to the lower costs pald
to farmers. This can be illustrated by the
fact that in August the average price for
retail choice beef was $1.44 per pound when
the farmer was paid $.36 per pound. In May,
the average retall price for cholce beef was
still $1.44 per pound and the farmer was
paid $.33 per pound. A normal margin for
the wholesaler-retailor would have required
an average cost to the consumer of $1.13 per
pound, The wholesaler-retailer complex has
forced a decrease consumption in meat by
falling to decrease the cost to the consumer.

Have the packing houses benefited from
the above situations? Congress bhas begun
investigation of excess proflts earned by the
oil companies durlng the present shortages.
The packing houses’ operating statements do
not reflect a depression in the food processing
industry. Published reports of meat packers
Indicate the following increases in net in-
come per share for 1974:

Per cent

Missour! Beef Packers
Paited, Brands. .. 0 e 130.4

63.5

Esmark, Inc. (Swift £ C0.) cec e

The packer, in effect, increased his margins
by creating an oversupply by not decreasing
wholesale-retail prices in the face of lower
costs of purchases. The packer forced the de-
crease In consumption in order to increase
his margins. The farmer congratulates the
packer on his efficlency in Increasing his prof-
its by controlling the food economy. The
small farmer in the rural midwest is not
able to have the same control.

The farmer-feeder is in need of both short
term and long term reliefl. He needs short
term help to keep him in business and pre-
vent a food shortage in a relatively short
time. He needs long term help to stabilize the
markets to prevent the disruptive fluctuation
in markets seen in recent years. The stabiliza-
tion will decrease the fluctuations in the live-
stock markets.

While the farmer-feeder needs relief, it
is the consumer who would benefit most from
this relief. If the present situation continues,
cow=-calf operators and hog farrowing feeder
pig operations will be forced to ligquidate the
cow and sow herds to meet their obligations.
The feeder will no longer be in the market
to purchase his product. This would result
in a shortage of meat in a short period of
time.

In addition, the consumer has been greatly
benefited by the large amount of livestock
fed through tax shelters funds. (Estimated to
be 409 of the cattle in the country.) The
shelter funds have, for the most part, gone
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out of business for 1974 and subsequent
years. This will eventually resuit in greater
meat prices through the loss of the equity
money to the cattle industry.

Who we are really protecting in trying to
find solutions to the present crisis is the con-
sumer, Unless a solution is found a reduc-
tion of meat prices will be followed by a sub=-
stantially disproportionate increase in prices
within a short period of time. The balance of
this report involves those solutions consid-
ered most important by a diverse group of
concerned citizens who understand and live
with the problems of the farmer-feeder. We
welcome any consideration Congress could
give with the suggested solutions and similar
suggestions other similar groups might sug-
gest.

GOVERNMENT GUARANTEED LOANS

The livestock industry is one of the foun-
dations upon which the American economy
is built; if it breaks up, the economy as a
whole will collapse. At this time, this break-
up is a very real possibility.

Aild to the livestock feeders and the indus-
try in general will do a great deal to revive
the industry and avold a catastrophic col-
lapse. This ald to the industry will guarantee
reasonably priced meat for the American
consumer through a sufficient supply (see
other papers).

This aid, we feel, should be In the form of
guaranteed loans at 54 % interest made to
farmer-feeders (those whose principle occu-
pation is farming) on the basls of his indi-
vidual financial need. These loans should be
made through the farmers local lending in-
stitution, which knows his flnanecial situa-
tion best; administered by the Federal Inter-
mediate Credit Board; and guaranteed by the
federal government, or In whatever manner
is most feasible. All loans should be made on
the basis of chattel mortgages or real estate
mortgages.

The amount of each loan should be based
on the amount the farmer needs to stay in
business, and should not be a loan to finance
his entire operation. The local lending in-
stitution, too, should assume a normal risk,
and should only use the program to keep
an efficlent operation in business. Further,
there should be a subsidy to make up the
difference between the 651 % interest rate
and the prevailing commercial interest rate
for the banker. The payback on these loans
should be governed by the local lending in-
stitution based on the feeder's annual profits,
and renewed on an annual basis.

We strongly urge Congress to consider this
proposal as a method to prevent wholesale
bankruptcies in the livestock Industry and
to insure an adequate supply of meat at a
reasonable price to the consumer.

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE

The statistical reporting service of U.S.D.A.
is one of the problem areas facing the meat
producer as well as the American farmer
today.

A case In point in the March 1, 1974 Hog
Report which showed Hogs on Inventory in
the weight bracket of 60 1b.-120 lb. to be
102% of a year ago and hogs under 80 lb. to
be 98% of a year ago. We are currently
slaughtering hogs at the rate of 113% of a
year ago. Assuming the hogs in the 0 1b.-60
1b, bracket are now coming to market and
that most of those in the 60 1b.-120 1b.
bracket have been marketed it would indi-
cate a discrepancy of 16%. Certainly an im-
provement can be made on a system pro-
ducing this much error.

In the Cattle Report, according to the pro-
jected Government Reports, we should be
killing 15-20% less beef than a year ago. In-
stead for the week of June 3-7 we killed
650,000 head, which would be 65,000 head
more than a year ago, or 10% more. Every
one of the cattle reports in the last two years
has had a bigger deviation than the pre-
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vious report. With cattle numbers increasing
world wide, meat consumption dropping
world wide, and these factors not readily
available to the cattle producer, it is no
wonder he is in trouble.

As an example of the recent deviations In
the reporting systems as compared to prior
years we site the following conditions:

(1) In the hog report from 1964-72 there
was an average error of 1% with maximum
error of 3.6% under and 699% over. From
1988-72, the reporting was not off by more
than 0.5%. In 1972, we were under by 3.8%
and it appears that we are now carrying a
residual error from 1972.

(2) The U.SD.A. has released a special
report SRE-18 which gives the explanation of
error and an explanation of the surveying
and estimating ures. We suggest you
obtain and study a copy of this report. We
don't feel the reasons given for errors in
this report are valid. The U.S.D.A. is simply
reacting to consumer pressures.

Much of the blame on meat prices has been
put on the producer for carrying overweight
cattle and hogs. Government reports indi-
cated an improvement in prices which has
not materialized. Instead we have had both
increased numbers and heavier weights of
livestock going to market which have seri-
ously depressed the market price.

The problem caused to the producer is
that, the meat packer and processors, along
with the large grain companies through their
private surveys have a more accurate re-
porting system than does U.S.D.A. This in-
formation from private sources is not avail-
able to the American producer and thus it
tends to work against him if there are errors
in the government reporting system. The
purpose of the reporting system is to aid
agriculture and agribusiness in making buy-
ing and selling decisions as well as planting
intentions, and not to confuse him through
incomplete and inaccurate reports.

We find it interesting that, in checking
with the county A.S.C. office, the statistics
available from the farmers when they certify
their corn, wheat and feed grain acres are
not used by the statistical reporting system
in the county in which I reside. There is a
difference of 10% using certified acres on the
73 crops against what U.S.D.A. reporis we
have produced in acres in 1973,

The net result of these errors has been a
confused marketing system, with wide fluctu-
ations in the market, such as has occurred
in hogs, cattle, soybeans, and feed grains
and which affect the meat producer. From a
practical standpoint it is impossible for the
farmer-producer to make marketing or buy-
ing decision with these statistics.

It appears our reporting service is not un-
derstanding enough of the world wide im-
pact of the import-export situation, foreign
crop conditions, monetary policies, import-
export restrictions, and the realities of infla-
tion in the domestic and foreign economies.

This inflationary spiral here and abroad
has compounded the reporting services prob-
lem which we think they fail to take into
consideration. Instead of an error margin of
what might have been 19 7-8 years ago it
is now magnified by 2 or 3 times. As a re-
sult of higher land prices and higher over-
all production costs, (labor, fertilizer, chemi~
cals, machinery, etc.) the margin of error
has been magnified.

We believe we should ask for a congres-
sional investigation of the statistical report-
ing service looking into the possibility of
intentional alteration of figures to meet ex-
isting conditions. We also ask that the pos-
sibility of leaking of information prior to
reports being released be investigated. In
light of the present scandals in government,
the Russian Wheat Deal, the Wild Soybean
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Market, the Embargo on Soybeans and other
government actions, any leakage of this in-
formation is entirely possible and could re-
sult in substantial profits to insiders.

We support the present investigation of
the commodity exchanges. We feel the ex-
changes should not he self-regulating, be-
cause of their effect on the nation and the
economy as a whole.

COMMODITY LOANS

We propose that additional aid be given
to help both livestock and grain producers
in this manner:

A farmer producing corn, wheat, feed
grains, and soybeans would be eligible for
a loan on the commodity he produces at
the current loan rate for that commodity at
49, interest for a period of three years. This
commodity would not be subject to recall
but would be held by the farmer until he
fed it, sold it, or the three year period of time
was up. The 3 year time period would begin
at the date the loan was taken and expire
when the loan was terminated or the com-
modity fed or sold. Inferest would be paid
annually.

We feel this proposal would bring a stabi-
lizing effect into the market by not forcing
the farmer to sell the grain during periods
of price weakness. It would also give the
cattle and hog feeder additional borrowing
power at a more favorable interest rate.

We would hope that these proposals would
bring some short term relief to the livestock
feeder and long range stability to our live-
stock, feed grain and protein market situa-
tion.

IMPORT RESTRICTIONS

The catastrophic losses suffered by live-
stock feeders since September 1973 are be-
ing prolonged, endangering the finanecial un-
derpinning of the entire feeding industry.
Bans on beef and high import levies on pork
have been major contributors to these serious
losses.

Even greater harm will be inflicted if we
are subjected to large scale diversion of
shipments from origin countries. The most
recent import figures available indicate that
such diversion is taking place. Imports of
beef and veal during March showed an in-
crease of 36 million pounds (product weight)
or 27.49; over 1973. Imports of pork increased
11.6 million pounds (product weight) or
40.29; over March, 1973.

The current discriminatory, nonrecipro-
cal treatment being inflicted upon the United
States by Japan, the E.C. countries, and
Canada is a vivid example of the irreparable
injury whiech results from the failure of the
U.8. Government to retaliate against the ad-
verse actions of other nations. The develop-
ments in the trade area, following on the
heels of the price ceilings filasco, leave feed-
ers with the feeling of having been com-
pletely abandoned by their government,

We suggest that determined efforts be
made to remove bans imposed by other im-
porting countries. If these goals cannot be
accomplished, we implore the government to
reimpose U.S. import restrictions on beef,
veal and mutton in consideration of the eco-
nomic well being of the domestic cattle feed-
ing industry.

CORN BELT CATTLE FEEDING

Example of 600 1b. steer purchased in No-
vember, 1973 and sold in June, 1974,

Cost of steer

Feed costs:

June 21, 197}

Other costs:
Veterinary medicine
Interest cioic il
Death loss... - =
Transportation, buying and sell-

Total other costs

Total costs
Selling price (contracted June 7,
1974) :
June contract
Discounts from Chicago..—.----

Times 1,050-pound steer

Loss/head (173. 64)

Total loss was based on out of pocket ex-
penses—No return for labor or facilities
cost. Based on figures obtained from US.D.A.
bulletin dated May, 1974.

ECONOMICS OF CATTLE FEEDING

Typical example of 400 pound calf pur-
chased in the fall of 1973 and appraised in
June, 1974 at a weight of 700 pounds:
Purchase 400 pounds at 65 cents

per pound
200 days interest at 8 percent

Appraised value of 750 pound steer

in June 1974 at 32 cents per

pound .

As you can see, this steer will fall short
of paying the note and interest by #31.00
even if only the first cost of the steer is
borrowed. Based on the present cost of gains
this steer would also have consumed $157.50
worth of feed that is a total loss.

Typical example of 750 pound yearling
steer purchased in the fall of 1973 and sold
in June, 1974:

Purchased 750 pound at 54 cents per

pound

180 days interest at 8 percent

466. 00

1.100 pound steer sold June, 1974 at

$37

As you can see, this steer will fall short of
paying the note and interest by $14.00 even
if only the first cost of the steer is borrowed.
Based on feed costs through this period this
steer would have consumed $350.00 worth ol
feed that the farmer received absolutely
nothing for.

If you were to steal a 350 pound calf and
feed it until April, 1975 and hedge it on
April futures:
350-pound calf
750-pound gain at 50 cents per

POl e e e e e e e BO00.00

Sold 1,100 pound at $33
As you can see, you can just hold your
money together if you start with a {free
calf.
FEED PIG FINISHER
Example of 40 LB. pig purchased in March
and sold in August, 1974.

Feed costs:
Feed requirements
Protein supplement
Minerals, etc

Total feed costs




June 21, 1974

Operating costs:

Death loss
Selling and buying cost
Other operating costs

Total operating costs________

Selling price (Contracted June 7,
1974) :
August contract
Discount from Chicago price-

Times 225-pound hog

Loss /head

Complete farrow to finish will cost a farmer
$20 to produce a 40 1b. feeder pig:
Costs

FEEDER PIG FINISHER
The following is an example of what would
happen if a farmer were given a 40 1b. feeder
Pig using the costs shown in the previous
example:
Cost of feeder pig
Feed costs

Profit /head

The above example again assumes no labor
or facilities costs. As you can see, even if
given the feeder pig the farmer will lose
money,

Mr. HANSEN, Mr. President, I intend
to vote for 8. 3679, because I believe it is
necessary not only to protect those cattle
feeders and producers who face bank-
ruptey without a reasonable source of
credit, but to protect as well the econ-
omies of rural communities dependent
on this industry for survival, and to pro-
tect consumers nationwide who will lack
a reasonably priced and abundant supply
of meat in the fuiure if more producers
leave the business than have already.

It is my understanding this bill would
permit loans to qualified hog and poultry
producers, as well, and I recall having
read in this morning’s Washington Post
that poultry producers are destroying
millions of chickens and fertilized eggs
because prices are so low there is no
chance for a profit or to even break even
by feeding the chicks.

Mr. President, I atiended the hearings
held last week on this legislation, and I
would point out that the purpose and
objective of this bill is to help producers
and feeders of cattle, hogs and poultry
to slay in existence long enough to rescue
themselves from one of the most disas-
trous periods in memory. Credit is the
lifeblood of most any business or indus-
try in this country, and this is no less the
case with livestock producers. Because
producers of cattle, hogs, and poultry
have been steadily losing money in re-
cent months—cattlemen have been losing
from $150 to $200 per animal sold—their
working capital or liquid margin has been
destroyed. In many cases, they will be
unable to purchase replacement animals,
and many are finding it necessary to re-
finance real estate holdings in an effort
to reduce short-term debt. These pro-
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ducers know conditions will improve in
the future. The need now is to help insure
adequate sources of credit to permit these
operators to weather this crisis period.

To demonstrate the seriousness of the
present situation as it relates specifically
to cattle feeders and producers, Mr.
President, I ask that a letter from D. L.
Hovendick, president of the Federal In-
termediate Credit Bank of Omaha, to
Senaftor Carn Curtis, be printed in the
REecorp af the conclusion of my remarks.
This institution serves eight States in
which livestock production is & major in-
dustry, including Wyoming. The letter
explains in some detail the situation now
faced by cattle feeders and producers
with respect to credit to continue
operating.

I ask, as well, Mr. President, that a
series of lefters from Wyoming con-
stituents which outline in very personal
terms the situation faced by the livestock
industry be included at the end of my re-
marks. These represent only a tiny per-
centage of the letters I have received, but
they are representative of what people
are saying.

There being no chjection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NEwCASTLE, WYoO.,
June 5, 1974.
Hon. CLwrrorp HaNsEN,
U.S, Senate,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: You being a rancher most of
your life, I feel sure you are doing every-
thing in your power to protect the rancher
interests. However, I think the time has come
that we must impress upon the minds of all
our Congressmen that the small rancher and
perhaps bigger operators too are in real
trouble.

The cattle market taking such a drastic
drop and all our expenses going up, we are
Just not going to be able to meet our
obligations.

Example: Our leases on all Public Lands
increasing in price every year and our cat-
tle market dropping to nearly half.

Fuel oll for our houses Increased from 18
cents a gallon to 88! cents. I think you
should be trying to do something about this
as well as propane.

Of course gasoline has raised considerable
which is very essential to the ranching busi-
ness today.

Feed costs are very high, all repairs and
materials that we must have to get by on
have more than tripled in some cases.

I could mention many more things, but
with all the same increase in cost,

How can we, the small operator with 125
cows meet our obligations.

It seems to me, if something isn't done
very soon, we are going to be looking for jobs.
What kind of a job does a 55 to 60 year old
rancher find here In Wyoming.

I am also concerned about bills in the
making to do away with grazing on Public
Lands in Western States. Nearly all ranchers
depend on Public Lands and without them
cannot exist.

I am told that beef imports are playing
& conslderable part on our cattle market, If
so0, iet’s do something about it before it is
too late.

PiNE BLUFFs, Wyo.,
June 6, 1974,
Senator C. P. HANSEN,
Washington, D.C.
Str: Farmers and ranchers are not beg-
gars. We can pretty much take the ups and
downs of our business without complaining
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but when we pay 70 cents a pound for a calf
and after feeding it for six months have to
sell it for 32 cents & pound, none of us can
stay in business very long at that rate. Why
isn’t something being done about this import
of beef?

You are & rancher, how do you keep in
business?

All we want is a fair profit so we don’t lose
this land that has been in our family for
several generations,

A personal reply would be appreciated.

THE WiseoTH RaNcH Co,,
Rose WisroTH,
Secretary.
June 7, 1974.
Hon. Crirroro P. HANSEN,
U.S. Senator,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington. D.C.

DEAg SENATOR HANSEN: I heard on the news
last night that you had sent a telegram to
the White House requesting that beef import
controls be reinstituted. I want you to know
that I fully support your position on this
matter.

Without fear of overstating the case, I
can tell you that our area of Wyoming has
slipped over the brink of economic disaster.
Fat cattle prices have, as you know, been de-
pressed for an extended period of time and
feeders in Platte County have lost significant
sums of money. Now feeder cattle prices are
hovering around the 30 cent mark on 600
to TOD pound steers and livestock of that
classification have recently sold for as low
as 20 cents. This In and of itself would be
great cause for concern for all segments of
the livestock industry and for those in our
trade area who are nmot In the livestock in-
dustry but who depend upon healthy live-
stock economy for their businesses, However,
at the present time, we find not only a de-
pressed cattle market, but also doubling and
tripling of the cost of fertilizers, fuel, baling
wire and other necessitles for livestock pro-
duction,

In the past during periods of depressed
cattle prices, it has been necessary for ranch-
ers to borrow heavily from local lending in-
stitutions for operating capital. This year
of course our lending institutions are ap-
proaching thelr maximum lending capacity
and those funds that are available are bear-
ing interest at from 10 to 11 percent. With
the interest rate so high, I am afraid that
many operators will be unable to service the
debt they will have to incur in order to stay
in business.

As if the combination of these factors were
not enough, I am afraid that the most severe
drouth In recent memory which we are cur-
rently experiencing will simply nail the lid
on the coffin of the livestock producer,

I know you are aware of the desperate
plight of the livestock industry, but I felt
constrained to express myself and to request
that your efforts be continued on behalf of
our livestock industry.

Debby joins with me in sending our warm
best regards to you and Martha,

With kindest wishes, I am,

Very truly yours,
RayMoND B. HUNKINS.

VETERAN, WYO.,
June 1, 1974.
Senator Crirr HANSEN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEARr SENATOR HANSEN: I am very distressed
over cattle prices. The warmed-up feeder
cattle I am selling now weigh out at twice the
weight that they went Into the corral with
last fall. After feeding them for 200 days
with high priced feed, they are selling at
almost the same price per head that they cost
last fall.

It is very depressing to work for a year
and have nothing to show for your work.
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Almost everything I buy is up in price. For
example: My baler twine cost me $125.00 last
year. This year the same amount of twine
cost over $400.00. Repairs for tractors and
machinery are the same.

I am not the only feeder that feels this
way, nearly everybody I talk to that is in the
cattle business is feeling the same gloom
as I.

I would like to say that if the price of
cattle continues down the feeders in the U.S.
will not be in business much longer. Maybe
the public and the President would rather
buy foreign meat. If that is the case then it
is just as well that we do away with the cattle
feeding industry in the U.S. One thing is
for sure, we can't go on like this. Either there
has to be some way to control importing of
meat or make imports our basic source of
meat for the U.S.

Personally I feel the U.S. has a lot to lose
if it loses its meat producing industry in
this country.

Sincerely,
GerALD E. STRICKER.

FEDERAL INTERMEDIATE CREDIT
BANK OF OMAHA,
Omaha, Nebr., June 15, 1974,
Hon. CarL T. CURTIS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR CurTis: In response to your
request, we offer the following comments
about the impact of this prolonged decline
in cattle prices on livestock feeders, and its
further impact on the rancher and other re-
lated segments of the agricultural industry.

The Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of
Omaha supplies loan funds and supervises
the lending activities of the 40 Production
Credit Associations located in the states of
Nebraska, South Dakota, Iowa, and Wyoming.
On May 31, 1974, these 40 PCAs had over
19,000 loans, for a total volume of $990 mil-
lion. Some Associations are very heavily in-
volved in livestock operations, such as cat-
tle growing and feeding, and hog raising.
Approximately 80% of this volume involves
some type of livestock production.

All cattle feeders have been losing and are
continuing to lose large sums, $150 to $200
or more, per head of cattle sold. In despera-
tion, some feeders held cattle too long, mak-
ing them too heavy, and of course are now
having difficulty marketing them. Until re-
cently, the drop in fat cattle prices had not
seriously affected the general farmer-feeder
who was also producing some hogs, as the
profit on the hogs was helping offset the
losses on any cattle that were sold. Now that
hog prices have dropped well below the
break-even point, these general farmer-feed-
ers, who many consider to be the backbone
of agriculture, are rapidly losing equity.

Because the cattle feeder has lost tremen-
dous sums of money, his working capital or
liguid margin has been depleted. He is un-
willing, and in many instances, financially
unable to purchase replacements. This affects
those who have been backgrounding or grow-
ing cattle. Those operators are discovering
their cattle are now worth only their cost
last fall. They are receiving nothing for the
feed and labor put into the cattle.

For example, a 416 pound steer calf pur-
chased last October at a cost of $273 (865
cwt.), now at 667 pounds is worth $240 (836
cwt.). This operator's loss on his initial in-
vestment is $33 per head. This per-head loss
is increased by an estimated feed cost of $80
per head and #19 interest on the purchase
price, for a total per-head loss of $142. This
operator now must decide whether to sell
and take his loss, or speculate that prices
will go up and feed out the cattle. If fed out,
based upon October futures prices for fat
cattle, the per-head loss will increase to $196
per head.

Many cattle feeding operations have suf-
fered losses to the extent that they will be
required to make major adjustments in their
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operations, if indeed it is possible for them
to continue in business. For a large number
of them, the adjustment will consist of han-
dling a drastically reduced number of cattle.
Others will find it necessary to refinance their
real estate in an effort to obifain funds to
reduce their short-term debts. For many
operators, the build-up in short-term debts
is such that they cannot be reduced suffi-
clently by refinancing land. In these in-
stances, they will need to sell all or part of
their land. Some operators will find they have
no choice but to go out of business. If very
many need to sell land, this will have an
adverse effect on land values, just as lower
grain and livestock prices will also contribute
to a reduction in real estate values.

The impact of this severe drop in cattle
prices is first being felt in the cattle feeding
areas. However, this fall the impact of lower
fat catfle prices will be felt by operators in
the range areas when their calves or yearlings
will sell at prices expected to be about half
the price they received in the fall of 1973.
With these lower prices the range operator
will be in the same financial bind as that
presently hurting the cattle feeder.

Also involved in the total program is the
uncertainty of fall graln prices. Corn price
estimates range from a low of $1.45 to approx-
imately $2.00 per bushel. At current prices
of production inputs, corn farmers feel they
need at least $1.76 to break even. If corn
prices are below this level, the farmer-feeder
will be losing money on the grain he produces
#s well as on the hogs and cattle he is feed-
ing, unless livestock prices improve.

Present prices are creating a very disas-
trous situation for agriculture in the Mid-
west. The situation is so serious that some
financial institutions will suffer losses. Much
more distressing is the fact that when a
gituation is this serious a large number of
farmer-feeders are going out of business.

We surveyed eleven Production Credit As-
sociations located in areas where cattle feed-
ing is the major agricultural enterprise. They
estimated 77% of their member-borrowers
are livestock operators. One-third of their
livestock loans are believed to be in serious
trouble. We think the survey results could be
representative of all livestock loans.

At least 5% of the livestock operators have
suffered such large losses that they have no
choice but to guit. They will need to sell all
of their assets to repay their debts. Individ-
uals handling the largest number of cattle
have suffered the largest losses and some will
not be able to continue. Their lack of pro-
duction will reduce the supply of fat cattle
for slaughter. The amount of losses, if any,
that might accrue to the Associations was
not estimated.

These eleven Associations estimated that
26% of the feeders will need to drastically
reduce the number of cattle handled. Gen-
erally these cutbacks will be by those who
handled a large number of cattle. These cut-
backs will also adversely affect the amount
of grain-fattened beef available to the con-
sumer.

Approximately 129 will need to refinance
their real estate to transfer the carryover of
short-term operating debt to a long-term
basis. Some short-term lenders have ex-
pressed a concern that the livestock men will
not have a debt-to-asset ratio which will be
acceptable to real estate lenders, so this type
of credit may not be available to them,

The survey indicated 9% of the livestock
operators will need to sell all or part of their
assets, either chattel or real estate, to reduce
debts so they can continue to operate.

We feel that every effort needs to be made
at all levels of government to initiate what-
ever action is possible to stop the continued
decline in live cattle and hog prices, and get
them started on an upward trend and stop
the losses, These actions would surely include
the curtailment of beef imports into the
United States and obtalvuing necessary clear-
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ances to permit the export of cattle to
Canada.

We understand there have been severai
pieces of legislation introduced into both
houses of Congress which would establish
guaranteed loan programs. We are not famil-
iar with these programs and how they would
operate. They could have some merit if they
make it possible for agricultural credit
institutions to continue with operators who
have suffered serious losses and whose finan-
cial position has deteriorated to the point
where the institution would not be able to
extend them credit without some assurance
that the credit institution's ability to serve
other deserving members of the agricultural
community would not be jeopardized.

The basic problem remains. The consumer
must learn that meat is a good buy at prices
which will permit a fair return to the pro-
ducer of the animal, the farmer raising the
grain which fattens the animal, and the
feeder who finishes the animal for slaughter.
Based upon our information, the ranchers
feel they need a minimum of 40¢ per pound
for their calves to break even and the corn
grower will need approximately $1.756 to $2.00
per bushel for his corn. The animal will have
to bring at least $45 per cwt. when sold for
slaughter to just break even. This means that
the price level to the consumer will need to
be higher than it is at the present time. And,
I will emphasize that, compared with the
prices of the other things consumers buy,
meat is currently underpriced.

As we all know, the situation is very seri-
ous. Immediate action is needed to alleviate
or minimize the problems,

Yours very truly,
D. L. HOVENDICK,
President.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I hope
the Senate will see fit to approve this
legislation, and that the House of Repre-
sentatives will act as expeditiously as
has the Senate on a proposal to insure
sources of credit.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
legislation before us today is vital for the
livestock industry and our economy in
general. I have been gravely concerned
about the plight of the livestock indus-
try for some time. I conferred with the
President about this crisis several weeks
ago and with his chief economic advisor,
Kenneth Rush, a week ago. In addition,
I have been in constant contact with
Secretary of Agriculture Butz on this
crisis.

On June 12, the chairman of the
House Agriculture Committee, Congress-
man Poacg, and I issued a joint state-
ment to call attention to the disastrous
plight of the livestock industry and the
danger of wholesale bankruptcies in
rural areas. In addition, we promised
that the House and Senate Committees
on Agriculture would do everything we
could to expedite passage of remedial
legislation. I am pleased that the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
has kept this pledge and I know that the
House Agriculture Committee will do the
same.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, which I have the honor to
chair, developed this emergency legis-
lation in record time affer considering
four similar bills that had been referred
to it. We received extensive testimony
about the problems and needs of the Na-
tion’s livestock producers in hearings this
past Monday. I am pleased that the bill
the Agriculture Committee has so ex-
peditiously adopted combines the best
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features of other bills and focuses di-
rectly upon the problems that exist in
the livestock industry today.

Mr. President, in numerous statements
over the past few weeks, many Members
of Congress have very clearly docu-
mented the economic crisis that livestock
producers are facing at this time. Of spe-
cial note is the letter the majority leader
and I and 41 other Senators sent to the
President that clearly stated the sense of
the Senate.

Also, the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry unanimously adopted, on
June 19, a resolution calling on the Pres-
ident to exercise his authority under the
law to restrain meat and dairy imports,
many of which are subsidized, are flood-
ing the market and are a primary cause
of the current distressed situation in the
livestock and dairy industry. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry and the joint state-
ment of Congressman Poace and I be
printed at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion and statement were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION

Whereas a strong and viable livestock and
dairy industry is essential to the well-being
of the Nation’'s economy, and

Whereas skyrocketing production costs and
plummeting farm prices have placed produc-
ers of dalry products and livestock in a pre-
carious economic position, and

Whereas the livestock and dairy producers
of the United States face disrupted domestic
markets caused in part by abnormal import
competition, and

Whereas the President’s suspension of meat
and dairy quotas has led to an increase in
competing imports injurious to the American
agricultural economy, and

Whereas this situation threatens the long
run interest and welfare of the producers and
consumers of this Nation: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, that it is the sense of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry that the
President is requested to seek every means
possible to provide appropriate relief for the
livestock and dairy producers in the United
States from import competition, some at
subsidy rates, by taking the following actions:

(1) Continue to consult with nations ex-
porting meat products to the United States
and seek to achieve, by July 1, 1974, volun-
tary agreements to restrain exports of meats
to the United States, and

(2) If such voluntary agreements are not
reached by July 1, 1974, immediately rein-
state the level of quantitative restrictions
which are equal to the adjusted base quan-
tity estimate for the current calendar year
pursuant to Section 2(b) (1) of the Act of
August 22, 1964 (19 U.S.C. 1202 note), and

(3) With the concurrence of the Secretary
of Agriculture, issue a Proclamation stating
that import quotas on butter, butter oil,
cheddar cheese, and nonfat dry milk, as au-
thorized under Section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1933 (7 U.S.C. 624), will
not be increased above the levels prevailing
as of June 1, 1971, and

(4) Report to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry on the progress achieved in
attaining the objectives of this Resolution
within 30 days of its adoption.

JOINT STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN TALMADGE
AND CHAIRMAN POAGE

In this time of runaway inflation, exorbi-

tant interest rates, and shortages of some

materials, many small businessmen are ex-
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periencing hard times, However, the live-
stock producer in the United States is ex-
periencing an economic squeeze that is with-
out parallel since the great depression.

In the past six months, the price of fed
cattle has dropped over 20 percent—falling
from $47 a hundredweight in January to
around €36 this week. Hog prices have fallen
even more—{rom about $40 a hundredweight
to under $22, a drop of 45 percent.

Cattle feeders are losing from $100 to $200
A head. Hog producers are being forced fo
liguidate their herds,

Livestock producers are caught in the in-
exorable squeeze between high production
costs and lower prices for their product.
Clearly the smaller cattle and hog producers
cannot continue to sustain such losses.

Already there have been a number of
bankrupteies in the livestock industry. If
this trend continues, we will see wholesale
bankruptecies in the livestock producing areas
of this nation, When these bankruptcies oc-
cur, the economy of rural communities and
entire States will suffer.

Moreover, this damage will not be tem-
porary. It will have a lasting and detrimental
impact on the structure of our farm econ-
omy. While there are currently many big
livestock producers who have the financial
resources to withstand such situations, there
are thousands and thousands of smaller pro-
ducers—family farmers—who do not have the
capital and resources to withstand the eco-
nomic crisis which is currently upon them.

When they are forced to the wall, their
assets will be sold, at fire sale prices.

We don't believe that the concentration of
hog and cattle production in the hands of
a few large corporations will mean lower
prices for consumers in the long run.

Moreover, the cost-price squeeze currently
being experienced by cattle and hog pro-
ducers has also spread into the pouliry and
egg industry and into.the dairy industry.
Turkeys were selling for 24 percent less this
May than a year ago, broilers were 13 percent
less, and eggs at about 37 percent less than
in January of this year.

If price declines for livestock on the farm
level were reflected in lower retail meat
prices, we might take some comfort from
the situation, But it is clear that consumers
are not getting the full benefit of the break
in livestock prices.

Of course, it is the responsibility and the
desire of the Committees in Congress which
represent agricultural producers, and which
write farm leglslation, to do whatever is pos-
sible to alleviate the current crisis.

To their credit, livestock producers are a
fiercely independent breed. They have never
wanted government assistance or government
controls. However, we are currently receiv-
ing thousands of complaints from livestock
producers who can no longer cope with the
economic catastrophe which has befallen
them.

Several bills have been introduced and re-
ferred to the House and Senate Committees
which would provide emergency credit relief
for livestock producers,

It is the desire of our Committees to do
anything within our power to assist our live-
stock producers. However, if we are to move
quickly and if we are to achieve a solution
that will be helpful to the livestock producers
and to the nation, we will need the support
and the solidarity of the national organiza-
tions representing these producers.

Therefore, we call on farm organizations
and their leaders to unite in a common effort
to suggest the legislative relief which might
be necessary,

When this is done, we, the Committees
responsible for agricultural legislation, will
do everything we can to secure prompt pas-
sage of emergency legislation.

In addition, we call on the food retailers
of the nation to cut meat prices and once

20497

again feature meat as weekend specials. We
feel that when the consumer is given the
full price break that the drop in farm live-
stock prices justifies, he will purchase more
meat.

Further, we call on the Secretary of Agri-
culture to assert the leadership of his office
and to marshall his farm experts to come for-
ward to the Committees on Agriculture with
positive solutions which will alleviate the
current crisis.

We do not have any pat solutions to the
current crisis. We are looking for answers.
Therefore, it behooves all of us, the leaders
of the livestock industry, food retailers, the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Congress to
work together toward positive solutions
which will prevent the liquidation of the
livestock industry as we know it.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, as my
colleagues have done an admirable job
in relating the plight of the livestock in-
dustry and since Mr. McGOVERN'S open-
ing statement has adequately delineated
their needs and the provisions of the bill,
I should like to at this time limit my re-
marks to what the situation means to
the broader economy.

First, agriculture is an integrated eco-
nomiec entity, livestock producers are the
largest customers for crop producers.
Over 5 billion bushels of grain each year
are purchased and used by the livestock
industry. If the livestock industry falls
into decline, this economiec fall will be re-
flected throughout agriculture. Prices for
grains would plummet, and with the rec-
ord crops we expect to harvest this year,
we would shortly face grain surpluses
that could exceed any past levels.

If agriculture loses its economic viabil-
ity, the impact would be passed forward
and backward to agricultural processors
and suppliers. This would include ma-
chinery dealers, feed manufacturers,
chemical companies, and especially the
lending institutions.

The economic viability of rural com-
munities is absolutely dependent upon
the economic viability of agriculture. If
agriculture slumps, the impact on our
rural people will be devastating. A large
share of the employment and economic
activity of rural America is directly in-
volved in the supply or service activities
for agriculture. But even those not di-
rectly involved such as retail stores would
be affected as economic activity fell.

The impact of a massive agricultural
turndown would spread throughout the
economy. The loss of business of a local
machinery dealer translates into a loss of
employment at a machinery manufac-
turer. Falling rural incomes result in fall-
ing demand for all goods and services
whether it be TV's or automobiles or bal-
ing wire.

Chronic losses for agricultural pro-
ducers would mean a turndown in pro-
duction. Already, we are seeing herd
and flock liquidations. Although this re-
sults in a shortrun increase in supply
that would give consumers a quick burst
of price relief, in a matter of months
shortages of livestock products would de-
velop. In turn, higher prices would re-
sult. And livestock products and meat
would become luxury items.

Our working people, elderly and poor
people would be forced out of the mar-
ket. This would occur just when supplies
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are reaching such levels that they could
more fully supply the needs of our people.
It comes at a time when we are all con-
cerned with the inadequate nutritional
levels of a very large share of the Amer-
ican people.

In the past few years, we have made
efforts to improve the nutritional well-
being of our people. Unfortunately, in-
flation has destroyed these efforts, but we
are now faced with an even more per-
vasive problem—the loss of production
and supply.

As we consider this question, we must
also be aware that there is necessarily
a long time lag in regaining production
levels in livestock production. The cattle
declines that occurred after the 1951-52
market break were not recouped until 10
vears later,

If we do not respond to the plight of
the livestock industry today, we will un-
do the expansion efforts by the industry
over the past 3 or 4 years. In addition,
we would make the achievement of ade-
quate nutrition an even more remote
goal.

As responsible men, we must look for-
ward and consider all the consequences
that could result if we do not act. This
program attempts to assure that all
American people can expect adequate
livestock products at reasonable prices.
It insures that wholesale bankruptcies
will not occur in the short run. It gives
us time to more fully assess all the prob-
lems and to find the appropriate meas-
ures needed to fully alleviate them.

This bill is in the special interest of
the American people.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on final pas-
sage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, when
does the vote on the pending measure
come up?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, at the hour of 3:20
p.m. on Monday.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. CLARK).

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, I simply
want to join with the other members of
the committee and with the distin-
guished chairman, the Senator from
South Dakota, in supporting this legis-
lation.

It is only one step that is needed, but
it is the most important step. It is a
temporary measure, an emergency tem-
porary measure, as the Senator from
Nebraska has said. It is very, very im-
portant to all of the States that raise
cattle and, indeed, to all the consumers
as well.

So I am pleased to join with the Sen-
ator from South Dakota and the mem-
bers of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry in supporting this legislation.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, a great deal
has been said in the Senate recently
about the severe financial conditions in
the livestock industry. In addition, there
has been a great deal of talk in the ad-
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ministration and the press. I am glad to
see that today the Senate is taking
prompt action on this situation to pro-
tect the livestock industry and con-
sumers.

It is gratifying to me that the bill we
are considering today includes several
of the provisions included in the Live-
stock Producer and Consumer Protec-
tion Act of 1974, which I introduced on
June 11, The most important provision
is that the loans guaranteed under this
program will be at commercial market
rates, as requested in most of the testi-
mony in hearings on this bill on June 17.
There is no subsidized rate. Cattlemen
and other livestock producers do not
want a handout from the Federal Gov-
ernment. They are not looking for sub-
sidies and they do not need some
grandiose, expensive Federal relief
program.,

This bill is intended to protect live-
stock producers from economic disaster
and to protect consumers from exor-
bitant meat prices in coming months
and years due to a potential loss of our
meat producing capacity. This bill is not
intended to bail the livestock industry
out of a loss situation at the expense of
the Government. However, livestock pro-
ducers do need protection from financial
disaster. This bill would provide that
protection.

At the same time, consumers do not
want subsidized meat paid for with tax
dollars. They do need protection from
exorbitant meat prices and they need a
steady and reliable supply of meat. This
bill would help achieve those objectives.

DEPRESSION LEVEL PRICES

Mr. President, the livestock producers
in Kansas—and this includes cattlemen,
hog farmers, poultry men, dairy farmers
and all livestock producers—are on the
verge of bankruptey. The cattle indus-
try alone in Kansas is a $2 billion indus-
try, the largest moneymaking industry
in Kansas. It has taken fantastic losses,
estimated as high as $600 million. Some
cattlemen have already been forced out
of business.

In my possession, I have a number of
closeout sheets from a typical feedlot
in Kansas, indicating the expenses,
weight, gains and financial losses on a
number of pens fed at this feedlot. The
losses on these cattle range from $106
per head to $211 per head. I have care-
fully noted that the lots of cattle, indi-
cated in these closeout sheets, are not
unusual cases, but very normal examples
of the cattle feeding industry. These cat-
tle were brought into the feedlot at a
normal rate level of about 700 pounds
and fattened to a weight of approximate-
1y 1,100 pounds, at which fime they were
sold. The total cost of gain ranged from
44 cents to 56 cents per pound, with the
average cost of gain ranging in the nor-
mal neighborhood of 50-51 cents per
pound.

It is obvious that with losses of this
magnitude, cattle feedlots cannot be long
expected to stay in business. And when
feedlots go out of business, stockers, and
then cow-calf operators also begin to
experience depressed markets. Similar
situations exist for the hog, poultry, and
dairy industries.
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So it is understandable why I and
other Senators have met with the Presi-
dent, the Secretary of Agriculture and
numerous other administration officials
about the plight of the livestock indus-
try. It is also clear that we have a need
to restrict meat imports and take other
measures to improve the livestock mar-
ket. It is appropriate that we consider
this legislation today to protect the live-
stock industry, and the future supply of
meat for consumers, from economic dis-
aster,

EARLIER EXAMPLE

Mr. President, we saw conditions in
the early 1950's somewhat similar to the
present situation. I believe that, based
on our experience during that period,
the action we are considering today is
necessary and thoroughly justified.

Between 1951 and 1953, the prices on
beef declined 52 percent. The production
of beef and other meat declined sharply
in that period. Following that decline, we
see that there was no appreciable in-
crease in the size of cowherds again until
1959.

In other words, a sharp decline in our
meat producing capacity will result in a
long recovery period before we can ob-
tain a comparable level of production.

Without the protection of the measure
we are considering today, the livestock
industry clearly faces a sharp decline in
its output. The expectation is that Amer-
ican consumers would not find beef in
the same guantities of the peak year of
1972 until nearly the mid-1980’s. Other
types of meat could be expected to follow
a similar pattern.

And the road back to the present level
of production could be expected to be
even more expensive. Inflation is an on-
going process, as we all know. The prices
cattlemen would have to pay to rebulid
their cowherds and feeding facilities
would be even more costly than what
they have paid in the past. The price of
beef would then be more expensive than
what we can expect if the present pro-
duction level can be maintained.

OTHER BUSINESSES AFFECTED

The overall agriculture industry is
closely integrated in the present day. If
the livestock industry is permitted to go
into a substantial recession, we can ex-
pect a similar situation to occur in the
many industries directly related to agri-
culture. This particularly pertains to the
meat processors and retailers who de-
pend directly upon the livestock industry
for their livelihood.

In addition, the grain producers would
face an extreme profit squeeze. The col-
lapse of the livestock industry would re-
sult in a sharp drop in feed grain prices.
Farmers who have paid increasingly
higher prices for fertilizer, equipment,
and other essential materials would be
faced with prices which could only pro-
vide an economic loss. This development
would, in all likelihood, necessitate Gov-
ernment purchases and storage, another
obligation on the Pederal budget.

NUMERQUS SAFEGUARDS

Mr. President, there have been numer-
ous safeguards written into this bill to
prevent abuses or excessive dependence
upon it. At my suggestion, the Agricul-
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ture Committee included a loan limita-
tion of $1 million. While this sum may
sound like a large amount of money to
many people, it should be kept in mind
that $1 million will only purchase from
2,000 to 2,500 cattle at normal market
prices of $400 to $500 per head. It is my
opinion, and the feeling of the commit-
tee, that this limitation of $1 million will
prevent over-dependence upon this act
and prevent the Government from being
in a potential situation where a loan
failure might necessitate large Federal
repayment.

This program will be available only to
bona fide farmers and ranchers. I whole-
heartedly support the concept, as em-
bodied in this bill, that protection should
not be available to those who speculate
in the livestock market or use it for a tax
shelter. As clearly stated in the bill,
credit will be available only to those “who
are primarily in agricultural production
for the purpose of breeding, raising,
fattening, or marketing livestock or live-
stock products.”

It is clearly stated in the bill that the
borrower must be unable to obtain
financing through the normal channels
before he will be eligible for a loan guar-
antee under this program. Guarantees
on loans made to refinance existing in-
debtedness will be made only where ab-
solutely essential for the farmer or
rancher to remain in business.

There has been concern that this pro-
gram could turn into a permanent pro-
gram which would permit the Govern-
ment to expand its interference in the
livestock industry. To prevent such per-
petual extension, a specific limit was pro-
vided in the bill that this program would
expire in 1 year from the date of enact-
ment, with the possible extension for an
additional 6 months under certain con-
ditions.

It has been the committee’s stated in-
tention that the program would be car-
ried out under the Farmers Home Admin-
istration so that no new bureaucracy
would be created. The bill is so designed
as to involve a minimum of redtape. A
provision requires that the Secretary of
Agriculture shall issue regulations to im-
plement the act not later than 10 days
after its enactment.

MINIMUM EXPENSE TO GOVERNMENT

This program should cost the Federal
Government virtually nothing. The re-
quirement that loans guaranteed under
this program must be adequately secure
has been clearly spelled out. A repayment
period of 7 years with possible renewal of
up to 5 years would provide cattlemen
a fair period to repay their debts. The
tradition of livestock producers being
what it is, I would expect that the Gov-
ernment should have extremely low fi-
nancial obligations because of this pro-
gram.

Finally, there is a $3 billion limitation
on the total amount of loan guarantees
outstanding at one time. In a multi-
billion-dollar industry. I do not believe
that this amount is in any way excessive.

Mr, President, I believe that this bill is
necessary to protect consumers and live-
stock producers alike. I urge every Sen-
ator to support this bill.

I commend the distinguished Senator
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from South Dakota, the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska, and the members
of the committee for bringing this legis-
lation to the floor.

I think Congress can respond when
there is great difficulty, and certainly the
livestock industry in America, especially
in my State of Kansas, is having a great
deal of difficulty at this time.

It is my view that with the four bills
considered by the subcommittee, the sub-
committee and the full committee have
passed a very reasonable measure. It
touches on the very dire problem facing
the industry. It is a very tightly drawn
concept. It is drawn for the protection
of the bona fide livestock producer, the
bona fide feeder, and those other bona
fide operators in the industry, and I cer-
tainly strongly endorse the bill.

I recognize in my own State that there
is some concern about this bill. Some
cattlemen do not want anything from the
Government.

My answer is that in the first place
there is no subsidized interest rate being
provided for the livestock producer and
in the long run if there is not some relief
given, the consumer will be the one who
suffers.

Mr. President, I urge passage of the
bill.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, all
I want to do is echo what my associates
from the cattle States, the beef producing
States have had to say this afternoon. I
want to commend the Committee on
Agriculure and Forestry for facing up to
this problem—which concerns, primarily,
the feed lot operators in our States—
holding hearings Monday, reporting out
a bill Wednesday, and having it consid-
ered today.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum so that if anyone is in opposi-
tion to this bill they can have a chance
to show up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call for the
quorum be rescinded.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I
yvield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
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The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION—PROTOCOLS
FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE IN-
TERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREE-
MENT—1971

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABOUREZK). Mr. President, under the
previous order, the Senate will now go
into executive session and proceed to vote
on executive C, 93d Congress, second Ses-
sion, the Protocols for the Extension of
the International Wheat Agreement,
1971.

The question is, Will the Senate advise
and consent to the resolution of ratifica-
tion on executive C, 93d Congress, Sec-
ond session, the Protocols for the Ex-
tension of the International Wheat
Agreement, 1971? On this question the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT-
SEN), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
Eastranp), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GraveL), the Senator from EKentucky
(Mr. HuppLEsTON), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INoUYE), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. JoensTON), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I announce that
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BarT-
LETT), the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BeLLMoN), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BennerT), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Brock), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BRooKE), the Senator from
New York (Mr. BuckLeEy), the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMinNick), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GrirrFIN), the
Senator from Florida (Mr. GurnEY), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr, TarT), and the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. WEeIcKk-
ER) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. StaFrForp) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. Corron) Is
absent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. Cook) would vote “yea.”
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The yeas and nays resulfed
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 271 Ex.]
YEAS—T5

Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfield
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Humphrey
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield

yeas 75,

Abourezk
Alken
Allen
Bayh
Beall
Bible
Blden
Burdick
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.
Byrd, Robert C.
Cannon
Case
Chliles
Church
Clark
Cranston
Curtis Mathias
Dole MecClellan
Domenicl MeGee
Eagleton McGovern
Ervin McIntyre
Fannin Metcall
Fong Metzenbaum
Fulbright Mondale
Goldwater Montoya

NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—25

Cotton McClure

Dominick Moss

Eastland Sparkman

Gravel Stafford

Griffin Stevens

Gurney Taft
Huddleston Weicker

Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoft
Roth
Schwelker
Secott, Hugh
Scott,
William L,
Stennis
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Williams
Young

Baker
Bartlett
Bellmon
Bennett
Béntsen
Brock
Brooke
Buckley Inouye
Cook Johnston

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two-

thirds of the Senators present and vot-
ing having voted in the affirmative, the
resolution of ratification is agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The Senate resumed consideration of
legislative business.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND IM-
POUNDMENT CONTROL ACT OF
1974—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Senate will now pro-
ceed to vote on the conference report on
H.R. 7130 the budget reform bill.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENT-
sEN), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
EAsTLAND) , the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
Graven), the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. HuppLEsToN), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. Inouye), the Senator from
Tounisiana (Mr. JounsTon), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the Senator
from Alabama (Mr., SPARKMAN) are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GrAvEL) would vote “yea.”

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I announce that
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr, BART-
LETT), the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BeLLMoN), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BeNNETT), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Brock), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BrRookEg) , the Senator from
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New York (Mr. BuckLEy), the Senator
from Eentucky (Mr. Coor), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GriFFIiN), the
Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. TarT), and
the Senator from Connecticut (M.
WEICKER) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Srarrorp) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. Corron) is
absent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Tennessee (M.
Brock) and the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. Coox) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 75,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 272 Leg.]
YEAS—T75

Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hatfield
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings

Abourezk
Alken
Allen
Bayh
Beall
Bible
Biden
Burdick
Byrd, Hruska
Harry F., Jr. Hughes
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey
Cannon Jackson
Case Javits
Chiles Kennedy
Church Long
Clark Magnuson
Cranston Mansfield
Curtis Mathias
Dole MecClellan
Domenicl McGee
Eagleton McGovern
Ervin McIntyre
Fannin Metealfl
Fong Metzenbaum
Fulbright Mondale
Goldwater Montoya

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—25

Cotton McClure

Dominick Moss

Eastland Sparkman

Gravel Stafford

Griffin Stevens

Gurney Taft

Huddleston Weicker
Buckley Inouye
Cook Johnston

So the conference report was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to be recon-
sidered.

Mr. ERVIN and Mr. ROBERT C.
BYRD moved to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Herms). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to the consid-
eration of S. 3679, which the clerk will
report.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what
has happened is understandable, be-
cause we have reached third reading now
and it was not anticipated that we would.

I seek recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
vield to the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK) .

Muskle
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Scott,
William L.
Stennis
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Willlams
Young

Baker
Bartlett
Bellmon
Bennett
Bentsen
Brock
Brooke
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ISRAELI BOMBING RAIDS ON
LEBANON

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, I rise
to take note, first of all, of the disengage-
ment agreements negotiated by Secre-
tary of State Kissinger with Syria, Israel,
and Egypt.

In spite of the mood resulting from
the negotiation, and the feeling of peace
that was generated by those disengage-
ment agreements, I am extremely sad-
dened to note that the government of
Israel has seen fit to conduct daily bomb-
ing raids on civilians in southern Leb-
anon, in the farming areas and, indeed,
in the refugee camps where the military
communiques which emanate from Israel
say that the bombing raids are designed
to kill suspected terrorists.

Mr. President, in my opinion, if that
policy is to be accepted as a rational
policy by the people of the world, then
we could easily justify the bombing of
Los Angeles because there are suspected
Symbionese Liberation Army members
living in Los Angeles. The same could be
true of New York City or San Francisco.

My point is this: If we in the United
States are to furnish Phantom jets,
bombs, napalm, firebombs, and money to
fuel the planes when they do the bomb-
ing and the killing in southern Lebanon,
then we must be held accountable for
the deaths that will resulf from what I
consider to be official Israeli Government
terrorist activities—mo less terrorist in
nature than an act of three or four in-
dividual Arabs who kill civilians in Israel.

Mr. President, this raises one impor-
tant question: Where are the doves in
the United States today who cried and
who agonized over the killing in Vietnam,
the killing that was carried out in the
very same manner as it is being done
now in southern Lebanon? Where are
these people today who protested that
same kind of killing in Indochina?

The answer is obvious, Mr. President;
they are deathly silent and, in some
cases, those very same doves are cheer-
ing on the Israelis in their bombing raids
that result in the slaughter of so many
innocent people.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. ABOUREZK. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I join the Sena-
tor. I think these tactics are inexcusable.
I deeply regret that they are being done
with armaments supplied by this coun-
tiy as a result of a vote in this body.

The Senator is well aware—we all
are— of the enormous assistance we have
given to Israel, in the hope that it would
bring about peace. We have all been ap-
plauding in recent weeks the activities of
Secretary of State Kissinger in trying to
bring about peace there. I thought it was
almost universally approved. Now this
action does, indeed, threaten the main-
tenance of that peace. Already, of course,
the press reports the reaction in Syria
where Secretary of State Kissinger and
the President were only a short time
ago.

One cannot help believing that there
may be some ulterior purpose beyond
just the announced purpose of attacking
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the terrorists. One wonders whether they
do want to bring peace there, which can-
not possibly lead to the stopping of the
terrorists on both sides, including the
Palestinians. There is no doubf, of
course—and I do not approve of the raids
by Palestinian terrorists on villages in
Israel, but this is certainly not the ap-
propriate time to respond to that, not
only not appropriate in a humane sense,
but it is not designed to achieve the
purpose, which is to retaliate against
those who perpetrated the original raids.
There is no reason to believe that those
same terrorists who made attacks on
Maalot are in these particular places.
There is nothing to justify that.

Mr. ABOUREZK. If I may interrupt
the Senator briefly, it is ridiculous for
the Government of Israel to justify the
raids on civilian villages and refugee
camps by saying that they are bombing
terrorists who committed crimes in
Maalot, because the terrorists in Maalot
died at Maalot.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes, that is true.

Mr. ABOUREZEK. They do not live any
more. There is no way to kill them twice.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is quite an unjus-
tifiable way to react to that kind of ter-
rorism in that case. It endangers the
maintenance of the very tentative peace
that has been brought about—now only
just for a few days, really.

I deeply regret it and I think our Gov-
ernment should protest it in most vigor-
ous terms.

Mr. ABOUREZEK. Our Government

should not only protest it, but also should
shut off any American tax money for
military aid to Israel.

I opposed that appropriation last year,
as the Senator knows, because it was
easy to foresee the terrible potential for
abuse of power we were providing with
those armaments.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I agree. I do not
think it promotes peace to continue pil-
ing arms into the Middle East, or into
Southeast Asia, for that matter. As the
Senator knows, I contested that in both
places and, as the Senator knows, I did
not vote for it. I think the Senator re-
members that.

Mr. ABOUREZE. I do remember, and
I thank the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas for his comments.

I want to conclude by saying that 2
days before the terrorist incident in the
village of Maalot in northern Israel, the
village in southern Lebanon where my
parents were born, the Efeir, was bombed
by Israeli Phantom jets, fueled by Amer-
ican bombs and American money. There
were four civilians killed in that village.
One was a 6-month-old baby, a 5-year-
old child, an 8-year-old child, and the
mother of one of the children.

Now that was 2 days before the inci-
dent at Maalot.

What that was retaliation for, I do
not know. I do know this, that at the
time of the Maalot incident, the Govern-
ment of Israel had 24 hours or longer
to negotiate for the lives of those people
who were in the school building at
Maalot.

They chose not to negotiate for their
lives. They made the attack rather than
negotiate which resulted in the death
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of so many people. The Government of
Lebanon had no chance to negotiate for
the lives of the people who were killed
2 days before Maalot, nor for the lives
of people who have been killed since
then. That number has ranged into the
hundreds; 40 civilians were Kkilled
yvesterday alone in southern Lebanon, in
the refugee camps. And there is some-
thing to be said for the imbalance of
press coverage in the Middle East. Had
40 civilians been killed in Israel, each
national network would have been in-
dignant with lead news stories, and
justifiably so. But as we have seen, when
Arab civilians die at the hands of the
Israel Government, the majority of the
American press reacts by calmly reading
Israeli military communiques as though
they were impartial eyewitness accounts
of the attacks. What does it take to bring
the realization that an Arab life is equal
to an Israeli life? When our media rep-
resentatives realize their responsibility,
perhaps the Government of Israel will
not feel that it can escape criticism for
its inhuman and barbaric actions.

I have been through one or two of those
camps in Lebanon. The number of people
in the camps ranges from 15,000 to 20,000,
the great majority of them women, chil-
dren, and old men.

The guerrillas generally do not hang
around in the refugee camps, though
occasionally they do. But those are guer-
rillas. They are not necessarily terrorists.
Who the terrorists are, I do not know.
1 do not think anybody knows until such
time as an act of terrorism is committed.

It is unfortunate and regrettable that
they see fit to resort to that kind of ter-
rorism. But it is as unfortunate and as
regrettable that a government, the Gov-
ernment of Israel, will sit down to make
a cold decision to burn crops of the
Lebanese farmers with fire bombs, and
to bomb villages where neither guerrillas
nor terrorists are living; and to bomb
refugee camps where, even if there are
terrorists, there is certain knowledge of
the death of hundreds of women, chil-
dren, and old people.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr, ABOUREZK. I yield the floar.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am cer-
tain that the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota is far more familiar with
the situation in the Middle East than I
am, but I would just like to say that it
does occur to the Senator from Wyoming
that, despite our protested evenhanded-
ness, America has not been as fair as I
think our country should be.

I think we have ignored the Pales-
tinian refugee problem for all too long.
These people have lived in camps over
there for more than a generation. My
heart goes out to them.

Mr. President, I think that for reasons
that are not clear to me, all too little is
said about the more than 1 million per-
sons who were uprooted and who have
never been permanently settled any-
place but just kept hostage at camps
where they have had no chance to aspire
to the traditional role of family life,
which ought to be afforded every human
being.
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I am deeply concerned with the seem-
ing indifference that all too many of us
display toward the plight of these people.
I must say that before we can expect
that real peace will come to the Middle
East, that is a problem which has to be
addressed, which has to be faced realis-
tically, and a solution must be brought
about.

Mr. President, I share the deep dismay
which has been expressed by the Sena-
tor from South Dakota in connection
with the action that has been taken.
Certainly, there is plenty of blame to go
around, whenever terrorism character-
izes the activities of any group of people.
But to think that the action that was
taken is an appropriate response for ear-
lier acts of violence seems to me to fail
completely to understand the plight of
these poor Palestinian refugees.

I hope we can become aware of their
right to aspirations as humans; that we
can become more sensitive to the ways
in which their problems can be resolved,
and that America will take the lead in
trying to see that that problem is dis-
posed of in a manner that will square
with the conscience of humanity.

I thank my colleague from South
Dakota.

Mr. ABOUREZK., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HANSEN. 1 yield.

Mr. ABOUREZK., Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Wyoming for
his comments.

I think it is well past time when the
United States of America and its people
consider that the way to stop the fighting,
to stop the terrorism, and all the other
vioclence in the Middle East, is to deal
with the Palestinian people as a refugee
people. Until such time as they are al-
lowed to find some home, following their
dispersal by Israel in 1948, there will not
be peace in the Middle East, nor in the
world.

As you know, the United States is in
danger of being drawn into that situa-
tion with each commitment we make to
involve ourselves in the Middle East con-
flict.

Mr. President, I would like to say one
more thing with regard to the refugees,
themselves. Last year, at the same time
that this body voted $2.2 billion in mili-
tary aid to Israel, another $50 million
was added by way of an amendment to
resettle Soviet Jews into Israel. They
were not even going to stop off in this
country on their way. That was just a
direct contribution to resettle Soviet
Jews in Israel.

At the same time that that happened,
I offered an amendment to increase our
contribution to the UNRWA Palestinian
refugee fund controlled by the United
Nations, which was accepted here in the
Senate but which was knocked out in the
conference committee. As a result of the
shortage of funds for the United Na-
tions Refugee Works Agency, the Pales-
tinian refugees are going to find some
of their schools closed down, and some
of their food rations cut short.

With the additional daily bombings,
the daily pounding of American bombs
in the refugee camps themselves, the
problems will be multiplied many times
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over—the problems of food, the problems
of health care. Their problems are seri-
ous enough now, without the addition of
this kind of devastation.
I thank the Senator for his remarks.
Mr. HANSEN. I yield the floor.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE DISASTER
ACT OF 1974—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on H.R. 12412, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated by title.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The committee of conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 12412) to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to authorize an ap-
propriation to provide disaster relief, re-
habilitation, and reconstruction assist-
ance to Pakistan, Nicaragua, and the
Sahelian nations of Africa, having met,
after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend
to their respective Houses this report,
signed by a majority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the con-
ference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the ConNGrEs-
s1oNAL Recorp of June 20, 1974, at p.
20211

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I can
summarize very briefly the House-Sen-
ate compromise contained in this con-
ference report. The bill is intended to
authorize appropriations for disaster
relief in three areas: Pakistan, Nicara-
gua, and drought-stricken Africa. For
this purpose, the House had allowed $115
million and the Senate $150 million. In
conference, Mr. President, the House
receded, allowing the full $150 million.
It will be spent as follows: $50 million
for Pakistan, $15 million for Nicaragua,
and $85 million for drought-stricken
Africa. The only change from the Senate
version is that the $10 million earmarked
by the Senate for Ethiopia has been
changed from not less than $10 million
to not more than $10 million.

In addition to the authorization of ap-
propriations, Mr. President, the confer-
ence report contains a provision from
the House-passed version requiring the
Secretary of State to notify Congress 30
days prior to the entry into force of any
proposed modification of a debt owed to
the United States by any foreign govern-
ment by way of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961. The Senate conferees found
this a useful requirement, because it will
allow Congress to review proposed debt
modifications which often involve large
sums of money.

Mr. President, I believe that conferees
from both Houses found this a very satis-
factory conference, and I move the
adoption of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
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tion is on agreeing to the conference
report.
The conference report was agreed to.

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN THE
PUBLIC DEBET LIMIT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 14832) to
provide for a temporary increase in the
public debt limit.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
what is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms). The pending question is the
amendment of the Senator from Mon-
tana to the amendment of the Senator
from Alabama,.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Chair.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
ON RENEGOTIATION ACT OF 1951,
H.R. 14833

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
at such time as the bill HR. 14833, an
act to extend the Renegotiation Act of
1951 for 18 months, is called up and made
the pending business before the Senate,
I ask unanimous consent that there be
a limitation thereon of 3 hours, 1 hour to
be under the control of Mr. PROXMIRE,
and the remaining time to be equally di-
vided between Mr. Lonc and Mr. BEN-
NETT; that time on any amendment be
limited to 30 minutes, with the exception
of an amendment by Mr. TArT, on which
there be a 1-hour limitation; that time
on any debatable motion or appeal be
limited to 20 minutes, and that the
agreement be in the usual form, with
the understanding that the Taft amend-
ment, although not germane, will be in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
ON CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that at such
time as the continuing resolution is called
up and made the pending business before
the Senate, there be a limitation thereon
of 1 hour, to be divided between Mr. Mc-
CreELLAN and Mr. Younc, and that there
be a limitation on any amendment, de-
batable motion, or appeal of 30 minutes,
30 minutes to be divided and controlled
in accordance with the usual form, and
that the agreement be in the usual form.

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

The text of the unanimous-consent
agreement is as follows:

Ordered, That during the consideration of
H.J. Res. 1062, making continuing appro-
priations for the fiscal year 1975, and for
other purposes, debate on any amendment,
debatable motion or appeal shall be limited
to 30 minutes, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the mover of such and the man-
ager of the resolution: Provided, That in the
event the manager of the resolution is in
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
time in opposition thereto shall be controlled
by the Minority Leader or his designee:

Ordered further, That on the guestion of
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the final passage of the said resolution, de-
bate shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled, respectively, by the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN) and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Young): Provided, That the saild Senators,
or either of them, may, from the time under
their control on the passage of the said reso-
lution, allot additional time to any Senator
during the consideration of any amendment,
debatable motion or appeal.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR ROBERT C, BYRD, PERIOD
FOR TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS AND FOR
CONSIDERATION OF CONTINUING
RESOLUTION ON MONDAY, JUNE
24, 1974

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, after the two leaders or their des-
ignees be recognized under the standing
order, the junior Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RoeerT C. BYRD) be recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes; that
there then be a period for the fransac-
tion of routine morning business of not
to exceed 30 minutes, with statements
limited therein to 5 minutes each; and
that at the conclusion of such period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of the continuing resolution.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield the floor, and I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ROLLCALL VOTES TO
OCCUR AFTER 3:20 P.M. ON MON-
DAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that if any
rollcall votes should be ordered on the
continuing resolution on Monday, or on
any other matter prior to the hour of
3:20 p.m., that such vote not occur until
after the vote on the Allen amendment,
which already has been scheduled.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. This would
mean no rolleall votes would oceur prior
to the hour of 3:20 p.m. Monday.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR HANSEN AND SENATOR
TOWER ON TUESDAY, JUNE 25,
1974

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Tues-
day, after the two leaders or their des-
ignees have been recognized under the
standing order, Mr. HanseN and Mr.
Tower be recognized in that order, each
for not to exceed 15 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF EUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield the floor.

Mr. LONG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized.

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN THE
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 14832) to pro-
vide for a temporary increase in the pub-
lic debt limit.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to
say a few words just to make my posi-
tion clear with regard to the Kennedy
amendment on which the Senate will be
voting on Monday.

As I said before, and I repeat, I would
like to see a tax cut of a nature that
would relieve some of the ravages of in-
flation among the working poor and the
lower income people in particular. These
people for the most part are not in a
position to defend themselves against the
rapid increase in the cost of living.

There is one aspect of the Kennedy
amendment which was first generated by
the Committee on Finance, of which I
have the honor to be chairman, the so-
called low income tax credit, or work
bonus, and that is in my judgment a very
meritorious piece of legislation.

That aspect of it has been passed by
the Senate twice. It seeks to assure the
working poor that some of the taxes
being collected on their meager incomes
by social security taxes, and other taxes,
would be reimbursed to them. It tends to
increase the income of the working poor
by about 10 percent and it phases out
at the earning figure of $5,600 for a
worker who has dependent children in
his family.

That proposal, Mr. President, is a mat-
ter that is not, certainly, my idea: it was
the joint thinking of the Commitiee on
Finance when we worked in the welfare
reform area, and we felt then that what
we should try to do is make work more
attractive to the poor than welfare.

Mr. President, I feel this Nation can
afford that tax relief, no matter how
large the deficit is. That item would cost
less than $1 billion. The latest estimate
I saw in that respect is around $700 mil-
Hon. In times of rising prices and infla-
tion I think that the simple element of
tax and social justice is most appropri-
ate. I am aware of the fact that there are
many people in the low income tax
brackets who also have major deficits in
their finances.

While we are indexing the cost of
living for those who are drawing bene-
fits in organized labor, and a great union
like the United Automobile Workers has
it written into their contract that wages
will increase with the cost of living,
while we have provided for automatic
cost-of-living - increases - for social se-
curity beneficiaries, while we try to keep
up with inflation with respect to our Gov-
ernment employees, and generally orga-
nized labor and farsighted employers
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try to do as much for their employees,
nevertheless, Mr. President, there are
just a lot of people who, because of fac-
tors beyond their reach, are not in any-
wise able to protect themselves from the
increase in the cost of living that has
been going on.

Mr. President, some people benefit
from inflation. Not everybody suffers.
There are a lot of people who benefit
very greatly—ior example, those who use
large amounts of borrowed money in the
course of their business benefit from the
fact that they will repay the borrowed
money with cheaper dollars which will
be eagier to come by, Students of eco-
nomiecs know a great number of others
who likewise benefit from inflation. But
many others suffer, and we should look
at those who suffer the most from infla-
tion and we should try to give them
some relief.

So, Mr. President, even though the
Government has deficits, I think we
would be justified in providing tax relief
in ecertain areas where it is particularly
needed.

I am not wedded to a particular tax
reduction. I am not wedded to a $6 bil-
lion tax cut, or any other figure. I just
feel it would be appropriate at this time
to provide some tax relief for those who
are getting the worst of it with the high
degree of inflation going on.

That, however, does not mean I am
going to vote for the tax decreases in
the Kennedy amendment. In fact, to
me, it means just the opposite because
the amendment provides that we will
repeal the depletion allowance for oil
and gas.

I cannot help but notice that the
amendment would place little, or no, ad-
ditional tax on the fantastic profits made
by major oil companies in foreign lands.
‘We have heard about the windfall prof-
its. Most of them have come from for-
eign oil. The reason the public has
suffered from the greatest increase in the
cost of living in a 9-month period has
been due to the cost of energy. Why is
that? It is because this Nation impru-
dently, in my judgment, has had policies
in effect that made it more profitable for
people to find and produce oil overseas
than to find and produce it here. It was
that economic policy that resulted in
our drilling rigs and investment capital
being used to drill and produce more oil
in foreign countries and in areas horder-
ing along those foreign lands than in
producing it here, in the Gulf of Mexico,
the Atlantic, and the Pacific.

The logical way to overcome that
shortsighted policy is to make it more at-
tractive to search for energy here, and
less attractive to try to find and produce
€nergy overseas.

What would the Kennedy amendment
do about that? The best I can make out,
it would make it even less attractive to
find the energy here and, relatively
speaking, make it more attractive to find
it over there.

Most of us who have some knowledge
about this subject believe that if we re-
pealed the depletion allowance complete-
ly for some of these major companies do-
ing business in the Near East and else-
where, it would not raise their tax labil-
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ity at all, because the foreign tax credits
that they are going to accumulate under
the laws of those various lands and under-
the Internal Revenue Code and its regu-
lations exceed any taxes that they would
owe, quite apart from the depletion al-
lowance, even if they had no depletion al-
lowance at all.

What does the amendment do about
that? Zero. Just absolutely nothing.

So, on the profits being made in the
foreign lands, the tax advantages would
continue to be such that there would be
no additional taxes. There would be a
tremendous tax increase on the person
who was trying to produce it here.

Mr. President, this Nation is still fab-
ricating drilling platforms and drilling
rigs to be placed on the bottom of the
North Sea to produce oil for England and
European nations generally. They are
being fabricated here and sent there to
be put in place to find oil over there. In
time of need, we cannot rely on one bar-
rel of that oil. It will go to Europe.

We are still fabricating that equipment
and even sending highly competent
American working people to the Near
East and elsewhere to help drill oil wells
and find energy for those lands. Why do
they do that? Because the economics, in-
cluding the tax structures, are such that
it is more desirable to produce oil over
there than it is to produce it here. That is
an utterly ridiculous situation, and yet
the Kennedy amendment would make it
worse.

Furthermore, it will come as a surprise
to some Senators, and I presume the
sponsors of the Kennedy amendment, to
know that in the last 15 years more than
half of the 20,000 independent producers
of oil in this Nation have been driven to
the wall. They have been put out of busi-
ness. They no longer produce oil.

The testimony before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee was that if we adopted
this amendment, the 10,000 remaining in
that business will be cut in half again in
5 years, so that we will then have less
than 5,000 independent producers of oil.

‘We ought to be striving to bring people
back into the oil business, not drive them
out. We ought to be striving to bring back
into the business some of the 10,000 who
got out of the business, because of our
tax and other policies, rather than re-
duce in half the number of people who
are left in that business.

So it would be a very unwise thing,
and it woud tend to make this Nation
more dependent upon foreign oil, rather
than less dependent. It would defeat
Project Independence. It would upset
our desire to become self-sufficient in
energy. So did the 1969 Reform Act,
which also increased taxes on that in-
dustry just as an increase is being
sought in this amendment.

That is not all. The proposal would
also repeal the ADR, the asset deprecia-
tion range, and make it less attractive
to buy and install modern equipment in
new plants in this country.

The Secretary of the Treasury testi-
fied on that subject. He pointed out
something that I have felt for a long
time—and I have the facts to support
it beyond any reasonable doubt—that
when Congress passed the Tax Reform
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Act of 1969 repealing the investment tax
credit and reducing the depletion allow-
ance, among other tax reform provisions
and even though that bill also reduced
taxes by a net $2!% billion in the long
run, thereby actually putting $22 bil-
lion a year extra into circulation, within
1 year after that bill was enacted this
Nation was in a recession.

In my judgment, because there were
disadvantages in building new plants, in
making new investments, in putting
people to work, this Nation found itself
in a recession by the middle of the fol-
lowing year—1970—so serious a reces-
sion that the President called on us in
August 1971, to restore the investment
tax credit and to provide new incentives
that would encourage business to make
new investments and put people back to
work.

Mr. President, the effect of those tax
increases gained the Government no
revenue whatever, and the reason they
gained the Government no revenue, is
that they put people out of work. They
reduced Government income because
people were not working and not making
income; people were becoming tax eat-
ers on the unemployment insurance
rolls rather than taxpayers—rather
than as self-reliant, proud, hardworking
people. That reduced the income of the
Government.

So there was a so-called tax increase—
up to $3 billion a year from repeal of the
investment tax credit—which totally de-
feated itself. There was a tax increase,
one might say. that was supposed to bring
us $3 billion in revenue, and instead may
have cost us $6 billion or more because
it headed this Nation into a recession.

Mr. President, if one wants to move
in the direction of tax equity on the
theory that on a given amount of in-
come everybody ought to pay the same
amount of tax, the most indefensible
provision in the whole tax code is the in-
vestment tax ecredit. That is a 7-percent
tax credit for an expense that does not
exist. In other words, if one buys a piece
of equipment, he gets a T-percent tax
credit on what it cost him to buy it; and
then he is able to take depreciation on
100 percent of the cost of that piece of
machinery, nevertheless.

Why would we do that? We do that
because we want to give somebody an in-
centive to buy new plant and equipment.

I am somewhat amused that the spon-
sors of the Kennedy amendment, mov-
ing to improve tax equity by selective
tax increases, did not propose to repeal
the investment tax credit. That is the
biggest and most unconscionable depar-
ture from this principle of equity in tax-
ation that has been put on the tax books
in years; and it would increase tax rev-
enue more than any other item in that
tax increase package. Why do they not
move to repeal that? Perhaps a number
of reasons might occur to them. One rea-
son might be that the investment tax
credit was proposed by John F. Kennedy,
the late President, the brother of the
sponsor of the present Kennedy amend-
ment.

While one could argue that the invest-
ment credit departs drastically from the
principle of tax equity, he cannot ques-
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tion its effectiveness in stimulating eco-
nomic growth.

So when it was repealed, we found that
the repeal of that one item with its in-
centive to provide more jobs put the Na-
tion into a recession. It was then felt
that this provision should be restored to
encourage the kind of economic growth
that it has stimulated before and, indeed,
did stimulate again.

The same thing is true, Mr. President,
although perhaps to a lesser degree, with
regard to the accelerated depreciation
which is implicit in the ADR.

In my judgment, Mr. President, re-
pealing that provision will cause people
to delay making new investments; it will
retard business growth; it will reduce
employment.

Mr. President, let me read what the
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. William
Simon, said about this subject when dis-
cussing it before the Senate Finance
Committee.

Speaking of the recession that oc-
curred after the 1969 tax reform law
went into effect, he said:

In considerable part, this condition of the
economy could be attributed to the overall
effects of the Tax Reform Act of 1969 which
had repealed the T percent investment credit
and otherwise increased the tax burden on
business capital while reducing taxes on per-
sonal income. Just as Secretary Eennedy
warned this committee, the House-passed bill
was imbalanced in its effect on consumption
and saving, and we are still suffering the con-
sequences.

In response to the need to stimulate
business investment, the administration
proposed two steps in 1971: a radically

new depreciation procedure designed to
reduce uncertainty faced by investors,

and reinstitution of the investment
credit. The REecorp shows these were
successful:

Unemployment declined steadily to a rate
well below 5 percent before the decline was
interrupted by the energy crisis last winter.

Investment increased by 9 percent in 1972
and 13 percent in 1973,

Industrial production increased by nearly
19 percent in 2 years, and capacity utilization
rose substantially, by 10 percent.

Mr. President, furthermore, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury points out that
greater investments are still needed. I
would like to quote further from his
statement:

Just to stand still and employ no more
workers or produce no more goods and serv-
ices than presently, U.S. industry will have to
invest more in order to achieve the required
reduction in air- and water-polluting emis-
sions.

Although currency revaluation has appre-
ciably improved the competitive position of
U.S. industry, the fact remains that, as com-
pared with its major foreign competitors,
U.S. industry is less modern.

Mr. President, did we ever think that
we would hear a U.S. Secretary of Treas-
wry testifyving that American industry is
less modern than industry of foreign
nations?

I always thought this was a nation
that led them all; that we were more
modern and up to date with our plant
and machinery, and more productive
than other nations throughout the
world.

Yet, Mr. President, today we are fall-
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ing behind, because we do not provide
as much incentive for our industries to
stay modern as the other modern in-
dustrial nations around the world whom
we thought we taught. Apparently they
learned their lessons well, and they
moved ahead of us.

Mr. President, it is for that reason
that I cannot vote for a proposal which
would roll back the production of energy
in this country; nor can I vote for a
proposal that will have the effect of in-
creasing the price of gasoline at the
pump by 35 cents a gallon, as the testi-
mony before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee indicates.

The price of gas is high enough al-
ready, and everybody knows that if you
raise the tax, that increases the cost,
just as much higher wages for labor in-
creases the cost, of doing business, and
it will have to be passed on to the con-
sumer.

The Secretary of the Treasury so testi-
fled, and so did everybody else who ap-
peared on this subject. How can we raise
the tax, assuming the industry is making
about what we think they ought to make,
without raising the price of the product?

The evidence I have indicates that for
a gallon of gas retailing at about 60
cents, there is a 2-cent profit in that
gallon of gas to the company that pro-
duces that gallon of gas. That company
is plowing back 4 cents to try to find
more oil and gas to produce more energy.
Now then, they would not be able to put
back twice what they are making if they
were not making anything. They would
not even be able to borrow the money.

Therefore, if we raise the tax by elim-
inating the depletion allowance, they
will have to raise the price; otherwise
they cannot stay in business.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Yes, I yield to the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. The economics of de-
pletion is a difficult issue, and I think
there is probably no one better qualified
than the two Senators, the Senator from
Louisiana and the Senator from Wyo-
ming, to explain the economic factors
of the oil industry.

I heard the argument that if we elim-
inate the oil depletion allowances, we
will have an increase in the cost of gaso-
line to the consumer. I am sure the Sen-
ator from Louisiana gefs asked, as I get
asked, about the extraordinary increases
in the profits of the major oil companies
over the past year. Those figures have all
been made a part of the RECORD.

But the American people are wonder-
ing why it is that the major oil com-
panies are using those profits to buy up
companies in other industries. We read
earlier this week that Mobil Oil Co. is
trying to buy Montgomery Ward. Now,
Montgomery Ward is an old familiar
store to those of us in New England. But
it is not in the oil business. It is a general
department store.

Mr. LONG. If the Senator will let me
answer the question——

Mr. KENNEDY. Let me just continue
for a moment. Mobil proposes to spend
$400 million, not for research, not for
finding new energy sources, but to buy
Montgomery Ward.
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Then only a few months ago, we read
that Gulf Oil Co. was considering buying
the Ringling Bros Circus. It would
appear that Gulf is taking tax dollars
paid by the American taxpayer through
the depletion allowance, and is going to
the circus.

I think it is extremely difficult for the
American people to understand why the
0il companies are using their fantastic
profits to purchase other companies,
rather than going out and exploring for
oil. How is owning a circus or a depart-
ment store going to give America the
energy independence the country needs.

Mr. LONG. I am glad the Senator asked
the question. I am glad to educate him
on that subject. Because it is more profit-
able in the real estate business and in
the Montgomery Ward business than it
is drilling for oil.

The Gulf Oil Co. had an advertisement
in the paper a while back—I hope the
Senator read it; I saw it and read it—
a full page in the Washington Post, where
they explained that it is true they made
a lot of additional money on their foreign
oil, because the value of the oil they had
in inventary obviously went up when the
price of oil went up, because the Arabs
raised their price.

But within this country, within the
United States, if you are looking at their
oil-producing operations during this year
—with all these high profits one hears
discussed here—they made less money in
producing oil than they made the year
before. I am talking about the oil they
produced within the United States.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
vield?

Mr. LONG. They were making less; if
you take out their petrochemical opera-
tions, which is a big operation for that
company, just look at what they are mak-
ing on oil selling at the controlled price,
which is about $5.25 for old oil. Including
the $10 they get for such new oil as they
can find, they average about $7 a barrel
for the crude oil produced here right now,
and that price must be averaged with the
price for natural gas to find the real price
for energy produced from oil and gas. Be-
cause natural gas is selling for a much
lower price in terms of energy, the aver-
age equivalent price is only $4 a barrel
for oil and gas produced in this country,
cc;lmpared with $10 a barrel for foreign
oil.

On domestic oil and gas, Mr. President,
they are making less profit this year, even
with all the tremendous increase in for-
eign profits, than they did the year be-
fore, and that was not a particularly
good year. They are also plowing back
more than twice as much in trying to find
more energy in this country than they
did the year before. Why are they not
investing more than that? Because it is
not all that profitable.

The Senator’s amendment would not
touch all that, the greater profitability of
foreign oil, where these companies are
making all this money. It costs 15 cents a
barrel to produce a lot of that oil; they
are selling it for $10 a barrel. Even after
the foreign government takes out $7 a
barrel, that still leaves an awfully large
profit—$3 a barrel for something that
cost you 15 cents a barrel to produce.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. Do they not get a de-
pletion allowance on the foreign oil?

Mr. LONG. Yes, and I would favor
eliminating the depletion allowance on
that foreign oil. But here in this country,
during the last 15 years, half of the 20,000
independent producers have been put out
of business, because they could not com-
pete with that foreign oil the way it
was. So the 20,000 independents have
been reduced to 10,000. I hope the Sena-
tor will read these hearings. These peo-
ple came in and testified that if we take
away their depletion allowance, as sug-
gested here, the 10,000 will go down to
5,000 in a hurry.

We need those producers, and I say to
the Senator, if he wants to raise revenue
from the oil industry, he ought to be
raising it on that foreign oil. It is still
so much more profitable than oil pro-
duced here that we still have our rigs
manufactured in Morgan City, La., and
hauled over to the North Sea, Nigeria,
and Saudi Arabia. They are still sending
our best welders and oil rig men over
there, because it is more profitable for
them to work there than here.

To increase taxes on the oil industry,
I would favor taxing this exportation of
jobs abroad, rather than putting the in-
dependent people out of business here
in the United States. I say to the Senator,
we have put half of them out of business
already; why kill the other half?

Mr. HANSEN., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. If I could respond
briefly to the question of the Senator
from Massachusetts——

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, could I
restate the question for the Senator from
Wyoming?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, I am happy to yield
for that purpose.

Mr. KENNEDY. It has been sharpened
somewhat by the response of the Sena-
tor from Louisiana.

I asked him why the oil companies are
moving into the department store busi-
ness and into the circus business. He
says, well, that is where the profits are.

The consumers want to know why they
ought to be subsidizing these major oil
companies to drill for oil, and then find
they are using the profits instead to go
out and buy Montgomery Ward and the
Ringling Bros. Circus. Millions of ordi-
nary taxpayers are subsidizing the oil
companies to the tune of billions of dol-
lars a year, through the oil depletion
allowance. The justification for the de-
pletion allowance was to give the com-
panies an incentive to go out and find
new resources. The people cannot under-
stand what is happening.

I am all for the small independents. I
am all for the wildcatters and the inde-
pendent operators; and if they are at
such a competitive disadvantage in find-
ing resources and reserves, because of the
practices of the major oil companies, then
I am for doing something about that.
That may very well be the case. But after
listening to the distinguished Senator
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from Louisiana, I wonder how he justifies
giving the depletion allowance to the
major oil companies, in view of the fact
that they are getting into areas which
have absolutely nothing to do with re-
search and exploration. How can he
justify the faect that with the highest
profits in oil history, the American tax-
payer has to subsidize the oil companies
to buy department stores and circuses.
That subsidy is coming out of the average
taxpayer's pocket. That subsidy has to
be made up some way, and the way it is
being made up is from the pockets of
millions of ordinary citizens.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, those high
profits the Senator is talking about are
being realized out of oil produced in for-
eign lands. It is not all that profitable
here. In fact, the reason why it was so
unprofitable that when the oil was cut
off from the Near East, we almost suf-
fered a calamity, was that this country
because of its tax policies, was export-
ing its energy industry. Every year the
capacity of the American industry to
produce was going down, at what looked
like about a 45 degree angle on the chart.
When the Arabs put the boycott on and
world prices went up, new oil production
in the country was permitted to have
the same prices the Arabs were getting
for the oil that slipped through the
blockade. That turned it around, and
now we have had a 40 percent increase in
drilling. That is not near enough. We
need a 100 percent increase in drilling.
We increased drilling by one-half just
to get back to where we were 15 years
ago. We should increase it at the rate
of 100 percent, but we have managed
only 40 percent. Anyone in the oil busi-
ness is scared that ther will lose the de-
pletionn allcwance, and that the inde-
pendents would be driven out of business.
They say repeal of the depletion allow-
ance means that half of them will be out
of business in the next 5 years. Even
the Secretary of the Treasury who put
our money into it at one time—and he
understands the problems of the oil in-
dustry a lot more than the average lay-
man does—tells us that this would hurt
the Independents here a great deal more
than it woul.. hurt the major companies.

But the point is that the big profits
are in foreign oil. Up in New York they
are charging $10 a barrel, and if they
could get it, they would be charging more
than $20. We have oil that we sell for
$5.25. We are selling gas a lot cheaper
than that. The price of gas works out to
be about 25 cents per thousand cubic
feet, at least down in my State. It
should be $l1—which then compares
with about $6 for oil.

Mr, HANSEN. Mr. President, I believe
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KenNEDY) has raised a
valid question and one that deserves an-
swering if I could. I say to my distin-
guished colleague from Louisiana, let me
try to answer it. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts says, let us look at the big
picture. That is right. We should look at
the big picture.

These are the facts:

When people talk about profits in the
oil business, because the newspapers have
chosen to ignore some very important
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elements of the facts, the average person
does not know the facts. First of all,
what has happened here is that we have
had a devaluation of the dollar. That ac-
counts for the significant increase in the
profitability of many oil cperations—the
devaluation of the dollar.

The second fact is that the Arabs put
ar: oil export boycott into effect. At the
same time they put that boycott on, we
had a rise in prices because they got to-
gether as a cartel that controlled two-
thirds of the total world oil production
and reserves. This had nothing to do
with any decision on the part of the oil
companies but was a unilateral decision
on the part of the oil exporting coun-
tries, particularly the Arab oil exporting
countires. They said, “We are going to
raise the price.” Everyone knows that
the profits are absolutely out of sight—
or they think they are.

Occidental had an increase in profit-
ability compared to the return on invest-
ment in 1973 over 1972 of 718 percent.

The distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Jackson) stood on this floor
and said that those profits were perfectly
obscene. He said they were unconscion-
able, that they are unconscionable and
we should stop them. Of course we
should.

What he did not say—what he failed
to say—was that in 1971, Occidental did
not make any money. It lost money. It
went in the hole. I repeat, it went in the
hole.

What happened in 1972? Occidental
did not decide they were going to pay no
dividends, because they wanted to keep
selling their stock—just like everyone
else does. So, what did they do? They
said, “We will pay a rate of return of
one and three-tenths percent.” They did
have a better year in 1973. They decided
to pay a better rate of return. They paid
about 9 percent. If we divide out the frac-
tions that follow the one and three-
tenths percent of the 9 percent, we will
find that there was an increase in profits
of T18 percent.

But, no one said—I repeat, no one
said—that a nine percent return on in-
vestment was a very good investment.

What happened? Occidental’s stocks
along with Exxon, Texaco, Mobil, Gulf,
all dropped on the New York Stock Ex-
change.

So I ask, Mr. President, if this is such
a great business, if these profits are so
much out of sight, why is it that the
discerning American investor did not
buy some of these stocks?

He did not buy them because in the
Congress of the United States proposals
were being made to all kinds of punitive
action against the oil companies.

They were going to repeal the oil de-
pletion allowance. They were going to
knock out the foreign tax credits. They
were going to knock out the intangible
drilling cost accounting procedures.
They were going to require that one-half
of Federal land owned had to be bid for
on a royalty basis. They called for hor-
izontal divestiture of all oil companies
for anyone in the oil business who was
contributing to the coal business, or was
doing any research on solar energy. They
called for a vertical divestiture zo that if
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they were interested in more than one
of the businesses producing transporta-
tion by pipeline, refining, or the retail-
ing of oil, they had to get rid of all of
it.

They introduced proposals to put the
Government into the oil business. The
junior Senator from Illinois said that we
will put the Federal Government into
the business so that we will have a way
to measure what is a reasonable return
on profits. Then they further proposed
to charter all integrated oil companies.
Maybe everyone knows what that means
and perhaps some do not. I know that
the Senators from Louisiana and Mas-
sachusetts know what it means. It
means that on every one of the infe-
grated oil company operations they
would have a representative of the pub-
lic sitting in on the board of trustees just
to see that everyone stayed on, just so
the public interest was represented.

Those are the sort of proposals they
had in mind.

They did not stop there, though, they
had more in mind.

They said, “We will force the oil com-
panies to make public disclosure of all
the information they have, although it
may have nothing to do with the overall
public interest. We will require every oil
company to disclose every bit of confi-
dential information it has.”

Another proposal would extend FPC
price regulation to crude oil as well as
intrastate gas in addition to interstate
gas which is already regulated.

And, of course, there are still those who
want to roll back the price of crude oil
and repeal the stripper well exemption
for marginal wells and apply a so-called
windfall profits tax to the price of crude
oil.

So, Mr. President, what my good friend
from Massachusetts, my cherished
friend, asked is: Why did Gulf and Mo-
bil talk about diversifying their invest-
ments?

All I can say is, if I owned a single
share of oil stock—which I do not—I
would sure want to be getting ouf of that
business, because if only half the bills
proposed on the floor of the Senate are
enacted, it would turn out to be the poor-
est investment anyone could make.

Mr. President, and the Occidental ob-
scene profits—as Senator JacksoN char-
acterized them—of 718 percent. Uncon-
scionable? Of course it was—until we
start comparing that fact to the amount
of the 9 percent return on the invest-
ment.

The Washington Post and the New
York Times thought that this was clearly
not in the best interests of the public.
They had great headlines saying, in ef-
fect, look at the unconscionable profits—
9 percent for Occidental.

However, they did not point out to the
American pecple that the Washington
Post that very same year had profits in
excess of 14 percent.

The New York Times did not say to
the American people, “We have had prof-
its in excess of 14 percent.” They never
mentioned that. They did not say that.

Mr. President, if we really want to be
a wise investor, then get out of the oil
business and invest, instead, in CBS be-
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cause when CBS was blasting the oil
companies day after day, morning after
morning, and night after night, they did
not say that CBS at the same time had
had a return of 18.5 percent.

Then, further, if we really want to
look—as the Senator from Massachusetts
said we should, and I agree with him—
at which has been happening in foreign
countries, I would say that we are darn
lucky, we are very fortunate as Ameri-
cans that we have American investments
abroad.

Because you know what happened, Mr.
President? Two things happened: When
the Arabs put on the oil boycott, we also
had some of the same questions we find
current here day after day, we find they
were also operating in other parts of
the world—in Nigeria, in Venezuela, in
Indonesia—and when the Arabs stopped
the oil from flowing to America last fall,
when they put their boycott on, these
American companies, without violating
any trust or any of the laws of the lands
under which they were operating in the
Middle East, were able at the same time
to divert oil that would have been going
and was going to other sources to the
United States, and we got through last
winter in pretty good shape.

We got through in pretty good shape
because the oil kept flowing, despite the
fact that the distinguished Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson) said, “We are
going to freeze to death, almost.” He
was saying that last winter. We did not
quite freeze to death. Despite the fact
that we could not buy any woolen under-
wear, because the coyotes had eaten most
of the sheep in the West, we were still
able to get through the winter. He made
dire predictions about how we were go-
ing to have to ration gasoline or that we
could not get through the winter. We did
not ration gasoline.

We got through the winter. Most of
the people kept their jobs. Most of the
factories kept running.

All I can say to my good friend, the
Senator from Louisiana, and my cher-
ished friend, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, is that I am glad American dol-
lars were invested in Saudi Arabia, in
Nigeria, in Venezuela, in Canada, in In-
donesia, and a lot of other places around
the world, including the North Sea. I
say to the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee that that was how
we were able to get through the winter
in as good shape as we did.

Though I do not have any reason at
all to suspect that a word of what the
Senator and I may say here now will
ever see print in any of the big metro-
politan eastern newspapers, it still is a
fact that the oil business is not the best
business in the world if one wantis to
make a profit.

It is still a fact that, despite the fact
that they have said the profits of the oil
industry are unconscionable, these prof-
its do not start to equal the return on
investments in the Washington Post and
the New York Times.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would like
to make another point. The Senator from
Wyoming asked about the company buy-
ing Montgomery Ward. I believe it will
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be found that the major companies are
anticipating either the repeal or a dras-
tie reduction of the depletion allowance.
That being the case, they are looking to
where they can put their money and
claim tax advantages that they will lose
when they lose the depletion allowance.

For one thing, some of us suspect that
they are moving to try to acquire as
many of their own filling stations as they
can, rather than lease them or do busi-
ness with independent filling station op-
erators, so they can take depreciation
on those holdings.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr, LONG. I yield.

Mr, KENNEDY. In effect, the Senator
is saying the majors are going to take
over the small independents. That ought
to be a real concern to the American
people.

Here are the major oil grants, going
out, buying up the small independents,
driving the small businessmen out of
business. Many of these independent
firms have been in the same family for
two or three generations.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am glad
the Senator has some concern about the
small independents. I wish he had the
same concern about the small independ-
ent oil producer.

Mr. EENNEDY. I certainly do.

Mr. LONG. I am concerned about both
of them.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as a
matter of fact, I have enjoyed the warm
and good support of the small inde-
pendents.

Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. It is interesting to lis-
ten to the explanation of how the people
in my part of the country are being
served by the production of domestic oil
in the United States and how the major
domestic oil companies are a friend of the
New Englanders. It was only a few years
ago that the major oil companies had an
oil import quota system which kept New
Englanders from purchasing cheap for-
eign oil. We had to buy it in the United
States, at a higher price, but the major
oil companies insisted that the quota had
to be kept on. So we were forced to pay
astronomical prices for oil.

The Senator from Wyoming talks
about people not losing their jobs. I
would like to take him up to Fitchburg
and Leominster and other cities in Mas-
sachusetts and introduce him to the
thousands of people in the plastics in-
dustry who lost their jobs because of the
0il crisis.

Mr. HANSEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, I decline to
vield further. I have the floor, and I
should like to respond.

The Senator has spoken about the
auota system. I was never under the im-
pression that a major company asked for
that system. I am one of those who
worked for it, and the late John Kennedy
helped us to implement the quota system
because he thought it was good for the
country, as did 1.

My thought was this: If we do not
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have an industry in this country that is
able to produce essential requirements
for fuel, we are going to regret it. We in
Louisiana were not in a position to com-
pete with foreign oil. In Louisiana, where
we produce more oil, for a State of its
size, than any other State in the Union,
we were not able to compete with wells
that produced 6,000 barrels a day and
up. The best we could find at that time
was, perhaps, a well which might pro-
duce 400 barrels a day at full capacity.

They have wells there which produce
as much as 400,000 barrels a day. If we
have one that produces 400 to 500 barrels
a day, we think we are doing very well.
I understand that one or two wells have
been found in the Gulf that might pro-
duce as much as 3,000 barrels a day. The
average well in this country produces 14
barrels a day, and the average well in the
Near East produces approximately 6,000
barrels a day. So, relatively speaking,
their average well produces about 500
times as much as the average well in the
United States. Their production cost is
less than 25 cents. On new oil found in
this country, our production cost runs
around $5.

So this industry, which produces the
essential requirements of energy for the
United States, cannot begin to compete
on a strictly head-on competitive basis
with the wells in the Near East.

We need an energy industry, because
we always face the possibility of a recur-
rence of the situation that occurred
when the Arabs tried to shut off supplies
during the Suez crisis and when they did
during the past winter.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. LONG. I will yield in a moment.

In order to have a domestic industry,
not only the people of New England but
also the people of Louisiana were pay-
ing approximately $1.25 a barrel more
than they would have paid if we could
have persuaded the Arabs to produce it
and sell it to us at the level of profit
they were making at that time and the
level of Government take they had at
that time. So all of us in the country
are paying more for our energy.

That was done in order to have an
industry that could see us through any
emergency that might strike us, that
could see us through thick and thin—
an industry that could keep them honest
over there, could make them keep their
price at a reasonable level. What hap-
pened in this industry was a decline in
domestic oil exploration to the point
where the industry could not begin to
take care of America’s needs, The Arabs
put an embargo on us when we sided with
Israel against them in the Arab-Israeli
war. What little oil we could get sold
for as much as $20 a barrel. I feel sorry
for the people in New England who are
paying those prices.

But we did try to help, and we have
been selling the oil we produce in our
part of the country for $5.25 under a
Government control program—for which
I voted as a Senator from an oil-pro-
ducing State—while they were produc-
ing it, shipping it here, and charging
$20 and more a barrel. Even when one
allows a price of $10 for newly discovered
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oil, the average price we pay for energy,
including what we pay for gas, which is
being regulated at a low price by the
Federal Power Commission, as though
gas producers were generating plants
rather than oil producers, works out to
$4 a barrel—compared to the $20 a barrel
we were paying for imported oil.

That is the advantage of having a
strong domestic industry. Regardless of
what the price may have been, the point
is that, when needed it, it was there.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LONG. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. This is an interesting
argument. It is exactly the same argu-
ment we have heard for years and years.
The fact is that Georgia does not need
that much home heating oil, nor do they
need it in North Carolina or South Caro-
lina, or Louisiana, or many other South-
ern States. How much home heating oil
do they use in Arizona?

The fact is that New England has 6
percent of the population, and we use 25
percent of the home heating oil. So in
order that we may have an oil industry
in the Nation, the people in New Eng-
land, the Northeast, and the North At-
lantic States have had to pay a special
price for it.

We need a national defense. We have
aircraft carriers, we have missiles, we
have bombers. But we do not have New
England paying for a disproportionate
share. They pay the same share the peo-
ple of Louisiana pay.

If it is a national policy to protect a
national interest with regard to national
security, the burden should be borne
even-handedly throughout the Nation. It
should not be placed on those who hap-
pen to come from a particular area of
the country which has extreme cold in
the winter. Yet that was what was done
with the oil import policy. That is why it
was so inequitable.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the debates
in this body in 1840 were just as heated
as they are now, perhaps more so, be-
cause some Southern States were raising
the devil about the fact that they were
producing cotton and farm products,
and whatnot, and buying manufactured
goods from New England at prices pro-
tected by high tariff rates to protect
American industry and American manu-
facturers.

But if we are going to have an industry
that can provide our energy require-
ments—and I am not talking about oil—
if we are going to have an industry to
keep the American people warm in the
wintertime and provide them with gaso-
line for their automobiles and fuel for
their generating plants, for their air-con-
ditioning, and in the other comforts, and,
by all means, fuel to see us through a war
if we are forced to fight one, and fuel to
go to the aid of our allies in the event
they find themselves in distress, then it
is going to cost us more to produce that
energy here than it is going to cost the
people in Saudia Arabia, because they
produce at 25 cents a barrel.

We can find new oil at about $5 a bar-
rel. It is going to cost us $7 or $8 a bar-
rel to bring in new coal and shale oil;
and if we do not bring in new coal and
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shale oil, we will never be seli-sufficient
in this country.

If we can make a big breakthrough
in atomic power, then we can forget the
oil and gas. We will not need it, and we
can sell it on the world marketplace.

One more point with regard to the oil
industry—all during the time we had
those restrictions, there was no restric-
tion on residual fuel oil, which, of course,
could be imported without any limitation
whatever.

Quite apart from the need to provide
the Nation with its energy requirements
and to build a nation that is self-suffi-
cient, the Senator further proposes to
eliminate the faster depreciation write-
offs allowed by ADR on plant and equip-
ment, thereby encouraging investments
in automating their plants and equip-
ment.

Mr. President, I am amazed to find
that the United States, which I always
thought had the most modern plants in
the world, is becoming a second-rate
power and that it is not as modern as
some of the nations with which we are
competing, such as West Germany, Ja-
pan, and others. We should do whatever
is necessary to keep our Nation seli-
sufficient.

I think John Kennedy was right when
he persuaded me to go along with the
tremendous new incentive for new plants
and equipment—the investment tax
credit. It was against my better judg-
ment, but I do not regret it now. One
cannot find anything in the tax code that
departs from tax equity as much as that
did. That is a 7-percent tax credit for an
expense that is also deductible. The in-

vestor can write off the entire cost of

equipment through depreciation—in
addition to the 7-percent tax credit. I
helped to put that law on the statute
books. Looking back upon it, I am glad
I did because it stimulated the economy
and it helped to keep this country pros-
perous.

It helped the Senator's late brother,
President John Kennedy, and President
Lyndon Johnson, over a period of 8 years
to maintain better economic conditions
than before. It was a fantastic achieve-
ment. That provision encouraged our
businessmen to modernize our plants and
become more productive.

Mr, KENNEDY. There is nothing in the
amendment we have submitted that af-
fects the investment tax credit. The only
thing it affects in this respect is acceler-
ated depreciation. We draw a distinction,
and economists draw a distinetion, be-
tween the two different programs.

T agree that under President Kennedy,
the investment tax credit had an impor-
tant impact in terms of stimulating the
economy. It is a measure I continue to
support, although I think its beneficial
impact can be sharpened.

I reject the Senator’s attempt to lump
a loophole like ADR with the investment
tax credit. Our amendment affects only
ADR. It does not touch the investment
credit.

Mr. LONG. But if the Senator is talk-
ing about tax equity one can better de-
fend accelerated depreciation than the
investment tax credit. But the tax laws
we have written do not proceed on that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

basis. It depends on how one made his
money and what he did with it.

Mr. KENNEDY, That is true, and the
ordinary taxpayer winds up paying too
much, because others pay too little.

Mr. LONG. The Senator might say
that, but he does not want to reflect on
his brother and my dear friend, Presi-
dent John Kennedy, who helped to make
it that way by proposing the investment
tax credit. It did help to make this a
more prosperous country, as I said
before.

We have many provisions in the tax
laws that fall into this category. If one
gives to a charity, there is a tax deduc-
tion; if one puts money into a founda-
tion, the foundation does not pay taxes
on the income from that money, within
certain limits; if one invests in equip-
ment used in his business, he gets an
investment tax credit.

How much tax one is going to pay de-
pends on what one does with his money.

I have heard some people argue that
taxes should be based entirely on the
Government’s need for revenue, and not
to achieve any other purpose. The late
George Humphrey, the former Secretary
of the Treasury, made that argument
when he first became Secretary of the
Treasury under the late President Eisen-
hower. They did not stay with that for
a year. They found that if the country
is going to be prosperous, we must have
laws that encourage people to invest their
money in ways that put people to work;
we must have investment in jobs and
equipment in order to keep the country
prosperous.

They learned from recession. We had
three recessions in that 8-year period.
Then, we provided the investment tax
incentive, and in the next 8 years while
John Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson
served as Presidents of the United States,
there was not a single recession.

That being the case, I would be one of
the first to say that the policies of both
President Johnson and President Ken-
nedy were designed to maintain full em-
ployment and full prosperity and give
every person a chance to work. The Na-
tion being a nation of free enterprise, we
should encourage business to expand, to
modernize, and to make a profit.

So we have tax laws which do have
incentives for people to earn money in
ways in which we would like people to
earn it, and to spend it in ways we would
like them to spend it. I do not think we
are ever going to see a President depart
from that principle. Even though tax
equity, or the prineciple that people with
the same income pay equal taxes, should
be pursued, it does not take precedence
over the need for the Nation to be pros-
perous, over the need for the MNation to
be strong, and over the need for the Na-
tion to be able to defend itself.

Mr. EENNEDY, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. With regard to the
latter statement, there is very little that
I could disagree with, with this excep-
tion: Just because we have many legiti-
mate incentives in the tax laws, it does
not mean we have to give our blanket ac-
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ceptance to the entire Internal Revenue
Code. There are far too many loopholes
that exist within it today. That is what
this debate is about.

I think we can achieve the purpose of
an expanding economy with full employ-
ment, without 402 Americans making
over $100,000 but paying not 1 cent
in taxes, which was the case in 1972.

I do not think those two objectives are
inconsistent. We can close the loopholes,
and we can also have an expanding econ-
omy and full employment. I do not think
those purposes are inconsistent.

All we are trying to do by this amend-
ment is to deal with the four of the most
notorious loopholes in the tax laws. The
Senator from Louisiana is familiar with
the way wealthy taxpayers use these
loopholes to avoid their responsibility to
their country to pay their taxes.

Mr, LONG. Is the Senator familiar
with the testimony in the hearings on
the tax proposals that the Senator has
before the Senate at this time?

Mr. KENNEDY, Yes. I am also familiar
with some of the statements that were
made in other hearings. For example, as
Prof. Robert Eisner, of Northwestern
University, who spent many years study-
ing asset depreciation, told the House
Ways and Means Committee earlier this
year, with respect to ADR:

There is little evidence that “liberaliza-
tion" of depreciation allowances of this type
will have much effect on investment.

He went on to note that:

If the objective were to increase invest-
ment spending, economic analysis makes
clear that a far more effective device, dollar
for dollar of tax loss to the Treasury, would
be some form of direct investment subsidy or
tax credit.

As the Chairman knows, an investment
tax credit to stimulate capital investment
was also adopted as part of the Revenue
Act of 1971, providing ample tax relief
and investment incentives for corpora-
tions. There is no need for ADR. If is sim-
ply a tax bonus for companies to do what
they are already doing.

Mr. LONG. The Senator has not an-
swered my question. The question can be
answered with a simple “yes” or “no.”

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator was about
to read some parts of his hearings to me;
I thought I would read some parts of
other hearings to him.

Mr. LONG. Trying to anticipate the
amendments he offered here, the Senator
was kind enough to provide me with
what he thought would be appropriate.
He has offered some of them before. So I
arranged for some committee hearings,
to give people an opportunity to testify,
s0 that we would have some idea about
what proposals would be appropriate.

Throughout these hearings we find the
statement repeated that the Senator
wants to tax some rich person who made
a lot of money but paid no taxes. But if
that is the Senator’s purpose, the amend-
ment he has offered here is not going to
do it. For example, if the Senator will
look at page 7 of the hearings, there is
a table in which the Secretary of the
Treasury summarized his suggestions,
which include a proposal to determine a
minimum taxable income for each tax-
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payer—which I myself have proposed on
occasions—inadequate though it may be.

The Senator will notice that in the
table the Secretary states that 69 out of
92 taxpayers making $200,000, would be
required to pay a tax under his pro-
posal. And under the Senator’s proposal,
only 12 of them would pay tax.

In fact, the Secretary said of the Sen-
ator's proposal that it would tax a lot
of middle-income people who are paying
their fair share of taxes already. He also
said that the Senator’s tax is just an
additional tax on many people who are
already paying their fair share.

The Senator talks about 400 people.
According to his analysis, when they took
out 92 of the tax returns of high income
persons who paid no tax and analyzed
them, the Secretary’s proposal would tax
69 of them, while the Senator’'s proposal
would tax only 12. So if the Senator is
firing at a target, he is missing the bull’s
eye by a long way.

Even in the area of minimum income
tax, the Senator could come nearer the
target.
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I think with time and a better study,
we could draft a proposal that is better
than the proposal of the Secretary of
the Treasury. That, however, takes time
and work, and the cooperation of staff
and those who understand how business
works and the intricacies of investment
decisions for reducing taxes.

Only 12 of the 92 who made $200,000
and paid no taxes were caught by the
Senator's amendment. I would Ilike
something better than that. It seems to
me that if the Senator is going to miss 80
out of those 92, he is way off the target.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I think
we ought to have the talks the Sena-
tor mentioned available in the REecorp,
and I ask unanimous consent that it may
be printed in the Recorp. It purports to
compare various minimum tax propos-
als. The last column refers to my pro-
posal to reform the minimum tax. “MTI/
LAL” refers to the Treasury's so-called
minimum taxable income—limitation on
artificial accounting losses proposal.

Treasury's MTI/LAL

Proposed ! amended

Present minimum tax minimum tax

Revenue gain from individuals (billions)_ .
Average tax increase for h|gh |rrtuma low fax  $33,000
individuals above $100,000

Effect on 92 taxpayess in 19?2 who had AGI of 69 out of 92 required lo
pav{ éa: (average tax of

$200,000 or more but paid no tax.

Effect on “tax shelters™ in oil, real estate, elc.,
which are a major source of the high income,
low tax problem,

Ratesoftax_ ... ... ...

SIS L. os

Elininates tax shelters

Regular graduated rates

een W07,
.- $11,000.
MNoeffect____._._...___._ Only 12 out of 92 re-
uired to pay tax
average tax of §9,700).

No significant effect__._._ No significant effect,

Flat rate of 10 percent._. Flat rate of 10 percent.

from 14 to 70 percent.

1 Would also raise about $80C,000,C00 to $90C,000,000 from corporations (an additional $300,000,000 to $400,000,000 over present
law) it percentage depletion is nolrepealed but would rajse much smaller amounts if percentage depletionis repealed The Treasury
would retain the present minimum tax on corporations,

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, those
figures are not reliable. That is a phony
and misleading table. The Treasury pro-
posal is not comparable to the other col-
umns. You can compare MTI and the
minimum tax, but you cannot compare
MTI combined with LAL with the mini-
mum tax. If that is the best the Treasury
can do, we ought to pass my minimum
tax reform today.

I have got my own proposal for LAL, a
much simpler propesal to get at the
problem of syndicated tax shelters, which
are at the heart of these artificial ac-
counting losses. It would raise about a
billion extra dollars, but I do not add
that into the minimum tax.

I do not think Congress is ever going
to buy MTI or LAL. They are too com-
plex. They do cause a nightmare of ac-
counting and paperwork and excessive
bookkeeping. The House tried something
like MTI in 1969, but the Senate dropped
it quickly in favor of the present mini-
mum tax. That is what I am trying to
build on.

Mr. LONG. Furthermore, if the Sena-
tor will read——

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. EENNEDY. I would like to see the
MTI figures without the LAL figures, I
think we would have more comparable
figures then. We will have the Treasury
Department give them to us for Monday.
Then I think we can discuss them.

CXX——1203—Part 15

Mr. LONG. Further, if the Senator will
read the testimony of the witnesses for
the Independent Petrolenum Association
of America—I know the Senator has to
depart because of a commitment—start-
ing on page 85, he will find that they say
that beyond a doubt half of them are go-
ing to be put out of business.

Mr. EENNEDY. Is that the oil indus-
{1y spokesmen defending their loopholes?

Mr. LONG. These are independent
producers. Some do not produce more
than 20 barrels a day. These are wit-
nesses testifying for themselves. These
are independent petroleum producers.
They represent 10,000 producers. They
were once 20,000, but half of them were
put out of business in the last 15 years.
I think the Senator wants them to stay
in business just as much as I do, because
the Nation needs the energy they can
produce. I hope the Senator will review
that testimony, because I am sure the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MoNDALE),
who is a cosponsor of the amendment,
was tremendously impressed by their
testimony. I do not mean that he is go-
ing to vote for their position, but he was
impressed when he heard them, because
he so told me.

Mr. EENNEDY. I thank the Senator.

Mr, LONG. Mr, President, to con-
clude, my reaction is that I will not vote
for the tax increases proposed in that
amendment, I will seek to vote—when I
have the opportunity—for the tax cuts.
I hope we might even be willing to try

20509

to prevail on our friends in the House of
Representatives, if we are able to go to
conference, even though we may have to
vote for a smaller tax cut. But I do not
think, Mr. President, that at a time
when we are in the doldrums anyway,
at a time when the economy needs a
shot in the arm, when we ought to give
more encouragement for people to spend,
we ought to be searing business by act-
ing as if we are going to tax the eyeballs
off them.

That is why, as the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. HanseN) pointed out,
people have gained the impression that,
even though the oil industry is making
more money than the average for a
change, they should put even more
money into finding oil because they are
in danger of being nationalized or being
taxed out of business—in danger of be-
ing treated very badly indeed by their
Government because some thought their
profit was exorbitant.

I agree with the Senator from Wyo-
ming. As he knows, some of the oil people
lost money during the year we had in
mind. When the Arabs put the boycott
on, foreign oil was shut off. The people
of this Nation did not have enough
energy, and the price of oil went up. I
suppose any poor soul who lost money
in 1972, and because of the shortages
from the Arab boycott made money in
1973, ought to be put under the gun, like
my Uncle Dave.

My uncle Dave stayed in the oil busi-
ness as long as he could. He was one
of the 10,000 independents who left the
oil business, because he went broke.
When the price of oil went up, uncle
Dave went out, if he could find an old rig
and some secondhand pipe somewhere,
to try to find some oil. My uncle Dave
might have made a few dollars in 1973
and, according to the theory of the Jack-
son proposal, by comparing what one
made one year with what one made the
other year, since he made zero or less
than zero in the previous year, one
should say uncle Dave is a robber baron
because he might have managed to make
$5 or $6 thousand in 1973. That is how
ridiculous it is to make these compari-
sons and say that he made foo much
based on last year's profit. Many of us
know that much of that profit was be-
cause the companies were on a first-in,
first-out inventory basis.

I know that the average person hear-
ing this has no idea what I am falking
about. I think if I were talking to the
Chamber of Commerce in New Orleans
on ladies’ night, when the businessmen
have their very highly eduecated, intelli-
gent wives sitting right beside them,
none of the men and none of the women
would understand.

Determining inventory on a first-in,
first-out basis means, in the case of an
oil company, that when a barrel of oil is
sold, whether at the end of the pipeline,
refinery, or filling station, as the case
may be, that barrel is taken to be the
earliest barrel bought by the seller. So, on
a first-in, first-out basis, if the company
has oil on hand which it bought at a
dollar and sold at $10, it must report a
$9 profit even though it costs $10 to re-
place that barrel.

If the company is doing business on a
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last-in, first-out basis, on the other hand,
which is permitted under our tax laws
most businesses do keep inventories on a
last-in, first-out basis. It could then say
that the barrel it sold at the filling sta-
tion was the same barrel bought from the
Arabs yesterday for $10 a barrel, rather
than a $1 barrel of oil. So the reported
profit would be marginal.

Mr. President, nobody bothers to ex-
plain that. I have not read one word of
first-in, first-out and last-in, first-out in
any newspaper in the counfry.

Mr. President, when I came to the Sen-
ate, I learned it was a good idea to tell
the truth around here. We do business
with very smart, intelligent people, and
if we have a way of going around and
telling people things that are not true,
after a while they get our number; and
when one man gets your number, he has
a way of telling his colleagues, “Do not
trust that fellow; do not rely upon that
man because anything he tells you might
be true and then again it might not.”

If one has a way of telling people the
truth, it tends to work to his advantage
because there are smart men up here,
and when they know how one does busi-
ness and know what his traits are, if they
find him to be a person who plays
squarely with them, they will so report to
their colleagues.

I have been in business too long, Mr.
President, too long in politics—I was born
in politics as a way of life because my
father was running for public office the
day I was born—to, after 26 years of
service in this body, to hope to stay in
office or to get ahead by relying upon

public misunderstanding of a problem
or basing my position upon public
ignorance.

I know that most people in this coun-
try have the impression that the energy
shortage we have experienced is some-
thing the oil companies just dreamed up

for their own special advantage—to
raise the price of oil.

That does not happen to be true. But
if the people want to think that, they
are going to think that. There is no par-
ticular point in arguing very much about
it.

I know that my duty toward my con-
stituents and toward those same people
is to help make this Nation the master
of its own destiny and to help this Na-
tion become self-sufficient in energy and
everything else that is essential to na-
tional survival. So I am going to do
what I think is best for the country even
though some of my very best friends and
some of my constituents might not un-
derstand it.

I think they have the right to expect it
of me. If I have a chance to study and
know the facts and be here, and hold
the hearings and hear the witnesses and
get to the bottom of these things, then
I ought to vote based on my understand-
ing rather than to vote based on some-
body’s misunderstanding of the same
problem.

Mr. President, I repeat that it is not
just a misunderstanding about the oil
depletion allowance that is wrong about
the amendment. In my judgment, the
Senator is badly in error with regard to
depreciation. I think that the ADR
should not be repealed at this time.
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If we had runaway inflation, if we had
an overloaded economy, if we had all the
people in the Nation employed, and we
had such tremendous pressure on our
resources that we wanted to cut back on
new orders and discourage people from
buying new equipment, that would be
different. But in the situation we have
at this moment, it is all to our advantage
to encourage people to put new equip-
ment on order to modernize their plants
and to put people to work at good, mod-
ern machinery that America needs. For
those reasons, it would be bad for the
country to repeal the ADR at this time.

I will have more to say later on about
the Senator’s so-called minimum tax
proposal. Basically, what that does is to
approach the middle income people who
might have a capital gain in their income
tax return and treat them as though they
were avoiding tax, when they are already
paying their share of taxes—by putting
an additional tax on them.

The whole theory of the minimum in-
come tax when we voted it in the begin-
ning was that it was to be imposed on
people who made a lot of money and yet
paid no income tax.

The Senator from Massachusetis
wants to disregard the income taxes that
the taxpayer has paid, and to levy an
additional tax on top of the income taxes
already paid. That does not make any
sense to me, Mr. President. It never oc-
curred to me that the minimum income
tax was to be an additional tax on middle
income people in addition to heavy taxes
that they may be paying already. I pre-
dict if that amendment should become
law, the people of the country are not
going to thank us at all for levying an
additional tax on those among them
who are already paying their fair share.

So I do not think that those tax in-
creases should be approved. I am confi-
dent that the House will send us its so-
called tax reform bill covering some of
the same areas. We can improve on it.
We always do. If we have a chance to
study their work, I am sure we can make
a contribution both in the committee and
on the floor. Senators can make sugges-
tions that would probably have merit and
should be voted to improve our tax
structure.

But a tax increase of $6 billion—aimed
at business—a great deal of it falling
upon energy, just at a time when we are
trying to produce more energy, and a
great deal of it falling on the manufac-
turing industry, when we are trying to
increase production—can do nothing but
set the Nation back, turning the eco-
nomic dislocations we are suffering from
at the moment into a recession or even a
depression. That would be very poorly
advised.

Furthermore, we have to contend with
another factor: There are some people
who do not want to load irrelevant
amendments on this debt limit bill.

It is essential that the debt limit bill
should be passed and signed before the
Government is placed in such distress
that it cannot pay its legal obligations.
It would be a disgrace for this, the rich-
est Nation on Earth, to refuse to pay its
debts—to refuse so much as to pay the
mail carriers—on the basis of the ridicu-
lous argument that this richest Nation in
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all the history of mankind, cannot afford
to pay its debts. For this country to act
like the richest man in town refusing
to pay his honest debts to his own peo-
ple in and around the town, on the the-
ory that Congress passed a law to de-
clare itself bankrupt, is ridiculous

Mr. President, I do not think much of
anyone who hires someone to work for
him and then refuses to pay the poor
soul, or says, “I will pay you if you will
settle for less,” or of someone who hires
a contractor and forces the poor fellow
to go to court, pay legal expenses, and
settle for less than what was honestly
owed him, in order to get his money or a
part of it. I think very little of a man
who would do business that way. That
is not the way for Uncle Sam to do
business.

I shudder to think how people around
the world would look at Uncle Sam, with
a foreign aid program unprecedented in
history, troops stationed all around the
world, and the highest standard of living
in all history, declaring himself bank-
rupt and unable to pay its debts.

We have on the books an act of Con-
gress stating that we will go no further
into debt, even if we have to refuse to
pay our own employees, To the fellow
carrying the mail and to people around
the world, think what a silly, foolhardy
thing that would be, and how we would
be held up in scorn throughout the en-
tire world. We might get away with it in
some foreign lands, because the people
do not get a chance to vote on us. But
as to those people who would be respon-
sible for this Nation having to refuse to
pay its honest debts when they fall due,
when it reaches the point that the local
Government employees in their home-
towns—the post office employees, includ-
ing those carrying the mail—do not get
paid, they are going to find out who is
responsible for the situation, and will
vote against them at the first oppor-
tunity.

But that has nothing to do with trying
to force the President to sign something
he thinks is bad law. If we are able to
amend this bill and send it to the Presi-
dent in time for him to veto the bill,
if that be his decision, and send it back
and give us a chance to override it, then
I would be in favor of voting for tax
cuts, if we can limit amendments to tax
cuts, But beyond that point, Mr. Presi-
dent, if it reaches the point where a fool-
hardy result would occur, one which
meant that the Nation would refuse to
pay its obligations, I do not think a tax
cut is worth it. I think we ought to put
the tax cut on some other bill, and let
that bill take its chances. If the House
sees fit to pass it and send it to the
President, with no chance of harm to this
country occurring whether we do or do
not override the veto, well and good. But
I do not think the opportunity to pass
tax cuts justifies bringing the Nation to
a halt, or making the Nation look ridic-
ulous in the eves of the world.

Mr, NELSON. Mr. President, this week
a group of my colleagues and myself will
offer a series of amendments to H.R.
14832, the Debt Ceiling Act, attempting
to achieve some reform and justice in our
tax system. Our tax laws are a public
scandal. The Tax Reform Act of 1969
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was a hopeful step in achieving reform,
but since then Congress has reverted—
particularly in the Revenue Act of 1971—
to the ancient habit of benefiting through
the tax code powerful corporations and
wealthy individuals at the expense of
the many, It should always be remem-
bered that tax provisions benefiting cer-
tain parties automatically increases the
tax burden for everyone else. For this
reason, tax preferences must be examined
closely to determine if they achieve, in
a manner justifying their cost, their
stated goal.

Too many tax provisions fail to meet
this standard, resulting in our tax sys-
tem being a transfer or reverse wealth-
ful system from those least able to pay
to those less in need. This is why, in the
words of Prof. Stanley Surrey:

Tax reform is really a moral issue. It is not
just a technical exercise to be engaged in by
skilled experts. It is an effort to restore
fundamental morality to a tax system by
ending both its unfairness and the eynical
immoral way the tax game is played today
by those with money and knowledgeable
advisors.

Congress will not be able to achieve
this year the massive and comprehensive
revision of our tax laws so clearly neces-
sary. This should, however, not deter
Congress from making a downpayment
on its obligation to achieve real reform.
Given the will, Congress can achieve sub-
stantial tax reform this year by enact-
ing, at the very least, the four tax reform
measures:

First. Repeal of percentage depletion;

Second. Strengthening the minimum
tax;

Third. Repeal of Domestic Interna-
tional Sales Corporation—DISC; and

Fourth. Repeal of Asset Depreciation
Range—ADR.

‘Which will be offered to the Debt Ceil-
ing Act.

Despite the compelling need and
justification for tax reform, some argue
that not only are these measures unwise,
but even to offer them as amendments
to the Debt Ceiling Act is improper. Such
an argument values procedure over jus-
tice and makes procedure an excuse for
injustice. During the recently held Sen-
ate Finance Committee hearings on these
proposals, Secretary of Treasury Simon
stressed that changes in the tax code
should be achieved only by what might
be termed proper legislative process. The
Treasury’s argument might be more con-
vincing if Treasury had been more con-
sistent. Let us look at past Treasury's
concern for proper procedure.

One reform that we will offer is to re-
peal ADR but ADR was given birth by a
Saturday press release from San Cle-
mente. Only the quick, legal actions of a
keen-eyed, public-interest lawyer forced
the administration to place the proposal
in the Federal Register, and to hold pub-
lic hearings as required by law. These
hearings and the revelation that the
Treasury’s top tax expert had advised
the White House that such a major
change in the tax law—costing over $40
billion in a decade—could only bs
achieved by legislation compelling the
administration to send their ADR pro-
posal to Congress where it was substan-

tially modified. The Treasury would have
us believe that what the administration
tried to do by press release, Senators can
not undo by amendment on the Senate
floor.

Let us not kid ourselves or the public.
The issue is not proper procedure, but
proper tax policy. Those who stress pro-
cedure wish to avoid considering the in-
equities and injustices in the present law.
The amendments to be offered attempt to
change unsound tax decisions, which my-
self and many other Senators have con-
sistently opposed, and which have been
subject to extensive congressional testi-
mony and debate. These are old issues
and old battles, and I am pleased to once
again join the battle for tax reform.

A few months ago there was some dis-
cussion of the need to cut taxes by over
$6 billion to stimulate a declining econ-
omy. This proposal was unsound because
the present economic decline is not pri-
marily due to inadequate aggregate de-
mand, but to inadequate supply in cer-
tain key parts of the economy and the
consequences of rampant inflation. In to-
day's excessive demand, shortage-
plagued economy, a tax cut would be a
disaster.

This week we are discussing not fax
cuts to stimulate the economy, but a re-
allocation of the tax burdens by combin-
ing tax reform with tax reduction. Un-
fortunately, the proposed relief exceeds
the reform by about $2.5 billion. The fact
that the proposals are still financially un-
balanced concerns me, and if we are suc-
cessful in achieving the four tax reform
proposals, the Senate should adopt other
measures either to eliminate additional
revenues or to reduce the amount of the
tax reduction. If the comprehensive tax
package is adopted, I will offer an amend-
ment providing for a permanent change
to a $205 tax credit which will save over
a billion dollars and another amendment
raising more than $500 million, which
will end the abuse by the oil companies
of the foreign tax credit. These two
amendments will result in the tax
reform/tax reduction package revenue
loss, being virtually zero. These amend-
ments, in combination with the four
tax reform measures, will result in a bal-
anced tax reform/tax reduction bill and
no loss of Pederal revenues.

PERCENTAGE DEPLETION ALLOWANCE

On January 29 of this year, I offered
an amendment to recommit the National
Energy Emergency Act of 1973 to con-
ference because, in part, it contained an
excess profits tax on the oil industry
which in fact was not an excess profits
tax, but a totally unworkable and uncon-
stitutional procedure guaranteeing the
average taxpayer, if he wishes, a long
and fruitless lawsuit. At that time, how-
ever, I stated my conviction that the high
oil prices compel Congress to end some
of the existing tax preferences granted
the oil industry, and now is the time to
end windfall profits of the oil industry.
The first step of a more rational tax pol-
icy for the oil industry is to repeal the
percentage depletion allowance.

This tax preference, costing the Amer-
ican taxpayer over $1.5 billion per year,
has failed totally to encourage domestic
production, as it was originally intended
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to do. If it is not eliminated, its cost will
skyrocket to $2.2 billion for domestic oil
alone, and still not create any increase in
production. Numerous economic studies
have questioned the effectiveness of the
oil depletion allowance. For example, a
1969 Treasury Department study showed
that, although $1.4 billion Federal reve-
nues were then being lost, the allowance
had little influence on exploration.

There are many reasons why the per-
centage depletion is not an effective de-
vice to encourage exploration. First and
foremost, as the percentage depletion is
now written, it is an incentive for oil
men to pump from existing wells, rather
than an incentive to explore for new
sources of petroleum. It stimulates over-
drilling of existing fields and puts wild-
catting and new exploration at an in-
vestment disadvantage. Second, land
owners with oil royalties receive a per-
centage depletion even though they do
no drilling and take no risks. Third, de-
pletion allowances can be claimed for
income for producing wells abroad
which do not necessarily insure a source
of oil for the United States, secure or
otherwise. Fourth, percentage depletion,
because of the net income limitation, is of
doubtful significance to marginal wells,
because it is far more valuable to pro-
ductive rather than marginal wells. Fi-
nally, it discourages capital expenditures
on cheapter, more abundant energy
sources such as coal liqguefaction.

For these reasons, repeal of the per-
centage depletion allowance is a wise
tax and energy policy.

Defenders of percentage depletion
should be asked to explain why, since it
has existed from 1926 to the present,
domestic exploration peaked in 1956 and
present domestic supply is inadequate
to meet our needs. Also, it would be help-
ful if they explained how a provision
which was necessary when oil was sell-
ing for $3.50 or less a barrel is just as
necessary when oil is selling for at least
$5.20 a barrel and in some cases,

around $10.
MINIMUM TAX

Congress in 1969 established a mini-
mum tax providing for a flat 10-percent
tax rate on income that had escaped
entirely being subject to tax. Congress
enacted the minimum tax preference in-
come because, regardless of the individ-
ual merit of the provision which estab-
lished such preferences, it did not want
them to be pyramided by wealthy indi-
viduals to allow them to escape liability
entirely. The minimum tax, however, has
not achieved its stated purpose. For ex-
ample, 402 Americans with 1972 incomes
in excess of $100,000 paid no Federal in-
come tax for that year. Of the 402, there
were 99 with incomes over $200,000, and
4 with incomes of more than $1 million.

The number of wealthy tax avoiders
rose in 1972. The number had been de-
clining in recent years—from 394 with
incomes over $100,000 for 1970, to 276 for
1971—but now we are apparently back
on the way to grand-scale tax avoidance,
The 402 who paid no taxes at all are
“only the tip of the iceberg.” Thousands
of other wealthy Americans end up pay-
ing just a few hundred dollars in taxes
on their huge incomes.
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The amendment which will be offered
will lower the present automatic deduc-
tion of $30,000 to $10,000 and eliminate
the deduction allowed for taxes paid on
nonpreference income.

The basic rationale for the minimum
tax is that it is needed because certain
taxpayers have amassed certain items of
income which are not included in their
regular tax base. The minimum tax ad-
dresses itself not to individuals who have
escaped taxes, but to large sources of
preference income. These excluded items
stand apart from, and in addition to, the
items normally taxed. The reason the
taxpayer is subjected to the minimum
tax is that his effective tax is too low
in relation to his real income due to the
amount he received from tax preference
items. To give him credit for the tax
that he pays on his regular income de-
feats the purpose of the minimum tax.
The tax on “regular” income is simply
unrelated to the tax on excluded items
of tax preference. It is illogical to estab-
lish a tax on the preferred income es-
caping taxation, and then allow a deduc-
tion for taxes paid on regular income,

DOMESTIC INTERNATIONAL SALES
CORPORATION—DISC

DISC, enacted as part of the Revenue
Act of 1971, is just a dismal tax loophole
for corporations. It allows them, just
by establishing a paper corporation and
without increasing their exports, to
defer indefinitely one-half of their taxes
on those exports. This loophole gets
bigger with every passing day. Every
time the U.S. Government negotiates a
new trade or wheat arrangement with
Russia, or our currency is devalued, the
value of this loophole for large exporters
increases.

As C. Fred Bergsten, senior fellow at
the Brookings Institution, recently testi-
fied before the Senate Finance Commit-
tee:

The DISC legislation has apparently done
little to spur exports and has significantly
reduced government revenues. In addition,
there is no need for such selective export
subsidies in a world of flexible exchange
rates. And, even had it worked as planned, it
would have no place in the current infia-
tionary environment.

DISC adds to domestic inflation by
draining resources away from our
economy.

ASSETS DEFPRECIATION EANGE

The ADR system permits a corporate
taxpayer to depreciate capital assets
within a range of up to 20 percent faster
than the actual useful lives of these as-
sets as defined by Treasury guidelines
on useful lives in 1971.

By adopting ADR as a part of the
Revenue Act of 1971, we abandoned a
concept which had been an integral
part of the tax laws for 40 years; namely,
that deductions for depreciation of capi-
tal assets must be based on the actual
useful life of the asset. Once we depart
from this concept and allow tax depre-
ciation to exceed economic depreciation,
the owners of property producing tax-
able income are in effect receiving sub-
sidy payments from the Treasury. There
is no mathematical difference between
giving an individual or business a direct
handout and forgiving him a like amount
in taxes due. ADR should be repealed.
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During the last Presidential campaign,
public concern compelled every major
candidate to talk about tax reform. With
such public interest, it was generally as-
sumed that the 93d Congress, which be-
gan January 3, 1973, would make sub-
stantial progress in achieving tax justice.
We are now in the second session of this
Congress and nothing has been done and
the few administrative proposals merely
seratch the surface of the problem.

I believe that the present inequitable
tax system is one of the forces eating
away at the social cohesiveness and basic
fabric of our society. Tax reform is as
necessary for this country’s health and
welfare as education and medical legis-
lation. Congressmen and Senators, as the
selected guardians of the Nation's wel-
fare, have a moral obligation to reform
the tax structure to achieve tax justice.

TAX CUTS AND INFLATION

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, as I have
stated time and again since it was first
proposed, I cannot in good conscience
support a $6.6 billion tax cut in the face
of rampant inflation.

Inflation is the No. 1 enemy that we
face at home. It is our No. 1 domestic
problem. It is probably the cause for
more discontent among middle-income
working Americans than anything else.
When an enemy of that kind is eating at
the very vitals of America, destroying
confidence in the dollar, removing in-
centive, and certainly discouraging the
American family that is attempting to
live within its means, we in Congress
have a responsibility to face up to this
problem and not take any action that
would exacerbate it.

The Consumer Price Index increased
1.1 percent during May, an annual rate
of 13.2 percent. Even more foreboding,
the wholesale price index increased by
1.3 percent in May, an annual rate of
15.6 percent.

These staggering increases lead me to
believe that the fiscal year 1975 budget
may already be too expansive. OMB's
revised budget estimates for fiscal year
1975 now project a unified budget deficit
of $11.5 billion, up from the $9.3 billion
projected in February. Moreover, the new
mortgage financing measures announced
on May 10 by the administration could
boost this deficit up to as much as $14.5
billion. A $6 billion tax cut would repre-
sent adding more than $20 billion of
Federa: debt to an inflationary level
already of crisis proportion.

I believe the arguments raised in sup-
port of an expansionary tax cut must fall
when viewed in the long-term context of
the economy.

First, I cannct support the argument
that a tax cut is needed to reverse the
decline in growth which the Nation ex-
perienced during the beginning of this
year. That decline was due largely to
the energy crunch and the economic in-
dicators project a steady recovery in the
months ahead. A tax cut would not take
hold until the very time when most econ-
omists see an upturn in real growth. Fur-
thermore, as I have just pointed out, we
are already operating at a potential fis-
cal year 1975 deficit of $14.5 billion, an
expansionary increase of $11 billion from
fiscal year 1974, when we had a deficit of
$3.5 billion.
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The signs for real economic growth
during the rest of this year are good:

The first quarter decline in production
was concentrated primarily in the auto-
mobile industry and other sectors di-
rectly affected by the energy crisis. April
and May automobile production indi-
cated a returning to normal levels, spur-
red in part by the shift in production ca-
pacity for smaller cars.

Despite the economic downturn, busi-
hess fixed investment remained strong
and the McGraw-Hill survey published
in early May projects a 19.4 percent in-
crease in new plant and equipment in-
vestment this year.

Consumer demand, although down in

real terms for energy related items, was
strong overall. Increased demand at this
time would only exacerbate some already
tight supply problems, particularly for
basic raw materials, and further increase
their prices.
_ Second, those sections of the economy
in which there may be a need for eco-
nomic stimulus will not be helped at ail
by a tax cut. Vigorous growth in residen-
tial construction and automobile sales
requires lower interest rates and an eas-
ing of credit. The administration has re-
cently taken steps to increase the avail-
ability of mortgage credit for middle-
income families. However, Arthur Burns
and the Federal Reserve have made it
abundantly clear that there will be no
overall easing of credit until inflation is
brought under control.

Although some additional job oppor-
tunities would result from a tax cut, I
continue to believe that direct relief, such
as the additional public employment pro-
gram spending proposed by the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) , my-
self and others earlier this year is best.
It is direct, nearly immediate, and pro-
vides for a significant return to the Fed-
eral Treasury on every dollar spent. For-
tunately, unemployment has not taken
the jump projected earlier this year.
Sheuld it do so, I remain willing to con-
sider additional direct relief.

Third, we should not hold out the hope
that reduced taxes will increase indi-
vidual buying power when such buying
power would soon be offset by the in-
flationary pressures created.

And what of those for whom the pro-
posed tax cuts would provide no benefit?
These include:

The unemployed—4.7 million people
during this past month.

Those receiving Federal public as-
sistance payments—an estimated 10.9
million this year.

Those living on supplementary security
income payments—an estimated 5.4 mil-
lion this year.

A large percentage of the 20 million
living on social security and, in fact, any
retiree with a retirement income of
under $4,321.

In addition, although the proposal of
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Kennepy) and others would provide
some relief for the lowest-income work-
ers through a tax credit for low-income
workers with families, only $700 million
of the total $6.6 billion tax cut package
is allocated to these poorest families. And
as is true of the proposed changes in the
individual exemption, the more a family
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earned, the more it would benefit from
the credit—$5.9 billion of the revenue
loss of this proposal would provide a tax
cut that would result in increased income
for even those in the very highest tax
brackets. It would not benefit the poor,
the unemployed, those who are retired.

Fourth, even if stimulative Federal
spending were wise at this time, I be-
lieve we should give serious considera-
tion to our national priorities, and how
much money could best be spent. For
example, the entire budget for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, which is lead-
ing the primary attack against crippling
and fatal diseases that affect every
American, was only $1.9 billion in fiscal
vear 1974. The budget for the entire Of-
fice of Education was $5.6 billion. Fed-
eral spending on the food stamp pro-
gram was under $3 billion. Before we
enact a tax cut which will reduce the
taxes of the wealthiest individuals, we
should make a judgment as to how this
money could be used for the benefit of
the greatest number of our citizens.

Finally, I realize that the tax cut pro-
posal now pending before the Senate also
provides for approximately $3.6 billion in
tax increases. Although this is a step in
the right direction in terms of the Fed-
eral budget, I have seen no indication
that the sponsors of the amendment in-
tend to withdraw their support for the
$6.6 billion tax cut if the tax increase
sections of their proposal fail to pass. In
addition, as I noted earlier, one of the
strong signs for real economic growth in
the months ahead arises from business
investment plans. Several of the tax in-
creases proposed as amendments to this
bill, such as repeal of the ADR, could have
a significant negative effect on this
encouraging sign.

In conclusion, I very much support tax
reform. But let us not try to do it on a bill
that must be enacted a week from now.
And let us have a tax reform bill that
maintains a balance in Federal revenues,
that provides relief to all those who are
in need of relief, and that is fully and
carefully studied in terms of its impact
on our capacity for real economic growth
in the year and years ahead.

The Senate Finance Committee will
soon have an opportunity to consider
comprehensive tax reform legislation
now being drafted by the House Ways
and Means Committee. I urge the Fi-
nance Committee to act expeditiously on
this matter which is rightfully of concern
to all Americans. The full Senate will
then have the time and the information
with which to act on proposed amend-
ments and to adopt a comprehensive bill
with the best possible social and economic
impact on this Nation as a whole.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that three articles with bearing on
this debate be printed in the REecorp at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The first is a column by Joseph Alsop,
published in the June 16 issue of the
Washington Post, on the very present
existence and danger of worldwide infla-
tion. The second, an article by Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury Edgar Fiedler
published in the June 18 Washington
Post, gives additional argument to the
view that now is not the time to embark
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on an expensive fiscal policy. And the
third is an article from the June 18 Wall
Street Journal describing the Treasury
Department’s current effort to devise a
balanced tax reform package of tax relief
for low-income individuals, incentives for
capacity short industries, and revenue
raising measures.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECoOrb,
as follows:

EcoNoMIic COMPLACENCY
(By Joseph Alsop)

Many years ago, when Tokyo was all but
totally wiped out by earthquake and fire, 1t
is said that the geisha houses did excellent
business until they literally began %o Iall
down, This city is like that today—except
that geisha houses are a lot more fun than
political fiddle-faddle, which is the Wash-
ington substitute.

To begin with, wholesale prices in May rose
in a way that could logically produce an
American annual inflation rate of above 15
per cent. To go on with, no one seems to have
noticed it, but grossly inflationary wage set-
tlements have become the general rule since
all price and wage controls went out the
window.

To give two examples, the plumbers and
pipe fitters in San Francisco have set a pat-
tern for the West Coast building trades by
getting a wage increase of no less than 185
per cent in a single year. Then the airline
pilots' contract with Delta Air Lines set an-
other pattern, with an increase in one year
of 17 per cent to 18 per cent which will give
a senior Boeing 747 pilot an annual income
of above $80,000!

If you go through the recent files of the
Cost of Living Council, you can compile a
list of comparable and nearly comparable
cases as long as your arm, In short, acute
wage inflation is now being added to all the
other kinds of inflation afflicting the republic.

To be sure, there are some anti-inflation-
ary factors, too. All prices of primary prod-
ucts are tending to decline, led by food prices.
The beef producers, by now accustomed to
selling steak by the carat instead of the
pound, are therefore leading one of the fierc-
est raids on Congress that has been seen for
a long time.

But despite such episodes, the Cost of Liv=
ing Council counts upon a major drop in pri-
mary prices over the next three months,
including some decline in the world oll price.
All the same, it is wise to cross your fingers
when you hear the head of the Cost of Liv-
ing Couneil, Dr. John Dunlop, predicting the
end of “double digit” American inflation by
the end of this year. And even Dr. Dunlop
thinks we must expect heavy continuing in-
flation for some years thereafter, at rates
close to 7 per cent per annum.

This is the optimistic current forecast, it
must be emphasized. But just consider the
impact of the considerable spell of double
digit inflation, followed by a really long spell
at the rate of 6 to 7 per cent a year, with
all its possibilities of further wage-price spi-
raling. You can see, then, why the able
chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, Dr.
Arthur Burns, has begun talking about dan-
ger “to the system itself.”

The danger might be less if it were local-
ized in this country. In fact, however, the
United States is rather more fortunate than
most of the other big financial-industrial
nations in the non-Communist part of the
world. With respect to inflation, the United
States can even be regarded as very lucky
indeed in comparison to Great Britain or
France.

Bo one must begin with the phenomenon
of worldwide infiation at shocking rates,
which no one seems to know how to man-
age or to stop. And you must then add the
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fearful tremors that are now running
through the non-Communist part of the
world’s fundamental financial system.

Here, the first eplcenter was Italy. The
bankruptey of Italy, one of the major nations
of Western Europe, was literally expected
within a matter of weeks until a few days
ago. Italy was then pulled back from the
brink by a basketfull of half-measures and
quarter-measures provided by the recent
meeting of the International Monetary Fund.

The optimists now say: “Well, we needn't
worry too much about Italy until the end
of this year!" Nowadays, in other words, we
are complacent about six months’ grace for
& major part of the world financial system,
A few years ago, a comparable situation would
have caused hysteria instead of complacency.

Almost the same holds true for Great
Britain. On eurrent account, the British trade
deficit last month reached such enormous
proportions that the Bank of England be-
gan talking publicly about a national situa-
tion of utmost gravity. Nowdays in Wash-
ington, however, the critical British situation
is also regarded complacently because capital
movements into London have largely covered
the trade deficits thus far.

“Thus far, thus far!" These are the words
of the moment, while the Watergate obsession
causes the political fiddle-faddle to be inter-
minably protracted. Although any fool ought
to feel the earthquake tremors, our substi-
tute for geisha houses goes on playing to
standing room only.

———
FIEDLER SAYs ADMINISTRATION SHoULD HoLbp
LINE ON POLICIES

(By Edgar R. Fledler)

The central issue of economic policy today
is whether taxes should be cut to encourage
consumer spending and thereby stimulate
the economy. The idea appears to have
started with the energy-induced setback in
economic activity and rise in unemployment
that took place around the turn of the year.

But the key fact about the weakness in
the economy is that it has been focused so
narrowly. The automobile industry has been
affected, as have utilities and tourism and
other fuel-related activities. Homebuilding
has also been slower and, in response, the
President has taken action to provide more
funds for the mortgage markets,

Outside of those areas, however, signs of
weakness have been scarce. The major prob-
lems faced by businessmen these days are
not a lack of sales or new orders, but rather
materials shortages and delivery delays.

Some proponents of a tax cut have argued
that the full-capacity/shortage situation is
behind us and that demand is now falling
below our capacity to produce. They point
to the Federal Reserve Board's index of ca-
pacity utilization for production of major
materials, which declined by a couple of per-
centage points from the fourth quarter to
the flrst guarter.

It is important, however, to analyze the
composition of that index. Specifically, it in-
cludes petroleum refining and raw steel, both
of which declined for special reasons, For the
other major materials, the indications are
that all production facilities continue to op-
erate at virtually full capacity. 8o the drop
in the utilization index cannot be taken as
a sign that demand weakness has replaced
materials shortages as the basic condition of
the economy.

There are several additional pieces of evi-
dence to support this view. One is the un-
filled order backlogs of durable goods manu-
facturers, which continue to rise.

Another piece of evidence is the behavior
of industrial purchasing agents, who are still
making commitments farther ahead than
they have done at any time in the past ?n
Years.

In this situation, if taxes were cut, the
extra spending that would be generated
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would not do much to boost production and
employment. Instead, it would only mean
more dollars chasing goods that are already
in limited supply—which would simply mean
more inflation.

And it is the problem of inflation that
poses the other cruclal guestion about the
tax-cut proposal. I would argue that we are
likely to see some decline in the inflation
rate during the course of 1974 with or with-
out a tax cut, as the worst of the food, fuel
and decontrol price pressures gets behind us.

But this should not suggest that a reduc-
tlon in faxes poses no inflationary threat.
Even under favorable assumptions, prices are
likely to be rising at something like a 6 per
cent rate at year-end. That is an unaecept-
ably high rate of infiation and, if taxes are
cut now, even that degree of improvement
would be serlously jecpardized.

Although unemployment may rise some-
what further in the months immediately
ahead—Tor which the unemployment com-
pensation system should be strengthened as
the President has recommended—the econ-
omy should resume its normal condition of
growth In the second half of the year. Ac-
cordingly, the risk of serious and prolonged
unemployment is small but the risk of accel-
erating the underlying rate of inflation is
substantial.

It is difficult to argue that in and of itself
a cut of $5 billion—Iin the context of a $350
billion budget and a $1,400 billion economy—
would add substantially to inflation.

But the $5 billion should not be viewed In
and of itself. It should also be considered in
terms of the signals it would give off. If
taxes were cut, government departments and
Congress would no longer feel as constrained
as before to hold expenditures within limits,

Most important, the private sector of the
economy, which now generally believes that
the $11 hillion budget deficit is already too
inflationary, would get the clear signal that
the federal government is basically uncon-
cerned about prices.

In the past, the government's economic
policy decisions in both the legislative and
executive branches have almost always added
too much budgetary stimulus to the econ-
omy, while ignoring the inflationary conse-
guences.

To come down on that side of the equation
again, e, to cut tazes now, would be a bad
mistake,

ON Low INCOME, SPUR BUSINESS INVESTING
(By James P. Gannon)

WasHINGTON.—The Treasury is trying to
devise “a balanced package” of additional
tax-revision proposals designed both to stim-
ulate business investment and provide tax
rellef to lower-income individuals.

‘This was disclosed by Treasury Secretary
William Simon in an interview, and was the
first hint that the Nixon administration
might soften its opposition to any personal
income-tax cuts if such cuts were combined
with tax-incentives for investment and with
revenue-raising moves that would offset the
effects of tax reductions. It also indicated
& willingness on the Treasury chief's part to
bargain with Congress to reach a politically
palatable compromise encompassing both the
personal tax cuts many congressional Demo-
crats want and the investment incentives Mr.
Simon favors.

The big stumbling block to any compromise
on a “balanced package'” such as Mr. Simon
mentioned is the problem of finding ways to
raise the revenue that would be lost through
its combination of business and personal tax
cuts. The administration remains opposed
to most revenue-raising changes proposed by
congressional lberals, and Mr, BSimon
couldn’t say how he would raise added
revenue.

The Treasury Secretary discussed the issue
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of tax-law changes only in general terms
and declined to say when specific proposals
would be made public. But he indicated that
the tax-law changes he would like to see
Congress pass are considerably more ambi-
tious than the administration's limited list
of revisions outlined last year by Mr. Simon's
predecessor, Gearge Shults. Those proposals,
which Include various measures to simplify
the Income-tax system and tighten tax treat-
ment of some classes of Income, are “nar-
rower in scope than what I'm talking about,”
Mr. Simon sald.

Mr. Simon stressed his desire to come up
with tax proposals to ald capaclty-short in-
dustries, such as steel and paper makers, to
"help them build the capacity that's needed.”
Past tax policy has “penalized investment"
in favor of stimulating consumption, he said,
which has contributed to current shortages
of Industrial materials.

DECLINED TO DISCUSS DETAILS

Mr. Simon declined to discuss possible
Treasury investment-incentive tax proposals
in detall, saying the departiment's specialists
are still studying the matter, But he earlier
indicated that accelerated depreciation—a
very fast write-off of investment in new
plants and equipment—is one of the ideas
under Treasury consideration as a spur to
capital spending to relieve shortages.

But the official said he recognized it might
be politically impossible to push such in-
dusiry tax advantages without considering
congressional demands for tax cuts for indi-
viduals, especially lower-income groups. “If
you are going to give incentives to busi-
ness’” to spur investment, he said, “then you
obviously have to look at the lower-income
side at the same time.”

Thus, he said, the Treasury is trying to
come up with “a balanced package” that
would appeal to liberals pushing an income-
tax cut for individuals while providing in-
centives for business investment. Congress
probably would produce its own version of
such a ‘‘balancing” if the Nixon administra-
tion proposed only the business-tax meas-
ures, Mr. Simon added.

His attitude on income-tax cuts for at
least some Individuals thus appeared to he
more flexible than that taken by President
Nixon and his economic advisers—even in-
cluding Mr. Simon—in earller public state-
ments. While the Simon posture hardly indl-
cates the administration is dropping its
opposition to a general tax cut on the ground
such a move would be inflationary, it indi-
cated there is some room for bargaining
with Congress.

MAY BE IN LEGISLATION

The chief wouldn't say when he
would be ready to publicly propose the tax-
law changes he has in mind. But he hinted
many of them might find their way into the
broad tax-revision legislation currently be-
fore the House Ways and Means Committee.

“We've got a tax-reform bill going through
(Congress) now,"” he sald, “and a lot of the
things we're talking about may even be on
this bill by the time it passes.” He insisted
the Treasury study of new proposals wasn't
just an academic exercise. “I'm doing this
with an eye to making specific recommenda-
tions,” he sald.

Mr. Simon acknowledged that the big prob-
lem with a tax package that included both
business investment Iincentives and some
type of personal tax rellef would be its
revenue drain on the Treasury. Any such
bill presumably would cost the Treasury bil-
lions of dollars a year in lost revenue, which
would have to be offset by compensating tax
increases in other areas in order to meet the
Nixon administration’s test of fiscal respon-
sibillty.

The official wouldn't specify how he would
propose to offset the revenue loss, But he
indicated approval of another far-reaching
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tax change that he sald might recapture
some additional revenue—revising the tax
treatment of capital gains,

TAX ON CAPITAL GAINS

The capital-gains tax, paid on the increase
iIn the value of stocks, real estate or other
assets between purchase and sale, currentiy
i5 half the rate of ordinary income taxes,
with a celling of 361 % for certain wealthy
taxpayers. The capital-gains tax rate sup-
plies to sale of an asset held for at least six
months.

Mr. Simeon spoke favorably of proposals
to put the capital-gains tax on a sliding
scale, 50 that the longer an asset is held, the
lower the tax rate. This change, he said,
would provide many people with an incen-
tive to sell assets they have held many
years, Increased sales of such “locked In"
assets would provide added tax revenue, the
Treasury official said, though he conceded it
is impossible to estimate the amount.

Chairman Wilbur Mills (D., Ark.) of the
House Ways and Means Committee has pub-
licly called for overhaul of the capital-gains
tax, Including a sliding tax scale, In order to
“free up” assets whose owners are reluctant
to sell due to the potential tax lability.

Actually, it is far from certain that a
broad tax bill will emerge from Congress this
year. There is considerable doubt the Ways
and Means Committee can complete an over-
all tax-revision bill in time to have it con-
sidered before any possible impeachment pro-
ceedings on the House floor.

Congressional observers say that if the
Nixon administration reaches any accord on
tax changes with key Capitol Hill tax legis-
lators, a measure could be passed quickly.
But, they add, the big deterrent to any such
arrangement is finding ways to raise addi-
tional revenue to offset any tax cuts.

In the Senate yesterday, an effort to start
considering various tax changes ran into an
immediate roadblock that could prove
deadly for this legislation. The move by Sen-
ate Democratic liberals to push proposed in-
dividual tax cuts as well as some tax in-
creases for corporations and richer people
apparently faces a filibuster led by Sen.
James Allen (D. Ala)) and supported by
Sen. Charles Percy (R., Ill.), The liberals
are trying to tack these tax amendments onto
a bill Increasing the federal debt 1imit $19.3
billion, to $405 billion, through next March 31.

The tax amendments may have to be
dropped from the debt bill because it will be
difficult for Senate llberals to muster the
needed two-thirds vote to break any filibus-
ter. Senate leaders want to pass the debt-
celling bill before Congress starts a 10-day
recess June 28. The Treasury needs the
higher debt limit to continue its borrowing
operations beyond June 30,

Discussing the current economic situation,
Mr. Simon sald the nation's economy prob-
ably will show practieally no growth in the
current quarter. The change In the real gross
national product, the economy's total output
of goods and services adjusted for price in-
creases, "is going to be awfully close” to zero
in the current quarter, he added. It is im-
possible to say whether the change will be
a slight rise or a slight decline from the
first quarter, he said.

Real GNP dropped at a 6.3% annual rate in
the first perlod, which felt the lmpact of
Tuel shortages. Even if real GNP drops a bit
agaln in the current quarter, Mr. Simon
sald, the slump wouldn't gqualify for the label
“recession” because its main cause is the
energy shortage rather than a general weak-
ness in demand. According to the common
definition, a recession s two consecutive
quarters of declining real GNP, but the
Nixon administration has rejected this definl-
tion ever since the President promised there
wouldn’t be any recession in 1874,
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ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMA-
MENT ACT AMENDMENTS—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
in behalf of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLericHT) I submit a report of
the committee of conference on H.R.
12799, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fan-
Nin). The report will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12799) to amend the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Act, as amended, in order to ex-
tend the authorization for appropriations,
and for other purposes, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses this report, signed by all the
conferees,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there-

objection to the consideration of the
conference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the CONGRES-
SIONAL REcorp of June 20, 1974, at p.
H5331.)

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
in behalf of Mr. FuLsriGHT, I read the
following statement:

“The major difference between the bills
of the Senate and the House was in the
time period to be covered by the author-

ization. The Senate had approved a 2-

year authorization for the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency of $10.1 mil-
lion in the fiscal year 1975 and $10.9
million in the fiscal year 1976. The House
of Representatives had approved a
single-year authorization for the fiscal

year 1975 of the same amount approved .

by the Senate, $10.1 million. The Sen-
ate conferees receded. The amount
agreed to was the sum requested by the
executive branch for the fiscal year 1975.

In addition, the Senate bhill included
several minor technical amendments.
The House conferees receded on these
amendments.

At the same time, the committee of
conference affirmed continued interest in
strengthening the Agency and its effec-
tiveness.

Mr, President, I move the adoption of
the conference report.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the confer-
ence report not be printed as a Senate
report.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
on Monday the Senate will convene at 12
o’clock noon.

After the two leaders or their designees
have been recognized under the standing

~Monday.
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order, the junior Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RoserT C. BYrp) will be rec-
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes,
after which, by unanimous consent, the
senior Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
will be recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes,

There will then be a period of not to
exceed 30 minutes for the transaction
of routine morning business, with state-
ments therein limited to 5 minutes each.

At the conclusion of morning business,
the Senate will take up the continuing
resolution under a time limitation. If any
rollcall vote is ordered thereon, such roll-
call vote will follow the vote on the Allen
amendment, which has already been
scheduled for an hour later in the day.

At 3:20 p.m. a rollcall vote is expected
to occur on passage of S. 3679, the emer-
gency livestock credit bill.

At 4 o'clock p.m., a rollcall vote will
occur on the amendment by Senators
KenNNEDY, HumpHREY, and other Sena-
tors to the Allen amendment.

Debate for 30 minutes may then occur,
after which a rolleall vote will occur on
the Allen amendment.

Following the rollcall vote on the Allen
amendment, any other rollcall votes that
are ordered prior to the hour of 3:20 p.m.
on Monday will occur.

Other measures may be called up dur-
ing the week, I may say that next week is
likely to be a busy week, with long daily
sessions, and we expect—that being the
final week before the Independence Day
holiday—that rollcall votes are likely to
occur daily, and a Saturday session is
possible, keeping in mind that the con=
tinuing resolution and the debt limit
bill should be passed before the Senate
recesses. Should the debt limit bill not
be passed by the close of business on Sat-
urday, it would mean that the Senate
would be in session on the following

Other measures which may be called
up during the week, but not necessarily
in the order shown and not necessarily
confined to those which I shall enumer-
ate, are as follows:

H.R. 14833, the Renegotiation Act Ex-
tension; S. 424, dealing with natural re-
source lands; Senate Resolution 67,
which is a resolution to promote negotia-
tions for a comprehensive test ban treaty,
could be called up from the section of the
calendar designated “Subjects on the
Table”; S. 355, on drug abuse; S. 1566,
providing for the normal flow of ocean
commerce; S. 3164, real estate settlement
services; S. 3511, dealing with mortgage
credits; 8. 3500, dealing with amateur
athletics; H.R. 8660, to essist Federal
employees in meeting tax obligations;
H.R. 9281, retirement of law-enforcement
personrel; H.R. 11537, conservation and
rehabilitation programs; and S. 3096,
loans tc small business concerns,

Mr. President, let me note that the
distinguished Senator from California
(Mr. CransTOoN) has asked that that bill
(8. 3096) await the arrival of the House
bill dealing with the same subject.

Conference reports and calendar meas-
ures cleared for action may be called up
at any time,
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I invite special attention to the con-
ference report dealing with legal services,
which may be called up at any time, be-
ginning with Wednesday of next week.

So, Mr. President, that about sums it
up. As I say, there will be at least three
rollcall votes on Monday, and very like-
ly more.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, can the Sen-
ator please advise me when the first roll-
call vote will occur on Monday next?

Mr. ROBERT C, BYRD, The first roll-
call vote on Monday will be at 3:20 p.m.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank my
friend from Louisiana,

Mr. LONG. What will be the pending
business when we come in on Monday?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. At the con-
clusion of routine morning business on
Monday, the Senate will take up the con-
tinuing resolution.

Mr. LONG. About how long will that
take?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There is a 1-
hour limitation on that resolution. I
doubt that it will require longer than
that. With the Senate convening at noon,
I should say we would get onto that
resolution certainly by 12:45 p.m. or
1 p.m. If it should go up to 2 o'clock,
that will allow somewhat less than an
hour and 20 minutes before the first vote
will occur—the vote on the emergency
livestock bill.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator very
much.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It might be, in
the opinion of the leadership on Monday,
that the leadership would want to call up
some other bill which had been cleared
for action in order best to utilize the time-
of the Senate before 3:20 p.m. when the
vote on the livestock bill will occur, to be
followed immediately by the vote on the
Kennedy amendment. Perhaps there will
be a little time in between. Then up to.a
half-hour for debate if necessary; then
the vote on the Allen amendment and
any other votes stacked up prior to 3:20
p.m. The Senate will then go back to the
consideration of the debt limit bill.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 12 noon on
Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and, at 4:03
p.m., the Senate adjourned until Monday,
June 24, 1974, at 12 noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate June 21, 1974:
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Charles A. Cooper, of Florida, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of the Treasury, vice John
Michael Hennessy, resigned.

U.S. CoUuRT OF MILITARY APPEALS

William H. Erickson, of Colorado, to be a
judge of the U.S. Court of Military Appeals
for the remainder of the term expiring May
1, 1986, vice Robert M. Duncan.
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FEpERAL HOoME LOAN BANK BOARD appointment to the grade of vice admiral
Thomas R. Bomar, of Virginia, to be a While so serving.
member of the Federal Home Loan Bank IN THE ARMY
Board florl\.tz:lhe tterm expiring June 30, 1978 The following-named officers for promo-
(re‘%!:; Om:“ 0<)m ST I tion in the Army of the United States under
the provisions of Public Law 12-129:

ADMINISTRATION
Subject to qualifications provided by law, e e L
To be colonel

the following for permanent appointment to
the grades Indicated in the National Oceanic Adams, Paul M. ISR
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Albertson, Tom L., Il
Aldinger, Robert R.,

Alexander, Junius R. XXX-XX-XXXX
Alexander, Terry L., ERS et attel
Alfredson, George H. XXX-XX-XXXX

Allard, John A,

Allen, Alex L.,
Allen, James H.,
Allen, Kenneth D.

Alley, James H..M

and Atmospheric Administration:

To be lieutenant commanders

Paul M. Duernberger
Carl R. Berman, Jr.

To be lieutenants

Gerald B. Mills Richard D. Black
Joseph M. Kunches George W. Jamerson
Robert E. Karlin James D, Servais
Stephen H, Mango Jefirey P. Calebaugh
Neil P. Gloler Burl L. Wescott
Jon M., Barnhill James L, Warner
Robert J. Schmidl James H. Hartzell
Brent G. Harris Michael R. McCaslin
Michael C. Meyer Alan J. Pickrell

To be lieutenants (junior grade)
Gary J. Decker Alan D, Kissam
Harold B. Arnold Thomas E, DeFoor
Curtis M. Belden Bruce M. Douglass
William A. Wert William E. George
Timothy A. Kessenich H. Bruce Thelen
Richard P. Floyd Ronald C. Pate
Roger G. Hendershot Robin D. Wells
Willis C. Blasingame Charles L. Rives

To be ensign
David R. McKenzie

DENTAL CORPS
To be colonel
Buttner, Charles W., B et
Qualman, Harold C., IR e
MEDICAL CORPS
To be colonel
Garcla, Luts 7. JEEEEERT.
Hall, Anthony P. HERSteterall
Ward, George W.
ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be lieutenant colonel
Boroski, Marvin R.
Lasseter, Earle F.
Millar, Roger M.,
Wilson, Norman S. IEereroa
MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

Adams, John TEE e arrra.
e
Juan, Antonio J. BRBEESUS SN
Neufeld, John A B Erecccdll

Vanway, Charles, ERregegests
Youngs, Brian L. ERCoeowend

Allison, William T, EeOee s
Alpern, Stephen 1. BIRCIOEOTNLS
Alsop, Jackie b XOOXXXXXXX ]
Altorfer, Willlam G.,
Anchor, Leonard J., ERiieseunns
Anckaitis, William,
Anderson, Charles J.,
Anderson, David W., ERULOISULS
Anderson, James Y., BROo@o@0ns
Andrew, Edward L.,
Andrews, Anthony J.,
Anjier, Louis J., Jr. XXX-XX-XXXX
Anselm, Donald C.,ERLESECEN
Apfel, Paul W., ERtoosested
Arbogast, Alfred A.,
Armstrong, Alan P.,
Armstrong, Charles

Arnold, Billy R.,
Arnold, Wallace C.,|
Arthur, James F.,

Atkins, George C., EREEEST@ 008
Atkinson, John H., II, Bl orerecd
Authier, Edward E., JRIOTO00

Avery, John, Jr.,
Babbitt, Leroy A., Jr.
Bacon, Carlton E,, e

Badzinski, Richard,

Baena, George,

Balins, William J.,

Baird, Norval E,, IEeceredl
Baird, Thomas H.
Baker, Donald D., BRSO IOveee
Baker, James L.,

Bakkeby, William M.,

Balda, Jerome F.,
Beldwin, e b TR
Baldwin, Max R., JRCESISE0
Balfanz, William F.,
Bangasser, Frederic,

Banks, William J.,

Bankson, Peter R.,
Banning, Raymond D.,

Barbour, Donald A.,

Barker, Robert L., I arardl
Barnett, James R.,
Barney, Daniel G.,
Barringer, Ronald W.,
Bartay, Tandy E.,
Bartels, Steven E.,
Bartlett, Henry D.,
Bavis, Robert J., III,
Beal, Patrick G. S el
Beal, William R., Jr.,
Beckett, Ronald L.,
Becking Ernest A.,

Bee, Arlen E,,

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Trecartin, Edward G. EEoeearccas
ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Sakson, Donald A  IEEracccdl

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States

IN THE AIR FORCE
The following officer to be placed on the
Retired List in the grade indicated under the
provisions of section 8962, title 10 of the
United States Code:

To be general

Gen. Timothy F. O’Keefe,
(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force. under the provisions of title 10, United States

Code, sections 3284 and 3305:
ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be colonel

Luebbert, William F.,
McCune, John R., IEEStcll

The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 3284 and 3299:

ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be lieutenant colonel

Allen, James L. S acccdl
Deitch, Raymond, IE S acccll
Elmore, Louis N., Jr., IS dl
Foley, Willlam R, IEacacccll
Harrover, James D, I acaccdl
Macklin, Joseph D., RSl Beebe, Merrell S.,
Martina, John R., IEETEcal Behrenhausen, Richard,
Merrick, Philip B B et ted Beinhacker, Neal D.,
Moore, Robert O JECteterces Bender, Joseph F.,
Shugart, Heury G. RSl Bender, Lynn A,

A Bennett, Clyde R., Jr.,

Bennett, James L. BPSYSeeY
To be lieutenant colonel Bennis, John M., ey

Bartley, Joseph D., Benson, Roger B, IS Sl
Valpey, Jack M., s

Bent, Robert E el

I nominate the following-named officers Benton, Hubert F., e overed
for promotion in the Regular Army of the Bentz, William A, ERreoreered
United States, under the provisions of title Benvenuto, James VI, [Perovoerd
10, United States Code, sections 3284 and Bergeron, Andrew L., [ESeeeSwe
3299: Berinato, John J. EBUeSv S
Berkley, Clyde J_ Jeroroered
Berman, Jay M., R ean
Bernard, Robert K.,
Bernardi, Roger L.,
Bertoccel, David I,
Besemer, Ellsworth,

Bevans, Nathan E., [0S et
Beyer, Lawrence M .
Blegel, Alfred E B Sracccdl
Biemeck, John F., IV,

The following officer to be placed on the
Retired List in the grade indicated under the
provisions of section 8962, title 10 of the
United States Code:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Jay T. Robbins, IRl R

(major general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.
IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grade indicated under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3284 and 3307:

To be major general

Lt. Gen. Fred Kornet, Jr,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, US. Army).

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment as Chief, National Guard Bureau, un-
der the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 3015:

Maj. Gen. LaVern Erick Weber,
. Army of the United States (major gen-
eral, Army National Guard of the United
States).

IN THE NAVY

Vice Adm. Philip A. Beshany, U.S. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral
on the Retired List pursuant to title 10,
United States Code, section 5233.

Vice Adm. Malcolm W. Cagle, US. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral
on the Retired List pursuant to title 10,
United States Code, section 5233.

Rear Adm. Frederick C. Turner, U.S. Navy,
having been designated for commands and
other duties of great importance and re-
sponsibility commensurate with the grade of
vice admiral within the contemplation of
title 10, United States Code, section 5231,
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Lewis, Donald H. . IECEcatecl
Lewis, Ronald D. IRl
Lewis, Sterling M.,
Liewert, Karl H.
Lim, George K., IR0,
Linden, Laurence E.,
Lindroth, George A.,
Lingo, Johnny P, IF el
Lionetti, Donald M.,
Lipson, Elliot 8., IEZStereedll.
Littlefield, William, I etarccdll
Livengood, Sandy E.,
Lockey, Donald V.,

Lohr, Richard A.,

Lombardo, Michael J,

Longhofer, James E

Looney, Deane H,,

Looram, James P.,
Lupezsanchez, Andre,
Lord, Gary R., IEZEtarccdl.

Lord, George E. ISt
Lovelace, Guy M.
Lozler, Gary 0.,M
Lubke, Alan H., I taccll.
Lucas, Judson R.,
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MeCord, Chancey K., BRECewttol
McCormick, John R., 00 0ot
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Old, Lenard A, Jr., I S et
Olejniczak, Jullan_
Olive, Sergei V., B e s e,
Oliver, John B, I ETercdl.
Oliver, Ralph H., Jr.,

Oncale, Taylor A.,
O'Neal, Willlam F.,

O'Neill, Michael E., BB e rarrcal
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Schultz, Kenneth R.

Schultz, Raymond J.

Schulz, Anson W.,,

Schweitzer, William,

Schwend, William H.,

Sciple, Carl B.,

Scott, Augustus D.,

Scott, Donald L.

Scott, James A.,
Scott, Kenneth G.,

Scott, Michael m
Scott, Peter F'., A

Scott, Richard M%
Seamon, Frederic W.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD <+ SENATE

Seaton, Owen B, IETEt=rrcll
Seckinger, George H.,
Seguin, Robert P, I Rrecccal
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Toomer, Charles E.,
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Treadwell, Clarence
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Wild, Allen R., BSOS eee
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Wilderson, Norman P., IS o0y
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Wilson, Robert B., IR Eraccdll
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Witherspoon, Eugene,
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Wolters, Robert A.,
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Wood, James B IS al
Wood, Merrill ¥, IS avcall
Woodall, Thomas J.,
Woods, Andrew D., Jr.,
Woodson, William B., lBeeOwonesd
Woolweaver, Robert,
‘Wooten, R. J.
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Wright, Jerry T, IREEQUS U
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CHAPLAIN CORPS

To be major
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ARMY NURSE CORPS
To be major

Adams, Clara L. el
Brogan, Mary A, [EPETScredl
Budack, Marietta E., [JSraccdll
Butler, Mary C. e el
Clayton, Sanford A.,
Button, Morris E, ararcdl
Fenlon, Eileen M.,
Fladeland, Donovan,
Foltz, Mary J., I
Foster, Imogene, e cacrcll
Guynn, Horace W, I arrcll
Harder, Mary F.,
Harvey, John J., Jr.,
Haupert, Irene T.,
Hopson, Minnie L.,
Humphries, Marilyn,
Hunn, James M. RS Sre
Irvine, Leona A..

Lamontagne, Mary E.,
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Lebel, Rita A, IS acccal

Loehrer, Edward O.,

Matthiesen, Jerry A.,

Michel, George H.,

Miles, Ann L., IEEStecccall
Piaschi, Peter J., ERorararoam
Samuels, Claude C., ERCcoreseod
Sargeant, Francis L., ERReononncs
Segler, Esther J., el
Skonieczny, Thomas,
Smalley, Ruth H.,
Smith, Arthur A, IERSarcdl
Voegele, Henry D

Voyk, June J.,

Zitzelberger, John, IS e rcal

DENTAL CORPS

To be major
Allor, John E. Jr. I
Allison, Raymon E,, XXX-XX-...
Arroyo, Francisco,
Barrett, Kay Lol oocxxxo |
Brady, Robert E, Il
Broering, Leo ¥ B
Bronner, David G., IS dl
Campbell, Larry D.,
Dalzell, Daniel P, oo a—
Duet, Willlam J., ERerecwsss
Edmister, James R.,

Edmonds, Peter P, IR ST o0
Gott, Frank K. Irarcal
Hahn, Eitel H..m
Hays, Granvil L.,

Hicks, John L., B Sarra

Jastrzembski, Steve, Bt OOt ts
Eenigsberg, Herbert, RO o00d

Kotwal, Keki R.,

Maupin, Clay C. Jr.,

McCoy, Clark H.,

Peak, Benson W ., I accdl
Pinson, Robert L.
Purst, Edward A RS Ioeesd
Redmond, Hight S.,
Santa, Edward A, I e dl
Shaffer, Edward L., IErararccdll
Soehren, Stephen E.,

Stanton, Gary A.,

Webster, Robert C.,
Wilson, Roy L.

Zocchi, Mario C.

Zurelk, Dennis J. IEErSrredll

MEDICAL CORPS
To be major

Allison, Stanley Y., IR e ety
Anderson, Daniel L., BRSO
Armitage, David T, [ESPeoeeresd
Baezamuniz, Carlos, JReCOreveey
Barcia, Peter J., [ e
Barlow, Matthew J.,
Bowen, Thomas E., BeeSwOveey
Branch, Leslie B, IS arrdl
Briggs, Willlam A = el
Brown, Luther E, I arrdl
Brundage, Bruce P., BB e
Burdick, George E.,
Burton, Francis C.,
Camp, Richard A JFaercdl
Caporossi, Paul V., IS el
Carmichael, Benjamin,
Chamberiain, Terry, BB e et
Chojnacki, Richard, Jergeowved
Collin, Daniel B, e
Corder, Michael P., ST avcdl
Coville, Frederick, I acccdl
Cowan, George S, B eraced

Dibella, Nicholas J., ST accdl

Dresner, Martin L.,

Eielson, John A

Farnsworth, Lynn 8.,

Fleming, Arthur W, R arrdl
Gardner, Horace B, Il
Giustolist, Vincent,

Gunther, John S.,

Harvey, John E.|

Haynes, Richard J., I el
Heitzman, Martin, e cccdll
Hentz, Edwin C.

Jackson, Stephen M.,

Johnson, David E. [N
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Katz, Norman N.
Kelly, Charles 8.,
Kennedy, Charles W.

Kichler, Jack,

Kimball, Daniel B. I ecacccdll
Kull, Donald H. IE=ceccclll
Lauring, Lewis M..
Lawrence, Larry L., ERULSUSO0S
Leslie, James RM
Lively, Edmund P., IEStecccdll
McCracken, Joseph D. I araredll
McLeod, David G., ISl
MecMarlin, Stacy L., IR Sraccall
McMeekin, Robert R.,

Metz, Leon B., Jr.,

Morton, Ax'thW
Neal, Cary L.,

Oloughlin, Edward P.
Peck, Charles A., Jr., IEETETroa
Phyliky, Robert Im
Pierce, H. Irving,

Post, Albert A..imm-
Protzman, Robert R.,
Rodman, Orlando G., lRLESUSEeY
Rosenberg, Donald M., lBIOEOve
Sawyer, Robert, BEIISUSU00S

Schulz, Charles E.,
Scotti, Michael J., lP e arccall
Servis, Hubert T. JBeeQ0Q00d
Shively, Harold R., IS carcdll
Steinberg, Sidney R.,
Stones, Carl, W

Susac, John O M caccll
Warren, Daniel C., B S carccdl
Whitcomb, Michael E., vl
Whitelaw, John M., Jr. IEtacarcdl
Wiles, Peter J. I cacccdl
Zumbro, George L., I el

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be major

Alex, Allen M.

Amos, Oscar D, IS el
Arkinson, Thomas L.,
Beckham, Carl N, IS eccdl
Benson, Warren D. [ cacccall
Berchin, Rchard J.,
Bishop, Garland G. B Scarcdl
Blakemore, Vaughan
Bouchelion, Horace, HRLISeO0
Bowles, Robert L., Jr.,
Breunle, Phillip C.,
Brouillette, Robert,

Bulger, Carl 8.,

Cantrell, James E, I acacccdll
Christianson, Lloyd, JBieSvavs iy
Clark, Charles F. JBCIQIerred
Clearwater, Robert, JBEIQworasy
Cloke, Robert R, JBIQEQvute
Conner, Johnny L., ERLi@i@riss
Constable, Joseph F., I ererccall
Condiff, David B., S rSvorsee
Daubel, Earl J. JBeroreeess
Ditmars, Dennis L., EBVe ST S
Dolbler, James A, IR OIO0e
Drill, John C. ERirorerses

Dudek, Peter G, BRIQUOCNS
Dunlevy, Bernard J., ROO0o00d
Feuerbacher, Charles,
Fishburne, Francis, I ecarcdll
Fitzgerald, Barry E.
Fowler, David L.

Fuller, Gary L.,

Fulton, William R.,

Garber, David L. I Sracccal
Garrett, Richard L., Reee e cess
Greenhalgh, Donald, QS e
Hall, Joseph A. ERorerovess
Hanson, Thomas M., JBreovoeess
Harman, Richard B., Bl tesesess
Harris, Jesse J., Jr., oo eee e
Hauer, Richard W., B Swsses
Hausler, George W, B2 o oesed
Hawkins, Joseph W., e ey
Helton, Bobby K., B Sv e
Hennessy, Albert G., Bt a sty
Hill, Thomas W, S o re
Holland, Leon L. e esersd
Howell, Lawrence C., B e s
Inberg, Darlow L., [0 e ess
Irwin, Glen D, BB e erres

Jackson, Johnnie R.,
Janke, Thomas A, IS taccclll
Johnson, Reginald D.,
Judy, Richard B., IEercdl
Kelley, Hubert A., B¢ XXX
Kistler, Thomas E., IS XXX
Lamke, Charles L.,
Leahey, Raymond, | 0000 |
Lemmers, Dean P, IEScacccall
Lombard, James E., BBLLOEONCNS
Longley, Karl E., ISl
Loucks, James R
Lund, Nelson H, ERELQUS U
Manaro, Arthur J., EReIOvOwNss
Marchetti, Vincent,
Martin, Mathis G., IETerecclll
McLean, John M, BRIV
McShane, Franklin J., IS caccdll
Merritt, Thomas E.,

Mills, Wade T.,

Milne, Richard B
Monk, Merrill E., lREs@un
Murphy, Thomas W.,
Nelson, Donald C., IETSereodll
Newberry, Joseph H.
Newman, Ronald G. ERUUQESUNS
Nomani, M. Rizman,
Oberhofer, Thomas R.,
Romo, Jacob M. IEerarcal
Ruby, Roger R., IRLOLLUE

Ryan, Lawrence J., Jr., oo o o
Sandifer, Calvin P.,
Schafer, Thomas E., IFaraccal
Schumacher, Leonard,
Severson, Joel S., I atacccall
Shambora, Robert A.,
Shannon, Sam, Jr.,

Sheek, Alton J.,

Shelton, Eaward J. e ercill
Smith, James M
Soles, Elmer M. IR S0S0ed

Vance, William M., I ardl
Walker, James O., Jr., IIECeracdll
Ward, John R.,

Waters, George A.,

Watt, James E,,
Whitlaw, Joseph T.,
Yearby, Calvin G.,

ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS
To be major

Brewer, Jessie S.,
Buss, Carole J.,
Eazer, Willard E,,

Meler, Theoddocia T., IS cacdl
Putnam, Joicey M.,
Sager, Jane F.
Shannon, Phillip D.,
VETERINARY CORPS
To be major

Ackerman, Larry J.,
Arensman, John B,,
Armstrong, Tommy S., IEacacccll
Botard, Robert W.,

Byrd, Roscoe W., Jr.,

Coats, Max E,, Jr.,

Cooper, James C.,|
Garrett, Charles A.,

Groves, Michael G., B e ta ol
Hickman, Robert L., B rovsesed
Howarth, Robert A., RIS Scc

Peace, Theopolis, BB e carecd
Ray Marlan E, e roesed
Reynolds, Buddy L., B e e ets
Seedle, Clyde D., IS e sscs
Shroyer, Emerson L., B ee e cecs
Strahler, Eugene C., B e ey
ARMY PROMOTION LIST

To be captain

Abersold, Dale W.,
Abney, Howard M., Jr.
Abrams, John N.,

Ackerman, Arthur W.,
Acock, John H,, Jr.,
Adair, Lawrence J.,
Adamczyk, Richard D.,
Adams, Daniel E.,
Adams, James C., II,
Adams, Maurice D.,
Adams, Robert A.,
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Adams, Robert 5., IEE=erecdll
Adams, Ronald K., [ Srac
Ader, Steven W,

Adkins, Charles I'.,

Aguirre, Gilbert, I e rcdl.
Ahders, Arnold W.,
Albertazzi, Robert, IREESUOUU
Alexander, Charles, IS arecal
Alexander, Daniel E , I araccdl
Alexander, Robert M.,

Alexander, William,

Allanach, William c.,
Allen, Andrew B, Jr., BRECQESEUNS
Allen, Darrel G%
Allen, Douglas L., Jr.,

Allen, Richard G., [Reeseson

Alton, Ronnie D, BP0
Ammons, James D, BT a
Anderson, Charles V., EBorararcca
Anderson, Edward M.
Anderson, Frederick, IS acccdl
Anderson, Glenn B., I rarcdl
Anderson, James F., IRt et et tcs
Anderson, John L., ERocoseatoes
Anderson, Larry D., Bt an
Anderson, Monte R.,

Anderson, Orin L.,

Andrews, Douglas G., I ececcl
Andrighetti, John, I erercll
Antonitis, John E. ERcererocal

Argentieri, Joseph , ltoOee oot
Armstrong, John H., BRer@uestes
Armstrong, Michael, ISt a e
Arnold, Tony G. ERiceteici e
Arriza, John G. EReerecccdll
Artale, Vincent C., R ataca
Asbury, Glendin O. B e erccll
Askwig, Glenn W.,

Atkinson, James D.,

Aubuchon, William F.,
Audrain, Erin F., Jr.,
Austin, Gene P., A
Babitz, Gregory M.,

Bachman, William A.,

Baergen, Jacob D.,

Baerman, Vincent P,

Bagby, Buford R.,

Balley, Thomas L.,

Baird, James T,

Baker, Howard m
Baker, Larry C., 5

Baker, Robert M., IR e cacedl

Baker, Sidney F K
Baker, Stephen M.,
Baldwin, Alan R.,

Ball, Larry E, B rorecess
Balliett, Timothy D. XXX-XX-XXXX
Balog, Robert J,, e ersed
Banisch, Werner W., BBt a S
Banks, Floyd T., Jr., B ereses
Bannon, William H., It e
Banyard, Thomas A., EBEICHeesd
Barbeau, Raymond A.,

Barber, Preston W.,

Barnes, Gerald W., IRttt
Barnes, Sidney L., e cececd
Barnett, Mark L., e arecess
Barnhorst, William, B erarscs
Barnum, John M., Jr., B e
Bartnik, Richard J,, B ress
Baskin, Robert W., Jr,, B aceeses

Bassett, Dennis A,,

Bassett, Richaﬂm
Battaglia, Paul,

Bauer, Michael W.m
Baumer, Richard E,,

Baxley, Homer W., B e car s
Baybrook, Thomas G., Qoo S
Beals, Bruce S, R acasccan.
Beaman, David E., perauewees
Beaudette, Edward H., JPrevere
Beck, Raymond C., e
Beck, Richard C., [riararses
Becker, Dean B,, III,
Beckman, Herbert D.,
Beckwith, Charles E.,
Beddow, Sidney W, BB et o ed
Beer, Jan D, [ et o0ers
Belerschmitt, Thomas, S eeess
Bell, Cary L. It o

Bender, Alfred J., 11, B e s e
Benham, Billy, BB oo




20524
Benson, John cm
Bent, Gary D.,
Berglund, Barry A., %
Bernard, Bradford J.
Bernado, Peter R., IR0l
Bernat, Valent P Il
Bernhardt, Pay
Berry, Jerry L.,
Bevans, Jim M,, III,
Bevington, Richard,
Bishop, Paul A, EEErercdl
Biskey, Alan D, IETEav .
Black, Frederick H., ERovonenncy
Black, James A, IEEarcdl
Blackwell, Brendan,
Blackwood, Willlam,
Blevins, John M., ERrtenetnss

Blue Leon D., IEPTETErrram

Boddie, James W., Jr.
Bodenhorm, Philip G., BREIQLQNNNS

Bonasso, Russell P.
Bonifazio, Jack C.,
Bonvillain, Frank B.,

Bores, David P., lRUQEQSN
Borland, William E.,
Borns, Charles J., IS re e
Bortner, Jerry L., pERti@oe.s00s
Boswell, Robert E., XXX-XX-XXXX
Botelho, Michael J., XXX-XX-XXXX
Bowland, Warren F., HREIQUOUUNS
Bowling, Martin L.,
Bowman, Stephen L.,
Brace, Robert A. IS el
Bradley, Bernard K.,
Bradley, Grover C.,
Brady, Raymond M., Jr.,
Brady, Willlam H., Jr.,
Brannon, David L., IERaravcdl
Braun, Gerald J., IR Scacrdl
Braun, John E., Jr., I Sracccdl
Bray, Kenneth A ISl
Bregard, Richard W. IR e arccall
Brennan, Michael J., BB e el
Bressler, Michael A I Scarcal
Brittigan, Robert L., I aracdl
Brock, Robert W, IR E Sl
Brohm, Gerard P, I acacccdl
Brooke, Richard A, I Erercdl
Brooks, Bruce S, IETETEtrdll
Brooks, Donald P, I ecaccdl
Brow, John W., s
Brown, Connie A.,
Brown, Eric B. el
Brown, George L. e Sl
Brown, George P, e Sveed
Brown, James B, ERIOOIOness
Brown, Kenneth L. [IEEracrdl
Brown, Michael S, I ecarcdl
Brown, Richard K, IBooete e
Brown, Robert A I acccdll
Brown, Robert F. I ecacccdl
Brown, Robert W., IS acccll
Brown, Thomas L.,
Brown, Thomas P., Jr.,
Brownfield, Albert,
Brownfield, John R.,
Brumfield, James E., @RUCONC 000l
Brundage, Lucien A,
Brunner, Donald J.,
Bruno, Robert A.,
Brusseau, Douglas A,
Bryan, Lany ERCererrall
Buch, Stephen H.,
Buchholz, Douglas D.,
Buckley, Jerry L. R Orovere
Buckley, John A, 111, BP0
Bunnell, Danny R., QR soeesd
Burcher, David P., ERoiororess
XXX-XX-XXXX
Burdick, James R, JBLlororsss
Burdick, William L. XXX-XX-XXXX
Burke, William T, e orese
Burnette, Thomas N., [Pvorerevd
Burrell, Dennis M. S SSee
Burton, James M., [P OPO?
Busch, Conrad H,, Jreovoees
Bush, James D, B e S0
Bush, James E., EpCooeoeces
Bush, Morgan M., Jr., [SPePOvoess
Bussa, John J. RS resesd
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Bustamante, Arw
Butler, Gary R.,

Butler, Young F.,
Byce, Mills M., Jr., BRALSISLULS
Byington, Michael S.
Byrnes, Michael T.

Cain, Michael E%
Cake, Donald R.,

Calabro, John A., Jr.,
Caldwell, John E., ERLQwOvee
Caldwell, Steven J., BREUOIOEv
Callaway, Larry W, BBE@E@000
Calloway, Thomas C.,
Camden, Joseph C., Begrgeas
Cameron, Alexander, BR%S

Camp, Gregory C.,

Camphbell, John C.,

Campbell, John M. EECEterraN

Campiglia, Michael Eeelovorers
Canella, Charles J., BRLLG O @l
Cannon, Charles C., BRLOQA@500S
Carbone, Joseph D., BB ororcdl
Carl, David L., A

Carl, William E.,

Carleton, Ardenne S.

Carlson, John 8., Jr.,

Carlson, Richard G.,
Carmack, James W., B orattran
Carman, James W., EReoe s sd
Carpen, Lindsay E., QP00 600
Carpenter, John D, ERCeORO0ers
Carpenter, William, HPCIQUS 60
Carrales, Carlos C.,

Carraway, David W.,

Carrigan, Horace M.,

Carroll, Daniel F,,
Carroll, James P, IS arccal
Carroll, William J.. IEECereedll
Carter, John L., IERSerccll
Carter, Leslie W, I acrcdll
Carter, Ronald W, IE S acdl
Cartwright, Robert,
Casey, James R., IT,
Cassell, Charles %
Catron, Alan D.,

Cecil, Thomas W., IR Scarccdl
Cerne, Antone C., IS arccdll
Chalmers, Jefferson, HBCeece sl
Chamberlain, Edward I ol
Chamberlin, Paul F.,

Chapla, John D.,

Chapuran, Frank J.,

Charlton, Donald G.,
Chase, Charles T., IR Srarccal
Chiccehitto, Ronald,

Chinn, David W.,

Chisam, Phillip M., IEE0S7etal
Chiverton, Frederick,
Choban, Gregory G.,
Chrietzberg, Walter,
Chudomelka, Lambert,

Chun, Carl W.,

Ciarletto, John A,,

Clark, James F.
Cinquino, Joseph M.,
s D

Clark, David R.,

Clark, Elliott J., Jr.,

Clark, James ¥, I acccdll
Clark, John J. IS acccdl.

Clark, Michael D.,
Clark, Roy L. SETTSCERtEN

Clark, Walter D, B S acccdl
Clarke, Robert B.,

Claxton, James D.,

Clayton, Michael 8.,

Clement, Ronald C.,
Clemmons, Reginal G., BB e
Clifford, Gayne A, ERILLILHS
Close, Fred L., Jr_ Eerroresess
Clyde, Harry M., [berororee

Cobb, Jerald M, e rereed
Cobey, Elwood A, RIS wSe e
Coble, Claud H,, Jr., S vavsed
Cochran, John H,, Jr., BRSNS
Coffman, Dale R., B¢ SS%9e
Cohen, Michael A, JPTrSTv S
Colburn, Cordis B. XXX-XX-XXXX
Cole, Stephen J., JPerSvared
Coleman, Michael D., JBeeroree

Coley, Thomas E., IESS2008l
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Collings, Laurence,
Collins, Charles W.
Collins, Willam P.,

Coilonna, Delio G,, Jr.

Comeau, Ronald J..m
Conatser, Edwin W, IESteveedll
Confer, Kent L. IERE e dl
Connell, Douglas A.
Conrardy, Peter %
Conroy, Henry S.,

Constant, Terrence,
Constantine, Edward

Conway, Jack D.,

Cooch, Francis A., IV, %
Cook, Donald C., Jr.

Cook, James T., EETErET EA
Cook, Marcus L., BB orercoas
Coombe, David A, EET orotooas
Cooper, Brian P.,

Cooper, Claude E,, Jr.

Cooper, Frederick D.

Cooper, Louis||

Cooper, Walter R., BFiCcsmm—
Copeland, Guy L. m
Copley, John B.,

Coppedge, Warren F.,
Cordes, Arben

Corey, Jon M., .
Cortese, Anthony H.,
Cottrell, Walter T.,

Coverstone, James M.,

Covington, Johnnie,

Cox, Joseph T.,

Cox, Raymond F., Jr
Craig, James D, BEevoaeses
Cramer, William B, Erccolies
Craven, William J., B eronaslln
Crawford, Gerald E.,

Crecelius, Allan M,

Creeden, Joseph V., Erecotliasll
Crenshaw, John C._ [Reraiii==N
Croft, Hugo W. I ettels.
Cronin, Daniel . IR orercca
Crosby, Lamar C,
Crow, Patrick F. 2%

Cruden, John C., BB TS e,
Crupper, Gordon, Jr
Cucullu, Gordon C., BBl 0r@ces
Cullen, John F, EErrarerecdll
Culley, William ¥,

Cumper, James W.

Cumpson, Garrett J.,
Cunningham, Donald, [Pe?

Cupp, Lioyd G. IEEECECil
Currin, Joseph J. BB ac e

Daane, John H. | XXX-XX-XXXX
Dalby, Perry V., Rt erocs

Dallen, John A., Jr.

Dally, Floyd E.,

Dance, Robert L.,

Dandrea, Richard E., ISl
Danforth, Robert D.
Darby, Brooks L. Frerc =g
Dasher, Steven A st
Daugherty, Darrell, IS al
Davenport, John D, B ey
Davidson, John C., ERreeretes
Davis, Allen, 111 ISP ool
Davis, Donald C. e e eses
Davis, Floyd J. ERteecessed

Davis, Gene C, B0 Cr oo e
Davis, James C. BB TS0
Davis, John F oo eeess

Day, Eenneth M. BV e e ey
Dean, Arthur T. e e
Deason, Emory N., or., B e e ets
Deblaguiere, Joseph B e e
Deery, Patrick D. XXX-XX-XXXX
Delia, Francis S, [EBreocecssd
Della, Richard P, JRavssesd
DeLoatche, James L., B e ettt
DelLong, Frank W., III, EEVOTOves
Demory, Clarence D B S Scccall
Dempsey, Jack D, QP oce e
Denmark, Robert A, e
Dennis, Earl W_ NS Sw el
Dennison, Calvin B, BreSreerss
Densberger, William, [ SwS%e0e
Desjardien, Richard, Qv syees
DeSpain, Richard C,, RSO rore
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Devlin, Bernard R., EEtocarcoas
Devore, Daniel L.,
Dewey, Thomas F., Jr.,
Diaz, Rodriguez M.,
Dibenedetto, Michael,
Dickey, Ronald, Etrecetecall

Dickson, James M., Jr. el

Diehl, Larry C., I Srarcdl

Dietz, Thomas A., B et e
Dillon, Gerald F. IETSrecrcall
Disher, Steve A IEererrdl
Dixon, Gurney L., Brtecerre
Dixon, Roy L., IEZEcccall

Dobbs, Norman AM
Dodson, John A.,

Dodson, Jonathan B. BBt orerias
Doherty, Daniel A., BB arardl
Donah, Paul A. EECraccra
Dolan, Michael J., EEararoras
Dolan, Raymond J., B ecarcall
Donaldson, Steven L.,
e
Dowdney, Stephen P.

Downes, Linus E.,

Downing, John T., X

XX
Downing, Patrick H.,
Downs, Curtis H. ISt as
Drew, Frederick A, [Fororm—
Drewry, Guy,
Drezins, Herbert G.,
Drummond, David L.,
Dubois, Allan K.
Dubroff, Jack B, e e
Duckworth, Robert A
Duke, Robert E. B —
Dukes, Dan K., 11T, ot
Dull, Andrew L.
Dumlao, Hernanl,
Dunbar, Layton G.,
Dunbar, Merwin C. e aroas
Dunham, Dale L.,
Dunklin, Gerald W.,
Dunn, Michael W.
Dunn, William C.,
Durfee, Gary L.,
Durham, Orin A., Jr., BB eroc el
Durr, David R.,
Duty, John 8.,
Duvall, Julius D, EEverorcal
Dykes, George O., ., ERSLSLES
Dynneson, David J, BRiu@u@auss
Eak, Gerald J. BRUSUeuetd
Eastman, Thomas G., BRULQULLYS
Easton, William G., EReQU0 e
Eatherly, Jerry W, lBUeSSvesd
Eaton, Douglas C.EEticrertoas
Eckhardt, Eric G., BB oo e
Ecuyer, Lawrence J.,
Edgar, Gerald N., III,
Edmondson, Earl R.
Edwards, George H. ESTeoroers
Edwards, James W., B e raras
Efnor, Samuel J.
Egan, Francis E., IETSratroas
Eichling, Robert E.,
Eicke, George D.,
Eiland, Roderick N.,
Elam, John R. el
Ellenberger, Barry,
Ellicott, Michael A, [P SrS e
Elliott, Ronald E. JEBeeeeeey
Ellis, Randolph W, SRiterernid
Elmore, Richard S. e e s e
Emig, John T, B eceants
Emmons, Larry R.,
Enix, Phillip W
Erickson, Marlin D,,
Erion, Bruce F.|
Erwin, William D.,
Estep, John D,,
Evans, James H. IS al
Evans, James P. [0S0
Evans, Joseph B, [JBtro0eeed
Evans, Richard A, ERitec@sced
Everett, Surry P, ERreoresees
Evirs, Robert G., BB e osesd
Fablan David R., Beroese ey
Fahey, Thomas K., [RreovoOvess
Fairchild, Robert W., XXX-XX-XXXX
Falrcloth, Harry L., JReeoeoered
Fallon, Thomas P., I1, JReeoroseed
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Fannoney, Abraham C
Farmer, David E,, Jr.,

Farmer, James R., 5
Farrenkopf, Robert,
Faulkenberry, Victor D.,

Fay, Michael J. EERErevrdl.
Feher, Ronald D. IRt ecccll.
Feighny, Michael L., IS rarrdll
Felld, Frank E. IS rarccall
Feiszli, Robert W., IR rarecdl
Fejfar, Richard A., IR arrll
Fellows, Michael H., IETSrarccall
Ferezan, Daniel M., EBEISUO0N
Ferguson, Luke B., I araccdl
Pernandez, Federlco,
Fiddner, Dighton M., B XXXX
Fieldman, Leslie M.
Filip, Thomas J., Jr., EREUSESUIS
Fish, Elbridge G. ERIOCOvIoEN.
Fisher, Ivory J. EEReeceo ey

Fisher, Jon G., ERLGEETLS

Fisher, Michael J. EReee el
Fisher, Richard C_ERatgepttl
Fitter, James P. EIRLSLLL4U
Flanagan, Michael H., ERtroroctoas
Flanders, Charles L., Bccererroa
Flanigan, Richard m
Flavin, William J.,

Fleming, John R. ERLiQUOEE
Fleming, Stephen B., BRIV
Fletcher, James M.,

Fletcher, Jeffrey D., .
Fletcher, John E,,

Flickinger, Dennis,

Flocke, Robert A.,
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Outlaw, Leroy B., BRSSPIl
Owen, Eenneth A, JRSoveed
Owen, Willlam D, JPIOvoresd
Paczkowski, Alan R., XX
Padovando, Daniel J., JRUELEO08
Pappas, Aris A. RO OCia
Paquin, Donald 1. ERLiSE@eo
Parker, Dan M.,
Parker, Fred C., IV I araccdl
Parker, Gary A, I acercdl
Parker, Michael C. I Eravcll
Parr, Neal M.,

Parrott, Leon F.,

Parsons, James E.,

Pate, Jerry C., 3
Patterson, Donald L.,
Patterson, James A.,
Patterson, Raland J.,

Patton, John E., 5

Paulson, Peter G., Breovorees
Paulus, Jefirey A, R ovo?ve
Pavletich, Douglas, [peroeoeesd
Payne, Jimmy A., Provoessd
Pearson, David W, ESeroroeret
Peaster, David M. Bt ey
Pedersen, Lloyd W. JEerere e
Pedrotil, Paul B., eravseeee
Peduto, John C., [EBreSveeeey
Peebles, David L. Jpeesegecet
Peitchinsky, Jesse JEBPeevOered
Pence, Thomas E. JEeeeeoresd
Penzel, William B, JSeroveese
Perkins, Andrew M. EBPrOvS9oss
Perkins, Thomas H., JESProvOe e
Perry, Floyd L., Jievaesed
Perry, Robert C B e cacced
Persons, Henry W. JESeSeSyeed
Petcu, Larry J., [EReeoressed
Peters, Michael P. JRrrovovrss
Petersen, Michael A, RUrQIQvevs
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Peterson, Calvin L., IR Erecdl
Peterson, Robert A
Petrosky, Daniel S.

Petruska, Charles W

Peyton, Richard A, BB orra
Phelan, Edward W.

Pickens, Monte L. |

Pickering, Thomas J.,

Pienkos, Richard B

Pieper, Ronald A.
Pierce, Louis L., Jr., I avaccclll
Pierce, Richard L, et areram
Pierce, William C.,

Pierson, Gary D.,

Pigott, Joel E., IEEreredll
Pike, Joseph L., EPeotecen |
Pilvinsky, Michael, R erarecall
Pinckert, Frank G‘.%
Pinkerton, Robert C.,

Pinzuti, Robert A. ERCeswrory
Piranfo, Charles J. B OCOrc 4
Plyler, Glenn B.m
Poirier, Louis F., II,

Poland, Ernest F. IS e ral
Polk, Artie L.

Polles, John S.,

Poole, Normunm
Porr, Brian R.,

Porter, Danny S. JEReeOrOrio gl
Porter, David L. SRS rsca
Porter, Irvine C. Bt rovoeees
Porter, Roger J, meiteseatt Sl
Posta, Charles D. m
Poulos, Stephen P.,

Powell, Richard D. IESrarral
Poynter, Hayden C.F oo
Prescott, Alan K.
Price, Luther W. s ecccas
Price, Richard R.

Price, Warren L. !
Price, Wilbur F., Jr.,|

Prosnik, George J. (2ot

Prothro, Walter L. Prrsvevees
Prybyla, David J. ERreecerecs
Ptasnik, Paul E%
Puckett, Frank M., Jr.,

Puffer, Raymond H.,

Pulliam, James B.,

Purcell, Thomas C. el
Purdom, Theodore J., I Scaccdll
Querfeld, John W,
Quigley, Collin R.

Raab, Larry L., 5
Rader, Steven R., IS el
Rae, Vernon W., Jr.

Ragans, Charles C.,
Rago, Louis B.,

Raho, Steven A., IIL,, 7
Rainwater, Ross, |
Ralph, Thomas L.,

Ramirez, Carlos A., R soeved
Ramsey, Royce D,, Jr., Feeoreored
Rapisarda, Lawrence, [ eeoorees
Rapski, Nell J., Rt Sesceotl.
Rateliffe, Lamar C. oS ese ey
Rawls, Richard W., ERECSeeaess
Ray, Delton B, o ettt

Ray, John A. IRt erecd
Raycraft, Homer J. B0 oro0sss
Raymond, Stephan ©., S eesey
Razel, John M., [eestaeess
Read, Richard D., Rt Oreeres
Rebovich, George, Jr., gEeeoeosesd
Rector, John M., Jr., BBCCo e s
Reed, Cliff W, @Rtreresssd

Reed, Henly, E,, B eaied
Reed, Henry J., RieosOreoe
Reeder, Ellis G, gEotgrersed
Rees, Michael D, I atacee
Reese, Ronald L.,

Reichert, Herbert W.,

Reid, Jack J,, IFEEcal

Reid, Michael J.
Reilly, William P.,
Reinaas, Phillip K.,

Renshaw, James G. B S0 e
Revel, James L., R orecrcall
Reynolds, Fred D, [Beroreresd
Rhame, William F., [P0 re 9
Rheude, Gregory L., Beeorareey
Rhoades, Richard T., IR0 Owwe

Rhodes, Lyle R, el
Rice, Arthur A, IR Svcal
Rice, James H., III,

Rich, Bobby G.,

Rich, Douglas P. I el
Richards, Robert R.,
Richardson, Earle C.,
Riederer, Willlam G., RSSO0
Rigg, Carl T.,

Rilovick, J. 8.

Riser, Henry L., Jr.,

Robbins, Frank H., IEerercill
Robbins, Fred L. I el
Roberts, James J.
Roberts, Shelby C., HBULSESTUL

Roberts, William J.,
Robinson, Benny L.,
Robinson, Donald L., BBEOvOvess
Robinson, Franklin,

Robinson, Michael I.,
Robinson, William L.,

Rock, Richard W., Jr.,
Rodgers, Stephen J.,
Roerig, Richard L.,

Rogers, Bruce F.,

Rogers, Glenn F.,

Rogers, Jefirey C.,

Rogers, Jerry A.,

Rogers, Judson F., IS cal
Rokosz, Ronald F., I e el
Rolfes, Jude R.,

Rollison, Rembert G.,

Romito, Joseph,

Roney, Robert J., BB oo cts
Ronning, Craig D.,

Rorie, Wilson L., Jr.,

Rose, Duston E.
Rose, John P, IS or e

Rosenberger, Carl M., BBt e ety
Rosenberry, Dennis, XXX-XX-XXXX

Rots, Paul L., el
Rowan, John E%
Rowe, Arthur W, Jr.,

Rowzee, Gene R. el
Rucker, Roger L., IE S accdl
Rudd, Jimmie G. IS0
Ruiz, Miguel O,,

Ruiz, Robert

Rumph, Kenneth D.,

Runy, John s cdll
Ruppert, Raymon D.,
Russell, James E, o oorran
Russell, Jay S. R oces ]
Russell, John C., EReroresesd
Russell, William T, S erer e
Rust, Charles S RS SPSved
Rutledge, Jerald C., GRererwrced
Ryan, Daniel A, RS TSwed

Ryan, Lawrence M., IS arcdl
Ryan, Willilam W, I e accdl
Ryder, Francis O, J S e
Ryneska, John J. Eeteorsres
Sabine, Henry Al BB ovecccal
Sakach, Peter A, QeSS
Salvadorini, David, IS rrdll
Sambol, Joseph E.,

Sammon, William L.,

Samuel, Viector J., Jr.,

Sander, Pobert D., IS cdl
Sandlin, Rodney V., ISl
Sands, Charles F‘..
Sankey, Charles D., JBeiowowes
Sarfl, Norman M. EEarrdl
Savage, Calvin XXX-XX-XXXX
Savage, Jerry L., [RALSLgess
Sawyer, Leroy ERoeoeoress

Saxby, Robert F., R eressse
Sayre, Gordon E., Jr,, XXX-XX-XXXX
Scaglione, Richard,

Scandrett, William,

Schaden, Richard T.,

Schaefer, James A.,

Schaeffer, Lee M. IE S e al
Schaffer, Ronald E.,
Schappaugh Gary L
Scheeren William O., XXX
Scheftel Paul A IR arcdl
Scherrer George J.,
Schmidt, James E.,
Schmidt Robert L., IS cdl

June 21, 197}



June 21, 197} CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 20529

Schmidt, Victor H. Sorensen, John D., EEEreTas Thornton, Charles R
Schneck, Gene L., EErEril Sorrow, Jerry W. Thornton, Robert E. BRLerSree
Schoch Bruce P‘,m Sowa, Peter T., Jr., Throckmorton, John
Schoenborn, Donald, EEeec e Speaker, Harry A., EECorececs Thurman, Jerry W. BB e cees
Schorr, John D IR, Speelman, James F., Emiteceoss Thuss, Michael I, EBEeOOve s
Schreibstein, Bertrand D, Speer, Louis E. IS e dl Tibbit, William T. e twssss
Schrock, Philip J., STl Spengler, John D, EEterercas Tijerina, Gilbert ERic@coceadil
Schroeder Philip, IEECErral Sperber, Horst G. Tildon, Ralph B., JM
Schubert, Russell W oococooo | Spiers, James V., EREESIQTUS Tillery, George G.|
Schulte, David A, IR Spillane, Joseph A, HETecetcclll Tilley, Ben R.,
Schutsky William B.. BEaraon Spivey, Donald L. e errras Tilson, David W.,
Scott David G Rt} Spraggins, Gerald E., Timboe, Harold L.
Scott. John L. I Stacy, Ca.sslrlxwY., XXXXXXHXX ;xmmc‘}ns, Joth B.,

2 * Stacy, John M. oot irey, James D. IS arccall
Sgg:;" gggéx:sl\(fl Stalzer, Thomas E. IETEr el Tisdale, Tyron E., Jr.,

o 2 [ oo | Stankus, Frank T., I cacedl Tobin, John W.,

Scribner, Charlas R" Stanley, James M., Jr., HRIISSSUN Toffler, Patrick A.,
Scrogin, Thomas W.. BRIGEISLLL Staubach, James C., Bt e teto Toland, Ray B., IEC=catcclll
Seale, Leopold K. JETSSTEmTEN Steel, Charles L., IV Toliver, Donald D. IS el
Seaton James A. IEETStrEN Steen, Kenneth B, Tomlinson, Meredith, IS rarccdl
Sebacher, Ralph I Stefan, James M., IR e Tomlinson, William IETSrecccdll
Seebart, Daniel B Steiger, Michael S., IETETETE Toole, Michael T. IS arerall
Seeman, David Stein, Kenneth R., IR Toraason, John D. ERiiereriss
Seibel, James H XXCXXXX: Steiner, Richard W., BB araceey Torres, Arthur F. S accdl
Seidel, Alfred W m Steinman, Daniel D., Toten, William L. BEPUIQEO00S
Selvitelle, Michae Stempel, Conrad F., IS et Townsan, Gerald R., IETSacccdll
Sempek, Robert A, IETErerteall Stempson, Douglas W, I cacccall Townsend, Steven N, IR cavcall
Senerote, Leonard A, IR ererdl Stephens, Thomas C., Tracy, Lawrence D.,
Serio, Joseph, IR e Al Sterling, Elliot, Jr., IE=rerecall Trahey, John H. SISl
Sever, Robert S., I e all Stettler, James J. A Trauner, Theodore J., I Scaccdl
Severn, Theodore R., Stevely, David R. IEErarerdl Traver, Robert L. IEtErertcdll
Seymour, Robert L., Stevens, Samuel M, Treadwell, Bobby D. IEErercodll
Shadburn, Robert P, I acecdl Stevenson, Douglas, IR ececed Treolo, Paul, Jrum
Shaddix, Larry G. IR rercdl. Stevenson, Larry L. e sy Trexler, Herbert J. IR eratcal
Shaffer, Hugh A. Stewart, Bobby A, IE S caree Tricomi, Frank A.

Shaffer, Joseph K.. | Stewart, Duncan F., IR erercll Trinidad, Felix F. IEEceterdll
Shahid, Fred J., Stewart, Harry W..% Trollinger, Michael IS dl
Sharples, Dale S., 11 BESr=rrll. Stierlen, Richard G Tschudi, Robert L., I Sracal
Shaw, Robert C. el St. Laurent, Norman B. Tuccillo, Ralph R. BB OCOVd
Shaw, Robert W. IESrrcall. St. Laurent, Paul J., I erarral Tucker, Frederic L. IETErerral
Sheaffer, Michael K. I rercdl Stoddart, William J., BBCEOPOPe Tucker, Gary C. STl
Shehorn, David C. I ET A Stohner, George A, IR rarccal Tucker, Gary L. IEEtatcdl
Sheil, Timothy J. MER . Strabel, Edward W., ISl Tulloch, Walter S. IEScarcdll
Shelton, George R. ERterwrecdll. Strand, John A, 111, R erarcal Turgeon, Roy W., Jr. IEEStcccdll
Sheridan, George ¥ Il Stratton, Andrew B., el Turmenne, Paul E. IEErcolll
Shero, William E., Jr., BEErErral Stratton, Michael V., IR rErrall Tuton, Beauford W. IEREt=rtedll
Sherwood, Edward L., IETEErdl Street, George L., IV, Tweedt, Carl B, I e dl
Shestok, Michael J., IEEEral Streit, Charles W., Unangst, Gregory J., IR ol
Shipp, Thomas R. TSl Stringham, Glelm Upton, Robert L., IFacacccdl
Shirk, Lloyd D., Sl Strong, Mack C.| Valentine, Frank J B e caccdl
Shoener, George B, el Stroud, Robert A, I e e te Valersky, John A, I rarcil
Sholtis, Edward R. IPEE . Sullivan, Michael V., JIReeerceee Valle, Roberto, Jr. JBIISIOIN
Shugart, Wayne R.,| 1 Sutherland, James W., [BtecS et Vallecillo, Carlos, IETECEterll
Sidebottom, William, Swanson, Harry K., 11, [SPrereeey Vann, Robert M., Jr. IE el
Slegel, Mark P., et Swedock, Robert D., B Sr e Varga, Stephen G. I a
Siemon, Kurt K., Jr. IS cac ol Sweeney, Robert C., [Epeeorereey Varo, Gregory D. I acarccdl
Simms, James H., i Sweeny, Bruce D, IR ececces Varosy, Paul s_
Simon, James, Sweet, Paul W. Vaughn, Jack A EBIOCSeENl
Simonich, Michael L., S e e Swinney, James R., Vehlow, Charles A, EErcererall
Simpson, Michael C., Szigethy, Robert E., EEEracrcall Veidt, Robert T, B acccdll.
Sims, John E., Taber, Thomas M., IS e Venator, Rex M. ST arrcdll.
Sinclair, Robert G. I atacrdll Tabor, Carlton R. e d Vennum, Michael D., B Sroreoan
Singer, James C., IR acll Taff, James R., [IE el Viader, Jua,

Skantz, Conrad P Rl Takano, Bernard K., I areccdll Viale, Charles R., i
Skiles, James K., B acarcs Tamez, Charlle, Jr., BRI a s Vickers, Wilford S. IS arrdll
Slayton, Barney F. S ardl Tangney, William P., [BEIGEOwNT Vigent, James G. [ e
Sleder, Albert, Jr., Tanksley, Elmer L., RS Vinton, Raymond S., IEeretccill
Sloan, John E., Tardy, John C. JESeeeeeeesy Vitters, Alan G. ERorarerroan
Slocum, Robert W., JEZereccelll Tarvin, Lee T. [IRCCCUSIea. Vogel, Fred J., IFtETsreelll
Sloniker, Michael E., [ dl Taylor, David L. B e ed Voightritter, Donald,

Smalkin, Frederic N., Taylor, John M. JE eSS0l Voightritter, Ronald,
Smith, Alan J. Taylor, John R. BSOS Volk, Karl W., IIT
Smith, Chester R., | Taylor, Max H. I Sracccll Vollrath, Thomas L.,

Smith, Gale N. R caccdl Taylor, Warren B Vonloewenfeldt, Carl G.,
Smith, Gary F. JIaacril Teasley, Allan V., \Zons. Stephen M., IEErarecal
Smith, Gregory W, Il Teele, Arthur E., Vranekovic, James D., IS carecdll
Smith, Joe L.JEErarcal Teixeira, Edward E., Wagner, Edward J.,

Smith, John S TR E Terry, Ronald W. IEScarcall Wagner, Harold W., Jr.,

Smith, Leslie T} - Thal, Edmund A, ISl Wagstaff, Hubert T.,

Smith, Lonnie E. Tharp, Jerry L. IEScaccdl Walden, Charles C.,

Smith Nelson F., Jr., Thiessen, Gerald R., oo dll Walker, Stanley L., IRl
Smith, Paul C., et Thomas, Eric E. JETSrecrcl Walko, Dennis P.,

Smith, Paul W., S Thomas, James B, III, Wallace, John K., IIT,

Smith, Terry L., [IBrCar ey Thomas, Michael E., IESteterdll Wallace, Peter P.,

Smith, Zannie O., S raee e Thomassy, John E., e vowes Wallace, Stewart W.,

Snelgrove, Alfred G., Q) Thome, James J., Sr., I Scarcdl Walls, James A.,

Snider, William M., Thompson, Earl H., Jr., el Walsh, Francis R.,

Snyder, Robert G., Thompson, Eugene E., Walsh, James F.,

Soders, Wardsworth, Thompson, Paul M. IFTErecall Walsh, John P, R
Sommerfeld, Evan E., Thompson, Thomas J., Walton, George R.,

Sopko, Rance D., IS rarcall Thomson, Joseph S., Wantuck, Donald F., S al
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Wantuck, Thomas A.,
Ward, Jerry W, BREUQUSIUC SN,
Ward, Mack C., Jr., I Scaccclll
Nard, Michael C., EBLIOUONNS
Wardega, Francis J., A
Warncke, Ronald M., ERLOS0NS
Warren, Harold M., IE S arccll
Warren, Howard L., BIRCESES LS
Watson, Albert J., BRSO
Weaver, Dwight D., IS el
Weaver, Robert V., Jr.,
Weber, William D., IT, BSOS 0e
Wedding, Benny E. IS rarccall
Weimer, Robert M., IS0l
Welch, James J. HERE arcall
Welch, Thomas A, Jr., IESerrdl
Weller, Albert J. IS el
Wells, David R., Jr., BBEEOvIevl
Wells, Michael C. JRUQEQ000
Wertschnig, John J., lBeoreveed
Wesley, Daryl V., ERUESIQUL
Westerhoff, Jefirey, JRUlQuO0usd
Westerlund, John S., QOO
Westlake, Leighton, ERIUSILLI0S
Whalen, William J.,JBCeSeS s
Wheley, David A, ERUQI@0utl
Wheaton, Roger S., JRICQeovscy
Wheeler, David L., JBeIQTO
Whidby, Paul M., JReOROwNey
Whipple, Thomas O., HBeOEQ vl
White, David R., -XX-
‘White, Dennis M., RIS
White, Eugene J., XX~
White, Roland J., -XX-
Whitley, Milton A. ROl
Whitman, John W., RSO
Whitman, Roy K., lRrLeowgnnnt
Whitmore, Harry L., RCIS0S00d
Whitwill, David K., BRSOV
Wiehe, Edward L., el
Wier, Larry T.,
Wignall, Robert A.,
Wilhite, Harold L., IR Sl
Wilks, Riggs L., Jr., I acacccdl
Williams, Charles D., XXX-XX-XXXX
‘Williams, Charles H. XXX-XX-XXXX
Willlams, Gary S., gereerorees
Williams, Gene, e Srarerd
Williams, George K., Q0@ e esd
Williams, Harold E,, e cesesd

Williams, Harry F.,
Williams, Robert H.,
Williams, William E,,

Willlamson, Bobby M.,
‘Willis, John T., F
Wilson, Eugene E.,

Wilson, Gale D..%
Wilson, James G.,

Wilson, James M..
Wilson, Stephen E., BRSOVl
Wilson, Thomas G., ISl
Windham, Daniel m
Windle, Joseph C.,

Winsor, Stephen m
Winter, Daniel J.,

Winters, James M., [ acaccdl

Wintrich, Frederick,
Wion, Edward J. BB el

‘Witherspoon, Richard,
Witschonke, Carl F.,

Witwer, Randall K.,

Wogan, James W, B e
Wohlers, Everett T, IR0 ar a0
Wolfe, John E%
Wolfinger, William,
Wollenberg, Richard,

Wong Terrence K.,

Wood, Morris W.

Woodward, John C.,

Woody, Carl E. IETSrecdl.

Woolshlager, John, I e e e ecs
Wooten, Marvin, Jr. B erereed
Worthen, James K., JIEESrae

Wright, Fred J. B 9easeses
Wright, Less P, o ae s

Wright, Michael L., EEeeororesy
Wright, Richard K. SIS re e
Wright, Sumner C., BerSeacesd
Wright, Thomas J, [ e et ress
Wunderly, Curtis W., Bt e S ss
Wyman, Samuel D., ITI, QS Svorees
Yager, Klaus D., JROwowees
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Yarrison, James L. IE el
Yasukawa, Ronald N.

Yearwood, John F.,

Yon, Terry A.,

Yoshizumi, Gary R.

Young, David A. B e rtras
Young, David F.,

Young, Lewis W,

Youhg, Nathaniel L.,

Young, Alan H,

Youngs, James O., III,
Yuguchi, Tadashi G., BRUC@EOC00
Zak, Michael I JIERErarrdl
Zakrzewski, Stephen,
Zanni Joseph W. I Scacdl
Zapata, Jenaro A el
Zdimal, Michael A el
Zehrer, David G., IRl
Zeler, Timothy M. I ararcdl
Zephusen, Leo J. IER e acccdl
Zielinski, Ronald J., IS re ol
Zimmerman, Loren D.,
Zinser, Roy F., Jr. S ercclll
Zola Ronald G, ISl
Zophy, F, Gordon IT,
Zucker, David C., IS ardl

WOMEN'S ARMY CORPS
To be captain

Davis, Constance M., IS ol
Delsesto, Anne M. BB e et
Kugel, Elizabeth E., I Scaccdl
Madison, Amy J.,
Meyer, Elizabeth G.,
Netherton, Theresa, BRC e erral
Riou, Ann M., EEREercal.
Russell, Carolyn E, IS arcdll
Stubbs, Pegey A. oAl
Thompson, Marcia E.,
Whitt, Sandra S. RSl

ARMY NURSE CORPS

To be captain

Adams, Nancy R.
Alexander, Gus N, B e
Ankerson, Diane N., I e e
Ankrom, Linda E, IETSrecdl
Bobo, Sandra L. IS cacdl
Bradley, John J. el
Canfield, Lawrence,
Cook, Thomas E. B S accll
Dayton, Lorraine M.,

Deden, Stanley N.,

Drain, Cecil B., B orerram.
Duffel, Dale L., IR = el
Evans, John M., Jr., It e el
Farineau, Paul F el
Flowers, Vickl L. R Oe o7
Fortino, Julie A, RS e aE
Fox, Charlotte A IS e cdl
Golighty, Clarice I o dl -
Gleeson, Roberta L.,
Groce, Gary R IS el
Hamer, Lawrence A, el
Hawkins, Richard D., IS S dll
Keeton, Thomas E., IIEStacccdll
Larkin, Jude O., ISRl
Marcotte, Jerome J., I acacccdll
Martin, Robert J. Jr., Bt orasied
McGookin, Deanna, ISl
Morrill, Kenneth F.,

Moss, Larry W.

Olson, Mary K. B aracccll
Peche, Marra E. e arrdl
Pescatore, Edward A.,
Reed, Edwin D. el
Rees, Marilyn S, S roesed
Rennie, Donald S
Shaltry, Mary J. XXX
Sherner, John H. [BreSeeeeey
Sherrod, Susie M., RS ee ey
Smith, Alan P. S arcdl
Soltau, John E. JERErarccll
Stabingas, Sandra F., e e sed
Strzeleckl, Stanley, RS Sw
Synakowskl, Ralph G., Jeorovesy
Thompson, Janet R, B S Sreey
Travis, Jacklyn G, JPerovoered
Treybig, Eennard R., ROV Qe
Weaver, William R.,

Webb, Norma J.,

Wilson, William V.,

Zadzora, Timothy P.,

ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS
To be captain
Bouillet, Karen F.,
Goodwin, William L. IS all
Hawkins, Mary F.
Humm, Gaylf A, B
Jones, Thomas D., ERTrer e e
Laney, Millard G., IR revedll
Morris, Linda L. I ererecdl
Pope, Richard L., [ o o
Reardon, John C, RS oo
Sinnott, Richard R.,
Stevens, Douglas L. IS o
Yamamoto, Steven K., IS S0 a
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be captain

Ambrose, Anthony, EEocera ol

Arellano, Benito M. IR e e e

Armstrong, Joe C.,

Aron, Bruce L.,

Austin, Henry M., III,

Bachman, William G., IR SrarraE

Ball, Robert M.

Beahm, Michael R.,

Beatson, Ronald B.,

Besanceney, Charles, o8 es o s

Bland, Edward C. B e s

Boyd, Ronald D, e

Brink, Gary S., BB S o
XXX=-XX-XXXX

Busby, Lonnie L., JRROTO00e

Carpenter, Timothy, HE Sl

Chaney, Bobby F.

Cole, Clyde N., BBl et o tes

Coogler, Arthur O, gpiesierses

Cummings, Douglas M. oS sovasy

Curl, Walton W_ B Owowed

Dale, Glyndon A B Srarccdl

Davis, Brian K.,

Dellinger, William R., Sr.,

Dorfman, William I.,
Drake, Robert E,, Jr.,
Duff, William P.,

Duncan, Chester E. B Sy Swee
Dyer, Charles E., IT XXX-XX-XXXX
Elmore, James H. SIS roresd
Everette, Kirby L. XXX-XX-XXXX
Forshey, David L. JReeOwOwers
Frushour, Stephen J.,
Garcia, Victor F. E S el
George, Gary B. JEtSraccrall
Goding, William R. I acdl
Gonzalez, John J.,

Goyne, Richard M.,

Grabowski, William,

Hanohano, William J.,
Hauck, Kenneth W, I raccill
Hawkes, Thomas A., Jr.,
Hawkins, James W., Jr., I e cacccal
Hendricks, Larry D.

Henry, Joseph R.,

Hetrick, Andrew J., JBveorserss
Hill, Charles R., B S Sered

Hill, Mack C,,JRiSeorees

Hiner, William O., Jr., Bt Scoees
Hinkel, Robert E. RSV
Hohn, Dennis E. el
Howard, James T. I acacccll
Hyatt, Richard S..

Irish, Arthur S.,

Jackson, Walter F.

Jones, Larry L., [ arcdl.
Kammerer, James W.,

Killion, Norvel, Jr.,

Eromonak, K:nnot 3. METETETITEN
Kremenak, Kenneth J.,

Kruse, William R., =l
Laswell, George R., I Scacccdl
Leatherberry, Roy J.. I e e cdl
Makela, Glenn R. Sl
Markham, Selwyn L., JSSrSwee
Martin, James A, RO I@ e
Matheson, William A, P eSS
McAlear, Hugh M., e Sv sy
Mecllrath, John C., Rreeroered
McKinley, Loran R, BEeroveees
McManus, Albert T, RS0 eses
McMullen, William H., e e
Mendoza, Edward M., e resess
Meyer, Michael P. S emmeees
Miles, Otha G., B etoeees
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Miller, Roy D. ISl
Miller, Thomas A.,
Moore, Clayton H.,
Moro, Kenneth S., I ravcll
Mullaly, Charles F.,
Murphy, Robert F.,
Nakayama, Harvey K., BRLLSLG5000
Normile, James P., IT,
Olejnik, Kenneth R. IE S raccal
Patterson, James F.,
Pecoraro, Richard,
Perkins, Philip H., JReeQCQ00e
Pick, Robert O, RCPOVeN

Pitts, Larry C. JRAOrQN0

Pope, John, Jr., I acaccll.
Popov, Dan IE7Srertcall

Potter, Michael W.,
Reamey, Herbert K. I acaccdl
Roberts, Donald L., IS ardl
Saugstad, Edward S., [EiSeereey
Schade, Harold C., II, e Ovoeeed
Short, Thomas E., IR el
Simons, John V.,

Smart, Samuel C.,

Sodetz, Frank J., Jr.

Solook, John T,
Sontag, Adolph J., Jr.,
Stevens, Charles m
Stone, Samuel E.,

Sweet, Ross B.,
Tedeschi, Emeric R.,
Torba, Gerald M., I acacccll
Vybiral, Thomas J,
Waller, Charles R., B Oe Qe
Waters, Keith H., IEtaracdl
White, Edward D., ROy
Wilkinson, Rowland,
Williams, Michael D.,
‘Williams, William K.,
Wills, Clarence m
‘Withrow, Gene,

Wright, Cephas C., IS arccdl
Young, Hansford L.,
Zych, Eenneth A, [l

VETERINARY CORPS
To be captain
Caron, Paul Lee, It aiacccd
Elmore, James D., e orocees
Gaub, Steven D. JIErEcacrclll
Hardisty, Jerry F.,

Hofmann, John R.,
Salamone, Bernard P.,

Zotler, Jon G., Rl
MEDICAL CORPS
To be capilain
Albus, Robert A.,
Baxley, John B, Jr.,
Deas, Bernard W., Jr.,
Diamond, Dalton E.,
Schweitzer, George
Winkel, Craig A.,
DENTAL CORPS
To be captain

Billingsley, Michael,
O'Neal, Robert B.
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The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Regular Army of the United
States, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 3284 and 3298:

ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be first lieutenant

Beyeler, Matthew S., e cacccdll
Lasater, Gary M. e rarcil
Pace, Willlam T., I Sarcdl
Hunt, Kenneth D. |
Wockenfuss, Clark H.,

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

To be first lieutenant

Dellinger, William R., Sr.,
IN THE ARMY
The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Reserve of the Army of the United
States, under the provisions of title 10, sec-
tions 3370 and 3383:
ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be colonel

Bruce, Miles E,, IS ardl
Lunger, Raymond R.,
WOMEN'S ARMY CORPS
To be colonel

Swartz, Isabelle J. el

ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be lieutenant colonel

Carter, Fred M., IS el
Collins, Robert D., s cccdl
Edwards, Robert F. IS ol
Franklin, Henry G., [ acacccall
Gardner, Matthew L.,
Joye, John M., Eeeroreeses

Landers, Jo.,

Lawson, Charles J. I Scarcdl
Lohrmann, Bruno T.,

Manning, James A.,

Matsukawa, Joe S., %
Matthews, Lewis E. J.,
McCall, Thomas S..m
McLemore, Bobbie F.,
Newbold, Eenneth R., JBCroroeesd
Penhart, William J., B Sesered
Quinlan, Daniel, Beegvoweed
Rubenacker, Clarence, XXX-XX-XXXX
Williams, John P. Jpeeevesssd
Williamson, Garrett, XXX-XX-XXXX
Zobrist, Benedict K., RS eeesd
WOMEN’S ARMY CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Cadwell, Louise M., B erereed
The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Reserve of the Army of the
United States, under the provisions of title
10, United States Code, sections 591, 593, and
594:
MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

Bruckman, Joseph A, [l

Shively, Harold H., Jr.,

The following-named Army National Guard
officers for appointment in the Reserve of
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the Army of the United States, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3385:
ARMY PROMOTION LIST
To be colonel

Cowan, Thomas L. I ererrdl
Demmer, Richard A, HESercdll
Dingler, Walter J.
Fanning, James G, BRISSUSUIY
Gallagher, Paul J. I accdl
McGehee, Eugene W., e rarccdll
Merritt, Henry C., ERAGOAS NN
Reiter, Richard A HEEetcclll
Royal, John W., I crcall

Van Dell, Mose, I acdl

To be lieutenant colonel

Baugh, Edward B 0XX-XXXX_ |
DeGraw, Thomas J. I areccdl
Doyle, Harold D.,
Doyle, William J., I acacccal
Fitzgerald, Robert W. I acarccdll
Frakes, Paul D, I el
Freitag, Sidney G. B ecaccdl
Fuqua, Billie E. Bl
Fusco, George M. I acecll
Griffin, Joseph W. IS ar el
Gwint, Ivan W, I acccdl
Hanson, David B, IS accdl
Haransky, Stanley J. Jr., IR ececcdll
Hartman, John C., IS e dl
Hummel, Don N., IE2acdl.
Jamieson, William M., Jr.,
Johnson, Leo P, el
Jointer, William B. i eraredl
Kemp, David G.

Lavimoniere, Donald M.,

Lyle, Millard D., BT sl
Mann, George E.,
Marquardt, Melvin H., Jr.,
Matthews, Bobby L. IS acccll
Mazzone, Thomas W. I e car et
McLain, Francis R. VS VOvees
Miller, Robert F., Eetrorceees
Mitchell, Don E., [BeeSeaveed
Morrow, David E., RS eQU ol
Navas-Davila, Luis 8., Bt e e ecs
Pointer, Frank M. JB IS S s
Roberts, John L. JRrIerercoal
Setzer, Benjamin R, IR SISeeed

Stallings, Leah W, B S S o
Strukel, Jack, Jr. JRrecoseed
CHAPLAIN
To be lieutenant colonel

Turner, Wendell R., Jr., [

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate June 21, 1974:
THE JUDICIARY

William H. Orrick, Jr., of California, to be
U.S. district judge for the northern district
of California.

Henry F. Werker, of New York, to be U.S.
district judge for the southern district of
New York.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, June 21, 1974

The House met at 11 o’clock a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

With God nothing shall be impos-
sible.—Luke 1:37.

O Thou in whom we live and move and
have our being, come anew into our
hearts and make us ready for the respon-
sibilities of this day.

Remove from us the barriers of pride
and prejudice. Take away the bitterness
that blights our being, the resentments
which ruin our reasoning, and the dis-

couragements which dispirits our disposi-
tions. In all our trials and troubles grant
unto us the wisdom which saves us from
false choices and leads us in the ways
of truth and honor.

Guide Thou our Nation and the na-
tions of the world into the paths of jus-
tice and good will and establish among
us the peace which is the fruit of right-
eousness. In Thy light may we see light
and in Thy straight paths we may not
stumble.

In the spirit of the Master we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
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